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GLOSSARY

Inevitably a number of acronyms circulate in therleboof communities, youth and local
councils; this glossary captures and explains trasenyms and where they fit in to the
overall picture.

Acronym Full Title Description
ChYPP Children & Young People’s A multi-agency group that provides long-term
Partnership strategic view, drive and vision for the “Investing

in children and YP” theme of the CP.

ChYPP IG ChYPP Implementation Group Decision making, commissioning, intelligence,
coordination, analysis, risk management,
‘policing’, reporting, accountability

CPP See MCPP A contraction of MCPP

DY Dialogue Youth Project encouraging active participation and
involvement of young people and provision of
accurate and useful information for them.

GIRFEC Getting It Right For Every Child A Children’s Services (Scotland) Bill aimed at
ensuring children and young people got the help
they needed from whatever organisation or
organisations best met the YP’s needs.
However their was insufficient time after the
draft consultation to pass the Bill in the lifetime
of the last Scottish Executive and now appears
to have been overtaken by new SNP policies.

INSO Information and Network Support Employed by Youthstart to deliver Object 4 of
Officer the MROA.

MCHSCP Moray Community Health and Social |Brings together Dr Gray's Hospital, community
Care Partnership care services at Moray Council, public health

services, primary care, mental health, learning
disability, health improvement and community
health services.

MCP Moray Community Plan 2006-10 Sets out the key priorities to be addressed by
the MCPP over the next five years in taking
forward its vision:

‘To increase the quality of life and well-being of
everyone in Moray’

MCPP Moray Community Planning Sponsors of the MROA.
Partnership

MROA Moray ROA See ROA

MYS Moray YouthStart Sponsors of this report.

NEET Not in Employment, Education or Except in historical or statistical terms, NEET is
Training now referred to as More Choices, More

Chances

ROA Regeneration Outcome Agreement |The ROA underpins all the work done by

2005-08 Youthstart. It sets out specific objectives,

assigns resources to those objectives, and sets
targets to be achieved during the 3 year life of
the project.

SIMD Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation | The SIMD identifies small area concentrations
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of multiple deprivation to allow effective
targeting of policies and funding. The SIMD
contains 37 indicators in seven domains:
Current Income, Employment, Health,
Education Skills and Training, Geographic
Access to Services (including public transport
travel times), Housing and a Crime Domain.
None of Moray's deprived areas feature in the
15% most deprived.

SIP

Social Inclusion Partnership

The forerunner to the MROA programme.

SYP

Scottish Youth Parliament

A national body of 150 young people between
the ages of 14 and 25 elected to be the
collective voice of YP. SYP meets 4 times per
year. Moray is allocated 2 posts on the SYP.

Third Sector

Third Sector

Non-governmental organisations that are value
driven. It includes voluntary and community
organisations, charities, social enterprises, co-
operatives and mutuals. Housing associations
are also often included.

TRAP

Not an acronym

Youth inclusion advisory service. Provides input
in to the community planning process.
Supported by MYS

YP

Young People

Generally accepted under European definitions
to include 16-25 year olds but in some
circumstances this is reduced to age 14.

YPSAG

Young People’s Service Action
Group

A short-term working group looking at the
process barriers faced by key workers.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

El Youthstart is a partnership of statutory bodiad non-profit making organisations
that have come together to deliver the Moray Regdiom Outcome Agreement
(MROA) to support disadvantaged young people in twoeinty. Funding of
approximately £1M was provided by Communities Soadland Community Voices
over a 3 year period April 2005 to March 2008. Tineding supported a number of
projects and a small management team.

E2 With the project nearing the end of its fundéd, Ithe Youthstart Partnership
commissioned an evaluation of its performance tvelast 3 years and sought ideas
for the future. This was a timely study as the n®wottish Government had
announced significant changes in its priorities ahd way in which Local
Authorities would need to deliver new objectivesudil of the detail was unknown
at the time of our research, however, and soméefideas for the future could
therefore not be refined due to uncertainties énrtew funding arrangements and the
inevitable structural changes arising from the m@watives.

Aim and Objectives
E3 The aim specified in the MROA for Youthstart was

To engage with disadvantaged young adults in Mobayween the ages of
16 and 24, and support them in achieving sustamabtiependence and
participation in their communities.

E4 The four objectives in support of this aim were:
. Strengthening routes to secure employment, fouldethcreasing skills and
confidence.
. Improving access to secure housing and the skits@nfidence to sustain

independent living.

. Improving access to information, advice, advocawny services in support of
health and wellbeing.

. Developing the capacity of the partners and pastiprto engage with and
meet the needs of disadvantaged young adultsyms that work for them.

Evaluation Parameters

E5 Annual reports to Communities Scotland and neutieports from members to the
Youthstart Implementation Group provide statistizdbrmation on achievements.
For this reason and because our report was dueebitfe Youthstart Support Team
had completed end of project figures, this evatumthas been principally a
gualitative assessment.

E6 In particular, the evaluation examined:
. Youthstart’s relationships, between partners ant xternal agencies.
. Youthstart’s own structure and membership.
. How effectively Youthstart communicated acrossrtbgvork.
. Youthstart’s contribution to shaping improvememsdmmunity engagement

and the community planning process.
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. The perceived value Moray Community Planning Pastrip (MCPP), other
partners and Youthstart's customers place on Y tartfs work.

. Opportunities for Youthstart in the future.

Evaluation Findings

E7 Relationships. Relationships between partners were generallyl,gtieey improved
after the Partnership Manager had come into pastveere better than they would
have been without the Partnership. There was sampicson that the funding
controlled by the Partnership had attracted sommlmees to the table, but this was
considered inevitable and the end result — liked®thgroups coming together in a
common cause — was positive. There was evidendestimae partners were over-
protective of ‘their’ young people (probably to fig their own funding), and we
identified overcoming this as an opportunity foe tfiouthstart Partnership to deliver
a more effective service. External relationshipseness satisfactory, particularly
with Moray Community Planning Partnership (MCPPYith lack of involvement
and direction from MCPP, and inadequate informatam communication from
Youthstart.

E8 Structure. The structure of Youthstart served Moray Courthi, Partnership and the
young people well. Given the range of policy docataeand the myriad of agencies
with varying agendas, there was unsurprisingly staule of clarity in objectives and
cohesiveness. Whilst some of this was outwith tharol of Youthstart, there were
other areas where Youthstart could have ensureategrelarity and understanding,
for example through the targets that were set &ednmethods of monitoring. The
small core team was consistent with the size ofbtidget and remit, and proved to
be responsive to changing circumstances. We ideshtivays that the Partnership
could be improved further, but it was clear thatmbers need to share some of the
responsibilities. The system of providing servidess been resource-driven, but
would benefit from being more needs-driven. Therenir structure allows for this
and, in addressing young people’s issues, couldirenthat agencies would not
operate parochially and that clear statements Heetieely communicated to the
MCPP (through the appropriate channels such a€éPP) before strategies and
funding are agreed.

E9 Communication. Communication between Youthstart and its membyasgenerally
very good, and the Information and Network Suppgafficer made a good job of
sourcing relevant information and pushing this tmuinterested parties. This saved
individuals time, brought information to their nwdi that they otherwise would not
have been aware of, and highlighted areas of hestipe. Better use could have
been made of the website. Communication with eglestakeholders could have
been improved as mentioned above. However, commatimicwith the ChYPP was
much better than with the MCPP. The Partnershigsiraunication with young
people was primarily through TRAP and those worlatmngside the disadvantaged
young people. However, within the resource drivesteam, this knowledge was of
limited practical value, and young people were aole to influence planning and
decision making at the appropriate level. Worryynglouth workers felt that they
had little influence.

E10 Contribution. The client group can be a difficult one to workthwand instant
successes are not often achieved. We had to proteedgeply to identify examples
of the positive contribution Youthstart had madeywbver, many achievements were
identified, ranging from support that had led tdivmduals receiving awards to a life
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saved as a direct result of a Youthstart suppariggtvention. One of the 4 key
objectives, Improving access to secure housing and the skilld eonfidence to
sustain independent livihgappears to have received a lower level of supfian
the others. It was not surprising therefore thaisiitg was cited as one of the key
problem areas that still remain. The weak evaluatieethods available to some
partners and the wooliness of some targets lede@thievements being undersold,
and explain why we had to probe to identify a tpieture of the contribution made
by Youthstart.

E11l Perceived Value. As this was a qualitative evaluation of a senpoaviding support
to vulnerable and disadvantaged young people,améial cost benefit analysis was
not appropriate. Furthermore, had funds not beemrmtlled through Communities
Scotland, money would still have had to be foundupport the client group. Since
assumptions on the amounts and any alternativeeraygor administering and
managing those funds would be purely speculativealae for money comparison
between what was and what might have been wasrappropriate. However, we
can say that numerous disadvantaged young peopt lbeen helped, and Moray
Council could claim, in the greater part, that eb¢s moral obligation to this section
of the community has been met fairly and propodtety. With regard to the
structure of Youthstart and the overhead of thepSupTeam, we can confidently
conclude that the relatively modest cost of themte&86k/year) has provided
worthwhile benefits. The Youthstart Partnership #mel Partnership Manager have
provided a degree of independence and impartialitgdministering a large fund,
and the Support Team has undertaken many impdstgnime consuming jobs on
behalf of the Partnership — research, draftingawoigation, actions, coordination,
administration, etc. In particular, the resultsadfimited survey clearly show that the
time the INSO saves others is significant, proba&lolyering the cost of her post, and
frees them up to focus on the delivery of servighsre they are needed.

E12 Future Opportunities. With the funding and 3 year term of the MROA t@ag the
end of its life, there was a high expectation ansvrgpnsultees that changes to
Youthstart were inevitable. However, we were sggi not to find a greater
recognition of the achievements and benefits dgithe partners to find alternative
ways to continue the progress that has been mautee $artners do not see a
problem that needs a solution, but our evaluatibows that the benefits of
Youthstart have gone beyond simply being a fungiofgand that the Partnership is
more than just meetings. We accept though thatgeéhas needed to ensure that
Moray can meet its obligations to the Scottish Goreent and to its disadvantaged
young people. Some of these opportunities are asumgaentified, but wider
partnership working and outcome orientated programiere implicit. Moray, and
Youthstart in particular, has had a head staramngrship working but one travelled
commentator had seen better integration of servicgarts of England. Hence it is
important to recognise that there is room for inweroent to ensure that the
knowledge and experience gained through Youthistanot lost during the transition
but built upon. Outcome orientated programmes avethreat and should be
welcomed as a more effective way of delivering e economically.

Recommendations

E13 We conclude that overall the Partnership has Iseccessful and that the support for
disadvantaged young people was better than if éinen&ship, and the Support Team
in particular, had not been established. Howeveeas were identified where
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improvements would be beneficial and where Goveninohanges present new
challenges. Hence we make the following recomméoiaisit

. Youthstart should continue as a partnership amnslbported by a team of one
part-time manager and one full-time INSO/admin posi

. The need for this Support Team should be reviewiget 42 months to
determine if its role can be undertaken more dffelst by another body.

. The basic structure of Youthstart and the YIG stioelmain and be open to
new partners joining or partners leaving.

. The full board should have a greater focus on emgthat services and funds
are distributed efficiently to the areas of mostahe

. Documentation standards should be improved to ensaceability and an
auditable trail of decisions.

. Youthstart should nurture its relationships with MCPP and ChYPP and do
all it can to support them.

. A robust system should be developed to ensure that needs of
disadvantaged young people are considered by theAMChis may mean a
formal system involving support workers reportioghe Partnership and the
Partnership reporting to the ChYPP.

. The PeB information bulletin should continue.

. Networking and training events should continue batfewer in number.
Regular 6 monthly meetings of the full board shooédheld, which should
provide sufficient networking opportunities.

. Young People should continue to be heard direatiyhie full board, whether
through TRAP or some other representation. Sho®&H not be sustained
in the new structure, this should not be an exdéoisaot listening directly to
the issues facing young people.

. If funds and time permit, the website should bermmpd — although this is a
low priority — and unless the commitment is madtit would be better not
to divert energy into this resource. Do it wellnmt at all.

. Hold a Practitioner’s Forum. This would be an aiégive way for the people
closest to young people to air, discuss, and cafeeltheir views.
. Keep an open mind and keep lines of communicati@mo
Thanks

We would like to thank all the groups and indiatki who contributed to this
evaluation and for their frank and honest commehiss spirit of openness bodes
well for the future of Youthstart.

s



1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Background

1.1 The Moray Youthstart Partnership is a multirexyegroup which operates under the
umbrella of the Moray Community Plan PartnershigC@®#P). Moray Youthstart has
delegated responsibility from MCPP for the develepitn implementation and
evaluation of the Moray Regeneration Outcome Agexgm(MROA), 2005-08,
which targets disadvantaged young people in Moetwéen the ages of 16 and 24
years, and for the spending of the Community Reggioe and Community Voices
Funds. It is accountable to the MCPP through tvedting in Children and Young
People theme group administered by the Children Yamang People Partnership
(ChYPP); as well as directly to Communities Scatlamrespect of its management
of the Community Regeneration Fund for Moray. Fertimformation on where
Youthstart fits within the Moray Community Plangiven in Appendix A.

1.2 Moray Youthstart was originally designated 999 as a thematic youth Social
Inclusion Partnership (SIP), and its effectivenesslelivering the SIP programme
prior to the MROA was evaluated by Blake Stevensoinn January 2004.

1.3 Current strategies for supporting children godng people in Moray include the
Youth Strategy 2006-10, the Children and Young Resgntegrated Service Plan
2005-08 and the MROA itself. The MROA relates matarly to disadvantaged
young people.

Youthstart Structure

1.4 Youthstart is a partnership and not a constitigroup or organisation in its own
right. A core Support Team supports the work of tetart: a Partnership Manager,
an Information, Network and Support Officer (INS&y)d, until recently, a full-time
post providing admin support. All salaries come aluthe Community Regeneration
Fund, which is the fund linked to the MROA. Youtnstitself cannot directly
employ staff or, for example, bid for funding.

15 The Partnership Manager and INSO are both tdste&SCVO, while the admin post
was hosted by Moray Council. The duties of therigaghip Manager have included:
raising and coordinating funds, managing the fuedsydinating reports, managing
the staff and other activities as directed by thetrfership Board. The Partnership
Manager spends two and a half days per week onhgtart work and the remainder
on other duties (in part from the same locatiome TNSO’s job has been to increase
the knowledge and skills capacity of the partngrshi

1.6 Two other posts are referred to in the MROA: lttealth Development Worker (now
termed the Young Person’s Health Development Qifiead the Youth Inclusion
Worker. The Health Development Officer was joirfiijmded by NHS Grampian and
one of the Youthstart projects to extend young f@Es@access to information, advice
and services in support of their well-being. Theudo Inclusion Worker was
employed by Children 1 through MROA funding to engage and empower
disadvantaged young people in relation to the MR®B#gramme.

The Youthstart Partnership
1.7 The Partnership has the overall aim of:
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"Ensuring all young people in Moray have genuin@aunities to become
full and active citizens, to contribute to and bineom living in a healthy
community."

1.8 The headline objectives for the Partnershigare

. Assist vulnerable, excluded young people to sugiadimary living and break
the cycle of exclusion.

. Support disaffected young people through diffictinsitions, to prevent
exclusion and avoid the need for reactive, intemsirvices.

. Encourage and enable young people to become mgsiitive citizens within
their local communities.

. To strengthen co-operation and co-ordination betwPartners and with
relevant other networks and initiatives.

1.9 The Youthstart Partnership comprises 29 Boammbkrs, of whom 11 form the
Youthstart Implementation Group (YIG). The YIG h#eslegated authority to make
decisions on how the budget is spent. The Partipetsings together a range of
organisations and agencies, including:

. The Moray Council*
. NHS Grampian*
. Grampian Police
. Careers Scotland*
. Moray Voluntary Services Organisation*
. HIE Moray*
. Children £
. NCH Scotland
. Aberlour Childcare Trust*
. Moray College
. Langstane Housing Association
. The Prince’s Trust
. The Royal Air Force
. SCVO*
. Moray Young Carers *
. Moray Against Poverty
. Dialogue Youth
. Forres GAP
. The Loft Youth Project
. Moray Recycling Action Group
. Moray Volunteer Centrefresigned from YIG in march 2008)
. Moray Council on Addiction*
. Moray Housing Partnership
* YIG Members

e



1.10  Although not members of the Partnership, toteer groups are also stakeholders in
Youthstart:

. The Children and Young People’s Partnership (ChYRPyhich Youthstart
is directly responsible.

. People who have historically supported Youthstavosk.

. The disadvantaged young people served by Youth3Jthgy do not have a
direct voice but are involved through the Youthliiston Service (a funded
project), which is managed and hosted by Childsn 1

Regeneration Outcome Agreement Aims and Associat€lutcomes

1.11 Youthstart is responsible for delivering tihmsaand associated outcomes specified
in the MROA. The specific aim and the four objeetvwith their associated
outcomes are:

To engage with disadvantaged young adults in Mobayween the ages of
16 and 24, and support them in achieving sustamabtiependence and
participation in their communities through:

. Strengthening routes to secure employment, founteticreasing skills and
confidence -associated outcomes:
. Reduction in the number of unemployed young people.
. Increase in the proportion of school leavers puguraining and
further education.
. Improving access to secure housing and the skits@nfidence to sustain
independent living -associated outcomes:
. Improved access to secure housing.
. Improved skills and confidence of young people eqmeing
homelessness.
. Improving access to information, advice, advocany services in support of
health and wellbeingassociated outcomes:
. Improved health and wellbeing of young people inrdjo
. Improved identification and engagement of younggdusers in
Moray.
. Improved access to information, advice, advocacksanvices.
. Developing the capacity of the partners and pastiprto engage with and

meet the needs of disadvantaged young adults,ros tdat work for them -
associated outcome:

. Increased services and support to young people.

1.12 The indicators and targets for these objestiaed their associated outcomes are
shown in Appendix B. Although Youthstart is focussen delivering the above,
many other services benefit from the specialisuingnd knowledge provided by
Youthstart.

1.13 The targeted outcomes were to be achieveddhra suite of projects delivered by

the partners involved in Moray Youthstart. Only sowf these projects received
funding through the MROA, with the others funded the partners and external
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sources. One of the Partnership Manager’s functi@ssbeen to help the partners
access external funding.

1.14 A breakdown of spend 2005/06 to 2007/08 funidgdCommunities Scotland and
Community Voices provided to us by Youthstart shosxpenditure by MROA
strategic objective as follows:

£

Building Strong, Safe & Attractive Communities
- Homelessness Prevention 87,500
Getting People Back into Work 319,273
Improving Health 141,774
Developing the Capacity of the Partners and thetriaship
To Engage with and Meet thedéeof Disadvantaged Young
Adults on Terms that WorkToem 147,049
Core Support, Monitoring & Evaluation 166,269
Engaging Young People 139,262

£1,001,127

1.15  The core support, monitoring and evaluatiopeexiture includes £123,992 general
office costs. Also, additional funding awardecctoe projects and pilot projects are
included under this budget heading (see detailewjel Engaging young people
comprises the Partnership’s manager’s costs (£33,88d the costs of the INSO
(£85,725).

1.16  Additional funding awarded to core projectsnpoised £10,781 to Moray Youth
Action, and £6,106 to YP Health Development Offic&dditional funding awarded
to pilot projects in 2007 comprised Moray Young €arSchool Support Worker
(£8,000), Moray Women’s Aid (£3,000), Anger Managain(£3,000) and Moray
Council Equality Training (£3,000).

Youthstart Tasks and Projects

1.17 The Youthstart Implementation Group agreed &mibed the following core
projects:

. Youth Inclusion

. YP Health Development Officer*

. Moray Young Carers*

. Detached Youth Work*

. Information and Networking Support Officer*
. Moray New Futures*

. Moray Youth Action*

1.18  All the main point of contacts for the abovejgects are Board Members, and those
marked with a * have been delivered by organisatittrat also have representation
on the Youthstart Implementation Group.



1.19 In addition to the main core projects listé\ae, smaller pilot projects funded in
2006/07 included Moray Young Carers schools initeggt Anger Management
Training co-ordinated through NHS, and Moray WonseAid support for young
people affected by domestic abuse (see 1.16 above).

1.20  The projects which deliver the MROA outcomedar each objective are:

Strengthening routes to secure employment, founded on increasing skills and

confidence

Lead Agency Project
SCVO Moray New Futures
Moray Recycling Action Group | The Green Home project
Aberlour Childcare Trust Moray Youth Action Keyworkers
Moray Adult Literacies WEA “pre-literacies” pilot programme
Partnership (MALP)
MALP X-press young people’s multi-media literacies programme
MALP Football literacies programme
Moray Council Financial literacies programme
SCVO Progress to Work

Improving access to secure housing and the skills and confidence to sustain
independent living

Lead Agency Project

Aberlour Childcare Trust MYA Homelessness prevention and preparation project

Moray Recycling Action Group | The Green Home Project

Aberlour Childcare Trust Covesea furniture store project

Moray Council Development of rent guarantee and deposit scheme

Improving access to information, advice, advocacy and services in support of
health and wellbeing

Lead Agency Project
Moray Community Health and Young Person’s Health Development Officer
Social Care Partnership
Moray Anchor Projects Choose Life young people’s support worker
Moray Healthy Living Centre Tailor made leisure packages
Moray DAAT Drug and alcohol direct access service
Moray DAAT Needle exchange worker
Moray DAAT Peer support SMART recovery network
Aberlour Childcare Trust Action research on addiction services and young people
Moray Council Detached Youth Work
Moray Carers Project Young Carers’ Project
Moray Council Neighbourhood research
Moray Council Big Issue vending support
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Lead Agency Project
Moray Council Confident Parent, Confident Child ICT Project
Moray Council Youth Support Base
Moray Council Essential Skills Base

Developing the capacity of the partners and partnership to engage with and meet
the needs of disadvantaged young adults, on terms that work for them

Lead Agency Project
Children 1st Youth Forums and Youth Inclusion Worker
SCVO Information and Network Support Officer

Moray Council/SCVO (from Oct |Programme Manager
2006)

Moray Community Health and Young Person’s Health Development Officer
Social Care Partnership

Lhanbryde Community Council |Lhanbryde Community Challenge

Moray Council Admin and Clerical support

Moray Council Youthwork training

REAP Moray Against Poverty Network
Forres Community Forum Forres Groups Action

The Loft Youth Project The Loft Youth Project

Moray Council Social Work Transitions Development
Evaluation

1.21 Moray Youthstart commissioned this evaluatbrihe overall effectiveness of the
Moray Youthstart Partnership in operating the MorBggeneration Outcome
Agreement.

1.22  The evaluation has examined:
. Youthstart’s relationships, between partners arnt @xternal agencies.
. Youthstart’s own structure and membership.
. How effectively Youthstart communicated acrossrtagvork.

. Youthstart’s contribution to shaping improvememgsommunity engagement
and the community planning process.

. The perceived value Moray Community Planning Pastmp (MCPP), other
partners and Youthstart’'s customers place on Y tauts work.

. Opportunities for Youthstart in the future.

1.23 Consultees for the evaluation comprised:
. The Youthstart Implementation Group
. Other Board Members
. Members of the Community Planning Partnership amdRP

. Other people and agencies with an interest in Yatath



Methodology

1.24  The Brief contained 25 questions that wer@matised and allocated to one of the
six themes detailed in paragraph 1.21 above. Ttiesees were used as the basis of
gualitative discussions with the consultees notexa. Each face-to-face discussion
lasted about 2 hours and they were supplementdd teliéphone interviews with
other stakeholders where appropriate. These themeslso used as the basis of
reporting our consultations in Section 4, althodghour conclusions we return to
the original 25 questions.

1.25 An alternative project-focussed evaluation rapph was considered, but after
discussions with the Partnership Manager a quiaktaapproach was preferred
Whilst a project-focussed approach can be extrenmjul it was felt that:

. The regular 6 monthly reporting and annual reprt€ommunities Scotland
already adequately covered the numerical achieviesraard the progression
towards the MROA outcomes.

. The time available would be more profitably spemiaoqualitative evaluation
and be more useful to the Partnership.

. Until the updated Lifestyle Survey had been puleldsimany of the questions
relating to target achievement could not be ansivere

. With the project under the MROA drawing to a clabes information would
have limited relevance to new support arrangements.

. The business case for all 36 projects, includingcdig outcomes and
timescales and much clearer financial figures ffer pirojects, would need to
be considered to assess the value of the severdupijects within the
context of the MROA and support to disadvantagadchggeople.

. It would be difficult, in some cases, to separdte funding and support to
disadvantaged young people from closely relatedicas provided for other
young people.

. The original targets specified in the MROA were, &gmission of the
drafting author, ‘finger in the wind’ targets th&td not been revised.

1.26 Nonetheless, as delivery of the MROA is thmprpurpose of Moray Youthstart, we
reproduce and comment on the targets and achievemenout in Appendix 2 of
this report.

! Confirmed by email 17 Feb 08.
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2.0 MORAY REGENERATION OUTCOME AGREEMENT RESULTS

2.1 To monitor achievement of the MROA, outcomadjdators and targets were set by
the Partnership. These are shown in Appendix Bethmy with quantified
achievements.

2.2 The figures from the 2006-2007 Annual Repoe thre latest available. The most
recent Lifestyle Survey results have not yet beemliphed, and the actual
achievements at the end of the MROA will not besgue to assess until these
results are available later in 2008.

2.3 Overall, there were 15 agreed targets ovefdhestrategic objectives. Although in
some cases there had been progress towards tletstaige achievements by March
2007 were mixed. This is understandable as theeftélct of some projects may not
be reflected in changed behaviour for some times frgets against which most
progress had been made were: an input target niegghe number of initiatives
developed; and a service user target, measuringntimber of young people
accessing information and support services.

2.4 Indicators which attempt to measure changebeimaviour are more difficult to
appraise. For five, a third of the indicators used,information will be available
until the next Lifestyle Survey is published. Agstiother targets, with the exception
of the reduction in stays in temporary accommodatibe achievements are at best
mixed.

2.5 There have been problems with the originalcattirs chosen and with the baselines
against which achievements have been measuredndineer of young people in
Moray is falling, so where absolute numbers wereseh as a target this would not
measure like with like. For example, a reductiothiea number of unemployed young
people is to be expected if the number of youngleeis falling. In other cases, the
indicator chosen does not seem to be a precisedretahe desired outcome; for
example a reduction in the proportion of young peopot in employment, education
or training (reference 2a in Appendix B) does nodrgntee that there will have been
an increase in the proportion pursuing training &mther education as the fall in
those who are NEET could reflect an increase inleynpent.
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3.0 STRATEGIC CONTEXT

3.1 Moray Youthstart operates within a dynamic eantlts prime function, delivering
and supporting a network of projects for the berafdisadvantaged and disaffected
young people, fits within a local and national etwhich has evolved through the
life of the MROA. In this Section, some of the maialicies and directions which
impinge upon Youthstart, and may affect opportesitior its future direction, are
outlined.

3.2 There has been a change of government in 8&doila the last year and the
implications for the strategic context which are yet clear. The new administration
has indicated that the overarching purpose of twtiSh Governmefis:

“to create a more successful country, with oppotties for all of Scotland
to flourish, through increasing sustainable econogriowth.”

3.3 Sustainable economic growth is seen as theaatgmirpose to which all else in
government is directed and contributes. The Goventrhas also set out Strategic
Objectives — to make Scotland wealthier and faisenarter, healthier, safer and
stronger, and greener. These are considered edseletinents that will bring more
economic success to the country. The Governmertan&nic Strategy sets the
direction for Scotland’s public sector — the SatttiGovernment, local government,
the enterprise networks and other key agencies wotlt collaboratively with the
private, academic and third sectors, in pursuitnofeasing sustainable economic
growth.

3.4 Central to economic growth is addressing theblem of poverty, inequality and
deprivation. A recent discussion papatentified three broad ways in which these
can be tackled:

. Prevention of poverty and tackling the root causéisese include addressing
educational disadvantage and underachievement;linrgckpoor health;
providing more choices and more chances for vubiergoung people at risk
of disengagement; tackling worklessness — partilyudeep-rooted pockets
of inter-generational worklessness; providing tlestlstart in the early years
so that all children can achieve their potentiaigd aegenerating our most
disadvantaged communities suffering from conceedraeprivation.

. Helping to lift people out of poverty — for exampl®dy improving
employability (through more and better employmemd éhrough ‘one door’
employability services that provide clients withjaned-up package from
Jobcentre Plus, economic development, health, Ismethchildcare services)
so that people can take advantage of the oppdesrittat economic growth
will provide; improving individuals’ mental wellbeg and resilience;
enhancing the availability and quality of advicedanformation services;
promoting benefit take-up to ensure that peoplé&ledtto benefits and tax
credits maximise their incomes; helping people ugrokey transition points
in their lives (such as when they leave schoolrreto work, or leave the
care system); tackling substance misuse and hosmeles, and reducing re-
offending.

2 The Government Economic Strategy. The ScottisheBowent 2007.
% Taking Forward the Government Economic Strate@¥9: Launched by Cabinet Secretary for Health and
Wellbeing on 31 Jan 08 - a Discussion Paper onlirecRoverty, Inequality and Deprivation in Scotfan
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. Alleviating the impact of poverty on people’s lives for example, by
increasing entitlement and encouraging the takexufree school meals;
through the abolition of prescription charges; bpding free personal care
for older people; providing free bus travel for @dbeople and discounted
travel for young people; by tackling fuel poverby, developing the concept
of a ‘living wage’; and through the introduction affairer Local Income Tax
to replace Council Tax.

3.5 Thus, current government policy reflects theecaspects of Moray Youthstart’s
work: partnership working, addressing poverty arghdvantage and, in particular,
providing more chances for vulnerable young people,

More Choices, More Chances

3.6 More Choices, More Chances the Scottish Government’s strategy to reduee th
proportion of young people not in education, empient or training (NEET) in
Scotland. Its objective is to eradicate the probtdmNEET throughout Scotland.

3.7 Moray is not identified as a target area WIEET is a particular problem, but the
strategy sees a need for action from all partnemsvery local authority area in the
country to tackle the issue. The sub-groups of gopeople who are most likely to
be, or become, NEET are very much among the yowoplp who are addressed
through Youthstart: care leavers; carers; youngraférs; young parents; low
attainers; persistent truants; young people witlysal/mental disabilities; and
young people misusing drugs or alcohol.

Single Outcome Agreement

3.8 The Moray Regeneration Outcome Agreement walllbe renewed once the current
one expires in 2008. Rather, Single Outcome Agre¢snsith Local Authorities are
being developed. Local Authorities and other delijeartners are expected to report
on progress towards meeting each of the nation@omes, albeit through a more
consolidated and rationalised reporting processgodieveloped as part of a new
performance framework to support Single Outcomee@grents. Local Authorities
will also be required to provide assurances they tiave robust systems in place for
managing and improving performance at a local lewany of the national
outcomes and indicators shown in Appendix C relat®loray Youthstart’s client
groups.

Fairer Scotland Fund

3.9 Under the new system of Single Outcome Agre¢snéme Community Regeneration
Fund (previously the main funding source for the OMR delivered through
Communities Scotland) will be superseded by thereFabcotland Fund. The
following information comes from a briefing to a etimg of Community Planning
practitioners on 16 Jan 08.

3.10 While the Scottish Government will set out thegtional direction of policy and
overarching outcomes, Local Authorities will nowbkahe freedom to deliver them
in a way most suited to their local area.

3.11 The main elements of the new relationship satout in the Concordat agreed

between Scottish Government and COSLA and signedowvember 2007, which
include:



. Single Outcome Agreements
. The delivery of specific commitments
. A reduction in ring fenced funding

. Simpler and clearer reporting arrangements

3.12 Each Local Authority will develop a Single ©utne Agreement by April 2008. It
will cover all Local Government and a significaringe of Community Planning
Partnership responsibilities where the Local Autigdras an important part to play.
A key feature of the Single Outcome Agreement & tbcal outcomes and indicators
will be agreed locally.

3.13  The Concordat also contained a list of sppa@bmmitments, including freezing
Council Tax and improving the quality of care homehich recognises the national
importance of these specific policies.

3.14  The process of developing Single Outcome Agesds is currently being discussed
by CoSLA, SOLACE, Audit Scotland and the Scottisbv&nment with input from
the Improvement Service. More information will beadable as the process
develops.

3.15 The Fairer Scotland Fund, worth £435 milliovero 2008-11, streamlines seven
previous funding streams, remains ring-fenced fgears and will be deployed by
Community Planning Partnerships. This reflects ttwntinuing importance of
Community Planning and will build on Community Phmg Partnerships' work in
delivering Regeneration Outcome Agreements. Thd &ims to improve the lives of
disadvantaged people and people in disadvantaged,aand it will be firmly linked
to Single Outcome Agreements.

Local Strategies

3.16 Local strategies in Moray which have implioas for the future of Moray
Youthstart include:

. Investing in Children and Young People: Integrédedvice Plan 2005-2008
. Moray Youth Strategy 2006-2010
. Draft Social Inclusion Strategy 2008-2011

. Strategy for More Choices More Chances in Moray

3.17 These policies, and others, emphasise theriemme of partnership working in
meeting the needs of young people, including issaféscting disadvantaged and
disaffected young people. Each strategy, from &emdint direction, identifies key
issues and priorities which the agencies and osgéinns involved in the MCPP will
need to work together to put into effect.

Solution Management Ltd 01309 672547 Page 19






4.0 CONSULTATION

4.1 The central feature of this evaluation has bemmsultation with a wide range of
stakeholders and others who have had an involvenrenoray Youthstart,
including members of the Board, Children’s and YguPeople’'s Partnership and
Implementation Group, project managers, operatianalkers and others with a
historical involvement or with an interest in Yosthrt.

4.2 The findings from this consultation are sumsedi below, arranged under the six
themes which reflect the main concerns identifiedhe brief for this assignment.
These were identified as:

. Youthstart’s relationship with its partners

. The structure and membership of Youthstart

. Effectiveness of Youthstart's communication
. Youthstart’s contribution

. Perceived value of Youthstart

. Future opportunities for Youthstart

4.3 Quotes and further comments are provided ineAdpx D.

Youthstart's Relationship with its Partners

4.4 Comments about relationships fell into two mgnmoups: relationships between
partner members and relationships with externaheigs. We have grouped our
report under these two sub-headings.

Relationships Between Partner Members

4.5 The relationship between partners was geneththyight to be positive. It was
certainly seen as better than it had been in the pad almost certainly the
relationships between the various bodies were thiotegbe better than they would
have been without Youthstart. We were told that thistart had not been passive but
had worked hard to encourage and involve memberse¥ample, in addition to the
formal meetings of the Partnership, the INSO hadrmed training, networking
events and informal lunches. A lot of the work hiadlen to the Partnership
Chairperson and the Support Team, but none of these complaining and one
member reminded us that it was always importanbhaee someone at the helm,
taking the lead and guiding members.

4.6 On the downside, there were some suspicionstgieople’s motives, with some
suggesting that some organisations might not haen Is0 keen to participate if
Youthstart had not got any funds. Statutory boudiese considered a little inflexible
and often to be following their own agenda. Guardethments were made about
Community Learning and Development, noting that/thadn't fitted in very well
with the overall aims of the Partnership and hadléel to operate too independently,
and hence sometimes in conflict. However, thesee\pet into the context of some
significant internal changes, statutory remitspewions and recent signs of a more
positive attitude.

4.7 In support of this last comment, we found aitp@sattitude in the two people we
spoke with, heard some innovative ideas and detexteeal desire to make things
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better for young people. We were also told thagmédiscussions between the Youth
Inclusion Service and Community Learning and Deprlent had been more
productive recently that at any time in the past.

4.8 We sensed that some organisations are vergqgineg of their clients. This was
confirmed to us by some people, and we found exesnpf organisations who
considered that their needs were so special tleabmily solution was to set up yet
another support group. Sometimes this was at tkiatian of the client, but the end
result was the same — another new group (if theuress could be found) rather than
advising, informing and perhaps placing the cligith another organisation’s group.
In some cases, we believe that this attitude waemiby targets and the need to
demonstrate a pool of needy people to justify fogdi

4.9 Ideally, we recommend consolidation of soméhee groups within geographical
areas, with the freed up resources being useddorenhat all parts of Moray have
suitable facilities. In our view, mixing clients thidifferent needs would also benefit
them and promote mutual support. The Partnershightmnot agree with our
conclusion or the practicality of our idealistidwon, but our comments are worthy
of discussion because, under the Scottish Governeéant centred needs and
efficiency should trump parochial interests anaréifiore, this will become an even
bigger issue; particularly as the Fairer Scotlandd=is not age specific.

4.10 Unsurprisingly, some relationships betweentneas were more developed than
others. For example, the Information and Networkfdgpport Officer, Health
Development Officer and Youth Inclusion Worker megularly and benefited from
their liaison. Of course being co-located is a i$iggnt contributing factor that
naturally leads to discussion. Although it is nbways practical, projects tend to
benefit from co-location of the team members.

Relationships with External Agencies

4.11 Relationships between the third sector andtsty bodies was not always ideal but
most people agreed that the relationship was albttter for Youthstart. However,
in some areas there was still a gulf to be briddpad needed the intervention of the
Partnership. For example, we were told that Sdslatk was well behind with its
assessment of young carers.

412 The biggest and most significant gulf in nelaships was with the MCPP. Unlike the
ChYPP, who had a good understanding of Youthdfaet MCPP appeared to know
very little. We wouldn’t say the relationship hawken down because there was no
evidence that it had ever existed in any depthsiivery surprising given the
responsibility Youthstart has for delivering a sfgpant element of the Community
Plan on behalf of the MCPP and the resources iralsn It is reasonable that routine
reporting and communication is undertaken with #gmdugh the ChYPP but this is
an area where both the MCPP and the Youthstamétahip should be doing better.

The Structure and Membership of Youthstart

4.13 The term ‘Partnership’ meant different thingsdifferent people at different times
and in different contexts. It was being used wheferring to: all the Board
Members, or the Implementation Group, or the tednfive, or the core Support
Team. Thus, it was apparent from the start of élrieuation that the framework was
a little shaky in parts. We have used the termspff®rt Team’ to indicate the



Partnership Manager, INSO and admin posts; ‘YIG' itadicate the core

Implementation Group members; ‘Board’ to indicdie Board Members minus the
Support Team; and ‘Partnership’ or ‘Youthstartrédlect all Board Members along
with the Support Team.

4.14 Even some of the members noted confusion leetweuthstart as a partnership and
as an organisation. They also asked rhetoricdlbyit‘needs or resource driven?’ —
answering that it was probably and understanddigyldtter. The term ‘partnership’
was generally understood, although people werealedys able to convey how the
term differed from a steering group or even a nmgetiVe have taken partnership to
mean a group with a common aim that has a cendéisdurce (funding and the
Support Team) and operates above the day-to-dakingplevel.

4.15 Externally there were competing influenceshwithte mix of the Youth Strategy,
Integrated Service Plan and MROA. The MCPP and Gh¥iere not being
evaluated but we were told that they could have Imeere effective and that the lack
of guidance, particularly from the MCPP, was dettal to the Partnership.
Internally, we noted an inconsistent use of theniein of the key stakeholder
group, ie disadvantaged young people. Even though MROA provides a
definition, we were given different interpretatioby the people we asked. The
MROA itself was generated with the experience & 8P behind it but it still
suffered from ‘finger-in-the-wind’ targets that doot appear to have been
systematically revised in the light of experienceesults (although we acknowledge
that the 2006-07 Annual Report did question angresent two of the targets).

4.16 Praise was given for the way the Partnershimected the voluntary and statutory
sectors and how members learnt about each othequastions were raised about
whether they had been able to extend their netswfficiently and whether they had
sufficient reach into the MCPP. *Youthstart had beesponsive to new funding
streams coming on line that could potentially higeto duplication and has worked
hard to modify its work as new activities come tneam. The difficulty was with the
MCPP who make decisions in isolation’. We also thetimpression that Youthstart
had adapted well to environmental changes, butwais hard to confirm as these
changes were not reflected in the documentationewiewed.

4.17 Along similar lines, we heard praise for theeywhe Partnership had adapted from the
SIP to the MROA, and could adapt again to accommeotiiee new Single Outcome
Agreements. However, the same commentator wasniticoed that the Partnership
always focussed on the right things and suggegtat there should be a second
councillor on the Board. There is one place onBbard for an elected member from
Moray Council, and three Councillors currently ateChYPP meetings.

4.18 Two people talked about the infrequent mestwigthe full board. One specifically
commented on the lack of information available tm@mber who could not attend
and the tardiness of the minutes. The other thotlghtull Board was too big and
met too infrequently to do anything useful, admigtihowever, that it was a good
opportunity for networking and listening to pressians from the likes of TRAP.

4.19 A well balanced, effective structure of parsneom different backgrounds needs to

have appropriate systems in place to manage eféégtand convince others of their
value. Therefore it was disappointing to find tleatluation systems were weak in
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some cases, although pleasing that there was astralmderstanding of the
performance of others in statistical terms.

4.20 In part, the weak evaluation systems were ghiybresponsible for the minor
observation that the 6 monthly reports varied mmfat and style. We believe that this
made it more difficult for the Partnership Managead the Partnership to assess the
overall picture than was necessary. The variabdityhe standard of reporting was
also noted by others. This not only denies thengast useful information on what
has been achieved but also keeps them in the dat& @hat those organisations
need to improve their service.

4.21 At a more routine project level, the MROA staies that all proposals will be
subject to a written plan using the LEAP templatthough there was no evidence of
their use. We were surprised that Social Audits hatl been used to evaluate
performance. However, regular reporting was unéertaincluding annual reports to
Communities Scotland that included financial sumesaand progress towards stated
goals from a known starting point. These reporti®feed the format specified in the
Communities Scotland National Performance Framevidetailed Guidance 2006-

08",

Effectiveness of Youthstart's Communication

4.22 Communication is required between the memaedstheir young clients, between
the members themselves, and between the Partnersthipis funders and sponsoring
bodies. The fourth aim of the MROA is develop the capacity of the partnes we
have focussed our evaluation on the latter two sl@ivcommunication (particularly
in relation to the INSO, who has this responsw)jialthough we also consider how
effectively young people can communicate their essbecause Youthstart is an
important bridge for this communication.

Communication Between the Partner Members

4.23  The network is accessed by approximately ld@ple who are interested in or
deliver services to 16-24 year olds. We were tdlat information received was
forwarded to other interested parties where apptgrso the circle of information
is commendably wide.The YIG gets things done and keeps members infdrmed

4.24 There are three main ways in which the INS@®roanicates with the partners and
the wider community of agencies and bodies thattav interest in young people.
The first and most successful is the PeB infornmaballetin sent out weekly. This
compendium of news, courses, articles, best pmetkamples and information was
generally well received, highlighted informationopé would either not have found
out about or would have had to search for, andexuently saved them time.

4.25  The INSO is also responsible for networking &mining events, which received
more wide ranging comments from the excellent ®oribt so good. However, most
comments in this latter category related to powmmatance.

4.26  The third means of communication is via theitfietart website and the PeB contact
list, calendar and information library (called ‘ThBase’). We were told that the
website, despite being aimed at the providers wies, was used very occasionally

4 Reference CSGN 2007/1.



or not at all by the vast majority of respondeiitse INSO indicated that the concept
of the site was for others to participate in thiowgpdating the site. The absence of
any external inputs into the simple calendar fumcindicated that this had not been
happening although about half had added theirlddtathe PeB contact list.

4.27 A Health and Wellbeing mapping exercise wasiagh out in 2007 by the Young
Person’s Health Development Officer. It containaraples of best practice and the
main issues perceived by young people. As suahdtld provide information and
focus for the Partnership. Once published, thiorewould be a good example of
using the Base as a source of useful informaticdheOimportant documents have
not always been available on the Base, however.ekample, until recently, the
Youth Strategy was not on the site, minutes froemRartnership Board meetings are
not available (important to those who couldn’'t attehe annual meeting), nor the
minutes of the Youth Council. Accurate and timelgating minutes are an important
way of keeping people informed, maintaining accabiiity and providing a record
of discussion, decisions and actions.

4.28  Whilst documents such as the Youth Councilteis encompass the overall needs of
young people rather than specifically those of dirsataged young people, the
minutes provide a barometer and trends in younglp&othinking that would put
the work of Youthstart in context and perhaps alfpeventative measures to be put
in place. Information we did find about the Youttoucil was disappointing;
concerning the composition of the Council, rolesj avhat they had for lunch rather
than important issues facing young people, presiaind suggested solutions.

4.29 During the consultation, the Health Improvetméificer communicated the
activities that had been delivered relatively sgsbdly. This doesn’'t necessarily
mean that they were any more successful in liftyjmyng people out of the
disadvantaged category but we were pleased to twad these services were
available to schools and that schools were takohgaatage by inviting the Young
Person’s Health Development Officer (HDO) to engagectly with pupils. The
work also ties in with the national Health Promgt®chools initiative. We noted no
negative effects of the HDO engaging with mixedug® of youngsters rather than
singling out specific groups of disadvantaged tgera However, just to show that
there is always more that can be done, one peesdn“sm not really sure even now
what the HDO's role is or how it fits into Youthdta

Communication with Funders and Sponsoring Bodies

4.30 Although Youthstart is not responsible for coamications from other organisations,
its effectiveness will be reduced without a sucitésswo-way flow of
communication between parties. Some comments eatabout external agencies,
including important stakeholders, suggest that ethés plenty of room for
improvement in this area.

Communication with Young People

4.31 Communication also needs to work the other,vilayn the establishment to the
young people. The Partnership cannot always work to the idealation’; for
example, due to the laws on confidentiality. Witheffective communication, one
organisation found that half its young people shat they did not want their school

® Helping schools take positive steps towards stheming the health and wellbeing of children and
young people. www.healthpromotingschools.co.uk
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to know of their situation for fear of being stigimsad. However, once the reasons
and benefits were communicated more fully, thiscpetage fell and more people
were helped.

4.32 The ultimate accolade for Youthstart would éendeen glowing testimonials from
disadvantaged young people and a clear processrgptmw disadvantaged young
people had influenced and could influence commuplgnning in Moray. Some
people will never get involved in such activitiexaothers will only get involved for
some of the time, when a particular issue interid®m, but this is no different than
with adults.

4.33  As was pointed out to us, one issue with Ystaift's target group is their lack of
capacity to make forward or long term commitmeWi{g. appreciate that it takes a lot
of effort to build capacity within an ever changiggpup of young people to a level
where they have the skills and confidence to hawveftective voice in community
planning. It also requires the partners to be mgllio put effort into providing a
return for the young people’s involvement - whetlraining or a real feeling of
achievement. As more groups associated with MCRR bBaught to engage with
young people - such as Dialogue Youth and MoraytNd@ouncil - the scope for
improved partnership working in this area has groMowever, we believe that this
is a challenge worth accepting and one that wifjune innovative solutions,
accepted by decision makers, for it to be succkssfu

4.34 It was beyond the remit of this evaluatiospeak directly with the numerous groups
of young people involved, especially as it is notag's easy or appropriate to engage
with this client group on policy or strategic issuelowever, we were hoping to find
examples of positive influence even if that canr@ugh from the support workers
on behalf of their clients. Sadly, most of the werdkat operational and management
level felt they had little or no influence on sagic planning. We believe that this
stems from the resource driven system that has lbeptace rather than a needs
driven system. Nonetheless, this is a challengirepn dor the Board as they go
forward.

Youthstart’s Contribution

4.35 Initially, few positive examples were forthcoy that demonstrated successes by
Youthstart. This difficulty seemed to stem from:

. Modesty.

. Not knowing if things would have been significantiprse had there not been
an intervention.

. Not being able to tie a success for disadvantagethgy people to a general
success.

. Not being able to tie a success to Youthstart.

4.36 However, as we show below, Youthstart's cbaotron to the well-being of young
people has been considerable. Further evidencehaé\e®ment against the MROA
targets is provided in Appendix B.

4.37 Of the four main objectives outlined in the GIR, three were adequately supported

by funded projects, but the fourthmproving access to secure housing and the skills
and confidence to sustain independent livaygpears to have received a lower level



of support and this was further reduced when tleydéhtion of Homelessness post
was disestablished. It was not surprising theretba¢ housing was cited as one of
the key problem areas by many of the people weda&.

4.38 We understand that the Partnership was nettabihfluence this area to the extent
that it would have liked or was needed to ensuenédwanded treatment of the four
MROA objectives. One person suggested that the MRf24 to take account of
statutory obligations and this explained why theosel objective, to improve access
to secure housing, was not funded to the same texenother projects. We
acknowledge this, but a partnership cannot trulyabgartnership if the statutory
bodies are not on board and fully integrated i $ystem. In this sense, we feel
that housing should have been a priority issuesdavgith the MCPP so that it could
be addressed at the highest level. Wider nationaking issues should not have
prevented the Partnership from applying constaegqure at a local level, but we did
not sense that this had been the case. We latérmed that no paper had gone to
the ChYPP on the housing issue.

4.39 The Health and Wellbeing Mapping Exerciseiedrout in 2007 was an important
contribution to the Partnership. Although it wast riocussed on disadvantaged
young people, it highlighted gaps in services alahiified barriers that impeded the
delivery of services. Therefore, it was (and isuseful resource to enable the
Partnership to deliver services more effectivehhree of the issues raised —
communication, training and transport — are alleéssthat Youthstart should be
concerned with. However, when we spoke with thea3part Manager (one of those
we were asked to contact) he said he had had miinieadings with Youthstart over
the last 5 years.

4.40 The Youth Council was launched df Gctober 2006, and over the next 13 months
held 6 meetings. Youthstart’'s contribution to theuth Council through TRAP is
filtered by the Youth Council and ChYPP (to whone tifouth Council reports)
hence the input into community planning as requibsd European directive is
minimal. The need for some filtering and prioritisa from the numerous groups
able to contribute to the Youth Council was acogpés was the role of the ChYPP,
who do have resources available to them to resstvee of the issues raised.
However, we found no evidence of policy changedeamisions on the Partnership’s
resource allocation or activities that the Youthu@dl had influenced. The
Community Planning & Development Manager broadlyread with these
observations but did not think the picture was tiack.

Targets

4.41 The wooliness of some targets does not hedpjectively evaluate performance. For
example, a target to reduce the number of 18-24 d&#nants from 357 to 300
appears worthwhile at face value but does not takeount of changing
demographics. The Moray Socio-Economic Aliditves actual figures only to 2005,
but the trend since 1993 has been a reductionapleeaged 16-39, and the report
states that ‘Moray has a net outflow of peoplehm 16-20 age range’. The economic
forecasts predict continuing falls, so although guslit does not specifically cover
the same period as the MROA, 2005-2008, it carsbaraed that in 2008 Moray has
fewer people aged 16-24 and hence would have f@é@#&rclaimants even before any
interventions by Youthstart.

® Moray Social and Economic Audit and Atlas 2007 Ilied by HIE Moray.
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4.42 In a second example, the target to reduc@eheentage of 15-17 year old pupils in
Moray reporting smoking daily or occasionally fr&¢%% to 22% should have been
set in comparison with other areas of the couMrighout such reference points, the
results that have been attributed to Youthstart mat have taken into account
national TV campaigns and general lifestyle chanlyeseover, the target refers to
pupils; not all disadvantaged young people in t6e24 age range are pupils, and
most pupils are not classed as disadvantaged.

4.43  The inadequate, incomplete and unrevised teangere not successful and do not
provide a reliable indicator of Youthstart’'s su@s value for money. However,
one example that was given to us, of a young liftemtially saved as a direct result
of a Youthstart project, highlights that succesd aalue for money are not all about
numbers, particularly when dealing with vulneragpleups like disadvantaged young
people. Furthermore, we were told that the targats reporting did help members
focus their efforts, so even without targets beBIMdART’, their existence had a
positive benefit on outcomes.

4.44  There was also a degree of trust that outconezs being delivered and it was
acknowledged that activity was not tied tightlythe MROA. However, even when it
was difficult to evaluate outcomes, the benefitsnatking the effort to do so were
recognised. In particular, more attention to tamgtievement would have allowed
the partnership to rebalance resources, assess f@umoney and justify future
funding.

Achievements
4.45 Positive achievements arising from Youthstatude:
. More people can make their own choices and livéheir own.
. Self harmers have received enough support to pgegréh their lives.

. Youthstart listen and have given young people aejalthough it is not clear
how this has affected community planning.

. The young people’s agenda has been raised to arimlel.
. Youthstart has brought agencies together bendficial
. As a result of Youthstart, the hotspots are knowmousing, mental health and
binge drinking.
4.46 Specific examples that illustrate Youthstaaithievements include:

. A letter to the local MP asking why Individual Learg Accounts could not
be used for driving lessons.

. The creation of working groups to tackle specifiolgems, such as the
Young People’s Service Action Group.

. The Y.0.B.S Variety Sholy

. Themed conferences, such as ‘In it to Win it’ aBddnd Designs’.

" SMART = Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Reatistiimely (or Time bound).
8 http://www.bbc.co.uk/scotland/radioscotland/letbeshow/



. A mechanical engineering SQA programme as an alfteeto an academic
curriculum. Four of the first six young people whnotered the programme
passed with merit. Keith Grammar School has novptatbthe programme.

. A young person who never came out of his housecanttin’t make a cup of
tea until a Youthstart sponsored intervention.

. Finding accommodation for a very dependent younggreand getting them
started on ‘Get Ready for Work’. This person woaldchost certainly have
been lost in the system without assistance.

. Keeping a person who didn't fit into any of the akaategories from prison
or death; one or the other was inevitable withalp h

. A teenager who was able to get through some difftcues with support and
went on to become the Moray Young Citizen of theYé\nother became
the Moray Young Sportswoman of the Year.

. An evening group that was set up to provide thoke tave changed their
behaviour with a different peer group so that taeynot tempted to return to
their old ways.

. Working with Moray College to help some young p&ogéttle in — showing
them around before the start of term and havirayailfar face in the College
twice a week in case they need help.

. Providing young carers with respite breaks and ngivthem time to
participate in activities appropriate to their age.

. Providing training; such as first aid and movingl &&ndling courses.

. 46 young people (advantaged and disadvantaged) uke Df Edinburgh
programmes who wouldn’t otherwise have participated

4.47 The Health Development Officer has made acbigribution to the third aim in the
MROA,; namely, to improve access to information adyiadvocacy and services in
support of wellbeing. The services are providedltyoung people, but it is mainly
the disadvantaged (loosely defined in this conéextoung people who don’t have
the same opportunities as others) who take advangagl benefit from them.
Services include:

. Developing Access Points;

. Training (assertiveness, anger management, batiy itrover);
. Young Mothers (career, financial, general support);

. Sex made Safer (SMS);

. Tobacco project.

Perceived Value of Youthstart

4.48 For the reasons discussed earlier in thistgpath in Section 1 and above, the value
for money of the projects is hard to assess rgliaBssessment is all the more
difficult because the resource column in the maidybof the MROA contains a mix
of both annual budgets and 3-yearly budgets, antstwwhbreakdown of the latter is
available, the MROA refers to the original budgedsher than the actual sums
received. Furthermore, an unquantified level oivagtin support of disadvantaged
young people would have taken place even withcaitRtrtnership so a comparative
value for money assessment is not feasible.
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4.49 Much easier to assess is the delta cost oxealove the projects, ie the cost of the
Support Team. The cost of the team includes theewdgy a part-time Partnership
Manager, the INSO and clerical support plus a progeal cost of accommodation
and overheads. The cost of this support is estomateapproximately £86,000 per
year’ and we have used this to assess whether the $ugaom provided good value
for money.

Partnership Manager

4.50 Over the duration of the project, Youthstas been responsible for over £1,000,000
from Community Voice and Community Regeneration dzuht received regular
requests for funding from partner organisations suigimitted bids to allow projects
to continue. Many projects were able to be pilotéth the help of Youthstart monies
— varying in cost from £4,000 to £51,000. For exeEmplopeman Skate Park were
given £1,500 in 2004/05, young parent groups reckijust over £2,000, NCH
received just over £26,000, and Aberlour ChildcBmsst received over £100,000.

451 Some of the projects that received Regenerditiods and are now mainstreamed
include: the Detached Youth Work Service, Hut Jorres and the Young Persons
Health Development Officer, which is now fully fued by the NHS. Two projects,
Moray Youth Action and NCH, were originally fundday Youthstart and then
through Supporting People (which may be regardethasstream). However, the
Supporting People funding has now been withdrawth Wie removal of ringfenced
funds.

4.52 Whilst the YIG had responsibility for allogagi these funds, the Partnership
Manager had the day-to-day responsibility for adstéming them. This was a very
responsible task that fully justified a supporinted he responsibility carries with it a
number of reporting requirements which were carraad with due diligence.
Separating the administration from the beneficgamethis way was sound financial
management and was therefore a wise investmerd.pett of the task, as it stands,
will disappear once the MROA ends, as will the néedcomplete reports for
Communities Scotland.

4.53 However, the Partnership Manager fulfilled gnather roles, and these could not be
dropped without a detrimental impact on the workhaf Partnership. The position of
Partnership Manager was not filled for several hsnand the negative impact this
had on the Partnership was noted by the membersalilsaid that many activities
only started once the post had been filled. Berafiactivities undertaken by the
Partnership Manager have included:

. Researching and applying for new funding.

. Freeing up Board members to undertake their primzlas.

. Creating shared objectives and keeping membersss$ecuin a timely
manner.

. Helping members to deliver their commitments.

. Organising and minuting meetings and pursuing astletween meetings.

. Maintaining a degree of independence for the Pestiye

. Facilitating inter-agency working.

° Report to ChYPP Implementation Group on 28 Felyraan?.



. Relieving the pressure on statutory agencies.

. Managing Support Team staff and providing supportd-workers, such as
the Youth Inclusion Worker and the Young Personealth Development
Officer.

4.54 Even those who thought the Partnership wasmgtagreed that this was not a role
they would like to take on, and acknowledged thieiesan terms of available time
and effectiveness that the Support Team provided.

4.55 An expected consequence of losing the cortinibuthat Youthstart makes to
services would be that:

. There would be an increased burden on statutowcss:,

. Community Planning would potentially have diffiquih delivering the Local
Authority’s strategie's.

456  This is not possible to quantify financialbyt we believe that loss of Youthstart’s
support would have a significant impact.

I nformation and Network Support Officer (INSO)

4.57 The post of INSO has a wide ranging remitdohko some loose aims and one target.
The post was developed as a response to variousn@oity Planning consultations
that identified a lack of information and poor coomitation. The role was
strengthened following the Greisbach RePomvhich identified further weaknesses
in communication and information relating to seedador young people. Below, we
highlight the views on the key activities of thdicér that were raised during the
study.

4.58 The INSO has arranged a number of networkuants for the Partnership. These
received mixed responses, with some members highim the benefits: Events
attract a good audience so they are usefulNSO events are successful because
they are a constant reminder of the young peopees; whilst others highlighted
relatively poor attendance and value.

4.59 The ‘Deal or No Deal' event held in March 200d@s most often mentioned as a
successful event and appears to have capturedhtiggnation. Event organisation is
very difficult to get right, and all the people iever be pleased all the time;
however, to do nothing is usually worse for theamigation so the efforts by the
INSO are to be applauded and should be regardaghasitive outcome.

4.60 The internet is a major communication tootdday’s world and it was pleasing to
find that the Youthstart website was the first gritr Google when searching for
‘Moray Youth'. This tremendous asset is not, howeveeing used to its full
potential. The site is aimed at the providers o¥ises rather than the young people;
this is reasonable given that YoungScot is the rpamal for information for young
people and it avoids any criticism of duplicati¢towever, we do not understand
why a link is not provided from the main Youthstpege to YoungScot for those
young people finding Youthstart through a searchiren Nobody we consulted,
except the INSO, regularly visited the website, aadr half said they never used it.

19 Summary Paper presented to the ChYPP on 24 Jan 07.
™ The Griesbach Report to Community Safety re SerRimvision for Young Offenders 2006.
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This was not an evaluation of the website, but ¥etart could have made much
better use of the website as a communication tool.

4.61 Another strand to the INSO’s work that feasuom the Youthstart website is the
information database, called, ‘The Base’. The visaod budget for this system were
laid down in March 2006, including preferred supmi The budget identified 20
days for design and construction, but the faciitgs not launched until January
2008. Whilst there were some justifiable reasomgHe delay, we are not convinced
that the end result effectively achieves its ainmaterially satisfies objective 4 of
the MROA - Developing the capacity of the partners and parsh@ to engage
with and meet the needs of disadvantaged youndsddvdbreover the timing of the
launch at the end of the MROA lifecycle has redudedimpact and there is a
guestion over its future maintenance.

4.62 It is right that new solutions to problems @ied, but equally, when a solution is not
achieving its aim, it should either be terminated revised. In this case, the
Partnership failed to specify an adequate timedcaléhis project or to monitor and
manage the project effectively.

4.63  Although one negative comment was receivediabe style of the weekly Pathway
e-bulletins (PeB), the information content was weled by all as a time saving
source of news, facts, ideas, best practice aratnration that, on the whole, was
relevant and useful. Several people commentedlhiegtwould not have been aware
of the information had it not been for the PeB ahdrefore, the information bulletin
contributed to their effectiveness and knowledde ihformation bulletin has been a
success but does not in itself warrant a full-tiposition. Linked to the PeB is the
network directory that provides the names, jole tiddescription and contact details of
anyone associated with young people. People foumsl & useful resource;
particularly for identifying those who were not irathate colleagues.

4.64 “f the information flow stops, you have got troubteCommunication helps prevent
duplication and gapg's

Future Opportunities for Youthstart
Perceptions of the Future

4.65  We were surprised that Partnership members vesigned to losing the Youthstart
support team through its MROA funding running oWe understand that the
MROA was a 3 year project that was always due @ ienMarch 2008, but the
response seemed to come from the pressures fraasflof new initiatives and fund
chasing rather than from trying to ensure a comtiihicoherent and efficient service
to customers. We do not blame the PartnershipHerrésource driven system in
which they have found themselves, but were surpregethe acceptance levels we
observed.

4.66 Single Outcome Agreements (SOAS) are oneeoh#w initiatives, but they have the
potential to deliver better services to the peoygie need them. Moray is well placed
to embrace SOAs because of its experience witm@aship working. Unfortunately,
their timing will reduce the effectiveness of SOMAscause organisations have
already had to find alternative funding and sealiprnative systems for programmes
that have come to an end.



4.67 Where alternative funds have been secured $mumces such as the Big Lottery,
those in receipt are obliged to deliver againsir thiel, and this may not accord or be
flexible enough to fit in with SOAs. Many charitalfunds have by their constitution
a narrow focus, and therefore do not lend themseivgoint, inter-agency projects.
Even though Youthstart has received some addititunading for a further three
months, the service has already began to fragnmehtteere is insufficient time in
our opinion for the key partners to put in placellwgesigned, robust new
arrangements before this extended funding runs out.

4.68 For example, Children 1st have succeeded @ir tBig Lottery bid to assist
vulnerable 16 year olds in transition to adulthiBodwhilst this initiative is
commended, it does not appear to have been dedelopder the auspices of the
Partnership — yet the Partnership will have tograée the intended support to those
at risk of substance misuse, offending, self hagmor other self destructive
behaviour with existing programmes run by otheraargations.

4.69 The Health Improvement Officer saw their rdte, merge the aims of the NHS,
Moray Council and MROA when bidding for lottery fim as they are all intrinsic
and tied together. There were not really any cotifij agendas’. This was an
interesting comment, as most people indicated ithaas generally the Partnership
Manager who drew together the threads from thenpestand applied for funding.
This might indicate either an overlap in respongies within Youthstart, or best
practice in using the most appropriate member efRartnership to act in the best
interests of the members as a whole.

4.70 Based on the fragmentation and uncertaintpwenered, we disagree with those
members who thought the Partnership was stronggineéa survive without the
Support Team. Although the Board will still be abdemeet and discuss the issues,
without the driver of a funded MROA programme (om& equivalent) and a support
team that focuses and supports activity, we beltbae the efforts of members will
be less effective. In our opinion, strong leadgrsdmd support from the MCPP and
ChYPP will be necessary to keep the Board togethdrfocussed.

4.71 This leads to the wider issue of the valu¥ @fithstart, and we believe that one of
the main benefits to the Partnership has beendteated Support Team. Adopting
this model for other partnerships would improve ¢fiiciency and effectiveness of
services, and therefore give good value for moweyHe people of Moray. It would
be important to distinguish between true partn@rglioups and meetings of other
bodies such as steering groups. One such distmotight be to consider only those
operating at a strategic level.

4.72 Three people specifically mentioned the swadsthe Police’'s approach;The
Police are streets ahead in community planhirfgince they have a great deal of
intelligence on many, but not all, of the disadeged young people groups, their
model could be considered best practice. The PobBde on the ChYPP
Implementation Group and the MCPP, and attend Yatath Board meetings. One
person described them asVery strong partner using their intelligence laddet.

4.73 Both Community Learning and Development (Clddy the More Choices More
Chances initiative were seen as potential new pegtm the future. The latter, in

12 http://www.childrenist.org.uk/news/index.html?aatiview&id=322
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particular, was seen as an opportunity for moragdiup working and for the

Partnership to work closer together. One persod, S&LD will need to ensure

disadvantaged young people are included as a pyi6rAnd another thought that

there was no need for both Youthstart and More €4soMore Chances to exist as
separate organisations, but that one could be aestutf the other. However,

suggestions of a merger between Youthstart and Mireices More Chances
concerned the Community Planning & Development Mana

4.74 It was suggested by a partner thate “solution should be driven by Community
Planning, but we would be concerned if either Youthstdraieged its structure and
relationships or Community Planning imposed a s$tmecwithout a proper debate
and consensus on the way forward. There was a mgathat in the SIP era some
joint initiatives involving both advantaged andatisantaged young people were not
very successful, and this made it difficult to dersibate that help was being
provided to those who needed it the most.

4.75 The clear message from Government is outcosmgsficantly different to the input
driven systems most people are used to. Therefowe, of the most important
recommendations for the future is to keep an opérm mnd keep open lines of
communication.

Summary

4.76 Throughout this consultation, we have founédneples of the very good and
examples of things that could have been done befieis applies to particular
projects and posts as well as to the Partnerslagéenda as a whole. We could
conclude from this that there is a lack of skillishm the organisation, but this would
be unfair because every organisation would befrefih a better trained and more
highly skilled workforce, and even the very besbgle are not able to deliver an
exemplary solution if they are not given the tinmeesources to do so. Moreover, the
application of people’s energy has to match theeodrof the situation in which they
are operating — in this case, a highly complex welegislation, political initiatives,
short-term expediencies, inter-agency working (idolg the voluntary sector) and
ever-changing external funding.

4.77 The main conclusion we draw from our obseovetiis that there is far more to be
done than the Partnership has had the resourceski®. We are not advocating
building an empire, but we are sure that, withdw& Partnership and the Support
Team, Youthstart would not have achieved as mudhwasdoubtedly has achieved.
To do more and to work more effectively, the Parthg needs a Support Team. We
hold back from recommending that the Partnershimadar should be a full-time
post, however, for two reasons: firstly, the taskrtanage CV and CRF funds will
disappear; secondly, any new structure must be hedtdo Single Outcome
Agreements and the requirements of the Fairer &wdtFund within the policies of
the MCPP and the resources they allocate.



5.0 FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

Future Structure

5.1 Although the original Brief asked the questids there a need to revise the current
structure?’, the general feeling amongst the Pestig members is that there are so
many unknowns with funding and SOAs that this 1&gy difficult if not impossible
guestion to answerUntil we know what the new Community Planning leibk like,
we cannot answer what the future structure wilkidike.”

5.2 There were a couple of early responses dutimgnterviews along the lines ofte
Partnership is strong enough to survivand “I'm not sure we even need a
partnershig, but we were not convinced by the arguments er dhernatives put
forward. For example, the suggestion that the pastrcould take it in turns to
organise meetings fails to recognise the benefiteomsistency and the liaison,
research and actions that go on between meetirgseiRed limitations of the
Partnership as a result of Community Planning matngl what it should do, or not
providing the resources for others to do what néeddye done, are not, in our view,
valid reasons to give up the Partnership.

5.3 Changes to the structure of Youthstart wereeebgal as a result of the Single
Outcome Agreement and Fairer Scotland Fund buethe&rs a genuine hope and
expectation that Youthstart would continue in sofaem. This extended to an
expectation that the Partnership Manager woulddri@ share of the Fairer Scotland
Fund. There was, however, concern that the edgePHrnership has enjoyed
through focussing on disadvantaged young peopleb&ilost amongst the Scottish
Government’s broader themes and objectivEle“group needs a focus

5.4 One person mentioned that Moray was a smalhlLAathority and, therefore, many
people fulfilled more than one role (for examplen@nunity Planning does not have
any associated full-time posts), but they were sate if, overall, this was an
advantage or disadvantage. An experienced respbnumed that Councils in
England had been more successful at integratinggserices for young people than
those in Scotland. However, Scottish policies, past current, mean that the English
model could not readily be used in Scotland.

5.5 Some of the partners have always been in catiopetind their visions are not
always the same, but this is inevitable. What ipanant is how they work together
when they know what resources they have been ##ldcélow they work together
will be influenced by the direction they get fronor@munity Planning, the support
they receive from the ChYPP, the integration deradnoly new initiatives such as
Single Outcome Agreements and the future managenoénthose serving
disadvantaged young people.

5.6 It would be wrong to place all the respondileii with Community Planning without
mentioning the supporting role of the Partnerskifg were told, for example, that
the partners provided very little feedback on theutth Strategy (although the
MROA Annual Report 2006-2007 claims that the Yo&trategy was ‘based on
feedback from young people gathered by Youthstait¢ do not know the truth of
the matter or if this was an individual partnerp@ssibility or one for the YIG to
coordinate, but the principle remains the sameetisean opportunity for Youthstart
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to influence Community Planning, but if it is to daccessfully then both sides have
a part to play in communicating their needs andesseffectively.

5.7 One suggested way forward was to produce asreddYouth Work Strategy that
would require all organisations to work togetheucls a document would be
welcome if it replaced, incorporated or clearly s@thin a range of strategic
documents issued by Community Planning. However,caeld not recommend
adding yet another document to the existing anéadly confusing medley of
publications. Nonetheless, we believe the timegistifor an over-arching review of
policy documentation, and a Youth Work Strategy lmhipe an appropriate title
within a revised framework of strategic publicagson



6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 We encountered very mixed opinions during aumsaltations — for nearly every
positive statement we were given an opposing omerel was no one quarter or
subject that drew universal praise or unanimous ptaimt, suggesting that
weaknesses were highlighted in the spirit of camsive criticism. In general we
conclude that the Partnership has been successful.

6.2 The main criterion we used in reaching thiscbasion was the extent to which the
support for disadvantaged young people was bdttar if the Partnership had not
existed. Thus, whilst the Partnership did not nezainanimous unqualified praise,
we are absolutely certain that activities wouldén&een less well focussed and the
results poorer without the Partnership, and thepSupream in particular.

6.3 In the remainder of this Section we briefly mes the key questions asked in the
Brief and provide our recommendations.

Partnership Structure

6.4 How effective is the current partnership structarel membership — is it correct and
appropriate for its purpose?

The current structure comprises 29 members, of mwvteleven form the core
Youthstart Implementation Group (YIG). The YIG deténes how the budget will
be spent. The Partnership is supported by a Supearnh which, when fully staffed,
has comprised a part-time Partnership Manager,néornhation and Networking
Support Officer (INSO) and clerical support. TheS is also one of the funded
projects in the Moray Regeneration Outcome AgrearfddROA).

6.5 We found the partnership structure and membgetshbe sound and appropriate to
the task. Minor weaknesses identified during dismrss included:

. The full board met formally only twice a year; afhe meetings are therefore
more of an update and opportunity for informatioicheinge than an active
contribution to the development of the Partnergimg its aims.

. The Board's Chairperson and Support Team undertalisproportionate
amount of activity; including some tasks that sdduhve been carried out by
the partners.

. Documentation relating to reviews and the revisibaims and objectives as
a result of the monitoring and reporting that wasied out.

. Confusion about the make-up of the Support Tears. NIROA clearly adds
the Youth Inclusion Worker and the Health Developtr@fficer to the three
people listed above.

6.6 The structure, because it had a Support Tea® particularly successful in keeping
the partners focussed on the MROA and in develolmeg of communication.

Partnership Working

6.7 To what extent has the Youthstart partnership couated to the development of
improved partnership working across Moray.

The Youthstart partnership has successfully erdjagiéh the agencies, statutory
bodies and the voluntary sector working with yoymegpple, brought them together
and helped to keep them focussed on their roleupparting young people.
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However, some partners do not appear to have hdgndommitted, and were
involved only because of the funds Youthstart hatsalisposal.

6.8 The lack of partnership working at Strategic leveds cited as an issue in the
previous evaluation in 2004. Has there been anyramgments and if so how much
has the partnership contributed to this?

Relationships with the ChYPP generally seemedtipesiand partners believed that
the members of the ChYPP had a good understandinguthstart — which was
confirmed by members of the ChYPP. However, theesaould not be said of the
MCPP where the understanding in both directions feasd wanting. However,
both the ChYPP and the MCPP are the higher levgarosations and should,
therefore be providing leadership and directiorer€hwas little evidence of this, and
consequently Youthstart would understandably haved partnership working at a
strategic level challenging. Unfortunately, isswésconcern to Youthstart, such as
housing, which we believe were strategic issuesewet formally raised with either
the ChYPP or MCPP. Hence, we conclude that themdillsroom for significant
improvement from all sides.

Community Planning

6.9 To what extent does Youthstart contribute to theral Community Planning
Process?

Youthstart does contribute significantly to then@ounity Plan in that many of the
services provided for the partners increase thditquaf life and well-being of
disadvantaged young people in Moray — a significeleiment of the vision to
improve the quality of life and well-being efferyonen Moray. However, we found
little evidence of Youthstart contributing to the@munity Planning process. As
indicated above, the relationship with the MCPP wmsr. Opportunities to
comment on key documents, such as the Youth Styrategre apparently met with
little response.

6.10 We were particularly disappointed at the leditinfluence young people had on
community planning, either directly or through theupport workers, who also said
that they didn’t feel their views were being heandke were told that young people
were fed up being consulted and that nothing esemed to happen as a result. For
example, the Moray 2020 consultation was held iwvesdaber 2007 but has still to
report.

6.11 Is it clear where the partnership sits within tpi®cess?

We were told that,t is clear where it sits and that it reports teethYPPbut we
are not convinced that the wider process is clear.

6.12 Is the partnership seen as a valuable asset to RICP

For the reasons outlined above, we have to answeéto this at the present time.
However, this is not to say that Youthstart is aotaluable asset to the people of
Moray or Moray Council.

6.13 How important is it that Youthstart is an integrphrt of and answerable to
Community Planning partners?

The Support Team did not have any specific regpoities listed in the MROA that
required them to develop relationships with the @umity Planning partners.



However, the Partnership Manager was responsiblefuod raising and fund
managing, and we would have expected that this dvbalve involved developing
relationships with Community Planning partnershesy/tare a key potential resource.

6.14 We believe that for funding, tasking and réipgr Youthstart should have a very
close relationship with Community Planning partndtiewever, there is value in
semi-autonomy and a degree of independence fromCbemunity Planning
partners because of the flexibility it providesdahis is needed when dealing with
multiple agencies at an operational level.

Community Engagement

6.15 How and to what extent has the partnership cooted to/help shape improvements
in community engagement? Did the work of the pastnp influence at all the
content of the ‘Rules for Community Engagement’iasd in what way and to what
extent?

The Partnership reviewed its structures for ComtguBngagement and after
consultation produced a new and detailed set ofopots and guidelines. One
outcome was the establishment of a Moray Forumishegpresented on the MCPP.
The MROA Annual Report 2006-2007 identifies theabBshment of youth forums

as a challenge and, based on our findings, we @en#hat this is still a challenge to
be overcome.

Strength of Youthstart

6.16 In the past Youthstart was always regarded asprgénership which adds value to
existing services and strategies. It was identifrethe last evaluation that statutory
agencies were not effectively serving the need@oh Moray and this is where the
Youthstart partnership could offer this unique apgrh. With the developments of
Community Planning over the last 3 years is theikt & need for this type of
approach?

This was not an evaluation of Community Planniogdt this point in time we have
not found evidence that either the MCPP or the Gh¥&sufficiently mature, robust
or active to negate the need for the Youthstathpaship. With the reduction from 7
to 5 core themes in the Community Plan and refatwdtort as a result of Single
Outcome Agreements (SOAs), it might be that a mgpsupported Community
Planning department could mean that the Youthgiartnership would cease to
provide value for money. However, we are not as thoint yet, so the current
approach would still appear to be the best optameepting that some changes as a
result of SOAs and Fairer Scotland funding are itable.

6.17 What did Youthstart actually provide which addatie to young people?

This is covered in the reports to Communities Bool, briefs to the ChYPP, the
MROA outcomes (reproduced in Appendix B) and thetise on Youthstart’'s
Contribution in Section 4.

Communication / Networking

6.18 Has there been any improvements in communicatiovsa the network and if so has
the/how has the partnership contributed to improwEinmunication across the
network and how effective has the INSO been if? {fiike last evaluation indicated
problems with communication particularly within sees themselves.)
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Overall, the partners found that there had beleig anprovement in communication,
and were patrticularly glad of the PeB weekly infatimn bulletin sent out by the
INSO as it saved them time and highlighted acgeitand information that they
probably would not otherwise have learnt about.

6.19 The response to the networking and trainirgnesvorganised by the INSO for the
partners drew a mixed response, but the negativanamts were about the poor
attendance at some events. This is not the fawhteoSupport Team, and the partners
who did not attend must share responsibility fa limited impact of some events.
The PeB network directory was a useful aspect efviebsite. Unfortunately, in all
other respects the website did not meet needs aams&l therefore, a missed
opportunity to communicate information more effeely. The site was rarely, if
ever, visited by the vast majority of the peoplespeke to.

6.20 A survey, carried out by the INSO, confirmbé positive comments we received.
Despite the undoubted value of the information thas circulated by the INSO and
the information provided on request at a one-to-lavel, there were, expectedly,
people who said communication could still be immavGiven the comments above
about the MCPP and ChYPP, we also conclude thatzoncation with the MCPP
was poor and could be improved with the ChYPP.

6.21 We only received one comment about internadmanication within an organisation
and do not consider communication within individuakrvices to be the
responsibility of the Partnership or the Supporarhe However, we were pleased to
note that the PeB information bulletin was oftercuaiated by recipients to several
other people.

Young People Representation

6.22 How effective has the Young Peoples Advisory Grbapn in providing an
opportunity for Young People to have a voice amsayin their communities?

Over and above their individual rights to haveay e their communities, dis-
advantaged young people have two ways to expresssiives: through TRAP and
through their support workers. TRAP should feed itite Youth Council and the
Youth Council should, according to the Youth Stggtehave a direct input into the
MCPP. In practice, the link is with the ChYPP; whis acceptable as they have
resources to address issues, providing that theMi€Rware of these and takes up
the mantle when the ChYPP cannot find a solution.

6.23 In reality, the system does not appear to werl well, although a full examination
was beyond the scope of this evaluation. At thetohour consultation, there were
no TRAP representatives on the Youth Council betéthad been in the past and
new representatives had been invited to join. lhas at all the fault of Youthstart,
but we were unimpressed with the information wenfbon the Youth Council, the
issues that are concerning young people and hovayiGouncil is addressing those
issues. Furthermore, we were disappointed to hear members of the partnership
who told us that they had never been asked to septeheir client’s views or they
felt that nothing they said influenced Communitgritling.

6.24  With the developments within the Youth Forumsldgize Youth, Youth Councils etc
is there still a place for the Young People’s AdwsGroup?



Probably not, but it is hard to say for certainewththe current process is so weak. It
is important that the Youthstart target group hamiae and, as a difficult group to
reach, it would be easy for the other consultatara to ignore them and continue
without a real understanding of the issues thakecaffthese young people.
Disadvantaged young people should be given a di@ce if they want it but we can
fully understand that they have more pressing sstliee issues facing them though
are a matter for Community Planning to consider. thiek that this would be
achieved more effectively if Youthstart representieein, through the ChYPP, and
that it should be a regular agenda item at meebhgjse ChYPP and Youthstart.

6.25 To what extent did the model of the Young Pergahgsory Group influence the
developments of the Youth Forums etc (if at all)?

The answers we got to this question were vagugyesoonclude that any influence
was minimal.

6.26  Can the role of Youth Inclusion be tied into thésiéng youth groups? Is there
duplication and if so how can this be mainstreamed?

The last Youth Inclusion Worker was in post fostjé months and with a different

line manager it was difficult for the postholderfézl part of the Youthstart support
team. It is clear that engaging with all young depput especially the Youthstart

target group, is a demanding and time consuming Jdle post became vacant in
March 2008 and this may be the best indicator oéthwr this role is necessary,
redundant or could be performed adequately by a@&naéigency. Despite several
people highlighting earlier difficulties with Commitly Learning and Development

(CLD), this is one area where the Youth Inclusionri¢r made recent progress and
the results with newly settled CLD should be coestd before a final decision on

the value of the post is made.

Value for Money / Achievement of Objectives

6.27 How effective have the funded projects/the pastmer been in contributing to
achievement of the objectives contained withirMROA?

The total allocation of Community Regeneration @&wmmunity Voices funding
over the 3 year period was £987,000, of which £188 was spent on core projects,
£517,489 on other projects and £189,498 on supp@dministration,
accommodation, networking events, training, ete &hnual report for 2007-2008 is
not yet available and a third of the targets in20886-2007 report were awaiting the
results of a Lifestyle survey to be published lates year. Nonetheless, the report
indicated that progress was being made towardsatigets and it was feasible that,
with the exception of the number of JSA claimatigy could have been achieved
by March 2008.

6.28 Unfortunately, there were a number of weakeess the targets selection process
and some of the reports from partners were weakrefbre it is not possible to say
definitively how effective the funded projects halkeen in contributing to the
achievement of the objectives. More subjectivelyt llased on numerous examples
of successes, we believe the projects and paripensive benefited young people
greatly in three out of the four objectives in MMROA. In the fourth case, although
the numerical targets (ref 3a and 3b) had alreasBnbmet in 2007, we are not
convinced that access to secure housing has bé&ved because this was cited as
the main problem facing disadvantaged young pedyligg our interviews.
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6.29  Has the partnership and the Moray Community sedmevfor money?
Yes, as far as we can judge.

6.30  Where are there areas of weakness in achievinghlectives?

There were weaknesses in influencing the accesedare housing and enabling
young people to influence community planning asdesd above.

6.31 There was also the potential to deliver ewetteb results had a Partnership Manager
been in post at the start of the MROA, and had eerpoo-active management style
been adopted. Some partners may have found thissivé and uncomfortable but
the level of trust exhibited and the weakness ahesaeports means that the
Partnership did not have the knowledge to allowntlie move resources to where
they could be used most effectively.

6.32  Are there areas of best practise which shouldubidaér developed?

The PeB information bulletin proved effective attgng relevant information to
people who might otherwise not have seen it. It a@asinusual option to adopt in
this modern age of technology and R%®eds, but the human intervention proved
worthwhile and saved the partners a significantamof time.

6.33 The Support Team is also an example of bastipe that could be adopted by other
partnerships that have partners from mixed backgi®uvithout permanent staff.
Not only can they do the routine admin but they also assist the partners complete
their tasks and keep the group focussed. The imdiepee of a Support Team also
helps to keep the group mindful of the bigger pietwithout getting sucked into the
operational issues that often affect people working particular sector on a daily
basis. The size and composition of the team woatg with the needs of the project
being supported.

Future

6.34 Is there a need for this partnership in the futamed if so with the changes to
Community Planning and the developments of straseguch as More Choices and
More Chances, where could/should the Youthstartngaship concentrate its work
on and what would its future role be within the Goummity Planning process?

The answer to this depends on what that futurélaok like once SOAs and the
Fairer Scotland fund have been evaluated and M@@yncil decides how it will
meet the Government’s objectives with the resouitdess been allocated. However,
based on what we know now, we think there wouldobeefit in maintaining the
Partnership in the future and that it should havela in the Community Planning
process.

6.35 How best can Youthstart continue to work in imprguwhe lives of disadvantaged
young people in the future? Is there still a nemtlis?

Disadvantaged young people will continue to needensupport than the majority of
the population. We conclude that broadening thgetagroup, to all young people for
example, would dilute effort and resources awaynfthhose who need it most and
would become more difficult to manage effectiveNarrowing the group by

13 RSS is a system where news and information suresian specific topics from different websites carsent
to a requesting user automatically. The user can tihoose to read the detail if they so wish.



segmenting it would ignore the fact that many disatlaged young people have
multiple problems, and this would therefore waste éxperience and inter-agency
opportunities that currently exist. However, we fiiltd evidence of some groups
being protective of ‘their’ youngsters, and Youdrstshould work to eliminate this

so that the benefits indicated above are achieved.

6.36  How important is it that the Partnership maintaiits unique broad approach to its
work?

Without a broad approach to its work, the Partmprsvould be in danger of losing
its partnership status and becoming simply a meetinis the wider Partnership
goals that are focussed on the combined needssafleiintaged young people that
currently singles it out from many other agencies.

6.37 Is there a need to revise the current structukehat would the roles of the core staff
be assuming these posts are still required?

We do expect that changes will be necessary anefio&al — some arising from new
funding streams and commitments to those fundehsld@n 1st's successful Big
Lottery bid for example), others as a result ofiged initiatives (More Choices More
Chances), and also from different emphasis beingorded to other bodies
(Community Learning and Development for example).

6.38  Taking into account that some of the fundirapagement tasks under Communities
Scotland will no longer be required and what elealadt have been achieved had
more time been available, we recommend that onietipag manager and one full-
time INSO/admin position would provide the mosttcaffective support.

6.39  Should the remit of these posts change and toavhat

Notwithstanding our answer to the first questiorthis Section, Youthstart would

still benefit from some changes to the roles oséhposts. We cover this more fully
in Section 4 and above, but in essence: the PalipeManager should be more pro-
active, monitor outputs more closely, and reassegources to where they would be
most effective. The INSO should take on some ofctedacal duties in preference to
giving time to the website.

6.40 In light of the new outcomes announced by the fBoavent where could the
partnership fit within this — where should it paait itself?

The strongest demonstration of the need for desticaupport to vulnerable young
people may come from the discussion paper detailgéiragraph 3.4. Youthstart is
an established resource, and hence a solutioncéimahelp the MCPP deliver the
required services dictated by the Scottish Govemiméouthstart has a cost but
these are outweighed by the integrated servicanitprovide that also aligns with the
SNP’s focus on the national outcomes and indicagix®n in Appendix C.
Youthstart should also capitalise on its provewilidity and willingness to adapt
and work with other initiatives; particularly Moghoices More Chances.

Summary of Positive and Negative Features of Youthest

6.41 We provide a simple bullet point list below (io particular order) of the aspects we
thought were strengths of Youthstart and thosewiea¢ not so good:
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Positive Aspects
. Partnership Manager’s role
. Work of the Support Team in general
. Increased trust and openness of Partnership members
. That reports are generated
. That the Partnership exists
. Not too much duplication
. Achievements for young people as a direct resuftafthstart projects

. The skills and experience that have developed assalt of having a
Partnership

. Information bulletins from INSO

. Pressure from Youthstart that results in focusstigity

. Brings together partners

. Common goals set

. That somebody can coordinate and apply for funtbmgard a common cause
. Moray’s experience with partnerships will be usafutleveloping SOAs

. Money that has been put into the problems facinmyggeople

. That a link to Community Planning exists

Negative Aspects
. Targets were not SMART
. Poor external leadership, particularly from Comntyflanning
. No clear revision of MROA over time (formal annueview)
. Document control (no dates)
. Variation in standard of quarterly/six monthly rejst!
. Not sure what's changed as a result of all thentemmp
. Over protection by some organisations of ‘theirugg people

. Links between funded projects and main aims wereasoclear as they
needed to be

. LEAP framework not used as dictated in Appendix MROA
. Balance too much in favour of resources rather tiesu

. Young people are not effectively influencing ComiityinPlanning (not
young people’s fault)

. Over complicated, inter-tangled web of policies atrdtegies
. Youthstart website and library information databa$ée Base

. Resources have not kept up with demand

14 Appendix 1 of the Revised Operational Frameworkhim ROA requires reports to be submitted in
accordance with a provided template.



Recommendations

6.42 We make the following recommendations basedwunfindings. We have made
them in good faith from the information availabte us, but decisions should take
into account the changing nature of governmentlvawp initiatives such as SOAs,
and local decisions on the implementation of comitgypianning:

. Youthstart should continue as a partnership ansupgorted with a Support
Team of one part-time manager and one full-time@R&SImin position.

. The need for a Support Team should be reviewed dffe months to
determine if its role can be undertaken more affelst by another body.

. The basic structure of Youthstart and the YIG stigeimain and always be
open to new partners joining or partners leaving.

. The full board should have a greater focus on émguhat services and funds
are distributed efficiently to the areas of mostde

. Documentation standards should be improved to ensaceability and an
auditable trail of decisions.

. Youthstart should nurture its relationships wite tMCPP and ChYPP and do
all it can to support them.

. A robust system should be developed to ensure that needs of
disadvantaged young people are considered by theRmCThis may mean a
formal system involving support workers reportinglie Partnership and the
Partnership reporting to the ChYPP.

. The PeB information bulletin should continue.

. Networking and training events should continue beatfewer in number.
Regular 6 monthly meetings of the full board shobtl held and should
provide sufficient networking opportunities.

. Young People should continue to be heard directlyhie full board whether
this be via TRAP or some other representation. BhaiRAP not be
sustained in the new structure, this should noaexcuse for not listening
directly to the issues facing young people.

. If funds and time permit, the website should bermapd — although this is a
low priority, and unless the commitment is madentievould be better not to
divert energy into this resource. Do it well or adall.

. Hold a Practitioner’s Forum. This would be an altdive way for the people
closest to young people to air, discuss, and cataeltheir views.

. Keep an open mind and keep lines of communicatm@no
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APPENDIX A

MORAY COMMUNITY PLANNING PARTNERSHIP

Al

This appendix puts the work of Moray Youthstarto the context of the Moray
Community Planning Partnership (MCPP). The MCPP foased in 1999 to take
forward community planning within Moray. It beganthv7 original members drawn
from the key local public and voluntary sector ages — membership has since
increased to 13. A new Moray Community Plan (MCRswublished in September
2006 and covers the period 2006-10. It sets oustifagegic priorities to be addressed
by the Partnership over the next five years.

The MCP is divided into 7 key themes. Moray Yotdhssits in the Investing in
Children and Young People theme.

Achieving a

Healthy and Caring
Community

Achieving a

Safer
Community

COMMUHITY
PLAHHING
PARTHERSHIP

Protecting and

Enhancing the
Environment

Building Investing in Working for
Stronger Children Increased
Communities and Young People Prosperity

Investing in Children and Young People

A.2 The Investing in Children and Young People tharavers the services and facilities
available to young people from birth to age 26. Bbdy responsible for addressing
these issues is the Children and Young People'snd?ahip (ChYPP). The
responsibilities of the ChYPP are to:

. Provide strategic leadership and direction in thenming and delivery of
integrated services to all children, young peopie families in Moray.

. Ensure that the resources of the Council and itth@a organisations are
effectively targeted on the most vulnerable andadliantaged within the
community.

. Assume corporate responsibility for the planningl atelivery of council
services in partnership with Grampian Police, Marialth and Social Care
Partnership, the Voluntary Sector, Authority RepnrElected members and
Service Users.

. Oversee the development and implementation of mbegtated Children’s
Services Plan 2005-08.

. Respond to the practice/resource implications ofv nkegislation or
government guidance e.g. Additional Support Forrhea Act, Anti-Social
Behaviour legislation.
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. Receive periodic evaluation reports on servicesvigea by the Council
and/or its partners within the context of Best \alu

. Consider and respond to the findings of formalrimié and external audits
and inspections.

. Provide formal advice and guidance to other key rodgtees within the
Council including Policy and Resources, Educatiortaérvices and
Community Services Committees and the appropriatantittees of NHS
Grampian.

. Ensure that the Scottish Executive’'s vision for tBewl’s children is
promoted and realised within Moray ie all childeemd young people are safe,
nurtured, healthy, achieving, active, includedpeesed and responsible.

. Ensure that the role and functions associated Wit Partnership are
effectively linked to the wider Community PlanniRgrtnership.

. Take on the role of investing in Children and Yourepple's Theme Group
for Community Planning purposes.

Moray Youthstart is one of a number of multi-agenpartnerships and
community/voluntary umbrella groups which addresfindéd goals within the
Investing in Children and Young People theme apadnteand are responsible to the
ChYPP. The full list of partnership groups respblesto the ChYPP include:

. Child Protection Forum

. Childcare Partnership

. Dialogue Youth

. For Moray's Children

. Local Community Networks

. Mobile Information Bus

. Moray Youthstart

. Youth Justice Strategy Group

. Young People's Tobacco Project (Fag Break)

Youth Strategy

A.3 The MCPP has issued a Youth Strategy for 20@B2and the ChYPP has
responsibility for ensuring its implementation ambnitoring. The overall vision
expressed in the Youth Strategy is:

“We want Moray to be a place where young peoplévéira place where
they have a voice, have opportunities, learn artdageund. A place where
they have a home and fell secure, healthy and wedco

In addition, the Strategy outlines a vision focleaf the key areas of concern for
young people. These are: having a voice, opporésnilearning, getting around,
have a home, being healthy and feeling safe andsend feeling welcomed.

The Youth Strategy is highlighted because it ishatbeginning of its life cycle, is

clearly written, and is readily available. Howewienis not the only strategy that sits
under the ChYPP; there are others, such as thgratésl Service Plan 2005-2008
and strategies developed by each of the partners.



Youth Involvement

A.4 The EU, Scottish Government and Moray Courlsib #aecognise the need to provide
a platform for young people from which they can makeir input into community
planning. At Scottish Government level, a Scot¥sluth Parliament has been set up
comprising 150 elected young people from acrosstl@wh Moray has two
representatives on the Youth Parliament. At loeakl, a Youth Council has been
formed. The Youth Council collates inputs from ethgroups and influences
community planning through a link to the MCPP. Itcareceives information from
the MCPP that it can then disseminate. The grobaslink to the Youth Council
include:

. Scottish Youth Parliament.
. Moray College student representatives.
. Local Youth Forum 8+.

. Thematic Forums, eg: TRAP, Young Carers, Lookea&®”@hildren, Single
interest groups.

. Youth cafes and uniformed organisations.

. Gordonstoun and Aberlour House.

The first meeting of the Youth Council was held ®ctober 2006. Six meetings
have been held so far with the most recent on leNiner 2007 (providing an input
into the Moray 2020 strategy which was being rdfee§. The link to the MCPP
mentioned above is shown as a direct link in Apperidof the Youth Strategy;

however, in practice the link is through the ChYHRe Youth Council is able to
evaluate the inputs from the groups listed abowe @ioritise them. The inputs are
then passed to the ChYPP who determine what to toadsee MCPP and what to
address from their own resources.
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MROA TARGETS AND ACHIEVEMENT OF OUTCOMES

Strengthening routes to secure employment founded on increasing skillsand confidence

APPENDIX B

Ref Outcome Indicator Target group Baseline Final target 2008 Achievements 2006-2007
1 Reduction in the Reduction in the number of |18 - 24 357 300 2005 - 06 400
number of 18-24 JSA claimant figures (March 2003) (March 2008) 2006 - 07 389 (3% reduction)
unemployed
Young People It is disappointing that the numerical milestone of
350 has not been achieved although the figure is
an improvement on last year. However it is hoped
that we will see an improvement in this figure as
the NEET Strategy develops (see report). In
addition with the emphasis by the government on
moving people form inactive benefits to active
benefits this may in effect have affected the
reduction in this figure.
2a |Increase the Reduce the proportion of 16-19 500 400 179 original base line (16%) of school leavers
proportion of 16-19 year olds not in (revised baseline) |(20% reduction) 162 (2006/07) (15%) school leavers
school leavers employment, education or
pursuing training |training The baseline used for this section appears to be
and further the number of Young People who were registered
education with Careers Scotland and therefore is not
representative of the true figure. There was
limited information available at that time. However
with the development of the NEET Strategy,
figures are more accurate and available.
2b |Increase the Increase the proportion of Care leavers |6/9 Target 75% Figures will be available by Friday 21 September

proportion of
school leavers
pursuing training
and further
education.

“looked after” young people
leaving care have entered
employment, education or
training

(March 2005 66%)
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I mproving access to secure housing and the skills and confidence to sustain independent living

and confidence of
young people
experiencing
homelessness

re referrals of 16 — 24 year
olds to Housing Needs as
homeless

(March 2004)

(March 2007)

Ref Outcome Indicator Target group Baseline Final target 2008 Achievements 2006-2007
3a |Improved access |Reduction in the average 16 - 24 >6 months <4 Months <3 months
to secure housing |length of stay in temporary (March 2004) (March 2008)
accommodation
3b |Improved access |Annual Number of 16 —24 16 - 24 34 45 53
to secure housing |year olds moving into (March 2004) (March 2008)
Scottish Secure Tenancies
4 Improved Skills Reduction in the number of |16 - 24 10 4 49/181 referrals.

49 re-referrals

Note: The base line figure relates to when the
recording of these figures started in that year and
the current number will include Young People
who are re-referred more than once and would be
over previous years. It is also acknowledged that
in March 2004 when the baseline figure was set
Young People received far more supporting hours
than they do now due to cuts in Supporting
People. It has also to be established the actual
reason Young People are seeking help for and
this is an area which the Partnership may look at
over the course of the next few months.
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I mproving access to information, advice, advocacy and services in support of health and wellbeing

Ref Outcome Indicator Target group Baseline Final target 2008 Achievements 2006-2007
5a |Improved health Reduction in the number of |13 -19 =402/3 = 134 p.a. |5% decrease* 127 p.a (2003/04)
and wellbeing of | conceptions among females (2000-2) 5.2% decrease
young people in 13-19 years
Moray
5b |Improved health Reduction in the number of |15-19 592.1/ 100,000 5% increase (due |Not available until next lifestyle survey
and wellbeing of  |STIs (male) to better uptake of | See template 1.2
young people in 1767.7/100,000 service)
Moray (female) 5% decrease
(Grampian)
5¢ |Improved health Reduction in the percentage |15 - 17 25% (2003) 22% * Not available until next lifestyle survey
and wellbeing of  |of 15-17 year old pupils See template 1.2
young people in reporting smoking daily or
Moray occasionally
5d |Improved health Reduction in the percentage |15 - 17 46.5% (2003) 43% * Not available until next lifestyle survey
and wellbeing of  |of 15-17 year old pupils See template 1.2
young people in reporting drinking in excess
Moray of 20 units of alcohol in the
previous week
5e |Improved health Reduction in the number of |13 -24 43 (2003) 40 * 22 (April 2006 — December 2006)
and wellbeing of | 13-24 year olds admitted to
young people in hospital for alcohol abuse
Moray
5f  |Improved health  |Reduction in the percentage | 15 - 17 38% (2003) 36% * Not available until next Lifestyle Survey
and wellbeing of  |of 15-17 year old pupils See Template 1.2
young people in reporting feeling frequently
Moray or continually stressed
6 Improved Increase in the number of |<24 6 > 30 Not available until next Lifestyle Survey

identification and
engagement of
young drug users
in Moray

people below 24 years of
age recorded on SMR 24
form**

See Template 1.2
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Ref

Outcome

Indicator

Target group

Baseline

Final target 2008

Achievements 2006-2007

Improved access
to information,
advice, advocacy
and services.

Increased number of young
people accessing support
through community points of
access.

15-24

average 590 per
annum over the
last two years

> 650 per annum

>1200.

Developing the capacity of the partners and the partnership to engage with and meet the needs of disadvantaged young adults, on terms that work

for them.
Ref Outcome Indicator Target group Baseline Final target 2008 Achievements 2006-2007
8 Increased services | The number of new or 16 - 24 0 at 31 Mar 05 >6 8 - Plus the achievement of the event milestone to

and support to
young people

developed initiatives
originating from our
engagement with the target
community

fill the partnership manager post.

Provision of drug and alcohol awareness sessions
for S5 and S6 pupils.

Provision of Anger Management Initiative
Consultation events on the keyworker role and
the formation of the Young Persons Services
Action Group.

4 keyworker events held — based on ROA
outcomes:

e Engagement of YP

e Health and Wellbeing

e Keyworker role

e Employment and Training

Note: The record of achievements shown in thisstallve been taken directly from Annual Report tom@minities Scotland 2006-2007.
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APPENDIX C

NATIONAL OUTCOMES AND INDICATORS
Source: Scottish Budget Spending Review, ScottisbeGiment, 14 Nov 2007.

National Outcomes
1. Welive in a Scotland that is the most attractilaee for doing business in Europe.

2. We realise our full economic potential with morel doetter employment opportunities
for our people.

3. We are better educated, more skilled and more ssftderenowned for our research
and innovation.

4.  Our young people are successful learners, confideitiduals, effective contributors
and responsible citizens.

Our children have the best start in life and aeglyeto succeed.
We live longer, healthier lives.
We have tackled the significant inequalities int8sb society.

We have improved the life chances for children,ngpeople and families at risk.

© © N o v

We live our lives safe from crime, disorder andgkm

10. We live in well-designed, sustainable places whezere able to access the amenities
and services we need.

11. We have strong, resilient and supportive commupitiwhere people take
responsibility for their own actions and how théfget others.

12. We value and enjoy our built and natural environhaemd protect it and enhance it for
future generations.

13. We take pride in a strong, fair and inclusive nagiddentity.

14. We reduce the local and global environmental impaictour consumption and
production.

15. Our public services are high quality, continualiyproving, efficient and responsive
to local people's needs.

National Indicators

1. Reduce the gap in total research and developmestdsy compared with EU
average (by at least 50% by 2011).

Increase the business start-up rate.
Grow exports at a faster average rate than GDP.
Reduce the proportion of driver journeys delayee @utraffic congestion.

a 0w DN

Increase the percentage of Scottish domiciled @gi®du from Scottish Higher
Education Institutions in positive destinations.

Improve knowledge transfer from research activitymiversities.

Increase the % of school-leavers (from Scottishliplybfunded schools) in positive
and sustained destinations (FE, HE, employmerragring).

8. Increase the proportion of schools receiving pasiithspection reports.
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9. Increase the overall proportion of area child ptiten committees receiving positive
inspection reports.

10. Decrease the proportion of individuals living inveaty.

11. Increase the proportion of school children in priynd who have no signs of dental
disease (60% by 2010).

12. Increase the proportion of pre-school centres veugipositive inspection reports.
13. Increase the social economy turnover.

14. Reduce the rate of increase in the proportion déidn with their Body Mass Index
outwith a healthy range by 2011.

15. Increase the average score of adults on the Waitadokburgh Mental Well-being
Scale by 2011.

16. Increase healthy life expectancy at birth in theshateprived areas.
17. Reduce the proportion of the adult population winolse (22% by 2010).
18. Reduce alcohol related hospital admissions by 2011.

19. Achieve annual milestones for reducing inpatientl@ay case waiting times (18 week
referral to treatment time by December 2011).

20. Reduce the proportion of people aged 65 and overtidl as emergency inpatients 2
or more times in a single year.

21. Reduce mortality from coronary heart disease antibaginder 75s in deprived areas.

22. All unintentionally homeless households will beiged to settled accommodation by
2012.

23. Reduce overall reconviction rates by 2 percentagetpby 2011.
24. Reduce overall crime victimisation rates by 2 petage points by 2011.

25. Increase the percentage of criminal cases deditwithin 26 weeks by 3 percentage
points by 2011.

26. Increase the percentage of people aged 65 andnvittehigh levels of care needs who
are cared for at home.

27. Increase the rate of new house building.

28. Increase the percentage of adults who rate thgjhbheurhood as a good place to live.
29. Decrease the estimated number of problem drug us&wsotland by 2011.

30. Reduce number of working age people with seveseality and numeracy problems.
31. Increase positive public perception of the generiate rate in local area.

32. Reduce overall ecological footprint.

33. Increase the proportion of protected nature sitéavourable condition (to 95%).

34. Improve the state of Scotland' s Historic Building®numents and environment.
35. Biodiversity: increase the index of abundance otsdrial breeding birds.

36. Increase the proportion of journeys to work mad@ulylic or active transport.

37. Increase the proportion of adults making one orenvisits to the outdoors per week.

38. Increase the proportion of electricity generatedsaotland from renewable sources
(31% by 2011; 50% by 2020).

39. Reduce the amount of waste sent to landfill (1.8%am tonnes by 2010).



40. Increase to the proportion of key commercial fisttks at full reproductive capacity
and harvested sustainably (70% by 2015).

41. Improve people's perceptions, attitudes and awasesieScotland' s reputation.

42. Improve public sector efficiency through the getiera of 2% cash releasing
efficiency savings per annum.

43. Improve people's perceptions of the quality of pubérvices delivered.
44. Improve the quality of healthcare experience.
45. Reduce the number of Scottish public bodies (rethyc25% by 2011).
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APPENDIX D
QUOTES AND COMMENTS FROM THE CONSULTATIONS

E.1l This appendix takes the form of a discussitheitathat the comments were made in
isolation and not in response to somebody elsetights. In some cases the
statements were those of one person, but we havped like comments together to
demonstrate the range of opinions expressed. Weedlaw added our own comments
where we think these are useful, and have sumndapisefindings in Section 4.

E.2 We have used italic text within double quotéere the words were recorded during
an interview. Normal text in single quotes is aiteztlquote from a single person.
Unqualified text indicates summaries and commaeatitsrt from our interview notes
and edited for readability. We use the same headisgn Section 4.

Youthstart’s Relationship with its Partners

E.3 Comments about relationships fell in to two mgroups: relationships between
partner members and relationships with externaheige. We have grouped the
guotes and comments under these two sub-headings.

Relationships Between Partner Members

‘The services are integrated much better than wWexe under SIP and members now
have recognisable roles'Things got lost for a bit and became hard but tdey
survive”

“Youthstart have worked hard to try and integrated dmprove relationship%
Examples were given to support this, including: tlegworking events, informal
lunches, the INSO’s weekly bulletins, directory sdrvices and the Partnership
meetings.

An insider said, The Partnership Manager is the glue and the infdramahub but
the things that go on are done by the parthekHowever, it was accepted that the
Partnership tended to rely on a small group talgaggs done. Someone not so close
said, ‘Youthstart is achieving but slowly; mainlgdause a lot of the work is done by
the Partnership Manager and the Chair. | recoghs@artners have day jobs but ...’
- “Someone needs an overall view and bring togethethal strands and do the
donkey workK - ‘I think the main reason the partners are ¢hisrto access funding;
without that | don’t think they will continue to reeand do things together. For the
relationship to work, there has to be a coordigatunction. There needs to be
someone at the helm.’

‘I think our team would say that Youthstart is @otery transparent organisation and
one where people look after their own interesteylimay not always work together
but they are passionate about their own projects.’

Relationships with External Agencies

Some people were very happy with Youthstart amddlationship with its partners.
‘I now have a better understanding of some of @ugners than pre Youthstart.” - ‘It
is clear where it sits and that it reports to ther2P; the Partnership Manager has
got all the structures in place and it does whaayis it will do.” - ‘The ChYPP does
know about the work of Youthstart, it is mentiogede regularly. For example at
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the last meeting they discussed the additional indor April May and Juné
Understanding the relationship is not always encamgh one person mentioned that
the ‘ChYPP agenda does not have young people’st inpuits radar’. Sad and
worrying.

However, the relationship with MCPP was less clé#puthstart has done enough
in the PR department but there are people in MCR& still aren’t aware of
Youthstart - ‘If 1 wasn't involved with Youthstart, | wouldhave no idea as a
member of the MCPP Steering Group what it was bul. Although the first
commentator considers enough has been done, tloesments must reflect to a
degree on the effectiveness of Youthstart's compatian with a key stakeholder.
As must a comment from the other side of the fehRéathstart has not had a good
press, particularly within Moray Council, over tyears’.

The Structure & Membership of Youthstart

E.4 ‘The SIP was set up in a hurry and was loose r@sult. Youthstart is a much better
arrangement as the MROA was a much better fit natfional strategic initiatives.’ -
“Youthstart is more stable and integrated than mresiy. It is not dominated by any
one agency - “It hasn’'t always been like that (it was confusingdanot so well
organised) but now the Partnership works well. Tagt meeting | went to was
positive and people were open and horiestThe current system is not ideal but it
does have the potential to make a differén@eplying that that potential will
diminish without Youthstart).

Most people thought Youthstart was a strong pestnp. It had identified
overlapping processes and issues that previoushg Wweing dealt with piecemeal
and dealt with these to reduce duplication andeiaee effectivenessYbuthstart are
the ones who have been able to look at the layErscetate and see the whole
picture’ - “Of all the partnerships | sit on, Youthstart is weroactive with good
organisation and administration and is a very, vepmmunicative group. It is also
quite demanding - in a good way ‘I don’t go back to the original ROA targets,
do what | do, but the reports required by Youthdtaep me focussed, a good thing.’

It was disappointing to hear one group admit tloair evaluation is quite weak and
are systems not strong enough to show the indiVideaefits of the work we tlo
Internally, this group was addressing the issuentA@r group said,we do not have
any specific targets or outcomes from Youthstantetnrn for the money they give
us”

“The Partnership meets the different and wide ne¢dsung people. The holistic
view is important This is bought into focus when the cross departtal needs of
disadvantaged young people are considered. Forpmgaof the young carers, those
who self harm are in double digits, others have talehealth problems. Some
succumb to the easier access they tend to haveugs @énd alcohol. Most are not
reaching their academic potential because they @tidyof school, sometimes as a
result of emotional blackmail. “Youthstart helpsetprocess of referrals from one
partner organisation to another.” Y@uthstart are successful in engaging with the
more difficult to reach groups



Effectiveness of Youthstart's Communication

E.5 The quotes and comments on communication aenginder three sub-headings:
Communication between the Partner Members, Comratiaic with Funders and
Sponsoring Bodies, and Communication with YoungpReo

Communication Between the Partner Members

The network is accessed by approximately 140 geaptl many of them pass the
information they receive on to other interestediparso the circle of information is
commendably wide.The YIG gets things done and keeps members infdrmed

Although one negative comment was received albmustyle of the weekly Pathway
e-bulletins (PeB), it doesn’t help the Support Team’s im3géhe information
content was welcomed by all as a time saving soofceews, facts, ideas, best
practice and information that, on the whole, wdsuwant and useful. Several people
commented that they would not have been awareeoinflormation had it not been
for the PeB and, therefore, the information bulleontributed to their effectiveness
and knowledge. The bulletins were particularly usébr organisations supporting
young people and were described astfemely usefulwith “occasional genis
Another said, ‘I get information from the INSO tHam then able to share with the
young people’; a system that worked well.

During February, over 30 people completed a suralegut communication and
information. This confirmed that over three-quastef the respondents passed on the
PeB to at least one other person either occasjonalfrequently. Many favourable
comments were added; such athé PeB newsletter is excellent, informative and
relevant, “I have found a lot of useful items here and throtlghPeB, and | truly
believe if it wasn't there we wouldn't know haltloé things that are going drand

“A lot of the information in the PeB has been veziptul | have used a lot of the
suggested services and put young people forwar@vents and activities based on
information provided by the INSO

At the time of the survey ‘The Base’ had been liweless than a month so some
unfamiliarity was to be expected. Given this, wer@veurprised that 23% claimed
they checked the Base library once a month busuagirised that over 60% had not
visited the library and over two thirds had nevieeaked it for updates! have used
the Base twice so far but | didn’t find what | wasking for.”

Overall, 70% found the INSO service very usefull &8% found it quite useful.

Moreover the service had saved the 34 respondemés— equivalent to half a full

time equivalent job over the course of a year. Efeno-one other than the

respondents had benefited, this is a very wortrevbdntribution to the Partnership.
In contrast, nobody rated communication at work between organisations as
excellent and more were dissatisfied than satiskedgesting there was still more
that could be done.

Communication with Funders and Sponsoring Bodies

Although it is not responsible for communicatiof®m other organisations,
successful communication has to flow between martiand Youthstart's
effectiveness will be reduced without this flow.eTfollowing comments suggest
there is more to be done in this respe@orhmunication from Community Planning
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is poor.” - “Community Planning doesn’t do its job as well ashibuld. The strategic
groups get bogged down in operational isstes

Communication with Young People

‘Young people are consulted to death but they tigel anything they said made a
difference. They are fed up with it.” Several rdceonsultations were cited as
examples, including those by national organisatisnsh as Save the Children.
‘Personally, | have never been asked to represmmg people’s views even though
| work with them every day’.l“agree, the MCPP are not hearing the views of goun
people”

“Youthstart are successful in engaging with the nadfecult to reach groups$

Youthstart’s Contribution

E.6 At a fundamental level, the validity of the MR@as questioned and, in particular,
why its aims were not encompassed by the Integr8edice Plan (although the
Integrated Service Plan was described qsté fluffy, input driven and having few
outcome’s by one respondent). At a working level it was mi@med that ‘some
things | have seen in old files are still issues'’.

Anecdotally from someone not directly involved lwit outhstart but with a broader
outlook on support servicesybuthstart has delivered valuable support to young
peoplé. Another said, Youthstart never turn anyone away, it's a reallypddhing
about the service - “I like to think we have been successful. We hadenhany
young people through the doors, some may have pthtamd sorted themselves out
but many would have been lost to socfety

Examples of specific achievements have been ginmeSection 4 to reflect their
importance. We also draw attention to the targats @utcomes from the 2006-07
Annual Report to Communities Scotland that are aepced in Appendix 2 and
invite the reader to consider the Lifestyle Suraey 2007-08 Annual Report when
they are published.

Perceived Value of Youthstart

E.7 The comments on the perceived value of Youthst@ave been divided into three
sub-sections as follows: Value for money for thetias, Value for money for
Moray Council, and Value for money for the youngple.

Valuefor Money for the Partner Members

“Youthstart has been, could and would be valuableefuncertainty was removed.
I’m not convinced it is good value just now, padiye to Community Learning and
Development.

“The postqof the Support Teamdgre making a difference and need to contihue
‘The YIG takes a broader approach; its forte iswgng the partners together, not
divvying up the money. It reduces duplication amovjes practical networking.’ -
“I'm not convinced the services would have beengrated without Youthstart.
There would have been duplication and overlaplitted partners had bid into a big
pot”



‘Before the Partnership Manager came into pospodpnities, particularly to get
funding, were lost.” - Having a Partnership Manager is a necessity. Litaild be a
lot harder without oné

One person suggested that the statutory bodieggied to meet their statutory
commitments and, therefore, avoided initiativeshsas key worker support and
flexible help because it complicated their provisa essential services. Also, it was
probably better that some services, such as flexitglp, were provided by the
voluntary sector. Bringing together these differsinands, this is why Youthstart is

so usefdl

“The Support Team is definitely worth £100k/{g#ne actual cost is lower than
this). One person understandably described the filen&f the INSO post as
“intangiblé’. Fortunately, the survey carried out by the INS@owed that the
information provided saved other people time toghaivalent of at least half a full
time equivalent post. Added to other comments alloetservice and thegbod
events that have been run, the benefits of the INSO bexomore tangible.
“Somebody has to be at the helm and | doubt arhedfther partners would want to
take on the role of Partnership Manager; therefalee Support Team is value for
money’

Valuefor Money for Moray Council

‘| think the MCPP does get good value from Youdistespecially over the last 18-
24 months. Youthstart is now much better at infognthem [not sure if ‘them’
refers to the MCPP, the partners or the resporsi@@partment.] about the work
being done and at supporting Youth Justice, Comiylugiarning and Development,
etc’. “There is always room for improvement but for theoteces it has, it does the
best it car.

“Moray has seen value for money from Youthstartwitlestanding the work of
other partners, preventative work we have been tbt has reduced the number of
people the local authority would have hawprovide services tb- “The pressure
has also been taken off schools as we can take itheheir last term. Christmas
leavers are particularly disruptive to teachers awttier pupils’

‘Moray Council definitely get good value for monfrgm young carers. Independent
figures from the University of Leeds for Carers Wiks found that a young carer
saves its local authority an average of £15,260ypar>.’ - “Our project has been

excellent value for money. There are fewer drug aldhol problems, the crime

rate has gone down and nuisance calls have stapped

‘Worries that the evidence isn’t there to show Ywmtiart has been value for money.
For example, can it be shown that the availabilifyhousing has increased? If
demonstratable that this is the case, it woulddmEgews for Youthstart.’

Valuefor Money for Young People

“Youthstart has been crucial in protecting and deiivg to young peoplé:Without
the money from Youthstart then Moray Youth Actiomipably couldn’t provide a
service to 16-24 year olds. This still might be ttese after March, although we

15 http://www.carers.org/local/south-east/herne-bangrs-save-uk-87-billion-per-year,2555,NW.html
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would try and place them with other services, thesald be more limited than we
provide’. The SMS drop-in centre has been a greatess because it has reached
many young boys; traditionally a particularly diffit group to access.

‘A central coordinating body is useful. Howeveram not sufficiently up-to-date
with the funded projects to say is Youthstart ifugafor money.’ T do believe the
[funded projectjnoney has benefited the young pedple

Future Opportunities for Youthstart

E.8 ‘The ROA has probably had its day (and was wwalled as a 3 year programme
running until Mar 2008) but Youthstart has providemme valuable functions, like
the information service, that are still needed? fhore radical look at the whole
thing [services delivered by Moray Counciljould be useful but unlikely to happen
due to the vested interests of the groufsaried funding lines also limit what can be
achieved even if an ideal system were devised).

On the future of the Partnership, people commented

. “It will be a shame if it [Youthstart] goes, partlady if it isn’t replaced.
Some areas might be covered but other agenciesoarbusy or don't have
the resource$

. ‘I would prefer it if the Partnership continued ahdhink there is enough
commitment and good will for it to continue in somay. It can only do good
for smoothing access to ensure young people geddiiee and support they
need.’

. “My boss might disagree but | think people will gzl to working in their
own little way without Youthstart. How many for exde will attend the
Partnership meetings when they aren’t reliant omthistart funding?

‘| predict activity will slow, if they happen atlalvithout Youthstart.’

“The Partnership will survive, if the organisatiosan access the funds
needed

‘If unconstrained, Youthstart could:
. Provide a central service for all services.

. Provide shared assessments (currently someone bss&ssed for housing
might get similarly assessed several times by idiffedepartments).

. Support further integration of services.’

It was thought that ‘there are still a number advantaged young people who do
not come into contact with the statutory servicegsnethough they might have
multiple issues’. Young people fall through the gaps because somecaggeare not
fulfilling their commitment - or pass the bick

One person simply said,nfore of the samie Noting that they had already
commented on Youthstart’s flexibility and ability &dapt to changing circumstances
and they were not, therefore, suggesting that tekorild be no changes. As was
pointed out to us,dhe of the reasons the ROA appears out-of-datetlaeick are
mismatches between aims and projects is partlyussca outhstart has responded to
changing circumstancés



At a working level it was observed that, ‘the pgiianers know that what we’re

doing doesn’'t work but managers don’'t seem to ajgie this. We need to do things
differently’. This might be an isolated view but Wked the practical suggestion to
hold a Practitioner’'s Forum in the future. This Wbbe an alternative way of airing,
discussing and consolidating the views of youngppedrom the people who are
closest to them;We see the real issues and the frustrations

Several comments are spread throughout this regmmtit young people’s limited

ability to influence community planning. Summedhyp “where are young people’s
voice being heard?A colleague added,Without Youthstart, TRAP will collagse

and, ‘What strategic debate has gone on for young pebple@se are not issues that
affect just the disadvantaged, but vulnerable peopteive a large share of the
services and benefit from extra support so it woolut be inappropriate for

Youthstart to lead or make a significant contribatto these issues in the future.

“Without TRAP the views of disadvantaged young pewjil be represented by

some of the other theme groups, eg carers, buetivdsneed strengthening to make
sure young people do not fall through the gaps
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