Social Inclusion and Community
ActivationProgramme(SICAP)

End of programmereport 2015-2017

September 2018

e G
Community Activation 299000000 000000 00000

L L
Programme e

G
Gty
'CEPPPIPPISPIIPIIIILIIS,
LS L P I PSS IS OSSP SIS

%
‘géfffflffflfllfflflll

An Roinn Forbartha
Tuaithe agus Pobail
Department of Rural and
Community Development

government supporting communities



PublishedSeptember2018 CopyrightoSICARPobal

Allrights reserved.Statutoryand voluntaryorganisationsmay reproduceparts of the text for their own
internal use. Thesource,author and publishermust be credited.



Glossaryof terms

BTWEA
CCDP
CE
CEO
CRM
CSO
cspP
cv
DAA
DDLETB
DEASP
DECLG
DEIS
DJE
DLDC
DLR
DLRDATF
DRCD
ESF
ESIF
ESRI
ETB
ETHOS
FET
FETAC
FRC
FTE
GDP
GMIT
HACCP
HI

HP
HSE
ICT
INOU
IRIS
ISCED
KPI
LcDC
LCDP
LCG
LEO
LES
LESN

Backto Work EnterpriseAllowance
CarlowCountyDevelopmentPartnership
CommunityEmployment

ChiefExecutiveOfficer
CustomerRelationshipManagement

CentralStatistics Office
CommunityServicesProgramme

CurriculumVitae

DublinAirportAuthority

Dublinand Dan LaoghaireEducationand TrainingBoard
Departmentof EmploymentAffairsand SocialProtection
Departmentof the Environment,Communityand LocalGovernment
DeliveringEqualityof Opportunityin Schools
Departmentof Justiceand Equality
DonegalLocalDevelopmentCompanyltd
DunLaoghaireRathdown

Dun LaoghaireRathdownDrugsand AlcoholTaskForce
Departmentof Ruraland CommunityDevelopment
EuropeanSocialFund

EuropeanStructuraland InvestmentFunds
Economicand SocialResearchinstitute

Educationand TrainingBoard

EuropeanTypologyf Homelessnessand HousingExclusion
FurtherEducationand Training

FurtherEducationand TrainingAwardsCouncil
FamilyResourceCentre

FulHime Equivalent

GrossDomesticProduct

GalwayMayolnstitute of Technology

HazardAnalysis& CriticalControlPoint,
Headlinelndicator

Haaseand Pratschke

Health ServiceExecutive

Informationand CommunicationsTechnology

Irish National Organisationof the Unemployed
Integrated Reportingand Information System
International StandardClassificationof Education
KeyPerformancelndicator
LocalCommunityDevelopmentCommittee

Localand CommunityDevelopmentProgramme
LocalCommunityGroup

LocalEnterpriseOffice

LocalEmploymentService
LocalEmploymentServiceNetwork



LLL
LLP
MABS
MNELP
MRCI
NEET
NFQ
PI
PLICS
PPN
PR
RAPID
SICAP
SILC
SSP
VAT
WAP

LifedongLearning

Louth LeaderPartnership

MoneyAdviceand BudgetingService

Mayo North East Leader Partnership

Migrants RightsCentrelreland

Notin Employment,Educationor Training

National Frameworkof Qualifications
Programmemplementer

PromotingLiteracyin Communitiesand Schools
PublicParticipationNetwork

PublicRelations

RevitalisingAreasby Planning,Investmentand Development
Sociallnclusionand CommunityActivationProgramme
Surveyon Incomeand LivingConditions
SouthsidePartnership

ValueAddedTax

WaterfordAreaPartnershiplLtd



SICAP Enadf programmereport 2015-2017

Tableof contents
1 Introductionand programmeEOVEIVIEW. ..........c.eeeeieeireerrriiemnieeeeeieeesaeeaaeeeaeeaeeeeesressnsrnnnnnnnne 11
00 R 1 1 £ Lo (U T i [o ] o (PRSPPSO PPPPPPRN 11
1.2  Sociceconomiccontextand policy2015-2017 ..........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeccce e 11
1.2.1 EUuropeanpoliCy CONEXL..........ccooeee e e e e e e 11
1.2.2 National policy contextand SICAP.............oooviiiiiiiiiieeeeecc e, 11
123 Labourmarket contextand POlICIES..............uvuiiiiiieeiiiie e mmee e 12
1.2.4 Educationand training context andpoliCIES.............uuuuiririiiiiimieee e, 14
1.25 Localgovernmentand local and communitydevelopment..............ccccvvvvvvvvviennn.. 14
1.3 SICAP OVEIVIEW......uiiiiiiiiiiee e e e s ieees sttt e e e e e e e s n e e bbbt e e e e e e e s s s nnssamnnnsssbeeeeeeaeens 15
1.3.1  SICAROtS AN fUNAING. .. .uiiiiiiiiii o rre s a e e e e 15
1.3.2  SICAP GOAIS....ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e ettt eree et e e e e e e et e e e e enar e e e e e e e anans 17
1.3.3  SICAP target groupand fOCUS QIrOUPS.......uuurrrrrrrurrirrriinrimmnreeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeessenamnns 18
1.34 HONZONTAINEMES ... . 18
1.3.5  Stakeholdersand their rOIES..........cuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 19
2 Programmeindicatorsand KeYINPULS ... 20
2.1 Keyperformanceand headlineindiCators..................ccoiiiiiiiceeiiiiiiicicc e 20
2.2 Geographicadistribution of supportedindividualsand LCGs......................ooevveeeinnnes 23
2.3 SUMMArYfINANCIAI FTEPOIT ... .eeiiiiiiieeiiiiiit e ieeee e e e renae e e e e e e e e e e e e eean 25
2.3.1  SICAP costgharged:summaryreport 2015-2017 .........ccoooiiivrriiieiiiieeneeee e 25
2.3.2  SICAP underspendB015 -2017 ......ccoeoiiiiiiuiiiiiiiiie et 26
2.3.3 FTESIENVENNGSICAR. ... ..ottt e 27
3 Community developmensind collaborativVeWOorK...........ccooeeeiiieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeveeveeens 28
G 700 R [ 110 T [ [ 1o ) o PSPPSR 28
3.2 SupportingLocal CommunityGroUPS(LCGS)......cceviiiiiriiiiiiiiieeereeee e 28
3.2.1  Characteristicsof Local COmMmMUNItY GrOUPS........ceeerriiimiriiririmeeieeeeeaeeeeeeeineeees 28
3.2.2 L G SUPPOIES ettt an e e 30
3.23 LCGOULPULS N PrOGIESSION......veeiieeeeiiiiiiitieeeieeeseeeeeeeeeesesasinseseeeeneeseseeeeeeeeeeans 31
3.3 Socialenterprise SUPPOrSaNd OULPULS...........evevveriiiriiiiiiirrnre e eeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeaeesenenenennnes 36
3.4 CollaborativeframeWOrKS. ........cccoiiiii i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aean 39
4 SICAP suppOortor iNAIVIAUALS...........eeeeiiieeiiiiieeesiie e ee e e e enenaeens 43
g R 01 1o T ¥ {1 o PP 43
4.2  Socioeconomicprofile of individuals SUPPOIEA...........eeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 43
4.3  Supportsprovidedto iINdIVIAUALS.........ccoooiiiiii e 51
43.1 Educationalsupports (GOal2) ..o 52



SICAP Enadf programmereport 2015-2017

4.3.2 Labourmarket supports(Goal3) .........uuuuuuriueiiiiiiiime e eees e 56

4.4  Outputsand progression(GoalsS2 and 3).........cccuvririiiieeeiiiicme e eeee 61
4.4.1 Progressionalongthe education ContinUUM..............uviiiiiiiiiiinie e 6l
4.4.2  CoUrsECOMPIELIONTALES. ......uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e ee e e a6l
4.4.3 Progressionto employmentand self-employment...........cccooeceeiiiiiiiiccceeeeeeeeeeee, 61

4.5  Supportingchildrenand youngpeople............ooooiiiiiiii i 63

5 Programmedelivery2015-2017: challenges& lessonslearned............cccocevvviiiiiiiiccnenneen. 64
ST A | 011 oo [ Tox 1o o PP PP 64
5.2 PrOgrammMeESITUCTUIES .. ..ccuvuuiiiie e eeeeetiii it s s e e e s e ee it s e e e s seeesseeseeeattaan s e eeeeeeessrnnmreees 64
5.2.1 EXPEriENCEOf LCDCS. ... iiiee ettt ceeme ettt et a e et ammme s st e e e e ntae e e e snssesmmm e 64
5.2.2 0T =T ToT= o) = £ S PPER 67
5.2.3  Collaborationwith other agenciesand bodies............cccccoiiciiiiimee e, 68

5.3  Programmedesignand reqUIrEMENtS............cooeiiiiiiii i ceeemmme e 69
5.4  Operationand deliveryof SICAP 20152017 ........uuuuuuuuuuuuiiiiimmmieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesaees 71
5.5  BUAGEIS ANA rESOUICES........coiiei i e e e enne e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeenanans 74
5.6  Community developmeNnBPPIOACH. ... ....c..uviiiiiiie e 74
5.7 Changesand improvementsto SICAP 2018022 .............cccoeeeieeiiiiiccceaens 75

LS O] aTod (U1 o o OO PPPPP 76
Sy (=] (=] ot PP 78
AppendixL: Financialreport for 2017 ........ooooiiiiiiii e 79
Appendix2: List of Lotsand Programmelmplementers.............cccvvieiiiiiiinene i 85



SICAP Enadf programmereport 2015-2017

EXECUTINEIJMMARY

The Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme (SICAPRims to reduce poverty and
promote social inclusion and equality through local, regional and national engagement and
collaboration. This report presents the summary of programme achievements and outlines the
experiencesrelated to programmeimplementationoverits lifecycle (2015-2017).

Thefirst round of the programme,which ran from 1 April2015 to 31 December2017, wasfunded
and overseen by the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD). Thetotal
programme budget (2015-2017) was 0 1 0 0, 1 1 BICAP@Es delivered by 46 Programme
Implementers (PIs) covering 51 Lots across the country and administered locally by Local
Community Developmen€ommittees(LCDCs).

Overthe lifetime of the programme, SICAPsupported 110,044 individuals on a oneto-one basis
and 5,028 Local CommunityGroups(LCGS).

Over the programme lifecycle, the targets for the majority of indicators were met, with some
significantly surpassed. The targets set for the two Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) were
exceededin the last two yearsof the programme,i.e. the total number of disadvantagedindividuals
engagedunder SICARINd the number of Local CommunityGroupsassistedunder SICAP.

Local CommunityGroups (Goall)

1 5,028 Local CommunityGroupswere supported under SICAPbetween 2015 and 2017.
The majority of LCGssupported by the programme (63%)worked to address the needs of
specific geographicalcommunities as well as issue-based target groups. Almosttwo thirds
of LCGs(64%)worked with peopleliving in disadvantagedcommunities as the main target
group.

1 1,999 LCGswere supportedto participate in local, regionaland national decision making
structures.

9 Threequarters of LCGssupported by SICARvere in the early stages of their development
and 734 LCGsprogressedalong the community development matrix (15% of all groups
supportedunder SICAP).

1 452 social enterprises were assisted under SICAPand 26 new social enterprises were
establishedoverthe programmeduration.

Collaborativeframeworks

9 Overthe lifetime of the programme,286 new joint programmes,strategiesor partnerships
were put in place between SICARmMplementersand education providers,designedto meet
the educationalneeds of SICAP target groups.

1 109 newstrategies,partnershipsand joint programmeswere put in place betweenPlsand
employmentfocused agenciesin order to improveaccessto employmentsupportsand 54
new initiatives/partnerships were formed between SICAP implementerand employers.

1 Theresponsibilityfor SICARvas movedto the Departmentof Ruraland CommunityDevelopment(DRCD)n July2017.
Previously, responsibility for the programme was with the Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local
Government{DHPCLG).
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Profile of individuals (Goals2 & 3)

T

110,044 individuals were supported under SICAPover the lifetime of the programme
Threeout of ten of these individualslived in areasdesignatedas beingdisadvantaged,very
disadvantaged or extremely disadvantaged. Almost half of all beneficiaries (47%) were
longterm unemployedand 40% were from a jobless household. The highest educational
achievementfor 69% ofindividualswas LeavingCertificatelevel or below.

Themajority of individuals accessingthe programmeoverthe three yearswere men (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
secondlargesttarget groupwere peopleliving in disadvantagedcommunities (29%).There
were 12,473 young people who were not in employment, education or training (NEETS)
supported by the programme.

Almostthree quarters of individuals supported under SICAP (80,675yvere Irish nationals.
Polishnationals were the secondlargest nationality, representing4% of the caseload.
Almost half of SICAPpatrticipants (50,614 or 46%) were referred to the programmeby a
government body, state agency or other relevant organisation. Over the lifetime of the
programme,the share of referrals from governmentbodies/state agenciesincreasedfrom
40% in 2015 to 47%in 2017. Onein five beneficiaries were referred to SICAPby an LCG
(20%)and a further 18% learned about the programmefrom their family or friends.

Individualeducational supports and outputs (Goa?)

T

Over the programme duration, 52,068 people received supports related to Lifedong
Learning(LLL).Ofthese, 11,365 were young people(aged15-24). Theshare of people on
the SICARaseloadreceivingeducational supportsincreasedfrom 45%in 2015 to 48%in
2017.

77% of individuals accessingGoal 2 supports had an educational attainment of Leaving
Certificate level or lower. The proportion of females accessingGoal 2 supports increased
over the programme period from 55% in 2015 to 57% in 2017. Goal 2 had a higher
proportion of young people and older people accessingsupports comparedto the overall
programme caseload and those accessing Goal 3 supports (22% of Goal 2 participants
wereaged 15-24 and 14% were over55 years).

Intotal, 9,721 individuals have progressedalongthe educationcontinuum after registering
with SICAP22% of whomwere youngpeople (aged15-24).

Onaverage,over 53,600 children (under 18 years)received Goal 2 educational supports
eachyear.

Individual employment andself-employment supports and outputs (God)

1

1

1

A total of 73,374 individuals, including 9,964 young people (aged 15-24), received
employment supportsunder Goal3.

57% of people accessingGoal 3 supports were aged between 25 and 45 yearsand 62%
weremen.

Over the lifetime of the programme, an average of 41% of individuals on the Goal 3
caseloadreceived career advice and guidance supports, 38% availed of self-employment
supports and 32% participated in labour market training. Between 2015 and 2017, the
share of individuals on Goal 3 caseloadavailing of both labour market training and career
advice and guidance support increased, while the share of people availing of the self-
employment supportsdecreasedyearon year.
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1

Over the lifetime of the programme, 5,801 people progressedto fulltime or parttime
employment. Of these, 1,519 were young people aged 15-24 and they represented 26%
of those who got jobs.

15, 923 people who received self-employmentsupports set up a new business, which led
to the creation of 1,695 full time jobs. Only459 young people (aged 15-24 years)
progressedto self-employmentd they represented 3% of all people who set up their own
businesses.The progressionof youngpeopleto self-employmentwas cited by manyPlsas
a significantchallengethroughout theprogramme.

Challenges and learning

1

Overthe lifetime of the programme,LCDCsand Plsidentified a number of key challenges
they faced when implementing the programme. Some challengesrelated to programme
design & namelythe registration processand associated data requirements, the focus on
guantitative targets and the lack of funding supports for LCGsand individuals. The lackof
flexibility in relation to setting targets at a local level was also raised.

In relation to the operation and delivery of the programme, Pls outlined a number of
challenges,including engagementwith some of the hard to reach target groups, such as
NEETs,engagement with LCGs,difficulties with progression into self-employment, the
impact of the JobPathprogramme,and barriers to accessto services, such as childcare
and transport, particularlyin rural areas.

At the start of the programme, many Pls and LCDCsexperiencedissues with the IRIS
reporting system, many of which were related to learning the new system. Theissues had
been addressedover the lifetime of the programme,both through making changesto the
system as well as providing training supports. By 2017, the number reporting this as a
challengereduced significantly.

Many of the challengesrelating to programmedesign and requirements were addressed
as the programmeprogressedand training deliveredoverthe programmeperiod supported
LCDCsand PIsin their roles.

Key areas of learning highlighted the importance of the following: communication and
effective working relationships between Pls and LCDCs;collaborative approaches with
external agenciesand bodies to ensure the needs of the most marginalised people are
met; a bottom up community developmentapproachin order to address social exclusion;
and the value of regularstaff up-skilling and training in line with programmerequirements.
The feedback from LCDCsand Pls was taken into account and used to address the key
challenges identified under SICAP2015-2017 as well as in the design of the new
programme (SICAP 2018022). The new programmehas been designedto addresslocal
needsin a more streamlined, simplifiedand flexible manner.

Going forwardd changesto the new programme (SICAR2018-2022)

The design of the new programme has been based on feedback from Pls and LCDCswith the
followingkey changes made:

1

=

=A =4 =4 =4

Longerfunding commitment d the programmecyclehas been extendedto five years.
Reduction to two Goals (Goal 1. Supporting communities and Goal 2: Supporting
individuals).

Asimplified registration process.

More target groupsto ensure better coverageand greateraccessfor marginalisedpeople.
Grantsto support localcommunity groupsand individuals.

Greaterfocus on quality community development andnore intensive engagement.
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Fewerheadlineindicators and targets.

Measurementof the barriers that SICAP client$ace.

Theagelimit has been removedto allow people of all agesto avail of SICAP supports.
Anew specialisedSICARool to measurepersonal progressionis currentlybeingdesigned.

= =4 =4 =4
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1 Introductionand programmeoverview

1.1 Introduction

SocialInclusionand CommunityActivation Programme(SICAP])s a national programmethat aims
to tackle poverty, social exclusionand longterm unemploymentthrough local engagementand
partnerships between disadvantaged individuals, community organisations and public sector
agencies.

Thisreport providesa summaryof the results achievedand an analysisof lessonslearnt and good
practice arising from programmeimplementation between 1 April2015 and 31 December2017.
SICARs funded and overseenby the Department of Rural and CommunityDevelopment(DRCD)
and is the successorprogrammeto the Localand CommunityDevelopmentProgramme(LCDP).

This report was prepared using multiple sources of information and data. The quantitative
information on programmeactivities and financial data was sourcedfrom the Integrated Reporting
and Information System (IRIS3. The analysis of programme implementation issues is primarily
based on Programme Implementers (PIs) end of year reports, Local Community Development
Committees(LCDCYeports and the findings of programmeevaluation and consultation activities
carried out by externalconsultants. The case study examplesincluded in the report were submitted
by Plsas part of their end of year progressreports.

1.2 Socioeconomiccontextand policy2015-2017

SICAR201562017 was influenced by a range of EUand national policiesand socialand economic
trends, both at programmedesign and implementation stage. The below section sets out the key
policies, strategiesand reportsin 20173 which influenced SICARand its target group selectionand
refers to documentswhere the programmeis named. The section starts with a brief outline of the
Europeanand national policy context, followed by the labour market, education and training, and
local governmentcontext.

1.2.1 Europeanpolicycontext

In 2017, EuropeanMember States continued to contribute to the Europe 2020 Growth Strategy
by reflecting Europeanobjectivesin their socialinvestmentplans and policiesand by implementing
EuropeanStructural and Investment Funds (ESIF,2014 -2020). Overall,2017 marked a period of
recovery within the EU as most Member States showed significant improvements in economic
growth and employmentrates. The EUemploymentrate of those aged 20-64 increasedto 72.2%
from 71.1%in 2016 and the total share of people at risk of povertyor social exclusionin the EU
28 was 23.4% (Eurostat,Europe2020 Employmentindicators,2018).

Nonetheless,youngpeople across Europeprovedto be highly sensitiveto the negativeimpacts of
the economic crisis and children (under 18) were the most vulnerable age group, meaning they
faced the highestrisk of povertyand social exclusionin the EU(Childrenat Riskof Povertyor Social
Exclusion).

1.2.2 Nationalpolicycontextand SICAP

The Programmefor Government2017 Annual Reportset out governmentcommitments for 2017
and included the core objective to make life better for everyone.SICAPwas referenced in this
report under 6 C o mm usnui pt pyo Theé Rrairamme for a Partnership Government Progress

2 |RISis a customised CustomerRelationshipManagement(CRM)database developedby Pobalin 2010 and adapted
for SICARN 2015.

3 Forthe policyand socialeconomiccontextfor 2015 and 2016, seethe SICAREndof YearReportsfor 2015 and 2016.

11
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Report was published in December 2017. SICAPwas included in the Progress Report under
0 1 nv ansd ¢ ingtergibwasoutlined that LCDCswill identify their own emergingneeds group
to more efficiently target supportsin local communities. Rural areas were highlighted as a priority
in light of a two-track recoverybetweenlarge urban centres and the rest of the country.

The Action Plan for Rural Developmentwas published in early 2017. Aimedat delivering change
for people living and working in rural Ireland, the Action Plan acts as an overarchingstructure for
the co-ordination and implementation of initiatives across governmentto benefit rural Ireland.
Thereis specificmentionof S| CAP u n d eintheduture ofeusaktl irred and 0 .

Homelessnessand housing shortages continued to be at the top of the agendafor government.
There was continued growth in the numbers of people who were homeless or at risk of
homelessness. The Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local Government
published an Action Plan for Housingand Homelessnessin 2016, which set out five pillars across
government to address homelessness. SICAPis referenced in the Action Plan under urban
regeneration, highlighting scope to align and strengthen links between SICAPand the RAPID
programmethroughlocal authorities. SICARIesignatedpeoplewho were homelessor experiencing
housingexclusionas a priority group.

Theemploymentgap betweenwomenand men remainswide, in particular for mothersand women
with caring responsibilities. In an Assessment of Social Investment Approachesin the EU
(EuropeanSocial Network,2015), the EuropeanCommissionnoted that EarlyChildhoodEducation
and Carein Ireland is under-developed and childcare remains expensiveand has a social class
gradient.

The national povertyrate has had a major influence on the operational context for SICAP Since
the financial crisis, the rate of consistent povertyhas increasedand over the period 201582017,
it was particularlyhigh amongsta number of SICARarget groupsincluding people with disabilities,
lone parents, the unemployedand non-Irish nationals. Accordingto the Surveyon Income and
Living Conditions (SILC),the at-risk-of poverty or social exclusionrate was 16.5% in 2016 (CSO,
2017).4

As stated in the Partnershipfor GovernmentProgressReport (2017), Ireland faces a number of
challengesin addressinghigh povertyrisks, particularly for the longterm unemployed,lone parent
families and jobless households. SILCfigures reveal that the unemployedand lone parents face
the highest poverty risk at almost three times the national average and Ireland has a higher
number of peopleliving in joblesshouseholdsthan the EUaverage.Peoplewho live in a household
where no-one is working are more likely to have no qualifications, to be single or parenting alone,
or to either have a disability or live with someonewith a disability.

1.2.3 Labourmarket contextand policies

Unemploymentin Ireland has continued to fall overthe programmelifetime. In the two yearsand

nine month period when SICARwvas operational, unemploymentfell from 10% in 2015 to 6.2%in

2017. Nonetheless,challengesremain in creating an inclusive labour market for at-risk groups,
such as the longterm unemployed,people withdisabilities, nonHrish nationals and young people.
Twoimportant trends in unemploymentremained constant, i.e. high levels of youth unemployment
and longterm unemployment.

Longterm joblessnesshas declined, falling from 3.7% in Q1 to 2.5% in Q4 2017 (CS0,2018).
Peopleout of work for more than 12 months accounted for almost half of those unemployedat
48.7% by Q4 2017 (CS0_2017). The EuropeanSemester Country Reportfor Ireland (European

4 Thisrefers to the at-isk-of povertyrate includingall socialtransfers (SILC2016).

12
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Commission,2017) noted that very longterm unemployment (more than two years) remains a
concernin Ireland. Thesejobseekersare at greaterrisk of losing skills and are likely to experience
difficulties in re-entering the labour market. Theyare more likely to experienceeconomicscarring,
meaning prolonged periods of unemployment,especially youth unemployment,which is likely to
inhibit future labour force participation andcarry penaltiesfor future earnings (Eurofound,2017).

Young people are still more likely to be unemployed than their older counterparts. The
unemployment rate for 15-74 year olds is lower than 15-24 year olds (at 6.2% and 13.7%
respectively(CS02017). Indeed,the Europe2020 GrowthStrategyfor 2017 notesthat for Ireland
the rise in the employmentrate for older people (aged 55 to 64) between 2006 and 2016 was
associatedwith a fall in the employmentrate for younger peoplgaged20 to 24).

While youth unemploymenthas since fallen to below the Europeanaverage,the number of Irish
NEETgemainshigh. The proportion of Irish NEETsvas one of the highestin the Eurozoneat 18.5%
in 2017 - Eurofound estimates the cost of not integrating NEETsto be 2% of GDPfor Ireland
(Eurofound, 2015). SICAP201582017 included NEETsand young unemployed people living in
disadvantagedareas as target groups.

SICAR2015062017 was shaped by three annual ActionPlansfor Jobs.The2017 plan identifies 14
updated high level goals, which were groupedinto four themes. In the 2017 ActionPlan, SICAHs
mentioned under 6 A ¢ 18 i AdddressingNew LabourMarketCh a | | emd i desdibed as the
primarysocial inclusion programmeof government.

A core component of the Action Plan is the complementary Pathwaysto Work Strategy, which
combines reforms to the social support system, employment programmes,and services for
jobseekers and employers. It has resulted in the roll-out of Intreo centres and a range of other
initiatives aimed at supporting an inclusive labour market, such as the JobPath initiative,
Momentum, Springboardand the YouthGuarantee.

Therevised Pathwaysto Work Strategy2016-2020 highlightedthe importance of consideringhow
to adapt activation approaches designed in a time of recessionto a recoveryscenario and is
underpinned by a twopronged approach of consolidating recent reforms and ongoing
development. SICAPis listed in Pathwaysto Work 2016-2020 under Action2.6 8 6 Of Ihtrea
clientsdaccessto the SociallnclusionCommunity ActivationPr o gr a mme . 8

The Department of EmploymentAffairs and Social Protection (DEASPXontinued to coordinate
the implementation of the Youth Guarantee and oversaw many initiatives to tackle youth
unemployment. This emphasis was reflected in S | C AoBjéctve to improve the labour market
participation of youngpeople.

The National Traveller and Roma Inclusion Strategy (2016-2020) Action Plan - Phase 1 was
published by the Departmentof Justiceand Equality(DJE)n June2017. It recognisesthe distinct
needs of Travellersand Roma and has been a key influencer for SICAPin highlighting the
inequalities faced by Romaand Travellers,which are two of the SICAP targegroups.

TheNational Strategyfor Womenand Girls2017-2020 was publishedby the Departmentof Justice

and Equality inApril2017 as part of a frameworkto addressthe remainingobstaclestow o me n 6 s
equality. Thestrategysets out measuresto tackle the unequallabourforce participation of women

by proposing increased investment in childcare and improving the conditions of women in
precarious employment. SICAP2015-2017 designated marginalised and socioeconomically
disadvantagedwomenas a priority group.

13
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1.2.4 Educationand training contextand policies

In 2015, Ireland published the National Skills Strategy 2025, which set an ambitious national
trajectory for skills developmentover a ten year period. This contained a specific focus on active
inclusionto support participation in educationand training and the labour market.

Ireland exceededits Europe 2020 target in reducing the number of early leavers from education
and training, achievinga 5.1%reduction between 2008 and 2016. Furthermore,Ireland continues
to be one of the top performing European Member States for third level education attainment.
Accordingto CSQdata (2017), | r e Is mate of fhird level completionwas the fourth highestin the
EU,surpassingthe UK and the Nordic states with 53% of Irish people aged 30-34 havingattained
tertiary qualifications.

The Further Education and Training ProfessionalDevelopment Strategy was published in 2017,
setting out how over the next three years, the sector aims to reform and further embed a strong
professionaldevelopmentculture acrossthe ETBnetwork. The strategyaims to double investment
in training and upskilling by 2020 (from G 1 3n2illion in 2011); to meet 74% of ICTskills demand
with domestic supply by 2018 (59% of demand in 2014); and to meet the EUparticipation in life-
long learningtarget of 15% by 2020 (up from 6.7% of adults engagedin 2014).

The 2017 Further Educationand Training Service Plan was published in 2017. The ServicePlan
aims to align education and training to labour market needs. Targetsto be achievedby 2020 are
a 10% increase in the rate of certification on courses primarily focused on social mobility and
10,000 more learners each year to achieve qualifications related to business sectors where
employment growthand skills needs have been identified.

TheActionPlanto ExpandApprenticeshipand Traineeshipin Ireland 2016 & 2020 was published
in early 2017. This sets out how state agencies,education and training providersand employers
will work togetherto deliver on expandingapprenticeshipand traineeship. Theaction plan is a key
influencer of SICAPas the programme encouragesapprenticeshipsin addition to other forms of
educationand training.

With regard to younger childrenin education, the DEIS Plarfor 2017 is another core influencer of
SICAPwith disadvantaged children designated as a target group. The DEIS Plan sets out
governmentcommitmentsfor future interventionin social inclusion and education policy. The plan
sets out goalsof improvedoutcomesfor children, with the aim of narrowinggaps betweenchildren
and developingbetter education pathways.The plan made specificreferenceto SICAPhighlighting
the importance of SICARand LCDCinterventionsin seekingto extend supports for disadvantaged
children. It recognised SICAP interventions as particularly important elements of the School
CompletionProgramme.

1.2.5 Localgovernmentand localand communitydevelopment

The ongoing local government reforms led by the former Department of the Environment,
Communityand Local Governmentformed part of the wider policy landscape and shaped the
deliverystructures of SICAP.

Thenew Local CommunityDevelopmentCommittees(LCDCsplayeda central role in coordinating
local community and economiadevelopmentplanning at the local authority level and put together
a Local Economicand Community Plan (LECP)in each county. Pls were required to take into
consideration their Local Economic and Community Plans and ensure that SICAPactions
contributed to reachingtheir broaderobjectives.

14
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Local authorities have been key players in local economic development and supporting
entrepreneurshipthrough the creation of Local Enterprise Offices and taking on responsibilityfor
the renewed Strategic PolicyCommittees.

The DECLGIevelopeda frameworkoutlining how the state engageswith the local and community
development sectors @ur Communities: A Framework for Local and CommunityDev el opment O
(2015). This is an overarching, high-level document, which sets the foundations for how state

policies, programmes andinterventionsfor local and communitydevelopmentwill be created.

The Public Participation Network (PPN)was set up in 2014 with the passing of the Local
GovernmentAct2014. ThePPNis a formal network, which allowslocal authorities to connectwith
communitygroupsaround the country. Manylocal communitygroupssupported under SICAFhave
been assistedto participate in their local PPN.

1.3 SICAPVerview
1.3.1 SICAR.otsand funding

The programme was overseenand managed at county level by Local Community Development
Committees (LCDCs)and implemented by 46 Programme Ilmplementers (PIs)in 51 geographic
areas (knownas Lots). Thebreakdownof the countryinto Lotsis presentedin Map 1 and Map 2.

SICARSs funded by the Departmentof Ruraland CommunityDevelopment.The programme(2015-
2017) had a total budgetof 0 1 0 0, 1 1 The ®tél®ost reportedwas 0 9 9, 0 2,Avhi€h3 8
represented 98.9% of the total budget. The budgetis made up of both action and administration
costs. Actioncosts are budgetedwith a 33% allocation (with a 5% leewayallowable)to each of the
three SICAPprogramme Goals. The administration costs budget cannot exceed 25% of the total
programme budget. A summary financial report for the period between 1 April 2015 and 31
December2017 isincludedin section2.3 of the report.

15
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Map 1: SICAP Lots T national (excluding the Greater Dublin Area)
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Map 2: SICAP Lots - Greater Dublin Area

1.3.2 SICARGoals
SICAP 20152017 had three Goals:

Goal 1: Strengtheninglocal communities To support and resource disadvantaged communities
and marginalised target groups to engage with relevant local and national stakeholders in
identifyingand addressingsocial exclusionand equality issues.

Goal 2: Promoting lifedong learning To support individuals and marginalised target groups
experiencingeducational disadvantage so they can participate fully, engage with and progress
through lifedong learning opportunities through the use of communitydevelopment approaches.

Goal 3: Helping people become more job ready. To engage with marginalised target
groups/individualsand residents of disadvantagedcommunitieswho are unemployedbut who do

17
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not fall within mainstream employmentservice provision, or who are referred to SICAPfo move
them closer to the labour market and improve work readiness, and support them in accessing
employment andself-employmentand creating social enterprise opportunities.

1.3.3 SICARargetgroupsand focusgroups

SICARsupportsa broad range of target groupswho are disadvantagedor marginalisedfrom society
and who are unable or unlikely to accessmainstream supports. All programmebeneficiaries must
belong toat least one SICARarget group.

Programme Implementers were required to adopt an areabased approactP to tackling
disadvantageand use the Pobal HP DeprivationIndex to identify concentrations of disadvantage
in their respective Lots. This provisionallowed implementersto target specific geographicalareas
with high levels of poverty, hardship and social exclusion, as well as working with issue-based
target groups. Each implementer had a Lotspecific target for the percentage of their caseload,
which must reside in disadvantagedareas. Thishelped to promote actions focusingon particularly
disadvantagedareas whilst allowing for the fact that disadvantageis not necessarilydetermined
geographically.

Target groups were also issue based. An issuebased target group is defined as 6 agroup of
individuals who experiencesocial disadvantageas a result of a particular theme or issue which is
commonbetweenthem, e.g.unemployment,disabilitye t dhe8ICAP target groupwere:

9 Disadvantagedchildren and families (in 2015 this targetgroupwasnamedo ¢ hi bndir e n
families in disadvantageda r e a s 0 )

Loneparents

Newcommunities (includingrefugeesand asylumseekers)

People livingin disadvantagedcommunities

People withdisabilities

Roma

Theunemployed(includingthose not on the Live Register)

Lowincome workers/households(introducedin 2016)

Travellers

Youngunemployedpeoplelivingin disadvantagedareas

NEETS youngpeopleaged 15-24 yearswhoare not in employment,educationor training

=4 =4 =4 8 -4 -8 -8 a9

E ]

In addition to target groups,two 6 f o graupsivere named for the programmein 2016. These
were: marginalisedand sociceconomicallydisadvantagedwomen and people who are homeless
or experiencinghousingexclusion.Distinguishingspecificé f o groups@ims to highlightthe need
to engagewith individuals who may not belongto a specific target group but have been identified
asin need. It also encouragesPIlsand LCDCdo considerand addresstheir needslocally.

1.3.4 Horizontalthemes

Horizontalthemes relate to the core principles that cut across and have relevanceto all areas of
Programmelmplemen t ewok.&ICARvas underpinnedby three horizontalthemes:

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
disadvantagedand marginalisedcommunitiesin the widerlocal developmentcontext.

5 Thisapproachfocuseson the needsof communitiesin a specific geographicalarea.
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3. Developing collaborative approaches with local (through the LCDC) and national
stakeholdersto improve how mainstream policies and programmesare delivered so that
they have a more positiveimpact onthe sociallyexcluded.

Thisreport does not provide details on how the horizontalthemes have been incorporatedinto the
deliveryof SICAPas this was coveredin detail in the SICAPannual reports for 2015 and 20166.
Therewas no major changesin the programmeimplementationin relation to horizontalthemes as
reported by Plsfor 2017.

1.3.5 Stakeholdersandtheir roles
Departmentof Rural and CommunityDevelopment(DRCD)

The Department of Rural and Community Developmentis the lead and funding department for
SICAPTheDepartment channelsSICAP fundinglirectlyto LCDCs.

Localauthorities and Local CommunitypevelopmentCommittees (LCDCs)

Local CommunityDevelopmentCommittees (LCDCspare the contracting authorities that manage
and administer SICAPat a local level and direct funding to the Programmelmplementers.LCDCs
are the key decisiorrmakers at local level and have responsibility for monitoring compliance in

respect of financial managementand performance monitoring. Theyalso have responsibility for

decisiorimaking in regard to the annual performancereviewand the annual planning processfor

the deliveryof SICAP irtheir area.

Programmelmplementers (PIs)

TheProgrammelmplementersdesignand, once it is approvedby the LCDCjmplementthe annual
plan in their area, reporting directly to the relevant LCDCon actions, targets and spending. The
contractbetweenan LCDCand Programmelmplementersets out the contractual conditionsin full.

Pobal

Pobalwas nominated by the Departmentof Ruraland CommunityDevelopmentto project manage
the setup and design of the programme and draw up the programme framework. It has
responsibilityfor managingthe IRISsystem,updating programmedocumentation, liaising with the
main stakeholders, capacity building and delivering support events with the implementers and
LCDCsilt also assists LCDCswith technical review of annual plans and the mid-year and end of
yearfinance and monitoringreports.

6 https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2018/06/SICAP -Endof-YearReport2015-FINAL.pdf
https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2018/06/SICAP -2016 -Endof-YearReportFullVersion.pdf
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2 Programmeindicatorsand keyinputs

2.1 Keyperformanceand headlineindicators

The programme performance is measured against two Key Performancelndicators (KPIs)and a
range of other headline indicators. Table2.1 presentsthe achievementsfor the KPIsand headline
indicators on an annual basis as well as for the programmeoverall’. In the period between1 April
2015 and 31 December2017, 110,044 people received oneto-one supports and 5,028 Local
CommunityGroupswere assisted.

Table 2.1 Key performance and headline indicators for 2015-2017 period

Ref

1b

4a

6a

8a

8b

Headlinelndicator (HI)

Totalnumber of disadvantagedindividuals (15 years
upwards)engagedunder SICARN a one-to-one
basis (KPI1)

%of disadvantagedindividuals (15 yearsupwards)
engagedunder SICARPN a one-to-one basislivingin
adisadvantagedarea

Numberof Local CommunityGroupsassistedunder
SICARKPI2)

Numberof local communitygroupswhosemembers
havebeen assistedby SICARo participatein local,
regionalor national decisionmaking structures

Numberof individuals (15 yearsupwards)in receipt
of a Goal2 educationalsupport

%of those targeted should have educational
attainment of LeavingCertificateor lower

Numberof individualswhohave progressedalong
the educationcontinuum after registeringwith SICAP

Numberof youngpeople (aged15-24) in receiptof a
SICARGoal2 educationalsupport

%of those targeted should have educational
attainment of LeavingCertificateor lower

Numberof youngpeople (aged15-24) who have
progressedalong the education continuum after
registeringwith SICAP

Numberof childrenin receipt of a Goal2
educationalor developmentalsupport

No.of children/youngpeople (noncaseload)
identified as at risk of earlyschoolleavingreceiving
support

20158

36,854

30.7%

2,506

867

16,705

81%

3,102

4,038

93%

737

49,988

New
Indicator

2016°

47,511

30.6%

3,076

1,048

22,427

78%

4,109

4,517

92%

961

55,890

New
Indicator
2017

2017

48,330

29.4%

3,192

1,111

23,235

75%

3,768

4,847

91%

784

55,169

5,286

Programme
total

110,044

28.9%

5,028

1,999

52,068

7%

9,721

11,365

92%

2,141

*n/a

n/a

7 Note that the column for the 6 p r o g rtaontmegheddistinct count of individuals and LCGsd this means that
individualsand LCGswho were supportedunder SICAHN morethan one year,are counted onlyonce in this column and
therefore 2015, 2016 and 2017 will not equal the programmetotal.

8 2015 figuresare between1 Apriland 31 December2015.
92015 and 2016 figures are forthe 50 SICAR.ots, while2017 figuresare for 51 Lots.
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Numberof individuals (15 yearsupwards)in receipt

9 23,546 = 30,206 @ 31,016 73,374
of Goal3 employmentsupports
0 .

9a Anof-thosetargeted_should_haveeducatlonal 66% 64% 62% 64%
attainment of LeavingCertificateor lower
Numberof individuals (15 yearsupwards)

10 progressingto parttime or full-time employmentup 1,337 2.208 2.413 5.801

to 6 months after receivinga Goal3 employment
support

Numberof individuals (15 yearsupwards)
11  progressingto self-employmentup to 6 months 4,687 5,752 5,553 15,923
after receivinga Goal3 employmentsupport

Numberof youngpeople (aged15-24) in receiptof a

12 SICARGoal3 employmentsupport

2,975 4,051 4,352 9,964
%of those targeted should have educational

12a attainment of LeavingCertificateor lower

86% 86% 86% 86%
Numberof youngpeople (aged15-24) progressing

13 | to parttime or fulltime employmentup to 6 months 352 565 645 1,519
after receivinga Goal3 employmentsupport

Numberof youngpeople (aged15-24) progressing
14  to self-employmentup to 6 months after receivinga 156 156 152 459
Goal3 employmentsupport

Numberof initiatives aimed at promoting, 97 - - 97
developingand/or sustainingsocialenterprises
15 (2015 only)
-- 241 321 452

Numberof socialenterprisesassistedunder SICAP

*n/a - Childrenare not registeredwith a unique identifier under SICAR.e. are non-caseload,therefore the total for each
yearmay contain duplicates.

Over the programme duration, the targets set for the two KPIs (KPI1: total number of
disadvantagedindividuals (15 years upwards) engaged under SICAPon a one-to-one basis and
KPI12: number of Local CommunityGroupsassisted under SICAP were exceededin the last two
years ofthe programme,howeverthese were below 100% in 2015. Similar performance patterns
were observedfor another five indicators (HI 3, HI 4, HI 10, HI 12 and HI 13). Theseindicators
were related to L C G gditicipation in decisionrmaking structures, educational supports,
employment supportsand progressionto employment.

Thelowerlevels of achievementfor these indicatorsin the first year of the programmewere largely
due to timing issues. Thestart of the programmein Aprilimpacted on the number of educational
activities the Programmelmplementers were able to deliver, as many of these are linked to the
academic year cycle. Progressionto employmentas well as LCGsparticipation in the decision
making structures, in many cases, require a longerlead-in time. Consequentlya lower number of
outputs for this work may have been achievedin the first yearof programmeoperation.

Thetargets for six headline indicators were achieved every year. Theseindicators related to the
progressionalongthe education continuum, deliveryof educationaland employmentsupports and
assistancefor social enterprises(HI5, HI 6, HI 7, HI8a, HI 9and HI 15).

The targets for two indicators were not met throughout the duration of the programme. Both of
these wererelated to the progressionto self-employment.Whilethe level of achievementimproved
in 2016 and 2017 comparedto 2015, progressionto self-employment,especiallyamongst young
people, remained a challenge throughout the programme. Programmelmplementersreported a
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number of issues that may have contributed to the underachievementin this area. Amongstthe
most often cited were the higher number of clients presenting withgapsin the skillset required to
set up their own business,the low quality of businessideas comingforward and lack of finance for
start-ups.

Figure 2.1 Headline indicators - level of achievement against targets in 2015, 2016 and 2017

0% 50% 100%  150%  200%  250%  300%

Totalnumberof disadvantaged individua{@5years | 9001/%)4ly
upwards)engagedunder SICABn aone-to-onebasisSKP!) s 1060/%

Numberof local communitygroupsassisted under SICAP NN 96%

(KPI) . 1129
Numberof localcommunitygroupswhosemembershave e 07%
beenassistechy SICARD participatein local,regionalor 109%

nationaldecisionmakingstructures 109%

Numberof individuals (15/earsupwards)in receiptof a NN 73% L01%
Goal2 educational support P 105%

indivi I 224%
Numberof individuals whchave progressedlongthe 5 49%

educationcontinuumatfter registeringwith SICAP . 2259

Numberof young peopldagedl15-24)in receiptof a SICAP, —3%31/?%

ESFandYEI Go& educational support P 141%
Numberof youngpeople(aged15-24)who have I 212%
progressedalongthe education continuunafter registering . 267%
: I —
with SICAP 214%

Numberof children/youngpeople (nonrcaseloadjn receipt I 1122256%’

of aGoal2 educationalor developmentakupport P 125%

No.of children/young peoplénon-caseload)dentifiedas = 0%

at riskof earlyschoolleaving receivingupport b 137%

Numberof individuals (15/earsupwards)in receiptof Goal I 102%

119%
3employmentsupports I 121%
Numberof individuals (13earsupwards)progressindo  pu—— 750,
part-time or full-time employmentup to 6 monthsafter 138%

L I
receivinga Goal3 employmentsupport 141%

Numberofindividuals (13earsupwards)progressindo  pu— 810,

self employment upto 6 monthsafter receivinga Goal3 S?350;/0
| b

employmentsupport
Numberof young peopl€agedl5-24)in receiptof a SICAP, N 94%
115%
ESF an¥EIl Goa3 employment support P 124%
Numberof young peoplgagedl5-24) progressingo part- I 5
time orfull-time employmentup to 6 monthsafter 117%

- |
receivinga Goal3 employmentsupport 124%

Numberof youngpeople(agedl5-24) progressingo self — 53%
employmentup to 6 monthsafter receivinga Goal3 66%
employmentsupport I e4%

I 111%

Numberof socialenterprisesassistedunder SICAP i ig%
180%

m 2015 2016 m 2017
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2.2 Geographicadistribution of supportedindividualsand LCGs

The geographical distribution of individuals and LCGs supported under SICAPis broadly
proportional to the geographicaldistribution of I r e | averdl@apulation. However,it is worth
noting that this is not true for all counties as it also reflects the targets set locally. Thesetargets
are reflective of the local levels ofdisadvantage.

Figure 2.2 shows the number of SICAPparticipants in each county over the lifetime of the
programme. The highest number of people supported were living in Dublin (31,120) and Cork
(11,022), which together represented38% of the overall caseload.

Figure 2.2 Number of people supported at county level 2015-2017

5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 35,000

Carlow mmmm 1 800
Cavan Wl 2,274
Clare mmmm 2,072
Cork S 11,022
Donegal mmmmmmmmms (6,278
Dublin e 31,120
Galway s 3088
Kerry s 4,598
Kildare mmmmm 3,174
Kilkenny mmm 1,611
Laois mmm 1,508
Leitrim  mmm 1,497
Limerick msmm 5,20¢
Longford mm 1,159
Louth s 3,873
Mayo mmmmmmm 3,583
Meath mm 1,180
Monaghan mmm 1,746
Offaly mmmmm 2 288
Roscommon mmm 1,542
Sligo mmmm 1,857
Tipperary mmmmmmm 3,385
Waterford mmmmmm 3,011
Westmeath mmmm 1,918
Wexford mmmmmmmmms 4,879
Wicklow s 3473

Figure 2.3 presents the number of LCGssupported in each county. As with the individuals
supported, this distribution is broadly proportional to the geographicaldistribution of | r el and d s
overall population. The highest number of LCGssupportedwere in Dublin (1,181) and Cork(558),
whichtogetheraccountedfor 35% of all LCGssupported.
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Figure 2.3 Number of LCGs supported at county level 2015-2017

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

Carlow I 74
Cavan N 124
Clare I 94
Cork I 558
Donegal NN 346
Dublin I 1,181
Galway NN 221
Kerry N 206
Kildare SN 101
Kilkenny Il 54
Laois m 71
Leitrim M 87
Limerick s 309
Longford M 33
Louth I 177
Mayo N 20C
Meath N 120
Monaghan M 80
Offaly | 162
Roscommon M 89
Sligo I 115
Tipperary N 133
Waterford [l 126
Westmeath Il 90
Wexford N 182
Wicklow mmmm 95
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2.3 Summaryfinancial report

This financial report for the period between 1 April2015 and 31 December2017 was prepared
using figures extracted from IRIS and from previous end of year reports for 2015 and 2017.

Financialreportfor 2017 is includedin Appendix1.

2.3.1 SICARostscharged:summaryreport2015-2017

Table 2.2 below, details the total budget and the total costs reported, under the various cost
categories,for the 51 Lotsfor the period of 201582017.

Table 2.2 Costs charged summary report 2015-2017

% of total action costs

Totalbudget( Totalcostreported( reported
Nonsalary 03,461, 963 03,513,069
Goall | pirectsalary |019, 612, 59| [0G19, 204, 65| 30.13%
TotalGoall |G 23, 074,55 022,717, 72
Nonsalary a7,379,876 07,668, 502
Goal2 | pirectsalary |018, 109, 07 017,593, 79 33.51%
TotalGoal2 |G 25, 488, 94 125,262,29
Nonsalary a6, 727, 765 06,947,270
Goal3 | pirectsalary |019, 868, 04| (019, 485, 97 35.06%
TotalGoal3 |G 26, 595, 81 126, 433, 24

(EachGoalcost % reported must be between28% and 38% of total actions cost reported)

Monitoring

a1, 064, 401

0973,645. ¢

1.29%

Totalbudgeti

Totalcostreported i

%oof total budget

Totalactions cost

76,223, 72}

75,386, 90

75.30%

Totalbudget(

Totalcostreported(

% of total budget

Totaladministration
cost

023,894, 14

023,640, 13

23.61%

(Theadministration cost cannot exceed25% of the total budget)

Totalbudget(

Totalcostreported(

%of total budget

OverallCost

0100, 117, 86

099,027,083

98.91%

Commentaryon Table2.2

Thefigures in the above table representthe cumulative budgets and spend as reported in IRIS
from 1 April2015 & 31 December2017.
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Overall98.91% of the total budgets available over this period has been reported as spent. The
cumulative spend reported across each of the Goalsand the administration cost categoriesare
consistent with the percentage of costs reported across these headingson an annual basis from
2015 to 2017.

Administration costs

The cumulative amount reported for administration costs is 02 3, 6 4 0, ThBamadrt .
represents 23.61% of the total cumulative budget and demonstrates that the programme is
compliant with the financial rules set in relation to administration costs spend (i.e. costs reported
against administrationmust not exceed25% of the total budget).

Action costs
Goall

Thecumulative spend reported againstGoallisG 2 2 , 7 1 7 , Thigrépretets30.13% of the
total action costs reported over the period. Thisdemonstratesthat Goall on a cumulative basisis
compliant with the parameters of the financial rules set in relation to Goal costs spend (i.e. costs
reported against eachGoalmust be between28% and 38% of the total action costs reported).

Goal2

Thecumulative spend reported againstGoal2 is 2 5, 2 6 2 , Thi8r8preSefts 33.51% of the
total action costs reported overthe period. Thisdemonstratesthat Goal2 on a cumulative basis s
compliant with the parameters of the financial rules set in relation to Goal costs spend (i.e. costs
reported against eachGoalmust be between 28% and 38% of the total action costs reported).

Goal3

Thecumulative spend reported against Goal 3 is (126,433,243.85. Thisrepresents35.06% of the
total action costs reported overthe period. Thisdemonstratesthat Goal3 on a cumulative basisis
compliant with the parameters of the financial rules set in relation to Goal costs spend (i.e. costs
reported against eachGoalmust be between28% and 38% of the total action costs reported).

2.3.2 SICARunderspends2015-2017
Underspends 20152017

The cumulative budget versus spend report for the 201582017 period showsa total underspend
of0 1, 090, BHseprésdéntsl.09% of the cumulativebudgetfor the same period as outlined
in Table 2.3 below. The cumulative underspend for the period is a result of salary budgets not
beingfully utilised acrossthe administration and Goalcost categories.

26



SICAP Enadf programmereport 2015-2017

Table 2.3 Underspends 2015-2017

Goals Category _Underspend/overspenc{minus Underspendas %of
indicatesoverspend) total budget
Nonsalary 0-51,105.79
Goall Directsalary 0407, 944. 48
TotalGoall 6356, 838.69
Nonsalary 0-288,625.93
Goal2 Directsalary 0515, 280. 89
TotalGoal2 6226,654.96
Nonsalary 0-219,504.89
Goal3 Directsalary 0382,073.32
TotalGoal3 6162,568. 43
Monitoring 090, 755. 85
Totalactions costs 6836,817.93
Administrationcosts 0254,009.06
Totalunderspend 01,090,826.99 1.09%

2.3.3 FTEdeliveringSICAP

Throughoutthe duration of the programme,on averageSICARvas deliveredby 518 FTEstaff. The
number of FTEstaff greweveryyear from505 in 2015 to 538 in 2017 (Figure2.4).

Figure 2.4 Number of FTE staff delivering SICAP 2015-2017

550
540
530
520
510
500
490
480

50¢

2015

51C

2016
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2017

51¢

AverageNo.of FTE2015-
2017
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3 Communitydevelopmentand collaborativework

3.1 Introduction

SICARaims to empowerdisadvantagedcommunitiesand individualsto playa greaterrole, together
with other stakeholders, in addressing social inclusion and equality issues. The programme is
underpinned by a community development approach and addresses the need to support and
promote the engagementof disadvantagedcommunitiesand individuals throughouttheir lifecycle.
It fosters principles of participation, empowerment, capacity building, collective action and
decisiorimaking in a structured way.

SICARromotescommunitydevelopmentprimarily through engagementwith and supportsto Local
Community Groups (LCGs).These supports aim to increase LCG engagementin community
developmentissuesand assistthem in connectingwith SICARarget groupsto bring about greater
participation in social, cultural and civic activities.

A broader contribution of SICAPto community development is the facilitation of strategic
collaborative frameworks and networks as part of a dialogue for developing solutions to social
exclusion.

This chapter provides an overviewof S| C AcBriripution to community development through
supports provided to Local CommunityGroupsand social enterprises and work with collaborative
frameworksand networks.

3.2 SupportingLocal CommunityGroups(LCGs)

Local CommunityGroupsare groups operating out of community work principles and processes
focusingon the needs of peoplein disadvantagedareas and/or SICARarget groups. Thework with
community groupswas centred on four main objectives:

1 To support and promote the community engagementof disadvantaged target groups
acrossthe lifecycle.

1 Tosupport thedevelopmentof local community groupswhich promote equality and social
inclusionin local, regionalor national context.

1 Tosupport disadvantagedcommunities and individuals to enhance their participation in
local, regional and national decisionmaking structures.

1 Todevelop and facilitate strategic collaborative frameworks and networks as part of a
dialoguefor developingsolutions to social exclusion.

The following sections summarise the key characteristics of LCGssupported under SICAP the
supports provided and outputs achieved,and the developmentand progressionachieved by the
groups.

3.2.1 Characteristicsof LocalCommunityGroups

Atotal of 5,028 Local CommunityGroupswere supported under SICAPover its lifetime. Almosta
guarter of these groups (24%)received SICAPsupports over three years, 27% over two yearsand
49% during one year.

Themajority of LCGs(63%)were both areaand issue-based, with a further 18% being areabased
and 19% issue-based (seeFigure3.1).
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Figure 3.1 Type of Local Community Groups supported between 2015 and 2017

m Areaandissuebased
Areabased

m Issuebased

The majority of LCGssupported by SICAPworked with and represented multiple target groups.
Throughoutthe programme, on average, LCGsworked with 2.3 target groups of the SICAP.The
majority of LCGs(64%)workedwith peopleliving in disadvantagedcommunitiesand another large
proportion (45%)representeddisadvantagedchildren and families.

Figure 3.2 Target groups LCGs worked with between 2015 and 2017
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Examplesof work carried out by SICARPIswith LCGsrepresentingdifferent target groupsare listed
below.

1 Ballyfermot/ChapelizodPartnership Co. Ltd. collaborated with local parents, Dublin City
Council,the Orchard CommunityCentreand St. Ultans Primary Schoolto establish a new
afterschool programmerun by local parents for the children of CherryOrchardwho attend
St. Ultans Primary School. The provision of affordable and accessibleafterschoolfacilities
helps parents return to the workforce and engage in further education and training.
Children are provided with a broad variety of activities including homework support,
sportingand cultural activities and outingsto local community activities.

9 Clare Local Development Co. Ltd. helped to establish 6 T iBeeakingB a r r greup ian &
response to individuals who were experiencingageism as a barrier in their search for
employment. The purpose of the group is primarily to support people aged over 50 years
into employment. The group brought together individuals and provided a structure where
theyreceivedpeersupportfrom each other and reducedsocialisolation. Thegroupis made
up of a diverse group of individuals with varying levelsof experienceand career history.

3.2.2 LCGsupports

SICARprovidesa range of supportsto Local CommunityGroups(LCGs}hat range from assistance
in formation, development, progressionand participation in structures to help in leveraging
additional funding. The vast majority of LCGs,over 90% throughout the programme, received
supports related to their formation, developmentand progression.Aroundone in ten LCGswere
participating in the annual planning and review processes for SICAPand were assisted in
leveraging funding.The share of groupsassisted to leveragefunding grew byover a half, from 7%
in 2015 to 11%in 2017. Table 3.1 presents the key supports provided to LCGsthroughout the
programme,including the number of groupsreceivingeach type of support.

Table 3.1 LCG supports provided 2015-2017

2015 2016 2017
Programmeindicators No. of %I(I)f No.of | %ofall No.of %ﬁf
a a
LCGs LCGs LCGs LCGs LCGs LCGs

Assistedin their formation, developmentand

progression 2,322 93% | 2,839 92% @ 2,881 90%

Assistedto participatein local, regionaland

0, 0, 0,
national decisiorrmaking structures (HI3) 867 35% 1,048 34% L1l 35%

Participatingin annual planningand review

processesfor SICAP 232 9% 323 11% 322 10%

Assistedto leveragefunding 180 7% 263 9% 354 11%

LCGsparticipation in decisiorimaking structures

One of the key objectives of SICAPFis to support disadvantagedcommunities and individuals to
enhance their participation in local, regional and national decisiorimaking structures. Annually,
over one third of LCGs received supports assisting them to participate in these structures.
Examplesof SICAP providegupportsinclude the following:
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9 CarlowOlder Persons Forum was launched in May 2015 as the political, economic and
social voice of older personsin Carlow.Oneof its key aims was to empowerolder persons
to advocate on their own behalf, where possible,and to support those who were not in a
position to do so. Under SICAP,Carlow County Development Partnership (CCDP)has
worked overthe past two yearswith CarlowOlderPersonsForumto developtheir capacity
and to enable them to become involved in decision making processes.The Forum is
currently represented on several strategic networks and structures, including the HSE
Patient Partnership,PPN,AgeFriendlylreland, AgeActionand the CCDPboard. Thevalue
of SICAB sontribution was describedby the Chairpersonof CarlowOlder Persond-orum:

i C a r OldemPersons Forum has gone from strength to strength since its launch
in May 2015. This is due in no small part to the support and encouragement of
the SICAP Programme in Carlow County Development Partnership. Their
professionalism and hard work has enabled the forum to build its membership to
over 500 and to participate in regional and national decision making structures.
We look forward to continuing our journeyt oget her . 0

1 Leitrim Integrated Development CompanyLtd. supported Shannonside Wo me rGgosp
representingwomen from the Travellercommunity. The group received capacity building
supportsto ensure representationof Travellerwomen on decision making structures. This
group was supported to address some of the issuesfacing Travellewomen, including the
need for educationand training, and participatedin an initiative to promote positive mental
health.

1 In 2017, Louth Leader Partnership (LLP), established the Louth Disability Forum and
worked with clients on equality issues. LLPwork to support the target groups resulted in
the establishmentof disABILITY.outh, a network of people with disabilities formed by 91
individuals from 38 community and voluntary groups. disABILITYLouth Chairperson
describedthe work of LLP:

fi L o weader Partnership assisted in establishing the group, identifying needs of
the group, coordinating meetings, establishing a constitution, booking venues,
printing of literature, and mentoring people with disabilities in their new roles.
Without the expertise and assistance of Louth Leader Partnership, this group
would not exist or survive the early stages. Service is professional, friendly,
always available to offerhelpands upport . 0

3.2.3 LCGoutputs and progression

SICAPRaims to support the developmentof LCGsthat promote equality and social inclusion at a
local, regionalor national level. Emphasishas been placed on facilitatingg r o ymgressionalong
the community development matrixywhich comprisesof four stages:

Stagel: Predevelopmentand groupformation
Stage?2: Capacitybuildingand empowerment
Stage3: Collectiveaction

Stage4: Strategicinvolvementin policyand decision making processesat a local, regionaland/or
national level

The majority of LCGs(75%) supported by SICAPwere in the early stages of their development:
Stage 1 d pre-development and group formation (31%) and Stage 2 - capacity building and
empowerment(44%). The smallest proportion of LCGswere at Stage 4 & strategic involvementin
policy/decisiorimaking at local, regional or national level (8%).Overthe lifetime of the programme,
the share of LCGssupported, which at the time of registration were at Stage 1 of development,
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increasedby 7%, while the share of groupsat Stage2 and 3 decreasedby 5%and 2%respectively.
Thedetailed breakdownof LCGsand their stage of developmentat registrationt© is shownin Figure

3.3.

Figure 3.3 LCG stage of development at registration 2015-2017

4. Strategidnvolvementin policy/decisiormakingat — 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

I 25%
1. Predevelopmentandgroup formation 28%32%
31%

I 48%
2. Capacitybuildingandempowerment 43%47%
44%
I 18%
3. CollectiveAction 1%,07@/0
17%

local,regionaland/or national level 9%

m 2015 2016 2017 Totalprogramme

Almostonein ten LCGssupportedunder SICARN 2015 becamemembersof a PublicParticipation
Network (9%). It is worth noting that some of the LCGssupported may have already be a PPN
member before they engagedwith SICAP This share decreasedto 6% for the remainder of the
programme. Thisdecreasewas likely linked to the fact that majority of registrations took place in
2015 and additional resources being allocated to PPNsin 2016 (and 2017) potentially reduced
the needfor SICAP support.

The share of LCGswho were supportedto put anti-discrimination and equality measuresin place
remained the same, at 4%, throughout the programme. Some examples of supported activities
include:

)l

Providing Equality of Opportunity Statement templates to support capacity building of a
group.

AssistingLCGswith awarenessraising activities.

Workingwith groupsto deliver community spirit evenings,where social inclusion was the

main topic. This involved looking at core values, getting feedback from each group and
exploringsteps to create an equality policy.

Organisingworkshops and training in areas such as mental health stigma and cultural
awareness.

10 The figures for the programme total relate to the stage of developmentwhen they first time registered for the
programme.
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Table 3.2 LCGs outputs

2015 2016 2017

. - 0 0
Programmeindicators No. of A)ﬁf No.of = %ofall No.of /;c:f

LCGs LCGs LCGs LCGs LCGs LCGs

Progressedusingthe structured progression 0 0 0
path of developmentmodel 200 8% 314 10% 415 13%
LCGssupportedinto a PublicParticipation 0 0 0
Network(PPN) 233 9% 192 6% 203 6%
Supportedto put anti-discriminationand 108 4% 121 1% 131 1%
equalitymeasuresin place

LCGsprogression along thecommunity development matrix

Overthe lifetime of the programme, 734 LCGsprogressed along the community development
matrix. Of the groupsthat progressed,most (44%) moved from Stage 1 to Stage 2, with the next
highest group (28%) moving from Stage 2 to Stage 3. A small proportion of groups (5%)recorded
regression along the matrix. The regression usually arises when there is changein agr oup d s
circumstances,such as personnel/leadershiptransition, or refocusingofthe g r o wagtidaties.
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Case study 1: The impact of dyslexia workshops in two separate areas of the Donegal Gaeltacht
T The Rosses & Southwest Donegal

Background

Throughcontinued community engagement,DonegallLocal DevelopmentCompany(DLDC)dentified
a strong need for supports for young people and their parents challenged with dyslexia in the
Gaeltachtareas of Donegal. With the support of more established dyslexia support groups in the
county (Glenties inparticular), DLDCidentified a group of parents, who with support, were prepared
to work towards assisting children with dyslexia.Thework was focusedin two areas of the Gaeltacht:
SouthwestDonegal(lar Dheiscirt Dhin na nGall - Glencolmcille& Kilcar) and the Rosses(Na Rossa
- Dungloe,Leitirmacaward& Annagry).

Theaim of the action was to support youngpeople and their parents challengedwith dyslexia.With
the support of DLDC,open public meetings were initiated in 2015 where parents were invited to
discusstheir viewsand needs. Encouragedby the turnout and support from other parents, a number
of parents were nominated to researchthe options available to them with a view of organisingout-
of-school classesto be provided bythe end of the year.

Thenext steps undertaken by the group consisted of:

9 Linking with a more established group (Glenties)and inviting them to meet with the wider
group of parents. Thisaimed to instil confidence in a capability of organisingsuch support
for their childrenand learningthe best wayto goaboutit.

1 UnderGoall of SICAPfraining was providedto 12 teachersin order to developtheir skills
in teaching children with dyslexia.Six of these teachers offered to provide their servicesfor
the deliveryof out-of-schoolsupports.

I Nordinancial support was also provided to the Sliabha & L graugin the preparation and
submission of a funding application to the HSE requesting support for materials and
resourcesspecificto the groupneeds. Theywere subsequentlyawardedd 1 , (b@tite HSE.

9 Both groups were supported in accessingother funding streams, including those provided
by local councillors.

Targetgroups

1 Childrenand families living in disadvantagedareas - parents of children with dyslexia.
1 Peopleliving in disadvantagedcommunitiesd parents and children with dyslexia.
1 Peoplewith disabilities & children with dyslexia.(66 children were supported intotal).

Keyachievements

9 Childrenwho were otherwise in danger of leaving school early have been provided with an
earlyintervention.

1 Parentshavebeensupportedto be better equippedto help their children.

I Greaterawarenesswas achieved. Parents are now openly discussingthe issues impacting
negativelyon their c h i | deareimy@rsl are more inclined to explore options to address
their needs.

9 Each of the schools (both primary and secondary)openly and regularly acknowledgethe
visible improvementsin each of the students attending the classes.
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Challengesand barriers

1 Encouragingand identifyinga sufficient number of teachersinterested/willing to provide
out-of-schoolsupport on an ongoingbasis.

9 Liaisingdirectly with teachersworkingin their own parishesand in the neighbouring
parishesto ensurethat enoughpeople wereidentified.

1 Inorderto haveclassesavailablein September,the time frame for training the teachers
was short. Giventhat the training was taking place in mid-summer, the level of interest was
loweramongteachersin SouthwestDonegalcomparedto WestDonegalin the past.

9 Theresources availablejike books or gameswere limited at the beginning,but this was
overcomeby liaising with and borrowingand photocopyingmaterial from the Glenties
group.

1 Noneof the abovehalted the progressor determination of either group.

Learning

The catalyst for the formation of both groups centred on families who were trying everythingthey
couldthink of to help their child as they felt that the current educational systemwas failing them.

While a high level of support was required (especiallygiventhat there were two distinctively different
areas),it wasessential to instil sufficient confidencein the ability of the parents themselvesto move
the projects forward. Parentshad the assurancethat at each step along that journey they would be
fully supported byDLDC/SICAP.

Goodpractice

I Encouraging a collaborative approach and information sharing, including advice and
guidanceon what is required of parents if they becomeinvolvedinagr oup s commi tt ee.
9 Support in planning the delivery of classes & including the financial management and
timelines.
1 Ensuringa communitydevelopmentapproachis applied.
9 Liaisingwith schoolsin ensuring their supportand pro-active participation.
1 Liaisingwith other governmentagencies,such as the ETB,and developinga collaborative
approachwhere dyslexia specifidraining is needed forteachers.
I Supportingg r o uawasefiessand understandingof the need to apply anti-discriminatory
approaches,promotinginclusivity, socialparticipation, equalityand diversity.

Feedbackfrom a participant of Sliabha 6 L idyslgxiagroupin 2017:

orhefeedbackfrom the parents
and teachersof the childrenis
extremely positive Thisis reflected
in the increasein children
attending the workshopson a
weekly basisbé.

STORE
STUDIOS

The photo showsparentstogether
with public representatives
attending an AwardsNightin 2017,
where children are presentedwith
achievementcertificatesin the
RossesDyslexiaWorkshop.

35



SICAP Enadf programmereport 2015-2017

3.3 Socialenterprisesupportsand outputs

It has been recognised that SICAPcan make a significant contribution towards strengthening
I r e | sonia dcanomywith the dual impact of improving servicesin deprived local areas and
increasing employment locally. SICAP aims to support social enterprises operating in
disadvantagedcommunities in providing servicesto these communities, and linking people from
SICAPtarget groups to employmentopportunities within the sector. The programmefocused on
supporting communityled social enterprisesand in ensuringthat social enterprisesin the locality
are also well positioned to provide volunteering opportunities for SICARclients. The supports for
social enterpriseswere related to enterprise establishment,operation and growth.

The number of social enterprises assisted under SICAPmore than doubled between 201511 and
2017. Thesupports providedand outputs achievedas a result of LCGswork with social enterprises
is presentedin Table3.3.

Table 3.3 Supports provided and outputs achieved to assist social enterprises

Programmeindicators 2015 2016 2017
Socialenterprisesassisted 143 220 293
Groupsthat receivedSICAHundingto assist social enterprises 17 35 31
Newsocialenterprisesestablished 11 7 8

Overthe duration of the programme,26 newsocial enterpriseswere establishedwith supportfrom
SICAPTheyprovidedservicesand activities in the following areas:
1 accommodationand food serviceactivities (4)
construction (3)
human health and socialwork activities (3)
wholesaleand retail trade; repair of motor vehiclesand motorcycles(3)
arts, entertainmentand recreation (2)
administrative and support serviceactivities (1)
education (1)

= =4 4 -4 -—Aa -8 -

other services(9)

Ten of these enterprises created jobs & with 13 fulltime and 51 parttime positions created in
total. Fiveenterpriseswere located in urban Lotsand 21 werein rural Lots.

11 In 2015, the programmewasdeliveredovera period of nine months.

36



SICAP Enadf programmereport 2015-2017

Case study 2: Social enterprise and sociale nt r e p r avarenass gayramme

Casestudy 2: Socialenterprise and social entrepreneursawarenessprogramme

CarlowCountyDevelopmentPartnershipLtd. (CarlowCounty(1-1))

Background

CarlowCountyDevelopmentPartnership(CCDPYevelopedand delivereda social enterprise support
programmec a | | eup, stéarSup,scaleu p o . programeneaimed to create awarenessand build
supports around social enterprise in county Carlow and to help develop sustainable social
enterprises and support entrepreneurs to create a lasting social impact on the community and
economy. CCDPran a severnweek course aimed at new and existing social enterprises and
businesseswith socialimpact.

Aboutthe programme

Thesevenweektraining programmewas aimed at potential Carlowsocial entrepreneursand existing
social enterprises. It provided participants with essential business training to support and develop
their projects and an opportunity to pitch their project/enterprise for seed funding providedby CCDP
on completionof the programme.

Throughoutthe course, participants gained an understandingof how to generate, evaluate, launch
and grow a social enterprise from the idea stage, right up to creating a sustainable entity, which in
turn will have a social impact and benefit the local community. By using and learning different
business model tools, participants were able to define the benefits and social impacts their idea
could deliver. Theycould test it as a business model, which can be prototyped and encapsulated
within a planning process, as well as exploring how to market their idea and use PRto gain a
competitiveadvantage.

Thecourse consistedof sevenmodules:

Modulelo Th el e a 6

Module2 0 T tbwsinessmodel foryoursociale nt er pri se 6
Module3 0 Ge ttheiplang i ght 0

Module4o Mar ket i ngo

Module50 Launichdng

Module6 0 Gr owt B g

Module7 6 P u titintomprgcticed Thepi t ¢ h 6 .

= =] =2 =) =) =) =)

Twelvesocial enterprises/businessestook part in the programme.On completion of the programme,
eight social enterprises/businessespitched for funding and three were successful.

Business 1: Bare Necessities provides package free dried
food and environmentally friendly hygiene and cleaning "‘ 1
products. It also supports people on a journey to be more ?
environmentallyfriendly by providingthem with the skillsto
be more sustainable and more aware of how they can ’ 15 ""
protect biodiversity. The aim of this service is to affect

change in our country from the ground up, to empower |
people to engage with the landscape around them, to be ¢
more food and water secure and to help them lead their |
lives with less impact on the environment.
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Business2: BobbiYogaprovideschildren and adults with specialneeds with a unique and accepting
spaceto exploreyogain their ownindividual wayby givingthem a sense of achievementwhile getting
the many physical, emotional and sensory benefits. It supports parents and families by offering a
unique activity for their family member that can help with sleeping,digestiveor emotionalissues.

Business 3: Coffee Connectionaims to provide a community gathering place and create a bond
between people and place. It develops a tourism product to contribute to the sustainable
diversification of the rural economy. It builds a sustainable business that provides employment,a
place where all segments of community can interconnect both directly and indirectly thus
encouragingco-operationand mutually supportive relationships. Offeringfood and drink - the staples
of socialising,a welcomingand informal atmosphere,conversationand unity are promoted. Thiswill
help build community and develop a sense of belonging,to promote authentic connection and not
just physicalpresence.It will also help to promote social inclusion andreduce socialiisolation.

Feedbackfrom the course participants:

0 E x c estclalenterprise coursewhich will add valueto the overall packageof my business
proposition. o

0 F emeidh more preparedformybusi ness. 6

0 T hcoussewas very helpful and informative. | enjoyedit so much | wish it could go on for another
coupleofwe eks . 6

0 Was delighted at the newnessof the coursematerial,veryc ut t i ng edge. 0
Ofthe trainers:

0 De | i theesacial dnterprise coursein a professional,relaxed and encouraging mannerHugely
beneficialto startingmyownb usi ness . 6

0 We alvays veryprofessionaland the information and supportwasb r i | | i ant 6.
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3.4 Collaborativeframeworks

Development of collaborative approaches with local and national stakeholders is one of the
horizontal themes underlying the delivery of SICAP.The collaborative frameworks established
under the programme aim to influence the delivery of mainstream policies and programmesto
have a more positive impact on the socially excluded. While delivering SICAP,Programme
Implementersare expectedto engagewith structures and networks!2 and form joint strategiesand
initiatives to addressthe needs of the programmetarget groups.Thesecollaborationsaim to:

I better address barriers to learning and enhance local learning systems for people
experiencingeducationaldisadvantage;and

1 ensure the development of more collaborative approaches to tackling labour market
barriers and addressingunemployment.

The numbers and types of joint strategies, programmesand partnerships developed throughout
the lifetime of the programmeare presentedin Table 3.4 below, while specific examplesof such
initiatives are presented in the further parts of this section. In addition, a detailed example of a
broader collaborative project under SICAPaddressing the needs of a particular target group is
presentedin Casestudy 3.

Table 3.4 Joint strategies, programmes and partnerships developed throughout the programme

Numberof entities
Programmeindicator
2015 2016 2017 Total

NewspecialisedLLL programmes/initiatives set up to meet
the needs of the target groupswhich were not being met by 9 43 40 92
existingprovision

Newstrategies/partnerships/joint programmesin place
betweenSICARmMplementerand educationproviders, which

are designedto meet the educationalneeds of SICARarget 144 8 64 286
groups

Newpartnershlps/mltlatlves formedbetweenSICAP 26 15 13 54
implementerand employers

Newstrategies/partnership/joint programmesin place

betweenSICARmMplementerand employmentfocused 51 30 o8 109

agencieswhich are designedto improveaccessto
employmentsupports

Overthe lifetime of the programme, 286 new joint programmes,strategies or partnerships were
put in place between SICAPimplementers and education providers Theiraim was to meet the
educationalneeds of SICAP target groupgxamplesof such initiatives include:

9 Dublin South CityPartnershipCo.Ltd. collaboratedwith the YouthService,local businesses
and South Dublin CountyPartnershipLtd. to deliver a prosocial kickboxingprogrammeto
engageyoungpeopleat risk.

12 Structuresand networks are local, regional or national decisiormaking structures, which require input from different
sectors and have a common goal to address social exclusion and disadvantage. Networks are defined as formal or
informal meetings between community activists or community groups with a common interest. The purpose of the
networksis to share experiences,developsupport mechanisms,identify good practicesand developpolicy positions and
commonstrategies.Networksmay or maynot be formally structured.
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1 Waterford Area Partnership Ltd. with expansion of the work under the Waterford PLICS

Network (PromotingLiteracyin Communitiesand Schoolsestablishedby WAP)versawthe
delivery of the Waterford Spelling Bee Inter-schools competition, hosted by the Waterford
LibraryService.

Cork City Partnership Ltd., through The City Centre Adult Education Network, promoted
adult community education courses, both accredited and unaccredited. The aim was to
strengthenthe communityeducationsector;work as a collectiveto avoidduplication;share
information and be a positive resourcein the communityfor accessible educationas well
as organisethe area's contribution tothe annual Lifedlong LearningFestivalin Cork.

Programmelmplementerswere also involved in setting up 92 new LLL initiatives aiming to meet
the needs of the target groups, which at the time were not met by existing provision Anexample
of suchinitiative includes:

1 Mayo North East Leader Partnership Co. Ltd. (MNELP)joined with DeafHear Mayo to

provide education opportunities for deaf people (initially deaf men) in the Ballinaarea. The
content of the programmesis decided by the participants together with MNELP/SICARNd
DeafHear sourceutors, venues,interpreters etc.

109 new strategies, partnerships and joint programmeswere put in place between Programme
Implementers and employment focused agencies in order to improve access to employment
supports. Examplesinclude:

9 South Tipperary Development CompanyLtd. met with the Department of Employment

)l

Affairs and Social Protection (DEASPJo discuss the referral process betweenthe DEASP
and SICARN regardto employmentand self-employment.Otherissues discussedincluded
operational issues of the Self EmploymentOptions Programme;Enterprise Support Grant
processand timelines; generallabour market supportsand the policy contextin relation to
self-employment.

Waterford Area Partnership Ltd. through the Waterford Micro Business Network provides
support to Waterford Area Partnershipenterprise clients in terms of businessworkshops,
guest speakersand monthlynetwork meetings.

54 new initiatives or partnerships were formed between SICAPimplementers and employers
Examplesof such partnershipsinclude:

T

Westmeath CommunityDevelopmentLtd. engagedwith a number of employers,such as
Outdoor Sports Ltd., Eddie Rockets,and The Chop Shop. As part of this engagement,the
partnership designed and delivered training coursesto SICAPclients to assist them with
getting employmentin these companies.

BlanchardstownArea Partnership Ltd. in collaboration with DAA(Dublin Airport Authority)
organised an Airport Jobs Workshop. The initiative involved over 30 frontline DAAstaff
showcasingjobs at Dublin Airportto local Fingal jobseekers.The partnership also worked
with PayPal- an interactive workshop covering CVand interview advice was delivered by
P a y P@dacliirgteam to local jobseekers.
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Case study 3: Developing the DLR Youth at Risk Network

Casestudy 3: Developingthe DLRYouthat Risk Network
SouthsidePartnershipDLRLtd. (DunLaoghaire/Rathdown(5 - 1))

Background

The Youth at Risk Network in DUn LaoghaireRathdownis an example of a collaboration between
organisations and agencies that aims to review and reflect on working with young people in the
county,whoare consideredto be at risk, and to ensure an integrated responseto their needs.

A Youth at Risk Network that existed previously in DUn LaoghaireRathdown operated as an
interagency forum facilitated by Southside Partnership, however, primarily due to budget cuts, it
ceasedto exist. It promotedinformation sharing betweenagenciesand centralised certain initiatives
addressingissuesaffecting youth at risk. Organisations such as Dun LaoghaireRathdownDrugsand
Alcohol Task Force (DLRDATF) Southside Partnership Dun LaoghaireRathdown (SSP),Dublin and
Dun LaoghaireEducationand TrainingBoard (DDLETBand Sportsreachfelt that the network should
be revived asit facilitated a better communicationbetweenthose workingwith youth at risk.

In the spring of 2017, four organisationswith a remit around youth at risk, DLRDATFSSP,DDLETB
and Sports Reach,met to discussthe setting up of a new Youth at Risk Networkin Din Laoghaire
Rathdown.Themain objective of the network wasto providea spacefor frontline staff and managers
to explorethe current issuesthat arise for youngpeople at risk. It also involved planning for a more
integratedresponseto their needs.

A steering committee was set up whose role was to: develop a vision for the network; invite
individuals, groups and agencies to join the network; design a process of engagement with all
partners; and support the development of collaborative working processes among the partners.
Followingthis, three workshopswere organisedfor staff from agencies,organisationsand schools.

Targetgroup

The focus of the work is on young people at risk. The network itself targets staff (an average of 45
staff have participated inthe workshopsto date) and practitionersfrom agencies,local primary and
post primary DEISschools and LCGs.The groups that have participated in the network workshops
and planning sessionsto date include: Tusla, DDLETB Sportsreach,Schools, Crosscare,An Garda
Siochana, Springboard, ExchangeHouse, National Learning Network, Cottage Home Service Din
LaoghaireCommunityTrainingCollege Barnardos,the SmylyTrust Servicesand Sonas.

Keyachievements

1. Goodlevel of attendance at the events. The three workshopsorganised by the network had a
high number of participants from agencies,organisationsand LCGs.The first, a Youth At Risk
Café Conversation,explored current issues that youngpeople at risk face and was attended by
48 individuals. The second workshop exploredthe challenge of engagingyoungpeople at risk,
with 41 individualsattending. Thethird workshoplookedat the issue of cannabis (48 attendees).

2. Simple,effective and flexibleapproach. The events to date have been describedby participants
as employinga simple, effective and flexible approach,which facilitates large group dialogueand
engagementof all partnersin the room.

3. Adirectory of relevant servicesand projects for youngpeople in Dan LaoghaireRathdownwas
completedwithinthel ast si x md Mhdesnougmlt doottd herdd . 0

4. A youth at risk database, available to members only, has been set up to facilitate ease of
communicationbetweenmembers.

5. Sharing good practice. Members of the Holly House Youth Group were invited to one of the
residential servicesin the countyto talk about their workwith hard to reach youngmen.
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Challengesand barriers

1 Keeping the content of workshops and meetings relevant and interesting so that
participation levelsremain high.

1 Ensuringthat the network will developand groworganicallyand is not only driven by a small
number of organisations.

9 Currently the proposal and organisation of workshops has been undertaken by the four
organisations that developed the initiative. It is hoped that representatives from other
organisationswill beginto proposeand implementactivities.

Learning

Workingwith youngpeopleat risk

9 Practitionersneed to understand the world of the youngperson, where they come from and
focus on developinglongterm relationships. Building relationships should be at the core of
all work with young people. Thisrequires time, patience and empathy.Relationshipbuilding
can also include building relationshipswith the family.

1 Peersare useful to developcontacts with youngpeople.

1 Identifyingyoungpeople at risk can be a challengeand, in some cases, if a youngpersonis
from a family facing multiple issues, the young person and their difficulties may be
overlookedwith practitioners focusingon the family unit.

1 Youngpersonsmaynot to be aware of their own needs.Usingthetermd y o persgnatr i s k &
can often be counterproductiveand youngpeople mayreact negativelyto being6é | a b asl | e
at risk.

1 Workersand agenciesneed to make their centres more drop-n friendly and explorethe use
of socialmedia as a method of engagingyoungpeople.

1 Thereis a need to upskill frontline workers to deal with young people with specific issues,
such as autism, mental health and addictions. Thereis also a need for training in outreach
work.

do

Networkbuilding

—Peoplelike to talk together about things they care about. Providingthat space in the Youth
at RiskNetworkhas beenkey to its successto date. It is important to keep the conversations
relevant, to facilitate a space that allows for mutual insight and innovation, all of which are
presentin the group but just needto be tapped into.

9 Using round table discussionsin comfortable and accessible settings has been helpful.
Developingideas amongtables in severalrounds of conversationhas helped build trust and
has been instrumentalin the building of collaborativepractices.

1 Aneedfor working partnershipsacrossservicesis seen as key. However rather than create
a very formal structure, it is hoped that a more organic network will develop out of
pr act ineedonnetwoskimgand exchangewith staff from other services.

1 Workshopsare targeting practitioners more than the organisation itself. The hope is to
encouragepractitioners to work across boundaries. Many young people at risk have access
to nonsspecialist servicesfirst and foremost, therefore, it is important to work with frontline
staff in these servicesto help them identify issuesand understand appropriate responses.

1 Members participate actively in the planning, facilitation and review of each network
meeting, thus ensuringrelevanceof contentand process.
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4 SICAPRsupportsfor individuals

4.1 Introduction

Under SICAPjndividual beneficiaries are defined as people who have been registered and have
received interventions'3 through the programme. In order to be counted within the Programme
I mp | e measeladfdr a particular periodt4, the individuals must have received at least two
separate interventions d the initial registration meeting is not counted. The individuals must also
be a member ofat least one of the eligible target groups.

Over the lifetime of the programme, 110,044 disadvantaged individuals (aged 15 years and
upwards)were supportedon a oneto-one basis (KPI1). 81.9% of individuals were supported over
one year, 15.6% were supported over two yearsand 2.5% over three years. On an annual basis,
the number of individuals supported ranged from 36,854 in 201515, to 47,511 in 2016 and
48,330 in 2017.

Almosttwo thirds (65%) of individuals supportedt¢ under SICARived in urban electoral districts
and 35% lived in rural onest?. Thisis 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(CS0O2017).

Overthe duration of the programme, 52,068 individuals were in receipt of Goal 2 educational
supports and 73,374 individuals were in receipt of Goal 3 employment supports. Of those
supportedunder SICAPRverits lifetime, 47% of individualsreceivedsupportunder Goal2 and 67%
under Goal3.

4.2 Socioceconomicprofile of individualssupported

Thissection providesthe demographicprofile of individuals supported under SICARhroughoutthe
lifetime of the programme, including gender, age, principal economic status, highest level of
educationalattainment, nationalityand other relevantcharacteristics.

Gender

Of the 110,044 individuals supported under SICAP 60,228 were male (55%) and 49,816 were
female (45%).Throughoutthe programme,more womenthan men availed of educationalsupports,
while more men than women receivedemploymentsupports (see Figure4.1). Overall,the gender
breakdownremainedsimilar overthe lifecycleof the programme,with the exceptionof 2017, when
the gap betweenthe share of men and womennarrowedby 2%.

13 Interventions are recorded when a Pl engageswith an individual and provides support under one of the support
categories.

14 Anindividualmust receivetwo interventionswithin a calendaryearto be counted on the caseloadfor that year.
15 In 2015, SICARvasdeliveredfor nine months.

16 This breakdown is provided for 104,732 individuals for whom the Electoral District of their address could be
determined.

17 Theurban/rural designationof individualsis basedon the CSO classificatiorof ElectoralDistricts as being urban or
rural.
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Figure 4.1 Gender breakdown of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3

caseloads
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Age

Themajority of individualssupported by SICARoverthe lifetime of the programme(53%)were aged
between 25 and 45. The smallest age cohort were those aged over 55, with an 11% share of the
caseload. The participation of different age groupsin the programmeremained the same over its
lifetime.

The age profile of individuals supported under different Goals varied noticeably. A significantly
higher proportion of the younger (1524 years)and the older programme participants (over 55
years)(36% combined)receivededucational supports. Thesetwo age groupscombined accounted
for 22% of participants receivingemploymentsupports.

Figure 4.2 Age profile of individuals on SICAP programme caseload and Goal 2 and Goal 3
caseloads (2015-2017)
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Spatial disadvantage

Programmelmplementersare required to adopt an area-based approachto tackling disadvantage.
Theyare expectedto use Pobal Maps and the PobalHP DeprivationIndexto identify the greatest
concentrationsof disadvantagein the catchmentarea of their Lot. The PobalHP Deprivationindex
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
dimensionsis sourcedfrom the census!8.

ThePobalHP Deprivationndexscale rangesfrom extremely affluent toextremelydisadvantaged.
Individualson the caseloadwere assignedto a point on this scale basedon their addresst®. Table
4.1 showsa breakdown of individuals addresses categorisedby the Pobal HP Deprivationrange.
Duringthe lifetime of the programmethe distribution of individual addressesacrossthe Pobal HP
Deprivationrange remained relativelyunchanged.The share of individuals supported under SICAP
that live in disadvantagedto extremelydisadvantagedareas showed a slight decrease over the
lifetime of the programmefrom 30.66% in 2015 to 29.44% in 2017.

Table 4.1 Individual beneficiary addresses categorised by Pobal HP Deprivation Index

National

PobalHP Deprivationrange SICAI\PZ(;ls SIC'AI‘PZglos Slcﬁ‘mgloz population (%)

caseload(%) caseload(%) caseload(%) (2016 census)
Very/ extremelyaffluent 0.78% 0.86% 0.89% 1.79%
Affluent 6.44% 6.57% 7.01% 15.24%
Marginallyaboveaverage 24.38% 24.74% 25.77% 37.10%
Marginallybelowaverage 35.86% 36.21% 36.61% 31.52%
Disadvantaged 24.23% 23.77% 22.67% 11.45%
Veryl extremely
Individualsnot mappedto
index 1.90% 1.06% 0.25% n/a
Shareof individualsthat
live in disadvantagedto
extreme|ydisadvantaged 30.66% 30.56% 29.44% 14.35%

range

Theability to successfullygeocodei n d i v addirasaeshasimproved significantly throughout
the programme,with the proportion of addressesgeocodedreaching99.75% in 2017.

18 Thecurrentindexis basedon the 2016 census.

19 The IRIS database has an auto-address function, which uses An Post GeoDirectoryto automatically validate the
address of each individual who registers with a Pl under SICAP.The address is then mapped to the relevant small
arealelectoral district, whichis linked to the PobalHP DeprivationIindex.
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Targetgroups

Figure 4.3 shows a breakdown of individuals on the overall SICAPcaseload and Goal 2 and 3
caseloadsbytarget group overthe lifetime of the programme.Abeneficiarymay belongto multiple
target groupsand therefore the percentageshere will add up to more than 100.

The majority of individuals supported (78% or 86,341) were unemployed©. The second largest
target group were people living in disadvantaged communities (29%). The target group of low
incomeworkers/households,introducedin 2016, made up 10% of the caseload.

Therewere clear differences betweenthe target groups withregardto the supports they accessed
under SICAPOverall, therepresentationfrom all target groups, with the exceptionof unemployed
and youngunemployedpeople living in disadvantagedareas, was higher on the Goal 2 caseload.
The unemployedmade up the majority of the Goal 3 caseload with a share of 85%, 15% higher
than the share of the sametarget groupin the Goal2 caseload.

Figure 4.3 Breakdown of target groups on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3 caseloads
(2015-2017)
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20 Thisincludesindividuals who are economicallyinactive e.g.those at home full-time with caring responsibilitiesor who
are no longeractivelyseekingemployment,on disability paymentsetc.
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Principal economicstatus

Thelargest categoryof individuals on the overall caseload were those who were unemployedand
on the Live Registerfor more than 24 months (26%), followed by those unemployedon the Live
Register for less than 1 year (20%). The combined unemployed categories, both on the Live
Registerand not, made up the majority of all individuals supported under SICAR71%).Almosthalf
of unemployedindividuals (both on the Live Registerand not) were unemployedfor more than two
years (45%) and they constituted 32% of the entire caseload. Figure 4.4 presents the economic
status of individuals at registration on the overall SICAPcaseload alongside the Goal 2 and 3
caseloads. The largest group of individuals on the Goal 2 caseload were economicallyinactive
(21%), followed by those on the Live Registerfor more than 24 months (20%) and those on the
Live Registerfor less than 1 year (15%). The three largest groups on the Goal 3 caseload were
unemployedon the Live Register(for more than 24 months (31%), for less than one year (25%)
and between 13 and 24 months (17%)),who together made up almost three quarters of the Goal
3 caseload(73%).

Figure 4.4 Principal economic status of individuals on overall caseload and Goals 2 and 3 caseload
(2015-2017)
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Householdsituation

At registration, individuals were asked a number of questions relating to their sociceconomic
situation and livingarrangements.Theresponses arepresentedin Figure4.5. Almosta quarter of
individuals (24%) stated that they lived in a single adult household while 41% indicated that they
had a dependent child or children living in their household. 40% of individuals stated that they
lived in jobless households, of whom 39% were unemployedon the Live Registerfor longer than
24 months. Overa quarter of SICARparticipants (26%)stated that they werein financial difficulty2?,
while 5%reported beingin receipt of financial serviceg2. Whenasked whetherthey were homeless
or affected by housingexclusior?3, 4% of individualsor 4,067 respondedé y e s 0 .

Figure 4.5 Household situation of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload (2015-2017)

Highestlevel of educational attainment

The educational attainment of each individual supported by SICAPis linked to the National
Framework of Qualifications (NFQ34. Figure 4.6 shows a breakdown of the highest level of
educational attainment of individuals at registrationfor the overall SICARcaseloadand the Goal2
and 3 caseloads.Themajority of individuals supported (69%)had a highesteducationalattainment
of LeavingCertificatelevel or below (NFQ! or 5).

Asin the case of economic status, the level of highest educational attainment differed between
individuals supported under Goal 2 and 3. Overall,individuals accessingGoal 3 supports had a

21 The participants were asked the following question: 6 Co n ¢ eyounh cvugs e htatal rdodtkly or weekly income,

with which degreeof ease or difficulty is yourhouseholdable to make endsme e tARs@erswere providedon a six-point

scale and individuals were counted as answeringyes, if they indicated one of two answers:0 wigtedid i f f ior®wli tt yho
di fficultyo.

22 Financial servicesin this context are state funded/supported financial aid services. Theyinclude: Money Adviceand
BudgetingService(MABS)CreditUnions,Citizensinformation Centre,MortgageArrearsinformationand AdviceService.

23 The definition of homeless is based on the ESFrecommended definition from ETHOSand includes: rooflessness,
homelessness livingin insecurehousing, living in inadequate housing.

24 TheNFQis a systemof 10 levelsof qualificationsand is used to describelrish education and training qualifications.
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