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Introduction 
The study will research what can be considered a positive outcome for young people (YP) within a supported lodgings service, where vulnerable YP aged 16-18 years who were homeless, have now moved into the home of a provider before moving on to independent living (Home for Good, 2021). Many YP have been subjected to some form of trauma, including asylum seekers, who have fled war zones and encountered persecution in a country of their origin (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, (UNHCR), 2023); YP who have suffered discrimination because of their identity (Stonewall, 2023); YP who have experienced grief, loss and rejection; and those that have experienced domestic abuse (NSPCC, 2022), who are estranged from family and have no strong social support networks.
I was prompted to research this particular area as my interests lie with YP achieving their full potential. I have worked with YP in education and supported Deaf students and students with additional learning requirements in my previous work roles. 
I currently work with vulnerable YP who were homeless and have moved into supported accommodation. However, there is a question as to the level that this support fully considers the views of YP or those supporting them in determining what performance measures should be used (World Economic Forum, 2023). In short, there is a disparity between these performance indicators and what YP believe they need or require.
There is much research on the monitoring and evaluation of youth environments, but relatively less on what success looks like for the individual, not least due to the difficulty in bringing together agreed criteria from such a diverse sector. Moreover, in a political environment where evaluation criteria are often reduced to economic returns, numerical outcomes and performance targets, the focus has been more on organisational outcomes (de St Croix, 2018). 
There is an argument that data-driven performance target methods do not always consider what success looks like from a grassroots perspective that fully takes into account a complex environment with numerous unrecorded challenges (Doherty and de St Croix, 2019). The UK is a diverse, multicultural society (Payne and Harrison, 2020), and this critical consideration is often not considered at an individual level when the UK boasts about equality, diversity and inclusion being embedded into practice (CLD Standards Council Scotland, 2019). ‘Not only has the ethnic profile of the country been changing rapidly, but we have also seen the emergence of new geographies of ethnicity’ (Payne and Harrison, 2020, p. 90). Therefore, those responsible for collecting the data and statistics need a clearer image of what success looks like from a practical perspective.
Aims and Objectives of the Research 
This research aims to argue that a greater understanding of the importance of a shared mental model (SMM) and realistic evaluation (Pawson and Tilley, 1997) would benefit organisations’ monitoring and evaluation and subsequent performance outcomes for YP for whom they are responsible. The study hopes to demonstrate that what success looks like is often viewed differently by different contributing individuals within the organisation. These differences can impact how individuals prioritise, through their behaviours, the importance of the criteria and have an impact on the performance outcomes of YP. In terms of a SMM, these differences need to be understood and addressed to ensure positive outcomes for YP.
However, where success is viewed differently, where a SMM does not exist, instead of considering this a significant issue to performance outcomes, this research will consider whether consideration should be given to a new more nuanced and realistic evaluation model (Pawson and Tilley, 1997) that embraces this difference.
In Wales, within the Well-being of Future Generations Act 2015, there is an emphasis on YP being at the centre of decision-making processes. In addition, organisations supporting YP should be embedding holistic approaches into their practice (Social Care Institute for Excellence, 2023). It can be evidenced that due to monitoring and evaluation processes, which are mandatory for funding and accountability requirements, these processes are often simply a ‘tick box’ exercise (De St Croix and Doherty, 2022). The processes currently in place do not always factor in the individual needs of YP or allow them to self-advocate, resulting in individuals applying their own priorities to achieve what they believe is a positive outcome. As the UK is a rich, diverse country (Samanani, 2019), all organisations, whether statutory or third sector, must ensure YP are being listened to if success is to be measured accurately and appropriately. ‘One size fits all’ is an out-of-date ideology that those, who deliver youth work provision across different contexts, recognise despite being powerless to change how their services are monitored and evaluated (Youth Access, 2022). Therefore, this research is important in terms of understanding why disparities in evaluation and monitoring processes exist within an organisation and the subsequent impact on organisational performance. One view is that if there is a lack of a SMM, then there will always be issues in the focus of activities in supporting individuals resulting in different prioritisation in supporting YP in achieving their potential. 
Literature Review 
The fundamental aim of this research is to identify any difference in understanding amongst different actors in the perception of the successful performance factors associated with the development of YP within a supported lodgings environment. The specific individuals researched have an interconnected influence on the outcomes of the YP for whom a larger organisation has ultimate responsibility. In this respect, each of the research participants is individual team members with agency, operating within a wider organisational responsibility. In this research, a team is two or more people ‘assigned specific roles or functions' working towards 'a common and valued goal, object, and mission' (Salas et al., 1992, p. 4).
The importance of effective team working in youth work in improving outcomes for YP has been well documented (Parry et al., 2021). Collaboration to produce new ideas, opportunity for mutual support, improved communication, effective problem-solving and accountability are all examples of the benefits of effective teamwork that can lead to positive outcomes for YP (Fapohunda, 2013). However, as previously stated, an effective team needs to be working towards a common goal, each team member working from the same SMM. 
[bookmark: _Hlk134376060]SMMs have been identified as one of the critical factors in ensuring effective team performance (Cannon and Edmondson, 2001). Although much literature on SMM deals with individuals in close proximity, often working in dynamic environments where the importance of quick decision-making and effective communication is highlighted in increasing task performance (Langan-Fox et al., 2004), the concept of SMM extends beyond this. SMM describes the knowledge and perceptions of team members around a given task which allow them to coordinate their actions, adapting behaviours to the demands of other team members in a mutually productive way (Cannon-Bowers, Salas and Converse, 1993). Therefore, this research assumes that when team members have a different understanding of the task or place their own assumptions and requirements independently on a given task, working from a different heuristic and making decisions outside of the SMM, outcome effectiveness performance is reduced. 
However, the research will raise several additional questions and require the qualification of several assumptions. Specifically, is there a standard set of criteria for measuring success in supporting YP’s advance to adulthood? If not, are individual circumstances, experiences and the context of support workers’ assumptions of what is important equally valid and adequately embedded into evaluation realistically?
Defining success in youth work is very much dependent on the context in which youth work is delivered and against what subsequent evaluation performance is monitored. It is worth noting that it is an evaluation landscape made more difficult as no agreed set of criteria can be derived from external inspections, such as schools and colleges, as Ofsted has effectively ceased to inspect youth work (Wylie, 2015). However, it is clear that any definition of what success looks like for either the organisation or a young person needs to be considered when evaluating a positive outcome, improvement and the evolution of the young person (MacIntosh, Martin, and Ewing, 2019). 
In an American journal, the authors asked YP to define success. Several themes emerged such as ‘reaching one’s goals’, ‘working hard’, ‘obtaining an education’ and ‘resilience’ (MacIntosh et al., 2020, p.501). The authors compared their findings to a positive youth development model (Lerner et al., 2009), with the research also looking at the obstacles to YP’s success to understand evaluation criteria. They highlight in their conclusions that ‘a thorough understanding of youths’ context-specific challenges is needed if programmes are to be successful’ (MacIntosh et al., 2020, p. 503). 
In a youth justice setting success is often measured simply against the numbers of YP who desist from crime. The research suggests that refraining from a one-size-fits-all strategy allows YP to successfully help them from desisting (HM Inspectorate of Probation, 2016). However, there is no common goal with youth work in general, so a simple numerical outcome-based evaluation would seem problematic in this youth work wider setting. In addition, within a youth justice setting there is a recognition of a more complex environment despite the limited outcome judgement of success (HM Inspectorate of Probation, 2021).
The European Confederation of Youth Clubs considers open youth work a partnership between YP and workers, voluntary or otherwise. It suggests that it prioritises the participation of YP in decision-making, planning, organising, and evaluating activities (ECYC, 2023). Even though this research study is not based around a classical youth work setting, the ECYC offer these additional criteria on which this study searches for how positive outcomes of a young person could be evaluated. 
These examples evidence how difficult it is to measure success or positive outcomes for YP (The Young Foundation, 2023). According to YMCA George Williams College (2023), ‘Different measures focus on different elements of provision, and different methods are appropriate in different settings and contexts’.
The issue of context when evaluating and monitoring the outcomes of YP keeps appearing in the evaluation literature. Although the evaluation of youth work settings is well documented, and even criticised for being too rigid (Doherty and de St Croix, 2019), the performance criteria on which to judge positive individual youth outcomes, the determination of success, is varied. 
Not only is the provision of youth work varied, but also the activities that take place within a given youth work setting, are often not captured in traditional assessment mechanisms (Doherty and de St Croix, 2019). Although this study will attempt to gather several criteria on which youth performance in a particular setting should be judged and the subsequent impact of any difference, should there be one, the research will also consider if these differences are expected, should be embraced and viewed through the lens of realistic evaluation (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).
One approach widely used as a different perspective to traditional, narrow criteria-based evaluation often seen in youth work, where approaches based on 'measurement' and 'return on investment' tend to dominate (King's College London, 2015), is realistic evaluation.
Based on the work of Pawson and Tilley (1997), realistic evaluation, in terms of this research, considers that evaluation in a youth work setting needs to be dynamic and youth-centred, responding to issues as they arise (King’s College London, no date). In short, evaluation in a youth development setting cannot be one-size-fits-all but highly contextualised. 
Realistic evaluation works from the assumption that the same intervention will not work for everyone and instead considers evaluation in terms of what different approaches work for different people in different contexts (Wong et al., 2013).
In terms of this research, this approach may suggest that contextualised evaluation may be more effective instead of having a 'centralised' evaluation criteria on which all participants must work. Paradoxically, where the research may find differences in perception, focus and subsequent actions by individuals trying to achieve a positive outcome for YP, including the YP themselves, those differences should be embraced and part of the development process rather than everyone being brought under one set of agreed organisational criteria. 
In a document published by the Young People’s Foundation (2012), there have always been difficulties in measuring the impact of services supporting YP in their social and emotional development. These difficulties are mainly because of the variations of outcomes and the many influences on YP’s lives, within their macro and micro environments. These influences may be poverty (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2023); factors affecting mental health and well-being (Scottish Government, 2020); and stress factors such as ‘coping efforts and social relationships, especially receipt of emotional and instrumental support from significant others’ (George, 1993, p.357). Therefore, the organisations supporting YP have struggled to provide evidence of the good practices that are delivered (The Institute for Research and Innovation in Social Services (Iriss), 2023). This is the challenge, in agreeing to a set of evaluation performance criteria on which the behaviour of individuals is guided. 
As discussed, there has been a huge focus on the most effective ways to measure the impact of youth work in the wider sense (Hayes, 2023; Doherty and de St Croix, 2019). It is disappointing that there seems to be little research into the different approaches and literature available to address the complexities of YP living with today’s challenges. This research aims to partly address these complexities therefore, it is relevant.
Methodology and Methods 
The following was considered to determine the methodology of the research. 
The ontology of the participants in the research was considered. Ontology refers to ‘the nature of our beliefs about reality’ (Richards, 2003, p.33). In simple terms, whether the ‘truth’ understood by the participants was socially constructed, with each participant having their view of ‘truth’ or a ‘truth’ that is undeniable and singular (Patton, 2002, p. 270). Secondly, the epistemology of the participants was taken into account. Epistemology can be considered as the way an individual gains knowledge, how it is acquired and how an individual validates it (Denscombe, 2021). Finally, given the researcher's understanding of the area and the assumed participant’s ontology and epistemology, a constructivist paradigm was considered the most appropriate for an initial qualitative methodological study. 
Given that the study is using a constructivist approach, the research will use qualitative methods to understand different people’s perspectives and their multiple realities of the world (Denscombe, 2021, p.43). As Punch (2005, p.140) points out, ‘postmodernism, or scepticism, is not the only prominent feature of the contemporary context for social research’. There are several other contexts including, race, ethnicity and interdisciplinary perspectives. Therefore, the qualitative research that will be conducted in this research is considered the best methodology. Qualitative research enables the views of those within a supported lodgings service, a diverse group of individuals with different experiences and views of the world, to be captured. However, this study will also use quantitative research in collecting data from surveys to qualify the qualitative study, test the hypothesis and generate statistics to make the study's findings clearer to the reader (Punch, 2005). Using a mixed methods research approach, this study balances the need for a richness of data, an immersion in the study, and statistical analysis; ‘a logic of triangulation’ (Punch, 2005, p. 241).
The rationale behind this mixed methods research is that ‘it minimises the limitations of both approaches’ (Cresswell and Cresswell, 2018). In addition, this type of approach ‘appeals to those at the forefront of new research procedures’ (Cresswell and Cresswell, 2018, p. 218). Therefore, the advantage of using a mixed methods approach is that one can balance the limitations of each research method and it can provide stronger evidence. However, the disadvantages are that it requires more time to undertake and expertise in data analysis (GOV.UK, 2020).
Simplifying the heuristics connected to SMM (Cannon and Edmondson, 2001), the research will look at the assessment constructs attached to evaluating YP in a youth work environment. The research methodology and methods are designed to ascertain key performance terms and words on which YP are evaluated. The research will indicate how this ranking differs from the other team members by asking each team member to rate or rank the importance of each word or term. Therefore, it is assumed that the team members give attention to each word or term in practice. For example, one team member may feel that personal organisation is the most important construct to judge a young person, another team member may feel empathy, and a third may feel it is the ability to find employment. The research assumes that the focus of the development of the young person by each team member will be related to the importance each member places on a construct, and will influence their actions in supporting and developing the young person.
Methods of data collection
The participants of the study will include 10 YP, 8 staff and 7 providers, all from a supported lodgings service and the research will aim to identify if there is a difference between how three individual groups view success. 
Through focus groups with the individual parties, the research will first establish the keywords on which positive outcomes for YP are judged empirically. This is different from the organisational monitoring and evaluation terms that are the performance outcomes of YP such as the skills required to transition to independence (Holmes, 2008). These are the criteria held personally by the individuals, not determined by the organisation. The assumption is that where an individual feels specific criteria are more important than another, this will influence their focus, time and motivation in fulfilling these criteria, evidenced through their actions and behaviour. However, the study will also consider to a limited degree whether each group involved in the study is in agreement with the criteria for the evaluation of positive outcomes for YP as determined by the organisation. 
At the start of the study, through focus groups, questions will be put to the individual groups that will open up informal discussions about what each group considers to be the most important area in which YP achieve positive outcomes. In other words, the areas on which they should be judged, therefore the areas that require specific intervention or support. Once these terms have been collated, a single list of the most frequent words or phrases gathered from the focus groups will be provided for all of the study participants. They will be asked to prioritise the top ten areas, ranking them in order of importance. The data will then be analysed, compared and contrasted, ascertaining the level to which they differ.  
Specifically, differences will be displayed as a percentage difference to illustrate the level of agreement among the three groups. The study will then explore how a SMM is important in terms of evaluating success and positive outcomes for the YP being supported.
Research Design
In terms of design, the study has taken a qualitative approach because it involves people in a sociological setting with expected different views and understanding of what is real. In short, a subjective environment is suited for qualitative research as it is ‘a powerful and credible tool for revealing and understanding the human world’ (Higgs et al., 2009, p.8). Moreover, qualitative research is a good method for finding out the lived experience of the participants (Freeman, 2006). However, care must be taken as the disadvantage of using qualitative research is that biases may occur through the focus groups. Accordingly, given that from an ontological perspective there is no single truth to be discovered in this research, the study has used quantitative research to limit any bias so that the study is more balanced and ‘objective’ (Punch, 2005, p.238).
The study has been designed to ensure the validity of the research is enhanced by using primary research alongside secondary research from the literature that already exists regarding how youth work settings are currently evaluated.
Regarding the sample size, the research is limited by accessibility. The researcher needs to access the participants and there may be challenges around people’s availability or organisational restrictions to the participants. However, there will be an opportunity for the participants to engage online.
In terms of the data being collected, the study is gathering relatively simple evaluation constructs encoded from semi-structured questions within a focus group. The data is primary and relatively simple to interpret and cross-mapped against secondary sources in youth work evaluation literature. 
The study has been designed with ethical considerations such as informed consent, confidentiality, data protection, a conflict of interest, and regulatory compliance (British Educational Research Association, BERA, 2018). The qualitative approach is face-to-face research therefore, mindful that a conflict of interest may arise, requires risk assessment and management. However, to mitigate any conflict of interest, the quantitative research is anonymised and online. Data protection and regulatory compliance including GDPR (Data Protection Act 2018) and organisational confidentiality policies have all been considered in the design research.
Part of this study requires ethical considerations to be taken into account, specifically because the study involves collecting data from adults who support YP and vulnerable YP (British Educational Research Association, BERA, 2018). As Creswell and Creswell (2018, p. 88), ‘researchers need to protect their research participants’ and requires the researcher to build trust to glean the information they require to conduct their study. The research requires integrity, to be conducted professionally and to mitigate the risks of harm to the participants and the organisation in which the study is being conducted. Risks of harm are defined as the ‘physical, psychological, social, economic and legal risks’ to all involved (Creswell and Creswell, 2018, p. 91).
Other ethical issues include how the focus groups will be conducted. For example, in the collection of data under the Data Protection Act 2018, the participants will be asked to fill out consent forms although no pressure will be applied as this is voluntary participation. If the participants wish to withdraw from the study at any point, their wishes will be granted. Regards data collection and protection, all documentation will be anonymised and all data destroyed once the study is completed. Aliases or pseudonyms will be used for anonymity purposes.
To protect YP, the researcher will be clear and transparent about the research (UK Research and Innovation, 2023). The study is exploratory and will research whether there are differences in how three individual groups perceive success. The research is simply to identify any differences and is not designed to make any changes to existing services that support YP. This will be made clear to all participants so that no expectations are raised for the individuals involved.
Regulatory compliance requires that the researcher has permission from the organisation in which the study is being conducted. In addition, the researcher must have approval from the university before embarking on the study (BERA, 2018). 
A key element of the research is to investigate how the organisation defines success, the supported lodgings providers and the YP within the service, investigating if there is a disparity between how success is defined between the three groups. The research will not consider anything that is not specific to the study. This study is not a criticism of the service provided by the organisation, merely research to understand if all concerned have the same perspective of success, before a theoretical assessment of the impact of any differences.
The research will not include managers of the service provider, as the study aims to acknowledge whether a SMM exists between those that support the YP and the YP being supported. Therefore, the research only involves those that work directly with YP and the YP being supported. 
From a constructivist perspective, qualitative research, focus groups and interviews rely on the researcher’s interpretation. Their values, beliefs and behaviours may influence this interpretation, and their knowledge of the participants can potentially place some bias on the study, specifically when analysing the data and considering theory contexts (Shufutinsky, 2020). To limit the bias, the study will include quantitative data to balance the research.  
Summary
The study will explore the support provision in place for vulnerable YP, specifically looking at the approaches used to support YP in supported accommodation. The research will be conducted with staff, the providers and YP within a supported lodgings service. The study will explore what approaches are currently used to support YP influenced by how each of the three groups agrees that these are the best approaches to support YP. The research will draw on literature from three key areas; a SMM, the evaluation of individuals in youth work settings and realistic evaluation. 
The study is important as many youth work settings struggle to evaluate the impact of the work and YP’s achievements from a grassroots perspective. In addition to assessing the presence and importance of a SMM, the research will explore whether different ‘realistic’ evaluation processes would be more beneficial to organisations that support YP.






Timelines and Budget Considerations
Table 1: The XXX Research Project Gantt Chart
	
	Oct 2023
	Nov 2023
	Dec 2023
	Jan 2024
	Feb 2024
	Mar 2024
	Apr 2024
	May 2024

	Ethics approval 
	4 hours
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lit review
	20 hours
	20 hours
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Design questionnaire
	
	10 hours
	20 hours
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot questionnaire
	
	
	10 hours
	10 hours
	
	
	
	

	Collect data
	
	
	
	20 hours
	10 hours
	
	
	

	Analyse data
	
	
	
	
	20 hours
	20 hours
	
	

	Write report
	
	
	
	
	
	10 hours
	20 hours
	20 hours



Table 2: Budget for XXX Research Project
	Research Phase
	Research Assistant:
Hours@ £xx
	Main Researcher:
Hours @ £xx
	Total cost for each phase of your research

	Ethics approval 
	
	4
	0

	Lit review
	
	40
	0

	Design questionnaire
	
	30
	0

	Pilot questionnaire
	
	20
	0

	Collect data
	
	30
	0

	Analyse data
	
	40
	0

	Write report
	
	50
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Total costs for project                                                                                                               214 hours
	£0.00
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Appendix 1: Ethics Form
	Full Name:
	Karen Shepherd

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	Undergraduate Student
	☐	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☒


	Faculty/School/Centre:
	Humanities and Social Sciences

	Campus:
	Carmarthen

	Student E-mail address:
	1806377@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	Contact Telephone Number:
	07735375702




	For students:

	Student Number:
	1806377

	Programme of Study:
	MA Youth Work and Social Education

	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Angharad Lewis
Darren O’Connor



SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	
	Date

	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	Faculty Research Committee
	☐	

	
	Other (write in)
MA EDS Supervisor
Darren O’Connor
	☒	28/03/2023



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice

	☒
	
UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	
British Sociological Association Ethical Guidelines 
	☒



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity – Intentionally blank
	Does the research activity involve collaborators outside of the University?  ( Intentionally blank as per email)
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
	If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the main contact person and confirmation this person has consented to their personal data being shared as part of this collaboration.

	Institution
	
	

	Contact person name
	
	

	Contact person e-mail address

	
	

	Has this individual consented to sharing their details on this form?
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Is your research externally funded
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
	Employed
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
This is a hypothetical proposal therefore, no approval has been given yet.
	
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒



Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☒
	NO
	☐

	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation
This will be provided once approval has been agreed



SECTION E: Details of Activity
	Indicative title:
	The impact on the positive outcome of young people (18 years to 25 years) where there is a lack of a shared mental model with respect to the relative importance of success criteria within an organisation


	Proposed start date:
	October 2023
	Proposed end date:
	April 2024

	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity mini lit review
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity


	

	Research Question
· Proposed Research Question
What is the impact on the positive outcome of young people (18 years to 25 years) where there is a lack of a shared mental model with respect to the relative importance of success criteria within an organisation?
Mini Literature Review
The study will research what can be considered as a positive outcome for young people within a supported lodgings service, where vulnerable young people aged 16-18 years who were homeless, have now moved into the home of a provider before moving on to independent living (Home for Good, 2021). There is a question as to whether the level of support in place in a supported lodgings environment fully considers the views of young people or those supporting them in determining what performance measures should be used (World Economic Forum, 2023). In short, there is a disparity between these performance indicators and what young people believe they need or require.
There is much research on the monitoring and evaluation of youth environments, but relatively less on what success actually looks like for the individual, not least due to the difficulty in bringing together agreed criteria from such a diverse sector. Moreover, in a political environment where evaluation criteria are often reduced to economic returns, numerical outcomes and performance targets, the focus has been more on organisational outcomes (de St Croix, 2018). This is all clearly evidenced in the last 20 years with different governments, new performance target methods for many youth work environments, including schools, youth offending teams and social and health care.
There is an argument that data driven performance target methods do not always consider what success looks like from a grassroots perspective that fully takes into account a complex environment with numerous unrecorded challenges (Doherty and de St Croix, 2019). The UK is a diverse, multicultural society (Payne and Harrison, 2020), and this critical consideration is often not considered at an individual level.
The fundamental aim of this research is to identify any difference in understanding amongst different actors in the perception of the successful performance factors associated with the development of young people within a supported lodgings environment. The specific individuals researched have an interconnected influence on the outcomes of the young people for whom a larger organisation has ultimate responsibility.


	Aims of Research Activity
· The fundamental aim of this research is to establish if there is a shared mental model between three critical groups within an organisation in relation to ensuring positive outcomes for young people.
· This research aims to discover that where a lack of a shared mental model does not exist between individuals responsible for performance outcomes of young people that this has an impact on a young person’s positive outcome. Additionally, it will consider that should a lack of a shared mental model exists that a new form of realistic evaluation should be considered on which to judge what success is for a young person transitioning to independence. 


	Objectives of Research Activity
· The objectives of the research activity will be to identify the criteria on which young people are evaluated in respect to achieving a positive outcome and on which judgements of a shared mental model can be made.
· Focus groups will be undertaken and a ranking questionnaire will be subsequently used to establish performance criteria which will be subsequently prioritised by each of the three participating groups. The ranking of the criteria will be the basis for forming a judgement on the prevalence of a shared mental model. 
· Additionally, the objectives are to establish that if any difference in the ranking criteria can be considered against a realistic evaluation model.
· The research will draw on literature from three key areas; a shared mental model, evaluations of individuals in youth work settings and realistic evaluation (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).

	Proposed methods
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed.

	Put in your methodology here
The study is using a constructivist approach and the researcher will use qualitative methods to understand different people’s perspectives and their multiple realities of the world (Denscombe, 2021). The use of qualitative research enables the views of those within a supported lodgings service, a diverse group of individuals with different experiences and view of the world, to be captured. However, this study will also use quantitative research in collecting data from surveys to qualify the qualitative study, test the hypothesis and generate statistics to make the study's findings clearer to the reader (Punch, 2005). Using a mixed methods research approach, this study balances the need for a richness of data, an immersion in the study, and statistical analysis; ‘a logic of triangulation’ (Punch, 2005, p. 241).
The research methodology and methods are designed to ascertain key performance terms and words on which young people are evaluated. The research will indicate how this ranking differs from the other team members by asking each team member to rate or rank the importance of each word or term. Therefore, it is assumed that the team members give attention to each word or term in practice. For example, one team member may feel that personal organisation is the most important construct to judge a young person, another team member may feel empathy, and a third may feel it is the ability to find employment. The research assumes that the focus of the development of the young person by each team member will be related to the importance each member places on a construct, and will influence their actions given each has a role in supporting and developing the young person.
The participants of the study will include 10 young people, 8 staff and 7 supported lodgings providers and the research will aim to identify if there is a difference between how three individual groups view success. The three groups are members of staff from a supported lodgings service, the providers of the supported lodgings for young people and the young people within the service.
Through focus groups with the individual parties, the research will first establish the key words on which positive outcomes for young people are judged empirically. Questions will be put to the individual groups that will open up informal discussions about what each group considers to be the most important area in which young people achieve positive outcomes. In other words, the areas on which they should be judged, therefore the areas that require specific intervention or support. Once these terms have been collated, a single list will be provided for all of the study participants. Through a ranking questionnaire, they will be asked to prioritise the top ten areas, placing them in order of importance. The data will then be analysed, compared and contrasted, ascertaining the level to which they differ. 
The differences will be displayed as a percentage difference to illustrate the level of agreement among the three groups. The study will then explore how a shared mental model, the level to which each group is on the ‘same page’, is important in terms of evaluating success and positive outcomes for the young people being supported.
Here are some examples of questions to be put to participants in the focus groups.
FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS
What do you think are the sort of things that contribute to positive outcomes for young people?
What do you think young people should be taught?
Can you give some examples of what you think young people are learning or have learnt?
What do you think young people should be taught?


	
Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	
Within working environments and online

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	· N/A
(this box should expand as you type)


	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available?   

	NO
	☒

	
	YES
	☐

	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity tick the boxes which apply either yes or no
	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	Use of interviews?
	☒
	☐

	Use of diaries?
	☒
	☐

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	☒
	☐

	Details of any other primary data collection method:
Participants will be involved in focus groups to answer and discuss research questions.

	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 


SECTION G: Intended Participants tick the boxes which apply either yes or no
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	Vulnerable adults?
	☒
	☐

	Children and Young People under the age of 8? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	☐
	☐

	Other – please indicate here:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	How many participants are expected?

	
How many
The total number of participants will be 25 individuals.

	Who will the participants be?

	
Who 
These will be 10 young people aged 18 and over, 7 supported lodgings providers and 8 supported lodgings support workers.


	How will you identify the participants?
	
How will you find the participants?
I currently work in a supported lodgings service and will recruit participants across the organisation.






tick the boxes which apply either yes or no or N/A
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	


(this box should expand as you type)




	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	


(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION H: Anticipated Risks
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 
If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

	Yes 
	☐

	
	No
	☒

	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Risk to Participant:
1. Emotional distress
2. Transfer of personal data


	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant
1. Permitted to withdraw from the study and offered support and advice.
2. All recordings will be anonymised and pseudonyms used to mitigate identification of participants. All research information will be destroyed once the research is completed.


	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	· N/A
(this box should expand as you type)


	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	Risk to Investigator:
1. Conflict of interest


	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:
1. I will seek advice and support from my university regarding any conflict of interest and will address the limitations of my research within the content of my dissertation.


	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	Risk to University:
1. Reputational risk
 
	How will you mitigate the Risk to University:
1. I will obtain permissions from my university and the organisation where I will be carrying out the research. 
2. I will conduct professionally in line with my university’s policies, procedures and guidelines.
3. I will ensure that participants are aware that I am not working for the university but in my own capacity as a student.



	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☒
	☐
	☐



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	Once the research has been completed, I will offer all participants access to my findings. All feedback will be available to participants immediately after completion. The data will be kept for the length of the project then the raw data will be destroyed. Once the dissertation has been marked and I have graduated all data will be destroyed.
The data will be stored encrypted on a computer.

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	What is informed consent?
This is where participants give their permission for their data to be collected and stored alongside agreed guidelines. 
How will you ensure this is done?
The guidelines will be agreed between the researcher and the participants both verbally and in written form prior to any research activity.
How will you inform the participants this will be done this way? (The letter of explanation)
The researcher will explain the guidelines and activities before providing an informed consent form which each participant will agree and sign before each activity.

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	What is Confidentiality?
This is where the participants and their data are treated with respect, not disclosed to third parties and stored in an encrypted fashion (Denscombe, 2021).
How will you ensure this is done?
I will follow the university’s code of practice (UWTSD, 2022) and respect the rights of the participants involved in the research by encrypting all data and not disclosing any of the information collected to a third party.
How will you inform the participants this will be done this way? (The letter of explanation) (Author, year).
The researcher will explain both verbally and in writing that the participants’ data will be treated confidentially.
What is Anonymity?
The participants will be protected as their data will be anonymised. It will not be possible for the participants to be identified.
How will you ensure this is done?
The researcher will use pseudonyms to ensure their data, their personal information, is protected.
How will you inform the participants this will be done this way? (The letter of explanation)
The researcher will explain both verbally and in writing that the participants’ data will be stored anonymously, abiding by all the criteria of GDPR (Data Protection Act 2018).
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Denscombe, M. (2021) The Good Research Guide. 7th edn. London: Open University Press.
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World Economic Forum (2023) Youth Perspectives: We asked young people what changes they want for the future. Here's what they said. Available at: https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2021/08/young-people-millennials-and-generation-z-change-future/ (Accessed: 1 May 2023).



SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage
In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person.
	☐
	X

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	

[bookmark: _GoBack]

	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	
☐
	
X

	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
(this box should expand as you type)


	
Will the research activity involve storing personal data and/or special category data on one of the following: answer this as appropriate
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	“Cloud” storage UWTSD or websites?
	☐
	☒

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
Explain how you will:
· My computer equipment is password protected

· All participants’ names will be anonymised

· Pseudonyms or codes will be used to differentiate the groups of participants and their participation in the ranking questionnaire.


	All Data Storage

	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	
· N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
The researcher

(this box should expand as you type)

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
The researcher

(this box should expand as you type)

	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	The data will be kept for the length of the project then the raw data will be destroyed.
Once the dissertation has been marked and I have graduated all data will be destroyed.


	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
· N/A - MA Dissertation Project 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐

	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐



SECTION K: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	Signature of applicant:
	Karen Shepherd
	Date: 16.05.2023




For STUDENT Submissions:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	
	



For STAFF Submissions:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.

	☒

	I have deleted the guidance notes before submitting the PG2 for consideration





Appendix 1: Data Collection Tool
FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS
What do you think are the sort of things that contribute to positive outcomes for young people?
What do you think young people should be taught?
Can you give some examples of what you think young people are learning or have learnt?
What do you think young people should be taught?
























