The prevalence and nature of animal maltreatment in young people referred to a community Forensic CAMHS: a Service Evaluation 

Abstract
Purpose: Animal maltreatment is a common and troubling societal issue. Thus, professionals have an ethical duty to identify, and report encountered animal welfare concerns. Young people who mistreat animals may have elevated future risks of interpersonal violence and benefit from support. Therefore, an evaluation was undertaken to understand the prevalence, nature and professional response to animal maltreatment concerns encountered by a Forensic Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (FCAMHS).
Methodology: Referrals over a 28 month period received by an FCAMHS were reviewed for animal maltreatment concerns. These were documented and described, and any associations with the characteristics of the referral source of young person was tested for. Where maltreatment concerns were documented the subsequent consultation report/advice letters were reviewed and the recommendations described.
Findings: 49 (18.77%) of the 261 referrals indicated the presence of animal maltreatment concerns. The most common animal involved were dogs (n=27). Advice relating to animal maltreatment was included in 20 (40.82%) of the consultation reports/advice letters. Animal maltreatment concerns were statistically significantly associated with younger age of the individual at referral (p<.005), but not other characteristics.
Practical Implications: Professionals working in FCAMHS need to remain aware of animal maltreatment and ensure that appropriate actions are taken by professionals in response.
Originality: This evaluation is the first of its kind to describe the nature and prevalence of animal maltreatment concerns in young people referred to FCAMHS.
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Introduction
Current landscape of pet ownership and maltreatment
Companion animal ownership is common and can provide many benefits. These include reduced anxiety (Beetz et al, 2012), sources of attachment and affection (Julius et al, 2012) and supported development of prosocial emotions such as empathy from childhood into adulthood (Daly and Morton, 2009). Around 51% of UK homes own a pet, with dogs and cats being the most popular choices (PDSA, 2024). Homes with under 18s are even more likely to have a domestic animal; over 7 in 10 children in the UK own a pet (RSPCA, 2024). However, animal maltreatment is a rife societal issue, that many young people are exposed to (PDSA, 2024; RSPCA, 2024). Research findings regarding the prevalence of maltreatment is varied, though it is almost certain that most animal maltreatment goes undetected (Lockwood, 2010. p.89). The Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) have also reported an increaserecent trends in the number of welfare concerns received. BIn this regard, between June and August 2023 and the same period in 2024 the number of reports had increased by a third- from 25,887 to 34,401 (Hattenstone and& Fagg, 2025).
The most popular definition of animal abuse/maltreatment used within studies was established by Ascione (1993): “socially unacceptable behaviour that intentionally causes unnecessary pain, suffering, or distress to, and/or the death of, an animal.” Most early studies into animal maltreatment made use of offender samples and looked back retrospectively on the animal maltreatment that preceded their offending. Kellert and Felthouse (1985) found that violent offenders reported histories of animal maltreatment much more frequently than non-violent offenders and non-offenders. A more recent study from Newberry (2018), used a sample of undergraduate students to review motivations for animal maltreatment, and found that 55% of the sample reported causing intentional harm to an animal on at least one occasion, therefore indicating that animal maltreatment is not an issue which is limited to offender/clinical populations, and indicates that many concerns are likely to go unreported or unnoticed.
Risks associated with children who display animal maltreatment concerns
As well as the direct harm of animals, child perpetration of animal maltreatment can be indicative of several broader concerns. Firstly, there appears to be a relationship between domestic violence in the home and animal maltreatment from children. Studies have indicated that children who live in households where there is the presence of intimate partner violence between parents/caregivers are also frequently exposed to witnessing animal maltreatment as a form of control over the relationship. This causes developmental difficulties with regards to socioemotional well-being and seems to influence the child to commit acts of animal maltreatment themselves (McDonald et al, 2019; Newberry, 2017). Furthermore, in a study looking at 81,000 young offenders, children who maltreat animals are typically exposed to greater numbers of adverse childhood experiencesACEs and exposure to DV (Bright et al, 2018). Therefore, it can be argued that the presence of animal maltreatment in the home can be indicative of violence between family members (Lee-Kelland and Finlay, 2018; DeGue and DiLillo, 2009). 
TWith regards to risk of future offending, the literature base also shows a common trend of offending in adults who have a history of animal maltreatment as a child (Longobardi and Badenes-Ribera, 2019). Engaging in abusive behaviours towards animals for fun (Hensley and Tallichet, 2008), committing sexual acts towards animals and drowning animals (Longobardi and Bandes-Ribera, 2019), have been identified as especially predictive of future violence towards humans. There are two main theories discussed in the literature in relation to how childhood animal maltreatment behaviours and other offending are related. One theory suggests that the progression from harm towards animals into later offending is a linear pattern. Thus, the effect of animal maltreatment on future offending is deemed to specifically relate to violent offending. This is known as the violence graduation hypothesis (Wright and Hensley, 2003). The violence graduation hypothesis posits that harm towards animals allows children to become desensitised to violence, leading to a greater propensitydesire to harm humans in the future. Another theory suggests that when animal maltreatment is present, it usually both precedes other violent and non-violent antisocial behaviours concurrently. This is known as the deviance generalisation hypothesis (Arluke et al, 1999). There have been frequent debates over which theory best explains the link between childhood animal maltreatment and perpetrated violence as an adulthas the most support, and recent reviews suggest that both theories are relevant in explaining the link between early animal maltreatment and future offending. A meta-analysis of 14 studies (Walters, 2013) compared evidence for the two theories and reported conflicting findings. Those who engaged in violent offending as an adult appeared more likely to have a history of animal maltreatment. However, the meta-analysis concluded that this may be due to uncontrolled for differences between the violent and non-violent groups in the studies included. Comparatively, a second meta-analysis of five different studies provided more evidence to support the deviance generalisation hypothesis for male and mixed gender groups (Walters, 2013).  Regardless, the association between childhood animal maltreatment and an increased risk of future violence is relatively well established. 
Animal maltreatment concerns and FCAMHS 
The current literature base suggests that child/adolescent maltreatment of animals appears to be a strong risk factor for interpersonal violence within the home, inhibited development of prosocial emotions, and future risk of violent offending towards humans. Therefore, much of the recommendations made within the literature calls for animal maltreatment to be addressed more directly as a public health issue as clinicians in such services are ideally situated to identify and report such concerns (Chan and Wong, 2019; Longobardi and Badenes-Ribera, 2019; Newberry, 2017; Shum et al, 2016; Hensley and Tallichet, 2009; Muscari, 2004). Furthermore, as professionals, we have a moral duty to ensure the safety and protection of animals; this could be achieved through referrals to the RSPCA when animal maltreatment is evident. The Animal Welfare Act (2006) places greater power on the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) to educate and prosecute individuals who have maltreated pets or domestic animals (RSPCA, n.d.). 
Forensic Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (FCAMHS) are nationally commissioned NHS services which aims to provide wrap around support to care teams to provide multiagency support to professionals who require extra support to manage young people with high levels of risk towards others. More specifically FCAMHS (NHS, 2024) aims to ‘prevent (re) offending or (re) admission into secure care, support continuity of effective mental health support and ensure children and young people can be effectively supported within their home communities.’ FCAMHS consist of multidisciplinary teams including psychologists, mental health nurses, psychiatrists and social workers. Due to the high-risk nature of young people who are referred into FCAMHS, referrals will often include details of animal maltreatment perpetrated by the young person, as well as further risks to others. When considering the goals of FCAMHS to prevent reoffending and the risk associated with early maltreatment of animals; the calls from the evidence base for animal maltreatment to be handled more directly by public health; and a moral duty to protect and care for animals, FCAMHS should be providing the appropriate recommendations to ensure their safety. Recommendations may include referrals into the RSPCA. Moreover, the evaluation of any evidence of animal maltreatment will potentially feed into a risk formulation, as well as any safeguarding processes related to the young person or other children in the home.
The present service evaluation seeks to assess prevalence rates and nature of animal maltreatment amongst referrals to two FCAMHS services between April 2022 and August 2024. Furthermore, frequency of recommendations made by FCAMHS when a referral highlights animal maltreatment concerns; and the nature of what these recommendations were will be evaluated. It is hoped that findings from this evaluation will provide clear guidance on the actions that should be taken from FCAMHS clinicians when a young person who is referred into the service is displaying concerns relating to the maltreatment of animals. This should help to intervene in the pathway which seems to suggest that early instances of animal maltreatment can be indicative of domestic violence in the home and predictive of future violent offending; as well as protecting staff from harm of criticism in the future


Method
Design
The service evaluation was reviewed, registered and approved by the Tees, Esk and Wear Valleys NHS Foundation Trust Clinical Audit and Effectiveness Team (Service evaluation number: 7593CAMHS24) in July 2024. As the project used routinely arising clinical data and was registered as a service evaluation, with the findings to be used as part of service development, a Research Ethical opinion was not required. The data was securely stored on an NHS electronic system. All patient identifiable data was removed, and no individual data is reported. 
A cross-sectional design was used to characterise animal maltreatment amongst young people referred into two separate FCAMHS teams under the Tees, Esk and Wear Valleys (TEWV) NHS Trust. The evaluation also aimed to review how frequently FCAMHS are making appropriate recommendations in cases where concerns have been identified. 
Service Setting and Population
The evaluation accessed the records of all referrals received by both Tees, Esk and Wear Valley (TEWV) NHS Trust’s FCAMHS teams, North East and North Yorkshire, within a 28-month period between 1st of April 2022 and 1st of August 2024. To access TEWV’s North East FCAMHS, the referrer would typically be required to complete a referral form. This referral form would then be discussed in the multidisciplinary team (MDT) meeting and a decision would be made as to whether the case would be accepted for consultation or not. To access TEWV’s North Yorkshire FCAMHS, the referrer would firstly discuss the young person with the Single Point of Access (SPA) service, who would then refer the young person on to FCAMHS if deemed necessary. A SPA letter is usually completed indicating the nature of conversation between SPA clinician and the referrer. Upon the referral being accepted, both North East and North Yorkshire FCAMHS then serve to provide a consultation based forum to professional teams to help them consider and manage the risk of the young person referred (NHS, 2024). On the back of consultations, a report is developed outlining the discussions and concerns of the young person referred, as well as recommendations to help the care team consider how to best manage risk. Several clinicians work across both North East and North Yorkshire services.
In total, 261 referrals of young people were received (North East=155, North Yorkshire=106). Some of these 261 referrals include rereferrals; for the purpose of the evaluation each referral is classed as one separate data set. This is because the service evaluation aims to serve the purpose of reviewing advice given on each separate FCAMHS involvement. In the total sample, the age range was between 6 and 17 years old, and the mean age was 14.07. See Table I for descriptive statistics of the sample. 
Procedure
A data extraction sheet was populated using information gathered from TEWV’s Electronic Patient Record system (Cito). The patient’s data were accessed using the Trust’s ‘break glass’ procedure. This requires that staff not directly and currently involved in a patient’s care provide a justification for accessing the record. In this case a note was added, and the service evaluation registration number was logged to justify access. For each referral, the analysis team collected information on age, region and referral source. Each referral form was also evaluated for any references to animal maltreatment concerns in relation to the young person and/or their household. Where animal maltreatment concerns were identified, qualitative descriptions of the behaviour were recorded in the data extraction sheet. 
For the North Yorkshire team, Single Point of Access letters were then analysed for appropriate recommendations when animal maltreatment was identified. The consultation reports from both the North Yorkshire and North East teams were analysed for recommendations. These data were also recorded in the data extraction sheet. The qualitative data was then coded into categories. For example, in relation to the presence or absence of documented maltreatment concerns; type of animal allegedly maltreated; nature of the behaviour, and the presence and nature of advice recorded. 
Analysis
Descriptive statistics were generated to establish the prevalence and frequency of recorded animal maltreatment and the FCAMHS advice provided. Pearson’s Chi-Square tests were used to analyse the relationship between presence of animal maltreatment with the four variables of referral source, locality, service and ‘Identified Gender’ as indicated on the referral form. A Kruskal-Wallis equality of populations rank test was also used to see whether there is a significant difference in the age of referrals that highlight animal maltreatment compared to referrals that do not. The present study therefore tested null hypothesises that there would be no difference in the presence of animal maltreatment between the demographic groups within referred young people according to age, referral source, locality, service and gender. Descriptive statistics were calculated using Microsoft Excel and statistical tests were conducted using Stata MP Version 18.0.


Results
Prevalence of Animal Maltreatment Concerns and Demographics
Of the 261 referrals received within the evaluation period, 49 (18.77%) indicated maltreatment concerns; 10 (20.41%) of these specifically stated that the concerns were historic (i.e. not ongoing), therefore 39 out of 261 (14.94%) referrals indicated current animal maltreatment concerns. Furthermore, five (1.92%) referrals indicated animal maltreatment concerns in relation to others associated with the referred young person (family, peers, etc). It is important to note that Iin each of these five5  referrals, animal maltreatment concerns were also indicated in the young person being referred to FCAMHS. 
TIn terms of age, the median of the age of those in the sample where animal maltreatment was present in the referral was 12.88. In contrast, the median age of referrals where animal maltreatment concerns were not mentioned in the referral was 14.34. A Kruskal-Wallis equality of populations rank test revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between age across those in the sample where animal maltreatment concerns were reported and those where they were not (p<.005). Theise resultss therefore infer thatred the proposed null hypothesis for this association should be rejected. This statistic is directly related to the young person who was referred to the service and does not account for the five instances of third parties related to the young person where concerns were also identified.
A description of the demographics (gender, referral source and locality) is provided in Table I. Pearson’s Chi-square tests were performed to examine whether there was a statistically significant difference in whether the referral highlighted animal maltreatment or not between the variables of referral source (Health, Local Authority, YJS, Other), region the referral came from (County Durham, Teesside, Yorkshire), Service (North East or North Yorkshire) and ‘Identified Gender’ as indicated on the referral form (male or female). No statistically significant differences were found between referral sources, (X2 (3, 261)=2.19, p=0.53);. Likewise, no significant differences were found between region of referral, (X2 (2, 261)=0.03, p=0.98);. No significant differences were found between North East/ and North Yorkshire services, (X2 (1, 261)=0.08, p=0.77); and. Finally, no significant difference was found in relation to gender indicated on the referral form, (X2 (1, 261)=0.15, p=0.70). Thus, the null hypotheses, that there were no inter-group differences in these cases were supported. 
Characteristics of Related Animals
Out of the 49 referrals in total where either current or historic animal maltreatment concerns were recorded, 41 included details of harm towards a domesticated animal (dogs, cats, domesticated rodents, etc), whereas eight included details of harm towards a non-domesticated animal (non-domestic birds, rodents, amphibians, etc). Dogs were the most frequently harmed animal mentioned (N=27). For a full breakdown of the types of animal mentioned, please refer to Table II. The most common form of maltreatment was violence (N=35) and violence resulting in death (N=15). Sexualised behaviour towards animals was also observed (N=9). For a full breakdown of the frequency of maltreatment behaviours, please see Table III. Many of the referrals engaged in multiple forms of harm towards multiple different animals, therefore the groupings are not mutually exclusive. 
Advice Provided by FCAMHS
The primary aim of the evaluation was to evaluate how often North Yorkshire and North-East  FCAMHS make the appropriate recommendations where animal maltreatment is highlighted within a referral. Out of the 49 referrals that included animal maltreatment concerns across both North Yorkshire and North East FCAMHS areas, 29 (59.18%) were referred for local consultation. Out of the 30 referrals that included animal maltreatment concerns in the North East FCAMHS area, 23 (76.67%) were referred for local consultation. All 19 referrals that reported animal maltreatment concerns in the North Yorkshire area received a SPA advice letter; six (31.58%) were referred for local consultation. 
OIn total out of the 49 referrals where animal maltreatment concerns were mentioned, advice relating to these concerns was provided either in an advice/SPA letter or consultation in 20 (40.82%) of these cases. Within the 29 consultation reports, specific advice in relation to animal maltreatment was evident in 14 (48.28%) cases. Within the 19 SPA letters, six (31.58%) provided specific advice in relation to animal maltreatment. 
Out of the 20 cases where advice was given, the most common advice given was signposting to the RSPCA (N=15, 75%), followed by closer supervision of the young person, either in person or regarding online activity (N=9, 45%). One referral was also signposted to Barnardo’s. Out of the 29 referrals where no advice was given regarding animal maltreatment concerns, five (17.24%) of these referrals still had conversations with FCAMHS that provided information that suggested appropriate actions had already been taken to safeguard the animal harmed.


Discussion
We observed a relatively high proportion of FCAMHS referrals where animal maltreatment had been flagged as a potential issue. In this respect, 49 out of the 261 (19%) referrals reviewed documented some level of concern relating to the maltreatment of an animal. Previous research has indicated a prevalence rate of up to 55% of undergraduate students self-reporting that they have engaged in at least one act of animal maltreatment in their lifetime (Newberry, 2018). Ultimately, Newberry (2018) concludes that such behaviours may be just as evident within the general public as it is in offender and clinical populations, particularly given that this prevalence rate is similar to what has been found in other similar populations. There is also evidence that most animal maltreatment goes unidentified (Lockwood, 2010). Thus, it is probable that the even the relatively high prevalence rate observed in this evaluation underrepresents the true extent of animal maltreatment in this population. Concerningly, previous research findings also suggest that young people who go on to commit interpersonal violent offences as an adult may display a tendency to cover up their animal maltreatment behaviours when younger (Tallichet and Hensley, 2009). 
Interestingly, young people referred into FCAMHS where animal maltreatment had been identified were significantly younger than those who had reportedly engaged in no animal maltreatment. The median age of young people who had engaged in animal maltreatment was 12.88, compared to 14.34 in those where animal maltreatment had not been indicated.  One explanation for this may be that, in the case of younger children, there are few, if any, actual offending behaviours, compared to older, referred youths. Thus, the reasons for the referrals may be more focussed on concerns in relation to emerging antisocial behaviours, with some of these issues evidenced by animal maltreatment allegations. Therefore, we cannot rule out that this observation is, at least partly, due to reporting bias. That is, animal maltreatment concerns may be seen as more relevant to the referral, and hence reported more frequently, in relation to younger children. Furthermore, younger children are more likely to be under greater levels of supervision from adults, this may also increase the frequency of animal maltreatment behaviours being observed in younger children. In relation to this finding, concerningly, previous research findings from institutionalised individuals suggest that the earlier an individual engages in animal maltreatment, the greater their propensity to engage in recurrent acts of interpersonal violence against adults when older (Henderson et al, 2011). 
No significant associations with animal maltreatment concerns were observed for the other demographic factors, aside from age at referral. Therefore, the findings suggest that gender, referral source, and region where the young person lives, had no influence on whether referral stated that the young person had engaged in animal maltreatment or not. The lack of a statistically significant difference relating to gender was noteworthy.  This contrasts with the perception that males are more commonly abusers of animals than females. This is assumed to be due to male tendencies to externalise emotions, particularly when exposed to domestic violence, as well as the male socialisation of a need for dominance (Katz and Gottman, 1993; Flynn, 1999; Chan and Wong, 2019). However, one likely explanation for this contrasting observation is that it is that females referred to FCAMHS are atypical of the wider youth population, being much less commonly referred than boys (Lane et al, 2021). 
The evaluation also aimed to review the characteristics of behaviours relating to animal maltreatment within the sample. Unsurprisingly, domesticated animals, especially dogs, were the most reportedly harmed animals. This finding will be due to the proportion of homes with dogs (PDSA, 2024). Moreover, it is also likely that acts of cruelty to non-domesticated animals will be less likely to be detected and reported. We also noted that such behaviours relating to animal maltreatment engaged in by the young people referred to FCAMHS varied across the sample. Out of the 49 referrals where concerns were identified, violence was the most common form of maltreatment. This was highlighted in 35 referrals, resulting in the death of the animal in 15 cases. Behaviour relating to sexualised behaviour towards animals was indicated in nine9 referrals. This includes direct physical harm, indirect harm such as the access of online bestiality content, and dual harm. Sexual maltreatment has been identified as a particular risk factor for future interpersonal violence as an adult (Henderson et al, 2011; Hensley and Tallichet, 2009). Sexual harm towards animals in this cohort is prominent and would warrant further evaluation especially given it’s predictivity of future interpersonal violence. 
Overall, the evaluation revealed that the frequency of FCAMHS recommendations to notify the RSPCA was well below 100%. Moreover, the frequency of advice specifically relating toabout safeguarding animal maltreatment in relevant cases, as a whole, was low, at a rate of less than 50%. There may be several reasons for this. Firstly, when no specific advice was provided, a conversation around the safety of the animal in question was evident in five consultation reports. Therefore, notification of the Police and/or the RSPCA may not have felt necessary to the involved clinicians. Reporting the concerns to the RSPCA or police may also have been deemed as not indicated in the 10 referrals where the concerns were reported as historic. However, this still leaves a large proportion of referrals where reporting of the concerns may not have taken place. This may have led to the safety and welfare of any animals involved to be compromised. It is possible that given the complexities of FCAMHS referrals, the clinicians may have overlooked animal maltreatment in respect of what they believed to be more significant worries such as offending behaviour, abuse/exploitation, and co-morbid complexities. All of these are to be expected within referrals to FCAMHS (Walsh et al, 2024; Lane et al, 2021). Also, many of the referrals from North Yorkshire that did not provide any specific advice did not progress past SPA into the formal FCAMHS process, and SPA clinicians may be less trained in the forensic risk related to animal maltreatment compared to FCAMHS clinicians.
Limitations
Several potential and practical limitations to this evaluation should be noted. Firstly, FCAMHS is a service that typically works with young people who present with an array of complex offending behaviours and mental health/neurodevelopmental difficulties. Questions specifically pertaining to the potential maltreatment of animals are not currently included within current referral or consultation form templates. Furthermore, simply relying on the information provided by referrers within a referral form is a limitation itself. There is often a large discrepancy in the breadth and depth of information available to referrers, some of which may not be conveyed initially. Moreover, much of the evidence passed on consists of second or third hand accounts, which may have become blurred in the process of information sharing. 
Additionally, the use of secondary and cross sectional data meant that deeper knowledge around the presentation of such behaviours was often missed or not fully elaborated on within consultations. This therefore does not allow for exploration of the function of this behaviour for the young person. For example, whether it had been socially learnt from violent adult role models (Chan and Wong, 2019). The cross sectional design of this evaluation does not allow for exploration of the trajectory of the behaviour, which would allow for reflection in relation to the violence graduation hypothesis (Wright and Hensley, 2003) and the deviance generalisation hypothesis (Arluke et al, 1999). Causality can not be established from the present findings in respect to the progression of these behaviours into future violent offending. 
Implications for Policy and Practice
The primary aim of the current evaluation was to review whether FCAMHS clinicians were providing the appropriate recommendations to care teams when animal maltreatment concerns had been raised. The evaluation results indicate that FCAMHS professionals could improve upon this and need to give greater consideration to concerns relating to the maltreatment of animals when they arise. Specifically, if it is known by the care team that the young person has presented with harm towards animals, this needs to be discussed in the FCAMHS referral and consultation. FCAMHS clinicians then need to hold discussions around the safety of the animal within consultations and make the appropriate recommendations to safeguard (RSPCA signposting, closer supervision) within the finalised report. 
Interestingly, seven of the 49 referrals that highlighted animal maltreatment concerns, did not specify which animal was harmed. In such cases, the nature of the animal maltreatment was not well specified either. There are two possible explanations for this. Firstly, there may be a gap of knowledge and limited professional curiosity when evidence of animal maltreatment is evident. Secondly, it may be that knowledge of animal maltreatment is included in the referral as an afterthought, rather than considered as core information. Thus, the inclusion of specific questions relating to animal maltreatment concerns within FCAMHS referral forms and consultation templates should be included. This change to routine documentation would help reduce the risk that animal welfare issues are not missed or overlooked. This may be more likely to occur in the presence of other concerns that may seem more prominent to referrers. It might also be useful for governments/local authorities to keep databases containing records of reports of alleged or established animal welfare concerns. This may help the police and social services better appreciate the link between this factor and subsequent violent offending, shaping crime detection and prevention. 
The present findings identify a gap in professional knowledge around animal welfare and indicates that it may be an overlooked concern within FCAMHS referrals in respect of behaviours that may be viewed as higher risk. This may lead to missed opportunities of early identification and intervention. Earlier identification and safeguarding of animals at risk of harm will reduce the number of animal deaths as a result of violence from young people. As mentioned in previous research (Newberry, 2017), greater provision of training around the topic will be necessary to ensure that clinicians working across a breadth of agencies will have the sufficient knowledge to identify and report concerns pertaining to the harm of animals earlier. Training may also provide greater awareness around the systemic concerns that animal maltreatment concerns relating to young people may indicate, as well as its predictivity of future risk. Such training could provide professionals with higher levels of urgency and confidence when animal maltreatment concerns are present and may lead to greater prioritisation of such behaviours when considering risk.
Directions for Future Research 
It would be valuable to repeat this evaluation in order toto establish time trend awareness and test whether the findings and practice implications have had any influence on FCAMHS professionals to consider animal maltreatment more thoroughly. It would also be valuable for the evaluation to repeated across different FCAMHS localities. This would allow different services to establish whether they are making the appropriate recommendations. Furthermore, previous research has shown that animal maltreatment can differ due to socioeconomic factors. Following research in Detroit (Michigan, USA), Reese et al (2020) highlighted that areas in socioeconomic distress breed the conditions which makes it harder for pet owners to provide adequate care, therefore leading to higher levels of maltreatment. Hensley and Tallichet (2005) also indicate that there are differences in the presentation of animal maltreatment and how it is modelled between both rural and urban areas. It is likely that the results of this evaluation may differ from service to service, and it would be beneficial to see the different patterns of maltreatment across different FCAMHS catchment areas. 
In terms of how animal maltreatment may predict future violence; this evaluation does not provide much further argument between the two primary theories: the deviance generalisation theory (Arluke et al, 1999) and the violence graduation hypothesis (Wright and Hensley, 2003). Future research could adapt a more exploratory and longitudinal approach in order to gather further knowledge about broader offending that the young person may also be engaging in, as well as age of onset of animal maltreatment or other offending. Causal inference methods for observational data, such as propensity score matching, might also be utilised by future research. Such techniques could attempt to control for the influence of potential confounding factors on both the exposure (animal maltreatment) and outcome (subsequent violent offending). Identifying a suitable ‘instrumental variable’ (that is, one associated with the risk but not the outcome of interest) may also help establish causality in this context. Such approaches could generate less uncertain evidence, particularly in relation to how these behaviours might progress into future violent offending. This would also provide greater knowledge and guidance to FCAMHS professionals to be aware of the function and trajectory of animal maltreatment for young people who are referred into the service. 
Conclusion
This evaluation is the first of its kind to review animal maltreatment concerns in relation to young people referred to FCAMHS and the subsequent advice provided. It highlights that a sizeable proportion of FCAMHS referrals include details about animal maltreatment. However, it is still likely that many animal maltreatment concerns have gone amiss for many of the young people referred within this sample. This evaluation also provides greater understanding of both the type of animal harmed and the nature of concerning behaviours towards animals in referrals that come into FCAMHS. Ultimately, it highlights that FCAMHS professionals may need to take a more proactive role during consultations to query and address animal maltreatment and provide the sufficient recommendations and advice. There are several implications for practice, such as the potential for mandatory questions around animal maltreatment as part of the referral form or consultation process, and the need for greater provision of training to foster confidence into clinicians when they encounter such behaviours in their practice.  
Implications for Practice, Research and Society
· Clinicians working in FCAMHS should be alert to concerns relating to animal maltreatment in referrals and provide appropriate safeguarding advice. 
· The inclusion of questions/prompts on animal welfare within routine FCAMHS documentations could support this.
· Professionals working in the public sector should be curious when animal welfare concerns arise. Young people with these issues may need support to develop prosocial behaviours, generally, and around animals. The RSPCA provides resources for such discussions. https://education.rspca.org.uk/resources-by-role/support 
· Specific training regarding animal maltreatment would provide clinicians with more knowledge and confidence in addressing issues in this area, when they arise. 
· Future research could adopt longitudinal designs or apply causal inference methods to establish greater certainty around the observed association between animal maltreatment in childhood and subsequent violent offending in adulthood. 
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