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Glossary of terms 
 
BTWEA Back to Work Enterprise Allowance 

CCDP Carlow County Development Partnership 

CE Community Employment 

CEO Chief Executive Officer 

CRM Customer Relationship Management 

CSO Central Statistics Office 

CSP Community Services Programme 

CV Curriculum Vitae 

DAA Dublin Airport Authority 

DDLETB Dublin and Dún Laoghaire Education and Training Board 

DEASP Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection 

DECLG Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government 

DEIS Delivering Equality of Opportunity in Schools 

DJE Department of Justice and Equality 

DLDC Donegal Local Development Company Ltd 

DLR Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown 

DLR DATF Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Drugs and Alcohol Task Force 

DRCD Department of Rural and Community Development 

ESF European Social Fund 

ESIF European Structural and Investment Funds 

ESRI Economic and Social Research Institute 

ETB Education and Training Board 

ETHOS European Typology of Homelessness and Housing Exclusion 

FET Further Education and Training 

FETAC Further Education and Training Awards Council 

FRC Family Resource Centre 

FTE Full-time Equivalent 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 

GMIT Galway Mayo Institute of Technology 

HACCP Hazard Analysis & Critical Control Point, 

HI Headline Indicator 

HP Haase and Pratschke 

HSE Health Service Executive 

ICT Information and Communications Technology 

INOU Irish National Organisation of the Unemployed 

IRIS Integrated Reporting and Information System 

ISCED International Standard Classification of Education 

KPI Key Performance Indicator 

LCDC Local Community Development Committee 

LCDP Local and Community Development Programme 

LCG Local Community Group 

LEO Local Enterprise Office 

LES Local Employment Service 

LESN Local Employment Service Network 



LLL Life-long Learning 

LLP Louth Leader Partnership 

MABS Money Advice and Budgeting Service 

MNELP Mayo North East Leader Partnership 

MRCI Migrants Rights Centre Ireland 

NEET Not in Employment, Education or Training 

NFQ National Framework of Qualifications 

PI Programme Implementer 

PLICS Promoting Literacy in Communities and Schools 

PPN Public Participation Network 

PR Public Relations 

RAPID Revitalising Areas by Planning, Investment and Development 

SICAP Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme 

SILC Survey on Income and Living Conditions 

SSP Southside Partnership 

VAT Value Added Tax 

WAP Waterford Area Partnership Ltd 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme (SICAP) aims to reduce poverty and 

promote social inclusion and equality through local, regional and national engagement and 

collaboration. This report presents the summary of programme achievements and outlines the 

experiences related to programme implementation over its lifecycle (2015-2017). 

The first round of the programme, which ran from 1 April 2015 to 31 December 2017, was funded 

and overseen  by the  Department of  Rural and  Community Development (DRCD)1.  The total 

programme budget (2015-2017) was û100,117,865. SICAP was delivered by 46 Programme 

Implementers (PIs) covering 51 Lots across the country and administered locally by Local 

Community Development Committees (LCDCs). 

Over the lifetime of the programme, SICAP supported 110,044  individuals on a one-to-one basis 

and 5,028 Local Community Groups (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 

exceeded in the last two years of the programme, i.e. the total number of disadvantaged individuals 

engaged under SICAP and the number of Local Community Groups assisted under SICAP. 

Local Community Groups (Goal 1) 

¶ 5,028 Local Community Groups were supported under SICAP between 2015 and 2017. 

The majority of LCGs supported by the programme (63%) worked to address the needs of 

specific geographical communities as well as issue-based target groups. Almost two thirds 

of LCGs (64%) worked with people living in disadvantaged communities as the main target 

group. 

¶ 1,999 LCGs were supported to participate in local, regional and national decision making 

structures. 

¶ Three quarters of LCGs supported by SICAP were in the early stages of their development 

and 734 LCGs progressed along the community development matrix (15% of all groups 

supported under SICAP). 

¶ 452 social enterprises were assisted under SICAP and 26 new social enterprises were 

established over the programme duration. 

 
Collaborative frameworks 

¶ Over the lifetime of the programme, 286 new joint programmes, strategies or partnerships 

were put in place between SICAP implementers and education providers, designed to meet 

the educational needs of SICAP target groups. 

¶ 109 new strategies, partnerships and joint programmes were put in place between PIs and 

employment focused agencies in order to improve access to employment supports and 54 

new initiatives/partnerships were formed between SICAP implementers and employers. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

1 The responsibility for SICAP was moved to the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) in July 2017. 

Previously, responsibility for the programme was with the Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local 

Government (DHPCLG). 
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Profile of individuals (Goals 2 & 3) 

¶ 110,044  individuals were supported under SICAP over the lifetime of the programme. 

Three out of ten of these individuals lived in areas designated as being disadvantaged, very 

disadvantaged or extremely disadvantaged. Almost half of all beneficiaries (47%) were 

long-term unemployed and 40% were from a jobless household. The highest educational 

achievement for 69% of individuals was Leaving Certificate level or below. 

¶ The majority of individuals accessing the programme over the three years were 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 

second largest target group were people living in disadvantaged communities (29%). There 

were 12,473  young people who were not in employment, education or training (NEETs) 

supported by the programme. 

¶ Almost three quarters of individuals supported under SICAP (80,675) were Irish nationals. 

Polish nationals were the second largest nationality, representing 4% of the caseload. 

¶ Almost half of SICAP participants (50,614 or 46%) were referred to the programme by a 

government body, state agency or other relevant organisation. Over the lifetime of the 

programme, the share of referrals from government bodies/state agencies increased from 

40% in 2015 to 47% in 2017. One in five beneficiaries were referred to SICAP by an LCG 

(20%) and a further 18% learned about the programme from their family or friends. 

 
Individual educational supports and outputs (Goal 2) 

¶ Over the programme duration, 52,068 people received supports related to Life-long 

Learning (LLL). Of these, 11,365 were young people (aged 15-24). The share of people on 

the SICAP caseload receiving educational supports increased from 45% in 2015 to 48% in 

2017. 

¶ 77% of individuals accessing Goal 2 supports had an educational attainment of Leaving 

Certificate level or lower. The proportion of females accessing Goal 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 accessing supports compared to the overall 

programme caseload and those accessing Goal 3 supports (22% of Goal 2 participants 

were aged 15-24 and 14% were over 55 years). 

¶ In total, 9,721 individuals have progressed along the education continuum after registering 

with SICAP, 22% of whom were young people (aged 15-24). 

¶ On average, over 53,600  children (under 18 years) received Goal 2 educational supports 

each year. 

 
Individual employment and self-employment supports and outputs (Goal 3) 

¶ A total of 73,374  individuals, including 9,964 young people (aged 15-24), received 

employment supports under Goal 3. 

¶ 57% of people accessing Goal 3 supports were aged between 25 and 45 years and 62% 

were men. 

¶ Over the lifetime of the programme, an average of 41% of individuals on the Goal 3 

caseload received 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 caseload availing of both labour market training and career 

advice and guidance support increased, while the share of people availing of the self- 

employment supports decreased year on year. 
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¶ Over the lifetime of the programme, 5,801 people progressed to full-time or part-time 

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-employment supports set up a new business, which led 

to the creation of 1,695 full time jobs. Only 459 young people (aged 15-24 years) 

progressed to self-employment ð they represented 3% of all people who set up their own 

businesses. The progression of young people to self-employment was cited by many PIs as 

a significant challenge throughout the programme. 

 

 
Challenges and learning 

¶ Over the lifetime of the programme, LCDCs and PIs identified a number of key challenges 

they faced when implementing the programme. Some challenges related to programme 

design ð namely the registration process and associated data requirements, the focus on 

quantitative targets and the lack of funding supports for LCGs and individuals. The lack of 

flexibility in relation to setting targets at a local level was also raised. 

¶ In relation to the operation and delivery of the programme, PIs outlined a number of 

challenges, including engagement with some of the hard to reach target groups, such as 

NEETs, engagement with LCGs, difficulties with progression into self-employment, the 

impact of the JobPath programme, and barriers to access to services, such as childcare 

and transport, particularly in rural areas. 

¶ At the start of the programme, many PIs and LCDCs experienced issues with the IRIS 

reporting system, many of which were related to learning the new system. The issues had 

been addressed over the lifetime of the programme, both through making changes to the 

system as well as providing training supports. By 2017, the number reporting this as a 

challenge reduced significantly. 

¶ Many of the challenges relating to programme design and requirements were addressed 

as the programme progressed and training delivered over the programme period supported 

LCDCs and PIs in their roles. 

¶ Key areas of learning highlighted the importance of the following: communication and 

effective working relationships between PIs and LCDCs; collaborative approaches with 

external agencies and bodies to ensure the needs of the most marginalised people are 

met; a bottom up community development approach in order to address social exclusion; 

and the value of regular staff up-skilling and training in line with programme requirements. 

¶ The feedback from LCDCs and PIs was taken into account and used to address the key 

challenges identified under SICAP 2015-2017 as well as in the design of the new 

programme (SICAP 2018-2022). The new programme has been designed to address local 

needs in a more streamlined, simplified and flexible manner. 

 
Going forward ð changes to the new programme (SICAP 2018-2022) 

The design of the new programme has been based on feedback from PIs and LCDCs, with the 

following key changes made: 

¶ Longer funding commitment ð the programme cycle has been extended to five years. 

¶ Reduction to two Goals (Goal 1: Supporting communities and Goal 2: Supporting 

individuals). 

¶ A simplified registration process. 

¶ More target groups to ensure better coverage and greater access for marginalised people. 

¶ Grants to support local community groups and individuals. 

¶ Greater focus on quality community development and more intensive engagement. 
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¶ Fewer headline indicators and targets. 

¶ Measurement of the barriers that SICAP clients face. 

¶ The age limit has been removed to allow people of all ages to avail of SICAP supports. 

¶ A new specialised SICAP tool to measure personal progression is currently being designed. 
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1 Introduction and programme overview 

1.1 Introduction 

Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme (SICAP) is a national programme that aims 

to tackle poverty, social exclusion and long-term unemployment through local engagement and 

partnerships between disadvantaged individuals, community organisations and public sector 

agencies. 

This report provides a summary of the results achieved and an analysis of lessons learnt and good 

practice arising from programme implementation between 1 April 2015 and 31 December 2017. 

SICAP is funded and overseen by the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) 

and is the successor programme to the Local and Community Development Programme (LCDP). 

This report was prepared using multiple sources of information and data. The quantitative 

information on programme activities and financial data was sourced from the Integrated Reporting 

and Information System (IRIS)2. The analysis of programme implementation issues is primarily 

based on Programme Implementers (PIs) end of year reports, Local Community Development 

Committees (LCDC) reports and the findings of programme evaluation and consultation activities 

carried out by external consultants. The case study examples included in the report were submitted 

by PIs as part of their end of year progress reports. 

1.2 Socio-economic context and policy 2015-2017 

SICAP 2015ð2017 was influenced by a range of EU and national policies and social and economic 

trends, both at programme design and implementation stage. The below section sets out the key 

policies, strategies and reports in 2017 3 which influenced SICAP and its target group selection and 

refers to documents where the programme is named. The section starts with a brief outline of the 

European and national policy context, followed by the labour market, education and training, and 

local government context. 

1.2.1 European policy context 

In 2017, European Member States continued to contribute to the Europe 2020 Growth Strategy 

by reflecting European objectives in their social investment plans and policies and by implementing 

European Structural 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 employment rates. The EU employment rate of those aged 20-64 increased to 72.2% 

from 71.1% in 2016 and the total share of people at risk of poverty or social exclusion in the EU- 

28 was 23.4% (Eurostat, Europe 2020 Employment Indicators, 2018). 

Nonetheless, young people across Europe proved to be highly sensitive to the negative impacts of 

the economic crisis and children (under 18) were the most vulnerable age group, meaning they 

faced the highest risk of poverty and social exclusion in the EU (Children at Risk of Poverty or Social 

Exclusion). 

1.2.2 National policy context and SICAP 

The Programme for Government 2017 Annual Report set out government commitments for 2017 

and included the core objective to make life better for everyone. SICAP was referenced in this 

report under ôCommunity supportsõ. The Programme for a Partnership Government Progress 

 
 

 

2 IRIS is a customised Customer Relationship Management (CRM) database developed by Pobal in 2010 and adapted 

for SICAP in 2015. 

3 For the policy and social economic context for 2015 and 2016, see the SICAP End of Year Reports for 2015 and 2016. 
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Report was published in December 2017. SICAP was included in the Progress Report under 

ôInvesting in societyõ where it was outlined that LCDCs will identify their own emerging needs group 

to more efficiently target supports in local communities. Rural areas were highlighted as a priority 

in light of a two-track recovery between large urban centres and the rest of the country. 

The Action Plan for Rural Development was published in early 2017. Aimed at delivering change 

for people living and working in rural Ireland, the Action Plan acts as an overarching structure for 

the co-ordination and implementation of initiatives across government to benefit rural Ireland. 

There is specific mention of SICAP under ôInvesting in the future of rural Irelandõ. 

Homelessness and housing shortages continued to be at the top of the agenda for 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 Housing and Homelessness in 2016, which set out five pillars across 

government to address homelessness. SICAP is referenced in the Action Plan under urban 

regeneration, highlighting scope to align and strengthen links between SICAP and the RAPID 

programme through local authorities. SICAP designated people who were homeless or experiencing 

housing exclusion as a priority group. 

The employment gap between women and men remains wide, in particular for mothers and women 

with caring responsibilities. In an Assessment of Social Investment Approaches in the EU 

(European Social Network, 2015), the European Commission noted that Early Childhood Education 

and Care in Ireland is under-developed and childcare remains expensive and has a social class 

gradient. 

The national poverty rate has had a major influence on the operational context for SICAP. Since 

the financial crisis, the rate of consistent poverty has increased and over the period 2015ð2017, 

it was particularly high amongst a number of SICAP target groups including people with disabilities, 

lone parents, the unemployed and non-Irish nationals. According to the Survey on Income and 

Living Conditions (SILC), the at-risk-of poverty or social exclusion rate was 16.5% in 2016 (CSO, 

2017).4 

As stated in the Partnership for Government Progress Report (2017), Ireland faces a number of 

challenges in addressing high poverty risks, particularly for the long-term unemployed, lone parent 

families and jobless households. SILC figures reveal that the unemployed and lone parents face 

the highest poverty risk at almost three times the national average and Ireland has a higher 

number of people living in jobless households than the EU average. People who 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 someone with a disability. 

1.2.3 Labour market context and policies 

Unemployment in Ireland has continued to fall over the programme lifetime. In the two years and 

nine month period when SICAP was operational, unemployment fell from 10% in 2015 to 6.2% in 

2017. Nonetheless, challenges remain in creating an inclusive labour market for at-risk groups, 

such as the long-term unemployed, people with disabilities, non-Irish nationals and young people. 

Two important trends in unemployment remained constant, i.e. high levels of youth unemployment 

and long-term unemployment. 

Long-term joblessness has declined, falling from 3.7% in Q1 to 2.5% in Q4 2017 (CSO, 2018). 

People out of work for more than 12 months accounted for almost half of those unemployed at 

48.7% by Q4 2017 (CSO, 2017). The European Semester Country Report for Ireland (European 

 
 

 

 

4 This refers to the at-risk-of poverty rate including all social transfers (SILC, 2016). 
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Commission, 2017) noted that very long-term unemployment (more than two years) remains a 

concern in Ireland. These jobseekers are at greater risk of losing skills and are likely to experience 

difficulties in re-entering the labour market. They are more likely to experience economic scarring, 

meaning prolonged periods of unemployment, especially youth unemployment, which is likely to 

inhibit future labour force participation and carry penalties for 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 (CSO, 2017). Indeed, the Europe 2020 Growth Strategy for 2017 notes that for Ireland 

the rise in the employment rate for older people (aged 55 to 64) between 2006 and 2016 was 

associated with a fall in the employment rate for younger people (aged 20 to 24). 

While youth unemployment has since fallen to below the European average, the number of Irish 

NEETs remains high. The proportion of Irish NEETs was one of the highest in the Eurozone at 18.5% 

in 2017 - Eurofound estimates the cost of not integrating NEETs to be 2% of GDP for Ireland 

(Eurofound, 2015). SICAP 2015ð2017 included NEETs and young unemployed people living in 

disadvantaged areas as target groups. 

SICAP 2015ð2017 was shaped by three annual Action Plans for Jobs. The 2017 plan identifies 14 

updated high level goals, which were grouped into four themes. In the 2017 Action Plan, SICAP is 

mentioned under ôAction 8 - Addressing New Labour Market Challengesõ and is described as the 

primary social inclusion programme of government. 

A core component of the Action Plan is the complementary Pathways to 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, Springboard and the Youth Guarantee. 

The revised Pathways to Work Strategy 2016-2020 highlighted the importance of considering how 

to adapt activation approaches designed in a time of recession to a recovery scenario and is 

underpinned by a two-pronged approach of consolidating recent reforms and ongoing 

development. SICAP is listed in Pathways to Work 2016-2020 under Action 2.6 ð ôOffer Intreo 

clientsõ access to the Social Inclusion Community Activation Programme.õ 

The Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection (DEASP) continued to coordinate 

the implementation of the Youth Guarantee and oversaw many initiatives to tackle youth 

unemployment. This emphasis was reflected in SICAPõs objective to improve the labour market 

participation of young people. 

The National Traveller and Roma Inclusion Strategy (2016-2020) Action Plan - Phase 1 was 

published by the Department of Justice and Equality (DJE) in June 2017. It recognises the distinct 

needs of Travellers and Roma and has been a key influencer for SICAP in highlighting the 

inequalities faced by Roma and Travellers, which are two of the SICAP target groups. 

The National Strategy for Women and Girls 2017-2020 was published by the Department of Justice 

and Equality in April 2017 as part of a framework to address the remaining obstacles to womenõs 

equality. The strategy sets out measures to tackle the unequal labour force participation of women 

by proposing increased investment in childcare and improving the conditions of women in 

precarious employment. SICAP 2015-2017 designated marginalised and socio-economically 

disadvantaged women as a priority group. 
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1.2.4 Education and training context and policies 

In 2015, Ireland published the National Skills Strategy 2025, which set an ambitious national 

trajectory for skills development over a ten year period. This contained a specific focus on active 

inclusion to support participation in education and training and the labour market. 

Ireland exceeded its Europe 2020 target in reducing the number of early leavers from education 

and training, achieving a 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. 

According to CSO data (2017), Irelandõs rate of third level completion was the fourth highest in the 

EU, surpassing the UK and the Nordic states with 53% of Irish people aged 30-34 having attained 

tertiary qualifications. 

The Further Education and Training Professional Development Strategy was published in 2017, 

setting out how over the next three years, the sector aims to reform and further embed a strong 

professional development culture across the ETB network. The strategy aims to double investment 

in training and upskilling by 2020 (from û132 million in 2011); to meet 74% of ICT skills demand 

with domestic supply by 2018 (59% of demand in 2014); and to meet the EU participation in life- 

long learning target of 15% by 2020 (up from 6.7% of adults engaged in 2014). 

The 2017 Further Education and Training Service Plan was published in 2017. The Service Plan 

aims to align education and training to labour market needs. Targets to be achieved by 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 growth and skills needs have been identified. 

The Action Plan to Expand Apprenticeship and Traineeship in Ireland 2016 ð 2020 was published 

in early 2017. This sets out how state agencies, education and training providers and employers 

will work together to deliver on expanding apprenticeship and traineeship. The action plan is a key 

influencer of SICAP as the programme encourages apprenticeships in addition to other forms of 

education and training. 

With regard to younger children in education, the DEIS Plan for 2017 is another core influencer of 

SICAP with disadvantaged children designated as a target group. The DEIS Plan sets out 

government commitments for future intervention in social inclusion and education policy. The plan 

sets out goals of improved outcomes for children, with the aim of narrowing gaps between children 

and developing better education pathways. The plan made specific reference to SICAP, highlighting 

the importance of SICAP and LCDC interventions in seeking to extend supports for disadvantaged 

children. It recognised SICAP interventions as particularly important elements of the School 

Completion Programme. 

1.2.5 Local government and local and community development 

The ongoing local government reforms led by the former Department of the Environment, 

Community and Local Government formed part of the wider policy landscape and shaped the 

delivery structures of SICAP. 

The new Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) played a central role in coordinating 

local community and economic development planning at the local authority level and put together 

a Local Economic and Community Plan (LECP) in each county. PIs were required to take into 

consideration their Local Economic and Community Plans and ensure that SICAP actions 

contributed to reaching their broader objectives. 
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Local authorities have been key players in local economic development and supporting 

entrepreneurship through the creation of Local Enterprise Offices and taking on responsibility for 

the renewed Strategic Policy Committees. 

The DECLG developed a framework outlining how the state engages with the local and community 

development sectors ôOur Communities: A Framework for Local and Community Developmentõ 

(2015). This is an overarching, high-level document, which sets the foundations for how state 

policies, programmes and interventions for local and community development will be created. 

The Public Participation Network (PPN) was set up in 2014 with the passing of the Local 

Government Act 2014. The PPN is a formal network, which allows local authorities to connect with 

community groups around the country. Many local community groups supported under SICAP have 

been assisted to participate in their local PPN. 

 

1.3 SICAP overview 

1.3.1 SICAP Lots and funding 

The programme was overseen and managed at county level by Local Community Development 

Committees (LCDCs) and implemented by 46 Programme Implementers (PIs) in 51 geographic 

areas (known as Lots). The breakdown of the country into Lots is presented in Map 1 and Map 2. 

SICAP is funded by the Department of Rural and Community Development. The programme (2015- 

2017) had a total budget of û100,117,865. The total cost reported was û99,027,038, which 

represented 98.9% of the total budget. The budget is made up of both action and administration 

costs. Action costs are budgeted with a 33% allocation (with a 5% leeway allowable) to each of the 

three SICAP programme Goals. The administration costs budget cannot exceed 25% of the total 

programme budget. A summary financial report for the period between 1 April 2015 and 31 

December 2017 is included in section 2.3 of the report. 
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Map 1: SICAP Lots ï national (excluding the Greater Dublin Area) 
 

 



SICAP End of programme report 2015-2017 

17 

 

 

 

 

Map 2: SICAP Lots - Greater Dublin Area 
 

 
 

 
1.3.2 SICAP Goals 

SICAP 2015-2017 had three Goals: 

Goal 1: Strengthening local communities. To support and resource disadvantaged communities 

and marginalised target groups to engage with relevant local and national stakeholders in 

identifying and addressing social exclusion and equality issues. 

Goal 2: Promoting life-long learning. To support individuals and marginalised target groups 

experiencing educational disadvantage so they can participate fully, engage with and progress 

through life-long learning opportunities through the use of community development approaches. 

Goal 3: Helping people become more job ready. To engage with marginalised target 

groups/individuals and residents of disadvantaged communities who are unemployed but who do 
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not fall within mainstream employment service provision, or who are referred to SICAP, to move 

them closer to the labour market and improve work readiness, and support them in accessing 

employment and self-employment and creating social enterprise opportunities. 

1.3.3 SICAP target groups and focus groups 

SICAP supports a broad range of target groups who are disadvantaged or marginalised from society 

and who are unable or unlikely to access mainstream supports. All programme beneficiaries must 

belong to at least one SICAP target group. 

Programme Implementers were required to adopt an area-based approach5 to tackling 

disadvantage and use the Pobal HP Deprivation Index to identify concentrations of disadvantage 

in their respective Lots. This provision allowed implementers to target specific geographical areas 

with high levels of poverty, hardship and social exclusion, as well as working with issue-based 

target groups. Each implementer had a Lot-specific target for the percentage of their caseload, 

which must reside in disadvantaged areas. This helped to promote actions focusing on particularly 

disadvantaged areas whilst allowing for the fact that disadvantage is not necessarily determined 

geographically. 

Target groups were also issue based. An issue-based target group is defined as òa group of 

individuals who experience social disadvantage as a result of a particular theme or issue which is 

common between them, e.g. unemployment, disability etc.ó The SICAP target groups were: 

¶ Disadvantaged children and families (in 2015 this target group was named òchildren and 

families in disadvantaged areasó) 

¶ Lone parents 

¶ New communities (including refugees and asylum seekers) 

¶ People living in disadvantaged communities 

¶ People with disabilities 

¶ Roma 

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

¶ Low income workers/households (introduced in 2016) 

¶ Travellers 

¶ Young unemployed people living in disadvantaged areas 

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

In addition to target groups, two ôfocusõ groups were named for the programme in 2016. These 

were: marginalised and socio-economically disadvantaged women and people who are homeless 

or experiencing housing exclusion. Distinguishing specific ôfocusõ groups aims to highlight the need 

to engage with individuals who may not belong to a specific target group but have been identified 

as in need. It also encourages PIs and LCDCs to consider and address their needs locally. 

1.3.4 Horizontal themes 

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

Programme Implementersõ work. SICAP was underpinned by three horizontal themes: 

1. Promoting an equality framework with a particular focus on gender equality and anti- 

discrimination practices. 

2. Applying community development approaches to achieve the participation of 

disadvantaged and marginalised communities in the wider local development context. 

 

 
 

 

 

5 This approach focuses on the needs of communities in a specific geographical area. 
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3. Developing collaborative approaches with local (through the LCDC) and national 

stakeholders to improve how mainstream policies and programmes are delivered so that 

they have a more positive impact on the socially excluded. 

This report does not provide details on how the horizontal themes have been incorporated into the 

delivery of SICAP, as this was covered in detail in the SICAP annual reports for 2015 and 2016 6. 

There was no major changes in the programme implementation in relation to horizontal themes as 

reported by PIs for 2017. 

1.3.5 Stakeholders and their roles 

Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) 

The Department of Rural and Community Development is the lead and funding department for 

SICAP. The Department channels SICAP funding directly to LCDCs. 

Local authorities and Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) 

Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) are the contracting authorities that manage 

and administer SICAP at a local level and direct funding to the Programme Implementers. LCDCs 

are the key decision-makers at local level and have responsibility for monitoring compliance in 

respect of financial management and performance monitoring. They also have responsibility for 

decision-making in regard to the annual performance review and the annual planning process for 

the delivery of SICAP in their area. 

Programme Implementers (PIs) 

The Programme Implementers design and, once it is approved by the LCDC, implement the annual 

plan in their area, reporting directly to the relevant LCDC on actions, targets and spending. The 

contract between an LCDC and Programme Implementer sets out the contractual conditions in full. 

Pobal 

Pobal was nominated by the Department of Rural and Community Development to project manage 

the set-up and design of the programme and draw up the programme framework. It has 

responsibility for managing the IRIS system, updating programme documentation, liaising with the 

main stakeholders, capacity building and delivering support events with the implementers and 

LCDCs. It also assists LCDCs with technical review of annual plans and the mid-year and end of 

year finance and monitoring reports. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

6           https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2018/06/SICAP -End-of-Year-Report-2015-FINAL.pdf   

https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2018/06/SICAP -2016-End-of-Year-Report-Full-Version.pdf 

https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2018/06/SICAP-End-of-Year-Report-2015-FINAL.pdf
https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2018/06/SICAP-2016-End-of-Year-Report-Full-Version.pdf
https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2018/06/SICAP-2016-End-of-Year-Report-Full-Version.pdf
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2 Programme indicators and key inputs 

2.1 Key performance and headline indicators 

The programme performance is measured against two Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and a 

range of other headline indicators. Table 2.1 presents the achievements for the KPIs and headline 

indicators on an annual basis as well as for the programme overall7. In the period between 1 April 

2015 and 31 December 2017, 110,044  people received one-to-one supports and 5,028 Local 

Community Groups were assisted. 

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

Ref Headline Indicator (HI) 2015 8 2016 9 2017 
Programme 

total 

1 
Total number of disadvantaged individuals (15 years 

upwards) engaged under SICAP on a one-to-one 

basis (KPI 1) 

 
36,854 

 
47,511  

 
48,330 

 
110,044  

 

1b 

% of disadvantaged individuals (15 years upwards) 

engaged under SICAP on a one-to-one basis living in 

a disadvantaged area 

 

30.7% 

 

30.6% 

 

29.4% 

 

28.9% 

2 
Number of Local Community Groups assisted under 

SICAP (KPI 2) 
2,506 3,076 3,192 5,028 

 
3 

Number of local community groups whose members 

have been assisted by SICAP to participate in local, 

regional or national decision-making structures 

 
867 

 
1,048 

 
1,111 

 
1,999 

4 
Number of individuals (15 years upwards) in receipt 

of a Goal 2 educational support 
16,705 22,427  23,235 52,068  

4a 
% of those targeted should have educational 

attainment of Leaving Certificate or lower 
81% 78% 75% 77% 

5 
Number of individuals who have progressed along 

the education continuum after registering with SICAP 
3,102 4,109 3,768 9,721 

6 
Number of young people (aged 15-24) in receipt of a 

SICAP Goal 2 educational support 
4,038 4,517 4,847 11,365  

6a 
% of those targeted should have educational 

attainment of Leaving Certificate or lower 
93% 92% 91% 92% 

 
7 

Number of young people (aged 15-24) who have 

progressed along the education continuum after 

registering with SICAP 

 
737 

 
961 

 
784 

 
2,141 

8a 
Number of children in receipt of a Goal 2 

educational or developmental support 
49,988 55,890  55,169 *n/a  

 
8b 

No. of children/young people (non-caseload) 

identified as at risk of early school leaving receiving 

support 

New 

Indicator 

New 

Indicator 

2017 

 
5,286 

 
n/a  

      
 

7 Note that the column for the ôprogramme totalõ is the distinct count of individuals and LCGs ð this means that 

individuals and LCGs who were supported under SICAP in more than one year, are counted only once in this column and 

therefore 2015, 2016 and 2017 will not equal the programme total. 

8 2015 figures are between 1 April and 31 December 2015. 

9 2015 and 2016 figures are for the 50 SICAP Lots, while 2017 figures are for 51 Lots. 

http://pob-isitesqlqa/ReportServer?%2FSICAP2016_MSCRM%2FCustomReports%2F%7B39497AC5-B1B3-E511-9428-005056BC0AAC%7D&amp;rs%3AStoredParametersID=ovk1zx45cl2uqbeyzd0ihm55&amp;rs%3AParameterLanguage
http://pob-isitesqlqa/ReportServer?%2FSICAP2016_MSCRM%2FCustomReports%2F%7B02D0D980-C5B3-E511-9428-005056BC0AAC%7D&amp;rs%3AStoredParametersID=0nzirr45jxbsjc2omq4jpc45&amp;rs%3AParameterLanguage
http://pob-isitesqlqa/ReportServer?%2FSICAP2016_MSCRM%2FCustomReports%2F%7B39497AC5-B1B3-E511-9428-005056BC0AAC%7D&amp;rs%3AStoredParametersID=gyypax55ng4ren45w2tcnbiy&amp;rs%3AParameterLanguage
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9 
Number of individuals (15 years upwards) in receipt 

of Goal 3 employment supports 
23,546 30,206  31,016 73,374  

9a 
% of those targeted should have educational 

attainment of Leaving Certificate or lower 
66% 64% 62% 64% 

 
 

10 

Number of individuals (15 years upwards) 

progressing to part-time or full-time employment up 

to 6 months after receiving a Goal 3 employment 

support 

 
 

1,337 

 
 

2,208 

 
 

2,413 

 
 

5,801 

 
11 

Number of individuals (15 years upwards) 

progressing to self- employment up to 6 months 

after receiving a Goal 3 employment support 

 
4,687 

 
5,752 

 
5,553 

 
15,923 

12 
Number of young people (aged 15-24) in receipt of a 

SICAP Goal 3 employment support 
2,975 4,051 4,352 9,964 

12a 
% of those targeted should have educational 

attainment of Leaving Certificate or lower 
86% 86% 86% 86% 

 
13 

Number of young people (aged 15-24) progressing 

to part-time or full-time employment up to 6 months 

after receiving a Goal 3 employment support 

 
352 

 
565 

 
645 

 
1,519 

 
14 

Number of young people (aged 15-24) progressing 

to self-employment up to 6 months after receiving a 

Goal 3 employment support 

 
156 

 
156 

 
152 

 
459 

 

15 

Number of initiatives aimed at promoting, 
developing and/or sustaining social enterprises 

(2015 only) 

Number of social enterprises assisted under SICAP 

97 

 

-- 

-- 

 

241 

-- 

 

321 

97 

 

452 

*n/a  - Children are not registered with a unique identifier under SICAP i.e. are non-caseload, therefore the total for each 

year may contain duplicates. 

Over the programme duration, the targets set for the two KPIs (KPI1: total number of 

disadvantaged individuals (15 years upwards) engaged under SICAP on a one-to-one basis and 

KPI 2: number of Local Community Groups assisted under SICAP) were exceeded in the last two 

years of the programme, however these were below 100% in 2015. Similar performance patterns 

were observed for another five indicators (HI 3, HI 4, HI 10, HI 12 and HI 13). These indicators 

were related to LCGsõ participation in decision-making structures, educational supports, 

employment supports and progression to employment. 

The lower levels of achievement for these indicators in the first year of the programme were largely 

due to timing issues. The start of the programme in April impacted on the number of educational 

activities the Programme Implementers were able to deliver, as many of these are linked to the 

academic year cycle. Progression to employment as well as LCGs participation in the decision- 

making structures, in many cases, require a longer lead-in time. Consequently, a lower number of 

outputs for this work may have been achieved in the first year of programme operation. 

The targets for six headline indicators were achieved every year. These indicators related to the 

progression along the education continuum, delivery of educational and employment supports and 

assistance for social enterprises (HI 5, HI 6, HI 7, HI 8a, HI 9 and HI 15). 

The targets for two indicators were not met throughout the duration of the programme. Both of 

these were related to the progression to self-employment. While the level of achievement improved 

in 2016 and 2017 compared to 2015, progression to self-employment, especially amongst young 

people, remained a challenge throughout the programme. Programme Implementers reported a 
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number of issues that may have contributed to the underachievement in this area. Amongst the 

most often cited were the higher number of clients presenting with gaps in the skillset required to 

set up their own business, the low quality of business ideas coming forward 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% 
 

Total number of disadvantaged individuals (15 years 
upwards) engaged under SICAP on a one-to-one basis (KPI) 

 
Number of local community groups assisted under SICAP 

(KPI) 

Number of local community groups whose members have 
been assisted by SICAP to participate in local, regional or 

national decision-making structures 

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

 

Number of individuals who have progressed along the 
education continuum after registering with SICAP 

224% 
249% 

225% 
 

Number of young people (aged 15-24) in receipt of a SICAP, 
ESF and YEI Goal 2 educational support 

Number of young people (aged 15-24) who have  
progressed along the education continuum after registering 

with SICAP 

Number of children/young people (non-caseload) in receipt 
of a Goal 2 educational or developmental support 

 
No. of children/young people (non-caseload) identified as 0% 

at risk of early school leaving receiving support 
0%

 

Number of individuals (15 years upwards) in receipt of Goal 
3 employment supports 

Number of individuals (15 years upwards) progressing to 
part-time or full-time employment up to 6 months after 

receiving a Goal 3 employment support 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
76% 

146% 
133% 

141% 
 
 
 
 

125% 
122% 
125% 

 
 

137% 
 

102% 
119% 
121% 

 
138% 
141% 

 
 

 
212% 

214% 

 
 
 
 

267% 

Number of individuals (15 years upwards) progressing to 
self- employment up to 6 months after receiving a Goal 3 

employment support 

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

84% 
95% 
93% 

 

94% 

ESF and YEI Goal 3 employment support 

Number of young people (aged 15-24) progressing to part- 
time or full-time employment up to 6 months after 

receiving a Goal 3 employment support 

Number of young people (aged 15-24) progressing to self- 
employment up to 6 months after receiving a Goal 3 

employment support 

 
Number of social enterprises assisted under SICAP 

 

 
68% 

 

 
53% 

66% 
64% 
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117% 
124% 
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150% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

180% 
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2.2 Geographical distribution of supported individuals and LCGs 

The geographical distribution of individuals and LCGs supported under SICAP is broadly 

proportional to the geographical distribution of Irelandõs overall population. However, it is worth 

noting that this is not true for all counties as it also reflects the targets set locally. These targets 

are reflective of the local levels of disadvantage. 

Figure 2.2 shows the number of SICAP participants 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 represented 38% of the overall caseload. 

Figure 2.2 Number of people supported at county level 2015-2017 
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31,120 

 

Figure 2.3 presents the number of LCGs supported in each county. As with the individuals 

supported, this distribution is broadly proportional to the geographical distribution of Irelandõs 

overall population. The highest number of LCGs supported were in Dublin (1,181) and Cork (558), 

which together accounted for 35% of all LCGs supported. 
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Figure 2.3 Number of LCGs supported at county level 2015-2017 
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2.3 Summary financial report 

This financial report for the period between 1 April 2015 and 31 December 2017 was prepared 

using figures extracted from IRIS and from previous end of year reports for 2015 and 2017. 

Financial report for 2017 is included in Appendix 1. 

2.3.1 SICAP costs charged: summary report 2015-2017 

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

categories, for the 51 Lots for the period of 2015ð2017. 

Table 2.2 Costs charged summary report 2015-2017 
 

 
Total budget û 

 
Total cost reported û 

% of total action costs 

reported 

 

Goal 1 

Non-salary û3,461,963.21 û3,513,069.00  

30.13% Direct salary û19,612,596.58 û19,204,652.10 

Total Goal 1 û23,074,559.79 û22,717,721.10 

 

Goal 2 

Non-salary û7,379,876.64 û7,668,502.57  

33.51% Direct salary û18,109,071.83 û17,593,790.54 

Total Goal 2 û25,488,948.47 û25,262,293.51 

 

Goal 3 

Non-salary û6,727,765.53 û6,947,270.42  

35.06% Direct salary û19,868,046.75 û19,485,973.43 

Total Goal 3 û26,595,812.28 û26,433,243.85 

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

 

Monitoring û1,064,401.72  û973,645.87 1.29% 

 
 

 Total budget û  Total cost reported û % of total budget 

Total actions cost û76,223,722.26  û75,386,904.33 75.30% 

 
 Total budget û  Total cost reported û % of total budget 

Total administration 
cost 

û23,894,142.45  û23,640,133.39 23.61% 

(The administration cost cannot exceed 25% of the total budget) 
 

 Total budget û  Total cost reported û % of total budget 

Overall Cost û100,117,864.71  û99,027,037.72 98.91% 

 
 

Commentary on Table 2.2 

The figures in the above table represent the cumulative budgets and spend as reported in IRIS 

from 1 April 2015 ð 31 December 2017. 
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Overall 98.91% of the total budgets available over this period has been reported as spent. The 

cumulative spend reported across each of the Goals and the administration cost categories are 

consistent with the percentage of costs reported across these headings on an annual basis from 

2015 to 2017. 

Administration costs 

The cumulative amount reported for administration costs is û23,640,133.39. This amount 

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 administration must not exceed 25% of the total budget). 

Action costs 

Goal 1 

The cumulative spend reported against Goal 1 is û22,717,721.10. This represents 30.13% of the 

total action costs reported over the period. This demonstrates that Goal 1 on a cumulative basis is 

compliant with the parameters of the financial rules set in relation to Goal costs spend (i.e. costs 

reported against each Goal must be between 28% and 38% of the total action costs reported). 

Goal 2 

The cumulative spend reported against Goal 2 is û25,262,293.51. This represents 33.51% of the 

total action costs reported over the period. This demonstrates that Goal 2 on a cumulative basis is 

compliant with the parameters of the financial rules set in relation to Goal costs spend (i.e. costs 

reported against each Goal must be between 28% and 38% of the total action costs reported). 

Goal 3 

The cumulative spend reported against Goal 3 is û26,433,243.85.  This represents 35.06% of the 

total action costs reported over the period. This demonstrates that Goal 3 on a cumulative basis is 

compliant with the parameters of the financial rules set in relation to Goal costs spend (i.e. costs 

reported against each Goal must be between 28% and 38% of the total action costs reported). 

2.3.2 SICAP underspends 2015-2017 

Underspends 2015-2017  

The cumulative budget versus spend report for the 2015ð2017 period shows a total underspend 

of û1,090,826.99. This represents 1.09% of the cumulative budget for the same period as outlined 

in Table 2.3 below. The cumulative underspend for the period is a result of salary budgets not 

being fully utilised across the administration and Goal cost categories. 



SICAP End of programme report 2015-2017 

27 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.3 Underspends 2015-2017 
 

Goals Category 
Underspend/overspend (minus 

indicates overspend) 

Underspend as % of 
total budget 

 

Goal 1 

Non-salary û-51,105.79   

Direct salary û407,944.48 

Total Goal 1 û356,838.69 

 

Goal 2 

Non-salary û-288,625.93  

Direct salary û515,280.89 

Total Goal 2 û226,654.96 

 

Goal 3 

Non-salary û-219,504.89  

Direct salary û382,073.32 

Total Goal 3 û162,568.43 

Monitoring û90,755.85 

Total actions costs û836,817.93 

  

Administration costs û254,009.06 

Total underspend û1,090,826.99 1.09% 

 

2.3.3 FTEs delivering SICAP 

Throughout the duration of the programme, on average SICAP was delivered by 518 FTE staff. The 

number of FTE staff grew every year from 505 in 2015 to 538 in 2017 (Figure 2.4). 

Figure 2.4 Number of FTE staff delivering SICAP 2015-2017 
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3 Community development and collaborative work 

3.1 Introduction 

SICAP aims to empower disadvantaged communities and individuals to play a greater role, 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 engagement of disadvantaged communities and individuals throughout their lifecycle. 

It fosters principles of participation, empowerment, capacity building, collective action and 

decision-making in a structured way. 

SICAP promotes community development primarily through engagement with and supports to Local 

Community Groups (LCGs). These supports aim to increase LCG engagement in community 

development issues and assist them in connecting with SICAP target groups to bring about greater 

participation in social, cultural and civic activities. 

A broader contribution of SICAP to 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 overview of SICAPõs contribution to community development through 

supports provided to Local Community Groups and social enterprises and work with collaborative 

frameworks and networks. 

 

3.2 Supporting Local Community Groups (LCGs) 

Local Community Groups are groups operating out of community work principles and processes 

focusing on the needs of people in disadvantaged areas and/or SICAP target groups. The work with 

community groups was centred on four main objectives: 

¶ To support and promote the community engagement of disadvantaged target groups 

across the lifecycle. 

¶ To support the development of local community groups which promote equality and social 

inclusion in local, regional or national context. 

¶ To support disadvantaged communities and individuals to enhance their participation in 

local, regional and national decision-making structures. 

¶ To develop and facilitate strategic collaborative frameworks and networks as part of a 

dialogue for developing solutions to social exclusion. 

The following sections summarise the key characteristics of LCGs supported under SICAP, the 

supports provided and outputs achieved, and the development and progression achieved by the 

groups. 

3.2.1 Characteristics of Local Community Groups 

A total of 5,028 Local Community Groups were supported under SICAP over its lifetime. Almost a 

quarter of these groups (24%) received SICAP supports over three years, 27% over two years and 

49% during one year. 

The majority of LCGs (63%) were both area and issue-based, with a further 18% being area-based 

and 19% issue-based (see Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1 Type of Local Community Groups supported between 2015 and 2017 
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The majority of LCGs supported by SICAP worked with and represented multiple target groups. 

Throughout the programme, on average, LCGs worked with 2.3 target groups of the SICAP. The 

majority of LCGs (64%) worked with people living in disadvantaged communities and another large 

proportion (45%) represented disadvantaged children and families. 

Figure 3.2 Target groups LCGs worked with between 2015 and 2017 
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Examples of work carried out by SICAP PIs with LCGs representing different target groups are listed 

below. 

¶ Ballyfermot/Chapelizod Partnership Co. Ltd. collaborated with local parents, Dublin City 

Council, the Orchard Community Centre and St. Ultans Primary School to establish a new 

afterschool programme run by local parents for the children of Cherry Orchard who attend 

St. Ultans Primary School. The provision of affordable and accessible afterschool facilities 

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, 

sporting and cultural activities and outings to local community activities. 

¶ Clare Local Development Co. Ltd. helped to establish ôThe Breaking Barriersõ group in 

response to individuals who were experiencing ageism 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 

they received peer support from each other and reduced social isolation. The group is made 

up of a diverse group of individuals with varying levels of experience and career history. 

 

3.2.2 LCG supports 

SICAP provides a range of supports to Local Community Groups (LCGs) that range from assistance 

in formation, development, progression and 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, development and progression. Around one in ten LCGs were 

participating in the annual planning and review processes for SICAP and were assisted in 

leveraging funding. The share of groups assisted to leverage funding grew by over a half, from 7% 

in 2015 to 11% in 2017. Table 3.1 presents the key supports provided to LCGs throughout the 

programme, including the number of groups receiving each type of support. 

Table 3.1 LCG supports provided 2015-2017 
 

 

 
Programme indicators 

2015 2016 2017 

No. of 

LCGs 

% of 

all 

LCGs 

No. of 

LCGs 

% of all 

LCGs 

No. of 

LCGs 

% of 

all 

LCGs 

Assisted in their formation, development and 

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

Assisted to participate in local, regional and 

national decision-making structures (HI 3) 
867 35% 1,048 34% 1,111 35% 

Participating in annual planning and review 

processes for SICAP 
232 9% 323 11% 322 10% 

Assisted to leverage funding 180 7% 263 9% 354 11% 

 

 
LCGs participation in decision-making structures 

One of the key objectives of SICAP is to support disadvantaged communities and individuals to 

enhance their participation in local, regional and national decision-making structures. Annually, 

over one third of LCGs received supports assisting them to participate in these structures. 

Examples of SICAP provided supports include the following: 
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¶ Carlow Older Persons Forum was launched in May 2015 as the political, economic and 

social voice of older persons in Carlow. One of its key aims was to empower older 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 over the past two years with Carlow Older Persons Forum to develop their 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, Age Friendly Ireland, Age Action and the CCDP board. The value 

of SICAPõs contribution was described by the Chairperson of Carlow Older Persons Forum: 

ñCarlow Older Persons 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 journey together.ò 

 

¶ Leitrim Integrated Development Company Ltd. supported Shannonside Womenõs Group 

representing women from the Traveller community. The group received capacity building 

supports to ensure representation of Traveller women on decision making structures. This 

group was supported to address some of the issues facing Traveller women, including the 

need for education and training, and participated in an initiative to promote positive mental 

health. 

¶ In 2017, Louth Leader Partnership (LLP), established the Louth Disability Forum and 

worked with clients on equality issues. LLP work to support the target groups resulted in 

the establishment of disABILITY Louth, a network of people with disabilities formed by 91 

individuals from 38 community and voluntary groups. disABILITY Louth Chairperson 

described the work of LLP: 

ñLouth Leader 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 offer help and support.ò 

 
 

3.2.3 LCG outputs and progression 

SICAP aims to support the development of LCGs that promote equality and social inclusion at a 

local, regional or national level. Emphasis has been placed on facilitating groupsõ progression along 

the community development matrix, which comprises of four stages: 

Stage 1: Pre-development and group formation 

Stage 2: Capacity building and empowerment 

Stage 3: Collective action 

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

national level 

The majority of LCGs (75%) supported by SICAP were in the early stages of their development: 

Stage 1 ð pre-development and group formation (31%) and Stage 2 - capacity building and 

empowerment (44%). The smallest proportion of LCGs were at Stage 4 ð strategic involvement in 

policy/decision-making at local, regional or national level (8%). Over the lifetime of the programme, 

the share of LCGs supported, which at the time of registration were at Stage 1 of development, 
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increased by 7%, while the share of groups at Stage 2 and 3 decreased by 5% and 2% respectively. 

The detailed breakdown of LCGs and their stage of development at registration10 is shown in Figure 

3.3. 

Figure 3.3 LCG stage of development at registration 2015-2017 

 

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

 
1. Pre-development and group formation 

25% 
28% 

 

32% 
31% 

 

 
2. Capacity building and empowerment 

 

43% 

48% 
47% 

44% 
 

 
3. Collective Action 

 
 

4. Strategic involvement in policy/decision making at 
local, regional and/or national level 

18% 
17% 

16% 
17% 

 
9% 

8% 
9% 

8% 

 
2015 2016 2017 Total programme 

 

Almost one in ten LCGs supported under SICAP in 2015 became members of a Public Participation 

Network (9%). It is worth noting that some of the LCGs supported may have already be a PPN 

member before they engaged with SICAP. This share decreased to 6% for the remainder of the 

programme. This decrease was likely linked to the fact that majority of registrations took place in 

2015 and additional resources being allocated to PPNs in 2016 (and 2017) potentially reduced 

the need for SICAP support. 

The share of LCGs who were supported to put anti-discrimination and equality measures in place 

remained the same, at 4%, throughout the programme. Some examples of supported activities 

include: 

¶ Providing Equality of Opportunity Statement templates to support capacity building of a 

group. 

¶ Assisting LCGs with awareness raising activities. 

¶ Working with groups to deliver community spirit evenings, where social inclusion was the 

main topic. This involved looking at core values, getting feedback from each group and 

exploring steps to create an equality policy. 

¶ Organising workshops and training in areas such as mental health stigma and cultural 

awareness. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

10  The figures for the programme total relate to the stage of development when they first time registered for the 

programme. 
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Table 3.2 LCGs outputs 
 

 

 
Programme indicators 

2015 2016 2017 

No. of 

LCGs 

% of 

all 

LCGs 

No. of 

LCGs 

% of all 

LCGs 

No. of 

LCGs 

% of 

all 

LCGs 

Progressed using the structured progression 

path of development model 
200 8% 314 10% 415 13% 

LCGs supported into a Public Participation 

Network (PPN) 
233 9% 192 6% 203 6% 

Supported to put anti-discrimination and 

equality measures in place 
108 4% 121 4% 131 4% 

 

 
LCGs progression along the community development matrix 

Over the lifetime of the programme, 734 LCGs progressed along the community development 

matrix. Of the groups that 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 change in a groupõs 

circumstances, such as personnel/leadership transition, or refocusing of the groupõs activities. 
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Case study 1: The impact of dyslexia workshops in two separate areas of the Donegal Gaeltacht 
ï The Rosses & Southwest Donegal 

 

Case study 1: The impact of dyslexia workshops in two separate areas of the Donegal Gaeltacht ð 

The Rosses & Southwest Donegal 

Donegal Local Development Company Ltd. (Donegal Gaeltacht (33-2)) 
 

Background 

Through continued community engagement, Donegal Local Development Company (DLDC) identified 

a strong need for supports for young people and their parents challenged with dyslexia in the 

Gaeltacht areas of Donegal. With the support of more established dyslexia support groups in the 

county (Glenties in particular), DLDC identified a group of parents, who with support, were prepared 

to work towards assisting children with dyslexia. The work was focused in two areas of the Gaeltacht: 

Southwest Donegal (Iar Dheiscirt Dhún na nGall - Glencolmcille & Kilcar) and the Rosses (Na Rossa 

- Dungloe, Leitirmacaward & Annagry). 

The aim of the action was to support young people and their parents challenged with dyslexia. With 

the support of DLDC, open public meetings were initiated in 2015  where parents were invited to 

discuss their views and needs. Encouraged by the turnout and support from other parents, a number 

of parents were nominated to research the options available to them with a view of organising out- 

of-school classes to be provided by the end of the year. 

The next steps undertaken by the group consisted of: 

¶ Linking with a more established group (Glenties) and inviting them to meet with the wider 

group of parents. This aimed to instil confidence in a capability of organising such support 

for their children and learning the best way to go about it. 

¶ Under Goal 1 of SICAP, training was provided to 12 teachers in order to develop their skills 

in teaching children with dyslexia. Six of these teachers offered to provide their services for 

the delivery of out-of-school supports. 

¶ Non-financial support was also provided to the Sliabh aõLiag group in the preparation and 

submission of a funding application to the HSE requesting support for materials and 

resources specific to the group needs. They were subsequently awarded û1,000 by the HSE. 

¶ Both groups were supported in accessing other funding streams, including those provided 

by local councillors. 

Target groups 

¶ Children and families living in disadvantaged areas - parents of children with dyslexia. 

¶ People living in disadvantaged communities ð parents and children with dyslexia. 

¶ People with disabilities ð children with dyslexia. (66 children were supported in total). 

Key achievements 

¶ Children who were otherwise in danger of leaving school early have been provided with an 

early intervention. 

¶ Parents have been supported to be better equipped to help their children. 

¶ Greater awareness was achieved. Parents are now openly discussing the issues impacting 

negatively on their childrenõs learning and are more inclined to explore options to address 

their needs. 

¶ Each of the schools (both primary and secondary) openly and regularly acknowledge the 

visible improvements in each of the students attending the classes. 
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Challenges and barriers 

¶ Encouraging and identifying a sufficient number of teachers interested/willing to provide 

out-of-school support on an ongoing basis. 

¶ Liaising directly with teachers working in their own parishes and in the neighbouring 

parishes to ensure that enough people were identified. 

¶ In order to have classes available in September, the time frame for training the teachers 

was short. Given that the training was taking place in mid-summer, the level of interest was 

lower among teachers in Southwest Donegal compared to West Donegal in the past. 

¶ The resources available, like books or games were limited at the beginning, but this was 

overcome by liaising with and borrowing and photocopying material from the Glenties 

group. 

¶ None of the above halted the progress or determination of either group. 

Learning 

The catalyst for the formation of both groups centred on families who were trying everything they 

could think of to help their child as they felt that the current educational system was failing them. 

While a high level of support was required (especially given that there were two distinctively different 

areas), it was essential to instil sufficient confidence in the ability of the parents themselves to move 

the projects forward. Parents had the assurance that at each step along that journey they would be 

fully supported by DLDC/SICAP. 

Good practice 

¶ Encouraging  a  collaborative  approach  and  information  sharing,  including  advice  and 

guidance on what is required of parents if they become involved in a groupõs committee. 

¶ Support in planning the delivery of classes ð including the financial management and 

timelines. 

¶ Ensuring a community development approach is applied. 

¶ Liaising with schools in ensuring their support and pro-active participation. 

¶ Liaising with other government agencies, such as the ETB, and developing a collaborative 

approach where dyslexia specific training is needed for teachers. 

¶ Supporting groupsõ awareness and understanding of the need to apply anti-discriminatory 

approaches, promoting inclusivity, social participation, equality and diversity. 

Feedback from a participant of Sliabh a ôLiag dyslexia group in 2017: 

òThe feedback from the parents 

and teachers of the children is 

extremely positive. This is reflected 

in the increase in children 

attending the workshops on a 

weekly basisó. 

The photo shows parents together 

with public representatives 

attending an Awards Night in 2017, 

where children are presented with 

achievement certificates in the 

Rosses Dyslexia Workshop. 
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3.3 Social enterprise supports and outputs 

It has been recognised that SICAP can make a significant contribution towards strengthening 

Irelandõs social economy with the dual impact of improving services in deprived local areas and 

increasing employment locally. SICAP aims to support social enterprises operating in 

disadvantaged communities in providing services to these communities, and linking people from 

SICAP target groups to employment opportunities within the sector. The programme focused on 

supporting community-led social enterprises and in ensuring that social enterprises in the locality 

are also well positioned to provide volunteering opportunities for SICAP clients. The supports for 

social enterprises were related to enterprise establishment, operation and growth. 

The number of social enterprises assisted under SICAP more than doubled between 2015 11 and 

2017. The supports provided and outputs achieved as a result of LCGs work with social enterprises 

is presented in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3 Supports provided and outputs achieved to assist social enterprises 
 

Programme indicators 2015 2016 2017 

Social enterprises assisted 143 220 293 

Groups that received SICAP funding to assist social enterprises 17 35 31 

New social enterprises established 11 7 8 

 
 

Over the duration of the programme, 26 new social enterprises were established with support from 

SICAP. They provided services and activities in the following areas: 

¶ accommodation and food service activities (4) 

¶ construction (3) 

¶ human health and social work activities (3) 

¶ wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles (3) 

¶ arts, entertainment and recreation (2) 

¶ administrative and support service activities (1) 

¶ education (1) 

¶ other services (9) 

Ten of these enterprises created jobs ð with 13 full-time and 51 part-time positions created in 

total. Five enterprises were located in urban Lots and 21 were in rural Lots. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

11 In 2015, the programme was delivered over a period of nine months. 
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Case study 2: Social enterprise and social entrepreneursô awareness programme 
 

Case study 2: Social enterprise and social entrepreneurs awareness programme 

Carlow County Development Partnership Ltd. (Carlow County (1-1)) 

Background 

Carlow County Development Partnership (CCDP) developed and delivered a social enterprise support 

programme called ôSet up, start up, scale upõ. The programme aimed to create awareness and 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. CCDP ran a seven-week course aimed at new and existing social enterprises and 

businesses with social impact. 

About the programme 

The seven-week training programme was aimed at potential Carlow social entrepreneurs and 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 provided by CCDP 

on completion of the programme. 

Throughout the course, participants gained an understanding of 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. They could 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 PR to gain a 

competitive advantage. 

The course consisted of seven modules: 

¶ Module 1 òThe ideaó 

¶ Module 2 òThe business model for your social enterpriseó 

¶ Module 3 òGetting the plan rightó 

¶ Module 4 òMarketingó 

¶ Module 5 òLaunching itó 

¶ Module 6 òGrowing itó 

¶ Module 7 òPutting it into practice ð The pitchó. 

Twelve social enterprises/businesses took part in the programme. On completion of the programme, 

eight social enterprises/businesses pitched for funding and three were successful. 

Business 1: Bare Necessities provides package free dried 

food and environmentally friendly hygiene and cleaning 

products. It also supports people on a journey to be more 

environmentally friendly by providing them with the skills to 

be more sustainable and more aware of how they can 

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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Business 2: Bobbi Yoga provides children and adults with special needs with a unique and accepting 

space to explore yoga in their own individual way by giving them a sense of achievement while 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, digestive or emotional issues. 

Business 3: Coffee Connection aims 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 

encouraging co-operation and mutually supportive relationships. Offering food and drink - the staples 

of socialising, a welcoming and informal atmosphere, conversation and unity are promoted. This will 

help build community and develop a sense of belonging, to promote authentic connection and not 

just physical presence. It will also help to promote social inclusion and reduce social isolation. 

Feedback from the course participants: 

òExcellent social enterprise course which will add value to the overall package of my business 

proposition.ó 

òFeel much more prepared for my business.ó 

òThis course was very helpful and informative. I enjoyed it so much I wish it could go on for another 

couple of weeks.ó 

òI was delighted at the newness of the course material, very cutting edge.ó 

Of the trainers: 

òDelivered the social enterprise course in a professional, relaxed and encouraging manner. Hugely 

beneficial to starting my own business.ó 

òWere always very professional and the information and support was brilliantó. 
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3.4 Collaborative frameworks 

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 programmes to 

have a more positive impact on the socially excluded. While delivering SICAP, Programme 

Implementers are expected to engage with structures and networks12 and form joint strategies and 

initiatives to address the needs of the programme target groups. These collaborations aim to: 

¶ better  address  barriers  to  learning  and  enhance  local  learning  systems  for  people 

experiencing educational disadvantage; and 

¶ ensure the development of more collaborative approaches to tackling labour market 

barriers and addressing unemployment. 

The numbers and types of joint strategies, programmes and partnerships developed throughout 

the lifetime of the programme are presented in Table 3.4 below, while specific examples of such 

initiatives are presented in the further parts of this section. In addition, a detailed example of a 

broader collaborative project under SICAP addressing the needs of a particular target group is 

presented in Case study 3. 

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

 
Programme indicator 

Number of entities 

2015 2016 2017 Total 

New specialised LLL programmes/initiatives set up to meet 

the needs of the target groups which were not being met by 

existing provision 

 
9 

 
43 

 
40 

 
92 

New strategies/partnerships/joint programmes in place 

between SICAP implementer and education providers, which 

are designed to meet the educational needs of SICAP target 

groups 

 
 

144 

 
 

78 

 
 

64 

 
 

286 

New partnerships/initiatives formed between SICAP 

implementer and employers 
26 15 13 54 

New strategies/partnership/joint programmes in place 

between SICAP Implementer and employment focused 

agencies which are designed to improve access to 

employment supports 

 
 

51 

 
 

30 

 
 

28 

 
 

109 

 

Over the lifetime of the programme, 286 new joint programmes, strategies or partnerships were 

put in place between SICAP implementers and education providers. Their aim was to meet the 

educational needs of SICAP target groups. Examples of such initiatives include: 

¶ Dublin South City Partnership Co. Ltd. collaborated with the Youth Service, local businesses 

and South Dublin County Partnership Ltd. to deliver a prosocial kickboxing programme to 

engage young people at risk. 

 
 

 

12 Structures and networks are local, regional or national decision-making 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 

networks is to share experiences, develop support mechanisms, identify good practices and develop policy positions and 

common strategies. Networks may or may not be formally structured. 
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¶ Waterford Area Partnership Ltd. with expansion of the work under the Waterford PLICS 

Network (Promoting Literacy in Communities and Schools established by WAP) oversaw the 

delivery of the Waterford Spelling Bee Inter-schools competition, hosted by the Waterford 

Library Service. 

¶ Cork City Partnership Ltd., through The City Centre Adult Education Network, promoted 

adult community education courses, both accredited and unaccredited. The aim was to 

strengthen the community education sector; work as a collective to avoid duplication; share 

information and be a positive resource in the community for accessible education; as well 

as organise the area's contribution to the annual Life-long Learning Festival in Cork. 

Programme Implementers were 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. An example 

of such initiative includes: 

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

provide education opportunities for deaf people (initially deaf men) in the Ballina area. The 

content of the programmes is decided by the participants together with MNELP/SICAP and 

DeafHear source tutors, venues, interpreters etc. 

109 new strategies, partnerships and joint programmes were put in place between Programme 

Implementers and employment focused agencies in order to improve access to employment 

supports. Examples include: 

¶ South Tipperary Development Company Ltd. met with the Department of Employment 

Affairs and Social Protection (DEASP) to discuss the referral process between the DEASP 

and SICAP in regard to employment and self-employment. Other issues discussed included 

operational issues of the Self Employment Options Programme; Enterprise Support Grant 

process and timelines; general labour market supports and the policy context in relation to 

self-employment. 

¶ Waterford Area Partnership Ltd. through the Waterford Micro Business Network provides 

support to Waterford Area Partnership enterprise clients in terms of business workshops, 

guest speakers and monthly network meetings. 

54 new initiatives or partnerships were formed between SICAP implementers and employers. 

Examples of such partnerships include: 

¶ Westmeath Community Development Ltd. engaged with 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 courses to SICAP clients to assist them with 

getting employment in these companies. 

¶ Blanchardstown Area Partnership Ltd. in collaboration with DAA (Dublin Airport Authority) 

organised an Airport Jobs Workshop. The initiative involved over 30 frontline DAA staff 

showcasing jobs at Dublin Airport to local Fingal jobseekers. The partnership also worked 

with PayPal - an interactive workshop covering CV and interview advice was delivered by 

PayPalõs coaching team to local jobseekers. 
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Case study 3: Developing the DLR Youth at Risk Network 
 

Case study 3: Developing the DLR Youth at Risk Network 

Southside Partnership DLR Ltd. (Dún Laoghaire/Rathdown (5 - 1)) 

Background 

The Youth at Risk Network in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown is an example of a collaboration between 

organisations and agencies that aims to review and reflect on working with young people in the 

county, who are considered to be at risk, and to ensure an integrated response to their needs. 

A Youth at Risk Network that existed previously in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown operated as an 

interagency forum facilitated by Southside Partnership, however, primarily due to budget cuts, it 

ceased to exist. It promoted information sharing between agencies and centralised certain initiatives 

addressing issues affecting youth at risk. Organisations, such as Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Drugs and 

Alcohol Task Force (DLR DATF), Southside Partnership Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown (SSP), Dublin and 

Dún Laoghaire Education and Training Board (DDLETB) and Sportsreach felt that the network should 

be revived as it facilitated a better communication between those working with youth at risk. 

In the spring of 2017, four organisations with a remit around youth at risk, DLR DATF, SSP, DDLETB 

and Sports Reach, met to discuss the setting up of a new Youth at Risk Network in Dún Laoghaire- 

Rathdown. The main objective of the network was to provide a space for frontline staff and managers 

to explore the current issues that arise for young people at risk. It also involved planning for a more 

integrated response to 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. 

Following this, three workshops were organised for staff from agencies, organisations and schools. 

Target group 

The focus of the work is on young people at risk. The network itself targets staff (an average of 45 

staff have participated in the workshops to date) and practitioners from agencies, local primary and 

post primary DEIS schools and LCGs. The groups that have participated in the network workshops 

and planning sessions to date include: Tusla, DDLETB, Sportsreach, Schools, Crosscare, An Garda 

Siochana, Springboard, Exchange House, National Learning Network, Cottage Home Service Dún 

Laoghaire Community Training College, Barnardos, the Smyly Trust Services and Sonas. 

Key achievements 

1. Good level of attendance at the events. The three workshops organised by the network had a 

high number of participants from agencies, organisations and LCGs. The first, a Youth At Risk 

Café Conversation, explored current issues that young people at risk face and was attended by 

48 individuals. The second workshop explored the challenge of engaging young people at risk, 

with 41 individuals attending. The third workshop looked at the issue of cannabis (48 attendees). 

2. Simple, effective and flexible approach. The events to date have been described by participants 

as employing a simple, effective and flexible approach, which facilitates large group dialogue and 

engagement of all partners in the room. 

3. A directory of relevant services and projects for young people in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown was 

completed within the last six months entitled òIõve had enough, Iõm outta hereó. 

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

communication between members. 

5. Sharing good practice. Members of the Holly House Youth Group were invited to one of the 

residential services in the county to talk about their work with hard to reach young men. 
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Challenges and barriers 

¶ Keeping the content of workshops and meetings relevant and interesting so that 

participation levels remain high. 

¶ Ensuring that the network will develop and grow organically and is not only driven by a small 

number of organisations. 

¶ 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 

organisations will begin to propose and implement activities. 

Learning 

Working with young people at risk 

¶ Practitioners need to understand the world of the young person, where they come from and 

focus on developing long-term relationships. Building relationships should be at the core of 

all work with young people. This requires time, patience and empathy. Relationship building 

can also include building relationships with the family. 

¶ Peers are useful to develop contacts with young people. 

¶ Identifying young people at risk can be a challenge and, in some cases, if a young person is 

from a family facing multiple issues, the young person and their difficulties may be 

overlooked with practitioners focusing on the family unit. 

¶ Young persons may not to be aware of their own needs. Using the term ôyoung person at riskõ 

can often be counterproductive and young people may react negatively to being ôlabelledõ as 

at risk. 

¶ Workers and agencies need to make their centres more drop-in friendly and explore the use 

of social media as a method of engaging young people. 

¶ There is a need to upskill frontline workers to deal with young people with specific issues, 

such as autism, mental health and addictions. There is also a need for training in outreach 

work. 

Network building 

 ¶    People like to talk together about things they care about. Providing that space in the Youth 

at Risk Network has been key to its success to date. It is important to keep the conversations 

relevant, to facilitate a space that allows for mutual insight and innovation, all of which are 

present in the group but just need to be tapped into. 

¶ Using round table discussions in comfortable and accessible settings has been helpful. 

Developing ideas among tables in several rounds of conversation has helped build trust and 

has been instrumental in the building of collaborative practices. 

¶ A need for working partnerships across services is seen as key. However, rather than create 

a very formal structure, it is hoped that a more organic network will develop out of 

practitionersõ need for networking and exchange with staff from other services. 

¶ Workshops are targeting practitioners more than the organisation itself. The hope is to 

encourage practitioners to work across boundaries. Many young people at risk have access 

to non-specialist services first and foremost, therefore, it is important to work with frontline 

staff in these services to help them identify issues and understand appropriate responses. 

¶ Members participate actively in the planning, facilitation and review of each network 

meeting, thus ensuring relevance of content and process. 
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4 SICAP supports for individuals 

4.1 Introduction 

Under SICAP, individual beneficiaries are defined as people who have been registered and have 

received interventions13 through the programme. In order to be counted within the Programme 

Implementerõs caseload for a particular period14, the individuals must have received at least two 

separate interventions ð the initial registration meeting is not counted. The individuals must also 

be a member of at least one of the eligible target groups. 

Over the lifetime of the programme, 110,044  disadvantaged individuals (aged 15 years and 

upwards) were supported on a one-to-one basis (KPI 1). 81.9% of individuals were supported over 

one year, 15.6% were supported over two years and 2.5% over three years. On an annual basis, 

the number of individuals supported ranged from 36,854  in 2015 15, to 47,511  in 2016 and 

48,330  in 2017. 

Almost two thirds (65%) of individuals supported16 under SICAP lived in urban electoral districts 

and 35% lived in rural ones17. This is in line with the national distribution of population between 

urban and rural areas. In 2016, 62.7% of the Irish population lived in urban areas and 37.3% in 

rural areas (CSO, 2017). 

Over the 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 

supported under SICAP over its lifetime, 47% of individuals received support under Goal 2 and 67% 

under Goal 3. 

 

4.2 Socio-economic profile of individuals supported 

This section provides the demographic profile of individuals supported under SICAP throughout the 

lifetime of the programme, including gender, age, principal economic status, highest level of 

educational attainment, nationality and other relevant characteristics. 

Gender 

Of the 110,044  individuals supported under SICAP, 60,228  were male (55%) and 49,816  were 

female (45%). Throughout the programme, more women than men availed of educational supports, 

while more men than women received employment supports (see Figure 4.1). Overall, the gender 

breakdown remained similar over the lifecycle of the programme, with the exception of 2017, when 

the gap between the share of men and women narrowed by 2%. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

13  Interventions are recorded when a PI engages with an individual and provides support under one of the support 

categories. 

14 An individual must receive two interventions within a calendar year to be counted on the caseload for that year. 

15 In 2015, SICAP was delivered for nine months. 

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

determined. 

17 The urban/rural designation of individuals is based on the CSO classification of Electoral Districts as being urban or 

rural. 
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Figure 4.1 Gender breakdown of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3 
caseloads 
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Age 

The majority of individuals supported by SICAP over the 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 groups in the programme remained the same over its 

lifetime. 

The age profile of individuals supported under different Goals varied noticeably. A significantly 

higher proportion of the younger (15-24 years) and the older programme participants (over 55 

years) (36% combined) received educational supports. These two age groups combined accounted 

for 22% of participants receiving employment supports. 

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 

Programme Implementers are required to adopt an area-based approach to tackling disadvantage. 

They are expected to use Pobal Maps and the Pobal HP Deprivation Index to identify the greatest 

concentrations of disadvantage in the catchment area of their Lot. The Pobal HP Deprivation Index 

is based on the combination of three dimensions of relative affluence and deprivation, i.e. 

demographic profile, social class composition and labour market situation. The data for these 

dimensions is sourced from the census18. 

The Pobal HP Deprivation Index scale ranges from extremely affluent to extremely disadvantaged. 

Individuals on the caseload were assigned to a point on this scale based on their address19. Table 

4.1 shows a breakdown of individuals addresses categorised by the Pobal HP Deprivation range. 

During the lifetime of the programme the distribution of individual addresses across the Pobal HP 

Deprivation range remained relatively unchanged. The share of individuals supported under SICAP 

that live in disadvantaged to extremely disadvantaged areas showed a slight decrease over the 

lifetime of the programme from 30.66% in 2015 to 29.44% in 2017. 

Table 4.1 Individual beneficiary addresses categorised by Pobal HP Deprivation Index 
 

 
Pobal HP Deprivation range 

SICAP 2015 

caseload (%) 

SICAP 2016 

caseload (%) 

SICAP 2017 

caseload (%) 

National 
population (%) 

(2016 census) 

Very /  extremely affluent 0.78% 0.86% 0.89% 1.79% 

Affluent 6.44% 6.57% 7.01% 15.24% 

Marginally above average 24.38% 24.74% 25.77% 37.10% 

Marginally below average 35.86% 36.21% 36.61% 31.52% 

Disadvantaged 24.23% 23.77% 22.67% 11.45% 

Very /  extremely 

disadvantaged 6.43% 6.79% 6.77% 2.90% 

Individuals not mapped to 

index 1.90% 1.06% 0.25% n/a  

Share of individuals that 
live in disadvantaged to 

extremely disadvantaged 

range 

 

30.66% 

 

30.56% 

 

29.44% 

 

14.35% 

 

 
The ability to successfully geo-code individualõs addresses has improved significantly throughout 

the programme, with the proportion of addresses geocoded reaching 99.75% in 2017. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

18 The current index is based on the 2016 census. 

19 The IRIS database has an auto-address function, which uses An Post GeoDirectory to automatically validate the 

address of each individual who registers with a PI under SICAP. The address is then mapped to the relevant small 

area/electoral district, which is linked to the Pobal HP Deprivation Index. 
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Target groups 

Figure 4.3 shows a breakdown of individuals on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3 

caseloads by target group over the lifetime of the programme. A beneficiary may belong to multiple 

target groups and therefore the percentages here will add up to more than 100. 

The majority of individuals supported (78% or 86,341) were unemployed20. The second largest 

target group were people living in disadvantaged communities (29%). The target group of low 

income workers/households, introduced in 2016, made up 10% of the caseload. 

There were clear differences between the target groups with regard to the supports they accessed 

under SICAP. Overall, the representation from all target groups, with the exception of unemployed 

and young unemployed people living in disadvantaged areas, was higher on the Goal 2 caseload. 

The unemployed made up the majority of the Goal 3 caseload with a share of 85%, 15% higher 

than the share of the same target group in the Goal 2 caseload. 

Figure 4.3 Breakdown of target groups on the overall SICAP caseload and Goal 2 and 3 caseloads 
(2015-2017) 

 

 
 
 

 
 

20 This includes individuals who are economically inactive e.g. those at home full-time with caring responsibilities or who 

are no longer actively seeking employment, on disability payments etc. 
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Principal economic status 

The largest category of individuals on the overall caseload were those who were unemployed and 

on the Live Register for more than 24 months (26%), followed by those unemployed on the Live 

Register for less than 1 year (20%). The combined unemployed categories, both on the Live 

Register and not, made up the majority of all individuals supported under SICAP (71%). Almost half 

of unemployed individuals (both on the Live Register and not) were unemployed for 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 SICAP caseload alongside the Goal 2 and 3 

caseloads. The largest group of individuals on the Goal 2 caseload were economically inactive 

(21%), followed by those on the Live Register for more than 24 months (20%) and those on the 

Live Register for less than 1 year (15%). The three largest groups on the Goal 3 caseload were 

unemployed on 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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Household situation 

At registration, individuals were asked a number of questions relating to their socio-economic 

situation and living arrangements. The responses are presented in Figure 4.5. Almost a 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 unemployed on the Live Register for longer than 

24 months. Over a quarter of SICAP participants (26%) stated that they were in financial difficulty21, 

while 5% reported being in receipt of financial services22. When asked whether they were homeless 

or affected by housing exclusion23, 4% of individuals or 4,067 responded ôyesõ. 

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

 

Highest level of educational attainment 

The educational attainment of each individual supported by SICAP is linked to the National 

Framework of Qualifications (NFQ)24. Figure 4.6 shows a breakdown of the highest level of 

educational attainment of individuals at registration for the overall SICAP caseload and the Goal 2 

and 3 caseloads. The majority of individuals supported (69%) had a highest educational attainment 

of Leaving Certificate level or below (NFQ 4 or 5). 

As in the case of economic status, the level of highest educational attainment differed between 

individuals supported under Goal 2 and 3. Overall, individuals accessing Goal 3 supports had a 

 

 
 

 

21 The participants were asked the following question: òConcerning your householdõs total monthly or weekly income, 

with which degree of ease or difficulty is your household able to make ends meet?ó Answers were provided on a six-point 

scale and individuals were counted as answering yes, if they indicated one of two answers: òwith great difficultyó or òwith 

difficultyó. 

22 Financial services in this context are state funded/supported financial aid services. They include: Money Advice and 

Budgeting Service (MABS), Credit Unions, Citizens Information Centre, Mortgage Arrears Information and Advice Service. 

23 The definition of homeless is based on the ESF recommended definition from ETHOS and includes: rooflessness, 

homelessness, living in insecure housing, living in inadequate housing. 

24 The NFQ is a system of 10 levels of qualifications and is used to describe Irish education and training qualifications. 












































































