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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Context

In January 2009, the Scottish Government commissioned the Saren Dixon
Partnership to undertake an external review of the Scottish Drugs Forum (SDF). The
final report was produced in April 2009.

The review was part of a rolling programme of external reviews of voluntary
organisations.

SDF was subject to a previous external review which reported in 2001.

Aims and objectives

The overall aim of this review was to establish the effectiveness of SDF in delivering
its aims and objectives, in particular the extent to which it provides value for money
in respect of funding received from the Scottish Government; and to evaluate the
current and future capacity of the organisation to deliver value for money in light of
the new strategic approach to tackling drug use in Scotland.

The specific objectives were to:

e examine the performance of SDF in providing value for money in relation to
all funding sources including a particular focus on the funding made
available by the Scottish Government to support its core activities and
specific projects/initiatives taken forward over the last 5 years, including an
examination of the effectiveness of service user involvement in terms of
what SDF was funded to deliver

e assess SDF’s short and long term strategic planning processes; its
performance in, and contribution to, developing the drugs strategy; and its
future role in supporting the implementation of the recovery focused
strategy and the central role of those with drug problems (e.g. the role of
SDF in promoting service user involvement)

e assess the effectiveness of SDF’s standing financial instructions, internal
and external audit, staff and partnership arrangements

e identify key strengths, which can be built upon, and propose solutions to
any weaknesses which need to be addressed, value for money (VFM) for
funders and key stakeholders and cost-effectiveness being a key feature.

Methodology

Data was compiled from SDF and the Scottish Government; desk research; semi-
structured interviews with stakeholders; focus groups with volunteers from drug
service user involvement groups; attendance at a meeting of SDF’s national user
involvement group; and from selected benchmark organisations. Following a
preliminary value for money assessment and identification of key issues, further data
collection and analysis was undertaken to allow a more in depth analysis of some of
these issues.



Main findings

SDF has sound financial systems that were put in place following earlier financial
difficulties. It now allocates and controls spend tightly and its financial systems
ensure the Board understands the nature of the key financial risks facing the
organisation.

SDF has a three yearly planning cycle, with aims, objectives, priorities and targets
set out. Strategic priorities do not link explicitly to activities and targets and should do
so. The Board of SDF is involved in the development of the strategic plan, but does
not receive regular reports of performance against plan. The only report on the plan
goes to the Scottish Government without prior review by the Board.

Strengths in SDF’s performance in the period under review include its consistent
championing of the need to look at drug use in its broader social context, experience
in user involvement Ul) work, critical incident training, dissemination of information
via bulletins and seminars, contribution to policy working groups and the award-
winning Addiction Worker Training Project (AWTP). Media work, whilst praised for
putting across the views of the sector, is seen as insufficiently proactive.

SDF is active in many policy working groups and its contribution to strategic thinking,
via those is valued. SDF’s Director is highly regarded for his personal expertise and
commitment to improving drugs services. A minority of stakeholders from
Government, Alcohol and Drug Action Teams (ADATs) and voluntary sectors
suggest that SDF is not as effective as it could be in contributing to the final stages
of policy-making and to Ministerial thinking.

At local level, SDF contributes to a variety of planning groups and its work has
influenced strategies locally. It is involved with the majority of the 22 ADATs. While
some ADAT stakeholders are very positive about SDF’s input, rather more have
mixed views.

SDF is recognised as a pioneer of user involvement work in the drugs sector and
overall this strand is viewed positively by stakeholders. There are currently three
local groups; a national group has recently been brought together and is carrying out
work in a further two areas. Volunteers with SDF’s user involvement groups are very
positive about the experience, skills and confidence they gain from the work and the
impact it has on services. ADAT funders of current and past user involvement work
varied in their views — some were positive, others had mixed views and their
concerns were echoed to some extent by non-ADAT interviewees.

Views on SDF’s role going forward in relation to ‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy are
mixed.

Stakeholders confirm the value of having an intermediary body for the drugs sector
and place particular importance on its ability to be a voice which is independent of
government.

Main conclusions

SDF’s performance management is not as tight as it should be. Aims are linked to
specific outputs and targets, but priorities are not. Targets do not appear to be



systematically reviewed each year and whether they have been achieved or not is
unclear in some cases. In light of increased pressure on funding, the emphasis on
outcomes in ‘The Road to Recovery’ and the findings of the Audit Scotland report
‘Drug and Alcohol Services in Scotland’, SDF and its major funders will need to
address performance management in future.

Consideration of a communications strategy as an element of SDF’s strategic
planning may assist the organisation in undertaking evaluation of its impact on policy
and in responding to stakeholder demand for more proactive media work.

SDF has a high reliance on the Scottish Government for funding, both for core
activities as well as on a project basis. The Scottish Government’s core funding does
not cover all that SDF classifies as core activities. It is perhaps now more than ever
essential that the Board has an agreed view on SDF’s core activities. This will give it
a better understanding of its actual core costs and therefore what level of on-going
funding SDF requires to deliver its planned objectives without over reliance on
project funds and/or on scarce cash reserves.

SDF is very dependent on two individuals — the Head of Business, Finance and
Administration and the non-executive Treasurer — for maintaining its sound financial
position.

The context in which SDF operates is changing substantially and poses significant
challenges for the organisation. Feedback from the majority of stakeholders
suggests that this is an appropriate time for SDF to review and clarify its focus. Many
would value space for discussion on the continued development and implementation
of ‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy and in setting out examples that illustrate the
diversity of what recovery can mean. There are concerns about the quality of
services in the sector and SDF could play a role in driving improvement.

SDF is recognised as a pioneer in Ul work in the drugs sector and the value of the
peer evaluation model is recognised. At the same time, there is demand for more
flexibility of approach. In particular, user involvement at service level is a critical
component in driving improvement in services and monitoring National Quality
Standards. This presents an opportunity for SDF to build on its experience and
expertise by supporting service providers to embed user feedback within service
provision.

Recommendations

1. The Board needs to establish an agreed view on SDF’s core activities, to give it
a better understanding of its actual core costs and what level of on-going
funding SDF requires to deliver its planned objectives.

2. As part of its planned assessment of key risks facing the organisation, SDF
should consider:

e if, as funding gets harder to secure, reliance on Scottish Government
funding has the potential to undermine SDF’s long-held role as the impartial
voice of the sector



e succession planning in relation to key staff and Board positions; and
contingency planning in the event of a number of people leaving these
positions around the same time

e the current arrangement whereby significant decision-making powers and
detailed knowledge on finance and HR issues currently reside with Finance
and General Purpose Committee members.

SDF should conduct a full review of its Ul work: its purpose/s, costs,
management support, risk assessment and flexibility of approach. (This should
contribute to a fuller review of SDF’s future role, Recommendation 9 below)

SDF and its AWTP funders should seek further benchmarks on costs and
outcomes for the AWTP; and use that information to help ensure that the
AWTP is as cost- effective as possible.

SDF should improve its performance management arrangements to ensure that
priorities are properly reflected in the strategic plan; that performance is
reviewed by the Board; that targets are appropriate and reviewed fully annually
and that performance achieved against targets is set out clearly.

SDF should increase the amount of proactive media work it undertakes. This
need not necessarily involve mainstream media. In general, SDF may want to
consider whether its use of its website and of online communication can be
expanded.

SDF should consider how to increase its effectiveness in contributing to policy.
This should include consideration of in both written and meeting based
opportunities.

SDF should maintain its focus on the need for drug use to be considered in its
broader social context and ensure that it is reflected going forward. It also has
an important function in providing space for discussion on continued
development and implementation of ‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy and in
setting out examples that illustrate the diversity of what recovery can mean in
the lives of individuals.

Feedback from stakeholders suggests this is an appropriate time for SDF to
review its role and specific locus in relation to the new drugs strategy; and
indeed that such a review may be essential in the context of changes in its
operating environment.

e These changes relate not only to “The Road to Recovery’ strategy but also
to the new delivery framework, the Concordat and the new financial setting.
SDF will need to consider how it can respond in order to operate most
effectively as a national organisation which requires to be involved at local
level. SDF should review its work at local level via e.g. ADATs, community
groups and drugs forums and define what its core business is at both local
and national levels.

e This review should also include consideration of organisational structure
and staff responsibilities; the rationale for prioritising greater involvement in
some areas than others, and how this will be kept under review;
opportunities for increased reach through formal or informal partnership
working with voluntary sector drugs and alcohol organisations.



1

INTRODUCTION

External review

1.1

1.2

1.3

In January 2009 the Scottish Government commissioned the Saren Dixon
Partnership to undertake an external review of the Scottish Drugs Forum
(SDF).

The review is part of a rolling programme of external reviews of voluntary
organisations in receipt of major recurring grants from the Scottish
Government. These are mainly focused on support for the national
infrastructure of the voluntary sector: umbrella and representative bodies, as
well as advice and support networks which support the development and
delivery of third sector organisations.

SDF was subject to a previous external review which reported in 2001.

Aim and objectives

1.4

1.5

The overall aim of this review is to establish the effectiveness of SDF in
delivering its aims and objectives, in particular the extent to which it provides
value for money in respect of funding received from the Scottish Government;
and to evaluate the current and future capacity of the organisation to deliver
value for money in light of the new strategic approach to tackling drug use in
Scotland.

The specific objectives are to:

e examine the performance of SDF in providing value for money in relation to
all funding sources including a particular focus on the funding made
available by the Scottish Government to support its core activities and
specific projects/initiatives taken forward over the last 5 years, including an
examination of the effectiveness of service user involvement in terms of
what SDF was funded to deliver

e assess SDF’s short and long term strategic planning processes; its
performance in, and contribution to, developing the drugs strategy; and its
future role in supporting the implementation of the recovery focused
strategy and the central role of those with drug problems (e.g. the role of
SDF in promoting service user involvement)

e assess the effectiveness of SDF’s standing financial instructions, internal
and external audit, staff and partnership arrangements

e identify key strengths, which can be built upon, and propose solutions to
any weaknesses which need to be addressed, value for money (VFM) for
funders and key stakeholders and cost-effectiveness being a key feature.
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The Scottish Drugs Forum

1.6

1.7

1.8

The SDF is the national non-governmental drugs policy and information agency
working in partnership with government, the voluntary and statutory sectors and
the wider community to reduce drug harm in Scotland.

SDF maintains that there is no single solution to Scotland’s complex drugs
problem, believing that drug use will only be tackled effectively in partnership
and through a cohesive, co-ordinated multi-agency approach to the issue.

Membership of SDF is open to all organisations and individuals that support its
aims and objectives. These are set out below:

SDF Aims and Objectives (from Strategic Plan 2006—09)

1.9

Aim: To support an improvement in the quality of all responses to drug
use in Scotland.

Objectives:
e To support the empowerment of communities to respond to drug problems

e To ensure that service providers and policymakers are fully aware of the
interests and concerns of those affected by drug use

e To assist the development of high quality services

e To promote service development/service changes to meet unrealised
human and social potential of people with drug problems

e To undertake research and audits which assist in improving the response to
drug use.

1.10 Aim: To improve the general level of understanding and awareness of

drug issues among practitioners, drug users, their families and the wider
community.

Objective:
e To disseminate information on drugs and drug related issues in order to
spread best practice.

1.11 Aim: To act as a forum to develop and promote common responses to

issues of concern and to represent SDF members.

Objectives:
e To promote common responses to issues of concern

e To work in partnership with government and government agencies to
promote a cohesive response among agencies/organisations

e To develop SDF’s membership base.

1.12 Aim: To develop SDF’s capacity in line with existing and new demands.

Objectives:
e To ensure effective ongoing strategic planning

11



e To ensure effective corporate governance

e To ensure effective staff management and support.
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2 POLICY CONTEXT

2.1

There are currently a number of policy and structural developments within
Scotland which affect voluntary organisations and people working in the field of
problem drug use. These developments have significant implications for SDF.

The Scottish Government Concordat

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

The Concordat agreed between the Scottish Government and the Convention
of Scottish Local Authorities (CoSLA) in November 2007, and the
accompanying change to funding arrangements for local authorities announced
in the Scottish Budget Spending Review 2007, has introduced fundamental
changes in the relationship between central and local government in Scotland.

The Concordat provides for the Scottish Government to set the direction of
policy and the over-arching outcomes, while standing further back from service
delivery. This is intended to reduce bureaucracy and free up local authorities
and their partners to meet the varying local needs and circumstances across
Scotland.

Under the terms of the Concordat, each Community Planning Partnership
(CPP), led by its Council, agrees a Single Outcome Agreement (SOA) with the
Scottish Government. These agreements are based on the Scottish
Government’s set of national outcomes (underpinned by agreed national
indicators), supported by specific local outcomes that reflect the priorities for
each Council area. Under the new reporting system, each Council area will be
required to submit a single, annual report setting out its progress against the
agreed outcomes and indicators.

The Concordat has resulted in the majority of previously ring-fenced funds
which relate to local authority areas of responsibility being subsumed into the
core grant to Councils. (The number of separate funding streams to local
government was reduced from eighty in financial year 2007/08 to fifteen in
2008/09.) Councils now have more flexibility in determining allocations to meet
local needs and priorities.

The majority of funding that is available for ADATs sits within Health and
remains ring-fenced for drugs and alcohol. It is the Government’s intention that
spending decisions should be made in partnership with ADATs (and their
successor bodies) as part of the SOAs.

Under the Concordat with CoSLA, grants and other funding support for third
sector organisations at local level are increasingly the responsibility of local
authorities and other public bodies. However, direct grants from government
can still be made in various areas as Ministers react to need and innovation.

13



‘The Road to Recovery’

2.8 Following extensive consultation and discussion, the Scottish Government
launched a new approach to tackling problem drug use in May 2008 with the
publication of ‘The Road to Recovery’'. The new strategy is structured around
themes of prevention, enforcement, child protection and the promotion of
recovery, with a focus on partnership working at local and national levels. The
next steps are set out in a cross-cutting action plan covering all relevant
agencies and sectors.

2.9 The first item in ‘The Road to Recovery’ action plan is “to set up a drug
recovery network to promote and support the concept of recovery among local
partners, service providers and people with problem drug use.” The Scottish
Government has been working with a broad range of stakeholders to develop
this concept. It is envisaged that the network will be a robust construction
taking the form of a consortium, with partners making a commitment to a clear
programme of enabling culture change in terms of how people with a drug
problem see themselves and how they are regarded by society. The Minister
for Community Safety announced plans for the proposed Scottish Drugs
Recovery Consortium in April 2009:

“The Consortium can act as a beacon in promoting recovery across
Scotland, bringing together and offering support, training and advice to
communities, professionals and individuals seeking recovery.”

2.10 Effective deployment of resources will be a key element in the pursuit of the
new strategy, especially in the current context of public spending constraints.

Alcohol and Drugs Delivery Reform Group

2.11 The work of the Delivery Reform Group (DRG) is allied to the development of
the new drugs strategy (and a new alcohol strategy), the Concordat and SOAs
and also the report of the Stocktake of Alcohol and Drug Action Teams
(ADATS) published in 2007.

2.12 The DRG was set up by the Scottish Government in January 2008 with a remit
of making proposals for the improvement of delivery arrangements. It
comprised members from the Scottish Advisory Committee on Drug Misuse
(SACDM) and the Scottish Ministerial Advisory Committee on Alcohol
Problems.

2.13 In its report the DRG makes a number of proposals designed to enhance
strategic capacity at local level, with a particular emphasis on:

e accountability

e clarity of responsibilities

! http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2008/05/22161610/0
2 Scottish Government New Release 20 April 2009
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/News/Releases/2009/04/20130938
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e partnership
e supporting the focus on an outcomes based approach

2.14 It recommends the continuation of a specialist, dedicated partnership on
alcohol and drugs at local level. To emphasise their place within community
planning and also to recognise the change from current arrangements in many
areas, these will be named Alcohol and Drug Partnerships (ADPs). These
changes will increase the challenge for SDF (and other national voluntary
organisations) to engage at local level.

2.15 The DRG also recommends the establishment of a national support function to
help ADPs achieve optimum outcomes, consisting principally of practitioners
from the field working with the Scottish Government’s Alcohol Misuse Team
and Drugs Policy Unit.

2.16 The national support function is not expected to perform a scrutiny function.
This would be the responsibility of the new integrated scrutiny body on care
and the new health scrutiny body the Scottish Government proposes to
establish®.

3 Following the Crerar Review of regulation, audit, inspection and complaints handling of public
services in Scotland.
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Government/PublicServiceReform/IndependentReviewofReg/latest
-news/Response-to-Crerar
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3 METHODOLOGY

Our approach

3.1 Annex 1 demonstrates how the methodology derives from the aims of the
Review. The approach is summarised in the diagram below:

Figure 1. Approach to the Review

The approach starts broad and focuses onto key issues.

Initial collection of data

v

Supplement with:
« stakeholder survey
» evaluation of user engagement strategy
* review of financial controls, audit & governance
* benchmarking
)

Preliminary VFM assessment &
Identification/analysis of issues

A\ 4
Interim report 1

A 4

Drill down on key issues

Follow up with:

« stakeholders

* benchmarking

« further data collection as required

A 4
Analysis

A 4
Interim report 2

A\ 4
Review & revise

A 4

Final report
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Research

Desk research

3.2 Documents used in the review are listed at Annex 2.

Stakeholder interviews

3.3

3.4

3.5

A total of 63 stakeholders were interviewed, Annex 3. The list was agreed with
the Research Advisory Group and was chosen to ensure views were gathered
from the range of key categories of stakeholder in the drugs sector. The total of
63 (plus focus groups members) was higher than the number initially agreed for
the review (60). However it is a sample, albeit a large one, of the organisations
and individuals who have dealings with SDF. Their views, therefore, cannot be
regarded as comprehensive. Interviewees came from:

e Scottish Government

e ADATs

¢ \oluntary sector organisations
e SDF staff and board members
e Police and criminal justice

e Academia

The interviews were semi-structured: their content varied according to the
relationship of the interviewee with SDF, their background, and occasionally,
practical constraints of the time they had available. The interview schedule is
appended at Annex 4. Interviewees’ comments on SDF’s performance were
included in the data analysis. Comments were used only if they were based on
direct experience with SDF within the review period.

Interviews were analysed against the outputs set out in SDF’s strategic plan
2006—-09 and against a number of issues set out in the specification for this
review. The codes employed are listed at Annex 5. Whilst the SDF strategic
plan period is not the same as the review period (2004-08), it is the most
recent exposition of what SDF aims to achieve. Ratings were assigned to what
interviewees had said about particular areas on the basis of:

e Very positive — no negative was mentioned at all in relation to the area

e Positive — more positive than negative points mentioned with a single or
minor caveat/s.

e Mixed — both positive and negative points mentioned
¢ Negative — more negative than positive points mentioned

All the coding of data and assignment of ratings was done by one member of
the research team to ensure consistency as far as possible.

17



3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

Where there were six or more comments on a particular area, individual ratings
were brought together using weighted averages to give numerical scores. The
terms ‘very positive’, ‘positive’, ‘mixed’ and ‘negative’ were then allocated to
scoring bands. These terms are used consistently in this way throughout the
report. This is not an exact science but it does give a reasonable indication of
the areas where stakeholders felt SDF were relatively more effective and those
where they felt they were relatively less effective.

This analysis was facilitated by use of Excel and provides a simple
quantification of the qualitative stakeholder interviews. It is one element of the
evidence we have used to identify where SDF’s activities are viewed as being
effective as well as where stakeholders perceived that they were less effective.

Sometimes points were made by fewer than six people. These points have
been included if they were made by a minimum of three people. The points are
explained in the text, but the standard terms above, “very positive” etc, are not
used.

SDF staff and Board member views were excluded from the quantitatively
based analysis described in paragraph 3.6, but have been included in
qualitative analysis as appropriate.

Focus groups

3.10 Two focus groups of service users active in user involvement work were held.

Most of the attendees were members of SDF user involvement (Ul) groups.
Further details are contained in Annex 6. These views are included in the
qualitative analysis below.

SDF National User Group

3.11 A member of the review team attended a meeting of the SDF National User

Group as an observer.

Benchmarking

3.12 Information from Drugscope, SAMH and CAIR Scotland has been used to

provide context, appropriately caveated, for some of the results below.

Research Ethics

3.13 Annex 7 sets out consideration given to ethical issues relevant to the research.

Key issues

3.14 The key issues identified for more in-depth analysis (see Figure 1) were:

e value for money 2004/08
e SDF’s role in relation to “The Road to Recovery’ strategy

e An evaluation of SDF’s role in user involvement

18



4 GOVERNANCE

Financial controls and audit

Income

4.1

4.2

Like most voluntary organisations SDF faces the perennial difficulty of
attempting to deliver long term strategic aims within a series of short term and
uncertain funding arrangements. It has done so following a period of rapid
growth where gross turnover more than doubled in a 3 year period (2001 and
2004) and rose over 1.5 times in just 2 years (between 2002 and 2004). This
period of rapid growth has greatly influenced SDF’s accounting and financial
systems, making it a far more rigorous, transparent and accountable
organisation in all finance matters. The Board receives more timely and user-
friendly reports that enhance its ability to understand the organisation’s
financial position and consequently where the main financial challenges facing
the organisation may lie.

As Figure 2 shows, the rapid growth in income did not continue during the
review period. Nonetheless, SDF did benefit from a real terms increase in
funding. Total income was £4.9 million* for the 4 years to end 2007/08, £5.1
million in 2007/08 prices. This represents a 9.5% increase in total income
between 2004/05 and 2007/08 or 1.5% if general inflation is excluded.

Figure 2. SDF Income 04 — 08

Income has risen slightly in real terms between 2004/05 and 2007/08

1,600,000
1,400,000 -
1,200,000 -
1,000,000 -
800,000 -
600,000 -
400,000 -

200,000 -

SDF Ltd
Income

0
04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08

W 07-08 prices O nominal prices

Source: SDF Annual Accounts

* Unless otherwise stated, all financial figures quoted are in money-of-the day or nominal terms (i.e.
underlying inflation has not been excluded).
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4.3 SDF’s dependence on the Scottish Government for funding can be seen from
Figure 3. In 2004/05 it contributed around 40% of all SDF income, £479k out of
a total £1.13 million. By 2007/08 this had increased to almost 45%, £548k out
of a total of £1.24 million.

Figure 3. SDF Sources of Income

The Scottish Government is the biggest single source of income for SDF

SDF Ltd
Sources of Income

100%
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% A
20% -
10% ~

0%

04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08

0OSG Core E1SG Non-Core [ANHS / DAATs H Big Lottery ORemaining sources of income

Source: SDF Annual Accounts

4.4 The growing importance of non-core Scottish Government income in this total
is also worth assessing.
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Figure 4. Split of Core and Non-Core Income

More of SDF’s core costs are being met from non-core income

nominal prices SG Core & Non-Core Income
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4.5

4.6

Income from the Scottish Government that contributes to SDF’s core costs rose
by only 1% between 2004/05 and 2007/08, from £402k to £408k. Excluding
inflation, this represents a 6% fall over the review period and highlights the
growing importance of non-core income from the Scottish Government to fund
SDF’s activities. In 2004-05 non-core income amounted to £77k and by 2007-
08 this had risen 1.8 times to £141k.

Membership fees amounted to a total of £60k over the 4 year review period, or
£15k per annum.

Costs

4.7

Over the same period the organisation’s cost base has risen 2.7%, from £1.18
million in 2004/05 to around £1.22 million in 2007/08 (see Figure 5). Excluding
general inflation, the organisation has delivered a 4.8% real fall in its total costs
over the same period.
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Figure 5. SDF’s costs 2004-08

SDF’s costs have risen slightly over 2004—-08. Staff costs have dropped.

SDF Ltd
Costs
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4.8 Staff costs have accounted for between two thirds and three quarters of all SDF
costs, amounting to £756k in 2007/08 (see Figure 5). These costs have fallen
by 7% over the period, or by 16% once the effects of general inflation are
removed. This trend may suggest the new pay and grading system introduced
in 2007 has been of assistance in keeping staff costs under tight control. Staff
costs reached a high point of £822k in 2005/06 (£870k in 2007/08 prices).

Risk management

4.9 The organisation does not have a formal risk register. However, it has
undertaken a risk exercise within the last 3 years, reviewing all main
organisational risks. This highlighted that SDF’'s HR processes were
inadequate and left the organisation open to potential financial risks. The short
term nature of SDF’s funding and the low level of reserves it had accrued,
meant SDF needed to be sure all HR processes were fit-for-purpose. Much of
its funding no longer included an automatic uplift to cover wage increases but
the pay-award system that was operating at the time meant SDF was carrying
an unsustainable wage bill. As a consequence of this risk exercise SDF
introduced a new HR system. It now has an appropriately qualified individual
with responsibility for this area of the business and, at the time of its
introduction, the new system was |iP accredited. Cost considerations (i.e., an
annual subscription charge of circa £3,000) means SDF has let the [iP
accreditation lapse.

4.10 The organisation is again looking to assess its key risks in the coming months
(see below on key risks facing the organisation).
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Short and long term planning processes

Budgets

4.1

412

Budgets are prepared annually, being assembled by the Finance Manager in
the first instance on a ‘zero-based’ budgeting basis, i.e. no revenues are
assumed to be guaranteed and therefore the budget aims to include only those
revenue streams that have been formally approved and so are guaranteed to
be paid. This more prudent approach to budgeting was introduced following
funding shortfalls in the years prior to the review period; costs were being
expended without incomes being adequately secured.

The annual budget is presented to and approved by the Finance and General
Purposes (F&GP) Committee. The F&GP members are provided with a
detailed income and expenditure statement accompanied by a detailed
narrative. This narrative helps the recipients understand the key assumptions
used to develop the budget and makes the sign-off process transparent and
easier for non-accountants to fully understand. Management accounts are
presented to each F&GP Committee and variances are presented and
discussed. The minutes of the F&GP Committee are presented to the Board
covering all financial matters. The Treasurer and the Finance Manager attend
the Board to answer questions in advance of the Board approving the annual
budget.

Core/Non-core costs

413

4.14

Core costs cover the following cost items:

e Staff costs for the Director, Head of Policy, Head of Information &
Communications (1&C), an 1&C Officer & Junior Officer (part-time), Head of
Business Administration, an HR Officer plus 3 Admin Assistants

e Training costs

e Travel costs

e Subscriptions

e Insurance costs

e Professional Fees

e Glasgow property costs

e Post & telephony costs

o Office & computer supplies

SDF’s total core costs cover national as well as regional activities (i.e. covering
activities in the North, the East and the West) and in total amounted to just over
£590k in 2007/08 (see Table 1). However, core costs classed as national by
SDF were £31k more than the core income it received from the Scottish
Government in 2007/08. Indeed, for all 4 review years, SDF recorded a deficit
in its funding from the Scottish Government for these costs. Including SDF’s
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Regional core costs and incomes has helped reduce the overall deficit position
to just under £20k in 2007/08.

Table 1: SDF Core costs and revenues

Core income does not cover core costs

07/08 06/07 05/06 04/05
Core Income (National) SG funded 407,500 400,000 432,000 402,375
Core Costs (National) SG funded 438,308 420,345 556,203 437,371
Surplus/(Deficit) (30,808) (20,345)  (124,203) (34,996)
Core Costs (Regional) 152,184 146,130 84,831 81,656
Other Core Income (Regional) 66,644 66,155 66,330 67,259
Other income from projects 96,402 101,261 92,676 0
Overall Surplus/(Deficit) (19,946) 941 (50,028) (49,393)
Summary SDF Core Costs & Income
Total SDF Classified Core Income 474,144 466,155 498,330 469,634
Total SDF Classified Core Costs 590,492 566,475 641,034 519,027
Other Income from projects 96,402 101,261 92,676 0
Overall Surplus/(Deficit) (19,946) 941 (50,028) (49,393)

4.15

4.16

417

Assuming the organisation follows a similar pattern of budgeting in the future,
the deficit position on its national Scottish Government funded core activities
would suggest it will become even more dependent on non-core funding to
support core activities. Although some core costs could be eliminated, there will
be a minimum cost base that will have to be funded irrespective of what income
is generated.

Non-core or project based activities have helped fund a percentage of SDF’s
core management & admin costs, travel costs, property costs (rent, rates &
insurance), post & telephony, office supplies and professional fees. This type of
arrangement not only helps SDF fund its core costs but also offers a cost-
effective means of delivering one-off or short-term projects. Instead of having to
fund a separate organisation that has to fund the full cost of, for example, an
office and all the associated on-costs, project sponsors need only provide
sufficient resources to cover a charge that is equivalent to the marginal cost of
being co-located with SDF core activities.

The original grant submission to the Scottish Government for the period 2004—
08 made no mention of project income as likely revenue source. The target
allocation SDF now seeks to raise from each non-core project is anywhere
between 7.5% and 15% depending on what the individual project budget can
carry.

Financial safeguards

4.18

The Treasurer is a counter-signatory to all cheques and sees most (if not all)
purchase orders. Given the demise of cheques and the rise of internet banking
this internal check on funds flowing out of the organisation is effectively lost.
The payroll system, for example, operates through internet banking. To counter
what may appear to be a more risky operation, the organisation makes use of
more external audit checks to reassure the likelihood of fraud remains low.
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4.19

The Treasurer provides a challenge function to the Finance Manager whilst
also offering guidance in the non-executive director role. The Treasurer has
seen a marked improvement in the quality of financial management and feels
the organisation is now far more professional and transparent in its
management of financial affairs. This relationship has been a powerful one for
the organisation but the Board perhaps needs to discuss the long term
implications of this arrangement.

Planning and consultation with members

4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

The organisation has a formal corporate planning process that seeks to involve
not only internal management but also the wider membership, its funders and
stakeholders. The Board is key in setting the plan and determines what the
longer term objectives and aims should focus on through an understanding of
the views and wishes of its members and what the Scottish Government is
looking to implement over the plan period. The Board sets the 3 year plan,
which in turn is the basis for SDF’s submission to the Scottish Government for
core funding for the plan period.

The strategic plan sets out agreed aims which are reflected in outputs and
associated targets. It also states a series of ‘key strategic objectives’. These
are not explicitly linked to outputs and targets. This break in the ‘golden thread™
may reduce the likelihood of making progress on them.

Intelligence is developed via the use of focus groups and stakeholder meetings.
Email is used to enable wider consultation and the consultation process is
furthered through discussion and debate that happens at various SDF-run
conferences, formal training sessions and user involvement groups.

There is inevitably a wide variation of views on some issues and SDF seeks to
take forward the consensus view. Where consensus does not exist SDF seeks
to inform those with views at variance, to ensure an informed and mature
position is arrived at. Discussion relating to harm reduction was an example
given that highlighted how SDF deals with more extreme views. Those seeking
to argue against the consensus position were brought round through education
and information.

The organisation believes it has very good links with senior civil servants
across a range of Divisions. Such links are seen as being extremely important,
affording SDF a route to influencing policy and providing the organisation with a
strong steer as to where future Scottish Government funding is likely to be
targeted.

Monitoring performance

4.25

The Board receives regular updates on activity via the Director's Report. This
does not track performance against the strategic plan. Monitoring reports are
sent to all relevant funders to show performance against targets. However, the
Board is not asked to review such reports in advance. As a consequence, it is

® The ‘Golden Thread’ is the explicit linking of an organisation’s aims, objectives and priorities to its
activities, and performance measures. A sound, unbroken golden thread means the organisation is
planning robustly and checking systematically to see if its work is achieving its objectives.
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not clear how the Board formally reviews performance against targets either
annually, or at the time when individual and core funding arrangements are
being re-assessed.

Accountability to membership processes

F&GP Committee and Board

4.26

4.27

4.28

The current Board (Management Committee) is 15 strong with a Chair, Vice-
Chair and Treasurer. The Memorandum and Articles of Association requires
that the Board should comprise no more than 18 and no fewer than 12
members. The quorum for the Board is set at 7 with a majority voting system in
operation. The Board can establish sub-committees as it sees fit and pass on
matters more appropriately dealt with at sub-committee level. The Finance &
General Purposes Committee (F&GP) is such a sub-committee which reviews
and decides primarily on finance and HR matters.

The F&GP Committee comprises 6 members from the Board. Practice has it
that all Board members are eligible to sit on the F&GP Committee but a
membership of 6 is thought adequate for effective decision-making. It is also
thought necessary to have suitably qualified members sitting on the Committee
i.e. having relevant finance and HR knowledge. Currently, the Chair and the
Treasurer provide the relevant finance and HR expertise alongside their
general challenge function to the Director and the executive.

There are no formally documented standing orders for the F&GP Committee
although the Board has set the F&GP quorum to be 3. It is not clear should the
two key members be absent, whether the Board would deem any business
concluded to be wholly competent (see below for discussions on risks). Having
said that, the Board and F&GP Committee have operated effectively for some
considerable time and there is no evidence of inappropriate decision-making
having taken place.

Board composition and succession planning

4.29

4.30

Over the review period SDF’s Board has comprised 28 different members.
Seven, i.e. 25%, have been long term members and have been on the Board
for the full term of the review period. The posts of Chair and Treasurer have
been held by the same member for each of the 5 review years. There have
been 3 holders of the Vice-Chair post. There have been only 7 separate
members of the F&GP Committee in this time, with the Chair and Vice Chair of
the Board consistent members. Between 2004/05 and 2007/08, the F&GP
Committee membership did not change, with the same 6 members holding their
positions on the Committee. The Director has been in post for the full term of
the review period.

Stakeholder views of the Board members are practically all positive. The high
degree of continuity in the key posts of Chair, Treasurer and Director brings
with it significant benefits where access to networks, formal and informal,
extensive knowledge of the sector and good links with key funders are critical
to SDF’s financial security and its ability to deliver on objectives. However,
whilst continuity is beneficial, effective succession planning is critical to
minimise the downside of any key personnel leaving without sufficient warning.
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It is also important that the organisation has sufficient external challenge to
ensure its views and ideas remain fit-for-purpose.

HR systems and processes

4.31

4.32

4.33

The F&GP Committee approved a move away from the Scottish Joint Council
(SJC) system of pay and grading in 2007 to ensure SDF was able to recruit and
retain suitably qualified personnel, but to do so within the limitations of its
funding arrangements. Much of SDF’s funding does not automatically include
an uplift to cover in-full all pay awards and pay increases. As highlighted above,
the organisation was facing severe financial pressures early in the review
period but still had to pay substantial pay awards under the SJC system.

The new pay and grading system was devised with assistance of external
consultants. It involved regrading all jobs and placing individuals in an
appropriate job grade. Benchmarking was also undertaken using small (albeit
in the main at the larger end) voluntary organisations akin to that of SDF to help
set the appropriate salary bands.

The new system gives the organisation greater flexibility when setting pay
awards whilst also giving the staff greater certainty, as they no longer need to
wait until the Scottish-wide SJC rates are negotiated and agreed. It is felt the
system now ensures SDF compares favourably with the sector. Any pay
system needs to be sufficiently flexible to ensure good staff are retained,
ensure mobility for those who are effectively developing for the good of the
organisation whilst not being overly generous and so acting as a block to
people moving on when appropriate.

Conclusions and recommendations

Sources of funding

4.34

SDF has a high reliance on the Scottish Government for funding, both for core
activities as well as on a project basis. There was no evidence that such a
financial position is inappropriately influencing SDF’s views. However, the
Board may wish to consider if, as funding gets harder to secure, such reliance
has the potential to undermine SDF’s long-held role as the impartial voice of
the sector.

Core funding

4.35

The Scottish Government’s core funding does not cover all that SDF classifies
as core activities. The shortfall is made up of contributions that come from other
projects the organisation is successful in securing. This is not an uncommon
approach to funding in the voluntary sector. However, as budgets get tighter
and competition for scarce funds grows, SDF needs to be aware that such
project contributions may be harder to secure. Each lost project means the
contribution required from the remaining non-core activities will rise, potentially
undermining their individual viability. The current financial and budget controls
have been structured in the light of this potential downside. Securing funding
from as wide a source as possible is a key task across SDF. However, as the
organisation plans for the next 3 years, it will need to ensure that chasing
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4.36

necessary funding does not undermine the organisation’s ability to deliver what
its membership expects, a challenge facing most voluntary organisations
dependent on statutory bodies for their funds.

It is perhaps now more than ever essential that the Board has an agreed view
on SDF’s core activities. This will give it a better understanding of its actual
core costs and therefore what level of on-going funding SDF requires to deliver
its planned objectives without over reliance on project funds and/or on scarce
cash reserves.

Internal audit

4.37

There is no formal internal audit function. The current Treasurer’s finance
background ensures the finance function is challenged on key areas, e.g. major
purchases, financial controls etc. However, should the current Treasurer leave,
a suitably qualified replacement would be required. This places a major
responsibility on a non-remunerated part-time Board member and suggests
there is a need for some contingency planning in the interim.

F&GP Committee and Board arrangements

4.38

4.39

The F&GP Committee undertakes significant decision-making on behalf of the
Board. In particular, it approves the annual pay awards. The Board can
comment on such decisions but members are not asked to vote. Whilst having
a suitably qualified and tightly managed Committee can mean more efficient
decision-making, it is the Board which is ultimately responsible for the actions
and decisions of the F&GP Committee. Individual Board members have
collective financial responsibility. If the current Chair and Treasurer were not
present, would the Committee have the skills that justify the finance and HR
issues being passed to it from the Board?

There is no indication that the current arrangements are not sensible and
adequate for effective and safe decision-making. However, the Board may wish
to consider whether it needs to regularise the current arrangements for the
future operation of the F&GP Committee. Given the importance of both finance
and HR issues to the sustainability and effective performance of the
organisation, the Board may wish to assess the current arrangement whereby
more of the details on these areas currently reside with F&GP Committee
members.

Board monitoring arrangements

4.40

4.41

The Board is provided with updates on activity at each meeting. It does not
formally approve any performance reviews submitted by the organisation to its
funders. Where specific issues arise, these are highlighted at an F&GP
Committee meeting.

A key function of the Board is to ensure the organisation is delivering to its
objectives. It is not clear how the current arrangements ensure the Board is
suitably involved in this key role. Without formally reviewing the outputs and
outcomes of the organisation, the Board may well struggle to determine which
areas are having greatest impact, which parts of the organisation may be
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struggling and/or out-performing or where performance may leave some
funding streams more vulnerable, should they be subject to review.

442 It is also not clear how they can effectively monitor the executive team’s
collective performance in delivering to pre-set output targets. As a
consequence, the Board may wish to consider how best to establish a formal
review process for assessing SDF’s future performance. This is dealt with
further in Section 5, below.

Succession planning

4.43 With no formal succession planning the organisation is dependent on the Chair,
the Treasurer, the Director and key staff remaining in post. The Board may
wish to consider if there is a real risk of all long term post holders leaving at the
same time or in close succession, thus leaving the organisation vulnerable at a
time when funding constraints may limit possible solutions.

Recommendations

R1 The Board needs to establish an agreed view on SDF’s core activities, to give it
a better understanding of its actual core costs and what level of on-going
funding SDF requires to deliver its planned objectives (without over reliance on
project funds and/or on scarce cash reserves).

R2 As part of its planned assessment of key risks facing the organisation, SDF
should consider:

e if, as funding gets harder to secure, reliance on Scottish Government
funding has the potential to undermine SDF’s long-held role as the impartial
voice of the sector

e succession planning in relation to key staff and Board positions and
contingency planning in the event of a number of people leaving these
positions around the same time

e the current arrangement whereby significant decision-making powers and
detailed knowledge on finance and HR issues currently reside with Finance
and General Purpose Committee members.
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5 PERFORMANCE IN PROVIDING VALUE FOR MONEY 2004-2008

What is meant by value for money?

5.1

5.2

5.3

Value for Money (VFM) analysis considers the question of whether more
impact can be achieved for the amount of money spent. To examine this, VFM
analyses consider:

e Economy Is the price paid for different inputs, e.g. staffing,
premises, reasonable and in line with that
achieved by other organisations?

o Efficiency What are the unit costs (i.e. £/output) and how
do they compare with that achieved by others in
a comparable role?

o Effectiveness | Do the outputs lead, or contribute, to the desired
policy outcomes?

VFM analyses, ideally, require firstly good data on costs, inputs, outputs and
outcomes; and secondly ‘counterfactuals’ — what would have happened in the
absence of the policy. Good value for money in relation to SDF would show it
was better than any alternative delivery option either because it was more
efficient and/or more effective in delivery of objectives for the same level of
inputs with quality remaining undiminished.

The data available to this review are more limited and there are no directly
comparable benchmark organisations. This means that it is not possible to
compare SDF’s performance with others on a strictly like-for-like basis, and that
benchmarking data must be used with caution. The approach taken
supplements the quantitative analysis on economy and efficiency with an
analysis of delivery against targets and priorities set out in SDF’s 06-09
Strategic Plan; and an analysis of stakeholder views of effectiveness. This
gives a more rounded picture of performance than a purely quantitative value
for money analysis would. The section is set out under the following headings:

e Inputs and economy — staffing and premises (paras 5.4 — 5.7)
e Outputs and effectiveness

o Delivery against targets set out in the 2006-09 Strategic Plan
(paras 5.8 — 5.14)

o Delivery against 2006-09 Strategic Plan priorities (paras 5.15 —
5.17)

o Interviewee views of effectiveness on planned outputs from SDF’s
Strategic Plan 2006—09 (paras 5.18 — 5.35)

o Outputs, outcomes, efficiency and effectiveness for specific areas
of work (paras 5.36 — 5.77)

¢ Conclusions and Recommendations (paras 5.78 — 5.99)
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Inputs and economy - staffing and premises

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

The number of staff working at SDF during 2007/08 was 21. The total staff
costs were £753k, which is over 60% of total costs. The average employment
cost per employee is almost £36k. This is almost the same® as average
employment costs per employee of Drugscope, although it is based in London
and so might be expected to have higher costs. SDF feels that it operates in a
different manner to Drugscope with more of its staff operating externally at a
strategic level. Average employee costs at SDF are 64% higher than those at
SAMH at £21,905. SAMH however is a much bigger organisation than SDF
with 750 staff. It is a service provider and so might be expected to have more,
lower-paid operational staff than SDF.

The pay and grading review during 2006/07 established new salary ranges. For
the professional and manager grades, the new ranges were set in the upper
quartile of the employers SDF had benchmarked against. Most (17 of 21) of
SDF staff are on these grades. The salary range for administrative grades was
in the upper half of the benchmark sample and the support range was in the
lower half.

The 2007/08 salary (excluding pension contributions) of the Director at SDF lies
in the range £51-£55k. This is substantially less than has been paid for the
equivalent posts at both SAMH and Drugscope whose salaries lay between
£70 and £80k. The salary of the Director at SDF is 40-44% higher than the
Head and Regional Manager posts that report to him.

The second biggest area of expenditure relates to premises. SDF altered its
premises in 2006/07. The appraisal carried out at that time showed moving to
the Mitchell Street premises meant premises costs would rise to £45.6k per
annum compared to £36.4k per annum for the Waterloo Street office. However,
the new premises offered SDF more flexible space and, with some sub-letting
and renting of spare capacity, the net additional cost was estimated to be
£5,600 per annum. Moreover, had SDF remained in the Waterloo Street
premises, the annual rent was likely to increase following the periodic review
that was due. Consequently, the net additional cost of Mitchell Street was
viewed as being reasonable given the greater flexibility it offered SDF.

Outputs and Effectiveness

Delivery against targets set out in the 2006—09 Strategic Plan

5.8

The 2006—-09 Strategic Plan for SDF sets out four aims:

e to support an improvement in the quality of all responses to drug use in
Scotland.

e to improve the general level of understanding and awareness of drug issues
among practitioners, drug users, their families and the wider community.

® SDF £35,846, Drugscope £36,003
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5.9

e to act as a forum to develop and promote common responses to issues of
concern and to represent SDF members.

e to develop SDF’s capacity in line with existing and new demands.

Each aim leads to a number of ‘outcomes’ e.g. to support empowerment of
communities to respond to drugs problems, which in turn have ‘outputs’ and
targets.

5.10 Each year SDF submits a review of activity to the Scottish Government

5.11

outlining progress made against each of these targets. This is not reviewed by
the Board prior to submission. The reviews for 2007/08 and 2006/07 include
quantified outputs. The review for 2005/06 does not, and so has not been
included in the analysis below. An overview of performance covering similar
information to that included in the review of activity is included in SDF’s annual
accounts. Delivery against targets is detailed in Annex 3.

SDF met or exceeded most (71%) of its targets during 2007/08 and almost two
thirds (63%) of its targets during 2006/07 (see Figure 6). A small minority (8%)
of targets were not achieved in 2007/08; this was down from around 14% in
2006/07.

Figure 6. Achievement against targets in 2006—09 Strategic Plan

SDF achieved almost three-quarters of its delivery targets in 2007/08 and almost
two-thirds during 2006/07.
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Sources: SDF Strategic Plan 2006-09; Reviews of Activity for 2006/07 and 2007/08, SDF submission to review
team, March 2009; SDF comments on 2" interim report. .

5.12 Targets missed or unclear in both 2006/07 and in 2007/08 were related to:

e work with people on drug treatment and testing orders (DTTOs) and the
Scottish Prison Service (2006/07, 2007/08)

e target to publish 10 bulletins per year — 8 and 9 were achieved respectively
in 2006/07 and 2007/08

e support for networks dealing with young people.

5.13 There are some issues with the targets. Firstly, it is not possible to tell from the

reports if some targets have been met or not (the unclear category in Figure 6).
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5.14

Secondly, a number of targets which were superseded during the course of
2006/07, were retained for 2007/08. Thirdly, most targets remained the same
over the two years, including some which might have been expected to
increase, to reflect that they had been exceeded by some margin during
2006/07. Fourthly, some targets conflate different elements which meant that a
target could be met, without achieving the different elements within it.

These issues are not unusual but do reflect scope for the Board, staff and the
funders of SDF to tighten up on performance management in future.

Delivery against 2006-09 Strategic Plan priorities

5.15

5.16

5.17

The strategic plan lists 8 ‘key strategic priorities’:
e assisting in delivering effective community engagement and empowerment

e supporting the implementation of the Scottish Government’s drugs deaths
action plan

e promoting good practice and assisting improvements in service quality

e assisting the development of effective responses to the emerging problems
with stimulants, particularly cocaine

e assisting the development of family focused services

e assisting the development of a closer linkage between treatment and care
services and communities

e assisting improved working between criminal justice agencies and treatment
and care services

e continuing to develop SDF as a membership organisation.

These priorities are listed at the start of the plan, which then goes on to set out
targets in relation to each of the four aims. How the priorities will be taken
forward is unclear — they are not explicitly linked to outputs or targets in the
plan. This gap also means that progress on priorities is not reported back to the
Scottish Government.

An analysis by the review team of which outputs and targets would appear to
help to deliver the strategic priorites is shown below in
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Figure 7. This analysis suggests that progress was made on six of the eight
priorities; the exceptions being development of family focused services and
improved working between criminal justice and services.
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Figure 7. Progress against key strategic priorities set out in Strategic Plan

2006-09.

During 2007/08 progress was made on most strategic priorities.

Key Strategic Priority as
listed in Strategic Plan
2006-09

Outputs listed in Strategic Plan 2006—09 that appear
linked to priorities.

Community engagement and
empowerment

1(a) 2 Capacity Building of community groups — target
exceeded.

1(a) 4 Participate in ADAT meetings & sub groups, maintain
regular communication with all (22) ADATs — participation
target met; communication with all ADATSs target not met.

1(a) 5 Support development of 5 drug forums & and maintain
regular communication with all (30) drug forums — targets
met.

Implementation of drugs
death action plan

1(a) 3 Critical Incidents training to users & carers’ — target
exceeded.

Promote good practice and
assist improvements in
service quality

1(a) 10 Run 20 training days each year — target met.
1(a) 11 At least 5 user surveys each year — target met.

1(a) 12 — Ten agencies worked with per year, capacity
building — target not met — funding had ceased.

Assist development of
effective responses to
emerging problems with
stimulants, particularly
cocaine

3(a) 22 Deliver six seminars each year — target exceeded.

Included 3 seminars run on alcohol/cocaine and conference
on benzodiazepine.

Assist development of family
focused services

No links to outputs and targets apparent.

Assist development of closer
links between treatment and
care services and
communities

1(a) 7 Work with three services each year to develop
community interface of treatment providers — target met.

Assist improved working
between criminal justice and
treatment and care services

1(c) 13 Work with DTTOs and SPS to support service
improvements — target not met.

Continue to dev SDF as a
membership organisation

3(c) 25 Delivery consultations with membership — three
undertaken.

3 (c) 26 Support member networks — voluntary sector target
met, others, e.g. needle exchange workers, arrest referral,
agencies working with young people, not met or position
unclear.

Sources — SDF Strategic Plan 2006—-09; Review of Activity 2007/08.

Interviewee views of effectiveness on planned outputs from SDF’s Strategic
Plan 2006-09

5.18 Interviewee views are noted below. Figures in brackets are the number of
responses on particular points. No judgement is included if there were fewer
than 6 responses on a particular point.

" Data refers to Nov 2007—Nov 2008
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Aim 1. To support an improvement in the quality of all responses to drug use in
Scotland

5.19 This aim covers most of SDF’s operational areas: training, Ul work, work with
ADATs and community planning partnerships and so on. Interviewees were:

e Very positive on — critical incident training (8)

e Positive on — training for community groups and drug forums (13); support
and develop Ul groups/Ul surveys/commissioned research (31); promote
the development of employability services for people with drug problems
(10)

e Mixed on work with ADATSs to support effective community engagement (8).

5.20 The critical incidents, Ul work and AWTP are dealt with in more detail below
(see Critical incidents training, Regional user involvement (Ul) work and AWTP,
respectively).

5.21 The picture with ADATs appears variable, depending on the perceptions of the
performance of current or previous SDF staff members in different areas.

5.22 Views on employability generally were influenced by knowledge of the AWTP
work. Interviewees were very positive about that, although noting it was
expensive (ADAT stakeholder). Several stakeholders questioned SDF’s locus
as a direct service provider, with one ADAT stakeholder saying that other
agencies were dealing with much larger numbers and at lower costs. Another
said “their work has broken down barriers in terms of agencies’ perceptions of
former addicts’ abilities”. (Proactive stakeholder)

5.23 SDF’s work on naloxone comes under this heading. SDF feels that it played an
important role in the Lanarkshire and Glasgow pilot projects. Five interviewees
and a number of user involvement volunteers commented positively on this
aspect of their work. SDF’s impact report prepared for the review team states
that there had been 17 successful uses of naloxone in Glasgow area.

Aim 2. To improve the general level of understanding and awareness of drug issues
among practitioners, drug users, their families and the wider community

5.24 This aim covers the databases of services, media contacts, and publication of
bulletins. Interviewees were:

e Very positive on the bulletin (15) and information service (7)

e Mixed on the databases of services (6) and on undertaking a range of work
with the media (10)

5.25 Nearly all responses regarding the bulletin were very positive. Three dissenting
views mentioned lack of coverage of residential rehabilitation (VCS drugs
stakeholder), information from outwith the central belt (Police stakeholder) and
that the bulletin was available only in hard copy (VCS drugs stakeholder).

5.26 Interviewees were very positive about the information service. One interviewee
from the voluntary sector said that SDF was “very good assisting them with
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enquiries”, another from the same sector saw SDF as “an information hub for
Scotland”.

5.27 The Scottish Directory of Drug Services received more mixed views with some
finding it very helpful and others questioning if it had been marketed enough.

5.28 Views on how effective SDF was at handling media were mixed. On the one
hand, there is praise for the inputs, on the other, views from a range of sectors
that SDF needed to be more proactive. However many people from all sectors
mentioned that a strength of SDF was that it always put forward the users’
points of view and that was essential.

Aim 3. To act as a forum to develop and promote common responses to issues of
concern and to represent SDF members

5.29 This aim covers seminars, participation in government working groups, work
with the Scottish Association of ADATs (SAADAT) and consultation with
members and development of member networks. Interviewees were:

e Very positive about SDF’s seminars (6) and about its participation in
government working groups (15)

e Positive about delivering consultation responses from the membership (13)

5.30 Seminars were very positively viewed by stakeholders from all sectors as
important sources of information. A small number of interviewees (SDF and
volunteers) commented adversely on quality of organisation of the seminar on
stigma.

5.31 SDF'’s quality of input to Scottish and UK government working groups was seen
as positive and frequently praised; SDF was seen as effective in what one
stakeholder referred to as a ‘critical friend’ role:

“They do inform those high level groups positively and usefully and bring in
frontline perspectives”. (ADAT stakeholder).

5.32 Members (8) were generally positive about being consulted when SDF
responses were developed whilst noting that they often put in responses from
their own organisations as well:

‘they ran very useful groups when the strategy [The Road to
Recovery] was being developed”. (NHS stakeholder)

“l am a member — they are good at consulting” (Academic stakeholder)

5.33 However there was a minority (5) of negative views about SDF consultation
responses from a variety of sources. These related to the tone and standpoint
of the responses:

‘I was surprised by the Welfare Reform Submission. It read like a
polemic ...if you are trying to engage Government, then it needs to be
measured.” (VCS drugs stakeholder)

5.34 Another felt that the approach put forward in response to the consultation on
‘Road to Recovery’ was ‘never going to happen, it was a self-indulgent
approach”. (SG stakeholder). The response was criticised by an ADAT
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interviewee who said it was ‘poorly researched and poorly put together.” The
same interviewee however commended the fact that SDF had highlighted the
link between poverty and drug use again in the document.

Aim 4. To develop SDF’s capacity in line with existing and new demands

5.35 This aim covers effective financial control, staff management and the need to
develop funding proposals in line with the strategic plan. None of the three
outputs within this aim were commented on by six or more interviewees.

Outputs, outcomes, efficiency and effectiveness for specific areas of work

Regional user involvement (Ul) work

5.36 Three of the Ul projects running over 2007/08 were considered in detail: Perth
& Kinross, Highland and Lanarkshire.?

5.37 Income sources varied, but included Lottery funding, ADAT and SDF reserves.
Objectives were to set up and maintain user involvement groups which would
(1) undertake peer research work to provide feedback to services and (2) act
as a stepping stone for volunteers to progress to e.g. employment, further
education or training. The Perth & Kinross work included setting up a carers’

group.

5.38 The numbers of volunteers involved varied widely, for example the Lanarkshire
group involved a total of 16 over the year 2007/08, but this had dropped to
three by early 2009, partly due to staffing changes. Highland operated with a
total of 16 volunteers and Perth & Kinross with 6 during 2007/08.

5.39 The costs of each project are for a development officer and office and
administrative support. Costs varied from £46k in Perth & Kinross, to £56k in
Lanarkshire. Costs per volunteer involved varied from £3.3k in Highland, to
£7.7k in Perth & Kinross. These bald unit costs do not however reflect that the
groups also delivered a total of 5 peer research reports including one national
survey during 2007/08. Neither do the costs reflect inputs by volunteers to
planning groups.

5.40 What is achieved for this activity varies. A number of peer research reports
were delivered to services and planning groups, and were valued. However, it
is unclear how many volunteers moved on to employment/volunteering/
education and training opportunities. For example an ADAT funder of the work
could not tell from monitoring information whether e.g. a small number of
people had achieved multiple outcomes (e.g. secure tenancy, volunteering and
part-time education) or a larger number of people had secured single
outcomes. It is clear that some people do move into further education,
employment and training and volunteers clearly gained in confidence and
developed a range of skills.

® Performance information for earlier Ul work in Glasgow was not available, and so analysis of outputs
and efficiency was not possible for that work. Qualitative information on Ul work in Glasgow is given
below, paragraphs 5.43 — 5.45
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5.41

5.42

In quantitative terms, agreed targets for this work were not met well. Of the total
of 24 targets apparent for Highland, Perth & Kinross and Lanarkshire for
2007/08 (Figure 8):

e 12 were met
e 11 were not met
e it was unclear whether the remaining one was met or not

Targets not achieved included delivery of peer research reports and numbers
of people progressing to employment or further training. Delivery in Lanarkshire
was affected by staffing changes there during 2007/08. SDF has also
expressed reservations (via comments on the second interim report) about
some of the targets there, feeling in particular that the numbers of referrals and
volunteers projected by the funders were aspirational. Delivery in Highland was
judged more favourably by the ADAT than the monitoring reports to the New
Opportunities Fund would suggest. Their view was that SDF had met or
exceeded their expectations in over 80% of their work areas.

Figure 8. Achievement against target for regional Ul work during 07-08

Half

of the quantitative targets set for regional Ul work during 2007/08 were

achieved.

m Met
= Not met

O Unclear

Lanarkshire Highland P&K

Sources: Lanarkshire Involvement Group Annual Report 2007/08; Highland New Opportunities Fund Annual
Monitoring Report Feb 2007 — Feb 2008; Perth & Kinross Impact Report, April 2008; SDF submission to review
team regarding Highland targets, April 2009.

Glasgow user involvement work

5.43

SDF’s user involvement work started in Glasgow some years ago and the
group there produced a number of valued pieces of work including on needle
exchange, pathways to employment and nutrition and diet. The model changed
in April 2008 when SDF, working with Alcohol Focus Scotland, was
commissioned by the Greater Glasgow & Clyde Drug Action Team to oversee
the development and implementation of the strategy for user involvement. The
focus of the work is much more on supporting services to develop their own
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5.44

5.45

user involvement than to run a city wide user involvement group, which SDF
had previously done.

SDF employs a user involvement manager and officer on this work, at a total
cost of circa £91k for the period April 08 — March 09.

There are no quantitative targets set for the current work. SDF said it had tried
to incorporate targets relating to inputs and outputs/outcomes but that they had
not been included in the agreement.

Stakeholder views on user involvement work

5.46

5.47

5.48

5.49

5.50

Volunteers involved in SDF Ul groups felt that they had benefited personally in
the following ways from participating in Ul work:

¢ Increased confidence

e Training

e A good reference attesting to reliability
e Feeling of achievement

e Something to focus on

e Respect from others

Volunteers praised one SDF development officer in particular for her
commitment, knowledge and her open-mindedness in considering new
approaches (a volunteer had suggested using cognitive behavioural therapy in
their work and the development officer was investigating it). One said: “she has
a good background — in homelessness and prescribing and she is so
committed”. Members of the Ul group credit this worker with turning round a
situation where no services in the area asked users for their feedback, to one
where services, taken aback by the honesty of the peer research and the
extent to which it differed from what was being said to doctors and key workers,
were asking for more work to be done. This assessment was echoed by the
relevant ADAT.

Current SDF volunteers thought the peer element of their research was one of
the most important aspects. They felt strongly that it is easier for a drug user to
speak more honestly to someone who has shared a similar experience. They
also felt that anonymity of responses promoted more honest feedback. They
also saw value in being able to be a positive role model to people who were still
living chaotically.

The model was seen by members of one local SDF group as more powerful
than an advocacy model whereby a volunteer acts as an intermediary between
a service user and the provider or key worker. It was felt that the research work
changed things. It showed services honest feedback — “the truth” — which was
totally different to what key workers and doctors were being told.

The users consulted were generally very positive about SDF’s interaction with
them in both the local and national groups.

40



5.51

5.52

5.53

5.54

5.55

5.56

5.57

ADAT staff offered different views of the work. In one case the funder was very
satisfied with the results of the research and said it was due to the sound work
of the development officer. In his view, “the information | get from service users
is unique and that alone is worth the investment”. In another, there was
concern about staffing changes and slow recruitment and a clear view that SDF
had not delivered.

A repeated concern from ADAT interviewees related to perceptions of SDF’s
inflexibility in approaching user involvement:

e One ADAT said “SDF attitude was that as a national organisation they had
a format ....something that works in the centre of Glasgow where lots of
drug users congregate in one area — this approach doesn’t work in what is
essentially a rural area”. This ADAT stopped the SDF Ul work early as they
felt that they were not getting value for money.

e A second said: “They seem fundamentally opposed to the model they have
been engaged to work on...”.

ADAT interviewees recognised that involving problematic drug users is
challenging and implies constant support and contact. Nonetheless,
stakeholders found uncertainty about the stability of Ul groups problematic:

“Effectiveness fluctuates — they haven’t had a consistent group but
every now and then they've had a good, useful, productive group.
They’ve had difficulties in keeping the group going. They’ve prioritised
it, rightly, and done their very best.

I need to have the confidence that | can go to them and ask for views.
If I don’t have that confidence that they are there and working well, that
will inhibit me approaching them.” (NHS stakeholder)

The role of SDF national staff in the management of local projects was
commented on negatively in three instances. Issues raised were perceived lack
of knowledge of the local context, and the effectiveness of providing managerial
support from national HQ to locally based staff.

Views from non-ADAT interviewees were mostly positive about SDF’s Ul work,
e.g. “One of their particular strengths is that they’re quite heavily involved in Ul
— they provide a direct link for Scottish Government with the user and that’s of
huge benefit”.

Some, from the voluntary and government sectors, felt that SDF’s Ul groups
gave a partial picture in two ways. Firstly, that it (with the exception of Perth &
Kinross) did not reflect carers’ views and secondly, that it reflected SDF’s own
views. On this latter point, staff involved in the Ul groups were clear that users
took the lead in peer research work.

The Director of SDF feels that the organisation has learned lessons from the Ul
work in different areas. These concern the importance of having tangible and
widespread support from services, and that SDF needs to assess feasibility of
the work prior to accepting funding. He and the Head of Business, Finance and
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Administration confirmed that SDF has not carried out a formal performance
review of its Ul work.

AWTP

5.58

5.59

5.60

5.61

5.62

The Addiction Workers Training Programme (AWTP) trains people with a
history of substance misuse to be addiction workers. The project was set up in
2004 with funding from the New Opportunities Fund, the Robertson Trust and
Scottish Enterprise Glasgow, supported by the Greater Glasgow & Clyde Drug
Action Team. Additional funders for 2006 were the Greater Glasgow Alcohol
Action Team and Glasgow Community Regeneration Fund.

The Programme won Best Practice Initiative of the Year and came runner-up in
the Education Initiative of the Year categories of the inaugural Herald Society
(newspaper) social care awards in 2008.

The AWTP lasts one year for a participant and there is an additional three
month period of aftercare support for all trainees who begin the training,
regardless of whether or not they complete the course.

The AWTP cost for 2007/08 was circa £231k. This equates to a cost per person
completing the programme of circa £13.5k and a cost per person into
employment of circa £15k.

Over the three years between 05 and 08, a total of 46 people started the
programme. Of these, 40 (87%) completed it and 35 (75%) went into
employment. Trainees’ views reported in an independent evaluation were very
positive, (Figure 9). People interviewed were positive about the AWTP.
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Figure 9. Views of trainees about the AWTP

Trainees felt that the AWTP was an excellent programme and made a big difference
to their lives.

Trainees were asked to rate the difference that the AWTP had made to them on a scale of 1
to 5 where 1 represented no difference and 5 represented a very large difference. The mean
score for year 2 trainees was 4.7 out of 5, and 7 trainees rated the benefit to them as 5 out

of 5.
as 5 out of 5.

Trainees were also asked to give the AWTP an overall score out of ten where 1 represented
poor and 10 represented excellent. The mean score was 9.3 out of 10, with half of the year 2
cohort awarding the programme top marks. This fell slightly in year 3 to 9.0 with 3 trainees
awarding 10 out of 10.

The quotes below were typical of the trainees’ views:

For year 3 trainees it was slightly higher at 4.8 and 8 trainees rated the benefit to them

“It helped very much to improve my self esteem.”

“Learning new skills, gaining a qualification and confidence &
self esteem, and also friends.”

“Opportunity training, practical work experience.”
“The support and the route back into an organised life.”

“The support was 'fantastic' — | am now in a full time job, |
believe | would not have done this without coming onto the
course.”

Source: Addiction Worker Training Programme Evaluation, Final Report, August 2008. FMR Research, for
Greater Glasgow & Clyde Drug Action Team

Benchmarking Employability Work

5.63
5.64

5.65

5.66

5.67

The AWTP aims to help trainees find employment as addiction workers.

Cost per person moving into employment of AWTP is circa £15k, (2007/08
figures) and over three years, 75% of people starting the programme have
moved into employment.

Cost per person involved in the three regional Ul projects is between £3.3k and
£7.7k and roughly between a total of 30—40 are involved at any one time in the
three regional projects looked at.

It is hard to find direct comparisons for these programmes, particularly the Ul
work because of its dual purpose — their unit costs are based on volunteers
involved, but they also deliver peer research reports. Some context for looking
at these figures is given below.

CAIR Scotland runs the ECLIPS Moving On service for the Tayside ADATS.
Most of its clients have already been involved in services to address
psychosocial issues and to help stabilise them i.e. they serve clients similar to
those involved in SDF’s AWTP and Ul groups. Year to date figures for 2008—09
as at 24 March 2009 were:

e Clients who came onto the ECLIPS programme during the year — 193
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e Clients who left the ECLIPS programme during the year to move onto
further education, training, employment or volunteering — 122 (63%)

e Budgetis £276,731
e Unit cost per person involved is £1,433
e Unit cost per person achieving a positive outcome is £2,268

5.68 SAMH runs a variety of programmes which aim to help people with mental
health problems and problem drug use to move onto employment, training or
education. Their costs per person involved range from £2,388 to £6,831.

5.69 SDF has provided benchmarking figures on the success of similar programmes
i.e. for former substance users wishing to work in social care. No costs are
given in the document. Employment rates for the projects, two in Scotland and
one in England, are between 68% and 85%.

Critical incidents training

5.70 The Critical Incidents Training programme has run since October 2004. The
training aims to inform people about what to do if they suspect that a person
has overdosed. Programmes are delivered to groups of drugs users, volunteers
in user involvement groups and carers. The programme consistently exceeds
its targets of training courses run, despite the targets being increased each
year from 25 in 2004/05 to 44 in 2007/08.

5.71 The total number of people directly trained in 2007/08 was 562, an increase of
75% on the previous year’s total. During 2007/08, nearly half the courses were
‘train the trainers’ with the intention that attendees on these courses would then
cascade the information to others. SDF estimates that around 1200 people
received cascaded information.

5.72 The Scottish Government funded the cost of this work: during 2007/08 it
totalled circa £62k. This gives a cost per person directly trained as £110.
Including those estimated to have received cascaded training, the cost per
person trained comes to £52.

5.73 There is no quantitative evidence of outcomes in this work i.e. numbers of lives
saved as a result of the training — such data would be impossibly hard to
obtain. However, the Critical Incidents Training officer at SDF reports two
known successful uses of the training and the work was viewed very positively
by interviewees with a number mentioning unprompted that they were sure it
will have saved lives.

Contribution to Policy

5.74 SDF contributes to policy via its involvement in a wide range of working groups
and also via responses to consultations. It has also been involved in Ministerial
meetings.

5.75 There is a split view from interviewees in this area. On the one hand
interviewees are very positive about the effectiveness of SDF’s contributions to
working groups, yet on the other hand, SDF’s effectiveness at influencing policy
making at national level is viewed negatively.
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5.76 Views from government, i.e. from the people who were responsible for
development of policy were negative. SDF contributions to ‘The Road to
Recovery’ consultation were felt by one stakeholder to be “over-simplistic”; by
another as “out of touch”. Speaking about a number of interactions with
Ministers and senior civil servants, another interviewee felt that “they always
said that that would need money, rather than e.g. take a more imaginative
approach about how to negotiate to do things differently or how to change
attitudes”. These views were echoed by responses from other, non-
governmental stakeholders in relation to the tone and content of responses to
consultations (see paragraphs 5.33 and 5.34 above.)

5.77 Views from others not directly involved in Scottish Government policy
development were positive. They saw that SDF was involved in a range of
working groups and so concluded that their involvement in development of
policy at top level, was also positive. This is a reasonable assumption to make
given that nearly all who worked with SDF staff on working groups saw their
effectiveness there as very positive. So to that extent SDF is effective, but
when it comes to detailed responses, both written and in bilateral Scottish
Government/SDF meetings on policy, the picture is more negative.

Conclusions and recommendations

Inputs and economy

5.78 The relatively high level of costs per employee reflects the high proportion of
staff at SDF on professional and manager grades and the fact that these salary
ranges appear more generous in relation to benchmarks than either the
Director’s or the administrative and support ranges. The relatively large gap
between the salary of the Director and Heads/Regional Manager could suggest
an over-reliance on the Director in the operation of SDF. The costs of premises
appear reasonable.

Outputs

5.79 SDF'’s delivery against targets overall seems reasonable, although targets were
not updated each year and could have been more stretching in some
instances. SDF’s delivery against targets in local Ul projects is not as good.

5.80 ‘Key strategic priorities’ are not translated into targets. This keeps them off the
twin radars of the annual review of activity and the annual report, meaning that
neither the Board, nor the Scottish Government, has a way of tracking progress
on them. However, mapping what has been delivered on specific targets
against the key strategic priorities does show that progress has been made on
six of the eight.

Outcomes and effectiveness

5.81 It is possible to come to some conclusions on SDF’s effectiveness by looking at
both delivery against target and stakeholder views.
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Aim 1 — supporting an improvement in the quality of all responses to drug use in
Scotland.

5.82 Training work is well regarded here, particularly the critical incident training
which is a clear strength and consistently exceeds targets.

5.83 Work to support communities to respond to drugs problems via e.g. ADATS,
community based groups and drugs forums shows a more mixed picture.
Performance against some targets here is unclear or not met, and no progress
is evident in the performance reports relating to the key strategic priority of
assisting the development of family focused services. More positively, this area
of work includes a training post funded by Scottish Government to provide
training and support to a range of family support and community groups
throughout the country, which has exceeded targets. Interviewees involved in
ADATs have mixed views about SDF’s effectiveness in their localities. Annex 3
on delivery gives a flavour of the patchy geographic coverage of this work. This
illustrates the almost impossible task SDF faces in achieving simultaneous
wider geographical coverage given its staff numbers and budgets.

5.84 User involvement work has been a traditional strength of SDF’s work, noted by
a number of interviewees. SDF’s delivery on local Ul targets is not good
however and ADAT funders of the work have mixed views of its effectiveness.

5.85 AWTP is seen as effective and its delivery hits targets. However see points
below (paragraphs 5.95 and 5.96) regarding cost-effectiveness.

5.86 Work with the criminal justice system is a key strategic priority. Yet a target
relating to it has been missed in each of the last two years. Nonetheless
interviewees from SPS rated their work with SDF positively.

5.87 SDF’s work on naloxone is viewed by interviewees as important and good.

Aim 2 — to improve the general level of understanding and awareness of drugs
issues among practitioners, drug users, their families and the wider community.

5.88 Interviewees commented frequently that it was necessary to get the users’
points of view heard in the media and it was generally felt that SDF had
responded well to media enquiries over a number of years. Media work hits its
targets, but there is concern that it is not proactive enough. This is reflected in
the mixed views of stakeholders. Are the proactive briefings targets too low?

5.89 Bulletin and seminar delivery both missed targets in the last two years.
Nonetheless, they are very much valued with both viewed very positively by
interviewees. They are a clear strength of SDF.

Aim 3 — to act as a forum to develop and promote common responses to issues of
concern and to represent SDF members.

5.90 Participation in working groups is viewed very positively and hit targets. It is a
strength of SDF.

5.91 Consultation responses provoked strong views. Some liked the tone of
particular SDF inputs, whilst others felt the tone and content of some were not
the most effective way to try to influence government. The challenge here is to
be effective in representing members’ views whilst at the same time
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understanding and responding to the constraints on what government is likely
to be able to do. There are choices here for the SDF Board to make in the tone
of their responses in the future and also in how inclusive of a diversity of views
they wish to make their responses.

5.92 Support for members’ networks appears to meet targets in terms of numbers,
but not in breadth of work: there appears to have been no support for agencies
working with young people.

Aim 4 — to develop SDF’s capacity in line with existing and new demands.

5.93 Targets here were all met although they were not stretching. Some views
questioned the effectiveness of managerial support to regionally based
workers.

Unit costs (i.e. efficiency) and cost-effectiveness

5.94 Unit costs of the Ul work vary widely, reflecting the different numbers of
volunteers involved in different groups. In the light of (a) benchmarking
information above, (b) a record of mixed delivery on regional Ul targets and (c)
mixed views expressed by ADAT interviewees, there is a strong case for a full
review of SDF’s Ul work: its purpose/s, costs, management support and
flexibility of approach.

5.95 Costs per person into employment from the AWTP look high in the context of
the benchmarking information available to us. Their success rate looks
comparable to other projects dealing with similar clients.

5.96 It may be a case of other services benefiting from economies of scale — SDF
has a very small operation in employability work compared to many other
providers. The limited benchmarking information on costs (see 4.7-4.8, above)
suggests that SDF and its funders might want to review its methodology and
costs to see what additional benefits may be generated as a consequence of
apparently higher unit costs and whether similar success rates could be
achieved at lower costs, by SDF or potentially by others.

Performance Management

5.97 Performance management is not as tight as it should be. Aims are linked to
specific outputs and targets, but priorities are not. This breaks the ‘golden
thread’ that links what SDF wants to achieve with how it will do it, and how it
will know if it has worked or not.

5.98 Targets do not appear to be systematically reviewed each year and whether
they have been achieved or not is unclear in some cases. The Board does not
receive a systematic report back on performance against the strategic plan. At
the time of writing (March 09), the mid year review of activity in 2008/09
required as a condition of the Section 16b funding from the Scottish
Government, had not been received.

5.99 In the light of increased pressure on funding, the emphasis on outcomes in
‘Road to Recovery’ and the findings of the Audit Scotland report, Drug and
Alcohol Services in Scotland, SDF, both staff and Board, and its major funders,
should improve performance management in future.
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Recommendations

R3

R4

R5

R6

R7

SDF should conduct a full review of its Ul work: its purpose/s, costs,
management support, risk assessment and flexibility of approach.

SDF and its AWTP funders should seek further benchmarks on costs and
outcomes for the AWTP; and use that information to help ensure that the
AWTP is as cost- effective as possible.

SDF should improve its performance management arrangements to ensure that
priorities are properly reflected in the strategic plan; that performance is
reviewed by the Board; that targets are appropriate and reviewed fully annually
and that performance achieved against targets is set out clearly.

SDF should increase the amount of proactive media work it undertakes. This
need not necessarily involve mainstream media. In general, SDF may want to
consider whether its use of its website and of online communication can be
expanded.

SDF should consider how to increase its effectiveness in contributing to policy.
This should include consideration of approach in both written and meeting
based opportunities.
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6 SDF’S FUTURE ROLE IN RELATION TO ‘THE ROAD TO

6.1

6.2

RECOVERY’

This section outlines the views of stakeholders external to SDF on the
organisation’s contribution to developing the drugs strategy and its role going
forward in the context of ‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy.

Interviewee views are included if there were six or more responses on an issue.
Figures in brackets refer to the number of stakeholders. Where a direct quote
from a stakeholder is included, the sector (in terms of the categories used in
the List of Stakeholders, Annex 3) to which the person who commented
belongs is noted.

Development of ‘The Road to Recovery’ Strategy

6.3

6.4

6.5
6.6

A total of 15 stakeholders commented specifically on SDF’s contribution to the
development of the current drugs strategy. It should be noted that the majority
of those who commented did so in terms of their approval or otherwise of the
content and manner of SDF’s input, rather than seeking to judge how much
influence it had exerted on the direction of policy.

The majority (9) of individual responses were generally positive:

“They did share comments and observations from members — | think
they made a decent contribution.” (Police stakeholder)

“They have long been arguing the need for an integrated approach:
working on the self-defined problems of the user in a holistic way, not
Just administering treatment. It was very helpful to get that view into the
system and it’s now reflected in the new strategy.” (NHS stakeholder)

‘I have never seen SDF as being anything other than constructive.”
(Police stakeholder)

“They engaged positively, raised concerns and made interesting points
about the state of the workforce.” (NHS stakeholder)

The remainder of the comments were mixed.

Stakeholders’ views in relation to SDF’s effectiveness in contributing
constructively to policy and in dealing with Ministers are covered in Contribution
to Policy, paragraphs 5.74 — 5.77 above.

Implementing ‘The Road to Recovery’

6.7

Once analysed, the average score for responses by 35 stakeholders to the
question on the implications of ‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy for SDF’s role
was mixed. Within this there was a spectrum of views from positive to negative
in relation to SDF’s potential to contribute to implementation. The biggest single
group of comments were mixed.
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Focus

6.8 General comments about SDF’s role going forward included the suggestion
(11) that it needs to reconsider and clarify its role, with a view to defining its
USP and/or making best use of its resources:

“The organisation may need to refocus on selected areas of drug use,
because the issues have perhaps gone beyond their capacity in the
organisation’s current form.” (SG stakeholder)

“SDF will need clarity re what its unique role is within the marketplace.”
(CJ stakeholder)

6.9 A tighter focus could also assist with the organisation’s need to be able to
demonstrate outcomes:

“They’re not clear on their purpose.... Should focus on 3—4 areas and
they should also be measured on outcomes.” (ADAT stakeholder)

Coverage

6.10 At the same time, some concerns were expressed about how comprehensively
SDF covers the whole of the drugs sector, or its geographical reach.

6.11 One theme was that the organisation’s perspective was too narrow, for
example it did not encompass children and families:

“They look at the user as a drug user rather than as a person in
society. They need to have contact with childcare services, health etc —
but they are siloed.” (SG stakeholder)

“They have a very narrow focus. SDF do not speak for family/children’s
services — e.q. the social worker whose caseload is packed with drug
related issues. Priorities should be all those who are significantly
affected — communities and families are vital to recovery.” (VCS drugs
stakeholder)

6.12 The challenges facing an umbrella organisation in linking in at local level across
the whole of Scotland were also mentioned in the context of the Concordat:

“The focus is now much more on the LA level. Therefore the task for
an umbrella organisation becomes quite complex in trying to
understand 32 different outcome agreements, especially in the context
of lighter touch reporting. It’'s more difficult to know where things are
going wrong on the ground — and harder to get that intelligence.” (VCS
[other] stakeholder)

ADPs

6.13 The issue of national coverage was raised as an implication of the new delivery
framework, with stakeholders — particularly, but not exclusively, ADAT
stakeholders — noting that the focus of delivery and accountability will be on the
Community Planning Partnerships and their Alcohol and Drugs Partnerships.
This raised questions as to SDF’s role in the new structures and how it can
stretch resources to be involved across the whole of Scotland.
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“They need to look at the structure and the practice of [working at local
level].... If SDF is to engage with local communities, they need to
engage with the substance forum in every area; there are
representatives of community groups, carers and providers on these. A
crucial group to engage with at local level.” (ADAT stakeholder)

6.14 Another theme was the changed ways of working that will be required by all
partners, including the adoption of more open and transparent ways of working
in partnership:

“SDF have contributed over the years. But they need assistance to
focus in the future and on how they operate. They need to be clearer in
terms of accountability, outcomes and transparency.” (ADAT
stakeholder)

6.15 There is an expectation that the new delivery framework will seek to bridge
historic divides between alcohol and drugs work:

“More and more joint work with alcohol will be needed, so more joint
work between AFS and SDF will be needed.” (ADAT stakeholder)

6.16 It may be that exploring closer partnership working and forms of collaborative
working could offer one option for SDF in seeking to cover the new structures
effectively.

Co-ordination

6.17 Some stakeholders suggested that a more strategic co-ordinating role could
usefully be carried out by SDF:

“They should tackle the current competitiveness in the sector. There is
a difference between collaboration and competition. We need to work
Smarter and better together. SDF could have a key role in working out
who could deliver and evaluating outcomes.” (VCS Drugs stakeholder)

‘A map of who does what would be helpful. We’re doing a similar
scoping exercise within criminal justice — who does what, and then look
for effective ways of working: therefore who’s best placed to offer what,
and get agreement on that. People will have to be prepared to give up
doing some things for the sake of greater effectiveness across the
board.” (CJ stakeholder)

6.18 There was also some support for the role of arbiter or ‘honest broker’ in relation
to disseminating good practice:

“They should see if they could become an honest broker of sharing
good practice. Maybe they do that through training but | don’t know.”
(VCS drugs stakeholder)

Recovery

6.19 In relation to recovery, a mental health stakeholder endorsed “with nuances
and caveats” the relevance of the principles of recovery as developed by
people with mental health problems to problem drug users. One of these
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6.20

6.21

6.22

6.23

caveats was that it has to evolve from the bottom up and cannot be imposed
from above.

A spectrum of views was expressed about ‘the recovery agenda’, from
suspicion that it represents a shift away from harm reduction, to the view that
‘what is striking and forgotten is that work in Scotland is progressive and
advanced.” The predominant tone was that “SDF has to emphasise the road
part of ‘The Road to Recovery”. (Academic stakeholder)

It was suggested by 8 stakeholders that SDF has an important role in bringing
forward examples which illustrate the great diversity in what recovery might
mean for different individuals in different contexts; and helping to temper
unrealistic expectations which could be held by people who are distant from the
realities of problem drug use.

“We need to be realistic and SDF can perhaps provide some balance
about what success might look like. E.g. guard against expecting that
everyone will be moving on to employment, especially now in the
situation we find ourselves in. Acknowledge that small steps could be
significant for people.” (Police stakeholder)

In the context of the recovery strategy, 9 stakeholders saw an important part for
SDF to play in challenging perceived public attitudes that demonise drug users.
This was an element of promoting change in the dominant culture. Undertaking
more proactive media work was seen as one way in which SDF could
contribute.

“One of the things that | think is missing is to inform a wider public
debate and engaging the media with that.” (VCS drugs stakeholder)

“They could do more to be the public voice, especially in a proactive
way. The Director is often quoted in response to negative headlines; |
would like to see SDF promoting the good things that are happening,
proactively.” (NHS stakeholder)

A great many respondents cited SDF’s role in representing the customer, or
user, in the development and implementation of ‘The Road to Recovery’ as
very relevant to the strategy: users’ feedback on successful interventions,
essentially what has helped or hindered them, is critical to a developing a way
forward that achieves better outcomes. The view from the mental health field is
that recovery is not just about services, but rather represents a different
paradigm in which service users are at the centre of driving cultural change.
The implications of the new strategy for the approach to user involvement are
explored in Section 7.

Services

6.24

There was significant support for SDF to be involved in driving up the quality of
services®.

° SDF has recently been awarded significant funding over 4 years by the Big Lottery Fund in order to
deliver a Quality Development Programme for Drug Services. Working with at least 120 services over
the life of the project, this will produce better quality services and improved partnership working.
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6.25

“My worry is that some services will respond to the different strategy by
saying that they are already doing it. SDF should challenge that view. It
is NOT the case that services are currently operating in accordance
with ‘The Road to Recovery’. The greatest threat to the strategy is if
services think they are already doing it.

The interpretation that ‘The Road to Recovery’ is all things to all people
is the greatest risk to it. If that view pervades there will be an important
role for SDF and others to ask, in more pointed way, what indeed is
different now.” (Academic stakeholder)

The NQS were seen as a tool in achieving this:

“The overarching priority must be NQS: | am not fussed what paths
people choose in accessing support but it is the good quality of the
service that is important. SDF need to have a national strategy on
quality and research who has implemented the standards. Research
has shown that quality is key to recovery.

‘Road to Recovery’ offers an opportunity to review and benchmark the
quality of services people receive. SDF should be involved in getting
services to think about how they achieve that.” (CJ stakeholder)

Independent voice and role as sector intermediary body

6.26

6.27

6.28

6.29

Several stakeholders (7) spoke of the importance of the continuation of an
independent sector voice being funded by Government and a maturity in that
relationship: on the one hand, an acceptance of the legitimacy of its occasional
role as a critic and on the other, SDF’s need to be “balanced, measured and
make an informed intervention”.

“I think it is very important that SDF or any equivalent body is able to
act independently. We have some of that. On a subject like drugs,
however, if SDF is performing well, there will be critics and that is part
of the nature of the beast.” (UK stakeholder)

Many stakeholders, including those from the voluntary, statutory and academic
sectors, value SDF’s contribution to policy development. SDF’s role as a critical
voice for the voluntary sector and service users in policy processes is cited
often in interview. One described this role as being able to “speak ftruth to
power”. (UK stakeholder)

Nine stakeholders specifically talked about the role of a sector intermediary
body. The challenge of being able to link in at local level was raised again in
this context, with the suggestion that consideration of new ways of working in
collaboration with other voluntary sector bodies would need to be considered.

It was noted that there can be tensions for an intermediary body between
seeking to be fully representative of the range of members’ views and the need
to put forward a strong message. A Scottish Government stakeholder
commented that the drugs sector could be “a minefield” with various tensions
and people taking different positions and that “SDF do have a difficult task to
walk through that minefield and be credible both to the grassroots and officials
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in the Scofttish Government. | think sometimes our expectations of
organisations are too high.”

Conclusions and recommendations

6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

6.34

Stakeholders confirm the value of having an intermediary body for the drugs
sector and place particular importance on its ability to be a voice which is
independent of government.

It is one of the organisation’s strengths that SDF is recognised as having
championed a focus on the need for drug use to be considered in its broader
social context.

More proactive media work has been recommended following the findings of
the value for money analysis. There is support for more proactive media work
especially to counter prominent voices putting forward a different message.
This could add a further dimension to SDF’s role in promoting attitude change
and tackling stigma.

There are particular challenges for national umbrella organisations in
responding to the greater emphasis on the local level in planning,
commissioning and performance management. The co-ordination and
information functions become increasingly important for their memberships and
sectors. New ways of working and greater use of up to date communication
tools may be required in order to carry these out effectively and efficiently. SDF
has already on occasion employed Survey Monkey for consulting its members,
and it may want to consider whether use of its website and online
communication can be expanded. This has already been touched upon in
Recommendation 6.

There are concerns about the quality of services in the sector and how service
improvement can be driven. There is a suggestion that SDF could play a role
through a more strategic co-ordination function to assist this. The place of user
involvement in service improvement is discussed in the next section.

Recommendations

R8

R9

SDF should maintain its focus on the need for drug use to be considered in its
broader social context and ensure that it is reflected going forward. SDF also
has an important function in providing space for discussion on continued
development and implementation of ‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy and in
setting out examples that illustrate the diversity of what recovery can mean in
the lives of individuals.

Feedback from stakeholders suggests this is an appropriate time for SDF to
review its role and specific locus in relation to the new drugs strategy; and
indeed that such a review may be essential in the context of changes in its
operating environment.

e These changes relate not only to ‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy but also
to the new delivery framework, the Concordat and the new financial setting.
SDF will need to consider how it can respond in order to operate most
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effectively as a national organisation which requires to be involved at local
level. SDF should review its work at local level via e.g. ADATs, community
groups and drugs forums and define what its core business is.

This review should also include consideration of organisational structure
and staff responsibilities; the rationale for prioritising greater involvement in
some areas than others, and how this will be kept under review;
opportunities for increased reach through formal or informal partnership
working with voluntary sector drugs and alcohol organisations.
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7 SDF’S FUTURE ROLE IN USER INVOLVEMENT

Introduction

7.1 An evaluation of SDF’s engagement with users was identified as one of the key
issues for closer scrutiny in the review. It is the subject of particular
consideration because of the views expressed by stakeholders that this is a
‘unique selling point’ of SDF and because of the importance of the role in the
new policy and structural environment.

7.2 This section considers the implications of review evidence gathered for SDF’s
future role in this area.

7.3 SDF’s user involvement work sits primarily under its first strategic aim “to
support an improvement in the quality of all responses to drug use in Scotland”,
whilst also informing the other strategic aims. The objectives under the first
strategic aim are:

e To support the empowerment of communities to respond to drug problems

e To ensure that service providers and policymakers are fully aware of the
interests and concerns of those affected by drug use

e To assist the development of high quality services

e To promote service development/service changes to meet unrealised
human and social potential of people with drug problems

e To undertake research and audits which assist in improving the response to
drug use.

SDF’s Ul model

7.4 SDF’s Ul model is outlined in an article written by the Director and West of
Scotland Manager of SDF, published in 2008™°. It describes the development of
a model “that focused extensively on peer/social research”. The key overall aim
of the SDF Ul model is to aid an improvement in the quality of specialist drug
services.

“The work involves undertaking peer surveys, presenting findings to
relevant authorities and then seeking service changes.

Focus groups are also held to gain more in-depth feedback from
service users, often following individual interviews.”

7.5 The benefits of the model cited include greater honesty from survey
respondents, since both the interviewers and interviewees are current or former
drug users; and the opportunity for the group of users conducting the surveys
to quickly develop a representative overview, rather than an individual
perspective, of issues facing problem drug users. SDF reports that this model

"% Liddell, D. and Brand, B. ‘Developing a model of user involvement in social research in Scotland’, in
Anker, J. (ed.) et al, Empowerment and Self-organisation of Drug Users, Amsterdam, Correlation
Network.
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7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

has provided a focus and direction for its Ul work which assists in the
maintenance of active groups.

One of the weaknesses in the model acknowledged in the article is that “there
is no certainty that planners and/or providers will respond positively to the
survey findings”.

Other strands of work undertaken by SDF Ul volunteers include seminar
presentations, focus group work, user representation on working groups and
input to service planning process at local level.

SDF has a User Involvement Volunteer Handbook which provides guidelines
for volunteers on:

e SDF purpose and value

e SDF Ul model

e Joining the Ul Group: eligibility criteria
e Group activities

¢ Roles and responsibilities

o Policies

The policies cited are Volunteer Policy (which in practice is covered by the
Volunteer Handbook since it is only in its Ul groups that SDF uses volunteers);
Disclosure Scotland Policy; Complaints Policy and Insurance Policy. The
review team has received copies of the following:

e Policy on Protecting Vulnerable People
e Policy on the Recruitment of Ex Offenders

e Policy on Secure Handling, Use, Storage & Retention of Disclosure
Information

It was confirmed with the Director and Head of Business, Finance and
Administration that SDF has not carried out a formal performance review of its
Ul work.

Evidence from stakeholders (paragraphs 5.37 and 5.43) suggests that in 2
locations (Glasgow and Perth & Kinross), SDF’s user involvement work has
developed in somewhat different ways in different locations, in line with the
specification of local commissioners.

Research findings

The central role of people with drug problems in the recovery strategy

712

‘The Road to Recovery’ describes recovery as ‘an aspirational, person-centred
process’, which incorporates the principle that ‘recovery is most effective when
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service users’ needs and aspirations are placed at the centre of their care and
treatment’."!

7.13 It was emphasised by stakeholders with experience of the recovery approach in
the mental health field that this requires a fundamental shift in thinking,
whereby the emphasis goes beyond the individual in the context of treatment or
a service, to encompass the individual in their social setting:

“‘Recovery takes place in communities, and in families. Therefore you
need to look more widely, at transport, employment, access to kids,
public attitudes etc.” (VCS [other] stakeholder)

7.14 The focus is not solely on the individual but also includes the collective
empowerment of people with mental health problems to influence strategic
planning, commissioning and the way in which services are organised and
provided; and their involvement in challenging public preconceptions about
mental illness. There is a strong emphasis on gathering evidence on what
elements have been shown to help or hinder the recovery of individuals and on
peer support.

Benchmarks
SAMH

7.15 SAMH has a clear policy that people who use its services are at the heart of
everything it does. Its formal User Involvement Strategy is currently under
review, as is the organisation’s corporate strategy for 2007-10, following the
recent appointment of a new Chief Executive. The corporate vision, values and
mission reflect a rights-based approach.

7.16 The majority of SAMH staff are involved in service provision. In addition to Ul in
each of its local services, some regional Ul work is undertaken. A national user
group meets quarterly, with a morning workshop facilitated by staff from
SAMH’s Centre for Research, Influence and Change in order to draw up an
agenda and plan the formal afternoon meeting with the Chair of the Board of
Management and Executive Management Team.

7.17 In the role of a sector intermediary body, the Centre — which comprises a
Director plus 4 staff — does a limited but increasing amount of capacity-building
work with other service providers to support the development of Ul. Staff speak
at conferences and seminars about the challenges and successes of Ul work.

7.18 There is a constant attempt to be creative and imaginative in finding means of
giving service users direct impact onto how campaigning, influencing and policy
work is undertaken. A current example in respect of policy work is an online
questionnaire to inform SAMH’s response to the consultation on smoking in
psychiatric hospitals.

7.19 SAMH is developing peer evaluation as a useful adjunct to direct service user
involvement. It is also in the process of developing a model of participatory
action research, under the banner of work on social networks ‘A World to
Belong To'.

" Scottish Government ‘The Road to Recovery’ 2008 p23
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Dundee Substance Forum

7.20 There is a service user Task Group model as part of the Substance Forum in

7.21

7.22

Dundee. The work is overseen by the substance forum management group and
CAIR Scotland plays a lead role in the task group and hosts the co-ordinator for
the work. This is an additional level to the requirement for services to integrate
Ul into their operations. It provides a route for a group of users linking into the
Forum and to the ADATSs in the area.

Recognising the concern that users of a particular service may not feel able to
be frank in their feedback where it is organised at service level, this model aims
to enable user input that is independent from individual services, but also
emanates from users who have personal experience of the local Substance
Misuse Pathway components. Task groups of users are set up to carry out
specific tasks, which include conducting questionnaires. This means they are
fluid and change, so keep getting fresh service users involved — avoiding the
creation of a small group of users who continually represent the voice of the
user across the board.

Where a Ul task group is to conduct a survey, it is involved in design of the
questionnaire.

Factors that promote and hinder User Involvement in services

7.23

7.24

7.25

In England it has been a statutory requirement since 2003 that all providers of
state funded health and social care services involve service users. In light of
this, academic research was commissioned by the Department of Health to
look at evidence to support Ul as a means to improve service quality.'? It
looked at involvement of service users in planning, commissioning and delivery
at Drug Action Team level using a number of methods, including a survey of
service commissioners, providers and users.

The research team noted wide ranging views amongst respondents about the
rationale for Ul and its objectives, and varying opinions about the effectiveness
of various methods. Nonetheless there was a comprehensive
acknowledgement that Ul “‘was here to stay” and in the main it was viewed as
‘having potential to enhance service development and increase efficiency and
cost effectiveness”.

The authors stress that they found “multiple interconnected cultural,
organisation and individual variables” influencing Ul. They conclude that it was
not possible to identify a single best practice model.

'2'S Patterson, M Crawford, T Weaver, et al “User involvement in efforts to improve the quality of drug
misuse services: factors that promote and hinder successful working”: Executive Summary
Department of Health, March 2007
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Key factors hindering Ul included:

e Central policy does not link Ul to other strategic objectives. This resulted in the
perception that Ul is ‘extra work’ rather than a core component of all service
development activity

e Complex and non-coterminous organisational structures and unclear

responsibility for implementation of Ul

Lack of dedicated resources

Lack of strategic Ul planning at DAT and service levels

Limited awareness about Ul among service users

Limited number of users seeking to participate formally in existing Ul

structures.

Ul was seen to be promoted by:

e Strong policy with clear objectives supported by guidelines providing a robust
yet flexible framework for participation

e Open organisational cultures in which the user experience of receiving
services was recognised as valuable to service development

e Leadership of Ul at all levels supported by commitment and dedicated
resources

e Use of multiple mechanisms for Ul as part of a strategic approach with clearly
defined objectives

e Motivated users who were enabled to meet their goals for involvement,
including giving back to society, improving services for others and self-
development

e Promotion of Ul as a right and opportunities for participation.

Source: S Patterson, M Crawford, T Weaver et al “User involvement in efforts to improve the quality of drug
misuse services: factors that promote and hinder successful working”: Executive Summary, Department
of Health, March 2007

Stakeholder views on SDF’s future role

7.26 The overall view across the 25 stakeholder responses on SDF’s future role in
Ul and enabling users to have a say in planning and delivery is positive. This is
in line with the positive rating for SDF’s work on Ul to date and the frequency
with which SDF’s pioneering work on Ul was cited by stakeholders as a
strength.

Model and approaches

7.27 Within this however, a majority (13) expressed a concern about the currency
and flexibility of SDF’s Ul model and/or the need for SDF to review and clarify
how and why it undertakes Ul work. The new strategy was felt by some
stakeholders to cast Ul in a different light:

“There are implications for Ul work. The recovery network will be led by
ex-users. ‘Road to Recovery’ will bring in a dimension of Ul led
initiatives generally. There are implications for SDF in that.” (ADAT
stakeholder)

Embedding Ul in services

7.28 Several stakeholders feel that there is a need to move forward with user
engagement and that it needs to be core to all drug services. Some
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7.29

interviewees suggested that SDF should have a role in supporting services in
developing their Ul, whilst others had reservations about SDF’s past
performance in supporting this approach to Ul. An academic stakeholder
commented:

“The only way they can continue to exist is to make it clear who they
are providing a service to: they need to decide that they will help
service providers to set up service user involvement. It needs to be a
service provider response to user involvement and the longer someone
else does it, the less service providers will. They need a proper service
spec saying that they are there to support providers.

Everything that they say should place service users at the heart of it. It
is about giving service users a voice.”

Another suggestion was that the new Alcohol and Drug Partnerships should be
given a statutory duty to report on the level and quality of their user
involvement; and SDF should consider concentrating on areas where Ul was
not yet embedded.

“...the world has moved on and that SDF’s traditional model is not
universally applicable. But Ul is very patchy across the ADATs. In
some areas, people have taken it on board, very willing to involve
users and users are an accepted part of the set up. But | think there is
a valuable role for SDF in areas where Ul is poor or patchy.” (NHS
stakeholder)

Scope and coverage
7.30 Eleven respondents had worries about SDF’s capacity to comprehensively

7.31

cover all sections of the drug using population across all of Scotland, including
carers, people not in treatment, women, young people etc. In some cases this
doubt was a reflection of SDF’s perceived focus on some sections of the
population rather than others.

The new delivery framework was a particular concern i.e. whether SDF could,
or should, attempt to operate across 32 local partnerships. One stakeholder
commented that it need not be SDF in every case representing the sector and
that this role could be undertaken by a voluntary sector provider. The
suggestion in paragraph 7.29 of a targeted role for SDF to promote Ul in areas
where it is weak might offer a way to resolve this challenge.

User views on SDF role

7.32 Volunteers expressed an interest in deeper involvement in the research

process. To date, most analysis has been done by SDF staff. As volunteers get
more experienced and are offered more opportunities for development, they
could do more of that. They felt it might be good practice to aim for that as
standard. They would also be interested in doing more running of groups and
training others to do the research. They felt that ideally they would be self-
sufficient, but with the structure of SDF providing support and respectability.
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Conclusions

7.33

SDF is recognised as a pioneer in Ul work in the drugs sector and its
experience in this area is regarded as a strength. The value of the peer
evaluation model is recognised. At the same time, there is demand for more
flexibility of approach.

‘The Road to Recovery’ strategy and recovery model set a new context for
Ul. There may be valuable lessons which can be applied from the role of
users within the mental health recovery approach. Alcohol and Drug
Partnerships will strengthen local accountability and are likely to require
evidence of the involvement of service users from service providers, as well
as input from users and carers at local level into planning and
commissioning.

User involvement at service level is a critical component in driving
improvement in services and monitoring National Quality Standards. This
presents an opportunity for SDF to build on its experience and expertise by
supporting service providers to embed user feedback within service
provision e.g. through training, facilitation and the development of toolkits.

Academic research evidence suggests no single best practice model and
the need for flexibility in approaches. Stakeholder feedback underlines the
need to review the traditional SDF Ul model and consider adopting a range
of approaches.

Some concern was expressed that ‘peer research’ is a misnomer and could
undermine credibility in some quarters.

It is recommended (see Recommendation R3, above, p.47) as a conclusion
of the VFM assessment that SDF would benefit from a full review of its Ul
work. That recommendation is reinforced by stakeholder views on SDF’s
work with users and carers going forward.
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ANNEX 1. RATIONALE FOR METHODOLOGY

The following chart illustrates an overview of the research methodology and how it relates to
the objectives of the Review of the Scottish Drugs Forum:

Objectives Methods

e examine the performance of o Review the purposes of the different funding

SDF in providing value for
money in relation to all
funding sources with a
particular focus upon the
funding made available by the
Scottish Government both to
support its core activities and
specific projects/initiatives
taken forward over the last 5
years, including an
examination of the
effectiveness of service user
involvement in terms of what
SDF was funded to deliver.

streams — what does each aim to achieve?

¢ In light of these objectives, work out what input,
output and outcome data is needed to come to
conclusions on the 3 Es of vim'®.

e Collect data for core activities and specific
projects/initiatives — using desk research and
stakeholder interviews to gain perceptions of
how effective SDF is in different activities, and
why.

o Review service user involvement against good
practice and assess the use made of the outputs
of that involvement.

assess SDF’s short and long
term strategic planning
processes...

o Review the “Golden Thread” to check that long
term strategic objectives are translated into short
term operational targets which are then
implemented, monitored and reviewed.

e Review processes to check involvement of
stakeholders is both appropriate and well
managed.

its performance in, and
contribution to, developing the
drugs strategy;...

o Establish Scottish Government’s expectations of
the role of SDF was to play in development of
strategy and measure performance against
these using primarily stakeholder interviews.

3 3E: economy = cost per input; efficiency = cost per output and/or inputs per output; effectiveness =
whether outputs lead to policy objectives; cost-effectiveness = the cost per outcome achieved.
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Objectives

Methods

....its future role in
supporting the
implementation of the
recovery focused strategy
and the central role of
those with drug problems
(e.g. the role of SDF in
promoting service user
involvement).

Consider all conclusions of this review, including
on value for money; planning processes; and
performance in relation to the drugs strategy
and, then, in the light of those, conclude on the
likely efficiency and effectiveness of SDF’s
future role in the implementation of the new
strategy, and in particular its ability to promote a
shift in the role of service users.

assess the effectiveness
of SDF’s standing
financial instructions,
internal and external
audit; staff and
partnership
arrangements.

Review documentation and assess against
acknowledged best practice

Review against Good Governance Standard
(Langlands 2004)

identify key strengths,
which can be built upon,
and propose solutions to
any weaknesses which
need to be addressed;
value for money (VFM) for
funders and key
stakeholders and cost-
effectiveness being a key
feature.

Key S&W identified in overview assessment
following initial data collection

Key S&W analyses in context of follow up with
stakeholders and benchmark organisation
Recommendations to address weaknesses will
be developed based on analyses above and &
tested with client
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ANNEX 2. LIST OF DOCUMENTS USED IN THE RESEARCH

Audit Scotland (2009) Drug and Alcohol Services in Scotland, prepared for the Auditor
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Report, Scottish Executive
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Fischer, J, Jenkins, N., Bloor, M. et al (2007) Drug user involvement in treatment decisions,
Joseph Rowntree Foundation

FMR Research (2008) Addiction Worker Training Programme Evaluation Final Report,
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Partnership Drugs Initiative, Scottish Executive Substance Misuse Research Programme
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NHS National Treatment Agency for Substance Misuse (2004) Making a Difference to Drug
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the quality of drug misuse services: factors that promote and hinder successful working,
Executive Summary, Department of Health

RPS Planning and Development (2008) Glasgow Addictions Programme Evaluation Final
Report, prepared for Glasgow Community Planning Ltd

Scotland’s Futures Forum (2008) Approaches to Alcohol and Drugs in Scotland: A Question
of Architecture

Scottish Association for Mental Health Corporate Strategy 2007-2010

Scottish Association for Mental Health Annual Appraisal documentation

Scottish Association for Mental Health (2007) Evaluation of Recovery Approach Report
Scottish Association for Mental Health (2008) Members’ Briefings July and October
Scottish Association for Mental Health (2008) Members’ Briefing January

Scottish Executive (2004) Effective Interventions Unit Advocacy for Drug Users: A Guide

Scottish Executive (2005) Scottish Advisory Committee on Drug Misuse (SACDM) Working
Group on Drug Related Deaths: Report and Recommendations
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/57346/0016467.pdf

Scottish Executive (2006) National Quality Standards for Substance Misuse Services

Scottish Government (2007) Report of the Stocktake of Alcohol and Drug Action Teams
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/180389/0051267.pdf

Scottish Government (2008) Reducing Drug Users’ Risk of Overdose
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Scottish Government (2008) Response to the Scottish Advisory Committee on Drug Misuse
— Essential Care Working Group Report

Scottish Government (2008) The Road to Recovery: a New Approach to Tackling Scotland’s
Drug Problem

Scottish Government (2009) Alcohol and Drugs Delivery Reform Group — Final Report to
Ministers

Scottish Government (2009) Scrutiny Improvement: Government Response to Action Group
Reports
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Government/PublicServiceReform/IndependentReviewof
Reg/Response

Social Work Inspection Agency (2007) Multi-Agency Inspection: Substance Misuse Services
in Grampian

Wallace, K. (2008) Service user involvement: the case of asylum seekers and social care
services in Glasgow - First Year Update, SG Social Research, Research Findings,
Knowledge Transfer Publication Series

SDF Documents

Addiction Worker Training Project in the Wider Context (Undated)

Agenda and Minutes for meetings of SDF Board of Directors 16 January, 10 March, 18 June,
and 29 October 2008; 14 January 2009

Agenda and Minutes for meetings of SDF Finance and General Purposes Committee 13
February. 07 May, 13 August, 05 November 2008

Annual Reports 2003/04, 2004/05, 2005/06, 2006/07, 2007/08

Annual Reports on Critical Incidents Training 2004/05, 2005/06, 2006/07, 2008/09; and
Scottish Government comments on Report 2008-09

Application to HMRC (Grant-in-Aid funding for Third Sector organisations) for support for
Financial Inclusion Project 2009-12

Application to Scottish Executive (Section 16b) for Core Funding 2006—2009
Application to Scottish Executive (Section 16b) for Core Funding 2009-2012

Applications x 2 to the Scottish Government (Hepatitis C Action Plan for Scotland phase II)
for funding 2009-11

Appraisal Process documentation

Briefing Paper for AWTP 2008/09 Graduation Ceremony, Jan 09

Greater Glasgow & Clyde User Involvement Development Officer Budget Final 2008—-10
Key Policy Impacts 2004—09: document prepared for review team April 2009

Notes submitted by SDF Director in response to Review Team’s First Interim Report
Notes submitted by SDF Director in response to Review Team’s Second Interim Report
Policy on Protecting Vulnerable People

Policy on the Recruitment of Ex Offenders

Policy on Secure Handling, Use, Storage & Retention of Disclosure Information

Proposal to Alcohol and Drug Action Teams (Greater Glasgow & Clyde Health Board) for
additional funding to support the Addiction Worker Training Project October 2008
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Proposal to Big Lottery Fund Investing in Communities for funding 2009-14 to support a
Scottish Quality Improvement Programme for Drug Services

Proposal to Lloyds TSB Foundation Investing in Ideas for funding 2009-12 to support a
Scottish Quality Improvement Programme for Drug Services

Report and Financial Statements for the Years Ended 31 March 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007 and
2008

Review of activity (reports for Scottish Government) 2005/06, 2006/07, 2007/08; Scottish
Government comments on 2007/08 Report and SDF response to those comments

Six monthly progress report to Glasgow Community Planning Ltd on use of Fairer Scotland
Fund monies for AWTP, Oct 08

Strategic Plan 2002—-2005
Strategic Plan 2006—2009

Towards a New Scottish Drugs Strategy .... Views from the Scottish Drugs Forum
Membership 2008

User Involvement Volunteer Handbook 2004

SDF/AFS Service User Involvement Partnership

Draft Service User Involvement Partnership Workplan 2008-2009, May 2008

Progress Update on the Service User Involvement Partnership (GG&C) for Glasgow City
Planning and Implementation Group on Alcohol and Drugs, Dec 08

SDF/Glasgow City Council April 2008 Letter of Agreement relative to posts of Development
Manager and User Involvement Development Officer

Service User Involvement Partnership (Greater Glasgow & Clyde), Draft Statement of Intent,
June 2008

SDF Highland User Involvement

Highland Involvement Group Annual Reports, 2007, 2008
Highland Involvement Group Impact Summary, Oct 2008
Highland Involvement Group Quarterly Reports, Mar 2008, Jun 2008, Sep 2008

National Opportunities Fund Annual Monitoring Report for Highland Involvement Group,
2006, 2007, Feb 2008, Oct 2008

National Opportunities Fund GMO02 (application for funding) for Highland Involvement Group,
2006, 2007, 2008

SDF Lanarkshire User Involvement

Big Lottery Fund Annual Monitoring Report Oct 2008
Big Lottery Fund GMO2 (application for funding) Oct 2007
Lanarkshire Involvement Group Annual Report 2008

Schedule referred to in the foregoing Conditions of Grant by South Lanarkshire Council in
favour of Scottish Drugs Forum dated 20™ March 2007

SDF/South Lanarkshire council — Draft SLA User Involvement, April 2007
SDF/South Lanarkshire Council — Schedule of Grant Award, 2007
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SDF Perth & Kinross User Involvement

NHS Tayside/Perth & Kinross Council, Draft Summary, Substance Misuse Integrated
Services Strategy, 2008-2011

Perth & Kinross Alcohol and Drug Forum Action Plan 2008/09
Perth & Kinross Drug and Alcohol Team Welcome Pack, Jan 2009

Perth & Kinross Joint Planning Substance Misuse — Integrated Services Strategy 2008—
2011, Implementation Group Action Plan, Lead Officer — Summary Progress Report, Feb
2009

Perth & Kinross User and Carer Involvement Proposal April 2008
Perth & Kinross User Involvement Group, Impact Report, April 2008
Perth & Kinross User Involvement Project Information Sheets

SDF/Perth & Kinross Council — Housing & Community Care Service Level Agreement, for
Alcohol & Drug Service User Involvement Alcohol & Drug Carer Involvement for Jun 2008—
Jun 2009

Service Users’ Point Of View of Perth & Kinross Users Involvement Group, Aug 2008
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ANNEX 4. INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR STAKEHOLDER SURVEY

Tool for semi-structured interviews
1. Introduction

Semi-structured interviews are conducted with a fairly open framework which allows
for focused, conversational, two-way information.

Below is a list of suggested areas which could be covered with stakeholders, tailored
appropriately to the individual interviewee.

These form a broad initial topic guide which may be amended as issues emerge.
Some questions are set out below for guidance; however it's not expected that all
questions are designed and phrased ahead of time. A number will be created during
the interview, allowing both the interviewer and the stakeholder being interviewed the
flexibility to probe for details or discuss issues.

2. Informed consent

A copy of the attached information sheet will be given to each interviewee. The
researcher will talk it through with her/him and draw attention to the nature of the
confidentiality of the research and its future publication. She will give the interviewee
the opportunity to ask any questions. Before commencing the interview the
researcher will confirm the interviewee’s agreement to participate on basis outlined
in the information sheet.

3. Topic guide
e Interviewee’s contact with SDF — nature and over what time period.

e SDF performance and impact
o View of key contributions/strengths and weakness over last 4 years
o View of priorities going forward: any changes needed and particularly
opportunities/challenges for SDF in context of recovery approach

o Effectiveness of SDF in the following roles:
Representing sector & membership

Quality of services/NQS

Training

User engagement

Services to members

Dissemination of information to key stakeholders

O O O O O O

e SDF structure & coverage
e SDF relationship management

o With stakeholders, SG, ADATS, frontline services etc
o Communication with the sector and with the wider community
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e SDF self-evaluation and performance management
e Governance & risk management

¢ VFM & financial procedures

4. Possible questions

General questions
Establish name and job title of interviewee

Ask about their contact and relationship with SDF — over what time period? What
nature & frequency of contact?

Stress need to respond based on direct evidence of particular area.
Ask their view of the “drugs sector” and the current state of play/morale

Performance and impact
Where does SDF fit into the sector?

What have been the major successes of SDF? Have there been any particular
challenges or weaknesses?

What do you see as SDF’s strategic priorities? How are these affected by the
recovery policy?

SDF’s strategic priorities for 2006-09 — which of these do you see as the most
important?

SDF’s aims for 2006-09 — which of these do you see as the most important?
To what extent has SDF had an impact on problem drug use in Scotland?
Are there issues which still need tackling by SDF and, if so, what are they?

Effectiveness of SDF roles:

Contribution to policy

Representing sector & membership
Quality of services/NQS

Training

User engagement

Services to members

O O O O O O

Which are relevant to interviewee/does s/he come into contact with these?
Should SDF have a particular focus on any of these and, if so, why?
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Structure & coverage

Does SDF cover the whole of Scotland effectively? Should it, or should it focus on
particular areas and what should the criteria for selection be? Does it cover the
different equalities groups effectively?

Self-evaluation and performance management

Does SDF consistently monitor its performance against its business plan and
objectives set by funding bodies? How does it so this? Are there any areas where
change/improvement is needed?

Questions for Staff
e How effective is SDF’s human resources management?
e Do staff have individual targets, in line with the overall targets of the
organisation? Are staff regularly supervised and appraised?
If so, how are the results of supervision and appraisal used/implemented?
Are there any areas where improvement/change is needed?
Is there a formal induction process?
Are training needs clearly identified in management and supervision and acted
upon?

Questions for Funders
e What information do you receive from SDF?
e Are you able to tell from that if your funding objectives are being met or not?
e Any other points about performance reports to you?

Governance & risk management
Is the SDF Board clear about its functions? Is there a clear divide between the
strategic role of the Board and the executive functions of the Management team?

Do the Board and Management Team of SDF take informed, transparent decisions
and manage risk?

Is there an effective risk management system in operation?
Do the Board have the skills, knowledge and experience they need to perform well?

What training needs audits and capacity building are carried out with members of the
Board to ensure its members can comply with their strategic role?

Questions for members:
e How are you involved/informed/consulted re SDF’s plans?
e Do you feel SDF represent the views of the membership effectively?
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VFM & financial procedures
This is a separate specialist section but some of the questions below may be
incorporated into the general stakeholder interviews.

For SDF

How do business plan objectives feed through to financial projections?

How are objectives monitored and what information is collected to assist monitoring?
How often are the financials reviewed by (a) Management & (b) the Board?

How are new business ideas (investments) decided on and approved?

Is there a formal investment appraisal process — provide examples?

Is there a formal evaluation process to review investments?

Is there a Risk Register?

How is RR used - Who compiles it? Who looks at it? How does it influence day-to-
day management of the business?

How are budgets managed? How often are forecasts updated? How often does the
Board review financials and feed back comments to management?

How does the Board discuss the risks of being relatively dependent on the SG for its
funding?

For SG

How is SDF VFM assessed ex ante — Does internal approval process include a
formal VFM analysis?

How often do you receive management information from SDF?

Does SDF send data on their performance against funding objectives?

Do you see the SDF Risk Register to help understand the risks associated with SG
funding?

Do you require SDF to raise additional funds on the back of your core funding?
How do you determine which non-core funded projects should be funded?

Are there any non-core projects you have declined to fund?

For Auditors

Is the Board aware of its financial responsibilities?

Does the Board formally review the RR?

Does the Board discuss its relatively high dependency on the SG for its funding?
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Appendix
Review of the Scottish Drugs Forum

Information for people interviewed as part of the stakeholder survey

The Scottish Government has appointed the Saren Dixon Partnership to undertake
an independent review of the Scottish Drugs Forum (SDF). Jane Saren, Diane
Dixon, Lesley Bloomer and Jo Armstrong are the consultants undertaking this piece
of work and they will produce a final report at the end of April 2009. The Scottish
Drugs Forum is co-operating and participating fully in this review

The review has two areas of specific focus: SDF’s performance in providing value for
money in relation to the funding provided by the Scottish Government period 2004 -
2008; and an assessment of how the organisation is placed to contribute to the
implementation of the new approach set out in the new drug strategy “The Road to
Recovery”. The consultants will also address the effectiveness of financial controls
including internal and external audit.

Part of the work involves a stakeholder survey and you have been identified as a key
participant in this. The survey is considered an important part of the research: the
views and experiences it collects will be used to inform the final research report and
recommendations.

All information given in an interview may be used in the final research report; it will
not however be attributed to a named individual. The list of participants will be
included in the report. All participants will be alerted to the report's publication on the
Scottish Government website.

Before the conclusion of the interview, you’ll be given the chance to add any further
comments that you feel are relevant to the review.

Do please take the opportunity to ask any questions of the researcher before the
interview commences. At the start, she will ask you to confirm that:
e you have read this information sheet
e are satisfied that you have received enough information and satisfactory
answers to any questions that you have raised about the conditions of
participation in the study
e and you agree to participate in the survey.
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ANNEX 5. CODES FOR ANALYSIS OF STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

Codes 1-34 are the “outputs” listed in SDF’s Strategic Plan 06-09.

Codes for

numbers 8, 11 and 15 were merged into a single category. Codes 35-46 reflected

requirements from the research specification for the review of SDF.

©CooNoOoOR~WN =

10.
11.
12.

13. Work with DTTOs and SPS to support service improvements

Deliver training to community groups/drug forums etc

Capacity building of community groups
Critical Incidents training to users & carers

Work with DAATSs to support effective community engagement
Work with drug forums to support effective community engagement
Work with CPPs to ensure appropriate response to drug issues
Promote Treatment & Care Services partnerships within their local

Support and develop Ul groups

Deliver user & carer inputs to planning structures
Deliver training to drug services (non-statutory)
Ul surveys

Capacity building with services

communities

14. Promote the development of employability services for people with drug
problems
Support Ul and community surveys and deliver specific commissioned research

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

Publish bulletin
Publish VSN
Provide information service

Provide database of treatment & care services, via website & printed form

Provide database of employability services via website

Provide & develop website

Undertake a range of work with the media

Deliver seminars

Participate in Govt Working Groups/steering groups
Work with SADAAT re policy development

Deliver consultations with membership

Support member networks

Develop funding proposals in line with strategic plan
Deliver effective financial control

Deliver support/supervision and appraisals

Assist the development of high quality services
Ensure effective ongoing strategic planning

Ensure effective corporate governance

Ensure effective staff management and support
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Generally and going forward

35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

Contribution to developing the drugs strategy

Future role in supporting implementation of Road to Recovery

Future role in Ul and enabling users’ say in service planning & delivery
Role in influencing policy making at national level

Role in influencing policy making at local level

Membership including communications, relationships and support
Organisational structure including staffing & whether it fits needs of organisation
Supporting smaller & community- based voluntary organisations
Providing training, information & services to members & sector as a whole
Specialism v breadth of SDF’s work

Coverage of Scotland and drugs sector

Future role in supporting service improvement
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ANNEX 6. BRIEFING SHEET FOR FOCUS GROUPS WITH SERVICE
USERS

Why we want to talk to people who have used drugs services

Saren Dixon Partnership has been asked to review the work of the Scottish Drugs Forum.
An important part of what they do is to help to get users’ voices heard. This will become
more necessary if the new Scottish drug strategy, Road to Recovery is to succeed.

We’d like to know about users’ experience of service user involvement and how they think it
might be improved — what helps and what hinders.

SDF is works on peer research with its user involvement volunteers and we are interested in
views of people who are or have been on SDF user involvement groups

SDF also works on encouraging services to develop their own user involvement work.
People who have used services (whether they are on SDF Ul groups or not) can tell us
about whether they’ve been asked for their feedback or involved them in decisions about eg
how the service should develop.

Views from the focus group will be used in the review, and specific points may be quoted in
the final research report; but they will not be attributed to any named individuals.

The types of questions we’d like to ask are noted below:

e Do the drug services that you've been in contact with ask you for feedback about the
service you're getting, or ideas for how it could be improved?

¢ If so, how do they go about doing that?

e Are there other ways they could be getting feedback and involving you in influencing
what they do?

e What stops that happening?

¢ Have any of you been involved in SDF Ul groups?

o What works well about them?

¢ What gets in the way of them working well?

e Have you been involved in peer research work with SDF?

¢ What is your role in that work? Eg developing questions, doing interviews, analysing
the results, writing reports, presenting findings, etc

e What have you got out of your involvement with SDF’s group?
¢ What difference has the Ul group made to services?

The Saren Dixon Partnership 5 March 2009
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ANNEX 7. RESEARCH ETHICS

Clearance for the research was obtained by the Scottish Government from both the
Association of Directors of Social Work (ADSW) and NHS Scotland.

It was carried out in accordance with the Social Research Association’s Ethical
Guidelines (2003)
http://www.the-sra.org.uk/documents/pdfs/etics03.pdf

Participation in the stakeholder survey was voluntary and subject to informed
consent. All potential participants for an individual interview received an information
sheet prior to (or in a small number of cases, at the start of) the interview, setting out
the purpose of the review and the function of the stakeholder survey within it. (The
information sheet is attached to the interview schedule at Annex 4.) It explained the
level of confidentiality i.e. that the review report would include a list of names and
positions of interviewees but no comments would be individually attributed. Potential
participants were invited to ask any questions to clarify the process and if they were
happy to participate on the basis outlined.

The focus groups with service users were organised by the Scottish Government.
Potential participants received a letter inviting them to attend, setting out the purpose
of the review and the function of the stakeholder survey within it, and explaining that
neither the Scottish Government nor SDF would be involved in the focus groups.
They were advised that it would take no longer than a couple of hours of their time
and that lunch would be provided and travel expenses met.

Before the start of the focus groups, the Saren Dixon Partnership reiterated the

purpose of the review and explained the nature of the confidentiality. The briefing
sheet for the focus groups is included as Annex 6.

80



800 NON—L00¢ AON 0} sisjal ejeq .,

"Hodau Josfoud jo ped ‘sual0 011a "Sjuald 011a ", Slaled
se papiroid uonenjeas }e pawie suoISSas 1B paWIe SuoISSas Q9 sJasn
aAnsod Aiop pajielaq ‘(ajdoad Buipnjoul Jeak yoes ‘sjuedionued | Buipnjoul Jeak yoes 0} Buluiesy
0ZS) paJaAIdp SUOISSas paJaAlop SUOISSas Z9G 0] SUOISSOS | PaJBAIdp SUOISSOS sjuapIou|
sosuodsal g | paposoxy Buiuiesy g palenlvg Buiures; ¢ 1se9| 1y papaaox] Buiuiesy oG pasenldg | Buluieny i ises| Iy [eonun ‘¢
“1eak yoes sdnolib ‘'sdnoub
pajou Alunwwod ugy Aunwuwos
sasuodsa. 1ses| 1e yum Buipjing Jo Buipjing
9 ueyj jemoeo T ‘pauoddns sdnoub g} Aoeden ayeuspun papaaox] ‘peuoddns sdnoub || sdnoub g} Aoeden g
¢ pasealou|
usaq aAey "0} SWNJO}
pINOYs ‘pepaadxe Bnip/sdno.b
aAlisod Ausp Aisnoinaud 1ebie | Ajunwiwod
‘o|doad 0g/ "Jeak yoea sjuans Sjuans Buluiesy £g 0} Buluiesy
sosuodsal ¢ | peposox3 0] sjuans bujuiely 9 Buiuiesy oz 4en18Q 18N | p@lenjeAs pue palaAleg | "siuaase Buiuies) oz Janileg L
MIIA 20/90
49pjoysxeys éppuw 20/90 20/90 404 | 80/10 éydW 80/40 80/.0 404
Jeuoisinoid jobiej | ;paJaAljap sem jeym spab.e)/sauo}sajipy jobie] ZPpoiaAlep sem jeysn | spobiey/sauolsajin spndino
swajqoid bnup o} puodsal 0} saiiunwwio? jo Jusuiamodws ayjy pioddns o  ef awoanQ
puej3oag ul asn Bnup o} sasuodsal e jo Ayjenb ayj} ul Juswaaoidwi ue Joddns o) | wy
80/.00Z ANV 10/900¢ HO4
S3ALLIAILIY 4dS 304 S139dVIL NV1d JI931VHLS LSNIVOV AHIAITIA "8 XANNV

81



Moap\ uondy bnig
s.mobse|) jo Loddns
ul JJom os|y “Auewol)
pue Ssoy ‘SSoIuUly

9 yuad‘ bueisnquen
pue ug|biayiny
‘(edeyowniq

‘Yinos ‘aliysumo)BIpp

suolje- ‘slepsylIN Jemo] suon "SWINJOJ |[B YIIM
2lUNWWOD 9 PIN ‘Jaddn ‘Uemels BOIUNWWOD uonesuNWWod Jeinbay "SWwINJo}
uo 18N ‘A_IO UM MIOAN "(0g) swnuoy Bnup e uo J9N Bnip (0g) 118 | uswabebua
YliM uonesIunwwoD Moom | YlM UOBOIuUNWWOD Ajunwwoo
usw ‘padojensp | Jenbas uiejulew pue usw ANVHD eln ‘mobse| Jejnbai urejuiew ETNIGETIE
pajou -dojanap swinloj Jo aseqelep (1edh Jad g) swnioy -dojanep UM MIOM 0S|y "ulleN | pue g swnuoj Bnip uoddns 0}
sosuodsa. wnJoj uo ‘swinioy Bnup e yum | Bnup jo juswdojarsp wnJoy pue ssaulaAu| ‘Aelojy G Jo yuaswdojansp swinJoy bnup
g uey] Joame- | peapesdx] | uonesiunwwod Jejnbey ay) Joddng uo 19|\ | ‘ediysusaplaqy UlIm BIOAA Joddng UM YIOA 'S
slvav le
O} suone slvavy
2lUNWWOD qeak | 11e o1 suon
104 yoes s1yqQy ¢z e | E2lunwwos 's1vav (2z) lle | juswsbebus
}J9W ION ylm uonesiunwiwod | 40} 18W JON '4dS JO slsquisW | yym uonedIuUNWWOoD Aunwuwod
Jejnbal ale OUm s1vav 6l yum Jejnbal IR ENIE]
PaXIN uo ‘sdno.b urejuiew ‘sdnoub u | suopesunwwod Jejnbay urejuiew ‘sdno.b Hoddns
nedioned -gns pue s]1vyay gns pue sbunesw | onedonued gns g sbunesw 0} s1vav
sosuodsal / J0} 18N /1 ul pajedionied 1vay ui sedidiped Joj 19N | 's1vav /I Ui pajedidiued | 1vQy Ul sjeddiued UIM MIOM '
MDA 20/90
J9pjoysyels éppuw 20/90 20/90 104 | 80/10 éyvW 80/40 80/10 104
Jeuoisinoid jobiej ZPoIdAIIBp sem Jeym spab.e)/sauo}sajipy jobie] ZPoalaAllap sem Jeysn | syobiey/sauolsajin spndino
swajqo.d Bnip o} puodsal 0} seiIuNWWo? Jo Jusuliomodwa ayj poddns oj el awod)no
puej3oag ul asn Bnup o} sasuodsal e jo Ajjenb ayj} ul Juswaaoidwi ue Joddns o) | wiy

82



"S90IAIS
10} JUSWIBA|OAUI Josn
uo souepinb dojeasp

0} Buidjay a1e 448
3Jom spiepuess Ajljenb

"S8IIUNWWOD

ay} jo ued se AjjeuoneN ‘siapinoid [=]e]]
‘INDV YINOWUaAaT jusuieal J19Y} yIm
1098[01d [0YyO2|y pue ‘slopinoid Jjo aoepaul | sdiysisuped
Bnig o} uoneuasald | Juswieal) Jo soeUB)UI Ajunwwoo S92INIeS
pajou ‘mobse|o) ul swea | Ajlunwwod dojensp dojansp 0} ale) pue
sasuodsal uonIppY AJlunwwo) | 0} Jeak yoes SadlAlas ‘poAalyoe sI | Jeak yoes sedIAIBS juswieal |
9 uey) Jome- Jesjoun ypm Bupjiopn 934U} UJIM MIOAA 1B | 3 9YI| SY00] 1X8} ‘deajoun 934y} UM YJOAA ajowold ‘2
"Japulewsl ay) ‘sanss| Bnip
yum syul buidojanaqg "Japulewsal ay} 0] asuodsal
"allysuasplaqy "Japulewsal ayj "SISYI0 YUM | yym joeu0D Jenbal ajeldoisdde
pue ssouuy ypm joejuod Jeinbes | SISYI0 YUm JOBJUOD 31 3OEeqPSS) ON ulejuiew pue Jeah alnsus 0}
© yuad ‘mobse|n ulejulew pue JeaA JOBlu0D yoeas sdiysiauped | sdiysisupued
pajou yym sdiysiauned yoes sdiysiaupned | o441es)0un SddD ssouuny Buluue|d Buiuue|d
sasuodsal Buiuue|d Ajunwwod | Buiuueld Ajunwiwod 9 Ullod pue usapiaqy Aunwwo) Ajlunwwon
9 uey) jemae- 18N UHM BUBIOAN € UJIM HIOAA 19N ‘MOBSE|D UM MIOAN € UM HIOAA UIM MIOM 79
MDA 20/90
J9pjoysyels éppuw 20/90 £0/90 104 | 80/.0 oW 80/40 80/10 104
Jeuoisinoid jobuey ZPpodaAljop sem jeym sjobue)/sauoysofipy jobie] ZPoalaAllap sem Jeysn | syobiey/sauolsajin spndino
swajqo.d Bnip o} puodsal 0} seiIuNWWo? Jo Jusuliomodwa ayj poddns oj el awod)no
puej3oag ul asn Bnup o} sasuodsal e jo Ajjenb ayj} ul Juswaaoidwi ue Joddns o) | wiy

83



"salpn)s Jo abuel
yum panjoaul sdnoub |n

1eak yoea

‘siouueld "Jeah yoea (-019 (-018 sdnoub-gng "S81NoNJ}S
[e00] ypm sbuesw | sdnoib-gng ‘NADVS ‘NAdOVS ‘s1vav) Buiuueld
pajou pey aAey sdnoub siasn ‘s1vyay) ainonus ainyonys buluueld 0} sindul
sasuodsal Jno} ||V "UoISIAIQ @ansnp Buiuueld oy papinoid 0] papinoud Jaleo g
9 uey) Jomae- Jeajpun 10 peay yum Bunasiy sindul Ajuam] | ‘pepesdx3] ‘papaadxa syndu| sindui Ajuam | Jasn Janjeg ‘6
“Jeak
SAllIsOd “1eak yoea s199jun|oA yoea S199jun|oA
JUSWISA|OAUI JUBWBA|OAUI J8SN
‘paulquiod J8sn O¢ 1se| 1e YA 0€ 1se9| 1e YA "sdno.b
GlL ‘Ll "Juswdojanap 1eak yoes sdnoub -1eak yoes sdnoub JUSWSA|OAUI
‘g s;ndino Joy pa yum sdnoub 4 ui JUBWIBA[OAUL JBSN *S199)UN|OA JuswaAjoAuUl Jasn | Jasn dojansp
sosuodsal 0 | -pe9ox3g PAAJOAUI SI83JUN|OA L ¥ 1se9| 1e noddng papaaoxy 0% Jo [e10} yym sdnoub g ¥ 1se9| je Joddng pue poddng g
MIJA 20/90
Jdpjoyaxels épu £120/90éPa49Al19p 10/90 404 | 80/.0 éyoW 80/L0<P34BAIIBP 80/.0 104
Jeuoisinoid jobie| sem jeym sjob.e)/sauoysajip jobie) sem Jjeym | sjpobiej/sauolsajiyy spndpno

asn bnip Aq pajoaye asoy} JO SUIBIUOD pue S)saiajul oy} Jo aieme Ajnj aie sieyewAsijod pue siapiroid 8dIAIBS Jey) 8iNsud 0  qJ awodlnQ

puej3oag ul asn Bnup o} sasuodsal e jo Ajjenb ayj} ul Juswaaoidwi ue Joddns o)

| wy

84



'S

Juswanoidwi
"uoneyNsSuod "uoneyNsuod 90IAIS
‘usyeuspun ajeldosdde ajeldosdde yoddns
pajou SdS Yum dJom awosg Jaye wnuoy aonsn( "}JOM J8yj}0 Jo ainssaid Jaye wnuoy aonsn( 0} SdS
sosuodsal ‘padinbal ylom Jayuny [euiwo pue sbnup 0] 8Np pJemio) Uaye} Jou | [eulwlo pue sbnip pue sO11d
9 ueyj Jjema- 18W JO0N ‘ploy suoissnosiq [euonieu e dojonag 1oW JO0N winioj [euoijeu uo YIoAA | [euoneu e dojeasqg UNIM YIOMEL
"S80JN0Sal [euolippe
noyim 80/.00c2 @isy
Ul BaJe SIy} UO YoM 8|04 Ypm papels Jobeuepy
OU 81028y} pasead *10/9002Z Ul wswdojorag mobse|
pajou Buipun4 sanssi | D UMBIPUIM | MBN "UOIIBISPISUOD Japun "Jeoh "S90INISS
sasuodsa. uo mobse|o ul sepusbe Jeak yoea ypm | Buipung 'p (1S SI YoIym ‘papiugns yoes yum payiom | yum Buipjing
9 ueyj Jjema- 19N 0L YlIM paxyIopA paylom salpusbe | | epasiaedng [esodoud Aiepo sajouabe Q| Aoedenz|
BAIlSOd
"pauIquiod
GL L1 "skening
‘g sjndiyno Joy pa ‘Buiobuo Jo pajajdwod "JeaA yoes shanins ‘leuoneu | -1eak yoes sAanins JUSWIBA|OAU|
sasuodsal Og | -pa9dIx3 se pajsi| shkenns g Jasn G ises| Iy 18N Buipnjoul ‘shkanins g Jasn G ise9| Iy »BsnLL
Jpajepdn usaq
yoeqpesj seH '/0/900¢
se )oeqpes) awes
‘(A1ojnjels
"pUB}00S SSOoI0B "PUB}OOS SS0JI0B -uou)
pajou saoIAIas Bnup Alojnjels s9oIAIaS Bnup Aloinje)s s90IAIaS Bnup
sasuodsal -UOU 0} SJUdBA3 Qg 1eak yoeo -uou 0} SJUBAd Qg "Jeak yoea sAep 0] Buiuien
9 ueyj Jjema- 19N | palenjeAs pue papinold | sAep Buluieny gz uny 18N pajen|eAs pue papiAcid Buiuieny gz uny JaNIIa 0L
MDA 20/90
Jspjoyaxels éppu £10/90EP949AIIBP 10/90 404 | 80/10 éyoW 80/.0<iP34dAIIBP 80/.0 404
Jeuoisinoid jobue] sem jeym sjob.e)/sauolsajip jobie) sem Jjeym | sjpobuej/sauoysajipy spndpno
saoiaIas Ayjenb-ybiy jo Juawdojarsp ay) }sisse of 9 awWoaNO
puejoag ul asn Bnup o) sasuodsal e jo Ayjenb ay} ui Juswaaoidwi ue Joddns o) L wy

85



‘dnouB-gns
Aigelojdws | vavyvs jo

"SO11Q jo ped se

BN | Jaquis|y ‘padojanap |esodoid Ajigefojdwa ajowold
‘sjuawdojanap
Jayjo
‘passalboud ‘sjuswdojanap abeinoous
8g J0U p|n09Y 8sIN0D Jayjo abeinoous papad *10/9002 pue
Jow JON | jueaw Buipunj UO SUOIOLIISSY pue 10|id ajowoid Jadng 1e se uonisod Buipun 10]1d 8j0Wo0Id
‘siasn
Bnap Jewuoy
"siasn Bnup Jowioy ‘JuswAoljdwas paindas | G| Jo} 8SIN0D
Juswhojdwa G| J0} @s4n02 Buuiesy Gl ‘@sino9 pale|dwod | Buiuies) Jaxiom
1PN paJnoas g ‘s}nioal G| Jaxyiom Bnup e JanileQg papaaox3 gl ‘sunioal gg | Bnup e sl
‘Aljigefojdwa Ylomawel
uo 3lom s,0NDS Agefoldw3
0] pa)uI] "Z00gZ Ul 80UBJ8JU0D | S,8AINISXT YSIHI00S By}
Buiuue|d ‘Buluies buoT 1o uonejuswa|dwi aJ ‘swa|qo.d
18N aJI7 pue asudisiug yum 1o\ ylom Aoljod axeuspun Bnip
"Jeak 1ad ¢ sbunssw ynm ajdoad
wnJoj uosiel| Jafojdwa -dnoib 10} SOIAIBS
|euoneu ajeyljioed -gns Ajjigefojdwa Angefojdwa
SAllIsOd 1VAvVs Jo Jequap JO
‘s]sIxa Jabuo| ou sdnoub ‘dnouBgns Ajjigefojdwa ‘sdnoub-gns juswdojanap
sosuodsal wnJoy JeAojdwa euoneN 8y -gns AjjigeAojdwa mobse|s ayy Jo youne| Agefojdwa ay)
7l Jesjoun ‘Auanoe 1yQy pwoddns |is 1vay Hoddng 1PN -81 8y} papoddng | |vydy Hoddng ajowold 0] ‘|
MBI £0/90 80/40
Japjoyaye}s éypou 20/90 | 80/40 éydw 80/L0¢pa4dAlIop 104 syabu
Jeuoisiroid jobuej £10/90£PAIDAIIBP SeMm Jeym Joy syabaey/sauoysajipy jobuej| sem jeypm | ejy/souolsofip spndinp

swajqo.d b6nip yyum sjdoad jo jenusjod jeidos pue uewny pasijealun j@aw o} sabueyd asiniaspuawidojorsp adiries ajowoud o
puejoag ul asn Bnup o) sasuodsal e jo Ayijenb ay} ui Juswaaoidwi ue Joddns o)

pL 8wo9no
| wly

86



‘siaied
pue sjualo buluieny

"'S9OIAIBS 1sod pue aud jJo Aanins | 10|14
uonoippy mobse|s) | ybnoldyy suoissas Buluiely | suoxoeN mobse|n
ETN 10} 1odal @onpoid | duoxojeu ay} djeneAs o] | uonenjead (q)
-Aoue)nsuod gainbi4 yim
‘pas|dwod diysiauped ul sisaquiaw | *8SOpIBAQ
JUSWUISA05) Ajwey pue siasn Bnip | Jo ySIYy siasn
BN | ysmoog Joj uoday Jo Aanuns e no Aued o] | Bniqg aonpay (e)
"Jow juiod yiom

pauoissiwwo) "yoJeasal

SAlIsOd UOISSILIWOD

Bununoo “Jeah yoea Bununoo (11 3uiod 1oy o10ads JoAlep

‘pauIqWIoD a|gnop YIOM PBUOISSILIWOD a|gnop se )oeq Jodal swes "Jeak yoea ylom pue sAanins

Gl ‘Ll se apnjoxa ‘Buiobuo 10 @2a1d auo jse9| | apnoxa (L1 | ‘1abie) swes jsow|e pauoISSIWWOoD Jo 8%a1d Aunwwods

‘g sindjno 1oy (L1 3ui0d 10 paje|dwod se 1e sn|d ‘sAaAins ulod Jad | = |euoneu Buipnjoul | auo }seg| 1e sn|d ‘SABAINS |  pue JUSWSAJOAU|
sasuodsal gg | Jad se /) pajsi| SABAINS 9 | JUBWIBAJOAUI JBSN G se 19\) ‘skomnns g) JUBWBA|OAUI JBsSN G Jasn woddng'gL

M3JA
Jspjoyaxels 20/90 | £L0/90SP349ANBP 10/90 404 | 80/.0 éyoW 80/L0ciPd4dAIIBP 80/10

Jeuoisinoid | ¢jow jobiej] sem jeym | spabuej/sauoysajip jobiey sem jeym Joy spabuey/sauojsaip spndyno
asn bnip o} asuodsa. ay) Buinroidwi uj 3sisse yaiym spipne pue ysieasal ayejiapun of oL awoonQ
puejoag ul asn Bnup o) sasuodsal e jo Ayijenb ay} ui Juswaaoidwi ue Joddns o) L wy

87



88

"Jou Jo
JaW Jayjaym
abpn(
aAsod Aiap ‘Jeak yoea sysenbal 0} ybnous “90IAI9S
‘sysenbal uonewJojul uonewloul 000¢ oloads "0} papuodsal '0)9 s)senbal uoljewJojul
sasuodsal IETI al18biey uQ (pa108loid) apinoid jou 10b1e | s}senbay | uonewJojul 0} puodsay apInoId 8L
ume.lpyjim "19)18|SMON
Buipung ‘Buipuny Inoyym ‘Buipuny 03 108lgng aoue)sgng
pajou sasuodsal "Jeak yoes paysiignd ‘paysiignd "Jeak yoea paysiignd I
9 ueyj sjema- | pepasladng | ‘paysiignd anssi sauQ sanss| 9aly] | pepasiadng anss| auQ SaNss| 934y} 0} OM | ysiand-Z1
‘epuabe ‘epuabe
ddO9/uwieH usppiH dd09/wieH usppiH
a1 sanss| 9onjoeud a1 sanss| ao1joeud
poob jo abeianod poob jo abelanod
19N sa[oIe G| Jeinbal ainsug ET ‘'sgole 9| Je|nBaJ ainsug
‘gonsn( jeuiwo pue ‘oonsn( jeulwo ‘gonsn( jeulwo
-gonsnl [euiwio sbnup jo abelanod 0} Buusal pue sbnup jo abelanod
19N | 0} Buuusjal soone zg Jeinbal ainsug 19N sa[oIe G| Je|nBaJ ainsug
"ssau||l
ansod Aiop Jejs 0} anp
"Jeah yoes passiw 10b.1e) "Jeah yoea ‘unsing
sasuodsal G| JoW JoN ‘paysiignd g | paysiignd sanssi ua | 1oW JON paysiignd g payslignd sanss| ua | ysiiand-ol
MBIA
Japjoyaye}s | 10/90 éypw 80/10
jeuojsinoid jobiey £0/90 paJaAllda £0/90 sauojsafiy | ¢yow jabie] | 80/L0 ;paidAlRg 80/.0 sduo}sa|IN spndino
oonoeid )saq peaids 0} 4op.io uj sanss] pajejal bnip pue sbnip uo uoneulioju] dJRUIWASSIP O] BZ dWI0IINO
Aunwwod JapiIm ay} pue saljiwey 119y}
‘s1asn Bnip ‘siauoinnoeld Buowe sanssi Bnip Jo ssaualeme pue Buipuelsiapun Jo [9A3] |esauab ay) anoidwi o] Z wiy




"a)ISgem

POXIN (6002 (6002 | eln ‘seolnIes
yoJep ‘2002 ¥des) yolep ‘200z ¥des) | Anqelojdwa
J9y18b0) 0Z ‘61 — syjuow g| Aians —syjuow g| Alona | Jo aseqelep
Jo} sesuodsal g | pepasiadng alepdn ue ayeuapun pepsesiadng pajepdn alepdn ue ayeusapun B 9pIN0Id 02
"wloy
pajuld ul
"/6 = youne| pue 8}isgam
9ouIs aseqgelep BIA ‘SOOINISS
pPaxiN ‘usyeuapun (6002 0} sebueyo (6002 aleod pue
3Jom jo abuel e pue yoJep ‘200z 1des) |10} ‘usyeuapun yaJep ‘200z 1des) jusuwiealy
J8y3abo} 0Z ‘61 BAIIND9XT 8y} YIMm — syjuow g| Aiens sajepdn —syjuow g1 Alana | jo aseqgelep
Jo} sasuodsal g | pepasiadng | poalbe ajisgom maN | o1epdn ue ayelepun papasiadng 10 punol auQ ajepdn ue ayeuspun apIN0Id 6L
MIIA
Japjoyaye}s | 10/90 éypw 80/10
jeuoisjaroid jobiey £0/90 pa4dAije@g £0/90 sauojsafiy | ¢yow jabie] | 80/L0 ;paidAlRg 80/.0 sduojsajipy spndino
oonoeid )saq peaids 0} 4op.io uj sanss] pajejal bnip pue sbnip uo uoneulioju] dJRUIWASSIP O] BZ dWI0IINO
Aunwwod Japim ay} pue saljiwey 19y}
‘saasn Bnup ‘siauoiijoeld Buowe sanss) Bnip Jo ssauaseme pue Buipuejsiapun Jo |9A3] |esauab ay} anoidwi o] rA I\

89



‘paJanlep Ajpanoeoud
aq 01 Ayuenb e uey) Jayjes Ylom Jo |9A9] paroadxa ue asow s 1obie] 'sbBnip ul }salsiul BIpaW JO |9A3] UO spuadap eipaw Yjim S}OBJUOD JO Jaquinu — 9)ON o

Jpaesealoul usaq
aABY p/NoysS ‘pepesoxe

Ajsnoine.d jebie |
‘papesdxae ‘poposIxs
sbuyaiq "Jeak yoeas aoijoeud sbuljauq ‘uayeuspun "Jeah yoea
SAIOBOId | -usyeuspun sbulslq poob ajowo.d SAlJoBOId sBuialig smau a211oeud poob sjowo.ud "BIpOW 8y}
paXxiN smau aAoeoud | 03 sbulslq aaioeold aAloeoud G| ‘yum 0] sbuyeuq aanoeosd UM YIOM
o, (POpaBOXS $Z ‘yum jeap | aAl Buipnioul ‘eipaw ﬁcoE Jeap sjsanbau aAly Buipnjoul ‘elpaw Jo abuel
sasuodsal Q| S]OBJU0D) sjsanbal elpaw /1Z | 8y} YIm S}OBJUOD 00Z | 10U S10BI0D) elpaw G¢g| By} Ylm S}oBjU0D 00Z | B oeuapun gz
"SIO}ISIA
[ENPIAIPUI 08189
‘a)ISqom
SHSIA 8YIS Z¥L 81 ) 0} sJo}ISIA 000°0F "8lIsgem
poajou sesuodsal oem e 82IM) "oom e 80IM] dojensp
9 ueyj Jemo- Jespoun smalA abed | /1061 1se9| je ajepdn a)IS 19N ‘pansIyoy 1seo| je ajepdn 8)IS | pue apIr0Id L Z
MOIIA
Japjoyaye}s | 10/90 éypw 80/10
jeuoisjrold jobie] 10/90 paJ4aAileg £0/90 sauojsajily | cow jabiel | 80/L0 ipa4dAI[dQ 80/.0 sduo}sa|IN spndino
2a3oeid )saq peaids 0} JapJo ul sanssi pajejal bnip pue sbnip uo uonjew.iojul d)RUIWSSSIP O] BZ aWod3no
Aunwwod Japim ay} pue saljiwey 19y}
‘saasn Bnup ‘siauoiijoeld Buowe sanss) Bnip Jo ssauaseme pue Buipuejsiapun Jo |9A3] |esauab ay} anoidwi o] rA I\

90



"soapuajne (0G1) Juana
uonuanaid QO aAlsa

"S9IJIAIBS
pasnooy Ajiwey ‘(seyebojop
*90UaJ9JU0D uo Buisnooy ov) Aep Jeuiwss
apIsinQ saljiwe4 Jeulwss suQ wnJoy} joyoo|e/bnip
pue Jeuiwas J0}JO8S |OA |
0.11Q aAinoax3 aonsn( feulwLo
ysmoog pauoddng uo Buisnooy ‘sajebajop
Jeulwas suQ 00% BuLiaA09 |e10}
annisod Aiop sojebajop ul ‘SJUSA® |euoljippe
00% — uayeuspun Jeal yoeas € ‘S90UaJIdJU0D Jeak yoes
sasuodsal 9 }JoW JON SIBUIWSS { | SIBUIWSS XIS UNY papaaoxg Z ‘Sleujwas / | SJeUIWSS XIS uny "SJIBUIWSS JBAIIBQ'ET
MOIA
19pjoyayels £0/90 £0/90 | 80/40 éyw 1eaf ||ny 1o} s}
jeuoisinold | ¢jow jabie] 20/90 paJdaAifeg sauoj}sajip jobue | ZPpoadaAljop sem jeypn | abaey/sauoysalip spndinp
uld2uo? Jo sanssi o) sasuodsals uowwod apowosd o] eg awod3NO
sJaquiawl
4ds judasaidau 0} pue uIdOUO0I JO SdONSS] 0} sasuodsal uowwod ajowold pue dojaAap 0} wWNIO} e Sk Joe 0] ¢ wy

91



-dnolb

-gns syjeap bnip
pue 29)IWwWo9
|euoneu | vavvs
Uo IS "MaIASI
auopeyjaw pue
sjue|nwWIlS a1 YoM

"Jeah yoes
uoleI0SSY
3yl Ylim Hiom
ol Jjo saoeid

"Jeak yoes
uoneINoSSY 9y}
Upm sJom juiof jo

"Juswdojansp

pajou sasuodsal wior "buiobuo yiom OM] ]Se9| sooald om) 1se9| Aoljod al
9 uey) jema- 1IN | Auenod pue sbnug | 1e exeuspun 19N 18N je ayeuspun | LvVAvs YUM MIOAM'GE
Zpaseaoul
usaq aney
pjnoys ‘pepssoxs
Ajsnoinaud jebie|
Jeak ‘sdnoub
Jad sdnoib ‘dnosb N3 Jeak Bulieays/sdnois
aAnsod Aiop ‘'sdnoub gns pajejal | Jnoj ‘ebesane pue dnoib YN | ‘sdnoib Jad sdnoub unoy Bujopn
¥ snid sdnoub uo ‘ul 9|ol -gns pajejal g snid ‘ebelane uo ‘ul JUSWUIBA05)
sasuodsal G| papaaox] ysmoos g up aAloe Ae|d papaaox] ‘sdnoub ysoss 9 uO ajoJ annoe Aeld ul ajedidiued vz
MDJA Jopjoydye}s | L0/90 écidw 20/90 | 80/10 éydWw 1eaf ||ny 10} s}
Jeuoisinoid jobiej 20/90 paJaAiileg sauo}sajip jobiej ZPpoaiaAijap sem jeyp) | abaey/sauolsajip spndino

suonesiuebio/salouabe buowe asuodsal aAIS8Yy0I e ajowolid o) sejauabe jJuswiuiaAob pue juswuiarob yym diysiauped uryiom o  qg ewoaNO
sJaquiawl

4ds juasaidal 0} pue UId2UOD JO SaNssS] 0} sasuodsal uowwod ajowolid pue dojaaap 0} wWinioj e se Joe o

€ uly

92



‘paJanldp Ajaanoeold aq 0} Ajjuenb e uey) Jayiel YIom Jo [9A8] paroadxa ue aiow sijebie| “Jeak uo Jeak salleA SUOEB}NSUOD JO Jaquinu — 8J0N o

‘9|doad BunoA

Jespun ‘g|doad Jesjoun ‘pauoddns yum Burspiom
uonisod BunoA ypum Bunjiom uonisod yiomjau sjdoad | selousbe ‘|etssjal
Jojaw "SyIoMmjeu solouabe ‘|eliaal 10 8w BunoA yum Bunjiom }salle ‘siayiom
Jou siaylO 10108 Asejun|oa 1Sa.IE ‘SI9)IOM JOU SIBYIO | sarousbe opN "sdnoib | abueyoxe s|pasu
G payuoddng “wnio4 abueyoxa s|pasu JBY10 uo »oeq uodal ‘10)08s AJejun|oA
pajou law abueyoxg s|pasaN yum ‘J0joss Asejun|on Jow ON ‘suonesjueblio Buipnjoul
sasuodsa. 106.e) J0J08S sauljepinb abueyoxs | Buipnjoul ‘syJomiau 106.e) J0)008S 10108S Alejun|oA ‘sy omiau ‘Sylomjau
9 ueyj jome- Aeunjop a|paau Buidojanaq ¥ woddng Arejunjop 1O S)IOM)dBU G ¢ woddng Jaqwaw poddng)g
‘ssalboid ul suopeylow
81 Uole}NSU0O paIyL “Jeak "Jeak yoeo
SAl)IsOd yoea suolje)Nsuod SUOI}B}NSUOD ‘diystequiaw
uayeuspun inoj (sbeisne inoj (ebelane UM suoieynsuod
sasuodsal ¢| Ao:mE 10N) SUO[}B}|NSUOD OM | uo) ayeuepun A@:mE 10N) ‘'SuUOIB}INSU0D ¢ uo) ayeuspun JaAII©A 92
MOIA
d9pjoydxe)s £0/90 £0/90 80/40 Spa4dAlop 1eaf ||ny 1o} s}
jeuoisinoid | ¢jow jobiey 10/90 paJdaAifeg sauojsafiN | ¢yow jobue) sem jeyp | abaey/sauolsajip spndinp
oseq diysisoquow s,4gs dojarap o]  2g awoano
sJaquiawl
4ds judasaidau 0} pue uIdOUO0I JO SdONSS] 0} sasuodsal uowwod ajowold pue dojaAap 0} wWNIO} e Sk Joe 0] ¢ wry

93



"usyellapun

uoisiniadns ‘uayeuspun ‘s|esiesdde
pue Jels ‘s|esiesdde |enuue uoisianiadns pue [enuue s|esleidde
paojou sesuodsa. [|e 0} paJanlep pue uoisiniedns JJElS |[e 0} palaAlap pue uoisiniadns pue uoisiniadns
9 ueyj jemoao TN s|esieiddy Apjoam xi1S ETI s|esieiddy Apjoam XIS oddns JaAl8q 0g
yioddns pue Juswabeuew ye)s aAl}o94d ainNsus 0] O aWOIINQ
"Jeak
yoes papiroid
"186pnq pauueld Jeak yoes "1@6pnq pauueld Juswae)s
paojou sesuodsa. UIYlIM Sulewal papinoid Juswalels UIYlIM sulewal [elouBUL "|oJ3U0D [elOUBUL
9 ueyj Joma- 1PN uonesiuebip [eloueul Apauenpd ET uonesiuebip Aleuenp BAI}0BY8 JBAIIBQ 6T
2oueuIanob ajelo0diod aAl)oaye aiNsuUd O] "qp daWI0dN0
‘'seale
‘'seale Auoud s 4as
Aoud s,4QS ul Juom Ul YI0M pusIxa
pua)xe 0} JeaA yoea 0} Jeak yoea | -ueld oibajens yum
pajou sesuodsa. s|esodoud Buipuny s|esodoud Buipuny aul| ul sjesodoud
9 ueyj jemoeo ETI] BN 9aly} dojenaq 1PN T 9aly} dojenaq Buipuny dojareq-gz
20/90
MOIA Jopjoydye}s Zow 80/10 éydW PAEYEYVIET ) aedA [nj 104 s}
Jeuoisinoid jobie] | 70/90 paiaaieg 20/90 sauojsaip jobiej sem jeypm | abieysauoysajip spndino
Buiuueid a16ajeps Buiobuo aAlpdayd ainsus 0] ey aWoI}N0
spuewap mau pue Buiysixa yym auij uil Ay1oedes s, 4gs dojansp o] y wy

94



Hoday wusu| i1sli{ S, Wea] MaIAy 0} asuodsal Ul papiwgns salou 4SS e
*/0/9002 40} JUBWIUIBA0D) YsSIN09S 10} 4OS wolj Lodal AJANO. JO MBIADY e
"SJUBWILLIOD 9SO0Y) 0} 8suodsal {JS PUB SJUSWWIOD JUSWUIBA0D) UYSI09S ‘80/2002 JO} JUSWUISAOL) USIJI09S o) 4JS Wodj Modal AJANOe JO MBIASY e

80/200¢ ‘sjunodoe [enuuy 44QSs

.$8324N0s kjeg

95



ISBN 978-0-7559-7585-3

ISSN 0950 2254
ISBN 978 0 7559 7585 3
(Web only publication)

GOVERMMENT S0CIAL RESEARCH

www.scotland.gov.uk/socialresearch

Social Science in Governmen 780755"975853

RR Donnelley B61248 06-09






