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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme (SICAP) aims to reduce poverty and
promote social inclusion and equality through local, regional and national engagement and
collaboration. The programme, which commenced on 1 April 2015, is funded and overseen by
the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD)! and is co-funded by the
European Social Fund, including a special allocation under the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI).
The total programme budget in 2016 was €35.8 million. SICAP is delivered by 45 Programme
Implementers (Pls) covering 50 Lots across the country and is led locally by Local and Community
Development Committees (LCDCs).

In 2016, SICAP supported 47,511 individuals on a one-to-one basis and 3,076 Local Community
Groups (LCGs). These overall figures exceeded the programme targets by 4% and 10%
respectively. The targets for the majority of indicators were met, with some significantly
surpassed. The achievement was below target for two headline indicators, both of which
measure progression to self-employment.

Local Community Groups (Goal 1)

e 3,076 Local Community Groups (LCGs) were supported under SICAP.

e Almost two thirds (64%) of the Local Community Groups supported by the programme
worked to address the needs of specific geographical communities as well as issue
based target groups. The majority of LCGs worked with people living in disadvantaged
communities.

e Pls assisted 2,839 LCGs either in formation, development or progression and these
groups in turn supported over 218,000 people. Three quarters of LCGs were assisted
during the early stages of their development and 314 progressed along the community
development matrix.

e 1,048 LCGs were supported to participate in local, regional or national decision-making
structures and 263 were assisted to leverage additional funding, securing a total of €1.3
million.

e 241 social enterprises were assisted under SICAP and seven new social enterprises were
established.

Profile of individuals

e In total, 47,511 individuals were supported under SICAP. As in 2015, 31% of these
individuals lived in areas designated as being disadvantaged, very disadvantaged or
extremely disadvantaged. Just under half of all beneficiaries (49%) were long-term
unemployed and the highest educational achievement for 70% of individuals was Leaving
Certificate or below.

e Men accounted for the majority of individuals accessing the programme (55%) and 53%
of individuals were aged between 25 and 45. The main target group supported were the
unemployed (78% of the caseload) and the second largest target group were people
living in disadvantaged communities (31%). The new target group of low income
workers/households, introduced in 2016, made up 12% of the caseload.

e Irish nationals made up 73% of the SICAP caseload, with Polish being the second most
supported nationality (4%).

1 The responsibility for SICAP was moved to Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) in June 2017.
Previously responsibility for the programme was with the Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local
Government (DHPCLG).



e Compared to 2015, 5% more participants became aware of the programme through a
government body, a state agency or other relevant organisation (45%). 26% of all
individuals were referred to SICAP by Intreo/DSP, over twice as many as in 2015. One in
five beneficiaries learnt about SICAP from their family or friends and 16% of individuals
were referred to SICAP by an LCG - a decrease of 4% on 2015.

Goal 2: educational supports and outputs (individuals)

e In total, 22,427 individuals, including 4,517 young people (aged 15-24), received an
educational support under Goal 2. A total of 16,770 individuals participated in Life Long
Learning (LLL) courses, with almost half of the course placements (49%) being delivered
directly and funded fully by SICAP Programme Implementers.

o 19% of course placements were on National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ)
accredited courses, with half of these placements being at Level 5, an increase of 12%
on 2015. In comparison to 2015, 6% more course placements were on courses at Levels
1-5. The majority of course placements (74%?2) were completed successfully. Alimost three
quarters of course placements (73%) were on courses in four education sectors: general
programmes, health and welfare, personal development and education. The majority of
Goal 2 course placements (58%) were of relatively low intensity, requiring individuals to
attend between one and four hours a week. However, when compared with 2015 a small
shift towards more intensive courses was observed.

e 4,089 beneficiaries received supports to remain in a LLL course and 262 were assisted
to access community childcare.

e In total, 4,109 individuals progressed along the education continuum, 23% of whom were
young people.

Goal 3: employment supports and outputs (individuals)

e A total of 30,206 individuals, including 4,051 young people (aged 15-24), received
employment supports under Goal 3. The largest share of individuals availed of career
advice supports and self-employment supports, 43% and 38% of Goal 3 caseload
respectively.

e 9,924 individuals participated in labour market training under Goal 3, 87% of which was
delivered by SICAP Pls or private providers. The majority of course placements (86%)
were completed successfully. 18% of labour market training provided under Goal 3 were
on accredited courses, a decrease of 8% on 2015. The course intensity for labour market
training was higher than for Goal 2 course placements with the majority (65%) requiring
attendance of more than five hours a week.

e A total of 2,208 individuals progressed into employment, with more people moving into
full-time (61%) than part-time jobs (39%). The three occupation categories with the
highest rates of progression were building and construction workers, sales occupations
and health related workers. Compared to 2015, the average hourly rate of pay for those
who progressed to employment decreased by eight cents to €10.83 in 2016.

o A total of 5,752 individuals progressed to self-employment, the vast majority of which
(94%) set up as a sole trader with the most popular sector of activity being construction
(23%). In total these businesses created 716 full-time and 119 part-time jobs. The
majority of individuals who progressed into self-employment availed of Department of
Social Protection (DSP) supports in the form of Back to Work Enterprise Allowance
(BTWEA) or Short-Term Enterprise Allowance (STEA).

2 |t should be noted that the course outcome for 16% of course placements was not specified. The rate of
unsuccessful completion and non-completion combined was just 4%.



15 individuals were supported into apprenticeships and 331 beneficiaries were placed
on work experience or work placement programmes, such as Tlds or the Community
Employment (CE) scheme.

Non-caseload adults and children

SICAP also provided supports to people who were not registered on the individual
caseload. 55,890 children (under 18 years of age) received educational or
developmental support under Goal 2, with the majority of supports (71%) being youth
work and developmental supports. Additionally, 57,132 people participated in social,
cultural and civic activities provided by LCGs. Also, 18,236 non-caseload adults and
3,782 children attended SICAP information events.

Structures and networks

Programme Implementers engaged with 308 decision-making structures, a 21%
decrease on 2015. The majority of these structures supported people living in
disadvantaged communities. A total of 166 joint strategies or partnerships were
established, most of which (47%) were put in place by SICAP Pls and education providers
in order to meet the educational needs of SICAP target groups.

In 2016, Pls recorded engagement with 19 Public Participation Networks (PPNs),
compared to 33 in 2015.

Horizontal themes and the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI)

Pls promoted an equality framework through the development and implementation of
measures addressing discrimination against particular target groups, tackling gender
inequality, targeting groups considered to be at risk, addressing isolated communities
and introducing organisational measures. Actions and interventions promoting
engagement, participation and empowerment of vulnerable groups were the main
method of delivery of such measures. Other activities included bias proofing of PIs’
policies, procedures and information tools, awareness training, removal of barriers to
participation and application of equality and anti-discrimination principles to workings of
their own organisations.

Programme Implementers applied four types of approaches to engage with
disadvantaged communities: supporting clients within their local communities,
developing local skills and capacity, identifying local needs and targets, and empowering
communities to achieve greater levels of participation.

All Programme Implementers emphasised the importance of collaborative approaches in
addressing the wide range of needs encountered in the delivery of SICAP and maximising
value for beneficiaries. The extent, types, focus and levels of collaboration varied
between Pls reflecting the local needs and circumstances.

As part of YEI, SICAP supported 5,373 young people not in employment, education or
training (NEETs). The supports provided included one-to-one sessions, group work,
workshops, formal and informal educational activities, tester courses, information
sessions, events, mentoring and guidance, and work experience placements. The most
successful approach to work with this group was holistic in nature and one that
simultaneously addressed core skills gaps and personal development issues. The most
common outcome achieved for this group was improved employability and personal
skKills.



Supports provided

In 2016, Pobal provided a range of supports to LCDCs and Pls involved in the
implementation of SICAP. These included: 31 individual support visits with LCDCs, two
national support events, eight regional support sessions for LCDCs and seven IRIS
training events. Pobal answered 843 queries related to SICAP.

LCDCs worked with Pls, DHPCLG and Pobal to reduce the level of underspend which had
occurred in 2015. As a result, the overall level of underspend has been reduced
nationally from 2.86% in 2015 to 0.36% in 2016. At the Lot level, the percentage of
underspend was also reduced in 2016 with the highest recorded percentage of
underspend being 3.2% compared to 11.7% in 2015.

Challenges

In the second year of SICAP delivery, many challenges related to programme design and
requirements identified by Pls in 2015 were addressed. The main challenges that
remained were related to the registration process, the data requirements associated with
it and the lack of funding supports for LCGs and enterprises operating for over one year.
In their end of year reports, Pls highlighted a number of issues which they saw as
impacting on the delivery of the programme, with the impact of JobPath being one of the
key issues raised. Others included: ongoing changes to programme requirements, the
lack of public transport and/or cost of transport, difficulty of engaging with NEETSs, limited
capacity and willingness of LCGs to engage in decision-making structures and PPNs,
limited opportunities for progression to employment and self-employment in some parts
of the country, and staff turnover in Programme Implementers’ organisations.

Many challenges identified by LCDCs were common with those reported by Pls. Those
emphasised by LCDCs included limited flexibility across the three goals to allow the
programme to adapt to changing local needs and inflexibility of IRIS for recording
qualitative outcomes. Some LCDCs had difficulties in getting Pls to update information on
the IRIS system, which limited their ability to assess progress in relation to targets and
budgets. LCDCs dealing with more than one Lot noted the additional workload and
challenges it posed on limited internal resources.

Programme developments

SICAP added a new target group in early 2016 - low income workers/households.

New Lot-specific targets were introduced in place of the requirement that 50% of
individuals engaged under SICAP should live in disadvantaged areas. The new targets,
based on the proportion of disadvantaged areas in each Lot, were more reflective of local
circumstances.

The wording of the ‘children and families in disadvantaged areas’ target group was
changed to ‘disadvantaged children and families’ to encompass socially or economically
disadvantaged people living outside disadvantaged areas.

Pobal, after consultation with the Department, separated the SICAP annual planning and
end of year reviewing processes in order to make the LCDCs workloads more
manageable and the planning timeframes were brought forward as a result.

Lessons

Pls emphasised the importance of collaborative work in the delivery of the programme
and saw it as a critical factor for the success of their initiatives. The collaboration took on
different forms and focus, including referral of participants, sharing knowledge, expertise
and skKills, developing joint strategies and projects, co-funding projects and initiatives,
identifying and addressing gaps in the provision of services.

4



e Supporting beneficiaries within their local communities and at times suitable to them as
well as removal of barriers to participation, such as lack of transport or childcare,
continued to be an important aspect of programme delivery.

e One of the most effective ways to engage with hard to reach adults was carrying out door-
to-door outreach work and the organisation of events and other focused activities
promoting SICAP and its supports.

e Pls noted that in 2016 a higher number of beneficiaries experienced multiple layers of
disadvantage. An increasing number of participants were suffering from low levels of
confidence and self-esteem, high levels of stress and other personal circumstances
impacting on their ability to progress within the programme.

e Pls noted the importance of staff training and upskilling, especially in relation to IRIS, ESF
audits and skills required when engaging with particular target groups or addressing their
specific needs.

e In their end of year reports, LCDCs acknowledged that good working relationships and
practices were established between council staff, LCDC members, subcommittees and
the Pls. The amount of time spent on overseeing the implementation of SICAP in 2016
increased as did the engagement with Pls.

e A number of LCDCs felt that the subgroups and committees were enhanced by the
inclusion of the LCDC chairperson and the chief officer as well as DSP, PPN and ETB
representatives. It was recommended that membership of the groups should be reviewed
regularly to ensure there is expertise across all programme goals.

e | CDCs noted that further resources are needed to support the LCDCs in their oversight
and management role for the delivery SICAP.

e LCDCs also acknowledged that many of the issues and suggestions raised by LCDCs and
Pls have been acted upon, resulting in refinements to the programme, such as changes
in timelines for annual planning and end of year review processes.

e The supportive role of Pobal within the implementation of SICAP and the strong
relationships between Pobal and the LCDCs staff and members were also acknowledged.

Conclusion

In 2016, SICAP was in its second year of delivery. The programme showed many signs of having
bedded down with many LCDCs and Pls having established effective working relationships at a
local level. The vast majority of targets were met and for some, such as the progression into
employment, a significant increase on 2015 was achieved. The programme continued to support
a similar proportion of people living in disadvantaged areas, who had lower levels of education
attainment and who were long-term unemployed. SICAP assisted a higher number of people who
were unemployed for more than two years. Also, the share of referrals from DSP significantly
increased on the previous year.

A lower number of supports were provided in the area of self-employment and the progression to
self-employment remained below target. The progression of women into self-employment
remained below the national ratio for new female business owners. The number of new social
enterprises established with assistance from SICAP decreased. Both LCDCs and Pls reported the
significant impact the continued roll out of JobPath had on the implementation of SICAP. Also, the
difference in challenges facing Pls implementing the programme in rural and urban areas
became more apparent. In particular, the lack of public and/or affordable transport and
continued lack of progression opportunities in rural areas appeared to become even more
challenging.



Chapter 1 Context and background

1.1 Introduction

This end of year report provides an overview of the implementation of the Social Inclusion and
Community Activation Programme (SICAP) between 1 January and 31 December 2016. SICAP is
funded and overseen nationally by the Department of Rural and Community Development
(DRCD)3 and co-funded by the European Social Fund (ESF), including a special allocation under
the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI). The programme aims to reduce poverty and promote social
inclusion and equality through local, regional and national engagement and collaboration.

This report outlines key information about the programme and describes its overall performance
in 2016. It provides a detailed analysis of programme participants, the supports delivered to
them, and the outputs achieved. Programme Implementers (Pls) and Local Community
Development Committees’ (LCDCs) experiences of successes, challenges and lessons learnt
arising from the delivery of SICAP are also included. The report is divided into the following
chapters:

o Chapter 1 provides an overview of the programme, including the European and national
context and description of key aspects, such as the funding model, programme target
groups, horizontal themes, stakeholders and their roles, and issues related to annual
planning, monitoring and reporting.

e Chapter 2 presents the programme targets and achievements in regard to the key
performance and headline indicators and the financial report for 2016.

e Chapter 3 includes an analysis of programme participants, supports provided to them
and outputs achieved. The chapter is divided into four sections, each dealing with the
main beneficiary types and activities: Local Community Groups (LCGs), individuals, non-
caseload adults and children, and structures and networks.

e Chapter 4 provides an assessment of SICAP horizontal themes and the activities related
to the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI).

e Chapter 5 outlines information on the supports provided to Pls and LCDCs.

o In Chapter 6, the main challenges faced by Pls, programme developments and learnings
from the programme implementation in 2016 are outlined together with the overview of
changes planned for 2017. Experiences of LCDCs are also included here.

e Chapter 7 includes the main conclusions.

The information presented in this report was prepared using data submitted through the
Integrated Reporting and Information System (IRIS) and the commentary included in the end of
year reports prepared by Pls and LCDCs. IRIS holds data on activities, financial costs,
beneficiaries, supports provided to them and outputs achieved. The narratives submitted by Pls
discuss key achievements, challenges and barriers, lessons learnt, horizontal themes, YEI
implementation and other issues related to programme delivery. The reports prepared by LCDCs
outline their learning and experiences related to programme implementation. The case study
examples included in the report were submitted by Pls as part of their progress reports.

3 The responsibility for SICAP was moved to Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) in June 2017.
Previously responsibility for the programme was with the Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local
Government (DHPCLG).



1.2 European context and policy

In 2014, some 122 million people were at risk of poverty or social exclusion in the European
Union. This figure included people who were at risk of poverty, were experiencing severe material
deprivation or were living in low work intensity households. In Ireland, the ‘at risk of poverty’ rate
was 15.3% in 2014, two percentage points below the European Union (EU) average of 17.2%
although this is significantly reduced by social transfers4. The rate of severe material deprivation
in Ireland was slightly below the EU average, at 8.4%. By contrast, the proportion of people living
in very low work intensity households at 21%, was almost double that of the EU average. The rate
of children (aged 0-17) at risk of poverty or social exclusion in Ireland in 2014 was 2.4% higher
than the EU average, at 30.3% (European Commission, 2016).

The European Commission recognises that “countries with more dynamic and inclusive labour
markets as well as a better skilled labour force and interventionist social systems are more
resilient: they better withstand shocks and recover more quickly” (European Political Strategy
Centre, 2015). The recent economic crisis provided ample evidence of the value of investing in
people and, at the same time, the importance of sharing learning (European Commission, 2016).

In particular, young people across Europe proved highly sensitive to the negative impacts of the
economic crisis. In 2016, 4.2 million young Europeans (under 25) were unemployed,
representing an unemployment rate of 18.6%. Given a significant loss of employment activity and
a high vulnerability to reduction in social protection and labour market supports in the period,
young people, especially those not in employment, education or training (NEET) are now amongst
the groups at highest risk of social exclusion in the EU (Eurofound, 2015).

The establishment of the NEET indicator has helped to better understand young people’s
vulnerabilities in terms of labour market participation and social inclusion. As a proxy to measure
young people’s disadvantage, the concept of NEET brings groups traditionally labelled as inactive
(not connected to the labour force), such as young mothers and young people with a disability, to
the foreground for employment supports (Eurofound, 2016). The ESIF (2014-2020) includes the
European Social Fund and a special allocation to the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI), dedicated
to these young people who are not in employment, education or training.>

Ireland’s NEET rate in 2014 was 2.7% higher than the EU average (15.2%). While youth
unemployment in Ireland has since fallen under the European average, nonetheless, the number
of Irish NEETs remains high. In addition, the EC Country Report for Ireland (European
Commission, 2017) notes that very long term unemployment (more than 2 years) amounted to
more than 40% of all unemployment in 2015 and overall labour market participation increased
only marginally. The ESF in Ireland will continue to focus on supporting those most distant from
the labour market and low work intensity households, including through its co-financing of SICAP.

1.3 National context and policy

SICAP has been influenced by a wide range of EU and national policies and economic and social
trends. In particular, the aims and priority areas of SICAP were shaped by the changes in the
employment and social inclusion landscape in Ireland over recent years.

4 Social transfers are state pensions, child benefit, Jobseekers and other social welfare benefits. They are very
effective tools for reducing poverty.

5 The YEI brings together three (equal) sources of funding to support NEETs aged 15-24; national, ESF co-funding and
YEI special allocation.



1.3.1 Employment and training
1.3.1.1 Labour market and further education trends

Ireland’s unemployment rate continues to fall, and by the end of 2016 stood at 7.1%.
Unemployment rates dropped for both men and women, with men seeing the largest drop of
26.8% while there was an 11% drop in female unemployment. However, a greater number of
men continue to be unemployed. Sectoral data indicates that the recovery has improved job
availability in all sectors, with the largest increase recorded in construction (by 9.2%) followed by
jobs in professional, scientific and technical area (by 5.7%).

While Ireland’s labour market trends significantly improved over the year, challenges remain. This
requires creating a labour market that is inclusive of key at-risk groups, such as the long-term
unemployed, people with disabilities and young people.

Long-term joblessness has also continued to drop, falling from 4.7% in Q4 2015 to 3.6% in Q4
2016, when just under 80,000 people were long-term unemployed. This has been a significant
reduction from 2012 when the highest rate of long term unemployment was recorded at 9.1%. By
the end of the year, long-term unemployment accounted for just over half of those unemployed, a
slight decrease on the previous year. Long-term jobseekers are at greater risk of losing their skills
and motivation, which can have a lasting effect on their ability to re-enter the labour market.

The number of young people out of work has also seen a reduction. The youth unemployment
rate fell from 18.9% in Q4 2015 to 15.2% in Q4 2016. However, while the rate of joblessness
amongst young people has declined, they are still more likely to be out of work than their older
counterparts. In particular, low skilled youth and younger age groups are most at risk of
unemployment.

Over the course of 2016 research was carried out in the area of job quality, including zero hour
contracts, precarious work, and low paid employment (Wickham, 2016; O'Sullivan, 2015). This
was discussed at the Pobal labour market conference in November 2016 which focused on
creating a more inclusive labour market.

As shown in the SOLAS report Monitoring Ireland’s Skill Supply (SOLAS, 2016), in 2015 there was
a 2% increase in the number of FET QQI awards compared to 2010 and increases across most
areas of learning, except for engineering and construction, which experienced a sharp decline in
the number of FET awards. The intake into the apprenticeship programmes began to recover,
with over 3,000 new registrations in 2015.

1.3.1.2 Labour market policies

The Action Plan for Jobs is a central element of the Government policy response to
unemployment. It was launched in early 2012 with the aim of creating the conditions to support
private sector-led, export-oriented economic growth and job creation. There are also eight
Regional Action Plans for Jobs which are embedded across the country. The most recent Action
Plan for Jobs was published in January 2017 and it is underpinned by a wide range of actions
spanning many sectors. SICAP is included in the Action Plan as a means to address new labour
market challenges - see below.

135 Implement the Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme [SICAP] which,
as the primary social inclusion programme of Government, will have a strong focus on
community activation, social inclusion and community development, while also focusing
on those hardest to reach.
[DHPCLG, LCDCs, Pobal, relevant departments|



A core component of the Action Plan is the Pathways to Work Strategy 2016 - 2020 which
combines reforms to the social support system, employment programmes, and services for
jobseekers and employers. The strategy 2016-2020 highlights the importance of adapting
activation approaches designed in a time of recession to a recovering economy. The strategy is
underpinned by a two-pronged approach of consolidation of recent reforms and ongoing
development. SICAP is listed in the strategy under Action 2.6: ‘offer Intreo clients access to the
Social Inclusion Community Activation Programme’.

The Department of Social Protection coordinates the implementation of the Youth Guarantee and
oversees many initiatives to tackle youth unemployment. The aim of the EU-wide Youth
Guarantee is to provide young people under the age of 25 with a good quality offer of
employment, continued education, an apprenticeship or a traineeship within a period of four
months of becoming unemployed. The Department has a number of activities under the Youth
Guarantee including the new First Steps programme, the Experience your Europe programme,
JobsPlus for youth and an enhanced Intreo process for under 25s.

In 2015, Ireland published a National Skills Strategy 2025 which sets an ambitious national
trajectory for skills development for a ten year period. This contains a specific focus on active
inclusion to support participation in education and training and the labour market. SOLAS
published a Further Education and Training Professional Development Strategy 2017-2019
which sets out how the sector will collectively renew and embed a strong professional
development culture across the ETB network. The Education and Training Boards Ireland has
continued to develop its further education and training course hub, bringing together over 4,000
courses in one place - www.fetchcourses.ie. Solas released a number of reports examining the
emerging skills supply and demand in Ireland.

The ESRI also published a report drawing upon LCDP¢ data examining the provision of training
courses - An exploration of area-based social inclusion and community development training
programmes in lIreland (McGuinness, 2016). It found that due to its concentration in
disadvantaged areas and the inclusion of specific target groups, training participants on SICAP
may be more likely to experience a range of significant barriers to inclusion, such as
stigmatisation, low self-esteem and substance misuse.

1.3.2 Local government and local and community development

Local government reforms led by the Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local
Government are part of the wider policy landscape. At the local authority level, the Local
Community Development Committees play a central role in co-ordinating local community and
economic development planning and have responsibility for the roll out of SICAP. Many LCDCs
have a role in LEADER 2014 - 2020, managed by the Department of Rural and Community
Development (DRCD)?. LCDCs may also be the Local Action Group (LAGs) which make decisions
on LEADER funding at a local level. Local authorities are key to local economic development and
supporting entrepreneurship through Local Enterprise Offices and they have responsibility for the
Strategic Policy Committees (SPCs).

Regional spatial and economic strategies and the Local Economic and Community Plans (LECP)
place an emphasis on the development of co-ordination and oversight mechanisms. A key
function of the LCDCs is to prepare the community elements of a six-year LECP and to work with
partners in implementing the plan. For SICAP planning, Programme Implementers were required
to take into consideration their LECP and ensure that SICAP actions would contribute towards

6 Local and Community Development Programme (2010-2014)
7 Previously the Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs (DAHRRGA).
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reaching the broader LECP objectives. The Public Participation Network (PPN) is a formal network
which allows local authorities to connect with community groups around the country. PPNs are up
and running in all 31 local authority areas and they give citizens a greater say in local
government decisions which affect their communities. Many local community groups supported
under SICAP have been assisted to participate in their local PPN (see section 3.2.3).

Ireland’s strong history of local and community development has continued and evolved into a
robust local and community development sector. The DHPCLG has developed a framework
outlining how the State engages with the local and community development sectors - Our
Communities: A Framework for Local and Community Development (DHPCLG, 2015). This high-
level document sets the foundations for how state policies, programmes and interventions for
local and community development will be developed.

1.3.3 Social inclusion measures

The Department of Social Protection published an Updated National Action Plan for Social
Inclusion 2007 - 2016 (DSP, 2016) with the timeframe for the report extended to 2017 when a
full review will be carried out. The plan identifies 14 updated high level goals which are grouped
into four themes:

e ensuring that children reach their true potential,

e supporting working age people and people with disabilities to increase employment and
participation,

e enabling older people to maintain a comfortable standard of living, and

e improving the lives of people living in disadvantaged areas and vulnerable groups.

As stated in the report, Ireland faces a number of challenges in addressing high poverty risks,
particularly for the long-term unemployed, lone parent families and jobless households.

Another factor shaping the operational context for SICAP is the national poverty rate. 2014 saw
the key poverty targets stabilise somewhat, as outlined in the Social Inclusion Monitor 2014
(DSP, 2016). Consistent poverty fell slightly, as did the poverty rate for children. Combined
poverty fell from 37.5% to 37.3%, however relative poverty (at risk of poverty) increased slightly
to 16.3%. The report draws from the Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC) figures, and it
found that the unemployed and lone parents face the highest poverty risk at almost three times
the national average.

The European Commission’s Ireland Country Report 2016, highlighted the continued fall in
unemployment. It drew attention to the fact that long-term unemployment and the low work
intensity of households continues to be a concern. Skills mismatches remain and skills shortages
have intensified in certain areas, while upskilling and reskilling opportunities remain insufficient.
The report found that the welfare system worked well to contain the effects of the crisis on
poverty and inequality, but barriers to inclusive growth persist. In particular, concerns remain
about inactivity traps for certain households, the high proportion of people living in households
with very low work intensity, child poverty and the lack of access to affordable, full-time and
quality childcare. The report references SICAP and its focus on lone parents and children and
families from disadvantaged areas.

Other government priorities and policy documents which have impacted on SICAP include:

e Homelessness/housing exclusion continued to increase in 2016 as rents and house
prices rose and housing supply has not matched demand. Initially concentrated in large
urban areas, homelessness and housing exclusion has become increasingly prevalent
nationwide. The Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local Government
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published an Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness in 2016 setting out five pillars
across government to address homelessness. SICAP is referenced in the document under
urban regeneration, highlighting scope to align and strengthen links between SICAP and
the RAPID programme through local authorities.

e The National Traveller and Roma Inclusion Strategy (2017-2021) is being prepared by
the Department of Justice and Equality (DJE), and recognises the distinct needs of
Travellers and Roma. Phase 2 was completed in early 2016 and sets out the high level
objectives under each theme, while a Phase 3 consultation document has been
prepared.

o The Comprehensive Employment Strategy for People with Disabilities (2015-2024) was
published in 2015 and commits to supporting people with disabilities to progress into
employment.

1.4 SICAP overview

1.4.1 What is SICAP?

SICAP is funded and overseen by the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD).
It aims to tackle poverty, social exclusion and long term unemployment through local
engagement and partnerships between disadvantaged individuals, community organisations and
public sector agencies.

SICAP’s vision is to improve the life chances and opportunities of those who are marginalised in
society, living in poverty or in unemployment through community development approaches and
targeted supports. The programme commenced on 1 April 2015 and will run until 31 December
2017. It is the successor programme to the Local and Community Development Programme
(LCDP). It is overseen and managed at county level by Local and Community Development
Committees (LCDCs). The programme is implemented by 45 Programme Implementers (PIs) in
50 geographic areas (known as Lots).
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Map 1: SICAP Lots - national8

8 The country is covered by 51 Lots. SICAP has not been delivered in one Lot in 2015 and 2016, however, it will be
delivered in all 51 Lots in 2017.

12



Map 2: SICAP Lots - Greater Dublin Area

SICAP has been designed to:

e engage with the most hard to reach in the most disadvantaged areas,

e focus on youth interventions to address youth unemployment,

e prepare and support disadvantaged people to take up mainstream services, and
e contribute to citizen engagement in line with national policy.

The programme has three goals, which are outlined in Table 1.1.
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Table 1.1 The Goals of SICAP

Goals of SICAP

Goal 1: Strengthening local communities

To support and resource disadvantaged communities and marginalised target groups to engage with
relevant local and national stakeholders in identifying and addressing social exclusion and equality
issues.

Goal 2: Promoting Lifelong Learning

To support individuals and marginalised target groups experiencing educational disadvantage so they
can participate fully, engage with and progress through life-long learning opportunities through the use
of community development approaches.

Goal 3: Helping people become more job ready

To engage with marginalised target groups/individuals and residents of disadvantaged communities
who are unemployed but who do not fall within mainstream employment service provision, or who are
referred to SICAP, to move them closer to the labour market and improve work readiness, and support
them in accessing employment and self-employment and creating social enterprise opportunities.

1.4.2 Funding

In 2016, the programme had a total budget of €35,839,645.84. The total cost reported was
€35,697,265.56, which represented 99.6% of the total budget. The budget is made up of both
action and administration costs. Action costs are budgeted with a 33% allocation (with a 5%
leeway allowable) to each of the three SICAP programme Goals. The administration costs budget
cannot exceed 25% of the total programme budget. The full financial report for 2016 is included
in section 2.2.

1.4.2.1 ESF funding

SICAP is funded by the DHPCLG with co-funding from the European Social Fund (ESF), including a
special allocation under the Youth Employment Initiative (YEl). The ESF makes the Youth
Employment Initiative available as a special allocation to the member states with a youth
unemployment rate above 25% in 2012 and for activities focusing on young people not in
employment, education or training (NEETs). The YEI funds the implementation of commitments
given in the European Youth Guarantee and up to 2016, it supported 1.4 million young
Europeans.

The Department of Education and Skills (DES) has primary responsibility for the ESF in Ireland
and hosts a dedicated ESF Managing Authority, Audit Authority and Certifying Authority. Day to
day responsibility for managing ESF co-funding to SICAP rests with the DRCD. Under the
Programme for Employability, Inclusion and Learning (PEIL) 2014-2020, the ESF (including YEI)
will contribute a maximum of €19 million in co-financing to support eligible individual SICAP
participants over the lifetime of the programme. YEI co-financed SICAP participants aged 15-24
who met the established NEET criteria in 2015 and 2016. In 2017, the remaining ESF funds may
be extended to support all young SICAP participants (aged 15-24) who meet ESF audit
compliance criteria.
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1.4.3 SICAP target groups and focus groups

1.4.3.1 Target groups

SICAP supports a broad range of target groups who are disadvantaged or marginalised from
society and who are unable or unlikely to access mainstream supports. All programme
beneficiaries must belong to at least one SICAP target group.

Programme Implementers are required to adopt an area-based approach® to tackling
disadvantage and use the Pobal HP Deprivation Index to identify concentrations of disadvantage
in their respective Lots. This provision allows implementers to target specific geographical areas
with high levels of poverty, hardship and social exclusion, as well as working with issue-based
target groups. Each implementer has a Lot-specific target for the percentage of their caseload
which must reside in disadvantaged areas. This helps to promote actions focusing on particularly
disadvantaged areas whilst allowing for the fact that disadvantage is not necessarily determined
geographically.

Target groups may also be issue based rather than area based. An issue-based target group is
defined as “a group of individuals who experience social disadvantage as a result of a particular
theme or issue which is common between them, e.g. unemployment, disability etc.” The SICAP
target groups are:

e Disadvantaged children and families (in 2015 the target group was named “children and
families in disadvantaged areas”)

e Lone parents

e New communities (including refugees and asylum seekers)

e People living in disadvantaged communities

e People with disabilities

e Roma

e The unemployed (including those not on the Live Register)

e |Low income workers/households

o Travellers

e Young unemployed people living in disadvantaged areas

o NEETs - young people aged 15-24 years who are not in employment, education or
training

1.4.3.2 ‘Focus’ groups

In addition to target groups, two ‘focus’ groups were named for the programme. These are:
marginalised and socio-economically disadvantaged women and people who are homeless or
experiencing housing exclusion. Distinguishing specific ‘focus’ groups aims to highlight the need
to engage with individuals who may not belong to a specific target group but have been identified
as in need. It also encourages Pls and LCDCs to consider and address their needs locally.

1.4.4 Horizontal themes
Horizontal themes relate to the core principles that cut across and have relevance to all areas of

Programme Implementers’ work. SICAP is underpinned by three horizontal themes which relate
to the following;:

9 Such an approach focuses on needs of communities in a geographical area.
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1. Promoting an equality framework with a particular focus on gender equality and anti-
discrimination practices.

2. Applying community development approaches to achieve the participation of
disadvantaged and marginalised communities in the wider local development context.

3. Developing collaborative approaches with local (through the LCDC) and national
stakeholders to improve how mainstream policies and programmes are delivered so that
they have a more positive impact on the socially excluded.

1.4.5 Stakeholders and their roles

Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD)

The Department of Rural and Community Development is the lead and funding department for
SICAP. It also has responsibility for European Social Fund (ESF) co-funding and the Youth
Employment Initiative (YEI) special allocation. The Department channels SICAP funding directly to
LCDCs.

Local authorities and Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs)

Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) are the contracting authorities that manage
and administer SICAP at a local level and direct funding to the Programme Implementers. LCDCs
are the key decision-makers at local level and have responsibility for monitoring compliance in
respect of financial management and performance monitoring. They also have responsibility for
decision-making in regard to the annual performance review and the annual planning process for
the delivery of SICAP in their area.

The local authority for the area is a party to the contract with the Programme Implementer and
has responsibility for administering the SICAP bank accounts and issuing payments to PlIs,
subject to the approval of the relevant LCDC.

Programme Implementers (Pls)

The Programme Implementers design and, once it is approved by the LCDC, implement the
annual plan in their area and report directly to the relevant LCDC on actions, targets and financial
reporting. The contract between an LCDC and Programme Implementer sets out in full the
contractual conditions. In cases where the delivery of SICAP is through a consortium
arrangement, the implementer identified as the prime contractor has overall responsibility for the
delivery of the contract.

Pobal

Pobal was nominated by the Department of Rural and Community Development to act as its
agent with respect to national management and oversight of the programme, including co-
funding under the ESF. Pobal was mandated to project manage the set-up and design of the
programme and draw up the programme framework. Pobal has responsibility for managing the
IRIS system, updating programme documentation, liaising with the main stakeholders, carrying
out capacity building and supporting events with the implementers and LCDCs, and providing a
technical review on the annual plans and the mid-year and end of year finance and monitoring
reports.

1.4.6 Annual planning

Pls submit a SICAP annual plan to the LCDC for approval, with details of costings and headline
targets that will be achieved as a result. The annual plan provides details of the proposed actions
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to be delivered for the following year under each SICAP goal, including targets for service delivery
and action and administration budgets.

1.4.7 Monitoring and reporting

Pobal and LCDCs oversee and manage the planning, reporting and evidencing of progression of
SICAP delivery using IRIS1°. Programme Implementers record details of all programme
beneficiaries, the supports provided and the outputs achieved under SICAP on IRIS.

As part of the SICAP reporting requirements, Programme Implementers submit mid-year and end
of year financial and monitoring reports. This facilitates reporting of progress on the delivery of
the actions, as set out in the annual plan, and on the achievement of headline and action targets
in addition to costs incurred against the agreed SICAP budget for the respective period.

Programme Implementers also submit an annual progress report which gives additional
information about how the programme is being implemented at local level. LCDCs are also given
an opportunity to submit an end of year progress report on their experiences as contract holder
of managing SICAP.

10 |RIS is a customised Customer Relationship Management (CRM) database developed by Pobal.

17



Chapter 2 Programme indicators and financial report

This chapter presents the programme targets and achievements in 2016 with regard to the Key
Performance Indicators (KPIs) and headline indicators. It also includes the financial report.

2.1 Key performance and headline indicators

The programme’s performance is measured against two Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and a
range of other headline indicators, which are presented in Table 2.1 and Figure 2.1. The table
presents the annual targets for all parts of the country where SICAP is being implemented
alongside the actual achievement towards these targets in the period from 1 January to 31
December 2016.

Table 2.1 Headline indicators for 2016

Annual Actuals Actual

Ref | Headline Indicator (HI) targettt %

1 | Total number of disadvantaged individuals (15 years upwards)

(o)
engaged under SICAP on a one-to-one basis (KPI 1) 45,750 | 47,511 104%

% of disadvantaged individuals (15 years upwards) engaged

1b under SICAP on a one-to-one basis living in a disadvantaged area

27 % 30.6% n/a

2 Number of Local Community Groups assisted under SICAP (KPI 2) 2,807 3,076 110%

Number of local community groups whose members have been
3 assisted by SICAP to participate in local, regional or national 959 1,048 109%
decision-making structures

Number of individuals (15 years upwards) in receipt of a Goal 2

4 . 22,184 | 22,427 101%
educational support
o - .
4a % of .those tgrgeted should have educational attainment of 70% 77.6% n/a
Leaving Certificate or lower
Number of individuals who have progressed along the education o
5 continuum after registering with SICAP 1,648 4,109 249%
6 Number of young peop_le (aged 15-24) in receipt of a SICAP, ESF 3,405 4,517 133%
and YEI Goal 2 educational support
o . -
6a % of .those tgrgeted should have educational attainment of 80% 92.3% n/a
Leaving Certificate or lower
Number of young people (aged 15-24) who have progressed along o
7 the education continuum after registering with SICAP 360 961 267%
8 Number of children in receipt of a Goal 2 educational or 45959 | 55,890 122%
developmental support
9 Number of individuals (15 years upwards) in receipt of Goal 3 25.449 | 30,206 119%
employment supports
5 . -
%a % of those targeted should have educational attainment of 60 % 63.9% n/a

Leaving Certificate or lower

Number of individuals (15 years upwards) progressing to part-time
10 | or full-time employment up to 6 months after receiving a Goal 3 1,605 2,208 138%
employment support

11 This represents the cumulative targets for the 50 SICAP Lots in operation in 2016.
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Number of individuals (15 years upwards) progressing to self-
11 | employment up to 6 months after receiving a Goal 3 employment 6,037 5,752 95%
support

Number of young people (aged 15-24) in receipt of a SICAP, ESF

12 and YEI Goal 3 employment support

3,534 4,051 115%

% of those targeted should have educational attainment of

12a Leaving Certificate or lower

70% 86.1% n/a

Number of young people (aged 15-24) progressing to part-time or
13 | full-time employment up to 6 months after receiving a Goal 3 482 565 117%
employment support

Number of young people (aged 15-24) progressing to self-

14 | employment up to 6 months after receiving a Goal 3 employment 238 156 66%
support
15 | Number of social enterprises assisted under SICAP 161 241 150%

In 2016, the targets for both Key Performance Indicators for the programme were exceeded. The
target for KPI 1 (total number of disadvantaged individuals (15 years upwards) engaged under
SICAP on a one-to-one basis) was 45,750 individuals. With 47,511 individuals supported, the
target was exceeded by 4%. The target for KPI 2 (number of Local Community Groups assisted
under SICAP) was 2,807, which was exceeded by 10% with 3,076 LCGs supported.

The targets for the majority of indicators were met and some significantly surpassed. Like in
2015, the targets for indicators measuring progression along the education continuum (HI 5 and
HI 7) were exceeded by over 100%. An increased focus of the programme on providing supports
to social enterprises was evident in the target for the number of social enterprises assisted
under SICAP (HI 15) being exceeded by 50%.

A significant change from 2015 was observed for HI 10 and HI 13, which measure individuals’
progression to part-time and full-time employment. While in 2015 the overall number of
individuals progressing to employment was 34% below the target, in 2016 the target was
exceeded by 38%, and for young people it changed from 68% of the target achievement to 117%.
This change may reflect an improved economic situation in the country resulting in a wider
availability of jobs as well as the continued bedding down of the programme.

The two indicators for which the targets were not met measure the progression of individuals and
young people to self-employment (HI 11 and HI 14). While the level of attainment has improved
since 2015, progression to self-employment, especially for young people remains a challenge for
the programme. Compared to 2015, the number of Goal 3 supports related to self-employment
slightly decreased indicating reduced interest in self-employment as a route for progression. In
their annual progress reports, Pls pointed out the saturation of local markets with BTWEA
supported enterprises providing similar services. They also reported that, compared to previous
years, individuals seeking to set up their own businesses require more time and support to
progress to self-employment.
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Figure 2.1 Headline indicators for 2016
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2.2 Financial report

This financial report was prepared using figures extracted from IRIS, where they were recorded by

Programme Implementers (their actual spend) and LCDCs (the payments made to Pls).12

2.2.1 SICAP costs charged summary report - year end 2016

Table 2.2 below details the total budget and the total costs reported, under the various cost

categories, for the 50 Lots to 31 December 2016.

Table 2.2 Costs charged summary report for year 2016

Total 2016 budget € Total cost reported € % of to':::)zcr:tt;%n costs
Non-salary €1,209,983.64 €1,232,324.78
Goal 1 | pirect salary | €6,990,092.73 €6,969,041.44 30.13%
Total Goal 1 | €8,200,076.37 €8,201,366.22
Non-salary €2,709,425.76 €2,830,857.77
Goal 2 | Direct salary | €6,426,403.59 €6,283,319.91 33.49%
Total Goal 2 | €9,135,829.35 €9,114,177.68
Non-salary €2,388,861.86 €2,456,870.03
Goal 3 | pirect salary | €7,193,256.32 €7,085,946.80 35.06%
Total Goal 3 | €9,582,118.18 €9,542,816.83

(Each Goal cost % reported must be between 28% and 38% of total actions cost reported)

Monitoring

€389,497.70

€360,036.22

1.32%

Total 2016 budget €

Total cost reported €

% of total budget

Total actions cost

€27,307,521.60

€27,218,396.65

75.94%

Total 2016 budget €

Total cost reported €

% of total budget

Total administration
cost

€8,532,124.24

€8,478,868.91

23.66%

(The administration cost ca

nnot exceed 25% of the total budget)

Total 2016 budget €

Total cost reported €

% of total budget

Overall Cost

€35,839,645.84

€35,697,265.56

99.6%

Commentary on Table 2.2

Schedule D is an appendix to the contract between the LCDC and the Pl and it represents the
budget of the Lot for a particular period, i.e. from the 1 January to 31 December 2016. This

12 payments made by the Department to the LCDCs are not represented in this report as these figures are not reported
on IRIS.
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budget is comprised of action costs and administration costs. The action costs are broken down
into Goal costs and monitoring costs.

Certain financial rules are required to be complied with as outlined in Schedule D, and these are
as follows:

e The total of each Goal cost must be between 28% and 38% of the total actions cost
reported.

e The total administration cost cannot exceed 25% of the total budget cost.

e The Pl must submit a draft Schedule D as part of the annual planning process showing
compliance with both of the above rules prior to the LCDC approving the budget.

e Programme Implementers must also show that these financial parameters have been
met when reporting spend for the period in order to avoid having financial remedies
imposed upon them.

Administration costs

As per the parameters of Schedule D, total administration costs reported for the year cannot
exceed 25% of the total SICAP budget.

The amount reported for administration costs is €8,478,868.91. This amount represents 23.66%
of the total budget and therefore demonstrates that the programme overall is compliant with the
parameters of Schedule D.

Actions costs

As per the parameters of Schedule D, the amount reported for each Goal must be between 28% -
38% - i.e. 33% of the total actions cost plus or minus 5% - of the total action costs reported.

Goal 1

The amount reported for Goal 1 is €8,201,366.22. This represents 30.13% of the total action
costs reported and therefore demonstrates that Goal 1 is compliant with the parameters of
Schedule D.

Goal 2

The amount reported for Goal 2 is €9,114,177.68. This represents 33.49% of the total action
costs reported and therefore demonstrates that Goal 2 is compliant with the parameters of
Schedule D.

Goal 3

The amount reported for Goal 3 is €9,542,816.83. This represents 35.06% of the total action
costs reported and therefore demonstrates that Goal 3 is compliant with the parameters of
Schedule D.
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Underspends as at 31 December 2016

The end of year report shows the total underspend reported is €142,380.28. This represents
0.39% of the total budget as outlined in Table 2.3 below. The underspends are a result of salary

budgets not being fully utilised across the administration and Goal cost categories.

Table 2.3 Underspends as at 31 December 2016

Goals Category Underspend Overspend Underspend as % of
total budget
Non-salary €22,341.14
Goal 1 Direct salary €21,051.29
Total Goal 1 €1,289.85
Non-salary 121,432.01
Goal 2 Direct salary €143,083.68
Total Goal 2 €21,651.67
Non-salary €68,008.17
Goal 3 Direct salary €107,309.52
Total Goal 3 €39,301.65
Monitoring €29,461.48
Total actions costs €89,124.95
Administration costs €53,255.33
Total underspend €142,380.28 0.39%

Overall conclusion

The above results demonstrate that despite the underspends recorded against each of the
Goals, the programme overall is compliant with the parameters of Schedule D and has met its

financial targets for 2016.

Payments

The total Lot payments inputted on the IRIS system for the period to 31 December 2016,

excluding VAT, was €35,082,989.80.

VAT

Table 2.4 VAT costs reported by the Pls and paid by the LCDCs

Eligible VAT costs claimed by PI

VAT payments to the Pls

Mid-year period €187,989.99 €168,659.79
End of year period €268,650.78 €270,689.17
Total €456,640.77 €473,159.36
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The total amount of VAT reported for 2016 is €456,640.77. The total amount of VAT inputted on
IRIS as paid by LCDCs to Pls in 2016 is €473,159.36. The VAT costs reported for the end of year
period in 2016 are not due to be paid by the LCDCs until 2017.

2.2.2 Lot budgets

The total spend reported for the period can be broken down into the Border, Midlands and
Western region (BMW) €10,730,780.93 and Southern and Eastern region (S&E)
€24,966,484.63 across the budget cost categories as outlined below.

Figure 2.2 Costs charged summary Border, Midlands and Western region (BMW) and Southern and Eastern region
(S&E)

Administration Goal 1

Goal 2 Goal 3

Monitoring

mS&E mBMW

Taking three bands of Lot allocations as an example for each of the two regions:
e Band 1-€0-€500,000
e Band 2-€501,000 -€1,000,000
e Band 3->€1,000,000.

Table 2.5 Band 1 Lot budgets €0 - €500,000

S&E regjon BMW region
No of Lots 9 3
Total Lot budget € €1,927,787.00 €864,559.00
Total spend reported € €1,922,012.15 €863,013.83
% of Lot budget reported as spend 99.70% 99.82%
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Table 2.6 Band 2 Lot budgets €501,000 - €1,000,000

S&E region BMW region
No of Lots 13 12
Total Lot budget € €8,567,035.00 €7,612,426.00
Total spend reported € €8,538,387.90 €7,545,026.11
% of Lot budget reported as spend 99.67% 99.11%
Table 2.7 Band 3 Lot budgets >€1,000,000

S&E region BMW region
No of Lots 11 2
Total Lot budget € €14,542,011.00 €2,325,827.00
Total spend reported € €14,506,084.58 €2,322,740.99
% of Lot budget reported as spend 99.76% 99.87%

The percentage of Lot budget reported as spend is consistent between both regions for the Lot

budgets in all bands.

Total Lots split by S&E and BMW regions

Table 2.8 Overall Lot allocations

S&E region

BMW regjon

No of Lots

33

17

Total Lot budget €

€25,036,833.00

€10,802,812.00

Total spend reported €

€24,966,484.63

€10,730,780.93

% of Lot budget reported as spend

99.72%

99.33%

The percentage of Lot budget reported as spend for the period is consistent between both

regions based on their overall Lot allocations.
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2.2.3 Analysis of the number of SICAP funded Full-Time Equivalents (FTES)

Table 2.9 below represents the salary costs for the period 1 January - 31 December 2016.

Table 2.9 Analysis of the number of SICAP funded FTEs

Salary budget cost Salary spend o
Budget category 1'::::] d(:: ds::?.'éz of SICAP funded reported for SICAP é’ an?trzl Soar,lczg
FTEs € funded FTEs € P P

Administration 100.2 €5,652,611.67 €5,541,067.91 21.41%
Goal 1 138.40 €6,990,092.73 €6,969,041.44 26.93%
Goal 2 127.50 €6,426,403.59 €6,283,319.91 24.28%
Goal 3 144.30 €7,193,256.32 €7,085,946.60 27.38%
Total 510.40 €26,262,364.31 €25,879,375.86

The average budget cost per annum for a SICAP funded FTE is €51,454.

At the year-end, 98.54% of the total salary costs budget was reported as spend, which amounts

10 €25,879,375.86.
Overall conclusion

The percentage of salary costs ranges from lowest percentage under administration costs of
21.41% to the highest under Goal 3 costs of 27.38%, which means the spend is reasonably

evenly split across the four cost categories.

2.2.4 Administration costs

The total budget administration cost reported is 23.66% of the total overall SICAP budget and is
within the 25% maximum threshold at the year end.
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Administration costs (overheads) are split across four headings as detailed below:

Table 2.10 Administration costs (overheads)

% of total
Budget category Budget amount € Spend amount € administration
spend reported

Financial/professional fees/other €243,222.24 €238,143.86 2.81%

Indirect salary

(management,/administration) €5,652,611.67 €5,541,067.91 65.35%
Office/administration/establishment €2,488,703.39 €2,578,232.61 30.41%
l’;?;/reyl and subsistence for indirect €147.586.94 €121.424.53 1.43%
Total administration €8,632,124.24 €8,478,868.91

At the year-end, 99.38% of the total administration costs budget has been reported as spend,
which amounts to €8,478,868.91. Of the total administration costs reported as spend, salary
costs are the largest component of these costs at 65.35%.

2.2.5 Remedies

Ongoing receipt of SICAP funding by the Programme Implementer is directly linked to
performance against the agreed targets for the two key performance indicators and compliance
with Schedule D of the funding agreement as well as compliance with the spend thresholds of
the programme, where it is appropriate to do so.

Remedies are to be applied on a fixed rate basis and are aligned to a set of scales depending on
the level of non-achievement/non-compliance with the KPIs and Schedule D of the funding
agreement.

Table 2.11 below outlines where remedies occurred in relation to SICAP for 2016.

Table 2.11 Remedies applied in 2016

Total
No. of Lots No. of Lots amount of
where Non Remedy to where Non Remedy to remedies
remedy achievement apply under = remedy achievement apply under applied
applied of KPI 1 KPI 1€ applied of KPI 2 KPI2 € under KPI
under KPI 1 under KPI 2
1&2¢€
2 1% - 3% €500 0 1% - 3% €0 €1,000
2 4% - 6% €1,500 0 4% - 6% €0 €3,000
(0} 7% - 9% €0 0 7% - 9% €0 €0
2 >10% €3,500 0 >10% €0 €7,000
Total €11,000
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This table shows that remedies were applied to six Lots in the case of non-achievement of targets

under KPI 1. The total amount of remedies applied is equal to €11,000. No remedies were
applied to Lots under KPI 2.

Also, all Lots were in compliance with Schedule D and therefore no remedies were applied on this
basis.
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Chapter 3 Programme participants, supports and outputs

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis of programme beneficiaries - their profiles, supports they
received and outputs achieved under the three Goals of SICAP. The programme supports four
categories of beneficiaries for whom different types of supports and interventions are provided:
Local Community Groups (LCGs), individual beneficiaries, non-caseload adults and children, and
decision-making structures and networks. An analysis of each of these is provided in the
following sections.

3.2 Local Community Groups (LCGs)

Local Community Groups are groups operating out of community work principles and processes
focusing on the needs of disadvantaged areas or SICAP target group(s). LCGs are the primary
beneficiary of supports provided under Goal 1, although a number of LCGs13 were also supported
under Goal 3 in activities supporting social enterprises. Goal 1 of SICAP aims to empower
disadvantaged communities and individuals to have a greater role in working with other
stakeholders in addressing social inclusion and equality issues. It reflects the guiding principles
of community development and aims to support and promote the engagement of disadvantaged
communities and individuals across the life-cycle through participation, empowerment, capacity
building, collective action and decision-making in a structured way.

Goal 1 has four objectives (see Table 3.1 below), which reflect the key dimensions of a
community development approach.

Table 3.1 Goal 1 objectives

Goal 1 objectives

Objective | To support and promote the community engagement of disadvantaged target groups across
Gl11 the life-cycle.

Objective | To support the development of local community groups which promote equality and social
G1.2 inclusion in a local, regional or national context.

Objective | To support disadvantaged communities and individuals to enhance their participation in
G1.3 local, regional and national decision-making structures.

Objective | To develop and facilitate strategic collaborative frameworks and networks as part of a
G14 dialogue for developing solutions to social exclusion.

3.2.1 Characteristics of Local Community Groups

In 2016, 3,076 Local Community Groups were supported by SICAP. LCGs are categorised as
issue-based, area-based or both. Issue-based groups focus on particular target group(s) or need
(e.g. lone parents, mental health, disability or other). Area-based groups have a focus on the
needs of a specific area (e.g. a community, former town council or residents association). In
2016, like in the previous year, the majority of LCGs were both issue and area based (64%).
Issue based LCGs constituted 19% of all groups and area based 17% (Figure 3.1).

13 71 groups received Goal 3 social enterprise supports exclusively.
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Figure 3.1 Local Community Groups in 2016 by type

= Area and issue
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= Area based
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Target groups represented by LCGs

Across all Lots, the LCGs supported by SICAP worked with or represented all of the SICAP target
groups. Figure 3.2 compares the share of LCGs that worked with each target group in 2015 and
2016 - note that each LCG may have worked with more than one type of target group. Like in
2015, the majority of groups supported represented people living in disadvantaged communities
(63%) while 44% worked with disadvantaged children and families. The target group with the
lowest engagement was Roma (1%). The new target group, low income workers/households, was
represented by 8% of LCGs supported under SICAP.

Overall, the average number of target groups represented by LCGs decreased from 2.5 in 2015
to 2.2 in 2016. This is likely a result of a change in the recording of the LCG data - since 2016, a
maximum of three target groups can be recorded against each LCG supported under SICAP, while
in 2015 an LCG could indicate that they represented all SICAP target groups. There were four
target groups for which the actual number of LCGs representing them decreased: Roma,
Travellers, young unemployed living in disadvantaged areas and lone parents.
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Figure 3.2 LCGs working with specific target groups in 2015 and 2016
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The LCGs supported under SICAP carried out a range of different activities addressing the needs
of different target groups. Examples include:

Wexford Local Development assisted ten Traveller groups in progression from pre-
development and group formation stage to the capacity building stage. The supports
included development and review of action plans for these LCGs, creation of vision
statements and groups’ constitutions, development of organisational structures and
provision of information on PPNs.

Breffni Integrated Development Ltd. supported an LCG working with unemployed women,
women working in the home and disadvantaged women. The supports included helping
the group to develop programmes for unemployed women and women working in the
home to help remove any isolation they may experience. Particular emphasis of the
programme was on improving self-esteem and mental health.

Kildare Leader Partnership collaborated with Kildare Sports Partnership, KARE and
parents of children with additional needs to develop a Sports Inclusion Disability
Programme. The programme aimed to increase the number of people with disabilities
participating in sport and physical activity in the county and targeted young people with
disabilities. It involved focused training for sports coaches, volunteers and teachers and
the engagement with key stakeholders within the sports/physical activities sector.

3.2.2 Development and progression of LCGs and leveraged funding

Objective 1.2 under Goal 1 seeks to support the development of LCGs that promote equality and
social inclusion at a local, regional or national level. There is an emphasis on facilitating their
progression along the community development matrix, which comprises of four stages:
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Stage 1: Pre-development and group formation
Stage 2: Capacity building and empowerment
Stage 3: Collective action

Stage 4: Strategic involvement in policy and decision making processes at a local, regional
and/or national level

Stage of development at registration

Of the 3,076 LCGs supported, at registration, the largest number (47%) were at Stage 2 of
development (capacity building and empowerment), followed by Stage 1 (28%) (pre-development
and group formation). The smallest number of LCGs supported (8%) were at Stage 4: strategic
involvement in policy/decision making at local, regional and/or national level. Compared to
2015, 3% more groups were at Stage 1 in 2016.

Figure 3.3 shows the percentage of LCGs in regard to their stage at registration and the
percentage of supports received by these groups in relation to these stages. The figures for
supports are based on numbers of supports given as opposed to numbers of organisations
receiving those supports. The distribution of groups amongst the four stages of development and
the share of supports received in relation to these stages remained similar to those recorded in
2015, with one exception - the percentage of capacity building and empowerment supports
decreased by 6% from 49% in 2015 to 43% in 2016.

Figure 3.3 LCG stage of development at registration and supports received in relation to these stages
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Development of LCGs

Table 3.2 summarises the key outputs achieved to support the development of LCGs in 2015
and 2016. A more detailed analysis is provided below.
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Table 3.2 Key outputs achieved to support the development of LCGs in 2015 and 2016

2015 2016

Programme indicators Number | % of all | Number | % of all
of LCGs LCGs of LCGs LCGs

G1.2 | Assisted in their formation, development and

progression 2,322 93% 2,839 92%

G1.2 | Progressed using the structured progression path of

200 8% 314 10%
development model

G1.2 | Assisted to leverage funding 180 7% 263 9%

LCGs assisted in their formation, development and progression

In 2016, a total of 2,839 LCGs were assisted in their formation, development and progression.
These groups represented and/or assisted over 218,000 people and constituted 92% of all LCGs
assisted in 2016. Three quarters of these groups were at the early stages of their development
(stages one and two). Similarly, as with 2015, the lowest number of LCGs (8%) were at the fourth
stage.

In total, LCGs received 11,680 interventions related to group formation, development and
progression. The majority of LCGs were assisted in capacity building and organisational
development (64%), 22% in collective action and 14% in pre-development and group formation.

Progression of LCGs

In 2016, a total of 314 LCGs (10% of all supported groups) recorded progression along the
community development matrix. Aimost half of these LCGs (47%) moved from Stage 2 to Stage 3,
while close to one third moved from Stage 1 to Stage 2 (32%). Five groups recorded regression
along the matrix, which may have resulted from changes in the group’s circumstances, such as
personnel/leadership transition or refocusing of the group’s activities. A detailed breakdown of
LCGs progression is given in Figure 3.4.

Comparison between 2015 and 2016 shows an increase in the number of groups progressing
that were at higher stages of development. While in 2015, over half of LCGs who progressed did
so from Stage 1 to Stage 2 (54%), less than one third made the same progression in 2016, in
favour of progression from Stage 3 to Stage 4 and from Stage 2 to Stage 3, both recording 9%
increase.

The LCGs that progressed along the community development matrix on average received seven
interventions compared to an average of five for all LCGs supported under SICAP. This gap
reduced since 2015, when LCGs who recorded progression received an average of eight
interventions (with all LCGs having an average of 4 interventions).
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Figure 3.4 Progression of LCGs who recorded progression through development Stages 1-4 in 2015 and 2016
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Leveraged funding

In 2016, 263 LCGs, who were assisted to leverage additional funding, secured a total of
€1,345,685. The amounts of leveraged funding varied from €50 for supporting residents groups
with funding application to €94,000 for an allocation from the Department of Health for a Local
Drugs and Alcohol Task Force (LDATF). The majority of groups (73%) managed to leverage
€2,000 or less. Compared to 2015, the overall amount of leveraged funding decreased
significantly, although this is largely due to one very large match funding amount (€1.4m)
recorded in 2015.

3.2.3 Participation in local, regional or national decision-making structures

Objective 1.3 under Goal 1 aims to support disadvantaged communities and individuals to
enhance their participation in local, regional and national decision-making structures. These are
structures which require input from different sectors with a common goal of addressing social
exclusion and disadvantage. Participation in key decision making structures, whether local
councils or structures within Public Participation Networks (PPNs), allows SICAP target groups to
affect change in their locality, increase their sense of empowerment and ultimately to improve
their wellbeing. Table 3.3 shows the outputs related to LCGs’ participation in decision-making
structures and the facilitation of strategic collaborative frameworks and networks.

Table 3.3 Key outputs achieved in relation to participation in decision-making structures in 2015 and 2016

2015 2016

Programme indicators Number | % of all | Number | % of all

of LCGs LCGs of LCGs LCGs
G1.3 | Assisted to participate in local, regional and national o o
decision-making structures (HI 3) 867 35% Lo 34%
G1.3 | Supported into a Public Participation Network (PPN) 233 9% 192 6%
G1.3 | Participating in annual planning and review processes 2392 9% 323 119%
for SICAP ° °
G1.4 | Supported to put anti-discrimination and equality 108 4% 121 4%
measures in place ? 0
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In 2016, the members of 1,048 LCGs were assisted by SICAP to participate in local, regional or
national decision-making structures (Headline Indicator 3). In total these groups received 1,854
interventions. The majority of these groups were area and issue based (65%) and 45% of them
were at Stage 2 of their development (capacity building and empowerment). For a full breakdown
of their stages of development see Figure 3.5.

Figure 3.5 LCGs assisted to participate in decision-making structures by stage of development in 2015 and 2016
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192 LCGs were supported to participate in a PPN and in total they received 202 supports. These
supports involved providing information about PPNs, assisting with the registration process, and
preparation for PPN events. Compared to 2015, the percentage of LCGs who were supported to
participate in a PPN decreased by one third from 9% (23314) to 6%. The decrease may be linked
to the fact that the majority of registrations to PPNs took place in 2015. Also, additional
resources were allocated to PPNs in 2016 for funding of support staff, which potentially reduced
the need for support from SICAP.

In 2016, 323 LCGs were supported to participate in annual planning and review processes for
SICAP, receiving 400 supports in total. As part of this measure LCGs took part in the review and
planning meetings and discussed groups’ plans and needs in relation to SICAP supports.

Objective G1.4 aims to develop and facilitate strategic collaborative frameworks and networks as
part of a dialogue for developing solutions to social exclusion. Under this objective 121 LCGs
were supported to put anti-discrimination and equality measures in place. These groups received
140 supports in total. Examples of activities under this objective include:

e Group leaders were supported to deliver Traveller Cultural Awareness training to the
Local Traveller Accommodation Consultative Committee and senior officials in the
housing unit of local authorities.

o Delivering a workshop on mental health stigma.

e Group members attended events to gain information about barriers and equality issues
and learn how to overcome these.

14 Please note that in 2015 the programme was in operation for nine months.
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3.2.4 LCGs supported to work with social enterprises

While most of the work with LCGs relates to Goal 1, Programme Implementers also engage with
LCGs to support social enterprises operating in disadvantaged communities.

In 2016, 241 social enterprises were assisted under SICAP (Headline Indicator 15). Please note
that Headline Indicator 15 changed - in 2015 it was ‘number of initiatives aimed at promoting,
developing and/or sustaining social enterprises’.

Table 3.4 Key outputs achieved in regard to LCGs work with social enterprises in 2015 and 2016

2015 2016
Programme indicators Number | % of all | Number | % of all
of LCGs LCGs | of LCGs LCGs
G3.3 | Social enterprises assisted 143 5.7% 220 7.2%
G3.3 | Groups that received SICAP funding to assist social 17 0.7% 35 1.19%
enterprises 0 il
G3.2 | New social enterprises established 11 0.4% 7 0.2%

Social enterprises supports

In 2016, 221 LCGs were supported under Goal 3 in relation to the development of new or
existing social enterprises and in total they received 661 supports. Almost three quarter of these
supports (72%) were related to the continuation of operations, 22% to set up and 6% to the
expansion of the enterprise. Compared to 2015, there was a significant increase (13%) in the
share of supports related to the continuation of operations.

35 groups received a total of €27,342 in funding from Pls for assisting social enterprises. Figure
3.6 shows the percentage of funding spent on each category in 2015 and 2016. In 2016, three
categories accounted for 78% of all funding: equipment and supplies (34%), professional
services (23%) and advertising and marketing (21%). There were significant differences observed
between 2015 and 2016. The amount of funding provided for equipment and supplies and set-
up costs declined by 27% in total, in favour of advertising and marketing and professional
services, which recorded a combined increase of 25%. The changes in the funding for assisting
social enterprises coupled with the fact that the majority of supports were related to continuation
of operations would indicate that the majority of social enterprises supported under SICAP were
in more advanced stages of implementation in 2016 compared to 2015.

Figure 3.6 Funding received by LCGs from SICAP to assist social enterprise by category of spending in 2015 and 2016
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New social enterprises
In 2016, seven new social enterprises were established operating in the following areas:

e accommodation and food service activities (1)

e construction (1)

¢ human health and social work activities (1)

o wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles (1)
e other services (3).

Three of these enterprises created jobs - ten part-time jobs and one full-time job were created in
total. Two enterprises were located in urban Lots (Galway City (26-1) and Dublin Northside (2-3))
and the remaining five in rural Lots (Kerry South Kerry & Killarney (19-3), Tipperary North (22-1),
Cork Mallow and Fermoy (18-3), Mayo Ballina & Mayo West (29-2), and Cork West Cork District
(18-5)).
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Case study 1: Community development and Lifelong Learning using community development approaches

Case study 1: Community development and Lifelong Learning using community development
approaches

Offaly Integrated Local Development Company Ltd. (Offaly County (12-1))
Goal 1

Background

Pullough is a small community in a rural part of County Offaly. The electoral district (Srah), in which
Pullough is located, is designated as disadvantaged on the Pobal HP Deprivation Index, has high levels
of unemployment, educational disadvantage and early school leaving. Almost one third of the population
have only primary education, while only one in ten has third level education. The area is remote with
limited transport links to other towns. Dernagun, north of Pullough, is more densely populated and
includes local authority housing estates with a total of 66 houses, a community hall and GAA pitches.
Dernagun and Pullough are divided by a natural boundary of the River Brosna with a bridge connecting
both.

Pullough’s main economic activity in the last century was peat production and brickyards. Bord na Ména
used to be a significant employer. However, the community and economic infrastructure has been
declining for some years. The village has no shop (the nearest is 5-7km away) and there is no significant
employer in the area. The village has a large community hall, a GAA club with good pitches and sporting
facility adjacent to the community hall, a national school with approximately 90 pupils and a post office,
which are key to community engagement and development.

Extensive community consultations took place at the commencement of SICAP in 2015 and four key
action pillars were identified as being integral to the overall development of the community:
environmental, social, economic and education/training relating to both adults and children.

Target group

The target groups engaged throughout the community action planning process were those who have low
educational attainment, unemployed persons, low income earners, families living in disadvantaged
areas, lone parents, people with a disability, older persons and children/youth living in disadvantaged
areas.

The main local community groups who engaged in the community action planning process were: the
Pullough Hall Committee, Pullough Residents Development Association, Dernagun Residents
Association, Pullough Childcare Committee, Pullough Primary Parents Association, Pullough Active
Retirement, Tidy Villages, and the Heritage Group. The links with these groups were important
connections with the wider community, particularly in helping to target the most marginalised members
of the community.

Key achievements

e Planning for healthy communities. 17 local community groups engaged in the process with eight of
them being extremely involved throughout the year and continuing their engagement.

e Community group development. The community planning process and the preparation of the
community action plan has helped the existing community groups to examine their structures and
functions. It also supported them to grow their membership and improve communications with the
community they represent. Groups are now more aware of the need to collaborate and create
stronger joint project plans to access funding through the Rural Development Programme and
TUS/CE schemes.

e Supporting inclusive decision making. Improved engagement with the more marginalised members
of the community was achieved with the extensive door to door consultations, which helped to give a
voice and inform individuals of the work of Offaly Local Development Company (OLDC). This resulted
in greater attendance at the consultation community meetings to identify actions and needs.

e Collaborative community networks and actions. Following the community action plan, the Pullough
Umbrella Network will be established to link the different groups, share experiences and pool
resources for bigger projects. This has been a slow process as some groups are reluctant to fully
engage. However, there is consensus that it is a good structure. More work is required to support
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the development of this network.

e (Child/youth education supports. The afterschool’'s homework club was re-structured and a
dedicated space was provided in the local hall with an increased number of volunteers. The project
also engaged the parents committee and continues to be a success in building links with the
students, their parents and teachers. Parents volunteer once a week and each class has a
scheduled ‘block’ dedicated to work in smaller groups to deliver more targeted supports for
completing homework and for the group to work as peers.

o Lifelong Learning opportunities. As a result of OLDC’s presence on a weekly basis through the
afterschool project and also the Active Retirement Group life-long learning (LLL) initiatives have
been gaining momentum. In 2016, four LLL projects were supported engaging 37 individuals (some
engaged in two or more different projects). The critical success factors are the engagement with the
community groups to identify suitable LLL projects responding to the needs at
community/employment/skKills training level.

e Collaborative educational networks and actions. OLDC and Pullough National School have continued
to work closely together to develop initiatives to meet the needs of the target group. The afterschool
project is enrolled through the school with regular visits to the school by the youth and community
development worker. The school has also linked the worker to the Pullough Primary Parents
Association and, due to their DEIS school status, has committed to help with funding community
based parent programmes.

Challenges/barriers

Education. The majority of those engaging in the life-long learning projects have not completed
secondary education with a significant number having not completed primary school. Consequently, a lot
of work was required to provide a positive experience in community education projects with a view that
in time the participants will progress to certified programmes.

Volunteers. Commitment to community projects, groups and afterschool/youth projects is dependent on
a very small number of people who are overstretched trying to support all the community groups. More
members of the community need to be supported to get involved and commit their time and skills to the
existing structures in order to grow a sustainable community.

Community cohesion. Due to the geographical setting, with the community spread between two regions
(Pullough and Dernagun), people often see themselves as living in separate areas. Continuation of
individual support to committee members and conflict resolution are required to support change.

Capacity/bigger picture. As the majority of those engaging have low educational attainment their
confidence can be low which affects how they engage in larger community projects or with agencies. The
community have faced significant setbacks in the area due to the economic collapse with many
supports and services being withdrawn, the most significant being the DEIS Home School Community
Liaison worker.

Learning

The work carried out in Pullough highlights the importance of using community development approaches
for community development and LLL, as they are both an integral support to developing marginalised
individuals and disadvantaged communities. LLL can be used as an engagement tool for Goal 1
activities and likewise Goal 1 activities help in identifying and engaging SICAP target groups that can be
hidden in rural settings. Child/youth education supports have been very helpful in developing links with
local community groups, parents and the wider community in Pullough. This has led to parents engaging
in LLL and/or Goal 3 activities through referrals by the community education and youth worker to the
area employment support worker.

The formation of the Pullough Umbrella Network and the continued support to those represented on this
network may in time prove to be the mechanism for development of larger projects.

According to those consulted, OLDC plays a critical role in instilling confidence and enthusiasm within
the community, and can act as a catalyst for community activity. This leadership role was acknowledged
by community activists:

“If they ever pull out, we will be gone ....we are such a small community. ...We would be lost without
them”
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Case study 2: Kerry Social Farming project

Case Study 2: Kerry Social Farming project

South Kerry Development Partnership Ltd. (Kerry South, Kerry and Killarney (19-3))
Goal 1

Background

The Kerry Social Farming project offers an opportunity for people with disabilities to engage with farm
families and the farming community. It aims to help to explore their personal life choices and new
options within a rural community setting.

The project is grounded in current national policy for the inclusion, participation and engagement of
people availing of on-going health and social support services and was further informed through
consultation with persons who avail of support services. The project ‘partners’ include service users,
farmers and farm families, professionals, support services, as well as agencies and authorities who have
significant voluntary or statutory roles within people's support framework.

The project commenced in August 2013 and currently ten farms are participating in county Kerry. Social
farm participants, young adults with special needs, carry out the normal farming task on a given day with
their host farmer. Where necessary participants are supported by job coaches on the farms.

Target group
People with disabilities - specifically young adults with intellectual disabilities.

Key achievements

Between January and December 2016 over 400 social farming days were completed on nine host farms
in South Kerry by 16 social farm participants. To date 26 people with disabilities have participated in the
Kerry Social farming project.

During the same period two farms in the Cahersiveen area have progressed to the stage where a job
coach is no longer required and the host farmer is working on a one-to-one basis with the social farm
participants. This is a major progression for these individuals and a major step forward for the
sustainability of the project. Of the current 16 social farm participants seven are operating on the farms
without the support of a job coach. St John of Gods and Kerry Parents and Friends provide job coaches
to support the other nine social farm participants. The host farms in Listry and Kilgarvan continue to
operate with job coaches.

In late 2016, a new host farmer was approved to participate in the scheme. The normal safety
statements were prepared for the farm and SICAP funding was used to deal with safety issues on the
farm. A group of St John of Gods services users visited the farm and one service user has expressed an
interest in attending the farm. This is scheduled to start in early 2017. This brings the number of host
farmers in South Kerry to ten with up to 16 people with disabilities going out onto these farms each
week during 2016.

Improvement works and increased activities on the current host farms were also completed in 2016
with small scale funding from SICAP and the labour input provided by the host farmer.

In August 2016 the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM) issued a request for tender
in two lots for the further development of social farming in the country. Lot one was for the development
of a national network and lot two was for the operation of a single model project. South Kerry
Development Partnership Ltd. submitted an application for Lot 2 on behalf of the Kerry Social Farming
Working Group and was awarded the tender. The contract was signed in October 2016 and work began
with the appointment of the Kerry Social Farming facilitator in December 2016. The first ever discussion
group meeting of the host farmers took place on 17 November 2016.

Benefits to participants

The benefits of the project, as identified by an independent research team (from Limerick Institute of
Technology and research consultancy based in Cork) in 2017, include:

e Improved social inclusion and community engagement for social farm participants, their local
communities, host farmers and their families.

e An increased ‘sense of belonging’ has been observed amongst both host farmers and social
farming participants.
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e Social farming participants get to engage with people in the wider community through their
relationship with the host farmer, neighbours, other farmers in the area, and visitors to the
farm.

Critical success factors

e The collaboration of service providers, host farmers, local development companies, and service
users in a project working group.

e The community reach of SKDP, who developed contacts with the farming community through
providing previous supports, have proved extremely valuable in recruiting host farmers.

e The ability of SKDP to successfully combine a range of different programme supports, including
SICAP, Tus and Rural Social Scheme (RSS) to provide a range of on the ground supports to both
project participants and host farmers.

e The community led ethos and focus of the project, where the supports provided have been led
by the participants and their families, and host farmers.

e The generosity and voluntary effort of the host farmers, who have opened their farms and given
their time to accommodate the project.

Challenges/barriers

The social farming project is spread right across South Kerry from Ballinskelligs to Kilgarvan. The host
farmers input to the social farm project is provided on a voluntary basis. Without the farmers
commitment it would not be possible to implement the project. Therefore, the long term sustainability of
farmers’ participation and the operation of the project needs to be evaluated and the best way forward
for the project needs to be identified.

While every effort is made to share job coaches by the service providers and some participants no longer
require them, the project requires a significant amount of job coaches’ time. SICAP funding is needed to
provide job coaches to all participants when they first go onto the farms. As there are young adults on
the waiting list to join the project, job coaches will be required in the future and funding to pay them
needs to be secured.

Learning

The scale of the project, the number of partners and the number of people with disabilities going onto
farms has grown over the year and now requires a full-time facilitator for the project. For 2017 the post
is funded by the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine but a long term funding stream is
required to sustain the project.
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3.3 Individual participants

Under SICAP, individual beneficiaries are people who have been registered and have received
interventions?® through the programme. In order to be counted within the Programme
Implementer’s caseload for a particular period, the individuals must have received at least two
separate interventions - the initial registration meeting is not counted. The individuals must also
be a member of at least one of the eligible target groups.

In 2016, 47,511 disadvantaged individuals (aged 15 years and upwards) were supported on a
one-to-one basis (Key Performance Indicator 1). This number constitutes the overall individual
caseload for SICAP in 2016 and includes individuals supported under Goal 2 and/or Goal 316,
Over one fifth of individuals on the 2016 caseload (22%) were also supported in 2015. Almost
two thirds (65%) of individuals supportedi? under SICAP lived in urban electoral districts and 35%
in rural ones?8, This is in line with the national distribution of population between urban and rural
areas. In 2016, 62.7% of the Irish population lived in urban areas and 37.3% in rural areas (CSO,
2017).

There were 22,427 individuals in receipt of a Goal 2 educational support (Goal 2 caseload) and
30,206 individuals in receipt of Goal 3 employment support (Goal 3 caseload). Of those
registered on the SICAP caseload, 47% of individuals received support under Goal 2 and 64%
under Goal 3.

3.3.1 Socio-economic profiles of individuals

This section provides a demographic profile of individuals supported under SICAP, such as
gender, age, principal economic status, highest level of educational attainment, nationality and
other relevant characteristics.

Gender

Out of 47,511 individuals supported under SICAP, 25,964 were male (55%) and 21,547 were
female (45%). More women (57%) than men (43%) were in receipt of Goal 2 educational
supports, while more men (63%) than women (37%) received employment supports under Goal
3. For a detailed breakdown see Figure 3.7. There were no significant changes between 2015
and 2016.

15 Interventions are recorded when a Pl engages with an individual and provides support under one of the support
categories.

16 One individual can receive supports under Goal 2 and Goal 3 at the same time. In such case he/she is counted once
in the overall programme caseload, but is included in both the Goal 2 and Goal 3 caseloads.

17 This breakdown is provided for 47,015 individuals, for whom the Electoral District of their address could be
determined.

18 The urban/rural designation of individuals is based on the CSO classification of Electoral Districts as being urban or
rural.
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Figure 3.7 Gender breakdown of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3 caseloads
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Age

In the same way as in 2015, the majority of individuals supported by SICAP (53%) were aged
between 25 and 45. The smallest age cohort were those aged over 55, with an 11% share of the
caseload. As in the previous year, there were noticeable differences in the age profiles between
different Goals, reflecting the diverse needs of different age groups. 79% of individuals supported
under Goal 3 were aged between 25 and 55, compared to 65% under Goal 2. For a detail
breakdown see Figure 3.8.

There were very few changes in the age profiles between 2015 and 2016, with the most
significant being the decrease in the share of 15 to 24 year olds supported under Goal 2 from
24% to 20%. This is likely to be a result of a clarification of rules on engaging with young people
in school being issued in September 2016. The clarification stated that all young people
supported in the school environment have to be assisted on a non-caseload basis, and therefore,
cannot be recorded on the individual caseload.

Figure 3.8 Age profile of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3 caseloads
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Spatial disadvantage

Programme Implementers are required to adopt an area-based approach to tackling
disadvantage. They are expected to use Pobal Maps and the Pobal HP Deprivation Index to
identify the greatest concentrations of disadvantage in the catchment area of their Lot. The Pobal
HP Deprivation Index is based on the combination of three dimensions of relative affluence and
deprivation, i.e. demographic profile, social class composition and labour market situation. The
data for these dimensions is sourced from the census?®.

The Pobal HP Deprivation Index scale ranges from extremely affluent to extremely disadvantaged.
Individuals on the caseload were assigned to a point on this scale based on their address20. In
2016, 30.56% of individuals (14,519) supported under SICAP lived in areas designated as
disadvantaged, very disadvantaged and extremely disadvantaged on the Pobal HP Deprivation
Index. This was 3% higher than the national target of 27%. Table 3.5 shows a breakdown of
individuals addresses categorised by the Pobal HP Deprivation range. The distribution of
individual addresses across the Pobal HP Deprivation range remained relatively unchanged
between 2015 and 2016. The ability to successfully geo-code addresses has now reached
almost 99%.

Table 3.5 Individual beneficiary addresses categorised by Pobal HP Deprivation Index

Pobal HP Deprivation Range csal(s:gz:c?g‘-’/?) f;g:lz::(l(}g po;\lualgggral I(%)
(2011 census)

Very / extremely affluent 0.78% 0.86% 2.54%
Affluent 6.44% 6.57% 13.75%
Marginally above average 24.38% 24.74% 35.07%
Marginally below average 35.86% 36.21% 33.53%
Disadvantaged 24.23% 23.77% 12.66%
Very / extremely disadvantaged 6.43% 6.79% 2.45%
Individuals not mapped to index 1.90% 1.06% n/a

Issue based target groups

Figure 3.9 shows a breakdown of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3
caseloads by target group. Note that percentages add up to more than 100 as a beneficiary may
belong to more than one target group. Like in 2015, the majority of individuals (78%) were in the
unemployed target group?L. The second largest target group were people living in disadvantaged
communities (31%). The new target group of low income workers/households, introduced in
2016, made up 12% of the caseload.

As with 2015, there were differences between those accessing supports under Goal 2 and 3.
Overall, the representation from all target groups, with the exception of unemployed, was higher

19 The current index is based on the 2011 census.

20 The IRIS database has an auto-address function which uses An Post GeoDirectory to automatically validate the
address of each individual who registers with a Pl under SICAP. The address is then mapped to the relevant small
area/electoral district, which is linked to the Pobal HP Deprivation Index.

21 This includes individuals who are economically inactive e.g. those at home full-time with caring responsibilities or
who are no longer actively seeking employment, on disability payments etc.
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on the Goal 2 caseload. The unemployed made up the majority of the Goal 3 caseload with a
share of 86%, 18% higher than the share of the same target group in the Goal 2 caseload.

The caseload make up in regard to target groups did not differ much compared to 2015. Small
increases were recorded for lone parents (2% increase), new communities, persons with
disabilities and young unemployed people living in disadvantaged areas (1% each). The share of
unemployed decreased from 81% to 78%, likely caused by the general trend of falling
unemployment.

Figure 3.9 Breakdown of target groups on the overall SICAP caselaod and Goal 2 and 3 caseloads
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Principal economic status

Like in 2015, the largest category of individuals on the overall caseload were those who were
unemployed on the Live Register for more than 24 months (29%), followed by those unemployed
on the Live Register for less than 1 year (19%). The combined unemployed categories, both on
the Live Register and not, made up the majority of all individuals supported under SICAP (72%).
Almost half of unemployed individuals (both on the Live Register and not) were unemployed for
more than two years (48%) and they constituted 35% of the entire caseload. Figure 3.10
presents the economic status of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3
caseloads.

The largest group of individuals on the Goal 2 caseload were unemployed on the Live Register for
more than 24 months (21%), followed by economically inactive (19%). The three largest groups
on the Goal 3 caseload made up almost three quarters of the Goal 3 caseload (73%) and
included the unemployed on the Live Register: for more than 24 months (34%), for less than one
year (23%) and between 13 and 24 months (16%).

A number of changes in the economic status of individuals supported by SICAP were observed
between 2015 and 2016. These include:

e A small increase in those unemployed and on the Live Register for less than one year (by
2% for both overall SICAP caseload and Goal 3 caseload).

e A decrease in the share of unemployed individuals on the Live Register between 13 and
24 months on the overall SICAP caseload (from 18% to 12%) and Goal 3 caseload (from
23% to 16%). This is likely to be an effect of the national roll out of the JobPath
programme, which targets people unemployed for over 12 months.

e Anincrease in the share of unemployed individuals on the Live Register for more than 24
months by 2% on the overall SICAP caseload and 3% on the Goal 3 caseload.

e Adecrease in the share of economically inactive on Goal 2 caseload from 25% to 19%.

e An increase in the share of individuals working part-time (from 1% to 5%) and full-time
(from 1% to 2%) on the overall SICAP caseload, and in the case of part-time workers on
Goal 2 and 3 caseloads. This can be attributed to the addition of a new target group in
2016: low income workers/households.
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Figure 3.10 Principal economic status of individuals on overall caseload and Goals 2 and 3 caseloads
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Household situation

At registration, individuals were asked a number of questions relating to their socio-economic
situation and living arrangements. The responses are presented in Figure 3.11. Just over a
quarter of individuals (26%) stated that they lived in a single adult household while 43%
indicated that they had a dependent child or children living in their household. 42% of individuals
stated that they lived in jobless households, of whom 41% were unemployed on the Live Register
for longer than 24 months.
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Over a quarter of SICAP participants (27%) stated that they were in financial difficulty22, while 5%
reported being in receipt of financial services23. When asked whether they were homeless or
affected by housing exclusion24, 4% of individuals or 1,831 responded ‘yes’.

Compared to 2015, the share of participants who did not respond to the questions has
decreased on average, per each question, by 12%.

Figure 3.11 Household situation of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload
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Highest level of educational attainment

The educational attainment of each individual supported by SICAP is linked to the National
Framework of Qualifications (NFQ)25 (see Figure 3.12) and the ISCED (International Standard
Classification of Education)2¢ levels.

22 The participants were asked the following question: “Concerning your household’s total monthly or weekly income,
with which degree of ease or difficulty is your household able to make ends meet?” Answers were provided on a six
point scale and individuals were counted as answering yes, if they indicated one of two answers: “with great difficulty”
or “with difficulty”.

23 Financial services in this context are state funded/supported financial aid services. They include: Money Advice and
Budgeting Service (MABS), Credit Unions, Citizens Information Centre, Mortgage Arrears Information and Advice
Service.

24 The definition of homeless is based on the ESF recommended definition from ETHOS and includes: rooflessness,
homelessness, living in insecure housing, living in inadequate housing.

25 The NFQ is a system of 10 levels of qualifications and is used to describe Irish education and training qualifications.
26 The ISCED was developed by UNESCO to facilitate comparisons of education statistics and indicators across
countries on the basis of uniform and internationally agreed definitions.

48



Figure 3.12 The National Framework of Qualifications fan diagram
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Figure 3.13 shows a breakdown of the highest level of educational attainment of individuals
registered on the overall SICAP caseload and the Goal 2 and 3 caseloads. The majority of
individuals supported (70%) had a highest educational attainment of Leaving Certificate or below
(NFQ 4 or 5). This was 3% lower than in 2015. There were no other major changes observed in
the educational attainment of SICAP participants between 2015 and 2016.

As in the case of economic status, the level of highest educational attainment differed between
individuals supported under Goal 2 and 3. Overall, individuals accessing Goal 3 supports had a
higher level of educational attainment with 36% having been educated to a level above Leaving
Certificate compared to just 22% of individuals supported under Goal 2.
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Figure 3.13 Highest level of educational attainment of individuals on SICAP overall caseload and Goal 2 and 3
caseloads
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Nationality

The majority of individuals supported under SICAP (34,848 or 73%) were Irish, down from 77% in
2015. The second largest cohort were individuals from the European Union’s new member states
(3,726), who made up 8% of the overall SICAP caseload. Polish nationals were the second largest
nationality, representing 4% of the overall SICAP caseload, followed by UK citizens (3%) and
participants from African countries (2%). Figure 3.14 shows a nationality breakdown of the non-
Irish individuals on the SICAP caseload. There were no major differences observed between
2015 and 2016.
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Figure 3.14 Nationality of the non-Irish individuals supported under SICAP in 2016
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Ethnic and cultural background

The majority of individuals supported under SICAP were White Irish (69%), followed by White (any
other white background) (12%). Like in 2015, 2% of individuals supported indicated they were
White Irish Travellers and less than 1% were Roma (for details see Figure 3.15).

Figure 3.15 Ethnic/cultural background of individuals supported under SICAP in 2016
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Participants were asked whether they have experienced discrimination in accessing or
participating in services. The majority responded ‘no’ (75%), while 1,785 (4%) individuals
responded ‘yes’ (21% did not respond to the question). Figure 3.16 shows the individuals who
experienced discrimination as a percentage of all individuals who experienced discrimination and
as a percentage of the total number of individuals in a given ethnic group. Of all individuals that
experienced discrimination, just over half of them (51%) were White Irish, 17% were Irish
Travellers and 16% were White of any other background. The ethnic groups with highest
percentage of members experiencing discrimination were White Irish Travellers (33%), Roma
(17%) and Black or Black Irish (either of African origin (12%) or of any other background (13%)).
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Figure 3.16 Ethnic/cultural background of individuals and discrimination experienced by them in 2016
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3.3.2 Referrals

Figure 3.17 shows the access routes of individuals supported under SICAP. 45% of SICAP
participants (21,440) were referred to the programme by a government body, state agency (e.g.
Intreo, Local Employment Service (LES), HSE, Local Enterprise Office (LEO)) or other relevant
organisation (e.g. school, college, Irish National Organisation of the Unemployed (INOU) or MABS).
One fifth of participants were referred by family or friends and 16% by Local Community Groups.

There were some changes in the access routes between 2015 and 2016. The share of
individuals referred by a government body, agency or other organisation increased by 5%, while
the share of people referred by LCGs and learning about SICAP through publicity and information
campaigns decreased by 4%.
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Figure 3.17 Access routes of individuals supported under SICAP (overall caseload) in 2015 and 2016
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Figure 3.18 presents a breakdown of referrals to SICAP made by government bodies and state
agencies. Of these individuals, more than half (58%) were referred by Intreo/DSP, 15% by LES
and 18% by other agencies. In total, 26% of individuals (12,316) on the SICAP caseload were
referred to the programme by Intreo/DSP, over twice more than in 2015.

Figure 3.18 Referrals to SICAP from government agencies and bodies in 2016

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
Intreo/DsP |, 58%
Local Employment Service (LES) [N 15%
School [ 3%
Education & Training Board (ETB) [l 2%
Community Training Centre (CTC) [l 2%
Unspecified [l 2%

Other agency/body | 18%

3.3.3 Individuals supported under Goal 2

Activities under Goal 2 aim to support individuals and marginalised target groups experiencing
educational disadvantage so they can participate fully, engage with and progress through life-
long learning opportunities through the use of community development approaches. There were
22,427 individuals who received a Goal 2 educational support (registered on the Goal 2
caseload), of whom 78% had the educational attainment of Leaving Certificate or lower (Headline
Indicator 4/4a). Of all the individuals registered on the Goal 2 caseload, 4,517 were young
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people (aged 15-24) (Headline Indicator 6). These young people constituted 20% of the Goal 2
caseload, 4% less than in 2015. 92% of these young people had a highest educational
attainment of Leaving Certificate or lower.

Goal 2 has four objectives, which are presented in Table 3.6. The first two objectives (G2.1 and
G2.2) primarily address the needs of individuals, G2.3 primarily supports children and young
people and those supported under objective G2.4 are local decision-making structures and
networks.

Table 3.6 Goal 2 objectives

Goal 2 objectives

Objective To identify and provide information on learning supports available to individuals
G2.1 experiencing educational disadvantage.

Objective To support individuals from target groups experiencing educational disadvantage to
G2.2 participate in life-long learning opportunities.

Objective To provide supports to children and young people from target groups who are at risk of
G2.3 early school leaving and/or not in employment, education or training (NEETS).

Objective To influence the development of local decision making structures and networks so that they
G2.4 better address barriers to learning and enhance local learning systems for people
experiencing educational disadvantage.

3.3.3.1 Educational supports for individuals under Goal 2

Under Goal 2, individuals received a range of supports related to Life-Long Learning (LLL), which
are presented in Table 3.7 and discussed in detail below. A life-long learning opportunity is
defined by the European Commission (European Commission, 2001) as “all learning activity
undertaken throughout life, with the aim of improving knowledge, skills and competencies within
a personal, civic, social and/or employment related perspective”. According to the EU resolution
on a Renewed Agenda on Adult Learning, lifelong learning covers learning from pre-school to post
retirement (European Council, 2011).

Table 3.7 Types of supports provided to individuals under Goal 2

2015 2016

Programme indicators No. of % of G2 No. of % of G2
individuals | caseload | individuals | caseload

G2 Deemed to require education supports in the

0, 0,
first instance (Goal 2 caseload) 16,705 100% 222 100%

G2.2 | Support in accessing LLL (application,

0 0,
counselling, guidance etc.) 8,646 52% 2 2l 54%

G2.2 | Follow up supports to remain in LLL course 2,420 14% 4,089 18%

G2.2 | Support in accessing community childcare (for

o) 0,
parents returning to LLL or employment) 255 2% Aoz %
G2 Referrgd to other services with impact on 306 2% 250 19%
accessing LLL
G2 Referred to LLL/FET providers 946 6% 1,366 6%
G2.2 | In receipt of a Goal 2 educational support: 13,434 80% 16,770 75%

participating in LLL course
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Under Goal 2, 12,127 individuals were supported to access LLL and in total they received
18,438 interventions (an individual may receive more than one support of the same or different
type). Supports included assessment of individual training needs, explanation of course content,
advice and guidance on various areas related to accessing and participation in training and
courses, assistance with course and bursary applications, career guidance workshops and follow
up on the progression of training undertaken by individuals.

4,089 individuals received a follow up support to encourage them to remain in a LLL course. In
total, they received 6,002 interventions, which included discussing participants’ progress on the
course, exploring options for new courses and course evaluation.

262 individuals were assisted in accessing community childcare and in total they received 425
interventions. As part of this support, Pls provided information about childcare options and
assisted individuals in securing places in local childcare services.

Referrals to LLL and FET services

In 2016, 1,366 individuals were referred to providers of Life Long Learning (LLL) and Further
Education and Training (FET) services. In total 1,488 referrals were made, with 17% of those
being to adult literacy services, another 17% to Back to Education Initiative (BTEI), 8% to PLC
courses and 2% to Vocational Training Opportunities Scheme (VTOS). The majority of referrals
(56%) were to other services, which were not specified.

An additional 250 individuals were referred to other services that impact on accessing LLL, such
as financial advice services, health supports, citizen’s rights, housing provision and drug
assistance.

Participation in LLL courses

In 2016, 16,770 individuals participated in a total of 21,56327 educational course placements
under Goal 2. These individuals made up 75% of the Goal 2 caseload - 5% less than in 2015.
This section provides a detailed analysis of individuals’ participation in LLL courses.

Course providers and validation

Almost half of course placements (49%) were provided by the SICAP Programme Implementers
themselves, while 17% were delivered by private providers. A further 13% were delivered by
Education and Training Boards (ETBs) (see Figure 3.19). Note that the ‘other’ category28 includes
providers whose share of course placements provided was 1% or less and those that were not
specified.

There were no noticeable changes in a breakdown of course providers between 2015 and 2016,
with the exception of the increase in the percentage of private providers from 14% in 2015 to
17% in 2016.

27 Individuals may have participated in more than one course and are therefore counted each time. A total of 3,480
people received more than one educational support under Goal 2.

28 QOther category includes the following providers: Institute of Technology, Public Service Agency, Skillnet, Youth
Service, SOLAS, Training for People with Disabilities, Sectoral Representative Body, Employer/Work Based Learning,
Community/Comprehensive School, Special School (DEIS), Teagasc Training, Voluntary Secondary School, Hospital
CNE, and other.
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Figure 3.19 Goal 2 course placements by course provider in 2015 and 2016
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Higher Education Institution

The majority of course placements (69%) were on courses that were not certified, followed by
those validated by Quality and Qualifications Ireland (QQI) (14%), and industry (12%). For a full
breakdown see Figure 3.20. Compared to 2015, the percentage of course placements on
courses certified by industry increased by half, from 8% to 12%.

Figure 3.20 Goal 2 course placements by certifying body in 2015 and 2016
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Accreditation and funding

Almost one fifth of course placements (19% or 4,000) were accredited under the NFQ and 81%
(17,563) were unaccredited. Compared to 2015, the percentage of course placements on
accredited courses decreased by 2%.

Of the 4,000 accredited course placements, half were on courses at Level 5 with Levels 3 and 4

accounting for another 36% of all placements. Figure 3.21 provides a breakdown of course
placements by the level of NFQ accreditation in 2015 and 2016. A number of differences are

observed between the two years:

e The percentage of placements on courses at Level 5 increased from 38% to 50%.



e The combined percentage of placements at Levels 1 and 2 decreased from 8% in 2015
to 2% in 2016.

e The combined percentage of placements at Levels 6, 7 and 8 also decreased by one
third.

Figure 3.21 Goal 2 course placements by level of NFQ accreditation in SICAP in 2015 and 2016
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The majority of course placements of individuals supported under Goal 2 of SICAP (67%) were
either fully funded or mainly funded by SICAP, while just less than one fifth (19%) were fully
funded by others. The majority of courses fully funded by SICAP (59%) were unaccredited, while
the largest share of placements (41%) on accredited courses were fully funded by others. For a
detailed breakdown of course placements by funding source and accreditation see Figure 3.22.

Compared to 2015, the share of course placements fully funded by others decreased from 23%
in 2015 to 19% in 2016. The percentage of course placements mainly funded by SICAP rose b