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Executive Summary 
 
The Youth Justice Board (YJB) is working to support frontline service improvement through grants and 
activity that target system-wide challenges. This involves a ‘pathfinder’ approach whereby local 
authorities and partners can pilot, develop, and disseminate whole system solutions to problems. In 
this context, whole systems approaches entail partnership working across the region to intervene 
early in violent activity. The YJB has funded pathfinder programmes in the West Midlands, overseen 
by the West Midlands Violence Reduction Unit (WMVRU) in conjunction with the seven West Midlands 
(Police & Crime Commissioner area) Youth Offending Teams (YOTs). 
 
In September 2020 First Class Foundation were commissioned, through a competitive tender process, 
to deliver their Kitchen Table Talks (KTT) programme across the seven YOTs. First Class Foundation 
describe KTT as a culturally competent, psychologically informed, peer to peer outreach, engagement, 
and support programme to support and work closely with the parents of young people involved with 
the Youth Justice System to act a bridge between the parents and the YOT. The service is designed to 
support parents of those most at risk of reoffending, by helping them to understand the youth justice 
system, being a sounding board and relaying information back to the YOS to help the service better 
understand and support the parents. 
 
The evaluation investigated if and how the development and delivery of Peer Support networks for 
parents is:  

 working towards reduction in offending/reoffending and reducing the seriousness of 
offences 

 improving the quality of relationships between parent/carer and the child 
 influencing parents’ confidence, knowledge, wellbeing, parenting style, engagement 

 
The evaluation also sought to understand parent’s experience of the project. Investigating if and how, 
and identifying any barriers to success will be done through a process and impact evaluation. This 
report presents findings from data collected with parents, the KTT team, and YOT staff. 
 
Findings 
198 parents were referred to KTT between late 2020 and February 2022. Qualitative and quantitative 
data were collected with parents, staff, and YOTs. The quantitative findings show that there was a 
significant increase in participants’ wellbeing and perceived confidence with parenting during 
engagement with KTT, and this continued to increase the longer participants were engagedi. Referral 
and monitoring data are presented below. 

The qualitative research explored the process of implementing the project across seven YOTs, 
explored barriers, and sought to understand the impact on parents engaged with the project. The 
findings highlighted that while referral processes varied according to the YOT, they showed more 
success where they were embedded into core YOT practices, supported by senior management, and 
where close working relationships were built with KTT. There is clear potential for parents to be 
empowered and for YOTs to build on the engagement with KTT, bringing more of the parent voice 
into YOT work. Parental knowledge, resourcing and active involvement is crucial for children’s 
engagement and completion of youth justice sentencesii.  

                                                           
i Up to 12 weeks, when the final data were collected 
ii Brooks-Wilson, S., (2020), 'Rethinking youth justice journeys: complex needs, impeded capabilities and criminalisation', 
Youth Justice, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 309-327.  

 

https://research.birmingham.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/rethinking-youth-justice-journeys(26bfebf6-2c0e-4127-8183-bfd19d5eeaa2).html
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The evaluation data shows that KTT is based on the idea that self-care is an important step to 
supporting parents to deal with the stresses and strains of having a child in the youth justice system. 
The self-care focus is important in engaging parents and helps distinguish KTT from statutory services. 
Their use of “goody bags”, and meeting in cake shops and cafes, encapsulates that idea. It is likely that 
engagement with KTT reduces isolation and feelings of shame. 

There were mixed reports about the extent to which Covid-19 had understandably impacted KTT 
delivery, with digital exclusion and literacy likely to have meant some parents were not able to access 
KTT during the lockdown period. However, contact was adapted and maintained through online 
provision and postal gifts, ensuring gestures of care could be maintained. There were high levels of 
perceived value in the support and signposting being provided for a group who remain on the margins 
of youth justice in policy terms, but are often instrumental in terms of wellbeing, order completion 
and desistance. The offer should, going forward, be an appropriate blend of physical meetings (with a 
physical presence required in each of the areas) and virtual means than have scale across the 
geography.  

In summary, YOTs and the project provider involved in this pilot have worked collectively to find ways 
to consistently refer parents into KTT, reflecting on the processes adopted in each area. KTT 
demonstrates effectiveness in engaging parents, but - as highlighted in the recommendations below 
- the programme could be developed through a clear outcomes framework and refinement of 
programme structures and activities. There is evidence that engagement with KTT has a positive 
impact on parent’s well-being and confidence with parenting. More time needs to elapse to 
understand if there has been an impact on young people’s offending behaviours. The end of this pilot 
presents an opportunity to reflect on the successes to date, share the learning, and to use the 
recommendations presented in this report to further develop the provision. 

Limitations of the data are discussed in this report. 
 
Points of commendation 

 KTT’s flexible approach to referrals, responding to the needs of each YOT 

 KTT’s flexible approach to engaging parents, offering a variety of ways to connect 

 YOTs reflecting and developing good practice to increase referral numbers 

 KTT providing a programme that particularly engages parents from ethnically diverse 
communities, offer the potential to break down barriers between parents and criminal justice 
agencies 

 The desire from YOTs to find new ways to hear the parent voice demonstrates the value that 
engaging wit KTT has brought 

 
 
Recommendations 
The recommendations in this report are directly informed by the evaluation findings. Themes of 
particular importance relate to: the policies and processes that connect the KTT programme with local 
YOT sites; ways that programme benefits could be extended for parents; an exploration of ways in 
which theoretical underpinnings could further inform provision and; refinements to the collection and 
analysis of programme data. 
 

-  YOT-related process and policy 

To maximise the potential and success for parents and children, YOTs and the provider should: 

 Design and implement a clear and focused referral process 
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 Develop a more robust framework to clearly identify measurable impact on parental efficacy 
and wellbeing, as well as any wider benefits in relation to outcomes for young people and the 
youth justice system 

 Articulate an outcomes framework that could be linked to a parental progression mapping 
exercise, to assess the different impact of youth justice system contact and peer support 

 Enhance multi-agency working across the partnership, which would allow clearer 
understanding of the impact and outcomes of referrals 

 Consider this provision when developing their local strategies 

 Ensure all YOT staff are adequately briefed on the provision including information in staff 
induction packages 

 Create a promotion plan to ensure the provision is widely promoted to parents. For example, 
the ‘Mythbuster’ video developed by Birmingham and KTT could be effective in this area 

 Work with other YOTs to share best practice with each other about effective implementation, 
outside of the current steering group (for example, at YOT regional meetings) 

 Find a solution to tensions between provision independence and information sharing 
 

- Our parent specific recommendations 

 Parent ambassadors should be further empowered to harness their local knowledge and 
experiences 

 Consideration should be given by the Youth Justice Service to establishing parent forums using 
the experience and knowledge of the parent ambassadors 

 Clear exit strategies for parents from the programme should be developed, once goals have 
been achieved 

 Detailed information sharing protocols should be developed between YOTs and the provider  

 Meaningful routes to parental empowerment that focus on self-care and community building 
should be developed to equip parents with knowledge and skills that empower them in their 
engagements with the youth justice system  

 Parameter setting around the offer duration would help set clear expectations for parents  
 

- Programme structure and content should: 

 Have an up-to-date manual of the key provision aims, which is based on a sound theoretical 
and evidence-based approaches 

 Be explicitly mapped to a Theory of Change or Logic Model to enable it to be further developed 
as the programme evolves to allow outcome mapping to be aligned 

 Explicitly outline the potential engagement methods by the provider to parents and partner 
agencies 
 

- Data and evaluation effectiveness requires that: 

 There should be a clear data sharing agreement and time frames in place at start with clear 
review points 

 There should be consistent data collection by KTT staff, considering any training needs 

 There should be a continuation of data collection to enable a follow-up analysis/evaluation 

 There should be a commitment for the evaluation team, provider, and YJB to work together 
to produce a ‘key ingredients for successfully working with parents’ document, based on the 
finding of this evaluation and to be shared nationally  
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1.  Background: The Serious Youth Violence Pathfinder 
 

The Youth Justice Board (YJB) is working to support frontline service improvement through grants and 
activity that target system-wide challenges. This involves a ‘pathfinder’ approach whereby local 
authorities and partners can pilot, develop, and disseminate whole system solutions. The YJB has 
funded a pathfinder programmes in the West Midlands, overseen by the West Midlands Violence 
Reduction Unit (WMVRU) in conjunction with the seven West Midlands (PCC area) Youth Offending 
Teams (YOTs). 
 
Purpose of the project 
To create and facilitate parental peer support networks across the West Midlands YOTs delivery areas 
that can be accessed - and ultimately facilitated - by parents with children known to (or at risk of 
involvement with the youth justice system. The offer should be an appropriate blend of physical 
meetings (with a physical presence required in each of the areas) and virtual means than have scale 
across the geography. To evaluate the project and contribute to regional and national learning. 
 
Aims 
The ultimate aim of the project is to contribute to the reduction of serious youth violence across the 
areas. This is related to a theory of change, which aims to demonstrate that positive engagement of 
parents, through increasing their skills and resilience, will lead to the parents being able to support 
their child to engage more positively with YOTs. Therefore, it will be less likely the child will need to 
re-offend or prevent an engagement with YOT. An aspiration is that this also has a knock-on effect on 
siblings. Appreciating that reductions in offending take time, the provider was required to work with 
the evaluation team and the YOTs to show a blend of quantitative and qualitative measures which 
demonstrate progress and outcomes.    
 
Year 1 

 To co-create and co-design supportive spaces for parents in each area to share experiences 
and learn from each other, building personal resilience, using a solution focused approach 

 To build an online offer to compliment the physical support sessions. 
 To reduce isolation in parents who have children within (or at risk of involvement with) the 

youth justice system. 
 To deliver and co-deliver awareness raising sessions to parents about key topics on which 

parent felt help was needed.  
 To develop a forum which involves and gets parents to participate in decisions about statutory 

service delivery and creates a bridge between parents and the YOS/CJS for better working 
relationships. 

 To be inclusive and to empower parents. 
 To be proactive in removing barriers (such as finance, transport, childcare) so that parents are 

able to participate within this forum. 
 To evaluate and share good practice/learning in conjunction with the overall YJB terms of 

grant to the VRU. 
 
Year 2 
As above, plus: 

 To identify and upskill parents within the networks who can become facilitators of sessions 
leading to further networks/increased capacity of the offer and future sustainability. 

 To co-develop training to empower and upskill parents within the networks 
 To broaden access to include wider referral sources (ASB teams/Pupil Referral Units or self-

referral for example) 
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 To work with the YOTS, the VRU and those engaged with the project to seek ongoing funding 
for the project. 

 
KTT is a YJB pathfinder funded project working with parents in the West Midlandsiii. The pathfinder 
aimed to take the potential of that experience and build on it across the region, strengthening the 
peer led element so that parents can be more involved in the design and facilitation of the sessions 
and ultimately create their own support networks. Once established in each area, an additional 
element of this project is to work to broaden the eligibility of those who can attend to parents who 
may not be quite as familiar with the youth justice system, thereby expanding the model into an earlier 
intervention space.   
 
A working group has been established, with representation from all seven West Midlands PCC area 
YOTs. In September 2020 First Class Foundation were commissioned, through a competitive tender 
process, to deliver their KTT programme across the seven YOTs.  

                                                           
iii Working with Parents: Kitchen Table Talks - West Midlands (October 2021) - Youth Justice Resource Hub 
(yjresourcehub.uk) 

https://yjresourcehub.uk/working-with-children-and-families/item/873-working-with-parents-kitchen-table-talks-west-midlands-october-2021.html
https://yjresourcehub.uk/working-with-children-and-families/item/873-working-with-parents-kitchen-table-talks-west-midlands-october-2021.html
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2. Kitchen Table Talks 
 
Overview provided by First Class Foundation 
 
First Class Foundation, formerly First-Class Legacy Ltd, was set up in April 2019, building on 15 years’ 
experience. First Class Foundation exists to support families and young people in three key areas: 
 
1. To reduce youth violence 
2. Improve mental health resilience 
3. Connecting families to their purpose through exposure to positive activities, jobs, training, and 

apprenticeships 
 
Serving the West Midlands, and being a Birmingham based organisation, First Class Foundation 
reaches out, understands and provides lasting solutions to a range of service providers to help them 
to engage, connect with and build lasting relationships with those in the community deemed 
traditionally hard to engage.  
 
The organisation has actively engaged and successfully supported people who have experienced some 
of the well documented issues within Birmingham, including knife and gun crime, Child Criminal 
Exploitation, county lines, drug trafficking, sexual grooming, and drugs grooming. First Class 
Foundation work with young people and adults to support them in exploring alternative lifestyles and 
to provide them with a range of resilience strengthening tools that they can use. The success of the 
approach has been based on how KTT address the thinking, attitude and behaviour of the individuals 
supported. 
 
Kitchen Table Talks 
First Class Foundation describe Kitchen Table Talks (KTT) as a culturally competent, psychologically 
informed, peer to peer outreach, engagement, and support programme to support and work closely 
with the parents of young people involved with the Youth Justice System to act a bridge between the 
parents and the YOS. 
 
The service is designed to support parents of those most at risk of reoffending, by helping them to 
understand the youth justice system, being a sounding board and relaying information back to the 
YOS to help the service better understand and support the parents. See Figure 1 (over page: Kitchen 
Table Talks Flyer). 
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Figure 1: Kitchen Table Talks Flyer 
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Figure 2: Kitchen Table Talks Delivery Model 
 

 

FEEDBACK 

Below describes pre-Covid delivery:  
1 Out of Court Support 
Family Support Practitioner attends out of court panel, to introduce the service and make first contact. 
2 Weekly Telephone, WhatsApp, Text 
Upon completed referral, family support practitioner will contact parents and begin engagement 
3 Monthly Forum 
Parent is invited to monthly forum to supportively share their experiential learning with each other 
and gather information for professionals around the Youth Justice System should. We identify an 
appropriate venue to support open and guided discussion with refreshments included. Free for 
referrals to access 
4 Monthly Home Visits 
For parents who cannot attend a forum, or who may not be ready to engage with us in a wider group, 
we offer home visits, to break the ice and offer support  
Weekly Online Engagement  
Delivered using Zoom, for those who cannot attend they can watch it back through the private 
Facebook group where sessions are uploaded. Example webinar.  
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P-Oj4K1RKOk
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3. Evaluation overview 
 
The evaluation aims were to investigate if and how the development and delivery of Peer Support 
networks for parents is:  

 working towards reductions in offending/reoffending and reducing the seriousness of 
offences 

 improving the quality of relationships between parent/carer and the child 
 influencing parents’ confidence, knowledge, wellbeing, parenting style, engagement 

 
The evaluation also sought to understand parent’s experience of the project. The aims of the 
evaluation were researched through a process and impact evaluation design. We took a mixed-
methods approach to evaluating the project, being responsive to the practical and operational 
developments within the project delivery, amending the evaluation plan as appropriate while still 
maintaining the core requirements for robust evidence. 
 
Impact evaluation: We worked with beneficiaries to gain an in-depth understanding of their 
experiences, and placed the findings within the appropriate research evidence base and policy-
context. We gathered quantitative data, where appropriate working with data already obtained and 
routinely collected by YOTs. 
 
Process evaluation: This element focused on understanding how (& how efficiently, with specific 
reference to implementation of the project through the WMVRU) the project has evolved, and the 
relationship between this and the outcomes (impact). Qualitative data collected through diaries and 
interviews (beneficiaries, staff, & other stakeholders) looked at the way the project has been 
developed, implemented, and managed. This element will help the continued development of the 
project, and identify any barriers to success. 
 
We aimed to make use of existing data collected by the seven YOTs, working closely with them to 
understand data collection processes in their ChildView and Careworks systems. In addition, we 
worked closely with all partners to reduce potential burden on staff and participants and increase the 
amount and quality of data collected. 



 

13 
 

Figure 3: Evaluation Overview 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Relationship building 
• Ethics application 
• Evidence review  

Outcomes data 
• Parents: A questionnaire data using validated indicators of 

wellbeing, confidence, and parenting style 
• Predictive factors: factors predictive of offending/reoffending 

(mediating factors) 
• Offending/reoffending data: Any reduction/changes in 

offending/reoffending due to the parental change (child & 
siblings) 

Key outputs/deliverables 
 Refined evaluation framework: qualitative 

and quantitative 

 Evaluation data guide for First Class Legacy 

 Evaluation data guide for YOTs 

 March and September 2021: Report 
detailing interim methods, findings, and 
recommendations 

 March 2022: Full and short report 
detailing methods, findings, and 
recommendations 

Qualitative data 
• Workshops with parent ambassadors: will include a focus on 

relationships (with children, & with the YOT), confidence, 

knowledge, and wellbeing 

• Interviews/focus groups with project leads, facilitators, and 
key stakeholders will explore delivery, quality, impact, and 
legacy 
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4. Research context  

Background 

Violent crime covers a broad range of offences that range from minor assaults such as pushing and 
shoving), harassment and abuse (that result in no physical harm) through to wounding and homicide1. 
Crime data, trends and patterns have been significantly impacted by the coronavirus (COVID-19) 
pandemic. Not least because from the period from March 2020 onwards government restrictions on 
social contact – in the most extreme form as national lockdowns – radically changed the opportunity 
structures for certain kinds of offending 2 3.   
Since 2018 the Government has been implementing its Violence Reduction Strategy, which has 
committed to a public health approach to reducing violence4. At the forefront of this is a commitment 
to public health approaches to finding the ‘cure’ for violence. From July 2019, the then Home Secretary 
Sajid Javid announced a new ‘public healthy duty’5 to tackle violent crime. This represented a steady 
evolution from the previous Serious Violence Strategy6 developed by Javid’s predecessor Amber Rudd, 
which although promoting a multi-agency approach, did not explicitly focus on public health 
approaches to violence reduction, beyond the acceptance that public health approaches have a role 
in drug prevention initiatives. The public health duty, by contrast, brings together the police, local 
authorities/councils, health trusts, youth offending services and education services to ‘gather 
intelligence and knowledge to understand and address the root causes of serious violence including 
knife crime’5.   
The building blocks of the Public Health approach to violence reduction are: 

 Providing £35m worth of funding to 18 police forces worst effected by violent crime to set 
up Violence Reduction Units (VRUs) modelled on Scotland’s VRU.  

 Investing £200m over ten years into the Youth Endowment Fund, which provides grants to public, 
third sector and for-profit bodies working on targeted early intervention with young people, 
and establish a Serious Violence Taskforce to provide oversight and challenge to this spending. 

 Introducing two new legal duties on local public service providers to take a proactive approach 
to tackling serious violence5 

The West Midlands Violence Reduction Unit has adopted the public health approach to violence 
reduction, taking a lead from the World Health Organisation (WHO). The WHO approach has four key 
steps7: 

1. Uncovering knowledge of violence through the systematic collection of data about all aspects 
of violence including its magnitude, scope, characteristics and consequences 

2. Investigating why violence occurs including deciphering its causes and risk factors and how 
these can be addressed 

3. Exploring ways to prevent violence through the design, implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation of interventions  

4. Implementing evidence-based interventions that are seen to be promising and widely 
disseminating information on the cost-effectiveness of programmes 

As part of its updated strategy (2019-2022), the Youth Justice Board (YJB) – the organisation 
responsible for overseeing youth justice – has introduced a pathfinder approach to assist local 
authorities and their partners to devise, develop and disseminate whole systems approaches to 
serious youth violence8. The West Midlands have also adopted the ‘whole systems approach’ to 
tacking violence to enable agencies and their partners to identify opportunities to engage in violence 
reduction activities across the region.9 In line with this approach and speaking directly to points 3 and 
4 of the WHO violence reduction approach, a number of interventions have been implemented across 
the region and are being evaluated. The Kitchen Table Talks intervention is one such example.    

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/police-granted-funding-boost-for-action-on-serious-violence
http://actiononviolence.org/
https://www.sibgroup.org.uk/youth-endowment-fund
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-taskforce-to-take-action-against-violent-crime
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Trends 

Patterns of crime in the year ending September 2021 have been significantly affected by the 
coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic and government restrictions on social contact. There was significant 
variation in the level of restrictions in place across this time period and, at times, further variation 
across regions. This creates a challenge in isolating the level of impact that restrictions may have had 
on patterns of crime. Data from the ONS shows how the number of incidents decreased for various 
crime categories over the national lockdowns. Crime data recorded by the police, however, indicates 
that certain offence types might be returning to pre-pandemic levels and maybe even surpassing 
these.  
Survey data shows how most violence is fairly low-level and involves no injury to the victim. Where an 
injury is reported, it is often minor such as scratches and bruises1. Data also repeatedly shows how 
younger adults (youths) are more likely to be victims of violent crimes than those in older age groups. 
The same is true of those from disadvantaged backgrounds.4 Males are also more likely to be victims 
of violent crime where the perpetrator was a stranger or acquaintance. However, women were more 
likely to be victims of domestic violence perpetrated by a partner or ex-partner, or other family 
member1.  
According to the Crime Survey for England and Wales (CSEW), there have been steady long-term 
declines in the violent crime from around the mid’ 1990s (see Figure 1). Recent trends, however, may 
be showing a new pattern emerging. Contra to the continuous long-term reductions over previous 
decades, contemporary data shows a flat lining. In other words, over the last four years levels of 
violent crime measured by the CSEW have remained fairly flat, indicating a change in the previous 
downward trend1. Police recorded crime and NHS data have also indicated rises in the number of 
offences involving knives or sharp instruments over the last four years. These offences tend to be 
concentrated in London and other metropolitan areas including Birmingham and the West Midlands.  
The most recent data from the CSEW represents a disruption to the time-series. In other words, the 
Covid-19 pandemic has meant that the survey switched from face-to-face interviewing to a telephone-
based survey for the year 2020/21. This means that although the data from the most recent CSEW is 
comparable with previous years, the data cannot be compared with the year ending September 2020 
‘because of overlapping reporting periods for some respondents’10. Longer term data from the CSEW 
reveal a downward trend in levels of violent crime in England and Wales: 

Figure 1: CSEW: Trends in Violent Crime in England and Wales4  

 

 

 

As a victimisation survey, 
the CSEW is seen to be a 
more accurate account 
of crime and crime 
trends than the police 
recorded data. The utility 
of the CSEW vis-à-vis 
Police recorded data 
relates to the detail of 
the crime types covered 

and population samples included. Police recorded data is limited by an absence of data on crimes that 
are not reported to or not recorded by the police. Data from the 2019/2020 CSEW showed that more 
than half of violent incidents in the last year (62%) did not come to the attention of the police. Police 
Recorded Data from 2020/21 showed a 3% decrease in violence with injury, to 499,880 offences, but 
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a 3% increase in violence without injury (736,185 offences) in the year ending September 202111. The 
2020/21 data also suggests that recent rises identifiable in violent crime in police report data have as 
yet been found in the CSEW, but this might be a product of changes in survey administration as a 
consequence of the pandemic.  
The longer-term trends identified by the CSEW are mirrored elsewhere. The Cardiff University 
Violence Research Group looked at a sample of 111 Emergency Departments (EDs), Minor Injury Units 
(MIUs) and Walk-in Centres in England and Wales, that participating as certified members of the 
National Violence Surveillance Network (NVSN)12 Key findings included:  

 Overall, an estimated 175,764 people attended EDs, MIUs and Walk-in Centres in England and 
Wales for treatment following violence in 2019, 11,820 fewer than in 2018.  

 Overall, violence which resulted in emergency hospital treatment decreased by 6.3% in 2019 
in England and Wales compared to the previous year. The number of people injured in 
violence has fallen by 143,113 (45%) since 2010.  

 Violent injury of males and females declined by 6.6% and 5.6% respectively in 2019 compared 
to 2018. Decreases in violence among those aged 18-30 years (down 11.7%) and 31-50 years 
(down 9.3%) were also recorded. Violence affecting those aged 51 years and over continued 
to increase (up 7.9% in 2019).  

 As in previous years, those most at risk of violence-related injury were males and those aged 
18-30. Violence-related ED attendance was most frequent in March and August and on 
Saturdays and Sundays.   

Knife Crime 

Despite assault with a weapon being a relatively unlikely event, from 2018 onwards, discussions over 
serious youth violence have become more prominent in the media. This stemmed from headlines that 
homicides in London had hit a ten year high in London after 134 deaths in the year 2017-2018. It was 
also revealed that more than 20 per cent of these deaths were children and young people.13 More 
recent media reports have concentrated on how in 2021 the number of teen homicides to year ending 
2021 were higher than the previous record in 2008.14 Data from the ONS (March 2020)15 revealed a 
rising trend in crimes involving knives and sharp objects from police recorded data (Figure 2), 
prompting headlines of an epidemic for the second time in a decade.14  

Figure 2 Rising Trend in Crimes involving Knives or Sharp Instruments15  

 

Explaining Knife Crime and Serious Youth Violence  

There are generally two main ways that research into knife and violent crime is reported, particularly 
by the media. On the one hand there is an “epidemiological” approach that treats knife crime as an 
individual pathology or disease which requires medical treatment. The alternative approach is to view 
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the issue as a public health concern. The latter focus on the causes of knife crime and situates these 
in terms of exposure significant psychological and social risk factors from family, peers, or at school.16 

Critics point out that both explanations operate with a deficit model of the offender 17, and neglect 
long held criminological knowledge that, where violence is concerned, the perpetrators and the 
victims are usually the same and that most violence tends to be intra rather than intra group18. 
Furthermore, knife crime is a complex problem with multiple causes, but one common theme is that 
it is a symptom of toxic environments, which can leave children disaffected, fearful and vengeful. 
Children are scared and provoked into carrying knives, joining gangs and committing violent acts.17 

Toxic environments are not created by children but are a product of long-term divestment in services 
for children. Estimates suggest that funding for youth services in England amounted to just 4% of local 
authority spending, compared with 13% in 2010-1119. One recent report estimates that funding for 
Youth Services in England and Wales has decreased by approximately £1 billion in the decade from 
2010 to 202020. See Figure 3 

Figure 3: Total Annual Expenditure in Real Terms by Local Authorities in England on Services 
for Young People20 

 

Elsewhere it has been estimated that cuts in government spending have reduced the support for 
young people, particularly in areas of high deprivation. Another recent report21 estimates that 
between 2010 and 2016, £387 million was axed from youth services across the UK with a further £13.3 
million cut by the end of the financial year 2018/19. These colossal figures equate to ‘the loss of nearly 
900 youth workers, and the closure of 160 youth centres’ and are part of a broader picture where than 
4,500 youth work jobs have been lost and more than 760 youth centres closed since 2012, which 
amounts to at least 35,000 hours of outreach work with young people now not taking place.22 The 
politics of austerity succeeding the global financial crisis of 2007-8 has provided fertile ground for 
environmental toxicity. Here, ‘local council estates have been hollowed out’, which has left children 
‘disaffected, fearful and vengeful17.’ It is now widely acknowledged that such cuts are causally linked 
to recent increases in knife and violent crime 21 22 23 

In the budget for 2021, the Chancellor Rishi Sunak announced £560 million cash injection for youth 
services and for the creation of ‘family hubs’. The Government suggested that this should be enough 
to fund up to 300 new youth clubs24. £500 million announced in 2019 as part of the Youth Investment 
Fund had previously been announced. Alongside this the National Citizenship Service (NCS) - designed 
to provide volunteering opportunities for young people had received £178 million in the three years 
to 2021. This investment was seen as part of the Government’s levelling up agenda. When placed in 
the context of cuts that had taken place over the previous decade, Labour suggested that the budget 
amounted to a stealth cut of £400 million for youth services over the next three years.25 It is against 
this economic and policy backdrop that various local and regional initiatives such as the YJB 
Pathfinders have been introduced.    
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Youth Justice Policy Context 

The overarching direction of Youth Justice Policy and Practice in the 21st century was shaped by the 
enactment of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 and the search for what works in reducing youth 
offending.  The search for ‘What works?’ became the synonymous with the ambition of developing 
evidence-based policy and practice26 under New Labour. This was in turn central to the Government’s 
Modernising Agenda – a ‘pragmatic approach’ to policy making, influenced by evidence rather than 
ideology.  
The commitment to evidence-based policy making was also enmeshed with ensuring government 
policies were cost-effective and sustainable27.  Central to this process are Comprehensive Spending 
Reviews (CSR), which prioritise funding for Government priorities based on principles of value for 
money28.  Since at least 1998, interventions and programmes designed to reduce youth offending have 
followed a managerialist, value for money approach to understanding what works, which has been 
dominated by the Risk Factor Prevention Paradigm (RFPP)29 30 31 32. The risk factors thought to predict 
youth offending are primarily psycho-social and are framed as being within children’s lives. Various 
interventions have been introduced which are primarily preventative and target psychosocial risk 
factors (e.g. emotional, family, education, neighbourhood), peers).  They are rated ‘effective’ when 
evaluations based on experimental designs deem them to be33  
Although dominant, the RFPP is not without its criticisms. Two concern us here. Firstly, the RFPP is 
reductionist 29 30 and does not allow for contextual and other features which may lie outside the 
control of the young person, but which may lead, at times, to offending. Secondly, experimental 
methods are not always appropriate designs, not least because of the ethics of randomly assigning 
participants into control and treatment groups. Although alternative forms of evaluation are gaining 
currency, such as realist approaches34, or those using mixed method designs based on evaluating 
process and impact such as the design adopted here. In the next section, we consider some of the 
main families of interventions that have been introduced since 1998 and situate KTT in this literature 
and other related fields of knowledge.  

Parenting and Youth Justice: Historical Context  

Parents, young people and justice systems are inherently interwoven and transient, with the nature 
and extent of parental involvement impacted by broader social, economic and political factors as well 
as family resourcing. For example, prior to the emergence of childhood, the pre-industrial child 
engaged in work and leisure pursuits alongside adults with age-based culpability poorly acknowledged 
in a criminal justice context. The emerging ‘ideal child’ was conceived as a passive, malleable vessel 
for moral and educational training, positioning parents, education and religious institutions as 
accountable35. Yet economic hardship made it necessary for children in poor households to continue 
working and despite best intentions, notions of the ‘delinquent child’ first emerged. In attempts to 
improve working life and recognise age-based status, labour market regulation restricted child 
participation, presenting significant problems for poor families. Poor children increasingly inhabited 
the street, using alternative - sometimes illicit - ways of generating vital income. Restricted child labour 
market involvement also had the unintended consequence of reducing parental supervision, as 
parents worked for longer to compensate for lost income.   
Growing recognition of childhood as a distinctive life stage provided increasing justification for 
separate criminal justice treatment, with parental culpability creeping in alongside concerns with 
poverty and neglect. Piecemeal emergence of what we now refer to as the youth justice system 
illustrates an early example of connections between parents, young people and state-based 
interventions under the rationale of being deprived or depraved. Long before the emergence of 
community-based treatment, two distinctive types of institutional settings emerged through the 1854 
Youthful Offenders Act and 1857 Industrial Schools Act. Children entered reformatories if they had 
committed a criminal offence, and industrial schools if they were considered to be living in poverty or 
beyond control. Despite their impoverished status and enforced lack of daily contact with their 
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children, parents of those in industrial schools were still obliged to provide financial support. These 
developments suggest the treatment of children to be heavily socially situated, with family status and 
unattainable childhood ideals justifying state intervention between parents and children from the very 
outset. These early developments demonstrate the interconnectedness of parents, young people and 
justice interventions, with transient, structural causes clearly influential.   

Interventions  

Since 1998, under the guise of providing value for money and developing evidence-based practice, a 
whole industry has emerged around youth violence and youth crime prevention. Broadly speaking 
interventions fall into one of three categories:  

 Primary prevention: interventions which aim to modify the criminogenic conditions in the 
wider physical and social environment  

 Secondary prevention: the early identification and intervention in the lives of individuals or 
groups in criminogenic circumstances.  

 Tertiary prevention: prevention of recidivism36.  

Many interventions overlap one or more of these categories. For instance, Child Safety Orders - which 
ultimately placed conditions on children’s behaviours such as avoiding certain places or not 
associating with certain people to ensure not only that the child is receiving adequate care, but also 
that the child is being properly controlled37 - are both Secondary and Tertiary.  
A second way of classifying interventions is the setting in which they take place. Most secondary 
interventions are applied in either a family, education or community setting. Where tertiary 
interventions are concerned these might also be applied personally or in custody. Again, it is the case 
that interventions often span settings. The Child Curfew Order, to follow the earlier example, is 
simultaneously a family and community-based intervention. 
Parenting and youth justice are inextricably connected, with contemporary policy attention primarily 
focused on parental deficits, absent parents and ‘looked after’ children, and parental presence during 
formal processes including in police custody (as Appropriate Adults), during court proceedings and at 
community panel-based sentence reviews38. Although such processes require parents to observe, 
facilitate communication and safeguard, passive observance and simply ‘being present’ is a significant 
risk for less informed parents during formal police and court proceedings39. Yet parental knowledge, 
resourcing and active involvement is crucial for children’s engagement and completion of youth justice 
sentences40, suggesting the need for more constructive involvement, which is a key aspect of the KTT 
intervention.  

Punitive Parental Interventions  

In the years preceding the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, attitudes towards parents and young people 
shifted, with tough, political rhetoric and sensationalist media coverage overlooking significant 
structural problems and holding families to account for the youth crime problem. In the 1980s, policy 
increasingly connected youth criminality with family breakdown and moral deficiencies, with 
hardening of attitudes towards poor young people in particular. Prior to their electoral success of 
1997, the Labour party challenged their reputation for being ‘soft on crime’ by developing an 
increasingly tough stance towards crime and young people in particular. Shortly after entering office, 
the white paper ‘No More Excuses33’ described the need for a new response to the youth crime 
problem, with contemporary responses considered ineffective. Parents became formally implicated 
with Jack Straw - the then Home Secretary - describing the new Parenting Order:  

"Families and responsibilities: we know that the single most important factor associated with 
youth criminality is the quality of a young person's home life—crucially, the relationship 
between parents and children, and the level of parental supervision. The parents of young 
people who offend or who are at risk of offending need particular support and guidance. They 
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should also be made to face up to their responsibilities. A new parenting order will therefore 
require parents to attend guidance sessions and comply with requirements specified by the 
court to help them control the behaviour of their child. But families are about much more than 
preventing crime. They are the fundamental unit in our society, providing mutual care and 
support and helping to shape the values of future generations41.  

 

After two decades of hardened attitudes towards young people and their parents, the Crime and 
Disorder Act 1998 formalised new types of ‘appropriate’ treatment that were shaped by the broader 
political context. The Act legitimised increasingly punitive measures at an earlier stage, for a wider set 
of people. Controversially, punitive interventions for deviant (rather than criminal) behaviour resulted 
in significant numbers of young people becoming imprisoned. Despite being a civil order, non-
compliance with strict Anti-Social Behaviour Orders requirements became an imprisonable offence. 
Other interventions followed with the piloting of Youth Inclusion and Support Panels in 2002 
essentially translating into social policy delivery through youth offending teams for children 
experiencing adversity who had not offended42.  
The risk factor prevention paradigm saw a continuation of risk-based policies which disproportionately 
impacted children from families experiencing disadvantage. The Scaled Approach43 legitimised 
sentencing interventions based on need and risk, rather than the severity or frequency of offending44 
marking a clear departure from justice-based principles. This again meant children from households 
experiencing multiple disadvantage would be assessed as higher risk, thus receiving more intensive 
community sentences than peers from ‘secure’ households, for exactly the same sorts of offences.  
In the context of children’s illicit behaviours, different legislation has directly and indirectly positioned 
parents as part of the problem rather than part of the solution. Formal accountability and punitive 
sanctions have diversified, with compulsory parenting classes forming part of parenting order 
requirements in 1998. Three years later, it became possible to prosecute and incarcerate parents for 
their children’s persistent school absence. Parenting contracts were introduced in the Anti-Social 
Behaviour Act 2003 with behavioural commitments cemented through new contracts between 
parents and key institutions such as schools or youth offending teams. More recently, the Troubled 
Families programme of 2011 planned to ‘turn around’ 120,000 families with problems in multiple 
domains such as crime, employment, education and health45. These strategies suggest the ongoing 
acknowledgment of parents as an important part of children’s interventions, though ideological 
underpinnings may not facilitate truly collaborative, solution focused working as parents have been 
viewed frequently as part of the problem and not the solution.  

New Opportunities: Restorative Justice and Child First  

Despite parents becoming increasingly implicated, the youth justice sector has gradually recognised 
the need to limit formal system contact46, with diversion from justice leading to significant progress in 
the sectoral objective of ‘first time entrant’ reduction, and a dramatic drop in the youth justice 
population size overall47. In terms of contemporary youth justice priorities, policy does not emphasise 
parental connections, but inadvertent importance seems essential in three key areas48. For example, 
effective local practice is suggested as requiring all local stakeholders to actively engage, suggesting 
parents are also part of the solution. Successful resettlement for custodial leavers is commonly 
connected to family support networks, again elevating the status of parents49. Finally, the growing 
popularity of co-constructed justice, and prevailing requirement for community involvement suggests 
a crucial role for parents when tackling the priority area of disproportionality and its complex 
causes.     
 Restorative justice provides some useful reflection points. Despite widespread criticisms, the Crime 
and Disorder Act 1998 contained progressive new components, with the promotion of community 
healing through restorative justice. Community involvement is now an accepted feature of domestic 
youth justice, providing opportunities to acknowledge, repair and forgive through reintegrative 
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shaming50. Of particular relevance, is the space restorative justice can provide in terms of allowing 
new, under-represented voices into justice systems to facilitate cultural plurality. The extent to which 
restorative principles are realised varies significantly in different jurisdictions, providing opportunities 
to transfer effective ideas. For example, in New Zealand, restorative meetings are a compulsory 
requirement before young people appear in court, with judges compelled to agree with restorative 
meeting outcomes51. The involvement of families and communities of over-represented Maori 
children, and the way Maori values have increasingly permeated the system through holistic, 
meaningful and culturally appropriate methods is notable.  
In England and Wales, youth justice is delivered through multiple sectors with a heavy reliance on 
volunteers for restorative practices, such as community panels where sentencing features are set, 
reviewed and signed off. Yet questions can be raised about who ‘community’ is and how they are 
involved. Volunteering opportunities require a youth offending team-based application and selection 
process, raising questions about whether all community members have involvement opportunities. It 
is also likely that those in a position to volunteer are over-represented (such as retired professionals) 
and that communities with less faith in justice systems are less involved (such as members of the 
BAME community). This raises serious questions about the potential for KTT to connect communities 
with the justice system in new and meaningful ways.  
In stark contrast with the 1980s and 1990s, contemporary youth justice rhetoric clearly foregrounds 
the child rather than the offence, although policy recognition is yet to fully materialise. The key 
criticism here was that the treatment of children was shaped around the (potentially single) offence, 
with responsibilisation, punishment and labelling readily apparent. Contemporary ‘child first’ youth 
justice prioritises a holistic, long-term outlook where rights are foregrounded52. It critiques the 
authenticity and effectiveness of post-1998 managerialism, proposing children to be part of the 
solution, not framed as being part of the problem. Treatment should be legitimate and authentic to 
children, with adults (for example practitioners) responsible for programme outcomes, rather than 
children. Work at the Swansea Bureau evidences how diversion from justice and parental involvement 
can significantly reduce reoffending rates53, adding weight to the need for strategic parental 
involvement. Prevailing aspects of the domestic system remain in conflict with child first and seem 
difficult to reconcile (such as the use of youth courts, youth custody and compulsory sentencing 
requirements), raising questions about system change and the extent to which Child First will be 
realised. What is clear is that this constructive new rhetoric provides opportunities to consider who is 
part of the solution. As parents remain inherently wedded to young people and youth justice, it seems 
important to engage in ongoing reflections about the extent and nature of parental involvement.    
The purpose of KTT is to create and facilitate parental peer support networks across the West 
Midlands Youth Offending Teams (YOT) delivery areas that can be accessed - and ultimately facilitated 
- by parents of children known to (or at risk of involvement with the youth justice system. The offer 
should be an appropriate blend of physical meetings (with a physical presence required in each of the 
areas) and virtual means than have scale across the geography. The ultimate aim of KTT is to 
contribute to the reduction of serious youth violence across the areas. This is related to a theory of 
change, which aims to demonstrate that positive engagement of parents, through increasing their 
skills and resilience, will result in being able to support their child to engage more positively with YOTs. 
Therefore, it will be less likely children re-offend, with further YOT engagement prevented. An 
aspiration would be that this also has a knock-on effect on other areas, such as siblings, extended 
family and education. Appreciating that reductions in offending take time, the provider is working with 
the evaluation team and the YOTs to show a blend of quantitative and qualitative measures which 
demonstrate progress and outcomes within a region of invariably contrasting practice settings54.  

Parent Engagement and Empowerment 

There is a burgeoning literature within policy circles on the benefits of engaging citizens in the design, 
delivery and evaluation of welfare services55 56. Coproduction sits at the top of the citizen engagement 
ladder57 and denotes a transformation of ‘the relationship between service users and providers, 
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ensuring the former greater influence and ownership’ over statutory and voluntary services55. By 
recognising the value of giving those who use welfare services an equal voice in the commissioning 
and delivery of those services, advocates of co-production believe that ‘greater citizen participation 
in the provision and delivery’ of welfare services has ‘the potential to provide significant economic, 
political and social benefits’55. However, drawing on the knowledge of service users does not negate 
the knowledge and training of professionals and practitioners. Instead, it strengthens the knowledge 
base, providing ‘a real and objective ability to accomplish something in the world that enables the 
expert either to give advice to others, or to act on others’ behalf’  58. Thus, by involving ‘citizens/users 
in more systematic exchanges with the paid staff who create and deliver public services’ those services 
are more likely to be effective55. Rather than defining “expertise” as knowledge and experience 
residing only in the professional or academic realm, service user and community knowledge are seen 
as part of the ‘differentiatedness of expertise’ 58 acknowledging how these can be complementary and 
contradictory. 58. 
Indeed, in relation to services for young people, the move to enhance the parent voice has echoed 
these policy developments. Dating back to The Laming Report, and the subsequent Children’s Act 
2004, there has been a growing mandate for more parent carer involvement in services for children 
and young people, moving towards more open provision, where ‘dialogue, reflection and discussion 
help shape policy and practice and where contributions from all are encouraged and everyone is 
valued’59. Thus, in relation to parents of young people in the youth justice system, parental 
involvement shifts from being a peripheral, deficit-based position which assumes the need for 
coercive, behavioural change to the recognition of parents as “experts” in the design and delivery of 
the services they encounter  43.  
As our interim report (September 2021) indicated, the YOT practitioners largely all saw the value of 
engaging parents and how parents offered a different kind of expertise - expertise as a service user. 
This pointed towards the potential of the co-production of knowledge to shape interventions.55 In this 
way co-production utilises ‘lived experience’ as a powerful knowledge, encouraging individuals 
(parents) to move ‘beyond their everyday experience’ 60 to be more powerful in their own lives and in 
the lives of other people. Engaging service users in the delivery of projects, such as KTT not only 
‘facilitates their participation’ in the care of their young person, but it also, ‘gives a feeling of belonging 
and valuable insights, i.e., it enables their integration into the organization and running of 
….services’55.   
Acknowledging co-production and lived experience as key parts of the knowledge base is particularly 
poignant for parent carers of young people engaged in the youth justice system. Research indicates 
that ‘most parents who attend police or court proceedings are passive and disengaged from the 
process’ 61 and poorer levels of parental involvement are frequently linked to socio-economic 
stressors, family breakdown and parent-child conflict, which reinforces the ‘stigmatising and 
pathologizing constructions of working-class families’ in particular in the youth justice system.62  This 
lack of involvement creates a disadvantage for these young people as parental involvement, at both 
arrest and court stages, is shown to have a positive impact on ‘granting of bail and informs sentencing 
and programming’61. Parental engagement is therefore key as is recognised by KTT. Thus those from 
more disadvantaged backgrounds require support and the sharing of ‘expertise’ to enable them ‘to 
take on the role of a support person and a knowledgeable adviser’ 61.  

Barriers to parental engagement in YJS 

Despite recognising the potential of parental involvement as part of the differentiatedness of 
knowledge in the youth justice system, parents and Carers who have young people with ‘behavioural 
disorders often report high levels of strain related to their child’s problems and difficulties navigating 
the complex…. services delivery systems’62. This is particularly so for parents who find themselves 
having to engage with the youth justice system. Parents, particularly those from more disadvantaged 
backgrounds, frequently lack the efficacy and means to engage with the youth justice process 
effectively63. What is more, as Feld64 reports, even when parents attend the police station or the court, 
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it was found that they may not be able to support their young person due to a high level of emotions, 
including anger and resentment towards their child. As understandable as these emotional responses 
may be, it does ‘raise serious questions about the ability of some parents to support their child’ 
through the youth justice system61 and why support networks could be invaluable. 
In addition, the stigma of having a child in the youth justice system, is underpinned by the notion of 
'failed’ parenting’65, where children have not been taught 'right from wrong’ and the dysfunctional 
family is framed as the 'the problem’. This dysfunctionality can lead to parents feeling overwhelmed 
by emotions, feeling shame, embarrassment and desperation62. 
Such ‘strong feelings’ are experienced widely by parents of young people experiencing emotional and 
behavioural problems, leaving them with feelings of ‘frustration and helplessness’ and ‘parents felt 
embarrassment towards others and felt that they had failed in their parenting role.’ 65. These feelings 
of stigma and powerlessness were reflected by the parents who participated in the KTT intervention 
as reported in our report in April 2021 (See Page 32). Like the parent carers of young people forced to 
engage with the Youth Justice system, parents with young people experiencing emotional and 
behavioural problems would benefit from ‘contact with other parents with lived experience’ similar 
to their young people, offering ‘them a forum to share experiences, get advice, and find a different 
perspective and better understanding’65. Peer support is a crucial tool to enhancing the ability and 
knowledge of parents, facilitating better engagement with both their child and the relevant services. 

Parental Peer Support 

In the context of youth justice, parent carers benefit from the ‘expertises' of other parents who have 
been through the youth justice system as well as emotional support and empathy from those parent 
carers embarking on a similar journey. It is this sharing of experiences, and the valuing of the parent 
voice, that KTT aims to harness. For, ‘despite the stresses and events that inflict a community and its 
members, disadvantage may be resisted if people share a sense of social belonging and perhaps 
shared decision-making’66. Indeed, KTT seeks to reposition those parents who do engage as 'good 
enough' parents, using peer support and self-care to create the foundations for more constructive 
relationships that promote enhanced engagement and positive outcomes for children, parents, 
communities and youth justice practice. It promotes engagement with parents as assets, rather than 
as a problem in need of behavioural change.  
The promise of empowering parents - listening to and valuing the parent voice – is prominent in the 
literature of youth justice. The idea is that not only does this have the potential to strengthen their 
own efficacy but also recognises that lived experience is an important source of expertise that can 
support other parents and ultimately lead to better engagement with youth services. The potential of 
peer support can, however, be heightened further by the role of Parent Ambassador – parents who 
have completed or are near completion of their youth justice journey. The role of parent ambassador 
embodies the value of service user expertise and has the potential to harness the spirit of 
coproduction.   
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5. Methodology 
 
The evaluation sought to provide robust measurement of impact and also elicit an understanding of 
the mechanisms by which change occurs. The evaluation therefore took a mixed-methods approach, 
using quantitative measures of the primary outcomes complemented and extended by qualitative 
work. 
 

5.1 Data collection 

5.1.1 Quantitative 
A questionnaire, using validated indicators of wellbeing and perceived competence with parenting, 
was completed by parents at the start, six-week and 12 week intervals, through participation in the 
programme. This data was collected by the KTT team and recorded using their UpShot system. 
 

- Wellbeing: Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWBS) 
The Warwick Edinburgh Mental Well-being Scale (WEMWBS) is designed to monitor well-being in the 
general population. The 14 items relate to functioning than to feeling, such as measurement of 
elements of positive affect, satisfying interpersonal relationships and positive functioning. 
 

- Parental confidence: Perceived Competence Scale (PCS)67 
Competence is proposed to be a fundamental psychological need and perceptions of competence 
facilitate goal attainment. Additionally, perceived competence is predictive of maintained behaviour 
change and effective performance in activities. Thus, any significant changes in participant scores on 
the Perceived Competence Scale (PCS) would indicate changes in the likelihood of behavioural 
changes and levels of effective performance. The PCS is a short, four-item questionnaire devised to be 
specific to the behaviour or activity being studied. Individuals rate each item on a 7-point Likert scale 
where 1 = not at all true, 4 = somewhat true and 7 = very true. In this evaluation the PCS assesses 
participants’ feelings of competence in parenting.  
 

- Referral and Monitoring data 
Referral and monitoring data was recorded by the KTT on their standard monitoring form and 
anonmyised data provided to the evaluation team. 
 

- Data on children via Youth Offending Teams 
Accepting that it will take time to see and evidence any impact on offending and reoffending, the 
evaluation set out to look at factors predictive of offending/reoffending (mediating factors). For 
example: data on changes to engagement. YOTs were asked to provide data on children whose parents 
are engaging with KTT: Data on engagement; Data on educational engagement/attainment; 
Offending/reoffending data: Any reduction/changes in offending/reoffending (child & siblings). 
 
We provided YOTs with an Excel spreadsheet to complete to provide demographic, attendance, and 
educational engagement data on all children whose parents have been involved with KTT. We intend 
to implement a ‘comparison group design’iv looking at mediating factors and offending/reoffending 
data. This data will be collected about young people whose parents are participating in the project 
and will also be collected from a comparison group of children in contact with the YOTs. In this 
instance, the comparison group – whose parent’s did not attend the project – provides a basis for 

                                                           
iv See for example, see: Caulfield, L.S., Jolly, A., Simpson, E., and Devi-McGleish, Y. (2020) ‘It’s not just music, it helps you 
from inside’: Mixing methods to understand the impact of music on young people in contact with the criminal justice 
system 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1473225420938151
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1473225420938151
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comparison, allowing for testing whether any changes can reliably be attributed to the project. To 
allow enough time to elapse for any impact to be measurable, this data will be accessed and analysed 
after this current report. 

 
5.1.2 Qualitative 

The qualitative aspect of this research develops knowledge of KTT’s process and impact, with 
programme outcomes including soft measures (for example, improved relationships or better peer 
support networks). The qualitative aspect used established approaches with different participant 
groups, with communication and mode of engagement appropriately pitched to promote the 
exchange of information. To develop rich and varied understandings of KTT (with a particular focus on 
process, implementation, engagement and impact) the following data collection sources were 
identified: 

1. YOT Practitioners  

2. KTT Programme designer 

3. KTT facilitator (round two) 

4. Parent Ambassadors 

5. Parent service users 

6. KTT grey literature, including policy, process and training documentation (round two)   

  

Collectively these voices would generate rich understandings of whether the provision contributed 
towards reduced child offending/offending seriousness, an improvement the quality of parental-child 
relationships and improved parenting confidence and skills. Participant contacts took place in varied 
contexts making a responsive research approach necessary. For both data collection waves, key 
informant interviews with YOT contacts and KTT were arranged directly through existing contacts, 
with participants broadly accessible, and some rescheduling resulting from unanticipated practice-
based time constraints. 
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with project leads, facilitators and key stakeholders based 
at KTT and at the seven YOT pilot sites over two data collection rounds (see Appendices 2, 3, 5 and 7). 
Interviews explored delivery, quality, impact, and legacy including the links between them, challenges 
to their progress, and the risks/impact of these. Interviews were intended to explore how relationships 
with parents and KTT or the YOTs had changed over time. Interviews were conducted twice to 
understand delivery change over the evaluation period (for example, due to pilot implementation or 
the post covid-19 reinstatement of face-to-face service delivery). This would also allow 
recommendations to be fed ‘live’ into the evaluation progresses. Interviews were approximately 40-
60 minutes with the evaluation team flexible to digital, telephone or face-to-face delivery. Interviews 
were (with participants’ consent) audio-recorded and transcribed.  
Key informants were selected for inclusion (data sources 1-3) based on their unique position in 
informing pilot implementation progress. Convenience sampling was used with parents (data sources 
4 and 5) based on availability and suitability for inclusion (see Ethical Considerations for more 
information). With respect to the grey literature, requests were made to KTT for programme 
information, training and policy documentation, and parental programme assessments.  

5.2 Participants 

5.2.1 Quantitative data 
Quantitative scale data and monitoring data were provided by KTT at three time points during the 
evaluation. Data on children whose parents were taking part in KTT has been provided by all seven 
YOTs. Detailed information about participants can be found in the findings section of this report. 
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5.2.2 Qualitative data 
For the key informant groups (YOT practitioners and KTT staff), a verbal interview with one or two of 
the evaluation team took place, using Zoom meetings. In most cases, YOT Practitioners were involved 
in working with families, or were the organisational contact point for KTT. In the second data collection 
round, practitioners were also provided with questions in advance and asked to seek feedback from 
colleagues prior to interview. This was because data collection round one suggested other staff 
outside of the research context would have some experience of KTT implementation. In most cases 
the same YOT Practitioner was interviewed twice, though some staff turnover meant this wasn’t 
universal. In some cases, practice-based time pressures made interview rescheduling necessary. With 
respect to KTT, one strategically involved member of the team was interviewed in both data collection 
rounds and in the second round, an additional team member was interviewed, to understand more 
about cake shop meeting facilitation.  
 
Direct and indirect research contact with parents was difficult to secure in this project, with a total of 
eight parents and one Parent Ambassador included. In data collection round one, there were no 
parent responses to the Voice Notes approach. KTT produced recordings of parent focus groups 
containing six parents, delivered by a KTT team member. With respect to data collection round two, 
the evaluation team were invited to one cake shop session with two KTT staff, one Parent Ambassador 
(the same Parent Ambassador accessed in round one), and two parents present. Requests to attend 
additional cake shop meetings did not result in any further invitations or research contact. The 
evaluation team received no responses to the emailed invitation for parental participation so KTT 
increased help in facilitating five digital one to one interviews with parents. Short notice scheduling, 
rescheduling, cancellations and non-attendance resulted in eventual research contact with just two 
parents, one of whom had been present at the cake shop visit. With respect to Parent Ambassadors, 
one focus group was eventually scheduled, with KTT reporting further practical barriers on the day 
that resulted in further parental non-attendance. In the end, two of the evaluation team conducted 
an interview with one Parent Ambassador on Zoom, with two KTT staff remaining present. The same 
parent ambassador was accessed for a second time at the cake shop visit in data collection round two. 
With respect to the grey literature (relating to programme information, policy, training, and parental 
evaluations) the evaluation team received one programme promotional information document and 
one spreadsheet containing limited entries from parents.         
  
A total of nine parents participated in the evaluation and one Parent Ambassador. 
 

Table 1. Qualitative Research Participants  

  Data collection round 1 Data collection round 2 

  Mode of contact Number of 
people 

Mode of contact Number of people 

Kitchen Table 
Talks 

1 interview 2 people 
(programme 
designer; 
programme 
coordinator) 

2 interviews 2 people 
(programme 
designer; 
programme 
facilitator) 

Youth 
Offending 
Teams 

5 interviews 
(YOTs 1,2, 4, 6 
and 7)  
1 focus group 
(YOT 3) 

8 people  6 interviews (YOTs 
1, 2, 4, 5, 6 and 7 )  
1 focus group (YOT 
3) 

9 people 
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Parents 
  
  
  

Voice notes 
method 

0 Not used Not used 

Focus group 
digital 
recordings 

6 people from  
YOT 2 (1)  
YOT 3 (1)  
YOT 6 (2) and 
YOT 4 (2) 

Requested from 
KTT 

Requested from KTT 

Monthly parent 
meeting (Not 
used - (digital 
delivery during 
Covid) 

0 Monthly parent 
meeting 
observations/focus 
groups 

2 parents 

One-to-one 
interviews 
 

Not used One-to-one 
interviews 

2 parents (one also 
accessed at the cake 
shop, so 1 additional 
parent accessed) 

Parent 
Ambassadors 

1 interview 1  Cake shop 
observations/focus 
groups 

1 

  10 contacts 17 people 11 contacts 15 people 

*data collection by KTT 

 
5.2.3 Accessing Parents and Parent Ambassadors 

It was essential to access parent voices to produce a robust evaluation of the parent-focused KTT 
programme. Initial meetings with KTT staff at the start of this evaluation indicated that many parent 
service users were experiencing a complex set of practical constraints (such as managing parental 
challenges and multiple responsibilities) and emotional challenges (including mental ill health and a 
lack of confidence). KTT described successful parental engagement resulting from gradually 
intensifying contacts, starting with remote communications (such as text, email or a telephone calls) 
and eventually leading to face-to-face, group-based cake shop meetings.  
 
KTT described an established communication method called ‘Voice Notes’, where a statement would 
be texted to parents and a response prompted. The research context initially suggested Voice Notes 
to be appropriate and KTT were provided with a set of questions (see Appendix 1). KTT had an 
established communication link and described how this would ensure communication was pitched in 
a familiar way, to encourage responses. Despite evaluation team efforts to pitch data collection 
appropriately by co-constructing this method with KTT, this approach did not result in the provision 
of any data. As an alternative, KTT used the questions in virtual meetings with parents, with the 
evaluation team accessing the recordings. 
 
Use of an organisational gatekeeper for research participant selection was considered appropriate 
due to insider knowledge in terms of parental wellbeing and programme engagement. However for 
the second wave, researchers attempted to enhance project integrity through enhanced independent 
data collection directly with parents and parent ambassadors. Adherence to ethical approval meant 
researchers could not obtain a list of parental contact details and directly initiate speculative contact. 
Researchers made an advance request in December to secure access to the seven local KTT cake shop 
meetings with parents in order to observe proceedings and then conduct a focus group afterwards. A 
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friendly invitation was also drafted by the evaluation team and circulated by KTT to parents, inviting 
parents for an online one-to-one interview to feed back on their experiences of the programme (see 
Appendix 6). The evaluation team also asked KTT to support one-to-one digital interviews by 
approaching parents, securing involvement and passing on a meeting link.  
Initially it was hoped that research contact would also include a number of Parent Ambassadors in 
order to understand more about the development of parental engagement, personal skills and 
community contributions within this programme. Originally three online Parent Ambassador focus 
groups were agreed, with contact organised by the KTT. Parent Ambassadors are likely to have a longer 
period of engagement and be in a position to be able to recount critical moments in terms of 
programme engagement and their own personal journeys. For this group of research participants a 
time-based mapping activity was planned. This is likely to produce a detailed narrative of the service 
engagement journey, while foregrounding experiences that Parent Ambassadors felt to be important, 
thus promoting participant voice. The process was planned as follows:  

 Draw a line representing Kitchen Table Talks first contact (line start) to the present day (line 

end) 

 Populate the line with key moments connected to Kitchen Table Talks engagement (points can 

be directly or indirectly connected to service delivery) 

 Extend the start of the line by adding points that led up to service engagement 

 Extend the end of the line by adding hopes for the future 

 Talk through the line from start to finish 

 Research outputs: Audio recording of timeline description; visual timeline artwork. 

5.3 Data analysis 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyse the quantitative scale data. 
Paired samples T-tests were used to identify whether there are any statistically significant 
differences between participants’ scores on the scales before and after taking part in the project.  
 
In terms of qualitative analysis, the evaluation team were able to extract key themes from the audio 
data generated through the interviews and focus groups. These themes spoke to the overarching 
requirements for this evaluation to understand KTT process and impact. Data was transcribed and a 
thematic table was produced in order to support broader interpretations of the different data sources, 
and help identify cross-cutting areas.  

5.4 Ethical considerations 

The research was undertaken by a highly trained research team with considerable experience in 
conducting research in the criminal justice system and community projects. The research was granted 
ethical approval on 23rd February 2021 by the Faculty of Arts, Business and Social Sciences Ethics 
Committee at the University of Wolverhampton. The proposal adhered to the ethical guidelines of the 
British Psychological Society, and the committee assessed the research proposal against the 
University’s ethical framework.  
 
Some groups are described as hard to reach in research because gauging the views of such groups can 
involve added complications or difficulties, leading to an under-representation of voice and 
subsequent lack of involvement in strategic policy and practice-based discussions. Characteristics of 
hard to reach groups have been described as including those experiencing social disadvantage, with 
limited literacy, or those reluctant to acknowledge their status or engage with those not sharing it 
through their outsider status (Benoit et al 2005). Criticism has been levelled at policy consultations for 
employing passive processes that rely on respondent awareness while having an under-emphasis on: 
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‘hard to reach groups such as people from ethnic minorities or where English is not the first language, 
people with disabilities, and other commonly excluded groups’ (CA 2010).  
 
The evaluation team acknowledge that referral data (see Section 6.1) evidences the over-
representation of parental multiple and complex needs in this research, particularly with respect to a 
lack of parental supervision and guidance, mental health, domestic disturbances and a lack of 
confidence in parenting. Parenting was also more likely to be taking place in challenging 
circumstances, with children more likely to be displaying behavioural concerns, anti-social behaviour, 
associating with perpetrators of crime or using of alcohol and other substances. An accessible and 
inclusive approach is also important in this research because groups experiencing disadvantage can 
be described as having a limited identification and expression of their own disadvantage (Atkinson 
and Kintrea 2004). Plain English was used in all written and verbal communication to promote 
understandings (PEC 2009). 
 
In terms of inclusion/exclusion criteria, KTT undertake a risk assessment when service user 
engagement commences. When selecting participants those with significant mental ill health were 
excluded due to the heightened risk of harm. Initial contact with KTT can initially be emotionally 
difficult for parents so research contact did not take place with new programme users. Instead, 
parents with more established programme engagement were asked to reflect back on initial contact. 
During this evaluation, it was necessary to be responsive to participants and data collection contexts. 
Participants were given the opportunity to leave the research session or retrospectively withdraw 
their contribution in every case, with every effort being made to ensure that this process was simple 
and accessible (Alderson and Morrow 2004). For example, during one of the two parent interviews, 
the parent became slightly emotional when sharing some information. The interviewer offered to stop 
the discussion or take a break and reminded the parent that it was her right to stop research contact 
at any point if this was preferred. The parent regained composure and explained a strong desire to 
complete the interview and make a contribution to other parents. In another case, interviewers met 
parents and KTT staff in a cake shop. Researchers were concerned about sensitive subject matter being 
overheard by other cake shop users, though this was primarily from discussions that sat outside of the 
research. KTT confirmed their safeguarding policies and processes.  
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6. Findings 

We have situated the KTT intervention in the broader theoretical and policy literature of parental 
involvement in the Youth Justice System. In turn we have looked at why this may be more necessary 
in the context of wide-range cuts to youth services over the past decade and rising levels of certain 
kinds of violent crime. A central part of the KTT approach is empowering parents. This is particularly 
clear in the aim to ‘upskill’ parents and help them in a journey to becoming an ambassador for the 
project in a bid to ensure its longevity and sustainability.  

Parent ambassadors are encouraged to share their parent expertise to help to refine and drive future 
project outcomes, harnessing the parent voice further and potentially giving the project more 
legitimacy in the eyes of the parent and carer community. What is more, becoming a parent 
ambassador could be an extension and strengthening of a parent’s journey, providing space for further 
reflection, confidence-building and even closure, facilitating a transition from feelings of 
powerlessness to those of empowerment and recognition. This empowerment is crucial as it reduces 
the stigma and powerlessness parents reported in our evaluation report in April 2021 (See Page 32). 
Yet this goal ultimately depends on the momentum of the intervention and how it gains traction in 
each YOT setting through the referral process from the YOT/YOS into the intervention. We turn to this 
first.  

6.1 Reach (referral & monitoring data) 

6.1.1 Referral data 
 
The Kitchen Table Talks team have provided us with information on referrals and three time points: 
March 2021, September 2021, February 2022. In total 198 referrals were made to KTT between late 
2020 and February 2022. 
 
 
Table 2: Cumulative numbers of referrals March 2021 to March 2022 

Referrals March 2021  September 2021 March 2022 

Cumulative Total referrals 66 138 198 

Male 9 2 (11) 6 (17) 

Female 57 70 (127) 54 (181) 

 
 
Table 3: Cumulative numbers of referrals and parental engagement (in brackets) per YOT 

All parents March 2021 September 2021 March 2022 

YOT 1 2 23 (10)  49 (27) 

YOT 2 5 22 (16) 33 (14) 

YOT 3 11 18 (10) 26 (14) 

YOT 4 33 53 (22) 62 (16) 

YOT 5 5 7 (1) 7 (1) 

YOT 6 4 5 (3) 10 (2) 

YOT 7 6 10 (4) 11 (6) 
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Table 4: Numbers of referrals by gender per YOT (per reporting period) 

 Female/ Male Female/ Male Female/ Male 

YOT 1 2 / 0 21 / 0 25 / 1 

YOT 2 5 / 0 17 / 0 8 / 3 

YOT 3 9 / 2 7 / 0 7 / 1 

YOT 4 29 / 4 18 / 2 8 / 1 

YOT 5 5 / 0 2 / 0 0/ 0 

YOT 6 3 / 1 1 /0 5 / 0 

YOT 7 4 / 2 4 / 0 1 / 0 

 

 

Figure 4:  Cumulative Referral Data March 2021-March 2022 by YOT 
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Figure 5: Levels of Engagement by YOT (September 2021 to March 2022) 

 

 
 
Figure 6: Percentage of referrals that result in parental engagement (data only available for 
September 2021 and March 2022) 
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Table 5: Types of Concerns Highlighted at Referral from March 2021 to March 2022 

Children or Child Concerns    March 2021 Sept 2021 March 2022 

Anti-social behaviour 31 43 20 

Truancy  5 9 6 

Gone missing 13 23 10 

Association with perpetrators of crime 23 36 22 

Behaviour concern 33 63 48 

Substance/Alcohol misuse   22 36 12 

Special Needs 7 11 14 

Parent/ Carer Concerns    March 2021 Sept 2021 March 2022 

Anti-social behaviour 6 8 3 

Mental health concerns 16 12 14 

Domestic disturbances 14 27 10 

Chaotic lifestyle 6 14 3 

Lack of guidance/supervision over child(ren) 17 36 24 

Substance/Alcohol misuse   10 12 2 

Lack of confidence in parenting 14 32 19 

 

Table 6: Referrals broken down by Ethnicity as of March 2022 

Ethnicity Total across all YOTs 

White British 93 (47%) 

White European 10 (5%) 

Black Caribbean 30 (15%) 

Black African 20 (10%) 

Mixed Parentage 11 (6%) 

Indian 3 (2%) 

Pakistani 22 (11%) 

Bangladeshi 1 (1%) 

Arab 1 (1%) 

Chinese 1 (1%) 

Other 5 (3%) 

Prefer not to say 1 (1%) 
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Figure 7: Percentage of referrals by ethnic origin March 2021 to March 2022 
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Table 8: Order type and duration, by YOT 

YOT 1 
 

Youth Rehabilitation Order 6 Min. 84v 
Max. 1006 
Average 278 

Youth Rehabilitation Order 
Intensive Supervision & 
Surveillance. 

2 

Youth Conditional Caution 5 

Community Resolution 9 

Referral Order 13 

Detention and Training Order 4 

Section 90-92 Detention 1 

non-Statutory Voluntary Work 1 

No Further Action 1 

YOT 2 Referral Order 3 Min. 26  
Max. 413 
Average. 133.67 
Ongoing. 8 
individuals 

Youth Conditional Caution 3 

Youth Rehabilitation Order 1 

Diversion Programme 17 

Youth Caution 1 

Section 250 1 

Outcome 22 1 

Child protection 2 

Children & family assessment 2 

Prevention – Child in Need Plan 1 

YOT 3 S, CR & RO 2 Min. 89 
Max. 384 
Average. 215.94 

Referral Order 6 

Youth Conditional Caution 2 

Prevention 3 

Community resolution 4 

No information 1 

YOT 4 Community Resolution 8 Min. 25 
Max. 364 
Average. 125.04 
Ongoing. 12 
individuals 

Referral Order 11 

Youth Conditional Caution 8 

Youth Caution 4 

Youth Rehabilitation Order 3 

DTO - custody 1 

DTO – post custody 1 

Outcome 22 1 

YOT 5 Youth Conditional Caution 2 Min. 214 
Max. 444 
Average. 302.50 
Ongoing. 2 
individuals 

Prevention 3 

Referral Order 1 

YOT 6 
 

Referral Order 3 No data 

Youth Conditional Caution 1 

Awaiting OOC outcome 1 

Remanded in Custody 1 

                                                           
v Excluding non-statutory voluntary work  
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YOT 7 Youth Caution 2 Min. 30 
Max. 585 
Average. 233 

Community Resolution 1 

Youth Conditional Caution 2 

Referral Order 2 

Prevention & Youth Conditional 
Caution 

1 

Prevention, Community Resolution, 
Youth Caution, Youth Conditional 
Caution 

1 

 
 
Table 9: Engagement with Education, Training, and Employment, by YOT 

 Start of order After 6 months 

YOT 1 
 

No data provided No data provided 

YOT 2 NEET 2 Work Related Training 1 

School/College 27 School 26 

Training 1 Home schooling 1 

DTO 1 FT Employment 1 

PT Employed 1 Training 1 

 DTO 1 

PT Training 1 

YOT 3 School 12 School 9 

NEET 1 NEET 3 

Training 3 Training 4 

Employed 1 Employed 1 

Missing education 1 Missing Education 1 

No data 1 No data 1 

YOT 4 School 19 School 13 

NEET 3 NEET 4 

Apprenticeship 1 Apprenticeship 1 

Employed 1 Remand 1 

Adult Education 1 College 5 

College 7 No Data 13 

Home school 1  

No data 2 

DTO 2 

YOT 5 School 5 School 5 

NEET 1 NEET 1 

YOT 6 No data No Data 

YOT 7 Apprenticeship 1 Apprenticeship 1 

NEET 2 NEET 2 

School 6 School 4 

 College 1 

Training 1 
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6.2 Process evaluation: Levers and barriers to successful implementation 
across the YOTs 

Programme Aims  
The ultimate aim of the KTT project is to contribute to the reduction of serious youth violence across 
the West Midlands. The broad theory of change is that through engaging parents and increasing their 
skills and resilience, children will engage more positively with the YOT and, as a result, it will be less 
likely they will need to re-offend. It was a further aspiration of the programme that this might yield a 
diffusion of benefits whereby siblings could either engage in support networks or might be prevented 
from future offending or desist from current offending. Appreciating that reductions in offending take 
time, the provider will need to work with the evaluation team and the YOTs to show a blend of 
quantitative and qualitative measures which demonstrate progress and outcomes.  
 
Here we focus on how parents have engaged. In doing so, we concentrate on three main aspects – the 
routes into the programme (and how these have evolved with the gradual lifting of Covid 19 
restrictions); the in-session activities; and the impact of the sessions.  

6.2.1 Referral Processes & Engagement  
 
Referral Processes  

This evaluation seeks to understand and explain the nature and effectiveness of the pilot referral 
process, which involves parents being referred by one of seven YOTs to the KTT programme. Parents 
are already in contact with the YOT and not independently sought out, with contact between YOTs 
and parents usually arising from child engagement with the YOT, due to proof or risk of the child’s 
offending behaviours. To summarise the interim evaluation findings, the referrals process was highly 
varied with local YOT operational differences providing some explanation. Flexible KTT delivery was 
found to be well aligned with this requirement as referral processes could be shaped around existing 
practice, suggesting the limited requirements for practice-based adjustments when integrating the 
referrals process. In some cases referrals were made very broadly and in others, processes had been 
introduced to manage referrals. By the second data collection round, YOT 1 were introducing a new 
process that was simple and required little time. Staff had been made aware of where the referral 
form was located and had been encouraged to assume a referral should take place (like an opt-out 
sort of approach) rather than arranging meetings to decide who should be put forwards. These 
findings reveal a high level of implementation variance, with the combination of local practices and 
easy/quick processes seeming to have higher levels of feasibility in constrained practice settings.    
 
Table 2 shows the number of referrals into the KTT by YOT. In an earlier phase of the evaluation, we 
reported how there was significant variance in referral processes, with parenting workers and 
caseload managers often considering parents on a case-by-case basis. At YOT 3, KTT were integrated 
into core YOT processes, allowing deep information exchange and consideration of multiple cases. 
YOT 3 have been welcoming at KTT to regular Monday prevention and diversion meetings to support 
a robust and effective referral process:   
  

‘We’ve been inviting them to attend our prevention and diversion meetings on a Monday, and 

that’s where they get an opportunity to look at – or hear – the cases that are coming through. 

And then we can see whether or not there’s any merit in making a referral to them’.    

 
This involvement was recognised as mutually beneficial, with YOT 3 recognising the impact of high-
quality referrals on effective, well-pitched KTT delivery:   
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‘I think them sitting in the meeting, they can hear the concerns of this child and their family, 

what the risks are, what the needs are, and what that family needs to support them […] they’ll 

pick up more appropriate referrals by sitting in the meeting, and that seems to work in our 

prevention and diversion meeting’   

  

Referral Criteria    

The status of the child was found to lead to eventual parental referral to the KTT programme. At YOT 
3, the referral process was designed into regular practice, with multiple parents considered in one 
meeting which was also attended by KTT. Like with other YOTs, parental referral to KTT depended on 
the status of the child, with child YOT engagement serving as proxy qualifying criteria for a referral 
consideration. In the first round of data collection, parents of children accessing Prevention and 
Diversion were referred, with this rolling out to all parents considered suitable, by the second 
interview. Similarly, YOT 6 reported that their aim was to ensure that referrals to KTT were offered to 
all parents: ‘Actually, we were offering it to everyone…saying ‘we’re not trying to sell you anything but 
are you interested? It’s certainly not compulsory – ’It’s not part of anyone’s order where parents have 
to do it…. we pretty much open it up’. 
 
However, in the second data collection round  YOT 6 explained how this process had changed, with 
their approach becoming one of ‘not automatically referring’ parents. Instead, the YOT focused on 
referring the “right parents”. As in our previous report their main focus is on 
‘disproportionality…parents from the black community’. Thus YOT 6 target specific parents. However 
the YOT also talked about an ‘opt out’ approach but on the basis that: 

 

Any new young people that come to us…we’re identifying if there is a parent in need there or 

some support (needed). So straight away, from the off, we can look to give parents the choice 

to opt out instead of opting in. So, “this is what we’ve got…we’ll just pass on your number” 

and then its up to the parents if they want to opt out. That was the tag we were going for. But 

that’s been very recent.  

 
However YOT 6 praised the online self-referral system: 

 

What’s worked really well is the self-referral system with is on the website so parents can 

self-refer. Also we have our own passwords as practitioners to the website so we can refer 

straight away…. you can do it straight away and its straightforward. 

 
Data seemed to suggest that changes in referral numbers could be attributed to a variety of reasons 
including resource management during wider KTT roll out, Covid-19 and staff sickness (for example, 
leading to less in person presence at the YOT) and practice-based implementation progress (for 
example, changing who the provision was offered to). It was suggested by YOT6 that increased 
feedback from KTT about parental engagement and progress would support positive YOT engagement 
with the programme. In some cases, parental circumstances (particularly additional support needs) 
were also found to lead the referrals process:   

 

‘Especially those parents who offload a lot…and sometimes it’s part of the exit plan…the exit 

strategy for them to continue getting support when we are no longer involved…so we do 

identify them’.   

 
YOT 6 also felt that KTT was particularly important for parents from minoritised communities, 
potentially breaking down barriers between those communities and the Police:   
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‘A lot of our work over the last 18 months has been focussed around disproportionality…we 

are identifying those that we feel could get support from this…we noticed that there are 

barriers with some of our Black communities…against the Police…and that can fall through to 

our services like ourselves who are connected to the police. So, it’s ensuring those community 

members and those parents of those communities have got that support in place’.    

 
This is an important consideration for YOTs and the communities they serve, with equitable treatment 
of over-represented populations now recognised as a key problem, and this provision potentially 
providing new opportunities for a more holistic response.  
  

YOT Referral Barriers 

YOT practitioners reported a number of barriers that could result in parents not being referred to KTT 
in the first place, as well as identifying possible reasons why parents did not engage with KTT, having 
been referred. COVID is cited, as in the report in March 2021, as having an impact on the way that 
YOTs worked with the young people and the families, and this had a negative impact on the number 
of referrals to KTT from YOT practitioners. As YOT 6 stated:   

 

‘From the service point of view COVID did impact on the way we worked: we had to change 

the way we were working; we couldn’t see the young people face to face at the very beginning 

of the pandemic so everything was either video calls or phone calls … …  as case managers got 

used to that way of working certain things, like KTT, were not prioritised as much as we would 

have liked them to have been…so pushing referrals, getting parents to engage in groups…we 

were kind of just dealing with crisis management for the first 6 months’.   

 

YOT 6 reported that this had improved over the last few months, as lockdown has eased. YOT 6 
reported that there was now a renewed effort to increase the number of referrals, and case workers 
being reminded of the benefits of KTT to the parents: ‘Now, honestly, it is just reminding case workers 
to keep pushing it’. However, YOT 6 reported that there were a number of parents who were reluctant 
to join Kitchen Table Talks, making the assumption that it was a ‘parenting programme’, and 
highlighting the clear need to distinguish this programme from the long-standing position of coercive 
behavioural change:    
 

‘parents’ anxiety not wanting to join a group; and anxiety around joining a parenting/ support 

mechanism because, you know…it’s really difficult because a lot of our families, as soon as you 

mention parenting, take that negatively and think its people telling them how to parent….it’s 

trying to break that down and explain, ‘no this is a support group…a support person…just to 

be there and have a talk to or a whinge’…so some of the parents can be a little bit reluctant’.   

 
In addition, YOT 6 pointed out that parents who were dealing with ‘short orders’ were also less likely 
to get involved in KTT, because they often felt inundated with information and overwhelmed by having 
to engage with so many services in a short period of time.    

 

‘We have families on very short orders, like 2- 3 months, so you’ve got 3 months to put a plan 

in place, to work with the young person and family.  What can happen at that point is that you 

can get all these services involved, you know, mental health, school, KTT, and it’s running the 

risk of overwhelming families with the support that’s on offer, so they go “actually no! I don’t 

want all of this, everyone invading my life”… I’d say it’s a bit of that really’   

 
The figures from the quantitative data, however, show sizeable differences in the numbers of referrals 
and the subsequent uptake by parents. While there were substantial differences in the sizes of the 
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YOTs, in YOT 6, for example, who admit that they are a small YOT and have been adversely affected 
by COVID, the low number of referrals is a wasted opportunity given the lack of specific parenting 
support in that YOT. Although a positive, integrated working relationship was apparent between YOT 
3 and KTT, they acknowledged parental receptiveness to be a crucial factor in the context of successful 
referrals:   

 

‘It all comes down to families buying into it, so we need to sell it to them as well. We have 

made a  number of referrals but some parents have declined, for whatever reason, so it’s also 

about looking at how we promote the project. That it’s not about us saying to them that 

they’re not good parents, it’s about supporting them, and enlightening them about the 

possible risks their children may face from others’       

 
In the initial report referral barriers were discussed. In the updated report of 2021, data provided 
practice examples of how the barriers had been overcome. YOT 3 commented on how parents are not 
sometimes receptive to the KTT programme, they commented on how it would be useful for them to 
reflect on how YOTs promote KTT to parents. Similarly, YOT 6 recognised that parents could be put off 
a parent support group if it was perceived as something akin to parenting classes. To tackle referral 
barriers, YOT 3 described implementing different processes to support effective communication and 
cross-organisational working: ‘Business support side on YOS and business support side on KTT - I think 
they’ve got a good working relationship, and that helps in the processes for us’. In addition to KTT 
being present at the meetings where the needs of young people and their families were discussed, 
YOT 3 also described the benefits of a close working relationship between the Business Manager and 
KTT administrator, suggesting it beneficial to integrate KTT into YOT operations.     
 
At YOT 3, well-pitched, appropriate referrals were connected to KTT integration into their prevention 
and diversion meetings. The rationale for KTT integration into prevention and diversion at YOT 3 was 
because the staff member attending the initial KTT regional pathfinder meeting is responsible for this 
area. So rather than there being a deliberate decision to introduce KTT into prevention and diversion, 
progress to date really represents initial integration and ‘testing whether it works or not’. Although 
‘it’s all in development, it’s all new to us, it’s a different way of working’, things were described as 
going well. The success of this arrangement was found to inform future plans for additional provision 
integration elsewhere in the service:   
 

‘so we just need to get it over to the post-court side of it now, promote it a bit more there and 

I think by having KTT in on those meetings, they can say “this is a case that we could pick up”’   

 

Despite things working well at YOT 3, reflections on best practice and continuous improvement were 

valuable, with the suggestion of a clear referral process potentially involving parental attendance at 

the meetings. In terms of other service integration plans, YOT 3 described how increased 

communication on parental programme engagement progress was imminent: ‘What we’re going to 

be doing from September [2021] is having 15-minute slots where KTT can sit down with a case manager 

and give them an update as to where parents are at in the programme’. Although face to face contact 

is expected to resume, reflections were made on parental digital exclusion during Covid-19 lockdown:   

 

‘we’ve had no choice have we? And it’s about having the tools isn’t it? because not everyone 

has iPhones or laptops… it’s about having the tools to enable them to participate. What we’re 

going to be looking at is for the children, ensuring they all have access to tablets. And I suppose 

it is something we could look into for parents as well – get more parents included in this. So 

having the means to access the platform, as it is’        
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YOT practitioners could also see the potential of KTT developing more targeted provision, focusing on 
groups of parents that may benefit from more specialised support. YOT 6 identified the:   

 

‘issues with disproportionality in terms of ethnicity and potentially girls groups.…parents of 

girls because, you know, girls are lower within the criminal justice system but they are still a 

group….and it can present quite different issues, working with girls and being parents of girls’    

 
The changing context of KTT and YOT delivery, coupled with reflective practice, service integration and 
gradual implementation all seem to provide possibilities for effective KTT-YOT partnership working, 
benefitting parents, young people, communities through effective youth justice.     
 
In this report, we look at the impact of returning to face-to-face delivery, which provided a 
contradictory position on the overcoming of barriers to engagement. For example, in the YOT 1 area 
a monthly parent meeting was held in the centre of the city, which had the unintended consequence 
of putting up a barrier to certain parents coming. Travelling into and out of area 1 in the evening can 
take two hours to navigate depending on the traffic. However, in response to this feedback KTT set up 
two meetings in different locations each month to include more parents.   
 
Most YOTs spoke of more streamlined referral processes. In YOT 2 there was a sense that 'there is a 
more robust referral and package in place now’ and that there was more communication taking place 
between the YOT and KTT.    
 

I'm having more communication with them and we meet up. once a month and discuss all the 

referrals so then that allows me then to feed back to the relevant agencies so yeah that that's 

new since last time... I know they changed it from one referral to another, and it was just asking 

for more information and I found that was more relevant anyway ...It's a lot easier to use and 

it's on the Internet and yeah and then you just do it send it off.  

 

There were still some issues with the process, however. In YOT 3 it was noted how the YOT had to 

email KTT for an information sheet on the provision following a parent showing an interest (indicating 

YOT didn’t have such resources readily available). This was so the information could be obtained from 

KTT and shared with the parent. So, although some of the referral processes were improving it was 

not as streamlined across the region and practice was varied. There were some interesting 

developments in YOT 6 in terms of the consolidation of the intervention in the minds of practitioners 

within the YOT. It was noted in the latest tranche of interviews that:  

 

The only change would be our approach towards our practitioners to referring the right 

parents…so obviously we promote KTT in team meetings so the team are fully aware of it. 

However, any new young people that come to us…we’re identifying if there is a parent in need 

there or some support (needed). So straight away, from the off, we can look to, I guess, give 

parents the choice to opt out instead of opting in, you know, this is what we’ve got…we’ll just 

pass on your number and then it’s up to the parents if they want to opt out. So instead of just 

saying, we have this, it’s more of the opt out. That was the tag we were going for. But that’s 

been very recent… we’ve been looking at that…  

 
This raises questions about the need to balance a discretionary approach with consistent and 
proactive provision promotion, and whether flexible implementation needs to be coupled with clear 
underpinning processes.  
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The issue of awareness raising was a consistent theme in the YOT interviews. Although some like YOT 
3 and YOT 6 had worked out ways of promoting the intervention in their practice, others had required 
more direct assistance. In YOT 1, there was a sense that even into the second year of the pilot (possibly 
from staffing pressures and turnover), practitioners still did not understand what KTT was and how it 
differed from services offered within the YOT. There was some scepticism over the point of KTT when 
the YOT already had parental workers. In raising this with KTT, a ‘mythbuster’ video was supplied, 
which seemed to work well. The YOT commented how the promotion of KTT as a ‘listening ear’ and a 
space to ‘network with other parents’ helped to consolidate what the service was and, in turn, how it 
might help parents overcome feelings of ‘shame and guilt’ which can create barriers, The YOT 
commented how the penny dropped with practitioners and referrals subsequently increased. This 
suggests the need to maintain a high profile using different methods, with evidence of remote 
communications and digital methods being an effective communication method with broad reach. 
 
An emerging finding with the second tranche of interviews with YOTs regarding the delivery of face-
to-face delivery of the intervention was initial reticence followed by more positive experiences. YOT 1 
told us how one of the team attended a KTT joint practitioner/parent tea event. The practitioner 
commented how ‘it was a bit awkward at first’ and that ‘parents seemed apprehensive’ but then they 
hit it off. Ultimately, parents spoke really highly and positively about the service – friendly, welcoming, 
non-threatening, non-local authority, not trying to teach them something, a sense of belonging, not 
in it alone. The feeling from the YOT was that this was particularly useful for parents who felt at risk 
or were otherwise vulnerable. The YOT felt that even though KTT can’t mitigate risk, they can be a 
source of support (sometimes out of hours) to talk about fears and anxieties.   
  
Other YOTs reported how they had little intelligence of evidence of how parents were engaging, 
suggesting that feedback loops were not always being closed. YOT 3 commented how some staff 
seemed to have limited awareness of KTT having face to face contact with parents. Another staff 
member reported back that one parent had a virtual contact during lockdown, but when asked about 
it they were a ‘bit embarrassed’ giving the impression that the parent was not really interested. There 
was a further example of where a parent had notified the YOT that they would have preferred to have 
a face-to-face contact with KTT rather than a digital appointment, but that the YOT had not been made 
aware whether the meeting had taken place.   
 
In YOT 5 there was a sense that for those where parents had engaged, KTT provided a useful service 
as an arbiter on their behalf and this shaped the decision to make referrals: 
   

I felt at that point that it was what mum needed. Although it was in other professional  

 coming in, they needed somebody who could potentially advocate for them to support them, 

 to have a little bit of a rant about what was going on because it wasn't always going in  

 Mum’s favour and also providing a support network for mum with other parents who might 

 have been going through the same thing.   

 
The YOT went on to note that the service was disrupted through the pandemic, but that Face-to-Face 
delivery was actually not always optimal: ‘I think the telephone helped mum because she was so busy 
that she wasn't able to make that time to be able to go to the dessert shops and so’. There continue 
to be different processes of referral from the YOTs. YOT 5 stated that it aims to offer KTT to all parents, 
although admitting that sometimes this may be missed because. This comes down to staff teams who 
have so much to think about and talk about and go through in the induction. 
 

In general, YOT 4 have an ‘opt out’ situation rather than ‘opt in’, referring parents to KTT with the 

explanation that: 
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It is this service that is going to offer parent support that’s totally separate to us as a YJS so 

“are you ok if we pass your details along – they’ll give you a call and explain the service in 

much more detail and at that point you can just decide if its for you or not” 

 
YOT 4 reported that she monitors referrals carefully to ensure that YOTs staff are implementing this 
framework. 

 

I am quite hot on it because it shouldn’t be our decision about whether parents get that support 

or not. It should be parental choice. So, it's something we really need to keep on top off because 

I am passionate about parent choice. Because I would hate for someone to miss out just 

because their YJ officer maybe didn’t give the full explanation 

 

These findings suggest that the intervention might be best delivered in a flexible or hybrid manner as 
sometimes digital or phone delivery suits the needs of the parents better. Overall, the referrals process 
seems to benefit from a localised, flexible approach with further consideration of the referral of a 
volume of parents though time/cost efficient processes, and the contrasting approach of careful 
parent selection and ‘needs’ targeting, with higher time and resourcing requirements. It seems 
important that KTT maintain a high profile in a sector with a high turnover of staff, order to remind 
practitioners of the provision when engaging with parents. This could be achieved through already 
adopted methods (such as YOT visits) with remote methods (the Mythbuster video) and YOT practice 
settings (such as wall posters and flyers) also providing vital opportunities to maintain profile.  
  

6.2.2 Post-referral work with parents 
 
Parental wellbeing was emphasised by all participants in both evaluation data collection waves, 
suggesting this provision priority was broadly understood by the main YOT contact point and parents. 
Although data was extremely limited in this area (and this should be kept in mind when reading this 
section of the findings), evidence from YOT 1 suggested that this approach also provided subtle 
opportunities for KTT to encourage a change in parental behaviours or mindset.      
    
Peer support  
Support from other parents who are on the same youth justice journey - or who are near to completion 
of that journey - is a powerful support mechanism for parents facing the stress and stigma they often 
feel when their child becomes involved in the youth justice system – which may come on top of other 
life stressors62. Listening to other experiences can reduce the isolation that parents can feel, especially 
if they are reluctant to talk to their usual network of family and friends. This was a theme picked up in 
the research process. However, within this research process the parent voice was limited, with 
researchers only able to conduct individual interviews with two parents and with a further two parents 
who attended the monthly parent meeting in January 2022. As Parent A, during the one-to-one 
interview, stated:  

 
I was in a space where I did what I had to do and then I was just coming home. Not seeing 
friends, I didn’t want to go out, not seeing family…I went out to do what I had to do…work or 
something like that….and then I’d just come back home. So I was quite isolated – I was isolating 
myself because of the space I was in. I didn’t want to be around anybody.  

  
The parent went on to say:  
 

It’s quite embarrassing, isn’t it? When you know your son’s been arrested…and what he was 
 arrested for!  
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KTT provided important opportunities to share experiences and try to understand what had 
happened, as was described in the first data collection round by the programme designer:  

 

10 parents came to this thing. And they just let rip and told me everything that had gone on, 

everything that had gone wrong, everything that, where they had been failed  

 

Being in an environment with other parents can reduce the isolation and shame, generating a sense 
of belonging through mutual understanding. One of the parents (Parent 1) attending the monthly 
forum we were able to attend talked about how it helped them express their emotions:  

 
It’s nice to talk to someone you’re not connected to…I came to the point that I wasn’t facing 
the world. I would not go out (but) I came here and it was a safe space…a time for me without 
judgement…you can be open and honest about what you are going through. You don’t feel 
alienated and thinking “why is this happening to me?”   

 
The mutual support offered by one parent to another, through the sharing of their individual 
experiences with their young person and any problems they had engaging with the youth justice 
system, afforded them the space to ‘step back’ from the immediate emotional toll of the situation 
they found themselves in and reflect. In relation to the range of services they were having to engage 
with, Parent 2 said:  

 
You can delve truly into how you are feeling…I was at the end of my tether and KTT helped me 
emotionally and to look at things differently  

 
Parent 1 at the monthly parent forum confirmed the importance of the safe space KTT nurtured to 
encourage the parents to share and learn from the experiences and ‘expertise’ of other parents.   

 
I think that was the key thing for me on the first session. When you heard the other parents' 
stories you could relate to a lot of it. And then we realised as well that we were under the same 
services…and we are all at different journeys…you’ve seen some that have really gone through 
the mill…I was at the first part of my journey when I first joined KTT but for some parents they 
have been through the mill with their young people…and some stories that I heard on the day, 
it just gave me hope because I could see that there is going to be light at the end of the 
tunnel….its not always going to be this way.  

 
Parent 2 stated:   

 
I’ve gained loads and I am going to keep coming.  
  

This was not only a safe space but a positive one, in which parents are able to gain empathy and 
support, their confidence strengthened by the comfort of shared experience:  

 
(Parent 1) You realise again that there’s somebody who’s gone through it or somebody that’s 
going through it and you don’t feel isolated. It’s something that just makes you feel normal.  
 
(Parent 2) It's like a home from home….we have a good laugh…time away from my family… 
and I come here to this family. Here I’m not a wife or a mother here…it’s just me. KTT is 
absolutely amazing, and I couldn’t survive without them.  
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(Parent 2) Coming to KTT and talking to other mums has helped me to talk and focus on what 
the problem was. My confidence has grown.  

 
KTT encourage parents to shift their perspective from a negative one to a positive one. As one parent 
reported, the forum meetings started with ‘two wins and a challenge’. This approach evidently helps 
parents to not feel overwhelmed by negative feelings:  

 
(Parent 1) Because we’re not just speaking about our difficulties but sometimes, we’re 
speaking about our wins, things that have been going right…finding those positives and trying 
to focus on those. That’s what they kind of bring out of the parent as well…which is good.   
 
(Parent 2) You don’t think there’s going to be any way out…or that you are going to be able to 
overcome what you are going through so to hear other people’s stories and hear what they 
have gone through to where they are today at this moment….yeah it definitely gave me hope.  

 
There is some evidence that this was having a positive impact on parent-child relationships – and 
indeed wider family relationships. In relationship to her relationship with her child Parent 1 said,   

 
(Parent 2) I needed support as I had problems with my relationships with my child and my 
husband and KTT helped me see things differently. I think about actions before I do it now.... 
I’ve been able to step back and walk away.  

 
For Parent 1, however, this remains a potential rather than a reality:  

 
KTT is for myself but it is a way for me to connect back with my son because at the moment, 
our relationship, we don’t have one. We’re not communicating and it’s been that way for a 
few months now. Even though it's for me, it might help me get to that space where we can 
start communicating.  

  

KTT advocacy/support navigating the system  

This provision seemed to speak to underlying principles of community participation and support, 
which not readily available for everybody in society. The KTT coordinator underlined this as vital for 
everyone, such as with parental caregivers:  

 
Throughout this process I’ve worked out that families in general, regardless of where they 
stand in society, regardless if its youth justice or just getting on with life, and home schooling, 
everybody needs somebody, everybody needs some support.   

 
Although this evaluation has produced little evidence of parent’s experiences of the provision, due to 
participant access difficulties, KTT reported how the self-care aspect to KTT can be highly 
transformative, with parents described as moving from a passive to more proactive and empowered 
place: 

 
When we first started engaging with them, we were talking to them and they were just like 
yep, yep listening. Now they are asking questions, how did this happen to my child, why is this 
happening, where else can I get help…  they’re not just living with it, they are now looking for 
solutions.   

 
KTT described involving other agencies and individuals in the monthly parent meetings when deemed 
valuable for parents. KTT described how signposting and access to expert knowledge was valuable in 
terms of addressing parental adversity in areas such as mental ill health:   
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I could never understand why they had certain like very serious mental health thoughts going 

through their minds, and they didn’t know where to call out and get help from. That scared 

the life out of me, so I made sure that after that they knew where they could go for help. When 

I said, here’s all the places, we give them the information and invited kaleidoscope to come 

down and talk.  

 
In particular unlocking opportunities to understand child wellbeing in custodial settings was described 
as highly valued:  

 

Parents aren’t in the institutions when their children are in custody, they don’t know what 

happens so I invited a YOI chaplain, she’s one of my friends, she’s a chaplain in (name redacted) 

prison, youth offending institution, she would come and talk to them and say, I’ve spoken to 

your son, I know who your son is and even if she doesn’t I know who all your sons are, I talk to 

your children and I tell them that you love them and that you care for them, and I encourage 

them, and it’s not easy for them. And they let them know the reality because they’re not in 

there 

 
Such an approach was also used to tackle tensions between parents and the police, although KTT 
described needing to engage in a high level of preparatory work with parents to ensure a constructive 
meeting could be managed. 
 
Despite these positives, YOTs reported having very limited feedback on parental engagement and 
progress with KTT missing opportunities to enhance support in different ways. For example, children 
were described as a key tension in some parent’s lives, and YOTs were invested in resolving difficulties 
in children’s lives, but KTT seemed to remain somewhat disconnected after the referral stage, missing 
opportunities to (for example) nuance practice and further meet needs. YOT 6 reported that it did not 
collect specific data on why parents don’t engage from the parents themselves or from YOT 
colleagues. However, from informal feedback they reported: 

 

What I do know from parents, the ones that have engaged, is that it’s been fine, and I haven’t 

heard any barriers to that really. I think some of the parents possibly prefer having a phone 

call or not always being face to face….But like I say I haven’t had any direct feedback regarding 

barriers. 

 
They went on to say that some parents who are already reluctant to engage with YOT professionals 
may not see the need for peer support, even though they would benefit from that support: 

 

Especially parents who blame the child for all the behaviour and they are absolutely 

perfect…It's very hard to engage those parents in any type of support. So, you know, a 

discussion would be had that maybe KTT wasn’t suitable even though we would still think it 

would be a good place for them because it isn’t parenting support. 

 
YOT 4 reported that they ‘look at it monthly and go through it and wonder what the barriers are. And 
if for whatever reason the parents are “absolutely not…I don’t want it” and then we will log that’. They 
indicated three groups of parents who don’t engage: 

 

Sometimes it’s because they have a really good support network behind them already…they’ve 

got a great family….but some will just not engage. They say “yes pass on my details” but they 

don’t answer the phone – I don’t know why that is…unless it’s a disguised compliancing when 
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they think they have got to but when they realise there are no repercussions from not doing it. 

The third group I am aware of are parents who have got a lot of involvement from other 

agencies…there’s just all these people already involved and they just feel professional fatigue. 

 
In the second data collection round, it became apparent that KTT were offering a more bespoke 
provision, with monthly parent meetings providing just one contact opportunity. Although many 
parents seemed to follow a trajectory from initial phone contact to eventual monthly parent meeting 
participation, the provision was described as much more varied, with some parents remaining in 
phone contact and others experiencing home visits. One parent also described how she had benefitted 
from ‘someone being on the end of the phone’ to call at difficult times. A more holistic approach may 
be beneficial to parents, but at present this provision is promoted around the monthly parent 
meetings, suggesting the need to understand the impact of this broader approach, and increase 
communication of this broader offer, with parents to whom this may not appeal.  
 
This evaluation does reveal a tension in terms of maintaining meaningful dialogue with YOT settings, 
while preserving parental confidentiality. Despite different evidence of the referrals process, there 
remained a gap in our data as a number of YOTs described knowing very little about whether parents 
were still engaged with KTT, whether the provision was beneficial and whether (importantly for the 
YOT) there might be any implications for the child. The evaluation team requested policy and process 
documentation from KTT to understand staff training and policies around YOT feedback but were not 
able to secure this information. It is strongly recommended that policies are developed or 
communicated with YOTs to maintain a safe parental space while also ensuring aspects such as 
safeguarding and practical parental support for community sentences are communicated. 
 

6.3 Understanding the impact 

6.3.1 Quantitative indicators of impact 
 
Wellbeing: Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWBS) 
Time one data on self-reported wellbeing were available for 78 parents, time two data were available 
for 50 parents, and time three data were available for 31 parents. 
 

 At the beginning of their engagement with KTT, participants scored between 14 and 65 on the 

WEMWBS. The average score was 36.60 (n=78). 

Participants engaged for 6 weeks or more: 

 When participants with Time One data only are removed, at the beginning of their 

engagement with KTT participants scored between 14 and 65 on the WEMWBS. The average 

score was 36.16 (n=50). 

 After six weeks participants scored between 25 and 66 on the WEMWBS. The average score 

was 45.80 (n=50), so there was an increase in participant’s wellbeing. 

Participants engaged for 12 weeks or more: 

 For participants engaged with KTT for at least 12 weeks, at the beginning of their engagement 

they scored between 14 and 65 on the WEMWBS and the average score was 33.81 (n=31). 

 After six weeks the average score was 44.45 (n=31) (min. 28, max. 66), so there was an 

increase in participant’s wellbeing. 
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 After 12 weeks participants scored between 33 and 68 on the WEMWBS and the average score 

was 55.77 (n=31), so there was an increase in participant’s wellbeing. 

T-tests were conducted to measure if change over time reached statistical significance.  

 There was a significant difference in the scores from Time 1 and Time 2. T-test results: t = 
6.11 and p < 0.05 

 There was a statistical difference in the scores from Time 2 and Time 3. T-test results: t = 
2.84 and p < 0.05 
 

The results showed that there is positive increase in participant’s self-reported well-being over the 
first six weeks of engagement, and this increase is statistically significant. This statistically significant 
increase in participant’s self-reported well-being continued between weeks six and 12. The statistical 
significance suggests that the findings are likely to be generalisable beyond the participant group. 
 
Key finding: There was a significant increase in participants’ wellbeing during engagement with KTT, 
and this continued to increase the longer participants were engagedvi 
 

Parental confidence: Perceived Competence Scale (PCS) 
Time one data on perceived confidence with parenting, measured by the PCS, were available for 72 
parents who had engaged with KTT. Time two data were available for 47 parents. Time three data 
were available for 29 parents.  
 

 At the beginning of the programme participants scored between 4 and 28 on the PCS. The 

average score was 17.04 (n=72). 

Participants engaged for 6 weeks or more: 

 When participants with Time One data only are removed, at the beginning of their 

engagement with KTT participants scored between 4 and 26 on the PCS. The average score 

was 16.04 (n=47). 

 After six weeks participants scored between 8 and 27 on the PCS. The average score was 19.45 

(n=47), so there was an increase in participant’s perceived competence with parenting. 

Participants engaged for 12 weeks or more: 

 For participants engaged with KTT for at least 12 weeks, at the beginning of their engagement 

they scored between 4 and 28 on the PCS and the average score was 15.41 (n=29). 

 After six weeks the average score was 19.59 (n=29) (min. 8, max. 28), so there was an increase 

in participant’s perceived competence with parenting.  

 After 12 weeks participants scored between 12 and 28 on the PCS and the average score was 

25.21 (n=29), so there was an increase in participant’s perceived competence with parenting. 

T-tests were conducted to measure if change over time reached statistical significant.  

 There was a significant difference in the scores from Time 1 and Time 2. T-test results: t ≥ 
4.31 and p < 0.05 

 There was a significant difference in the scores from Time 2 and Time 3. T-test results: t ≥ 
5.30 and p < 0.05 

                                                           
vi Up to 12 weeks, when the final data were collected 
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The results showed that there is a positive increase in participant’s perceived confidence with 
parenting over the first six weeks of engagement, and this increase is statistically significant. This 
statistically significant increase in participant’s perceived confidence with parenting continues 
between weeks six and 12. The statistical significance suggests that the findings are likely to be 
generalisable beyond the participant group. 
 
Key finding: There was a significant increase in participants’ perceived confidence with parenting 
during engagement with KTT, and this continued to increase the longer participants were engagedvii 
 
Data was provided to the evaluation team in December 2021. No further data was available when 
requested in February 2022. 
 

6.3.2 Qualitative impact data 
 
Self-care   
The notion of self-care is central to KTT’s parent offer. There is a great deal of research suggesting (see 
summary discussion of this report) that self-care is an important way of supporting parents through 
the stresses and emotional toll of having children with emotional and/or behavioural problems, 
including those in the youth justice system. However, self-care is not just about strengthening the 
resilience of the parents, but about the indirect impact this can have on the efficacy of the parents in 
both supporting their children and helping them deal more effectively with the complexity of 
processes and professionals they encounter.  
 
In particular, it became apparent that self-care was a key priority, with providing treats for parents 
used in recognition of complex and challenging home lives, to distinguish the provision from statutory 
services and as a gentle way of encouraging KTT engagement. Self-care appears to be an effective way 
of initiating parental engagement. KTT described using symbolic gestures to distinguish their provision 
from statutory services, and send parents a message of ‘care’, something continued throughout the 
Covid-19 lockdown and digital KTT delivery period. KTT and parents both described this very positively, 
with this quote from KTT:  
 

They will also get the popcorn and the mug. That’s the first thing they receive. And then 
monthly they get a little compliments slip, that says just for you, and they get pack of popcorn 
every month until we can be out again and I can buy (inaudible) and waffles I’ll send (inaudible) 
and then mother’s day, special occasions like mother day, father’s day, days that are 
significant for a parent, because I know some of them wont feel like its mother’s day for them, 
they might be going through bereavement, as well as they might be feeling that they are not 
appreciated   

 
Being mindful of self-care, KTT described an ‘aspirational’ element of meeting in cake shops as 
important: 

Wherever we go, it’s a beautiful location, and it’s easy to access, its aspirational, it’s got good 

food, good vibe, its comfortable, it’s not cold, it’s nice in there. Those are the really key things. 

And also, we really, really, want to make sure that parents feel safe. So even if we are in a 

public space, like a dessert shop, the area that we select is a closed off section, of that dessert 

shop. And it’s very much, out of the way.    

 

                                                           
vii Up to 12 weeks, when the final data were collected 
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Following the observation of one of the monthly parent meetings, and the two interviews we had with 
individual parents, this idea was supported. Parent A said:  

 
I think that was one of the things why I still keep going because it’s a treat for me. I do all the 
spending, I spend on everyone else and my son…so it’s nice that once a month somebody is 
actually treating me and taking care of me. I know it’s something small, like a dessert, but that 
means a lot to me.   
 

Parent A went on to say,   
 
If it was different circumstances and I was having to pay for myself and I was having to travel 
far... and I wasn’t getting anything from it then I wouldn’t be going but it meets all my needs.   

 
Similarly, the YOTs confirm the importance of the emphasis on self-care. YOT 4 observed:   

 
Even the environment – meeting in a dessert shop – just that total relaxed, chilled…not being 
around authority… so sometimes it nice for them to have that separate space…so that’s why 
it’s worked so well   

 
YOTs talked positively about the ethos of KTT, in terms of peer support and self-care. YOTs talked a 
about “safe space” for parents where they could share their experiences and feelings without 
judgement. For YOT 4 this was about having: 

 

Somebody who just listens to them without any kind of judgement or repercussions or…that 

for me is the biggest benefit…. sometimes parents can feel that they haven’t got an 

advocate….somebody who just listens to them without any kind of judgement or repercussions 

or…that for me is the biggest benefit. 

 
YOT 4 also noted that the potential benefits could be enormous: 

 

For some parents the value could be absolutely enormous – it could be they are on the brink 

of suicide and this is the only safe space they had to talk about things and that took them off 

the edge. I think there is a lot there we are not giving weight to because it doesn’t fit onto the 

boxes that are used to when it comes to project…(outcomes). 

 
Observations form the monthly parent meeting attended in January 2022 confirmed that parents 
appreciated the ‘treats’ they received from KTT and how that helped them value themselves and focus 
on self-care.   
 

This is time spent wisely…now I make myself a priority…it is self-care. It’s somebody taking 
 care of me…buying me a drink and a dessert. It’s someone rewarding me... making me feel 
 special.   
 
Empowerment and strategic engagement 

KTT provided an example of how parental empowerment had resulted in positive engagement with 
the YOT: 

 
you had parents who would go on their own volition and go and make an appointment with 
youth offending officers and have a sit down with them and say, you know what I hated what 
was happening at the time, but I need to talk to you now. I need to share with you and have 
real moments with services, that were ground-breaking. And services after saying “what have 
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you done to that woman?” “I haven’t done anything, she just needed time to process, and now 
that she has, she can work with you now”. 

 
For YOT 6, for those parents who did engage with KTT, they saw peer support as an empowering space 
for their parents:  

 

It's those parents feeling empowered and supported and feeling like they have got a safe space 

to…er…talk…that, you know, isn’t their youth justice officer…. if they have engaged then 

obviously, they are getting something out of it because they are continuing to have those 

phone calls or those face-to-face meetings or going to that dessert shop to have that discussion 

and feel good for it, which hopefully impact on the child because the parents feels supported 

as well. 

 
Parent Ambassadors were described as valuable opportunity for peer-based support, and for 
individual parents to ‘grow’ and make a contribution to this community. This role was described as 
emerging when parental engagement seemed ‘complete’ and parents became ready to provide a 
more supportive role:  

 

They’re just so willing to share their truth. And that’s the fundamental difference about the 

parent ambassadors and what happens once a parent has come through the service. Every 

parent’s timeline is different, some people will feel ready at 6 months, some people are ready 

after 2 years of hard work. Some people are 5 minutes and right, ready to go. Just needed to 

share that but actually I’m ok, everything is ok. So, for them, for them, for me they have been 

instrumental. The parent ambassadors are why I’m even here. You know, there the ones that, 

I tell them this all the time, if it wasn’t for them, I would not be here. 

 

Parent Voice 

YOT 6 stated that they would like to see a more routine role for the parent voice in the future, either 
through the development of the KTT project – or an independent parent forum in the future. YOT 6 
stated:  

 

A parent forum in an ideal world looks great…I guess its who is responsible for that forum, 

really you’d want the parents to take full ownership because that would have more impact. I 

think that would be ideal…you want communities to take hold…you want those people with 

the knowledge to set things up because they are in the best position to share that knowledge. 

It places responsibility on them as well, doesn’t it? They won’t want to let down other parents 

or each other, you know.  

 
YOT 4 echoed these sentiments – that having a working group with the parents to provide feedback 
on YOTs services would be a real benefit:  

 

For me would be the best way forward because they are very vocal group from what I can 

see….in terms of us if they are able to feedback into the design of our service for what suits 

them as parents …which is what we do with the youth forum for the kids and that’s nice in 

terms of having that link and they feel they’ve got some of the power.  

 
For YOT 6 this development could come from making more of the KTT parent Ambassador role: 
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I love the ambassador work – I think that that’s what it should be – it should be shaped by 

them – I like the fact they are choosing the topics, having guest speakers come in and choosing 

what they want to focus on. Their voice shaping how it runs and how its works…you want 

parents to feel that empowerment …”this is our space and our service”.  

 
However there was less ability to say whether the interventions of KTT had a wider outcome. As YOT 
6 stated: 

 

In an ideal world we can sit here and say, you know, that young person doesn’t reoffend and 

all those behaviours stop but, you know, but I think that’s really difficult to measure at the 

moment because there are so many factors as to why young people offend……you’re not going 

to change anything like that overnight… 

 

Need for an Outcome Framework 

YOT 4 were concerned, however, about what they perceived to be a lack of a KTT “outcome 
framework” which identifies clearly what success looks like. There was wariness that should not 
compromise the independence of the project, from the parent’s perspective: 
  

They do need to think about outcomes framework. For me that retention of parent – parents 

wanting to still come for that support – that is a really good indicator. However it would be 

nice to have some sort of outcome framework but for the parent I want it to be very separate. 

There is something about being able to feed back into the service and to help shape the service 

– that coproduction stuff for me would be a key factor…. (but)I really conscious about how we 

can do that 

 
YOT 6 stated: 

I think it would be a piece of work to have to look at measuring whether those parents that 

had engaged, whether those young people had gone on to reoffend. 

 
This view was echoed elsewhere, with YOT 3 and YOT 1 supporting a feedback process where parental 
confidentiality wouldn’t be breached, but information pertinent to effective YOT delivery and parental 
progress with KTT would be communicated. 
 
To summarise, although this evaluation had limited direct contact with parents, the evidence seemed 
to suggest that additional opportunities for co-production with parents, as described by KTT, are 
important. From this data it seems that parents may have varied capacities to engage strategically 
with KTT, and that this is also likely to change over time. However, harnessing these opportunities for 
further co-production (such as through the Parent Ambassador role) seems to add further value to 
this provision.  
 
Self-care seemed to be an important component of meetings in a cake shop, with treats and emotional 
support a key focus. There were mixed reports about the extent to which Covid-19 had 
understandably impacted KTT delivery, with digital exclusion and literacy likely to have meant some 
parents were not able to access KTT during the lockdown period. However, contact was adapted and 
maintained through online provision and postal gifts, ensuring gestures of care could be maintained. 
There were high levels of perceived value in the support and signposting being provided for a group 
who remain on the margins of youth justice in policy terms, but are often instrumental in terms of 
wellbeing, order completion and desistance. 
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7. Summary and recommendations 
 

7.1 Summary of findings 

Parenting and youth justice are inextricably connected, with contemporary policy attention primarily 
focused on parental deficits, absent parents and ‘looked after’ children, as well as parental presence 
during formal processes including in police custody (as Appropriate Adults), during court proceedings 
and at community panel-based sentence reviews72. Although such processes require parents to 
observe, facilitate communication and safeguard, passive observance and simply ‘being present’ is a 
significant risk for less informed parents during formal police and court proceedings39. Yet parental 
knowledge, resourcing and active involvement is crucial for children’s engagement and completion of 
youth justice sentences40, suggesting the need for more constructive involvement. The purpose of the 
KTT project is to create and facilitate parental peer support networks across the West Midlands YOT 
delivery areas that can be accessed - and ultimately facilitated - by parents of children known to (or 
at risk of involvement with) the youth justice system.  

Between the launch of the project across seven YOTs in 2020, and the final data collection point in 
February 2022, 198 referrals had been made to KTT. Of the parents referred, 181 were women and 17 
men. 47% were recorded as White British, 15% Black Caribbean, 11% Pakistani, and 10% Black African. 
Date were received from YOTs for 151 children whose parent(s) had been referred to KTT. Children 
ranged from 11 to 19 years old with an average age of 15 years old.  

Qualitative and quantitative data were collected with parents, staff, and YOTs. The quantitative 
findings show that: 

 There was a significant increase in participants’ wellbeing during engagement with KTT, and 
this continued to increase the longer participants were engagedviii 

 There was a significant increase in participants’ perceived confidence with parenting during 
engagement with KTT, and this continued to increase the longer participants were engagedix 

 

The qualitative research explored the process of implementing the project across seven YOTs, 
explored barriers, and sought to understand the impact on parents engaged with the project. Key 
points for development, stemming from the findings, are reflected in the recommendations below. 

The findings highlighted that while referral processes varied according to the YOT, they showed more 
success where they were embedded into core YOT practices, supported by senior management, and 
where close working relationships were built with KTT. It is likely that engagement with KTT reduces 
isolation and feelings of shame. The self-care focus is important in engaging parents and helps 
distinguish KTT from statutory services, and this is discussed in more detail below. There is clear 
potential for parents to be empowered and for YOTs to build on the engagement with KTT, bringing 
more of the parent voice into YOT work. 

The evaluation data shows that KTT is based on the idea that self-care is an important step to 
supporting parents to deal with the stresses and strains of having a child in the youth justice system. 
Their use of “goody bags”, and meeting in cake shops and cafes, encapsulates that idea. Indeed, KTT 
reflects a desire to be a ‘more participative and decentralized’ form of service provision ‘that make(s) 

                                                           
viii Up to 12 weeks, when the final data were collected 
ix Up to 12 weeks, when the final data were collected 
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room for self-help and local initiative’55. Research also points to ‘the importance of self-care and help-
seeking among parents’65 The Anna Freud National Centre for Children and Families advocates the 
need for self-care for parent carers of children experiencing emotional and behavioural difficulties to 
avoid being overwhelmed by the ‘feelings of stress’ and to help parents to ‘find strength during difficult 
times’x.  

It recommends: 

 Putting yourself first (Give yourself permission to take time for yourself/ Be kind to yourself) 

 Getting things done (Make a to-do list/ Ask for help) 

 Looking after yourself (Physical health and sleep) 

 Stay connected (Check-in with friends) 

They also state that, as part of self-care, the importance of the parent voice: ‘it’s important to have 
your own voice and to not let others tell you what you should be doing or what you need’.   

There were mixed reports about the extent to which Covid-19 had understandably impacted KTT 
delivery, with digital exclusion and literacy likely to have meant some parents were not able to access 
KTT during the lockdown period. However, contact was adapted and maintained through online 
provision and postal gifts, ensuring gestures of care could be maintained. There were high levels of 
perceived value in the support and signposting being provided for a group who remain on the margins 
of youth justice in policy terms, but are often instrumental in terms of wellbeing, order completion 
and desistance. The offer should, going forward, be an appropriate blend of physical meetings (with a 
physical presence required in each of the areas) and virtual means than have scale across the 
geography.  

Points of commendation 

 KTT’s flexible approach to referrals, responding to the needs of each YOT 

 KTT’s flexible approach to engaging parents, offering a variety of ways to connect 

 YOTs reflecting and developing good practice to increase referral numbers 

 KTT providing a programme that particularly engages parents from diverse community 
backgrounds, offering the potential to break down barriers between parents and criminal 
justice agencies 

 The desire from YOTs to find new ways to hear the parent voice demonstrates the value that 
engaging with KTT has brought 

In summary, YOTs and the project provider involved in this pilot have worked collectively to find ways 
to consistently refer parents into KTT, reflecting on the processes adopted in each area. KTT 
demonstrates effectiveness in engaging parents, but - as highlighted in the recommendations - the 
programme could be developed through a clear outcomes framework and refinement of programme 
structures and activities. There is evidence that engagement with KTT has a positive impact on 
parental well-being and confidence with parenting. More time needs to elapse to understand if there 
has been an impact on young people’s offending behaviours. The end of this pilot presents an 
opportunity to reflect on the successes to date, share the learning, and to use the recommendations 
presented in this report to further develop the provision. 

 
 
 

                                                           
x https://www.annafreud.org/parents-and-carers/self-care-for-parents-and-carers/ 

https://www.annafreud.org/parents-and-carers/self-care-for-parents-and-carers/


 

55 
 

Limitations of the data 
With any research and evaluation there are limitations, and it is important to highlight the following 
areas:  

 Evidence of impact from the perspective of parents is lacking in this evaluation as we were 
unable to access many parents to gather this data.  

 Evidence of KTT impact from the perspective of YOTs is lacking as they were often unaware of 
what happened after referral.  

 For a range of practical reasons, data on wellbeing and competence with parenting were 
collected by KTT staff. The evaluation team are therefore unable to comment on consistency 
and approach to data collection. 

 Recent data on wellbeing and competence with parenting were unavailable, suggesting there 
is work to be done by KTT on consistency of data collection by staff. 

 

7.2 Recommendations 

The recommendations in this report are directly informed by the evaluation findings. Themes of 
particular importance relate to: the policies and processes that connect the Kitchen Table Talks 
programme with local YOT sites; ways that programme benefits could be extended for parents; an 
exploration of ways in which theoretical underpinnings could further inform provision and; 
refinements to the collection and analysis of programme data. 
 

YOT-related process and policy 

To maximise the potential and success for parents and children, YOTs and the provider should: 

 Design and implement a clear and focused referral process 

 Develop a more robust framework to clearly identify measurable impact on parental efficacy 
and wellbeing, as well as any wider benefits in relation to outcomes for young people and the 
youth justice system 

 Articulate an outcomes framework that could be linked to a parental progression mapping 
exercise, to assess the different impact of youth justice system contact and peer support 

 Enhance multi-agency working across the partnership, which would allow clearer 
understanding of the impact and outcomes of referrals 

 Consider this provision when developing their local strategies 

 Ensure all YOT staff are adequately briefed on the provision including information in staff 
induction packages 

 Create a promotion plan to ensure the provision is widely promoted to parents. For example, 
the ‘Mythbuster’ video developed by Birmingham and KTT could be effective in this area 

 Work with other YOTs to share best practice with each other about effective implementation, 
outside of the current steering group (for example, at YOT regional meetings) 

 Find a solution to tensions between provision independence and information sharing 
 

Our parent specific recommendations 

 Parent ambassadors should be further empowered to harness their local knowledge and 
experiences 

 Consideration should be given by the Youth Justice Service to establishing parent forums using 
the experience and knowledge of the parent ambassadors 

 Clear exit strategies for parents from the programme should be developed, once goals have 
been achieved 
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 Detailed information sharing protocols should be developed between YOTs and the provider  

 Meaningful routes to parental empowerment that focus on self-care and community building 
should be developed to equip parents with knowledge and skills that empower them in their 
engagements with the youth justice system  

 Parameter setting around the offer duration would help set clear expectations for parents  
 

Programme structure and content should: 

 Have an up-to-date manual of the key provision aims, which is based on a sound theoretical 
and evidence-based approaches 

 Be explicitly mapped to a Theory of Change or Logic Model to enable it to be further developed 
as the programme evolves to allow outcome mapping to be aligned 

 Explicitly outline the potential engagement methods by the provider to parents and partner 
agencies 
 

Data and evaluation effectiveness requires that: 

 There should be a clear data sharing agreement and time frames in place at start with clear 
review points 

 There should be consistent data collection by KTT staff, considering any training needs 

 There should be a continuation of data collection to enable a follow-up analysis/evaluation 

 There should be a commitment for the evaluation team, provider, and YJB to work together 
to produce a ‘key ingredients for successfully working with parents’ document, based on the 
finding of this evaluation and to be shared nationally  
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Appendix 

Appendix 1: Questions used for Voice Notes and Parent Interviews (data collection round 1) 

  

Learning about and engaging with KTT 

 When did you first hear about the programme? 

 Why did you decide to engage with the programme? 

 Tell us about your first contact with FCL? 

 How was your first engagement with KTT? 

 What are your relationships like with other parents? 

 What is discussed when you meet? 

 What is most difficult about KTT engagement? 

 What is easiest? 

 What works best? 

 What would you change (if anything)? 

  

Programme impact:  

Has the programme had an impact on any of the following areas (this could be separated into different 

Voice Notes texts send to parents on different days):     

 Relationship with child in the justice system (relationship quality, capacity to provide support, 

insights into child’s behaviour)? 

 Relationship with anyone else other than child in the justice system? 

 Self-perception (how I see myself). For example, how was I as a person when starting the 

programme and am I different in any way now? 

 Perception of others (how I see other people)? 

 Has my vision of the future changed?  
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Appendix 2: KTT Topic Guide (data collection round 1) 

 Informed consent 

 Thank you for participating 

1. Programme development 
Where did the idea come from?  
How long has the programme been running? 
How did you operationalise the initial idea? 
Where there any barriers at this stage? 
Has the programme changed since initial development? If so why? 
Why does this programme benefit parents with children in the justice system in particular? 
How does the programme link to the Serious Youth Violence Strategy? 
2. Programme delivery 
How did you develop relationships with the YOTs 
Was it easy to launch the programme in different locations? 
Were there any implementation barriers? 
How did you overcome them? 
How are parent participants chosen/approached? 
How do you select meeting locations? 
How long are the meetings? Why is this an appropriate length of time? 
What different contact methods are used to engage with parents?  
Can you explain how each of them work? 
Are there any barriers to participation? 

  
3. Programme impact 
What are the key benefits of Kitchen Table Talks? 
Can you provide some examples of how parents have benefitted? 
Do you think parenting style had an impact on the nature and extend of programme engagement? 
What impact do you think the programme has on young people? 
Does the programme support YOT activities in any way? 

  

 Thank you for participating 
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Appendix 3: YOT Topic Guide (data collection round 1) 

 Informed consent 

 Thank you for participating 

  
How did you first hear about Kitchen Table Talks 
What is your involvement? 
How is this programme connected to the YOT? 
Who accesses this service? 
What are the barriers to participation? 
Do you think parenting style had an impact on the nature and extend of programme engagement? 
Do you think any other groups would benefit from this programme? 
What is the impact of this programme on the parents? 
What is the impact of this programme on the young people? 
Does anyone else benefit from this programme? 

  

 Thank you for participating 

 Contact details provided for post interview opt out 
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Appendix 4. Parent Ambassador Topic Guide (data collection round 1) 

 When did you first hear about Kitchen Table Talks – how and who from? 

 What made you decide to engage with Kitchen Table Talks? 

 What made you decide to be a Parent Ambassador? 

 What was it like the first time you went to a Kitchen Table Talks session? 

 How had things changed when you had your first Parent Ambassador session? 

 Have any relationships changed since engaging with Kitchen Table Talks? (for example, with 

your child, other parents, YOT contacts, other people)? Can you provide some examples?  

 Do any of these changes connect with your Parent Ambassador role?  

 Have there been any other changes? 

 What does your Parent Ambassador role involve? 

 Who benefits from the Parent Ambassador role? 

 What works best about the role? 

 What would you change (if anything)? 

 How has your engagement with Kitchen Table Talks changed over time? Can you provide any 

examples? 

 Do you see other people in the same way – has anything changed and what? 
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Appendix 5: YOT Topic Guide (data collection round 2) 

  
 Informed consent  

 Thank you for participating  

  
 How has the transition back to face to face practice been at the YOT..? (icebreaker and also gauging 

the context within which KTT are operating)  

 How has the transition to KTT face to face delivery gone? When did this take place?   

 Do you have any reflections on parental engagement with KTT when comparing remote or face to 

face contexts?   

 Have there been any changes in the nature of KTT/YOT delivery changed since our last interview? 

(This could include parents targeted, referral system in place, programme promotion or 

administration, organisational co-working) If so, why?  

 What is the impact of this programme on the parents? (short term/long term?)  

 How do you, as a YOT, gauge success in the KTT programme? (is it numbers engaged? quality of 

engagement, parents not falling off the cliff, YP order completion, effective and well-integrated multi-

agency working??)  

 What is your understanding of why parents do not engage? What are your reflections and what do 

parents say?  

 Are there any parents who you think KTT is not appropriate for? (and why?)  

 How could YOTs benefit from the momentum of parental engagement in KTT? How would YOTs have 

to change their practice if they were to do this?  

 What is the impact of this programme on the young people?  

 Does anyone else benefit from this programme?  

 How central are/ should parents be to implementing projects like KTT?  

 Was your YOT involved in the design of this programme? Do you think this is important? What impact 

might this have?  

 If KTT were to be adopted nationally what aspects of the project would you recommend to keep and 

are there any aspects you would change?  

 Reflecting on the YOT relationship with different organisations – are there any examples of effective 

interagency working that KTT might benefit from?   

  
 Thank you for participating  

 Contact details provided for post interview opt out  
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Appendix 6. Email Invitation for Parents  

Email title: Parent Views wanted on Kitchen Table Talks 

  
Hello! 
Our names are Jane and Sarah, we are working on a project to find out how Kitchen Table Talks is 
running and what parents think of it. Asking people who use the service is essential – we want to 
hear your voices. We would like your lived experience, whatever that is good, bad or indifferent. 
Therefore we want to invite you to share your experience, to help us understand the impact of KTT 
and help us make any recommendations to make the service even better.   
  
We would be grateful if you would agree to a short interview. We can do this online or face to face, 
whichever you feel more comfortable with. Please be reassured that anything you say will be 
confidential (we will not use your name or where you are from on anything).  
If you are interested in finding out more or joining in, please email:  
Sarah: [email address] 
Jane: [email address] 
   
Thanks for thinking about this  
All the best  
Jane and Sarah  
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Appendix .7 KTT Topic Guide 

 
 

 First Class Legacy interview (Sabrina and Claudia)  

 Informed consent  

 Thank you for participating  

   

1. Programme development  
  
Do you have any programme documentation we can access? In particular do you have any of the following:  

 Programme plan  

 Programme structure  

 Programme outline  

 Staff training plan  

 Parent Ambassadors training plan  

 

 Has the programme changed since initial development? If so why?  

Can you identify all of the different roles involved in KTT delivery?  
What background do these people have? How are they recruited?  
Do they undertake any training?  
Is there a working manual for any of these roles?  
  
  
2. Programme delivery  
Do you have any reflections on the working relationships with different YOT settings.   
Can you comment on strengths and challenges at different locations (without disclosing the locations)  
If you could pick the best elements of different YOT collaborations to create an ideal way of working, how would 
it look?  
Has it been easy to relaunch the programme in the different locations?  
Have there been any implementation barriers in terms of relaunching face to face sessions?  
  
Do different parents engage online and face to face? Why is this? What are the barriers/what makes access 
easy?  
Single parents are identified as a group that sometimes face unique practical challenges. Do single parents face 
any additional barriers engaging with KTT?   
YOTs have made different choices around parent targeted for KTT piloting, with mixed take up. Can you give any 
insights into programme referral and engagement on this basis?  
Who do you think this programme might appeal to? Who might it not be appropriate for?  
Should broader carer groups be included – for example, grandparents or care workers  
Can you/have you overcome these barriers?  
Do you have any expectations about how long parents will engage with your programme and what they will get 
from it..?   
How is parental disengagement with the programme tackled?  
If parents are ready to leave and feel like their journey is complete, what is the process?  
  
3. Programme impact during and after lockdown What have been the key benefits of Kitchen Table Talks during 
or since lockdown?  
Can you provide some examples of how parents have benefitted during or since lockdown and since lockdown?  
YOTs and other organisations have had to adapt to non face-to-face delivery over the last year, with changing 
contexts presenting new opportunities and challenges… what were your experiences?  
Do you think parenting style had an impact on the nature and extend of programme engagement during or since 
lockdown?  
Do you think the programme has had any impact on young people during or since lockdown?  
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Has the programme support YOT activities in any way during or since lockdown?  
Why does this programme benefit parents with children in the justice system in particular?  
How does the programme link to the Serious Youth Violence Strategy? 
 

 Thank you for participating 


