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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction
The Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme (SICAP) 2018 – 2022 aims to reduce
poverty and promote social inclusion and equality in Ireland through supporting communities and
individuals using community development approaches, engagement and collaboration.
This document provides an overview of key findings and recommendations based on the analysis
of the 2018 progress data. The more detailed analysis of data is presented in the main report.

Key Performance Indicators


In 2018, SICAP supported 2,558 Local Community Groups (LCGs) and 31,967 individuals.
These overall figures exceeded the programme targets by 15% and 16% respectively.
Additionally, the target (29%) for the share of individuals supported by SICAP to live in a
disadvantaged community was exceeded by 1% (Table A).

Table A: Key performance indicators for 2018

Ref.

Key performance indicator (KPI)

2018
target1

Actuals

Actual
%

1.

Total number of Local Community Groups assisted under
SICAP (KPI 1)

2,219

2,558

115%

2.

Total number of individuals (15 years upwards) engaged
under SICAP on a one-to-one basis (KPI 2)

27,452

31,967

116%

2.a.

% of individuals (15 years upwards) engaged under SICAP
on a one-to-one basis who live in a disadvantaged
community

29%

30%

100%



1

Furthermore, 28,619 individuals were supported as non-caseload (indirect) beneficiaries
under Goal 1 and 16,745 under Goal 2 in 2018. Additional 38,832 children and 6,692
parents and guardians participated in activities designed to provide families with education
and personal development supports, such as sports and recreation activities, after-school
clubs and additional tuition.

This represents the cumulative targets for the 51 SICAP Lots in operation in 2018.
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Targeting


Local Community Groups. The programme succeeded in engaging 2,558 groups
representing the interests of a wide range of community members. However, data indicates
that groups working with community members considered at high risk of social exclusion
may have been underrepresented within the programme. Only a small proportion of the
LCGs primarily targeted members of Roma (<1%) and Traveller (3%) communities, or lone
parents (<1%). The difficulty in identifying and engaging with these groups was reported by
the Local Development Companies (LDCs) and continues to be one of the key challenges
of the programme.



Individuals. All 31,967 clients supported in 2018 belonged to one or more SICAP target
groups and 25% of them experienced multiple barriers2 to social inclusion. However, there
were very small or no increases recorded from the previous programme in the proportion
of the caseload that belonged to target groups that are considered particularly hard to
reach, such as Roma, Travellers and people with a disability. This combined with the
reduction in the overall target resulted in a smaller number of members of these
communities participating in the programme.

Types and intensity of supports provided to groups and individuals


The programme provided a range of interventions to individuals including personal
development and well-being, education and employment/self-employment supports – in
total 112,381 interventions were delivered in 2018. Examples of these interventions
include information about suitable educational opportunities, CV preparation and interview
skills, business planning and budgeting supports.



The data indicates that the programme was flexible and responsive to the specific needs
of clients on the caseload, resulting in different types of supports provided to different
individuals. As an example, a higher proportion of those who experienced multiple barriers
received educational, as well as personal development and wellbeing interventions, as
compared to the overall caseload.



When it comes to the intensity of supports provided, the data suggests small increases in
the number of interventions provided to groups and individuals, as compared to 2017. A
typical group and individual received on average one more intervention in 2018 in
comparison to 2017.



Furthermore, there was little difference recorded in the average level3 of supports provided
to people who experience multiple barriers as compared to the overall caseload in 2018;
yet it would be expected that people who face multiple barriers, with more complex needs,
would receive more intensive supports under the programme.

Individuals with at least two social inclusion barriers: jobless household, lone parent, disability, homelessness,
transport barrier, ethnic background.
3 Measured as number and duration of interventions.
2
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Individual progression


In terms of progression, a considerable increase was noted in the proportion of people
placed on a course in 2018 (47%), as compared to 34% in 2017. On the other hand, the
employment and self-employment outcomes were slightly lower in comparison to 2017. In
2018, 5% of clients progressed into employment and 10% to self-employment.



Similarly to the type of supports received, there were differences noted in the type of
progression achieved by different groups of clients. As an example, those with multiple
barriers were more likely than the overall caseload to be placed on a course and less likely
to progress to self-employment.
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Chapter 1 Context and background
Introduction
This end of year report provides an overview of the implementation of the Social Inclusion and
Community Activation Programme (SICAP) between 1 January and 31 December 2018. SICAP is
funded by the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) with co-funding from the
European Social Fund (ESF) as part of the ESF Programme for Employability, Inclusion and Learning
2014 - 2020. The programme aims to reduce poverty and promote social inclusion and equality in
Ireland through supporting communities and individuals through community development,
engagement and collaboration.
This report outlines key information about the programme and describes its overall performance
in 2018. It provides a detailed analysis of programme participants, the supports provided to them
and the outputs achieved. Local Development Companies’ (LDCs) and Local Community
Development Committees’ (LCDCs) experiences of successes, challenges and lessons learnt from
the implementation of SICAP are also included. The report is divided into the following chapters:













Chapter 1 provides an overview of the programme, including the European and national
context and description of key aspects, such as the funding model, programme target
groups, horizontal themes and stakeholders and their roles.
Chapter 2 describes the sources of data utilised in this report, alongside the limitations
faced during the analysis process.
Chapter 3 presents the financial report for 2018.
Chapter 4 includes an analysis of the characteristics and supports provided to the
programme participants under Goal 1. The programme participants under Goal 1 include
Local Community Groups (LDCs), Social Enterprises (SEs), non-caseload individuals, and
LDC collaborations.
Chapter 5 includes an analysis of the characteristics and supports provided to the
programme participants under Goal 2. The programme participants under Goal 2 include
individuals, non-caseload children and families, non-caseload adults and young people,
and LDC collaborations.
Chapter 6 provides an assessment of the implementation of the horizontal themes within
the programme.
Chapter 7 outlines information on the supports provided by Pobal to LDCs and LCDCs in
2018.
Chapter 8 presents the main challenges faced by LDCs and LCDCs in 2018, alongside
lessons learned from programme implementation during the year.
Chapter 9 gives a short overview of conclusions from the overall report.
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Economic and Policy Context
The below section sets out key statistics for labour market and social trends for 2018 (or 2017
where more recent data is not available) for Ireland, referring to the data at European level where
relevant. It also provides a brief overview of changes in local and community development. This
provides a context for the economic and social conditions that SICAP operated in during its first
year of implementation.

1.1.1 European context and policy
Overall, 2018 marked a period of recovery within the EU as most Member States showed
significant improvements in economic growth and employment rates. In 2018, the employment
rate of people aged 20 to 64 in the EU 28 was 73%, the highest rate recorded since 20054 .
The gender employment gap is shrinking but still lasting. For the EU-28, the gender employment
gap diminished from 16% in 2005 to 12% in 2018, as a result of the increase in women's
participation in the labour market.
In addition to the goal to increase the employment rate among women, the EU has a policy target
of increasing the employment rate of the senior population. From 2005 to 2018, the increase in
the employment rate has been proportional to the age: among persons aged 60-64, the
employment rate increased by 18 percentage points, while among those aged 20-24 it increased
by 1 percentage point only.
The evolution of the employment rate of women and men has been aligned with the increased
level of education at EU-level for both sexes. Women with a medium education level had an
increase of 5 percentage points and women with a high education level show an increase of 2
percentage points. The employment rate for women with low education levels has also slightly
risen, while the corresponding rate for men has slightly decreased over the same time period.

1.1.2 National context and policy
1.1.2.1

Labour market indicators

Overall economic performance
The Irish economy continued to perform significantly better than most OECD economies in 2018
and registered the fastest growth rate in the Euro Area in 20185.
Overall employment rates
Unemployment in Ireland fell throughout 2018 and employment levels surpassed previous record
levels recorded in the Irish economy in 20076. More workers moved from part-time to full-time
employment7. The seasonally adjusted unemployment rate was 5.7% and the long-term
unemployment rate fell from 3.7% in 2016 to 2.1% in 20188. Long-term unemployment accounted
for 39% of total unemployment in this period, which is less than the European average.

4

Eurostat (2019): Employment Rates and Europe 2020 national targets
ESRI (2018): Quarterly Economic Commentary Winter 2018
6 ESRI (2018b): Quarterly Economic Commentary Autumn 2018
7 ESRI (2018b)
8 CSO, LFS Q4 2018
5
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Employment by age cohorts
In Q1 2018, employment rates among the young (15-24 years) and the older (55-64 years) were
higher in Ireland than the EU average, while prime age workers (25-54 years) faced lower
employment rates. Youth unemployment fell from 12.2% to 12% over the year to Q4 20189.
Employment by education level
Employment rates in Ireland were the lowest among people with low levels of education, with the
difference between the low and highly educated higher than in any other EU labour market10. The
difference was highest amongst the young, with 10.1% of 15-24-year-olds with lower secondary
education in employment in comparison with 18.9% in the EU11.
Employment by gender
The gender gap in employment rates has been marginally widening in Ireland since Q1 2014; the
gap in employment rates between men and women was 10.4 percentage points in 2014 and
averaged at 10.8 percentage points in 2018. Employment rates among less educated females and
males within the labour force are considerably lower; only 24.7% of women with lower secondary
education or less are in employment which is 21.6 percentage points below the rate for men with
similar education levels. However, the gender gap lessens as the level of education increases;
81.4% of women with tertiary education are in employment compared with 89.4% of men in the
same category12. Insufficient provision of childcare is the main cause of high female inactivity. In
2017, 54% of inactive13 Irish females reported caring responsibilities as the main reason for
inactivity, against an EU average of 31%14.
Labour market participation rates
Participation in the labour force continued to improve as a result of labour market shortages in
various sectors. The participation rate for those 15 years and over averaged 62.3% in Q2 2018,
rising from 61.9% the previous year15. A worrying trend, however, is that Ireland’s participation rate
(the proportion of the working age population looking for a job or working) has failed to recover
from the financial crash, with participation rates in Q3 2018, 4.5% below their peak level of 66.7%
in 200716. Male participation rates also remain low and have hovered around 2013 levels due to
the hit on jobs in construction and manufacturing17 .
Underemployment and quality of employment
Underemployment and the quality of employment remain an issue. About a quarter of all part-time
employees in 2017 in Ireland would take full-time employment if they could find it18. Bogus selfemployment, zero-hour contracts and the status of individuals working within the ‘gig economy’
have been the focus of much policy debate. Atypical forms of work tend to be associated with
higher income volatility and lower job security. Precarious employment has risen in Ireland19, with
nearly 8% of the workforce having significant variations in their hours of work20.

CSO (2018): Labour Force Survey Q4 2018
OECD (2018): Economic Survey of Ireland,
11 ESRI (2018)
12 ESRI (2018b)
13 Not available for and not seeking work
14 EC (2019): European Semester: County Report – Ireland
15 ESRI (2018b)
16 ESRI (2018)
17 EC (2019)
18 Eurostat (2019)
19 Irish Congress of Trade Unions, 2017
20 EC, 2019
9
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Jobless households
The European Commission has highlighted that the rate of quasi-jobless21 households continues
to represent an important challenge in terms of social inclusion and untapped human capital in
Ireland. Persistent joblessness mostly affects women, older adults, those with less education,
adults with a disability and single-adult households. The population under 60 living in quasi-jobless
households is falling, although it remains above the pre-crisis level (13.7 % in 2008), and as a
result the gap between the EU and Irish rates has narrowed since 2012. However, Ireland still has
the highest share of people living in quasi-jobless households in the EU (16.2% in 2017 vs 9.5% in
the EU). Ireland has one of the highest shares of children living in such households and the share
of low-skilled people living in quasi-jobless households (36.9 % in 2016) is much higher than the
EU average (21.5 %)22.
People with disabilities
The EC highlighted in its 2018 review of Ireland that the employment rate of people with disabilities
continues to be one of the lowest in the EU23. Ireland has one of the lowest employment rates for
people with disabilities in the EU (26.2% compared to 48.1% in the EU in 2017).
1.1.2.2 Poverty and social inclusion indicators
Income inequality and poverty
The Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC) 2017, published in 2018 by the CSO, provides
data on household and individual income and provides a number of key national poverty indicators.
The at-risk of poverty rate (the share of persons whose equivilised income was less than 60% of
the national median equivilised income) was 15.7% in 2017 compared to 16.2% in 2016 – the
difference is not statistically significant. Those most at risk of poverty were the unemployed and
people living in jobless households.
However, enforced deprivation (not being able to afford two or more deprivation indicators such as
keeping the house warm or buying presents for friends/family) fell from 27% in 2012 to 18.8% in
2017. Those most likely to experience enforced deprivation were persons not in work due to illness
or disability, single adult households with children and the unemployed.
Finally, the consistent poverty rate (which is those who are defined as both at risk of poverty and
experiencing enforced deprivation) was 6.7%, which was a statistically significant change on the
2016 figure of 8.2%. The unemployed and those not at work due to illness or disability were the
most likely to face consistent poverty.
Housing and homelessness
Homelessness and housing shortages continued to be at the top of the agenda for government.
Homelessness remained on a fast upward trend in 2018; in July 2018 there were circa 6,024
homeless adults and 3,867 homeless children in Ireland, an annual increase of 16% and 25%
respectively. As highlighted in the EC Country Report, stark regional and urban differences exist
with 68% of all homeless people concentrated in Dublin in July 2018. Rapidly rising rents,
insufficient residential construction activity and a lack of affordable and social housing have driven
up homelessness, especially in Dublin. The shortage of housing has led to a 23.4% rent increase
since 2015, the highest in the EU. The homeless population faces a high rate of unemployment,

Households with very low work intensity, where on average working-age adults (aged 18-59) work 20% or less of their
total work potential during the past year,
22 NESC, 2018 in EC, 2019
23 EC (2019)
21
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are considerably more likely to have a disability (27.1% of homeless people had a disability,
compared to 13.5 % of the general population) and were more likely to be male (58%)24.

1.1.3 Local and community development
The ongoing local government reforms led by the Department of Rural and Community
Development (DRCD) formed part of the wider policy landscape and shaped the delivery structures
of SICAP. The impact of the Local Government Reform Act 2014 continues to be embedded in the
sector, which continues to deliver on its expanded role in economic and community development
across the country.
The Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) continued to bed in and played a central
role in coordinating local community and economic development planning at the local authority
level. The DRCD is currently conducting a review of the LCDCs with the objective of informing the
ongoing development of the structures. The approach includes a review of documentation, online
surveys, and consultations and workshops with key stakeholders. The review will look across four
themes: governance and structures; strategic effectiveness; participation and engagement; and
administrative support and development
The Public Participation Network (PPN), set up in 2014, is a formal network, which allows local
authorities to connect with community groups around the country. The 2017 PPN Annual Report 25
outlined that PPN membership increased by 21%, 118 PPN consultations were held and 1,207
hours of training were provided. Membership remains the largest in the community and voluntary
college, followed by the social inclusion and environmental colleges respectively.
Local authorities have continued to be key players in local economic development and supporting
entrepreneurship through the Local Enterprise Offices.

SICAP overview
1.1.4 What is SICAP?
The Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme (SICAP) 2018 – 2022 provides funding
to tackle poverty and social exclusion through local engagement and partnerships between
disadvantaged individuals, community organisations and public sector agencies. The programme
is funded by the DRCD with co-funding from the European Social Fund (ESF) as part of the ESF
Programme for Employability, Inclusion and Learning 2014 - 2020. The programme commenced
on 1 January 2018 and will run until 31 December 2022. SICAP 2018 – 2022 is the successor
programme to SICAP 2015 – 2017. Based on learning from the previous programme and the
national consultation in respect thereof, SICAP 2018 – 2022 introduced increased local flexibility
to meet local need, together with a decrease in the caseload targets to allow Local Development
Companies to focus on higher levels of interventions and more intensive engagement with
individuals and groups.

24
25

EC (2019)
DRCD and National PPN Advisory Group (2018): Public Participation Networks Annual Report 2017
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The aim of SICAP is to reduce poverty and promote social inclusion and equality in Ireland through
supporting communities and individuals using community development approaches, engagement
and collaboration. The programme Goals are presented in Table 1.1 below.
Table 1.1 Goals of SICAP 2018 - 2022

Goals of SICAP
Goal 1: Supporting communities. To support communities and target groups to engage with relevant
stakeholders in identifying and addressing social exclusion and equality issues, developing the capacity
of Local Community Groups, and creating more sustainable communities.
Goal 2: Supporting individuals. To support disadvantaged individuals to improve the quality of their lives
through the provision of lifelong learning and labour market supports.

SICAP is managed locally by 33 Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) with support
from local authorities. Programme actions are delivered by Local Development Companies (LDCs)
across 51 Lots.
Map 1: SICAP Lots – National (excluding Dublin)
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Map 2: SICAP Lots – Greater Dublin Area

1.1.5 Funding
In 2018, the programme had a total budget of €37,057,509. The total cost reported was
€36,818,518, which constituted 99% of the total budget. The budget is made up of both action
and administration costs. Action costs are budgeted against the SICAP programme Goals, with a
flexible allocation of between 40% and 60% for each Goal. The administration costs budget cannot
exceed 25% of the total programme budget. The full financial report for 2018 is included in Chapter
3.
1.1.5.1 ESF funding
The programme is funded by DRCD with co-funding from the European Social Fund (ESF) as part
of the ESF Programme for Employability, Inclusion and Learning 2014-2020. The Department of
Education and Skills (DES) has primary responsibility for the ESF in Ireland and hosts a dedicated
ESF Managing Authority, Certifying Authority and Audit Authority. Day-to-day responsibility for
managing ESF co-funding of SICAP rests with the DRCD. Under the Programme for Employability,
Inclusion and Learning (PEIL) 2014-2020, the ESF will contribute a maximum of €30 million in cofinancing to support eligible individual SICAP participants over the lifetime of the programme.
16

1.1.6 SICAP target groups
SICAP supports a range of groups in society that are disadvantaged and marginalised, and unable
or unlikely to access mainstream supports. Pre-defined target groups have been set for SICAP and
these have been selected based on the current socio-economic context, the level of need in society
and government priorities.
New target groups were introduced in SICAP 2018 - 2022, specifically the economically inactive,
disadvantaged young people, disadvantaged women and the emerging needs group. Emerging
needs was added in 2018 to allow LCDCs to select a locally important group of individuals that
they would like to see SICAP engage with and which may not be covered under the other target
groups.
A number of target groups from SICAP 2015 - 2017 have been subsumed in the new phase of the
programme, namely young unemployed people living in disadvantaged communities and young
people aged 15-24 years who are not in employment, education or training (NEETs). Individuals
from these target groups can still be assisted under SICAP under other target groups, such as
disadvantaged young people (aged 15-24) and people living in disadvantaged communities.
All beneficiaries of programme supports must belong to one of the 13 SICAP target groups, which
are:














Disadvantaged children and families26
People living in disadvantaged communities
Disadvantaged young people (aged 15 – 24)
People with disabilities
Disadvantaged women
Roma
Emerging needs group
Travellers
Lone parents
Economically inactive
Low income workers/households
The unemployed
New communities

1.1.7 Horizontal themes
Horizontal themes are the core principles that underpin SICAP and include:
1. Promoting an equality framework with a particular focus on gender equality and antidiscrimination practices;
2. Applying community development approaches to achieve the participation of
disadvantaged and marginalised communities in the wider local development context;

26

This group is associated with group-based work via local community groups, children and families / non-caseload
activities or LDC collaborations.
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3. Developing collaborative approaches with stakeholders to improve how mainstream
policies and programmes are delivered so that they impact more positively on the socially
excluded.

1.1.8 Stakeholders and their roles
The Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD)
The DRCD is the lead and funding department in relation to SICAP. The Department channels
funding to LCDCs through the local authorities. It sets the policy context and priorities, the targets
and is the final arbiter in respect of the programme. The Department is a designated intermediate
body under the ESF PEIL 2014-2020 with specific responsibilities in relation to the ESF funding.
Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs)
LCDCs are the contracting authority. There are 33 LCDCs nationally and each manages SICAP at a
local level and directs funding to LDCs. LCDCs are the key decision-makers in terms of annual
planning, monitoring and oversight. They are responsible for monitoring LDCs’ compliance through
financial management and performance monitoring, and have responsibility for the bi-annual
performance reviews and the annual planning process. LCDCs together with the local authorities
are responsible for the annual audit of the SICAP programme. LCDCs are the beneficiary body for
ESF co-financing and have responsibilities in relation to the management and reporting of that cofinancing. As beneficiary bodies, the LCDCs are responsible for preparing the relevant financial and
non-financial data declarations in relation to the PEIL 2014-2020.
Local Authority
Local authorities support their respective LCDCs in managing the programme and provide
administrative supports. Each local authority is a party to a funding agreement and, subject to the
approval of the LCDC, administers the SICAP bank account and issues payments to the LDC. It has
a role in relation to reviewing and enforcing the obligations of the LDC. The local authorities
together with the LCDCs are responsible for the annual audit of the SICAP programme.
Local Government Audit Service (LGAS)
LGAS is responsible for undertaking independent audits of the SICAP programme on behalf of the
DRCD, in accordance with the requirements of a Memorandum of Understanding with the
Department.
Local Development Companies (LDCs)
LDCs deliver SICAP at a local level as per their annual plan. They work with and report to the LCDC
on their progress in carrying out these actions, including their work with beneficiaries, the targets
achieved and ongoing financial activity. They engage with the programme target groups and record
and monitor their ongoing performance.
Pobal
Pobal acts as the agent of the DRCD with respect to national management and oversight of the
programme, which includes co-funding under the ESF. Pobal managed the set-up and design of
the programme on behalf of the Department. Its functions include monitoring programme data and
preparing progress reports for the Department, as well as assistance with the management and
delivery of SICAP. Pobal provides capacity building supports to LDCs and LCDCs to support them
18

in bringing quality standards to the programme. It carries out technical checks as part of
performance reviews and the annual planning process. Pobal is not a party to the funding
agreement between the LCDCs and LDCs.

19

Chapter 2 Methodology
The Annual Report 2018 has drawn on multiple sources of data, including:






Progress data recorded on the IRIS System27 by LDCs, whereby they record details of all
programme beneficiaries, the supports provided and the outputs achieved under SICAP on
IRIS;
A sample of case studies produced by LDCs in 2018;
LDCs’ and LCDCs’ Annual Progress Reports submitted in January 2019 and March 2019
respectively; and
A survey conducted in January 2019 by Pobal to establish perceptions of the programme
by LCG and SE representatives. This provided data for reporting on LCG and SE progress
in 2018.

The quantitative and qualitative analysis of data was conducted by Pobal’s Monitoring, Outcomes
and Analysis Unit (MAOU). Power BI software was used to assist in the quantitative analysis. Where
feasible an attempt was made to examine relationships between different categories of data
however no statistical analysis was conducted and therefore any relationships described have not
been statistically validated.
The following methodological limitations should be noted;
 The data used in this report, referring to both individuals and organisations, is selfreported.
 The LCG and SE Surveys are not representative of all the groups supported by SICAP in
2018, as consent to contact the groups was only obtained from LDCs across 40 Lots for
the LCG survey and across 31 Lots for the SE survey. Furthermore, different response rates
were achieved for different questions in the survey.
 Due to significant differences in the programme design, comparisons between SICAP 2015
– 2017 and 2018 – 2022 are not always feasible. Where possible data from SICAP 2018
– 2022 was compared with relevant data from the previous programme i.e. 2017 data.
 The report uses static IRIS data that was extracted from the system on 18 January 2019.
IRIS is a live system and changes have been made since then e.g. beneficiary records have
been updated and/or added. These changes have not been reflected in the Annual Report.
 Only 14 participants of SICAP 2018 identified as ‘other gender’; due to the small number
specific analysis of this group was not conducted.
 SICAP clients are not required to provide responses to some questions when completing
their beneficiary template, if they are uncomfortable doing so. References to lower
response rates are made, where relevant, throughout the report.
Additionally, a number of data quality issues have been identified including:


Incorrect allocation of individuals in IRIS to interventions provided during the year.
Examples include employed individuals at registration receiving supports to enter the
labour market, self-employed individuals at registration receiving supports to progress into

IRIS is a customised Customer Relationship Management (CRM) database developed by Pobal in 2010 and adapted
for SICAP in 2015, and redesigned for SICAP 2018 - 2022 in 2017.
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self-employment and individuals over the age of 24 receiving supports to remain in
education.
Disadvantaged women category includes some women who should be registered under
various other groups e.g. people with a disability, lone parent.

While Pobal is liaising with relevant LDCs to address the issues for the specific records, it is clear
that there may be a different understanding of the programme indicators amongst IRIS users.
Pobal proposes to develop a user guide on the SICAP Monitoring Framework, followed by a relevant
training module to be included in the LDC training curriculum and one-to-one supports.
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Chapter 3 Financial report
This financial report was prepared using figures extracted from IRIS, where they were recorded by
LDCs (their actual spend) and LCDCs (the payments made to LDCs).28
3.1.1

SICAP costs charged summary report – year end 2018

Table 3.1 below details the total budget and the total costs reported, under the various cost
categories, for the 51 Lots for 2018.
The total costs reported at the year-end of the 31st December 2018 were €36,818,517.65, which
equates to 99.36% of the total budget.
Schedule A is an appendix to the contract between the LCDC and the LDC and it represents the
budget of the Lot for a particular period, i.e. from the 1 January to 31 December 2018. This budget
is comprised of Action Costs and Administration Costs.
Table 3.1 Costs charged summary report 2018

Total 2018 budget
€

Total cost reported €

% of total action
costs reported

Goal Non1
salary

1,874,697.34

2,018,812.03

Direct
salary

9,600,604.14

9,316,743.00

Total
Goal 1

11,475,301.48

11,335,555.03

Goal Non2
salary

3,917,187.35

4,268,812.25

Direct
salary

12,645,582.74

12,185,134.78

Total
Goal 2

16,562,770.09

16,453,947.03

40.79%

59.21%

(Each Goal Cost % reported is recommended to be between 40% and 60% of Total Actions Cost
reported, unless otherwise agreed)

Total 2018 Budget €
Total
Cost

Actions

Total Cost Reported €

28,038,071.57

27,789,502.06

28

% of Total
Budget
74.99%

Payments made by the Department to the LCDCs are not represented in this report as these figures are not reported
on IRIS.
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Total 2018 Budget €
Total
Administration
Cost

Total Cost Reported €

9,019,436.98

9,029,015.59

% of Total Budget
24.36%

(The Administration Cost cannot exceed 25% of the Total Budget)
Total 2018 Budget €
Overall Cost

37,057,508.55

Total Cost Reported €
36,818,517.65

% of Total Budget
99.36%

Certain financial rules are required to be complied with as per Schedule A of the SICAP funding
agreement and as per the SICAP 2018 – 2022 programme requirements document, and these are
as follows:
 The total of each Goal cost should be between 40% and 60% of the total actions cost
reported, unless otherwise agreed between the respective LCDC and the LDC.
 The total administration cost cannot exceed 25% of the total budget cost.
 Both of the above rules must be complied with prior to the LCDC approving the budget.
 LDCs must also ensure that these financial parameters are met when reporting spend for
the period.
Administration costs
As per the parameters of Schedule A, total administration costs reported for the year cannot exceed
25% of the total SICAP budget.
The amount reported for administration costs is €9,029,016.59. This amount represents 24.36%
of the total budget and therefore demonstrates that the programme overall is compliant with the
parameters of Schedule A.
Actions costs
As per the SICAP programme requirements, the amount reported for each Goal should be between
40% - 60% of the total action costs reported, unless otherwise agreed between the respective
LCDC and the LDC.
Goal 1
The amount reported for Goal 1 is €11,335,555.03. This represents 40.79% of the total action
costs reported and, therefore, demonstrates that Goal 1 is compliant with the parameters as set
by the programme requirements.
Goal 2
The amount reported for Goal 2 is €16,453,947.03. This represents 59.21% of the total action
costs reported and therefore demonstrates that Goal 2 is compliant with the parameters, as set
by the programme requirements.
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These results demonstrate that the programme spend across the two Goals is very close to the
recommended split of Goal 1 at 40% and Goal 2 at 60% with the greater spend clearly on Goal 2,
as proposed in the programme requirements.
Underspends as at 31 December 2018
The end of year report shows the total underspend reported is €238,990.90. This represents
0.64% of the total budget as outlined in Table 3.2 below. Underspends are a result of salary
budgets not being fully utilised across the administration and Goal cost categories.
Table 3.2 Underspends as at 31 December 2018 only

Goals

Category
Non-salary

Goal 1

Goal 2

Underspend/ Over
spend (minus
denotes overspend)
- € 144,114.69

Direct salary

€283,861.14

Total Goal 1

€139,746.45

Non-salary

- €351,624.90

Direct salary

€460,447.96

Total Goal 2

€108,823.06

Total actions costs

Administration costs
Total underspend

Underspend as % of
total budget

€248,569.51

-€9,578.61
€238,990.90

0.64%

Overall conclusion
The above results demonstrate that despite underspends recorded against each of the Goals,
overall the programme is compliant with the parameters of Schedule A and has met its financial
targets for 2018.
Payments
The total Lot payments for the year to 31 December 2018, excluding VAT, was €36,840,255.11.
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VAT
Table 3.3 VAT costs reported by the PIs and paid by the LCDCs

VAT costs reported by the PIs

VAT payments to the PIs

€169,602.49

€337,121.61

€380,099.23

€230,855.79

€549,701.72

€567,977.40

Mid-year period:
January – May 2018
End of year period:
May – December 2018
Total

The total amount of VAT reported for 2018 is €549,701.72. The total amount of VAT inputted on
IRIS as paid by LCDCs to PIs in 2018 is €567,977.40. The VAT costs reported for the end of year
period in 2018 are not due to be paid by the LCDCs until 2019.

3.1.2 Analysis of the number of funded Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs)
Table 3.4 below represents the salary costs for the period 1 January – 31 December 2018.
Table 3.4 Analysis of the number of SICAP funded FTEs

Budget category
Administration
Goal 1 & 2 Total
Total

No. of SICAP
funded FTEs

Salary budget cost
of SICAP funded
FTEs €

Salary spend
reported for SICAP
funded FTEs €
€5,765,898.38

% of total
salary spend
reported

101.07

€5,914,673.36

454.89

€22,246,186.88

€21,501,877.78

78.85%

555.96

€28,160,860.24

€27,267,776.16

21.15%

At the year-end, 96.83% of the total salary costs budget was reported as spend, which amounts to
€27,267,776.16.
Of the total programme spend in 2018, €27,267,776.16 (74.06%) was spent on salary costs. The
average budget cost per annum for a SICAP funded FTE is €50,652.

3.1.3 Administration costs
The total amount of administration costs reported is 24.36% of the total overall SICAP budget and
is within the 25% maximum threshold at the year end.
Administration costs (overheads) are split across four headings as detailed below:
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Table 3.5 Administration costs (overheads)

Budget category
Financial/professional fees/other

Budget amount
€

Spend amount €

% of total
administration
spend reported

€411,163.22

€365,736.88

4.05%

€5,765,898.38

63.86%

Indirect
salary
(management/administration)

€5,914,673.36

Office/administration/establishment

€2,546,143.78

€2,768,366.00

30.66%

Travel and subsistence for indirect
salary

€147,456.62

€129,014.33

1.43%

€9,019,436.98

€9,029,015.59

Total administration

At the year-end, 100.1% of the total administration costs budget have been reported as spend,
which amounts to €9,029,015.59. Of the total administration costs reported as spend, salary costs
are the largest component of these costs at 63.86%.

3.1.4 Remedies
Ongoing receipt of SICAP funding by the LDC is directly linked to performance against the minimum
Requirements contract requirements:



the two Key Performance Indicator targets; and,
the administration cost reported as spend cannot exceed 25% of the total Lot budget as
per Schedule A of the funding agreement.

Remedies are applied on a fixed rate basis and are aligned to a set of scales depending on the
level of non-achievement/non-compliance. In 2018, no remedies were required to be applied
under KPI 1 and KPI 2.

26

Chapter 4 Goal 1 SICAP supports for LCGs and SEs
Introduction
This chapter presents an analysis of programme beneficiaries – their profiles, supports received
and outputs achieved under Goal 1 of SICAP. The programme supports are provided to four
categories of beneficiaries: Local Community Groups (LCGs), Social Enterprises (SEs), noncaseload individuals and LDC collaborations. An analysis of each of these is provided in the
following sections.

Local Community Groups (LCGs)
Work under Goal 1 is designed to support collective community engagement and the development
of sustainable, stronger communities. It aims to empower communities to play a greater role in
addressing social inclusion and equality issues through community development, bottom-up
approaches. This is done through providing direct supports to local communities and developing
the capacity of LCGs29, which represent or work within disadvantaged communities and target
groups. In 2018, 2,558 LCGs were supported by SICAP, exceeding the programme target (2,219)
by 15%.
These supports are categorised into four thematic areas, which are presented in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1 Goal 1 thematic areas

Goal 1 thematic areas

Intervention indicators

Promoting community
engagement and
stronger communities

Level of SICAP
engagement with
communities and LCGs
to support participation
in community planning
and service delivery.
Level of SICAP
engagement with LCGs
to support social
inclusion and equality
issues.

Number of
interventions
2,566

Number of LCGs
(%)
932 (36%)

2,388

791 (31%)

Local Community Groups are formal and informal groups that work on a wide range of social inclusion or equality
issues at community level.
29
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Building capacity of
Local Community
Groups

Level of SICAP
engagement with LCGs
to build their capacity.

Supporting participation
in decision-making
structures

Level of SICAP
925
engagement with LCGs
to support active
participation in decisionmaking structures.
Level of SICAP
843
engagement with LCGs
to co-develop and
implement initiatives
addressing social
exclusion and inequality.

Promoting collaborative
engagement

6,654

1,670 (65%)

371 (15%)

382 (15%)

4.1.1 Characteristics of Local Community Groups
As mentioned above, 2,558 LCGs were supported by SICAP in 2018, compared to 3,192 in 2017
(20% decrease). It should also be noted that 1,258 (49%) of the groups transitioned from the
previous programme and continued receiving supports in 2018.
LCGs are categorised as one of the following: community/area focused, target group focused,
cultural/sport/recreational focused, health and well-being focused, and agriculture/fishing
focused. Half of the groups supported (1,271) in 2018 were community or area focused and an
additional 32% were target group focused. New LCGs were less likely to be community/area
focused (45%) than those that transitioned to the programme (55%). In turn, higher proportions of
new LCGs were focused on health and wellbeing (11%) and cultural, sport and recreation (12%)
than those that transitioned to the programme (6% and 7% respectively) (Figure 4.1).
Figure 4.1 LCGs 2018 by type
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Target groups represented by LCGs
Across all Lots, the LCGs supported by SICAP worked with or represented all of the SICAP target
groups. Almost half (43%) of the LCGs primarily targeted people living in disadvantaged
communities, as defined by the Pobal HP Deprivation Index. (Figure 4.2) The second most
represented group was disadvantaged children and families; 14% of the LCGs selected this group
as their primary target group. Similar to the previous SICAP programme, the group that was
targeted by the smallest number of LCGs was Roma, with only six LCGs selecting Roma as their
primary target group. It is important to note that while LCGs have selected a primary target group
for the purpose of SICAP reporting, they work with multiple target groups.
Figure 4.2 also presents the breakdown of LCGs that transitioned to SICAP 2018 – 2022 and the
new LCGs supported by the programme in 2018, by primary target group. While 48% of LCGs that
transitioned to the programme targeted people living in disadvantaged communities, 39% of new
LCGs primarily targeted this group. In turn, higher proportions of new LCGs targeted people with
disabilities (10%), the emerging needs group (9%) and disadvantaged women (7%).
Figure 4.2 LCGs by primary target group
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Operational characteristics
While the survey conducted with the LCGs is not representative of all of those supported by SICAP
(refer to the methodology section), it has provided some interesting insight into the characteristics
of the groups supported in 2018.
When it comes to the length of time in operation, the vast majority (69%) of the LCGs had been in
existence for over 5 years and only 6% had been in operation for less than a year.
When it comes to the LCGs’ membership, slightly over 40% of the respondents represented groups
with 10 or less regular participants / committee members, 36% with 11- 30 members and 21%
with more than 30.

4.1.2 Development and progression of LCGs
Goal 1 seeks to support the development of LCGs that promote equality and social inclusion in
local, regional or national contexts. This section of the report provides an overview of the supports
provided to and outputs achieved by the LCGs in 2018 under the thematic areas of Goal 1. The
analysis of these also refers to the position of the LCGs on the Community Development Matrix at
registration when relevant.
Community Development Matrix
The programme aims to facilitate the groups’ progression along the community development
matrix, which comprises of three stages, listed below. LCGs select their stage on the matrix at
registration and can decide as part of their Annual Support Plan if progression along the matrix is
an objective for their group. Their progress is reviewed annually, if relevant, to determine if there
has been any change, as a result of engagement with SICAP. The LCGs at registration in 2018 were
positioned on the matrix as follows:
Stage 1: Pre-development and group formation – 24% (621) LCGs
Stage 2: Capacity building and empowerment – 62% (1,585) LCGs
Stage 3: Strategic involvement in policy/decision-making – 14% (352) LCGs
There were a number of differences in relation to the development stage between the new LCGs
and those that transitioned from the previous programme. These are presented in Table 4.2 below.
There are a number of potential factors that could have influenced the differences across ‘old’ and
‘new’ groups including the overall duration of engagement with the programme and maturity of the
LCGs. A further analysis of these will be provided in future reports.
Table 4.2 Transitioned and newly registered LCGs broken down by their stage on the community development matrix

LCGs
Transitioned LCGs
Newly registered LCGs

Number of LCGs at
Stage 1 (%)
186 (15%)
435 (33%)

Number of LCGs at
Stage 2 (%)
833 (66%)
752 (58%)
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Number of LCGs at
Stage 3 (%)
239 (19%)
113 (9%)

Annual Support Plans
LCGs developed Annual Support Plans to assist them in planning the outcomes they wanted to
achieve during the year. Within this, they indicated their baseline levels of engagement across four
key areas:





Level of involvement in community planning and service delivery
Level of involvement in addressing social inclusion and equality issues
Level of participation in decision-making structures
Extent of the LCG’s collaboration with local service providers

Interventions
LCGs received a total of 15,05830 interventions in 2018. Figure 4.3 shows these supports received
by the LCGs in relation to each stage of development on the community development matrix. The
majority (61%) of the interventions were delivered to groups at Stage 2 of development, which is
aligned with the fact that the majority of the groups were at this stage of development.
On average,31 a LCG received four interventions and six hours of direct support in total in 2018, as
compared to three interventions in 2017. This indicates a slight increase in the number of supports
provided to LCGs, as compared to the previous programme.
It could be expected that the groups at the pre-development stage would receive more and/or
longer interventions to support their development, but this was not the case. Groups at the third
stage of development (strategic involvement in policy/decision making) received a higher number
(five) and longer duration (seven hours) of interventions than all other groups. Furthermore, groups
that transitioned from the previous programme received five interventions on average, as
compared to four interventions for the groups registered in 2018. This reflects the fact that a higher
proportion of transitioned groups than new groups were at the third stage of development in 2018.
Figure 4.3 Supports received by LCGs relative to their stage on the community development matrix
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It should be noted that this number includes supports to develop the LCG Annual Action Plan.
As the intervention data for LCGs is not normally distributed, the median was used as a measure of central tendency.
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Grants
In addition to specific interventions, LCGs may receive small grants (up to €1,500) to support
activities aligned with the objectives of the programme and clearly linked to agreed outcomes. 32
In 2018, 11% of the LCGs (288) received grants, with a total of €223,668.62 awarded. Over one
third (35%) of these grants were provided for social, cultural, or civic activities, while 35% were
given to support capacity building. The remaining grants were provided for small-scale capital
(25%), corporate governance (2%), strategic planning (1%) and travel/subsistence purposes (1%).

Promoting community engagement and stronger communities
SICAP aims to strengthen communities by supporting LCGs to participate in community planning
and service delivery and by improving their ability to address local social inclusion and equality
issues. It also places an emphasis on increasing the participation of the SICAP target groups in
social, cultural and civic activities to strengthen their sense of community.
At baseline, the vast majority of the LCGs were involved in community planning and service delivery
(79%) and in addressing social inclusion and equality issues (91%).
Community engagement supports
During the year, 57% (1,450) of the LCGs received 4,959 interventions to support community
engagement: to participate in community planning/service delivery and to address social
inclusion/equality issues.
Throughout the year, 36% (932) of all LCGs received supports to participate in community planning
and service delivery. Of these 52% were LCGs that transitioned from the previous programme.
There was little variation across the matrix stages for this intervention, with a slightly higher
proportion of LCGs in Stage 3 receiving the intervention.
Almost a third (31% or 791) of the LCGs received interventions to support their engagement in
social inclusion and equality issues; 56% of these were LCGs that transitioned from the previous
programme. These interventions focus on supporting LCGs to develop a better understanding of
the needs specific to a target group and to have more effective support services in place as a
result. LCGs at Stage 3 on the matrix were slightly more likely to receive this type of intervention
(35%) than those at Stage 2 (29%) and Stage 1 (32%).
Outcomes
As this is the first year of the programme, it is too early to measure the progression of the LCGs in
relation to community engagement. The data on progression across the matrix, as well as on each
programme indicator, is collected on an annual basis and will be available for inclusion in future
reports. However, LCG representatives who participated in the LCG Survey were asked questions
about their perceptions of change in the LCG activity and participation levels, as a result of SICAP
support during 2018.
The vast majority (76%) of the respondents reported that their group had a wider reach within their
community in 2018. In addition, the majority (59%) of the respondents indicated that their group
had engaged in more activity as a result of SICAP supports received. Almost half of the respondents

Giving grants to LCGs is allowed under the programme requirements and it is at the discretion of the LDCs as to
whether they implement this in their SICAP delivery; some make grants available to LCGs and others do not.
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(47%) reported an increase in the number of regular participants in their groups’ activities and a
similar proportion (44%) indicated an increase in the number of once-off participants.
An analysis of the qualitative survey responses indicated that funding, whether through provision
of SICAP funds or assistance with funding applications, was a significant factor contributing to the
increased activity or participation levels of the LCGs. This theme was apparent across responses
from LCGs across most Lots engaged in the survey, with funding enabling LCGs to improve
facilities, provide transport and deliver more activities or events for their communities, particularly
to the most disadvantaged members of society.

Building capacity of Local Community Groups
LDCs aim to strengthen the capacity of LCGs to enable them to respond to local issues as identified
by the communities themselves. They also focus on increasing LCGs’ engagement in community
development issues and assisting them to support their members’ capacity.
Capacity building supports
In 2018, 65% (1,670) of the LCGs received 6,654 capacity building supports to assist them in
addressing the needs of the communities they represent; 51% of these were new LCGs who
entered the programme in 2018. LCGs at Stage 2 of development were most likely to receive these
supports (68%), while LCGs at Stage 3 (54%) were least likely to receive them.
Outcomes
The LCG Survey also aimed to understand whether and how the capacity building assistance
received from SICAP in 2018 improved LCGs’ ability to carry out their group activities or to support
the communities they represent. The following findings emerged:




55% of the respondents stated that their group had increased its membership.
70% of the respondents reported improved skills and knowledge of the members of their
management committees as a result of SICAP’s support.
Over 70% of the respondents indicated that their LCG was better at identifying and
addressing the needs of the group or its members.

LCG respondents stated that their members’ confidence in delivering services increased; the
functionality of the groups was strengthened and access to funding opportunities had enabled the
groups to provide more services and activities and to reach more people.

Supporting participation in decision-making structures
SICAP works to improve the participation of disadvantaged communities and groups in local,
regional and national decision-making structures so that they are better equipped to affect change
in their locality. Decision-making structures are bodies/organisations responsible for decision
making at local, regional or national level. SICAP aims to enable LCGs to meaningfully participate
in these in order to affect change in their locality.
Almost half of the LCGs (45%) reported being involved in local decision-making structures at
registration, while an additional 12% were engaged at regional and national level. However, almost
half of the LCGs indicated a lack of such involvement in decision-making structures (43%).
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Supports to enhance participation in decision-making structures
In 2018, 15% (371) of the LCGs received 925 supports to enhance their participation in decisionmaking structures, 70% of these were groups that transitioned from the previous programme. LCGs
at Stage 3 of the Community Development Matrix were most likely to receive these supports (34%),
while LCGs at Stage 1 (8%) were least likely to receive them. LCGs at Stage 1 are in predevelopment and group formation stage and as such may not be ready for the strategic
involvement in policy / decision-making processes.
Outcomes
The LCG survey attempted to explore the involvement of the LCGs in decision-making processes
as a result of SICAP.
Over half (60%) of the LCG respondents agreed that their group was more involved with decisionmaking structures (e.g. PPN and, regional networks) following receipt of assistance from SICAP. A
number of groups provided details on their engagement with these structures and the types of
supports received that facilitated this. This included LDCs raising awareness of the local, regional
and national decision-making structures, and encouraging and linking the LCGs with them. It also
emerged that the general support and capacity building provided by the LDCs has contributed to
confidence building of some of the groups to participate in such decision-making structures.
At the same time, 14% of the respondents did not find that SICAP contributed to a greater
involvement in decision-making structures. Furthermore, qualitative responses suggested there
may have been a varied understanding of what “decision-making structures” the survey referred
to. Many responses focused on internal decision-making processes rather than external structures.
In light of this, consideration should be given to strengthening LCGs’ understanding and/or
awareness of decision-making structures in their area/sector.

Promoting collaborative engagement
SICAP aims to support LCGs to collaborate with community activists, community groups, social
enterprises and/or service providers with a common interest.
At baseline, the vast majority (86%) of LCGs reported having been involved in collaborations with
local service providers.
Supports to promote collaboration
In 2018, 15% (382) of the LCGs received 843 supports promoting their engagement in
collaborations; over half (54%) of these LCGs were LCGs that transitioned from the previous
programme. Almost a quarter of LCGs at Stage 3 of the Community Development Matrix (24%)
received these supports as compared to 12% of groups at Stage 1.
Outcomes
The theme of collaboration was explored as part of the survey with LCG representatives, whereby
the survey sought to understand whether LCGs engaged with other services or organisations to
address local issues as a result of SICAP supports.
The majority (80%) of the respondents indicated that they had worked with other services or
organisations to address a local need or issue. At the same time, almost 12% indicated that this
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was not relevant to them and 6% stated that they had not worked with other organisations,
highlighting potential for collaborations to be strengthened further at community level.
The respondents were also asked about the type of services or organisations they worked with and
66% indicated that they had worked with other community groups, while 60% of respondents had
worked with local authorities. Most of the other responses fell within a 30-36% range and included
collaborations with the Education and Training Boards (ETBs), Health Service Executive (HSE),
Gardaí, schools and youth organisations.
Non-Caseload
LDCs organised a total of 245 events in 2018 to support participation in community planning and
service delivery. A total of 28,619 individuals (54% female, 46% male) participated in these events.
Almost 40% of the events targeted emerging needs groups, especially older persons (17%) and
people living in disadvantaged rural areas (7%). Over one quarter (27%) of the events targeted
people living in disadvantaged communities, while 9% targeted disadvantaged children and
families.
Case Study 1: Engaging in collaborative actions in Monaghan
Monaghan Integrated Development
Goal 1
About
Monaghan Integrated Development CLG (MID) is a local development company providing
services and supports for individuals, community groups and enterprises throughout Co.
Monaghan since 1996. They deliver a wide range of programmes including SICAP, LEADER,
Local Employment Service, Jobs Club, Tús and the Rural Social Scheme. MID also implemented
SICAP 2015 – 2017.
Background
New communities constitute 12% of the population of Co. Monaghan33. In some areas, such as
Monaghan town urban ED, the proportion is even higher as new communities34 make up 46%
of the population35.
At the commencement of SICAP 2015 – 2017, there were no regular English conversation
supports available in the county. The most recent Census at that time (2011) indicated that over
2,200 people in Monaghan could not speak English well or at all. MID recognised that this can
lead to social exclusion, limited career opportunities and can limit integration into host country
communities. As such, they aimed to improve the conversational English of the members of the
new communities to support their integration within the local community. The overall goal was
to reach a point where the new communities’ members could participate in local decisionmaking structures.
Following a series of engagements with the members of new communities to identify their
specific needs, MID decided to use the Third Age “Fáilte Isteach” model, which provides English
classes through volunteer tutors. A number of groups were formed in Monaghan town, and later
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Census 2016
New communities consist of resettled UNHCR refugees, asylum seekers given leave to remain and residents of St
Patrick’s Direct Provision Centre in the county.
35 Census 2016
34
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in other towns, to provide opportunities to improve spoken English, to build links with the local
community and to learn about different aspects of Irish culture through conversation on a variety
of subjects. They also led to the emergence of a language café where learners give back
language tuition to the Monaghan community in a variety of languages. By the end of 2017, a
total of 337 learners participated in the project and a number of these learners had been
supported to engage in representative structures in the county e.g. PPN, Monaghan Immigrant
Support Group and MID Board.
Under SICAP 2018 – 2022, MID decided to build on the success of the previous programme, by
becoming more involved in collaborative actions to address the needs of the new communities
in their county.

Examples of collaborations in 2018
 MID support a collaboration between a number of local organisations to address holistic
needs of the asylum seekers who transition from Direct Provision to life in the
community. Since the summer of 2018, the pilot project has used Damien House near
Tanagh (supported by MID) to provide migrant families a temporary experience of
independent living in the community for three days.
 The Cultural Champions project is a collaboration between Túsla, Fáilte Isteach, MID,
Family Resource Centres, ISPCC, and two Community Champions Group
representatives. The project aims to support an understanding of diverse parenting and
cultural norms amongst the new communities. The project trains people from diverse
immigrant backgrounds countywide to act as advocates within their communities. It will
also enable them to signpost community members to a range of parenting supports that
are available.
 The World of Work project is a collaboration between The Third Age, Cavan and
Monaghan Education and Training Board, Fáilte Isteach and MID. The purpose of the
project is to support migrants into employment in Co. Monaghan through a variety of
training/coaching/guidance sessions. If the Monaghan pilot is successful, Third Age
intend to roll out the programme nationally to all Fáilte Isteach groups.
Challenges
 English language ability: limited proficiency in the English language makes it difficult to
include everyone in training programmes available for members of new communities.
 Returning to Direct Provision: for participants in the Damien House Project, returning to
Direct Provision after their experience in the house is difficult, especially for the children.
This means that the gap between staying in Damien House and moving into the
community needs to be as short as possible.
Lessons learned
 The Fáilte Isteach model has succeeded to date because it was initiated as a direct
response to participants’ identified needs.
 The experience with the Fáilte Isteach groups in 2015 – 2017 proved to be a catalyst
for further collaboration to address the needs of new communities in 2018.
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Social Enterprises (SEs)
SICAP also engages with Social Enterprises (SEs)36 to enhance their social impact and benefit
SICAP target communities. The supports provided to SEs are combined under one thematic area,
which is presented in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2 Goal 1 thematic areas (SEs)

Goal 1 thematic
area

Intervention indicator

Number
interventions

Support Social
Enterprises which
contribute to SICAP
outcomes

Social enterprises (delivery
of services to or
employment of SICAP target
groups) supported by SICAP

1,164

of Number of SEs (%)
270 (100%)

4.1.3 Characteristics of Social Enterprises (SEs)
In 2018, 270 SEs were supported by SICAP. Over half (51%) of the organisations had been trading
for five years or more at registration, while 22% of the SEs were in pre-start-up phase37. Just 3% of
the SEs were trading for less than one year (Figure 4.4).
Figure 4.4 Number of years SEs were in operation at time of registration

Type
One third of the SEs were focused on economic and community development, while 24% worked
on service delivery. Almost a quarter (22%) of the SEs dedicated their work to prioritise commercial
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An SE is an enterprise that trades for a social/societal purpose; where at least part of its income is earned from its
trading activity; is separate from government; and where the surplus is primarily re-invested in the social objective.
(Forfas, 2013: Social Enterprise in Ireland: Sectoral Opportunities and Policy Issues)
37 SEs in pre-start-up phase are in a set-up or development stage but have not yet started trading.
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opportunities with a social dividend and the remaining 21% were focused on creating employment
for SICAP target groups (Figure 4.5).
Figure 4.5 SEs by type 2018

Sector
SEs operate across a range of business sectors (Figure 4.6). In 2018, over one third (37%) worked
within community enterprise, while 16% operated in the area of community facilities/
infrastructure. A further 15% of SEs operated in the arts, sports and tourism sector and 12%
worked in community care and education.
Figure 4.6 SEs by sector they were operating in in 2018

Training, volunteering, employment
Over three quarters (76%) of the SEs supported in 2018 provided training, volunteering or
employment opportunities for SICAP target groups at the time of registration.
The SE survey explored which SICAP target groups the SEs engaged to avail of these opportunities.
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For the SEs that provided training to people from SICAP target groups, the primary groups that
received training were the unemployed (60%), people living in disadvantaged communities (60%)
and low income workers/households (54%). Similar to training opportunities, the majority of the
SEs that recruited volunteers from the SICAP target groups engaged volunteers from the
unemployed (70%) and people living in disadvantaged communities (63%) target groups. Lastly,
the majority of SEs that employed individuals from SICAP target groups indicated that they
employed the unemployed (79%), persons from low income workers/households (61%) and those
living in disadvantaged communities (56%).
Travellers, members of new communities, and Roma were the least engaged groups in training,
volunteering and employment by the SEs.

4.1.4 Development and progression of SEs
Goal 1 seeks to support the development of SEs to improve social and economic outcomes for the
SICAP target groups. This section of the report presents the SE related supports provided and the
outputs achieved in 2018, according to the relevant thematic area of Goal 1.
Supporting Social Enterprises, which contribute to SICAP outcomes
SICAP supports SEs to increase the level and/or type of services provided to SICAP target groups.
All SEs (270) supported by SICAP in 2018 received a total of 1,164 interventions during the year.
These interventions included business development supports such as corporate governance
training, GDPR training, recruitment advice and funding guidance. On average38, an SE received
three interventions and four and a half hours of direct support in total from SICAP in 201839.
A total of 39 SEs (14%) also received grants to support their operations. The total amount of
funding provided through these grants was €45,050. The average amount allocated was €1,155
(the maximum amount that could be allocated in line with programme rules is €2,500). The
majority (59%) of the SEs used the grant to obtain equipment and supplies, while 13% used the
funds to acquire professional services. Other purposes for which grants were used included: setup costs (10%), advertising / marketing (10%), training (5%) and mentoring (3%).
New jobs
A total of 24 SEs (9%) supported by SICAP created 52 new jobs in 2018, 65% of which were fulltime and 35% were part-time. While 57 SEs (21%) were focused on creating employment
opportunities for SICAP target groups, only nine of these SEs created jobs during the year.
Service Improvement or Expansion
As part of the SE survey, SE representatives were asked about the extent to which SICAP supports
assisted their groups in service improvement or expansion.
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The vast majority (91%) of the respondents indicated improvements in their existing
services and 88% of respondents indicated an increased level of knowledge or skills.
85% of respondents agreed that their SE is operating more effectively as a result of
SICAP support.

As the intervention data for SEs is not normally distributed, the median was used as a measure of central tendency.
Comparative data from the previous programme is not available.
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69% reported that their enterprise provided additional services and 48% stated that
their geographic reach had increased.

The main sources of support valued by the respondents were general advice and mentoring,
funding opportunities and training.
Given that this is the first year of the programme, it is too early to measure the proportion of SEs
set up in 2018 that are still trading after 12 months. This data will be available going forward and
will be included in future reports.
LDC Collaborations
There were 352 LDC collaborations40 reported to address social exclusion and inequality issues in
2018, such as working with community organisations to strengthen the LDCs’ engagement with
target groups and deliver a range of training and advocacy supports. Over a quarter of these
collaborations (26%) targeted people living in disadvantaged communities, 14% targeted emerging
needs groups and 13% targeted disadvantaged children and families.

LDC collaborations are formal or informal arrangements between LDCs and other relevant stakeholders e.g. statutory
sector or community organisations.
40

40

Chapter 5 Goal 2 - SICAP supports for individuals
Introduction
This chapter presents an analysis of programme beneficiaries – their profiles, supports they
received, and outputs achieved under Goal 2 of SICAP. Individual beneficiaries, non-caseload
children and families, non-caseload individuals, and LDC collaborations are supported under Goal
2. An analysis of each of these is provided in the following sections.

5.1.1 Individuals supported by SICAP in 2018
Under SICAP 2018 – 2022, individual beneficiaries are people who are registered with the
programme, are supported on a one-to-one basis, and are in receipt of Goal 2 interventions. The
individual must be at least 15 years of age and a member of one of the SICAP target groups. In
order to be counted as part of the SICAP caseload for a particular period, the individual must have
received at least two separate one-to-one interventions and agreed a Personal Action Plan.
Additionally, at least one of these interventions must be carried out in person (i.e. face-to-face) and
the initial registration meeting is not counted.
In 2018, 31,96741 disadvantaged individuals were supported by SICAP on a one-to-one basis,
exceeding the programme target for the year (27,452) by 16%. This number constitutes the overall
individual caseload for SICAP in 2018. There was a 34% reduction in the number of individuals
supported in 2018 as compared to the number of individuals supported in 2017. This is in line
with the reduction in targets for SICAP 2018 – 2022 to provide more focused and intensive oneto-one support for disadvantaged individuals. One fifth of the individuals (20%, 6,502) on the 2018
caseload transitioned from the previous programme and continued receiving supports in 2018.

Characteristics of individuals
This section provides a demographic profile of individuals supported under SICAP 2018 – 2022 in
2018, such as gender, age, principal economic status, highest level of educational attainment,
nationality and other relevant characteristics. Where relevant, comparisons are made between the
individuals who transitioned from the previous programme and the new individuals who were
registered to SICAP in 2018.
Gender
In 2018, 49% of the individuals supported by SICAP were female and 51% were male42. This
indicates an improved gender balance among individuals being supported by the programme, as
47% of individuals supported under the previous phase of the SICAP programme were female
(Figure 5.1). However, it should be noted that 52% of individuals who transitioned from the
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As per the static data extracted from IRIS on 18th January 2019.
It should be noted that 14 individuals on the 2018 caseload identified as “other gender”. Given those individual
represent a small proportion of the overall caseload (0.04%), gender analysis in this report refers to females and males
only.
42
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previous programme were female, as compared to 48% of the individuals registered to the
programme in 2018.
Figure 5.1 Gender breakdown of the SICAP caseload in 2017 and 2018

Age
The highest proportion of individuals (51%) on the programme in 2018 were aged between 25-45
years (Figure 5.2). The age breakdown of the 2018 participants is similar to that of the 2017
caseload, with one notable difference. In 2018, there was a higher proportion of those aged over
55 years participating (15%) compared to the proportion of the same cohort in 2017 (11%). This
is likely a result of the programme change in 2018, whereby the upper age restriction was lifted
and anyone from the age of 15 and older can participate in SICAP.
Figure 5.2 Age profile of the SICAP caseloads in 2017 and 2018
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Spatial disadvantage
LDCs are required to adopt an area-based approach to tackle disadvantage and use the Pobal HP
Deprivation Index to identify the greatest concentration 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 has been sourced from the 2016 census.
The Pobal HP Deprivation Index scale ranges from extremely affluent to extremely disadvantaged.
Individuals on the caseload were assigned to a point on this scale based on their address43. Figure
5.3 shows a breakdown of 2018 individuals as categorised by the Pobal HP Deprivation range44.
The share of individuals supported by SICAP in 2018 who lived in disadvantaged to extremely
disadvantaged communities was 30% (9,574), compared to 14% of the national population45 and
29% of the caseload in 2017. This slightly exceeded the target of 29% set for 2018, and was
aligned with the trends visible in the previous programme. It should be noted that participants who
transitioned from the previous SICAP were slightly more likely to live in disadvantaged to extremely
disadvantaged communities (32%) than the new clients who registered in 2018 (29%).
Figure 5.3 Breakdown of the SICAP caseload in 2018 categorised by the Pobal HP Deprivation Index

SICAP target groups
Figure 5.4 presents the breakdown of individuals according to the target groups they belong to. It
includes a comparison between the participants who transitioned from the previous programme
and those who registered in 2018. It should be noted that individuals can belong to more than one
target group.

The IRIS database has an auto-address function, which uses An Post GeoDirectory to automatically validate the
address of each individual who registers with an LDC under SICAP. The address is then mapped to the relevant small
area/electoral district, which is linked to the Pobal HP Deprivation Index. For more information on the Pobal HP
Deprivation Index see here: https://maps.pobal.ie/.
44 Note that “Other” comprises of individuals whose addresses were not mapped and individuals with no official address
e.g. were homeless or lived on a halting site.
45 Census, 2016
43
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The majority of individuals supported in 2018 were unemployed (57%, 18,331), as compared to
69% (33,439) of those supported in 2017. There were notable differences between clients who
transitioned from the previous programme (48%) and those registered in 2018 (60%).
As discussed previously, people living in disadvantaged communities accounted for 30% of the
caseload.
Close to a quarter of the SICAP clients (22%, 6,952) were employed and belonged to the low
income worker/household target group, as compared to 16% (7,555) of the 2017 caseload. This
increase is associated with a shift in the principal economic status of the caseload and specifically
an increase in the proportion of employed people on the caseload. Almost one third (31%) of the
individuals who transitioned and 19% of clients registered in 2018 belonged to this category.
The share of clients who belonged to new communities (13%, 4,226), lone parents46 (13%, 4,208)
and people with disabilities47 (8%, 2,558) increased, as compared to 2017 (11%, 12% and 7%
respectively). However, due to the decrease in the overall KPI2 target, the programme supported
fewer members of these target groups in 2018 (in absolute numbers) than in 2017. At the same
time, a similar proportion (16%, 5,097) of disadvantaged young people aged 15-24 were on the
2018 caseload as was recorded in 2017 (16%, 7,875).
The new emerging needs group accounted for 6% (1,766) of the caseload. A total of 28 LCDCs
selected an emerging needs group; groups that fell into this category included homeless and those
at risk of homelessness, people suffering from mental health issues, socially isolated rural dwellers
and substance misusers.
The least represented groups in 2018, with limited differences noted across participants who
transitioned and those who joined the new SICAP in 2018, were Travellers (2%, 682), Roma (0.4%,
140), and the new group of disadvantaged women (0.4%, 137)48. It is worth noting that there were
30,987 Travellers living in Ireland at the time of the Census in 201649 and approximately 5,000
Roma people50. As such, SICAP provided supports for 2% of Travellers and 3% of the Roma people
living in Ireland.
A similar share of Travellers and Roma were supported in 2018 as in the previous programme.
However, due to the overall decrease in the programme targets, the actual number of Travellers
and Roma decreased. As an example, in 2017 there were 840 Travellers and 165 Roma people
registered on SICAP, as compared to 682 and 140 respectively in 2018.

It should be noted that 8% of the caseload did not provide a response.
It should be noted that 15% of the caseload either were not requested or did not provide a response.
48 Not like with other target groups, the disadvantaged women category is selected when a person does not belong to
any other target group – this explains the low number of individuals who fell into this category. Some of the challenges
experienced by the disadvantaged women included social isolation, economic dependency and language barriers.
49 Census 2016, Profile 8 – Irish Travellers
50 Pavee Point Traveller and Roma Centre & Department of Justice and Equality (2018) Roma in Ireland – A National
Needs Assessment (https://www.paveepoint.ie/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/RNA-PDF.pdf)
46

47
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Figure 5.4 Breakdown of the SICAP caseload in 2018 by the target groups

Principal economic status
The principal economic status of the SICAP 2018 caseload is presented in Figure 5.5. It includes
a comparison between the participants who transitioned from the previous programme and those
who registered in 2018.
The largest category of individuals on the 2018 caseload were unemployed (57%)51 as compared
to 5.7% of the population in Ireland52. The unemployed individuals registered to the programme
(18,331 people) accounted for 13% of the total number of unemployed people in Ireland in 201853.
A 12 percentage point decrease from 69% (33,439) of individuals supported in 2017 was recorded
in 2018. This has mainly been driven by a fall in the proportion of long term unemployed
individuals54 on the caseload (from 42% to 31%). The shift in the composition of the SICAP
caseload reflects the changes in the economic context in Ireland and the significant decrease in

Note percentage of unemployed adds up to 58% in Figure 5.5 – this is due to rounding of individual percentages.
Seasonally adjusted unemployment rate, CSO monthly unemployment update, January 2019.
53 Per the CSO 2018 Statistical Yearbook of Ireland, there were 144,300 persons unemployed in 2018.
https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/ep/p-syi/psyi2018/soc/lm/
54 Unemployed for more than one year
51
52
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unemployment rates, from 10% in 2015 to 5.7% in 2018 and a fall in the long-term unemployment
rate from 4.8% in 2015 to 2.1% in 201855.
A notable proportion of the unemployed (43%) were eligible for SICAP based on their
unemployment status only and did not belong to any other target group. This equates to 25% of
the overall caseload. Over half (54%) of these had an education attainment above secondary level.
This merits further investigation.
The individuals who transitioned from the previous programme were less likely to be unemployed
(48%) than the clients registered in 2018 (59%). However, they were slightly more likely to be
unemployed for longer than a year (33% vs 30%).
Almost a quarter of the SICAP clients (23%, 7,358) were in employment at registration, including
state supported employment, such as CE, Tús and RSS (9% of caseload). This represents a 4
percentage point increase as compared to 2017. The vast majority (94%) of the employed
belonged to the low income worker/household category. Additionally, the main changes in the
make-up of the employed individuals relate to self-employment (increase from 1% to 4%) and parttime jobs (increase from 6% to 8%). This reflects the changing labour market context in Ireland and
the additional focus of the programme in assisting people to find better quality, better paid and
more secure jobs.
One fifth (6,267) of SICAP participants were economically inactive, as compared to 12% (5,633) in
2017. Over one quarter (28%) of these individuals had an illness or disability, while 22% were fulltime students and 21% were engaged in family duties. Just 2% of the economically inactive were
no longer seeking work, while 14% were retired and the remaining 13% were economically inactive
for other reasons.
Figure 5.5 Economic status of the SICAP caseload in 2018

55

CSO, LFS Q4 2017 and Q4 2018
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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 of the individuals on the SICAP caseload in 2018
are presented in Figure 5.6. A total of 40%56 (12,787) of individuals indicated that they were living
in a jobless household, which is significantly higher than 10% of the Irish population living in jobless
households57. This is also in line with the experience of the previous programme, whereby 41%
(19,712) of the SICAP participants lived in a jobless household in 2017. Almost half (47%) of the
individuals living in a jobless household in 2018 were long term unemployed.
When asked whether they were homeless or affected by housing exclusion, 5%58 of the individuals
responded “yes”, which is 1 percentage point higher than those supported in 2017.
Just over a fifth59 (21%) of individuals supported by SICAP in 2018 indicated that they had a
transport barrier, a new question introduced in the 2018 – 2022 programme. There was a slight
increase in the proportion of new individuals registered to the programme in 2018, experiencing a
transport barrier (21%), compared to those who transitioned from the previous programme (18%).
Figure 5.6 Household situation of the SICAP caseload in 2018

Multiple barriers
A new tool called the Multiple Barriers Measure was introduced for the 2018 – 2022 programme.
The tool enables LCDCs and LDCs to identify individuals who face multiple barriers to social and
economic inclusion. Those individuals who are affected by two or more of the following barriers –
disability, ethnic minority, experience of homelessness, living in a jobless household, lone parent
and/or a transport barrier – are likely to need more interventions and more intensive supports. In
2018, 25% (7,854) of the individuals on the SICAP caseload were identified as having multiple
barriers, 32% of whom had more than two barriers (Figure 5.7). A slightly lower proportion (23%)
of individuals who transitioned to the programme had multiple barriers than the new individuals
registered to the programme in 2018 (25%).

It should be noted that 6% of the caseload did not provide a response.
Labour Force Survey Households and Family Units, CSO, 2018
58 It should be noted that 11% of the caseload did not provide a response.
59 It should be noted that 11% of the caseload did not provide a response.
56
57
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Figure 5.7 Proportion of individuals on the SICAP 2018 caseload who had multiple barriers

Highest level of educational attainment
The educational attainment of each individual supported by SICAP is linked to the National
Framework of Qualifications (NFQ). The highest education level attained by SICAP caseload
individuals in 2017 and 2018 is presented in Figure 5.8. While the majority (62%) of the SICAP
clients in 2018 reported their highest level of education attained to be secondary or below at
registration, a large proportion of the SICAP clients (38%) had an education level above secondary.
This is an increase from 32% of clients in 2017. Nevertheless, SICAP continues to engage with
clients who have a lower education attainment than the general population, amongst which, the
majority (58%) of adults report an education level above upper secondary60.
Figure 5.8 Highest educational attainment of the SICAP caseloads in 2017 and 2018

CSO: Education attainment thematic report, 2017. Note. CSO figures refer to adult population 25-64, while SICAP data
includes participants aged 15-24 and participants above 65 – these cohorts account for 19% of the caseload.
60
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A more detailed analysis (Figure 5.9) revealed that the individuals with education levels above
secondary schooling were more likely to belong to the unemployed target group than the overall
caseload, 62% compared to 57%. However, they were slightly less likely to be long term
unemployed – 30% as compared to 32% of the overall caseload. Furthermore, a higher proportion
of those clients (16%) belonged to the new communities target group, compared to 13% of the
overall caseload. At the same time, individuals with education attainment above secondary level
were less likely than the overall SICAP clients to live in disadvantaged communities (19% compared
to 30%), have a disability (5% compared to 8%) or belong to an ethnic minority (less than 1%
compared to 2%).
Figure 5.9 Individual characteristics vs education attainment

Nationality
Due to the sensitivity of the question, SICAP clients are not obliged to report their nationality. In
2018, 92% of individuals on the caseload disclosed their nationality. The majority of these were
Irish (78%). The proportion of individuals who were non-Irish (22%) was larger than the proportion
of non-Irish people living in Ireland (13%)61. Figure 5.10 presents the nationality breakdown of the
non-Irish individuals in 2018: 39% (2,523) of the non-Irish individuals were from new EU member
states62, while 16% (1,026) were from African countries. Additionally, 13% (838) were from the UK
and 11% (665) were from Asia. Only 1% were from North American countries. There were minimal
differences in the nationality of those who transitioned from the previous programme and those
who registered to the programme in 2018.

Census 2016 – https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/ep/p-cpnin/cpnin/
New EU member states are: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.
61
62
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Figure 5.10 Breakdown of the nationalities of the non-Irish individuals on the caseload in 2018

Ethnic and cultural background
Due to the sensitivity of the question, completion of this field is not mandatory. However, 91% of
individuals on the 2018 caseload disclosed their ethnic and cultural background. The majority of
individuals that disclosed their ethnicity (74%, 21,443) were White – Irish, while 14% (4,190) were
White – Any Other White Background, and 2% (682) were White – Irish Traveller. Less than 1%
(140) were Roma (Figure 5.11). There were minimal differences in the ethnic background of those
who transitioned from the previous programme and those who registered to the programme in
2018.
Figure 5.11 Breakdown of the ethnic background of individuals on the caseload in 2018
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5.1.2 Access Routes
At registration, individuals were asked to indicate how they heard about SICAP services. Their
responses are presented in Figure 5.12. A total of 27% (8,716) of the individuals were referred by
the DEASP, while 20% (6,333) were referred by other organisations, such as agencies that deliver
employment activation schemes, universities, youth services organisations and Citizen
Information. One fifth (6,419) of individuals were referred by family or friends and a further 11%
(3,652) learnt about SICAP through publicity or online information, including social media. Only 5%
(1,447) of individuals heard about SICAP services through their participation in a SICAP activity,
such as an LDC information event. However, this represents an increase on 2017 where only 2%
of individuals learnt about SICAP through engagement in Goal 1 activity.
Figure 5.12 Access routes of individuals supported under SICAP in 2018
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Goal 2 interventions and outputs
Under Goal 2, SICAP aims to support people who have been identified as in need of intensive
support through three main types of assistance:




Personal development supports: supporting general wellbeing, personal capacity and
development;
Lifelong learning supports: provision of lifelong learning opportunities and supporting
young people to remain in education; and,
Employment or self-employment supports:
preparing people for employment,
supporting people to attain better quality employment and to set up their own business
or social enterprise.

These supports are categorised into seven thematic areas, which are presented in Table 5.1. Under
each thematic area an individual can receive an intervention and/or output. An intervention is
considered a support that an individual receives through SICAP, such as information about LLL
opportunities or guidance and preparation for job interviews. An output is considered to be an
immediate result of an intervention or a mixture of interventions provided by SICAP, such as
placement on a course or acquiring a job.
Table 5.1 Goal 2 thematic areas

Goal 2 thematic areas

Intervention Indicators

Number of
interventions
provided

Number of
individuals
supported (%)

Promoting personal
development and
wellbeing

Individual personal
skills, wellbeing and
capabilities have
improved

15,354

5,952
(19%)

Providing lifelong
learning opportunities

Individuals in receipt of
information about
opportunities for lifelong
learning

20,302

11,217
(35%)

Preventative supports
for children and young
people

Young people at risk of
early school leaving in
receipt of supports to
remain within the
education system

762

397
(1%)
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Preparing people for
employment and to
remain in work

Promoting better quality
and sustainable
employment

Individuals in receipt of
labour market supports

19,065

9,771
(31%)

Individuals in receipt of
ongoing in-work supports

669

474
(1%)

Individual in receipt of
supports to move into
better quality
employment

887

509
(2%)

19,443

7,694
(24%)

Individuals in receipt of
follow-up selfemployment supports

3,193

1,660
(5%)

N/a

N/a

N/a

Providing a pathway to
Individuals in receipt of
self-employment / social self-employment
entrepreneurship
supports

Addressing barriers and
gaps in lifelong learning
and employment63

This section of the report presents an overview of the interventions that individuals on the SICAP
2018 caseload received under the thematic areas. The chapter describes the basic characteristics
of the interventions delivered by the programme, as well as the outputs and outcomes achieved in
2018.

5.1.3 Type and duration of interventions
SICAP 2018 – 2022 records the type and duration of interventions provided to individuals in order
to assess whether they affect the outcomes of the programme. It is too early to evaluate the
achievements of the programme and therefore establish whether there is a link between specific
characteristics of the interventions and outcomes. However, this section attempts to provide a
brief overview of the type and duration of interventions, followed by an analysis of the interventions
under each thematic area. The analysis focuses on the entire caseload, as well as on people with
multiple barriers when relevant. The analysis also presents the extent to which individuals received
one-to-one interventions, as it is assumed that this mode of delivery will allow for more tailored
and intensive supports to be provided to people in line with the SICAP approach.
Interventions are not provided under this thematic area. However, individuals can receive the following output:
Individuals referred to other services for LLL activity / labour market supports.
63
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In total, 112,381 interventions64, including Personal Action Plans, were delivered to 31,967
individuals in 2018. On average,65 a person received 3 interventions and 2 hours of direct support
in total in 2018, as compared to 2 interventions received by a participant of the previous
programme in 2017. However, while the highest proportion (45%) of clients received 3-5
interventions, 42% received only 2 interventions, including a Personal Action Plan (Figure 5.13).
This suggests that a high proportion of the caseload may be receiving a low level of support. This
data needs to be interpreted with caution as factors such as duration of engagement/start date of
the clients have not been taken into account.
Figure 5.13 SICAP caseload (KPI2) by number of interventions received in 2018

There were no differences recorded in the average number and duration of interventions between
people with multiple barriers and the overall caseload. There were also no variations recorded in
relation to the level of supports received by different target groups.
In terms of the type of interventions, the majority of the interventions (76%) were delivered on a
one-to-one basis in 2018, with little difference between the overall caseload and individuals with
multiple barriers (75%). The average duration of the one-to-one interventions was 30 minutes.

This number refers to interventions only and does not include other supports/outputs e.g. LLL placements. However,
it includes interventions associated with Personal Action Plans to allow comparison of the data with the previous
programme. Interventions associated with PAPs are not included in the other sections of the report to ensure more
accurate reflection of the supports provided during the year under each thematic area.
65 As the intervention data for individuals is not normally distributed, the median was used as a measure of central
tendency.
64
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5.1.4 Overview of thematic areas
A total of 31,967 individuals benefited from 79,67566 interventions under all seven thematic
areas. The breakdown of the share of individuals supported and the type of interventions received
under each thematic area67 is presented in Figure 5.14. The highest proportion (35%) of individuals
availed of supports related to lifelong learning opportunities and close to one third of the clients
were supported to access and/or remain in employment (31%). Over a quarter (26%) of the SICAP
caseload received self-employment supports, while 19% were supported with their personal
development and wellbeing.
Figure 5.14 Number and proportion of the SICAP 2018 caseload individuals by type of supports received under each
thematic area

Thematic areas by gender
There was almost an equal distribution of SICAP clients in terms of gender in 2018, whereby 49%
of the caseload were female and 51% were male. Figure 5.15 below presents differences in the
type of supports received between female and male clients of SICAP under each thematic area. A
higher proportion of females (43%) than males (26%) received LLL interventions. Similarly, a larger
share of women (22%) than men (15%) were supported through personal development and
wellbeing. In contrast, a higher proportion of males on the caseload received employment

66

This number does not include 32,706 interventions delivered to support the preparation of Personal Action Plans to
allow for an accurate reflection of the interventions under each thematic area – PAPs do not fall under any of the thematic
areas.
67 Interventions are not provided under the thematic area: Addressing barriers and gaps in lifelong learning and
employment.
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preparation (36%) and self-employment supports (33%), compared to females (27% and 20%
respectively).
Figure 5.15 Proportion of females and males on the SICAP 2018 caseload by thematic area

Thematic areas by target group and multiple barriers
This section provides an overview of the interventions received by different SICAP target groups.
The proportion of individuals supported under each thematic area by target group, as well as those
who experience multiple barriers, is presented in Figure 5.16. As noted previously, an individual
can be a member of more than one target group and receive multiple types of interventions.
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Figure 5.16 Proportion of individuals on the SICAP caseload who received interventions under each thematic area, by
their target groups and by multiple barriers

The majority of the target groups, with the exception of the unemployed and Travellers, had a higher
proportion of individuals receiving LLL interventions than the overall caseload. A total of 41% of
the individuals with multiple barriers received these supports, compared to 35% of the overall
caseload.
Disadvantaged young people (37%) and the emerging needs groups (36%) had the highest
proportions of individuals receiving employment supports. One third of the people with multiple
barriers received employment supports, which is slightly higher than the overall caseload (31%).
The proportion of individuals who received self-employment/social entrepreneurship supports
varied across the target groups. Over one third (37%) of the unemployed received self-employment
supports while 22% of lone parents, 21% of new communities and 4% of the economically inactive
received these supports. In comparison, 26% of the overall caseload received self-employment
supports.
Travellers and people with a disability had a higher proportion than the overall caseload (19%) of
individuals who received personal development and wellbeing supports, 40% and 35%
respectively. Almost 30% of individuals with multiple barriers received these supports as well.
A lower proportion of individuals received supports under the remaining thematic areas, with slight
variations across the target groups.
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Thematic areas by individuals who transitioned to SICAP 2018 – 2022
Figure 5.17 provides an overview of the interventions received by individuals who transitioned to
SICAP 2018 – 2022 and those who registered in 2018, by thematic area. The most notable
difference relates to the proportion of individuals who received interventions to prepare for or to
remain in employment; 33% of the individuals registered in 2018 received these supports
compared to 24% of those who transitioned. This may be related to the fact that a higher proportion
of individuals registered in 2018 were unemployed (59%), as compared to those who transitioned
from the previous programme (48%). Other minor differences to note were in relation to LLL and
self-employment / social entrepreneurship supports, whereby individuals who transitioned to the
programme were more likely to receive these supports, as compared to the new individuals.
Figure 5.17 Proportion of individuals who transitioned to SICAP 2018 - 2022 and proportion of new individuals registered
to the programme in 2018 by thematic area

5.1.5 Outputs and outcomes achieved by thematic area
The following section of the report presents the outputs and early outcomes achieved in 2018,
according to the relevant thematic areas of Goal 2.
Promoting Personal development and wellbeing
In 2018, 19% (5,952) of all individuals supported under SICAP received 15,354 supports directed
at improving their personal skills, wellbeing and capabilities. The outcomes of the personal
development supports are currently not being measured. It is intended that in the future the
Distance Travelled Tool (Section 7.1.3) may be used to measure the progression of individual
clients according to certain measurements and ensure that ‘softer’ achievements are recognised.
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Case Study 2: Pre-employment supports
Empower, Fingal
Goal 2
About
Empower is the LDC for Fingal. Previously known as Blanchardstown Area Partnership, Empower
is responsible for a range of government-funded programmes to meet the needs of individuals,
families and community groups. These include the Local Employment Service, Tús and SICAP.
Background
In 2017, Empower developed a strategic partnership with the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) and
jointly hosted a recruitment and networking event to showcase jobs at Dublin Airport to Fingal
jobseekers and a cohort of IT Blanchardstown students seeking seasonal employment. While
the event was successful in terms of attendance numbers, it did not result in many job offers.
Empower reflected on this and noted that many of the SICAP clients who attended were not job
ready. As such, two key lessons were identified:
 A range of soft skills and practical supports were required to progress clients one-step
closer to the labour market; and,
 A pre-employment event to showcase the educational and employment supports that
are available to job seekers was required.
In 2018, Empower launched the One Step Closer initiative: a Job Seeking and Support Fair to
provide pre-employment supports and recruitment advice, as well as a follow-up training
programme. Empower collaborated with a broad range of stakeholders on this initiative, such
as Intreo, Jobs Ireland, Education and Training Board, Fingal Travellers Organisation, Citizens
Information Centre and others.
Target Group
The Job Seeking and Support Fair was designed for hard-to-reach target groups. An engagement
strategy spanning across a range of agencies, including Empower, DEASP and Local
Employment Services Mediators, ensured that individuals in need of pre-employment supports
were contacted and invited to the event.
One Step Closer
An internal working group within Empower was established in March 2018 and met regularly to
plan the event. Through collaboration and engagement with strategic partners, the following
supports were available to attendees:
 Well-being: Personal development, positivity training and mental health supports
 Welfare and Financial Supports: Expert advice on budgeting, welfare entitlements,
retaining secondary benefits,
 Recruitment Advice: Internal SICAP information on CV preparation, job-seeking
strategies and interview skills, as well as expert advice on presentation and dress
 DEASP Supports: Including registering for Jobs Ireland, Intreo supports, Eures and
employment options.
 Role Model interviews with three clients who had successfully gone through the
broad range of supports offered and now have secure, permanent employment.
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Access to all of Empower’s services including Healthy Food Made Easy, We Can Quit,
Healthy Ireland, Community Development, Local Employment, Tús, Training supports
and SICAP.

Key Achievements
A total of 119 people attended the event, of which 16 people self-referred to Tús68, 26 people
expressed an interest in the CE Scheme and 51 people expressed an interest in education or
training courses, which would help to bring them closer to the labour market. A follow-up One
Step Closer training programme has since been developed to train unemployed clients in
specific skill shortage areas identified by local employers, including soft personal development
and recruitment support skills.
Lessons Learned
 This event brought educational, employment and state-sponsored employment scheme
opportunities under one roof in a community setting. This provided an opportunity for
Empower to collaborate with relevant agencies to reach out to the most difficult to reach
target groups to offer them a broad range of pre-employment, education and
employment supports.
 The role model interviews were well received by the job seekers that attended the event,
particularly the fact that they spoke about the supports they received to overcome their
individual barriers to entering the labour market.

Providing Lifelong Learning Opportunities
In 2018, 47% (14,882) of individuals were placed on a LLL course, as compared to 34% of
individuals in 201769. In total, SICAP clients received 19,451 course placements, 14
apprenticeships and 91 work placements – 9% of the caseload were placed on multiple courses.
There was little difference in course placements between those who registered to the programme
in 2018 (47%) and those who transitioned from the previous programme (46%).
Out of all the individuals placed on a course, 49% (7,334) received information about LLL, while
the remaining individuals received other types of supports, including but not limited to, labour
market supports (26%), personal development and wellbeing supports (14%) and self-employment
supports (15%).
The following section provides a detailed analysis of individuals’ participation in LLL courses.
Comparisons have been made to 2017 data on course placements, where relevant.
Gender
The majority (53%) of those who were placed on a course were female. This equates to 51% of all
females on the SICAP caseload in 2018. On the other hand, 47% of those who were placed on a
course were male and this equates to 43% of all males on the caseload.
68

Tús initiative is a community work placement scheme providing short-term working opportunities for unemployed

people

Throughout the “Providing Lifelong Learning Opportunities” section of this chapter, 2017 data refers to LLL course
placements, as captured under Goal 2 of the 2015-17 SICAP programme.
69
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Highest level of educational attainment
The programme aims to prioritise course placements to individuals with a greater education
disadvantage. In 2018, 66% of the individuals who were placed on a course had a highest
educational attainment level of secondary school or below. In comparison, 62% of all individuals
on the caseload had attained a highest education level of secondary school or below (Figure 5.18).
This indicates that people with lower levels of education were slightly more likely to be placed on
a course than those who completed post-secondary schooling.
Figure 5.18 LLL placement and level of education attainment

Target groups
Of the total number of individuals who were placed on a course, 51% were unemployed, 31% were
people living in disadvantaged communities and 26% were low income workers / households. This
equates to 41% of unemployed individuals, 48% of people living in disadvantaged communities
and 52% of low income workers / households on the 2018 caseload. Over a quarter (26%) of
individuals who were placed on a course experience multiple barriers. This equates to 49% of all
individuals with multiple barriers on the caseload. While Travellers only accounted for 2% of the
total number of people who were placed on a course, 52% of Travellers on the SICAP caseload in
2018 were placed on a course, compared to 47% of the overall caseload (Figure 5.19).
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Figure 5.19 Individuals who were placed on a course by target group

Course providers
Figure 5.20 below presents the course placements according to the type of course provider in
2018. Under SICAP LDCs can provide courses directly or they can work with other organisations
that will deliver the training. These can either be private providers, public sector bodies or
community and voluntary organisations. Private providers supplied 41% of the course placements,
LDCs provided 29%, and Education and Training Boards provided 10% of the placements. This
represents a significant shift from the previous programme. In 2017, almost half of the course
placements (49%) were provided by LDCs and only 27% were delivered by private companies.
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Figure 5.20 Course placements by course provider in 2018

Accreditation and funding
While the majority (62%) of course placements in 2018 had no accreditation or certification, there
has been a slight increase recorded in the proportion of industry certified courses from 13% in
2017 to 22% in 2018. Over 60% of the accredited course placements were NFQ Level 5 or higher
and the remaining 38% were NFQ level 4 or below.
Figure 5.21 below presents the funding source for course placements (accredited, industry
certified and unaccredited) in 2018. The majority (64%) of the placements were fully funded by
SICAP during the year, as compared to 59% in 2017.
Almost two thirds of the unaccredited course placements were fully funded by SICAP and 80% of
the industry certified courses were fully funded by the programme. SICAP also fully funded 37% of
the accredited course placements, while 34% were fully funded by others.
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Figure 5.21 Course placements by funding source and accreditation level in 2018

Additionally, 655 individuals received grants to participate in courses. The total amount of funding
provided through these grants was €196,189.39 by 18 LDCs. LDCs can award up to €500 to an
individual per year to cover registration, course and exam fees as long as the need is identified in
their Personal Action Plan. The majority (41%) of the individuals utilised their grant for accredited
courses, while a further 25% utilised their grant for industry certified courses.
Course placements by education sector
Figure 5.22 provides a breakdown of the accredited course placements in 2018 according to the
education sector. Health and welfare courses accounted for 38% of these in 2018, while 15% of
the course placements were focused on the services sector. Social sciences, journalism and
information and natural sciences, mathematics and statistics were the least represented
education sectors at 2% and 1% respectively.
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Figure 5.22 Proportion of accredited course placements by education sector in 2018

Course intensity
Course intensity refers to the number of hours per week a participant attends a course. Figure 5.23
presents a detailed breakdown of course placements (accredited, industry certified and
unaccredited) by number of hours per week. Half of the course placements, compared to 67% in
2017, had a relatively low intensity, whereby participants attended between one and four hours
per week. These course placements accounted for 63% of all unaccredited course placements in
2018 and 33% of accredited course placements.
At the same time, a quarter of the placements required participants to attend between 7-10 hours
per week and 14% of the placements had an intensity of over 10 hours per week. These higher
intensity course placements accounted for 58% of all accredited course placements and 63% of
the industry certified course placements in 2018.
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Figure 5.23 Course placements by number of hours per week in 2018

Course duration
Over 40% of the courses had a duration of one week, while a further 18% had a duration of 5 - 10
weeks. These courses accounted for 61% of the unaccredited course types that individuals
participated in during the year. At the same time, 17% of the courses had a duration of over 20
weeks. These courses accounted for 73% of all accredited course types that individuals
participated in during the year.
Completion rates
The vast majority (83%, 12,339) of individuals placed on a course in 2018 completed a course
during the year70, 99% of whom completed their course successfully i.e. passed the exam or met
all programme completion requirements. In 2017, 79% of the placements were completed
successfully.
Educational progression
Given that this is the first year of the programme, the progression of individuals along the education
continuum71 will be analysed in future reports.
Non-caseload
A total of 13,594 non-caseload individuals72 (41% male, 59% female) participated in 275 LLL
information events in 2018. The majority (84%) of these events were either partly or fully funded
Some course completion data may not have been recorded yet as the course continued into 2019.
Comparison between education status at registration and status on exiting SICAP.
72 Non-caseload people are beneficiaries of the programme who participate in activities where it is not required to register
them to the caseload e.g. attendees at information events, come along to job fairs etc.
70
71
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by SICAP. The primary target groups of the LDCs organising the events included disadvantaged
children and families (23%), people living in disadvantaged communities (20%) and disadvantaged
women (13%)73.

Providing preventative supports for children and young people
A total of 39774 young people at risk of early school leaving received 762 supports to help them
remain within the education system. This equates to 1% of the entire caseload and 8% of all
disadvantaged young people aged 15-24.
Children and families
SICAP supports children and young people (under 18 years of age) who belong to a SICAP target
group and who are engaged with SICAP through their school and/or local activities. They can be
supported either on their own or as part of a family intervention involving their parents or
guardians. SICAP’s work with children and families has a specific focus on preventing early school
leaving. A total of 38,832 children (49% male, 51% female) and 6,692 parents and guardians (33%
male, 67% female) participated in 784 activities designed to provide families with education and
personal development supports. The vast majority of LDCs hosting these activities targeted
disadvantaged children and families (73%) and disadvantaged young people (14%). The activities
mainly supported children aged 5-12 years (41%) and 13-18 years (30%) (Figure 5.24).
Figure 5.24 Activities for children and families by age range

Figure 5.25 below presents the type of activities provided to children and families in 2018. The
most frequent (20%) activity type was sports/recreation/culture activities. This was followed by
welfare and wellbeing activities (15%), family supports (11%), after school clubs (11%) and
additional tuition (11%)

These are categorised differently by LDCs compared to how disadvantaged women are defined and registered under
KPI2 caseload.
74 It should be noted that data errors have been logged in relation to this indicator as one fifth of the 397 records (79)
relate to individuals over the age of 24. Pobal has contacted the relevant LDCs to rectify the issue.
73
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Figure 5.25 Activities for Children and Families in 2018 by type

LDC collaborations
LDCs also connect with community and statutory stakeholders to look at holistic, joined-up
approaches to support children and young people and to reduce early school leaving. In 2018.
LDCs engaged in 58 collaborations to address early school leaving. The majority of these
collaborations targeted disadvantaged children and families (64%), while a further 26% targeted
disadvantaged young people.

Preparing people for employment and to remain in work/ promoting better quality and sustainable
employment
By the end of the year, 1,616 (5%) individuals on the SICAP caseload had progressed into
employment, as compared to 6% of the 2017 caseload75. Of those who progressed into
employment in 2018, 15% progressed through a state supported employment programme. There
was little difference in job outcomes for individuals who registered to the programme in 2018 (5%)
and those who transitioned from the previous programme (6%).
Almost 80% (1,261) of the individuals who progressed into employment had received supports to
enter the labour market. The remaining 355 had received different types of supports during the
year, including LLL information and placements, referrals to other services for LLL or labour market
supports and personal development and wellbeing supports.
Given that this is the first year of the programme, it is not possible to analyse the extent to which
individuals are remaining in employment once they enter the labour market. It is expected that this
data will be available going forward.
The following section provides a detailed analysis of individuals’ progression into employment.

It should be noted that SICAP 2018-2022 captures individuals who progressed into state supported employment
programmes (e.g. TÚS, CE). The 2017 figure has been updated to include this category as it was reported separately
under the previous programme.
75
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Gender
The majority (58%) of the 1,616 individuals who progressed into employment in 2018 progressed
into full-time employment, while the remaining 42% entered part-time employment. Figure 5.26
below presents the proportion of individuals who progressed into employment, full-time and parttime, by gender. Overall, a higher proportion of those who progressed into employment were males
(55%) than females (45%). When type of employment is taken into account, the gender differences
are more evident, with a higher proportion of part-time placements (57%) and a lower share of fulltime roles (37%) being filled by women.
Figure 5.26 Individuals who progressed into employment by gender and employment type

Target group
Of the total individuals who progressed into employment, 74% were unemployed, 26% were people
living in disadvantaged communities and 23% were disadvantaged young people. This equates to
7% of unemployed individuals, 4% of people living in disadvantaged communities and 7% of
disadvantaged young people on the 2018 caseload, as compared to 5% of the overall caseload.
Almost a quarter (23%) of individuals who progressed into employment experience multiple
barriers, this equates to 5% of all individuals with multiple barriers on the caseload. While
Travellers only accounted for 1% of the total number of people who progressed into employment,
3% of Travellers on the SICAP caseload in 2018 progressed into employment, compared to 5% of
the overall caseload. A total of 5% of individuals who progressed into employment were people
with a disability. This equates to 3% of people with a disability on the caseload. Only 1 person of
Roma background got a job during the year (Figure 5.27)76.

76

It should be noted that people can belong to more than one target group.
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Figure 5.27 Individuals who progressed into employment by target group

Highest level of education attainment
In 2018, 62% of the individuals who progressed into employment had a highest level of educational
attainment of secondary school or below (Figure 5.28). This is aligned with the educational levels
of the entire caseload.
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Figure 5.28 Progression to employment and level of education attainment

Type of occupation
Figure 5.29 below presents the occupations in which individuals gained employment. The largest
occupation groups for SICAP clients progressing into employment in 2018 were clerical and office
positions (12%), sales occupations (10%), health and related work (10%) and building and
construction work (10%). This reflects a slight change since the previous programme. In 2017,
12% of the job placements were in sales, 12% in building and construction, and 10% in food, drink
and tobacco production work.
Young people aged 15-24 accounted for 23% of the 1,616 individuals progressing into
employment in 2018. The three largest occupations for young people were sales occupations
(15%), building and construction work (13%) and food, drink and tobacco production work (11%).
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Figure 5.29 Individuals and young people who progressed into employment in 2018 (full-time and part-time) by
occupation

Hourly pay
In 2018, half of individuals received an hourly pay above the minimum wage (€9.55), which is
similar to 53% of individuals in 2017. It should be noted that this information is not mandatory and
was only provided for 59% of individuals who progressed into employment. Figure 5.30 below
presents the hourly pay of the full-time and part-time jobs that SICAP clients progressed into during
the year.
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Figure 5.30 Hourly pay of full-time and part-time jobs that individuals progressed into in 2018
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Case Study 3: Supporting local employers to take an inclusive approach to employment
Westmeath Community Development
Goal 2
About
Westmeath Community Development (WCD) empowers people and communities to overcome
disadvantage and enhance the quality of their lives. WCD was formed in 1993 to carry out a
programme of rural development throughout County Westmeath. WCD now administers a
range of programmes including SICAP.
Background
Close to 14% of individuals in Ireland live with a disability. One fifth of these individuals were
employed at the time of the last census, accounting for 6.5% of the national workforce. The
proportion of individuals who have a disability in Westmeath is aligned with the national context
(13%)77.
In 2018, the owner of the now established ‘Cloud Nine’ café contacted WCD seeking support on
how to meaningfully engage people with a disability in running the business. WCD responded
through the SICAP programme, by supporting the owner to take an inclusive approach to
recruitment through the development of a tailored course for potential Cloud Nine employees.
Target Group
As part of their labour market supports provided through SICAP, WCD supported Cloud Nine by
matching the needs of the owner with suitable clients. As such, 14 individuals (8 males, 6
females) were targeted as potential employees of the café, 5 of which were on a disability
payment. In addition, 8 were long-term unemployed and 1 who was part-time employed.
Course Design and Content
WCD’s first steps involved meeting with the café owner to identify the nature of his business and
the roles required. From this, WCD suggested a range of training modules and worked closely
with the owner to develop a training programme that suited a diverse range of learning styles
and prior educational/training experience. Discussions took place regarding the participants’
training needs and the possible training methods that would ensure that all participants’ needs
would be met through one single, inclusive training course. WCD were able to identify a trainer
they had worked with in the past, who had extensive experience in delivering training to a diverse
range of abilities. WCD also met with the potential employees on a one-to-one basis to assess
the learning needs and goals of each participant, with particular attention paid to the needs of
people with a disability. All of this information fed into the development of the training modules78.
Key achievements
A total of 13 individuals successfully completed all training modules and 12 of these individuals
secured employment with Cloud Nine. All of the 12 individuals were still employed at the café
6 months later and people with disabilities now account for 35% (4 employees) of the café’s
workforce. Additionally, the training provided the potential employees with an opportunity to
meet their future colleagues, form friendly bonds with each other and reduce the anxiety that
comes with starting a new job.

77
78

Census 2016
The following training modules were delivered: HACCP, Food and Nutrition, Health and Safety, Manual Handling
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Lessons Learned
The owner engagement process was crucial in understanding the needs and goals of the
business and in turn creating a tailored training experience that catered to a wide range of
individuals’ learning abilities.
Non-caseload
A total of 3,151 non-caseload individuals79 (47% male, 53% female) participated in 108 labour
market/enterprise information events in 2018. The majority (80%) of these events were either
partly or fully funded by SICAP. The primary target groups of the LDCs organising the events
included the unemployed (44%), low income workers/households (13%) and people living in
disadvantaged communities (11%).
LDC collaborations
LDCs engage in a range of collaborations to address social inclusion and disadvantage issues with
respect to employment. In 2018, LDCs engaged in 17 collaborations to support more inclusive
approaches to recruitment, such as working with local employers to develop tailored training
programmes for potential employees to respond to gaps in the marketplace. The majority (72%) of
these targeted the unemployed, with an additional 17% targeting people with a disability. LDCs
also engaged in 18 collaborations to create better quality sustainable jobs. The majority (67%) of
these targeted the unemployed, while 17% targeted low income workers and households.

Providing a pathway to self-employment/social entrepreneurship
At the end of the year, 3,070 (10%) individuals had progressed into self-employment, compared to
11% in 2017. There was a slight difference in the proportion of individuals registered to the
programme in 2018 who progressed into self-employment (9%) and those who transitioned from
the previous programme (11%).
Almost 95% (2,910) of the individuals who progressed into self-employment had received
interventions supporting them into self-employment or social entrepreneurship. The remaining 160
individuals had received different types of supports during the year, including LLL information and
placements, labour market supports and referrals to other services for LLL or employment
opportunities.
Additionally, 52 of the individuals who received self-employment supports and progressed into selfemployment, created 56 full-time jobs through their businesses during the year.
Given that this is the first year of the programme, it is not possible to measure the proportion of
individuals who progressed into self-employment who are still trading after 12 months. This data
will be available going forward and will be included in future reports.
The following section provides a detailed analysis of individuals’ progression into self-employment.

Under SICAP, non-caseload people are beneficiaries of the programme who participate in activities where it is not
required to register them as individuals to the caseload e.g. attendees at information events.
79
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Gender
Figure 5.31 below presents the proportion of individuals who progressed into self-employment by
gender. Males were more likely to progress into self-employment than females. The majority (65%)
of those who progressed into self-employment were male. This equates to 12% of all males on the
SICAP caseload in 2018.
Figure 5.31 Individuals who progressed into self-employment by gender

Highest level of education
Figure 5.32 illustrates the proportion of the SICAP individuals who progressed into self-employment
in 2018 by their highest level of educational attainment at registration. The majority (64%) of the
individuals who progressed into self-employment had a highest educational attainment above
secondary schooling, compared to 38% of all individuals on the caseload. This suggests that
individuals with higher levels of education were more likely to progress into self-employment.
Figure 5.32 Progression to self-employment by highest level of education

76

Target group
Figure 5.33 below shows the breakdown of individuals who progressed into self-employment by
their target group. It should be noted that individuals could fall under more than one target group.
Over 90% of the individuals who progressed into self-employment were unemployed, 17% were
people living in disadvantaged communities and 9% were lone parents. This equates to 15% of
unemployed individuals, 5% of people living in disadvantaged communities and 6% of lone parents
on the 2018 caseload. A total of 11% of individuals who progressed into self-employment had
multiple barriers. This equates to 4% of all individuals with multiple barriers on the caseload.
Travellers only accounted for 1% of the total number of people who progressed into selfemployment and only 3% of the total number of Travellers progressed into self-employment as
compared to 10% of the overall SICAP caseload in 2018.
Figure 5.33 Individuals who progressed into self-employment by target group

77

Type of business
The vast majority (93%) of the individuals who progressed into self-employment established their
own business as sole traders, while 5% set up limited companies and 2% set up partnerships. This
is similar to the experience in 2017. In total, 75 young people aged 15-24 (1% of young people on
the overall SICAP caseload) set up their own business, with a slightly higher proportion of them
establishing their businesses as partnerships compared to the overall group (Figure 5.34).
Figure 5.34 Individuals who progressed into self-employment in 2018 by type of business

Type of sector
Figure 5.3580 below shows the breakdown of individuals who progressed into self-employment by
business sector. Over one fifth (21%) of the individuals set up a business in the construction sector,
which is aligned with the previous programme (23%). Additionally, 13% of the individuals set up
businesses in the arts, entertainment and recreation sector. There were noticeable differences
between the sectors chosen by young people and those over 24 years of age. In particular, a higher
proportion of young people set up their businesses in the arts, entertainment and recreation sector
(24%) than for those over 24 years (13%). The hairdressing and other beauty treatment sector was
also more popular amongst young people (16%) than those over 24 (6%), whereas the construction
sector was less popular (8%) than for those over 24 years (21%).

Note “Other personal service activities” includes a variety of activities including but not limited to car park attendant,
dog trainer, image consultant, tattoo artist, wedding services. “Activities of households as employers, undifferentiated
goods and services” also includes a variety of activities, such as domestic cleaner or gardener.
80
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Figure 5.35 Individuals and young people who progressed into self-employment by sector

Supports from DEASP
The vast majority (93%) of the individuals who progressed into self-employment in 2018 received
supports from the Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection in the form of BTWEA
or STEA. BTWEA provides welfare supports to individuals establishing a business and is of crucial
importance in enabling unemployed people to progress to self-employment. STEA is an allowance
payable to those who have recently become unemployed, are in receipt of Jobseeker’s Benefit and
want to start their own business. Of the 3,070 individuals who progressed into self-employment in
2018, 75% received BTWEA and 18% received STEA.
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Addressing barriers and gaps in lifelong learning and employment
This section provides an overview of outputs in relation to LDC collaborations with LLL providers
and/or employment services and provision of referrals to SICAP clients for education and
employment opportunities.
LDC Collaborations
There were 85 LDC collaborations with LLL providers and/or employment services in 2018. Close
to 30% of these collaborations targeted the unemployed (27%), while 19% targeted emerging
needs groups and 15% targeted people living in disadvantaged communities (Figure 5.36).
Figure 5.36 Target groups of LDC collaborations with LLL providers and/or employment services in 2018

Referrals
A total of 2,356 individuals (7% of the overall SICAP caseload) were referred to external LLL and/or
employment services during the year. Of these, 22% were referred to Education and Training
Boards, while 20% were referred to the DEASP, 12% were referred to their Local Enterprise Office
and 10% were referred to their Local Employment Service. The remaining referrals (36%) were to
a wide range of other organisations, including but not limited to, further education institutes, citizen
information centres, local schools, volunteer centres and local authorities.
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Chapter 6 Horizontal themes
Implementing the horizontal themes
SICAP is underpinned by three core principles, which seek to promote equality, community
development and collaborative approaches:
1. Promoting an equality framework with a particular focus on gender equality and antidiscrimination practices;
2. Applying community development approaches to achieve the participation of
disadvantaged and marginalised communities in the wider, local development context;
3. Developing collaborative approaches with stakeholders to improve how mainstream
policies and programmes are delivered so that they impact more positively on the socially
excluded.
LDCs are required to ensure that the horizontal principles are incorporated into their SICAP
strategic and annual planning processes and are reflected in their engagement with individuals
and LCGs and other stakeholders.

6.1.1 Promoting an equality framework
Analysis of the 2018 annual progress reports submitted by LDCs identified four categories of
measures aiming to promote an equality framework, with focus on gender equality and antidiscrimination measures:








Measures tackling gender inequality mainly focusing on ensuring equal participation of
men and women, and prioritising supports for women, particularly disadvantaged women,
where relevant.
Measures addressing discrimination aiming to tackle discrimination of specific target
groups, i.e. new communities, Roma, Irish Travellers and LGBT (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and
Transgender).
Measures prioritising SICAP target groups for social inclusion activities, especially those
that are hard-to-reach and considered to be vulnerable or at risk, such as people with a
disability and people living in disadvantaged communities.
Organisational measures, which focused on embedding equality and anti-discrimination
principles and practices within organisations implementing SICAP and their partners.

As part of this horizontal theme, LDCs carried out a range of projects and activities, which can be
summarised into the following five categories:


Projects and initiatives addressing the needs of different groups at risk of inequality or
discrimination. Actions and interventions promoting engagement, participation and
empowerment of vulnerable groups were the main form of promoting equality and anti81









discrimination measures. The initiatives took different forms, including workshops, training
courses and programmes, community events, the creation of local networks and groups
representing an issue or specific group, and other supports.
Bias proofing (equality proofing) of policies, procedures and information tools. LDCs
continued to apply various bias and gender equality proofing measures to their activities,
processes, documentation and information tools, e.g. developing learning and promotional
materials, which are more accessible to people with literacy and language issues.
Awareness training. LDCs provided awareness training for their own staff and partner
organisations with the aim of increasing their knowledge of social inclusion and equality
issues related to dealing with specific target groups.
Access to services and removal of barriers to participation. LDCs addressed equality by
introducing measures aimed at increasing access to supports by removing barriers. One
example was ensuring that the timing, scheduling and location of activities was suitable
for the target group to participate.
Organisational measures. Some LDCs applied equality and anti-discrimination principles
to the workings of their own organisations, e.g. by incorporating these principles in their
human resource policies and procedures or striving to ensure a greater gender balance on
their boards and subcommittee structures.

6.1.2 Applying community development approaches
The community development approaches LDCs used to increase participation of individuals from
disadvantaged and marginalised groups can be shown under four categories:








Identifying local needs and responding to them. Many LDCs highlighted the importance of
facilitating groups and individuals to identify and respond to local and/or their own needs.
This was considered an important part of a “bottom-up” approach to community
development.
Empowering individuals through a person-centred approach. In 2018, LDCs focused on
providing intensive, one-to-one supports to the members of target groups in their
communities, including facilitating individuals to make choices about their own progression
plans. Building trust and positive relationships with communities was regarded as an
important first step in this process.
Developing local skills and capacity. A common method of developing local skills was
providing training to help groups apply community development approaches in their own
work. Information and resources were also made available to groups to develop their own
solutions to issues of exclusion and discrimination in their communities.
Empowering local groups to achieve greater levels of participation. Many LDCs stressed
the importance of assisting LCGs to foster networks for collective action and to participate
in decision-making structures, such as the PPN. Networks and events were also considered
important tools for bringing groups together to share information and learning.

6.1.3 Developing collaborative approaches with local and national stakeholders
In 2018, LDCs continued to put emphasis on the importance of collaborative approaches for
addressing the wide range of needs of SICAP clients. The application of such approaches ensures
that all stakeholders involved are aware of available services and projects, the use of resources is
maximised and potential for duplication is reduced.
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The types and levels of collaboration varied between LDCs reflecting the local needs and
circumstances. LDCs played different roles in such collaborations – these roles could be
characterised as founders, leaders, partners, contributors, members, supporters or
representatives. The details on the type and reach of LDC collaborations have been presented
under relevant sections of Chapter 4 and 5.
The majority of the collaborations LDCs reported were centred on:






Sharing of information and raising awareness about the supports and services available.
Identifying and addressing needs of specific target groups and engaging participants from
these target groups in SICAP.
Providing support to other organisations or being supported by other organisations, e.g.
sharing examples of good practice, technical expertise or knowledge and experience on
various issues related to programme implementation.
Provision of educational programmes, courses and activities.

The most common forms of collaboration reported in 2018 include:









Establishment, participation in, management and support of formal and informal networks.
Referring beneficiaries to SICAP and other programmes and agencies.
Organising joint events, such as conferences, workshops and information sessions.
Development of and participation in joint initiatives, programmes, projects and actions.
Regular meetings with partner organisations.
LDCs’ staff representing SICAP on boards and committees of local organisations and
various working groups.
Preparation of joint grant applications and co-funding of activities.
Membership of local and national organisations focused on social inclusion.
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Chapter 7 Supports provided by Pobal and DRCD
Training and advisory supports
Pobal provides training and supports to SICAP through a series of activities, including:







Providing a designated Development Coordinator for each LCDC for ongoing support,
An annual engagement meeting with each LCDC and attendance at LCDC and SICAP
subcommittees as requested,
Regional support and training events for LDCs on new SICAP Programme Requirements,
Technical training and support to both LDCs and LCDCs on the new IRIS system,
Development of guidance and templates for LCDCs on particular aspects of their role in
managing SICAP at a local level,
High level technical reviews of Monitoring Returns and Annual Plans submitted to LCDCs
by LDCs

7.1.1 Supports specific to LCDCs
Annual support visits
Annual support visits are carried out by Pobal as part of the ongoing programme management of
SICAP on behalf of the DRCD. The visits provide an opportunity for LCDCs to engage directly with
the Development Coordinator. The timeframe for these visits was aligned with the annual planning
process for 2019 to allow LCDCs an opportunity to discuss any issues arising within the
implementation of SICAP in 2018. During the meetings Pobal also provided social inclusion
analysis data for each county, gave information and updates on the programme and the roll out of
local level support workshops. In total, 33 visits took place from September to November 2018.
These visits were attended by a variety of LCDC representatives, including LCDC chairs and
members, LCDC chief officers, and other local authority staff. The objectives of these visits were
to:









Provide context for the new SICAP Programme including specific updates on the Distance
Travelled Tool, Case Studies, ESF reporting, ESRI research, Pobal’s reports and IRIS
support tools.
Discuss the quality of the 2018 Annual Plans in terms of targeting, actions and associated
outcomes.
Discuss mid-year reviews, follow up on issues arising and Pobal’s feedback.
Present and discuss guidelines on good quality annual plans and sample actions.
Present synopsis undertaken by Pobal of the core social inclusion issues locally.
Discuss and agree LCDC engagement with LDCs in terms of annual planning and targeting
for 2019.
Present the IRIS system and how it can assist the LCDC in their role as contract holder.

During the visits, a number of factors were identified by LCDCs that had contributed to the overall
positive implementation of the programme in 2018. These included the expertise that the subcommittee/monitoring committee members bring to the management of the programme, the good
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relationships developed with the majority of LDCs, the increase in new members coming on board
the sub committees, and the referral systems and co-funding arrangements in place. One LCDC
(South County Dublin) outlined the fact that members had undertaken RACI training (responsible,
accountable, consulted and informed), which has helped in the management of multiple
programmes, including SICAP.
Overall, the outcomes from the visits illustrate that the LCDCs’ members have a better oversight
and understanding of the programme, particularly the need for supports and actions to be more
focused on disadvantaged communities and individuals. There was also feedback on how LCDCs
are working collaboratively with the LDCs on actions to ensure that the supports delivered are in
line with programme requirements and meet the priority needs of the local area.

7.1.2 Training Supports
Local Level Workshops with LCDCs and LDCs
One of the running themes throughout the national SICAP consultation process that took place in
2017 to assist in the design of the new programme, was the need to look at more opportunities
for sharing good practice, collaboration and consistency across the programme, especially at the
local level. To this end, 17 local level workshops were delivered between July and October 2018 to
347 participants from LDCs and LCDCs. The primary focus of these was on presenting the new
programme requirements. In addition, workshops allowed different LDC and LCDC staff and LCDC
members across a number of lots to network with one another and share experiences and project
ideas. Evaluation findings indicated positive feedback, with 93% of the participants finding the
workshops provided them with information and ideas to support them in undertaking their role in
the SICAP 2018 - 2022 programme.
Regional Workshops with LDCs
Similarly at regional level, Pobal organised five workshops in Dublin (2), Limerick, Cavan and
Mullingar on the new programme requirements in January 2018, with 176 people attending. The
workshops focused on the operating structure, financial requirements, corporate governance,
themes, goals and publicity requirements of SICAP. Feedback from all five events show that 95%
of participants reported that the event provided them with information and ideas to support them
in their upcoming role in SICAP 2018 - 2022.

7.1.3 Programme guidance material and other resources
Throughout 2018, the following resource materials were provided:






A new suite of supports on the new IRIS, including quick reference guides.
Three video tutorials on IRIS: Basic Navigation, Advanced Find, Charts & Dashboards.
These are available on the Pobal website to enable IRIS users from both LCDCs and LDCs
to familiarise themselves with the different functions of IRIS.
Updated infographic on SICAP achievements in 2018.
Guidance and templates for LCDCs in reviewing mid-year and end of year finance and nonfinance reports and on the appraisal and technical reviews of 2018 and 2019 annual
plans.
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Case Studies
A Working Group focused on improving mechanisms for demonstrating the work of SICAP through
case studies was established in May 2018. This Working Group was facilitated by Pobal and
included representation from DRCD, Pobal, LCDCs and LDCs. This Working Group met twice in
2018. The following decisions were made as a result of the recommendations from the Case Study
Working Group:





Case studies were removed from the end of year progress report and instead were
submitted by LDCs separately in early October to allow more time and attention to be given
to the case studies.
It was agreed that three core themes for SICAP case studies would be identified each year.
Each LCDC and LDC should mutually agree the theme to be selected for their Lot.
The Irish Local Development Network (ILDN) will work on putting supports in place to upskill
LDC staff to prepare and write case studies.

Pobal also undertook a high-level technical review of both the mid-year and end of year monitoring
reports that feed into the overall review undertaken by the LCDCs.
Distance Travelled Tool (DTT) project
2018 saw the commencement of the Distance Travelled Tool (DTT) project, a joint initiative of
DRCD and Pobal. The objective of the tool is to support SICAP clients to identify priority areas for
their personal and professional development and improve the recording of soft outcomes81.
The process of the tool implementation requires SICAP clients to answer a number of questions
relating to where they are at a particular point in time in relation to certain soft skills, and can be
completed multiple times to allow for changes to be recorded.
The end product will be a fully validated instrument and unique in an Irish context. The tool will be
a practical means to support SICAP delivery and will also contribute to international and national
learning on how to record soft outcomes for more marginalised cohorts of people. Quality Matters,
with support from Trinity College Dublin, is working with the Department and Pobal to provide
consultancy and research services and have developed a robust four-phase project methodology.
A national consultation event was held in September to introduce the project and get initial
feedback
The project has prioritised consultation with LDCs to ensure it is bottom-up and reflects the reality
of client engagement and community development work. An inter-agency steering group, which
brings together a diverse range of expertise, has guided the process; LDCs, LCDCs, government
departments and state agencies, organisations and individuals with experience of soft outcome
tools are represented.
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These refer to personal development outcomes such as confidence.
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ICT supports
7.1.4 ICT training
IRIS Training
A series of training events was provided to both LDCs and LCDCs in 2018 on the SICAP monitoring
system, IRIS.





Pobal rolled out 12 IRIS training sessions to LDC and LCDC staff in January 2018, with a
total of 146 staff attending.
Additional training was provided to 28 new LCDC and LDC staff in April 2018.
Phase 2 Training for LCDC and LDC staff took place in April and May 2018 across the
country.
Training for 12 CEOs and SICAP managers was delivered on how to use the system as a
project management tool and how to get the most use of its functions and reports.

Feedback from surveys carried out on all IRIS Training sessions was generally very positive with
85% of attendees rating the inputs at the training as good, very good or excellent. It was noted that
further IRIS training and supports will be required for new LCDC staff in 2019.

7.1.5 Technical supports
Ongoing technical support for the programme is delivered through the IRIS helpdesk. In 2018, the
total number of queries processed was 958. General programme queries are emailed to
sicap@pobal.ie and are then assigned to the relevant Development Coordinator for a response.
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Chapter 8 Challenges and lessons learned
LDCs and LCDCs shared their experiences of programme delivery in 2018 through the end of year
progress reports. Pobal received 51 end of year reports from LDCs, as well as progress reports
from 33 LCDCs outlining their experiences in managing SICAP locally. The reports provided an
overview of the experiences, successes, challenges and barriers faced by LDCs and LCDCs, as well
as the learning that has emerged to date.
Overall, both LDC and LCDC end of year reports show that 2018 was a positive but challenging
year, due to the transition to the new SICAP 2018 - 2022 and a more focused approach to
promoting social inclusion for the most disadvantaged members of society.

Programme challenges in 2018
8.1.1 Local Development Companies
Operational and delivery issues
Complex needs of individuals. A number of LDCs reported that clients’ needs were more complex
than in other years. They reported that the profile of individuals, many with mental health issues,
require more personal development and intensive supports. Increasing delays in waiting lists for
referral services and agencies (particularly mental health supports) were also reported.
Engagement with Target Groups. A number of LDCs noted the significant resources required to
engage with, and provide targeted supports to, the harder-to-reach communities, particularly
Travellers and members of new communities.
Emerging Needs Group: Some LDCs reported difficulties in engaging with the emerging needs
group. For example, it was reported that engagement with people affected by homelessness is
often difficult due to the unsuitability of the accommodation and their reluctance to engage with
outreach services.
Human Resources. Some LDCs have noted the need for additional resources to sustain staffing of
SICAP into the future. Among the challenges identified was the recruitment of volunteers in many
areas. Over the years, the level of volunteer engagement has fallen dramatically and LDCs are
working hard to reverse this trend. Of greatest concern to development workers is the fact that
misinformation within the sector actually creates a fear in volunteers and can put people off
volunteerism. For example, more support is needed on issues such as governance, charities
regulation, accountability, funding restrictions and other issues affecting the sector.
Rural Populations. A number of LDCs provide outreach services whereby they operate from their
main office but also have satellite offices or use other community facilities to engage with more
isolated communities. Due to limited resources it was not always possible to run programmes and
provide supports in rural areas due to lack of childcare, poor public transport and other resources,
and the difficulties in reaching young people aged 15-18 years.
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8.1.2 Local Community Development Committees
The majority of LCDCs stated that their management, planning and monitoring processes for SICAP
were becoming more proactive and collaborative and that 2018 had been a positive year for the
programme and their engagement. However, concerns were raised in some Lot areas that LDCs
continue to view the LCDC engagement in SICAP, through their role as contract manager, negatively
and think “their performance is being called into question”.
Similar to previous years, some LCDCs reported having difficulties in accessing information from
IRIS due to data not being uploaded onto IRIS on a regular basis by the LDCs and also by not being
familiar or confident enough to use IRIS. At the same time, for some LCDCs, requesting additional
programme information from LDCs has increased their overall knowledge of the system, the annual
action plans and outcomes of the programme.

Lessons learned in 2018
In their end of year progress reports, LDCs and LCDCs commented on lessons learnt and best
practices arising from the implementation of SICAP. These are discussed in detail in the sections
below.

8.1.3 Local Development Companies
LDCs commented on lessons learned in several areas, including collaboration with stakeholders,
and engagement and outreach strategies.
Collaboration with other agencies, service providers and stakeholders
All LDCs emphasised that collaboration with local, regional and national agencies, and relevant
community groups, continues to be core to the work of SICAP. Building relationships with other
service providers was key to the ongoing collaborative work to ensure that SICAP clients are offered
a holistic service, regardless of the stage of development they are at. Collaboration with other
agencies was also considered important for reaching hard-to-reach groups. The range of
organisations and stakeholders LDCs worked with in delivering SICAP was wide and included:









local groups;
agencies delivering services such as local authorities, INTREO, Solas, Local Drugs Task
Forces, LEOs, Tús, CE, ETBs, TUSLA, FRC, An Garda Síochána, and homeless organisations
including the Dublin Region Homeless Executive and Focus Ireland;
organisations representing target groups such as youth services, local Traveller
organisations, Irish Wheelchair Association, LGBTI organisations, Community Work Ireland,
Disability Federation of Ireland, Migrant Community Forum, Men’s Sheds, women’s groups
and active retirement groups;
employers;
education providers; and,
others, such as prisons and probation services.
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This collaboration took many forms: referral of participants, sharing knowledge, expertise and
skills, developing joint strategies and projects, co-funding projects and initiatives and identifying
and addressing gaps in the provision of services. Examples included:






Access for All (A4A) is co-ordinated by Galway City Partnership (GCP) and supports people
with a disability. Through continued community engagement, GCP has identified a strong
need for increasing accessibility in Galway City. The aim of A4A is to promote universal
access in Galway City by running awareness raising initiatives and using educational
platforms to inform the public of barriers faced by those with mobility issues in Galway City.
A4A members include Galway City Council, National Council for the Blind, Irish Wheelchair
Association and Disability Federation Ireland.
Donegal LDC partnered with the Donegal Volunteer Centre in promoting and coordinating
a schedule of e-seminar based workshops for LCGs. These were provided at no cost and
delivered remotely (from Dublin) by the Carmichael Centre to an audience of volunteers
based in Donegal. This included LCGs registered within the SICAP caseload.
Kerry's Health and Well-being week was held in October 2018. This was a collaborative
project by Kerry County Council through Healthy Kerry and HSE Cork Kerry Community
Healthcare, through Connecting for Life Kerry. A dedicated committee of local support
services and organisations came together to plan a series of events to celebrate World
Mental Health Day in Kerry.

Engagement and outreach strategies
 There was more outreach work and development workers spent more time in targeted
areas in 2018 to provide more direct support for local activism and community
development action.
 The outreach approach included locating SICAP-resourced development staff within
targeted neighbourhoods; using knock and drop leafleting in target housing estates to help
generate informal contact opportunities; providing outreach activities from local resource
centres in targeted neighbourhoods; having a presence where target groups congregate
and meet; and, organising locally based events to help engage with the community.
 Attracting the interest of target groups by offering activities that are non-threatening, such
as basic fitness programmes or healthy eating classes and this has proven to be a
successful engagement strategy in some areas.
 Consultation with community groups continues to be a necessity to determine the type and
level of support required to build LCG capacity. Some LDCs introduced online
communication channels for conducting consultation surveys with targeted local
community groups.
 Fáilte Isteach English conversation classes proved to be invaluable to supporting English
fluency and engagement with migrants.
 A number of Men’s Sheds identified the need to attract new and younger members,
especially those in disadvantaged communities.
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8.1.4 Local Community Development Committees
Collaboration
 LCDCs highlighted the increase in, and value of, collaboration between agencies working
in the area of social inclusion in the implementation and delivery of SICAP. They also raised
the continued need for further collaboration and linkages to promote opportunities in
education, training and lifelong learning.
Social Inclusion Analysis
 The information provided by Pobal on social inclusion issues through the Social Inclusion
Data Analysis Project was seen as important in providing up to date, reliable information,
which formed an important evidence based. It helped LCDCs to discuss priorities for SICAP
locally, as well as informing other social inclusion work being undertaken by LCDC
members within their own organisations/agencies. A survey was carried out with all 31
local authorities to elicit their views on the project. Of those who responded, 23 of the 26
said they intended to use the information from the analysis to help inform SICAP 2019
annual plans and also for other purposes such as updating the LECP and developing other
local strategies.
 A number of LCDCs have invited other groups in their Lot area, who are active in promoting
social inclusion, to present their work at meetings in order to give LCDC members a better
understanding of the issues they encounter.
 A number of LCDCs noted that more work is required by them in relation to the
appropriateness of the selection of the emerging needs category.
Project visits/ Case studies
 The learning achieved from project visits and the SICAP case studies was acknowledged,
in particular how they provide a platform for engaging with many stakeholders to address
a social exclusion issue.
 LCDC members welcomed the information that was presented to them in the form of
testimonials and case studies from those who have benefited directly from the SICAP
Programme. Some LCDCs have taken steps to ensure they are more involved in the case
study selection process for 2019.
Promotion of SICAP locally
 There is an acknowledgement by LCDCs of the continued need to promote SICAP locally so
that that there is more awareness of the programme within the wider community.
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Chapter 9 Conclusions
Conclusions
The Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme (SICAP) 2018 – 2022 aims to reduce
poverty and promote social inclusion and equality in Ireland through supporting communities and
individuals using community development approaches, engagement and collaboration.
In 2018, the overall targets set for the programme under Goals 1 and 2 were exceeded and SICAP
provided direct supports to 2,558 Local Community Groups (LCGs) and 31,967 individuals. In
addition, 270 Social Enterprises (SEs) engaged in the programme directly.
With respect to non-caseload (indirect) beneficiaries, 28,619 individuals were supported under
Goal 1 and 16,745 under Goal 2 in 2018. Additionally, 38,832 children and 6,692 parents and
guardians participated in activities designed to provide families with education and personal
development supports, such as sports and recreation activities, after-school clubs and additional
tuition.
While the programme succeeded in engaging 2,558 groups representing the interests of a wide
range of community members, the data indicates that groups working with community members
considered at high risk of social exclusion may have been underrepresented within the programme.
Only a small proportion of the LCGs primarily targeted members of Roma (<1%) and Traveller (3%)
communities, or lone parents (<1%). The difficulty in identifying and engaging with those groups
was reported by the LDCs and continues to be one of the key challenges of the programme.
All 31,967 clients supported in 2018 belonged to one or more SICAP target group and 25% of them
experienced multiple barriers82 to social inclusion. However, there were very small or no increases
recorded from the previous programme in the proportion of the caseload that belonged to target
groups that are considered particularly hard to reach, such as Roma, Travellers and people with a
disability. This combined with the reduction in the overall target resulted in a smaller number of
members of those communities participating in the programme.
In total 112,381 interventions were delivered to individuals in 2018, including personal
development and well-being, education and employment/self-employment supports. Examples of
these interventions include information about suitable educational opportunities, CV preparation
and interview skills, business planning and budgeting. The data indicates that the programme was
flexible and responsive to the specific needs of clients on the caseload, resulting in different types
of supports provided to different individuals. As an example, a higher proportion of those who
experienced multiple barriers received educational, as well as personal development and
wellbeing interventions, as compared to the overall caseload.
When it comes to the intensity of supports provided, the data suggests small increases in the
number of interventions provided to groups and individuals, as compared to 2017. A typical group
and individual received on average one more intervention in 2018 in comparison to 2017.
Furthermore, there was little difference recorded in the average level83 of supports provided to
Individuals with at least two social inclusion barriers: jobless household, lone parent, disability, homelessness,
transport barrier, ethnic background.
83 Measured as number and duration of interventions.
82
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people who experience multiple barriers as compared to the overall 2018 caseload; yet it would
be expected that people who face multiple barriers, with more complex needs, would receive more
intensive supports under the programme.
In terms of progression, a considerable increase was noted in the proportion of people placed on
a course in 2018 (47%) as compared to 34% in 2017. On the other hand, the employment and
self-employment outcomes were slightly lower in comparison to 2017. In 2018, 5% of clients
progressed into employment and 10% progressed to self-employment. Similarly to the type of
supports received, there were differences noted in the type of progression achieved by different
groups of clients. As an example, those with multiple barriers were more likely than the overall
caseload to be placed on a course and less likely to progress to self-employment.
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