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Glossary

AAES

Animation

Beneficiary

Bord na Mona

CEB

Coillie

CNG

Dachas

DSCFA
EHB

Enterprise freland

ESI3
EL
FAS

Fisheries Boards

Fortis

Area  Allowance  Enterprise  Scheme,  which s
administered by Pannerships on behalf of DSCFA.
From Junuary 1999, this scheme is known as the Buck
to Work Enterprise Allowance

The role of animation is 10 improve the effectivencess
of the community in local development

Project promoter or community group in receipt of
financial support

State  sponsored  body  managing and  developing
peatlinds

County Enterprise Bourd

Stare sponsored body munuging public forests and
related activitics

County Strutegy  Groups were  estublished  under
OPLURD w0 tacilitne  co-ordination and  minimise
duplication in the delivery of programmes i county

level between the different initiatives

The Heritage Service at the Depariment of  Arts.
Heritge, Gaeltacht and the Islands

Departiment of Social, Community and Family Affairs
Eastern Health Board

State sponsored body assisting Irish companies (o
increase their sales, expons and employment

Electricity Supply Board
European Linion
National training and emplovment authority

Statutory organisations charged with responsibility for
the development and protection of inland fisheries

Forfis is the policy advisory and co-ordination board
for industrial - development  and  science  and
technology




DA Ireland

Intzgrated Services Project

1PC

Intzrreg 11

LEADER N1

LEADER groups

LTy

Muinstreaming

Micl-Term Evaluation

Monitoring Committee

OPLURD

Parnerships

A Stite owned compuany which  promotes  inward
investiment

The Integrated Services Project was established to co-
ordinate the inputs of all state services in four pilot
areds of clisadvantage,

Interdepartmental - Policy  Commitiee  for  Locul
Development was established in June 1993 and its
function is to oversee and nuke recommendations on
locd development

An EU Initiative o develop crass border co-opetation
and 10 help areas overcome problents associated with
being on the Union's internal and external frontiers
and to fill gaps in energy networks and provide
interconnections with wider european networks

Lictisons enire actions de développemene de l'économie
rirale - a Community Initiative for rural development
covering the period 1994 10 1999

Companies established under TEADER 1o implenent
the programme objectives

Long-term uncmployved

Process of transferring successful pilot projects of an
innovative natire 10 mainline government departments

and agencies

An independent eviluation required to be carried out
on any EU programme which is five or more vears in
operation

Established 1o oversee the operation of any EU
programme. [t contains representatives of the EU
commission. government depariments and programme
implementors

Operational Programme for Local Urban and Rural
Development 1994-1999

Area-Buased Parnership Companies
1 !




Peace and Reconciliation

PESP

Post 2000 submission

Territorial Employment
IMacts

Tourism Operationat
Programme

URBAN initiative

An  EU Inititive 1o reinforce progress towards a
peaceful and stable society by increasing economic
development,  urbun and  rurad  regeneration,
developing cross-border links and combutting social
exclusion

Programme tor Economic and Social Progress

Submissions requested from government depariments,
other stite agencies and national purtners on the
future use of steuctural funds post 2000

An EU Initiative to help the unemploved find jobs in

disaclvaniaged areas

The operanonal programme for urism development
under the Community Support Framework 1994 - 1999

An EU Initiative, the purpose of which is o address,
in an integrated  way, wban social exclusion by
building partnership  arrungements  between  local
authorities and other local structures




Summary

This vitlue for money report is concerned with the operation during the period 1994-
199¢ of local development mitiatives provided through County Enterprise Boards
(CEBs), Arca-Bused Parinership Companies (Partnerships) and LEADER groups.

CEDBs were estublished in every county for the purpose of promating local enterprise
and  econonuc development. There are 33 CEBs which operate under agreements
with the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Emplovment.

The purpose of Partnerships is to combat unemployment and exclusion  There are
38 Partnerships operating in arcas designated as disadvantaged and a further 33 local
development  wroups in non-disadvantaged  areus. These operite under an
intermediary company which reports 10 the Depariment of Tourisim, Sport and
Recreation.

The LEADER groups were established under an EU Initiative 1o promote rural
cdevelopment by supporting local development groups. There are 34 LEADER
groups, operating under agreements with the Deparinent of Agriculture and Food.

From 1994 10 1998 public funding totulling £208 million was provided 1o these
hodies, of which £127 million was provided by the EU Commission and £31 million
by the Exchequer.  CEBs and Partnerships are funded under the Operational
Programme tor Local, Urban and Rural Developinent 19941999 (OPLURD). The
LEADER groups are tunded under the LEADER Operational Programme 1994-1999.

The value for money examination looked at specific issues relating o the
administrative and - operational  efficiency of the three types of  bodies,  the
arrangements for co ardination between the bodies and approaches o evaluation of
their impuact.

Administrative Efficiency

The diversity of activities and different stuges of development of the bodies limit the
extent 10 which cross comparisons of administrative efficiency can be made.

Achr imistration expenditure by all the bodies wotlled £28.9 million in the period 1993
to 1997, During this period the overall percentage of administration costs 1o 1ol
expenditure declined substantially from 28% o 22% principally beciuse many of the
bodies moved from o set up phase 10 being fully operational.  Administrauon
expenditure as o percentage ot total expenditure also varied between individual
hodies due to ditferences in the nature of the activities undertaken.  For example,
the level of administrative cosls would he influenced by the extent 10 which
inclivicdlual bodies issue grant support or offer non-finuncial assistance. In general,
Partnerships have higher administration costs relative to the other bodies for this
reason.

The bodies are characterised by substnual voluntuy inputs at board and sub-
commitiee levels. This is in keeping with harnessing local knowledge and expertise
to achieve common olyectives.  Kev saff were invanably highly qualiticd and
resoarcetul.

The development of management information systems has not been satsfactory in
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that there is no automatic sharing of data among local development bodies and the
scope for etfectiveness analysis is hmited. Throughout the period covered by the
examination, information  svstems  which include  performance measures and
indicitors to monitor efficiency and effectiveness have been under development and
progress is being made in addressing the deficiencies.

Co-ordination of Activities

The Rexible approach to the implementation of local development policy results in
considerable duplication of the enterprise services provided by the three tvpes of
boclies with respect to objectives, clients and activities, 1o a0 lesser extent there is
duplicanon of activities concerned with countering serjous economic and social
disudvantge because Pantnerships wirget specific client groups - the long-lerm
unemployed and the socally excluded  Tn onine cases Pannerships and LEADER
groups share a common nanagement board

Co-operation among  the bodies and  with other  organisations (Stae, local
government, community and voluntiry sector and business) at local level 1o achicve
agreed objectives contributes 1o the umigue innovative role of the Local Development
initiatives.

Subsidy shopping” can oceur. whereby clients can maxunise the public funding they
receive by applying for grams from differem bodies o support dilferent elements of
their projects. This inevitably leads o duplication in administration. Formal
interdeparimental agreements should be concluded 1o define the limits between the
obrectives, clients iand activities of the three bodies and simtlar agreemens should be
concluded at locat level. These agreements might look for ways of minimising the
administration of multiple applications for funding in o project.

A cohesive approach to the imegration of local government and local development
wius set out in 1998 by an interdepartmental Task Force.  Implementation of this
report is underway,

Operational Efficiency

The main activity and output turgets are being met but the absence of hascline
performance dat means thae it is nat known how demanding the original targets
were. Arising from work by the external evaluators 1o the Operational Programmes
many of the targets have heen mised by the Monitoring Comntittees which oversee
the implementation of the Progeanimes.

While clements of expenditure (Partnerships and LEADER groups) were somewhat
behind trget i the end of 1998, it is expected by the Departments that spending
trgets will be met by the end of the Operational Programmes.

studies indicate that the level of deadweight (the extent o which enterprises
supported under the Operational Programmes would be established without grants)
may bein the ange 409 1w 30%. Displicement (he exrent 1o which supported
enterprises divert sales and emploviment opportunities from other rish enterprises)
may be in the range 20% to 409, From early 1998, CEBs and Pantnerships have been
copowered Lo assist enterprise projects by means of refundable wid and equity, Use
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ot these torms of wid should he expanded quickly in preference 10 non-repayable
grurts as they can help o reduce deadweight and displucement and. in addinon. are
a more economical use of public funds.

Some instances of displacement provide social benefits which mav outweigh the
costs involved. There is a need tor more clarity regarding the circumstances in which
displacement may be permitted.

Assessment of Impact

The development of systems to assess the impact of Local Development initiatives is
not easy because of the diversity of objectives, the lick of measurability of some
impacts. the absence of disaggregated data models relevam 1o locl areas and the
need for caretul interpretation of results.

Quantitative Assessment

Quantitutive assessment of the impact of Local Development bodies can be carried
out by exanuning changes in variables such as long-term unemplovment and
enterprise fornution. Studies o date of these variables have yiclded inconclusive
results.

A teport on the impact of OPLURD on long-term unemploviment shows that from
1991 10 1996 unemployment in Partnership reas tell by roughly the sume percentage
as in non-Partnership areas.

Analysis of natonal Live Register data for the period 1994-1998 indicates a significant
fall in the level of long-term unemployviment which s a particular focus of
Parmerships but the reduction may have more to do with the impact of strong
ceonomic growth than with the etfect of Local Development initiatives.

A review of the number of manufacturing startups from 1987-1996 shows that the
rapid economic growth from 1993 and the onset of the Local Development initiatives
did not result in an increased ritte of manufacturing strtups.

Intezration of enterprise support and  performance  data across the Local
Devzlopment initiatives would be required in order to establish the underlving
reasons for these trends.

Qualitative Assessment

Detziled Census of Population data (1991 and 1990) is available regarding indicators
of disadvantage in Partoership arcas. While there are linmtatons involved in
interpreting the data, further analysis should facilitate assessment of the impact of the
activities of Pantnerships.

The extent of nuterial specitically covering the evaluation of impact is very limited.
Parterships have carried our several cuse studies to explore the impact ot their
Cactivities and (o promote best practice. Case studies are undernwvay also in many
CLEADER groups. However, there is a clear need for more data collection and the
development of social policy models to provide a better insight into the impact of
Locel Development activities.

iif
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1 Introduction
Background to Local Development Initiatives

L1  Since the culy 1990s the Government, with the suppart of the European
Union (EU). has introduced a4 number of policy imtiatives in support ot local socio-
economic development. These mitatives stemmed from the perecived tailure of
existing policies 1o share the benetits of economic growth eouitably across local
communities and among the more disadvantiged sectors of Trish society - Central 1o
the initiatives was the creation of local employment opportunities, together with
neasures 1o tackle educational disadvantage, envircommentl decay and  social
exclusion, The new policy also marked a reversal trom the vaditional hegemony of
central government by recognising the role which  local communines can play in

the process of economic and social development.

L2 A pomary purpose of Local Development was o identfy appropriate ways of
stimulating all relevant local resources in support of enterprise development and
tickling long-term unemplovment. Though related . these are distinet objectives and
the extent o which they could be associated in operational terms remained o be
extzblished at that time.

1.3 The main vlements of the new approach were
p;lr[ncrship between statutory, business and community sectors

devolution to Jocal bodies of needs identification. planning, co-ordination of
programmes. delivery of innovative and certain other actions and monitoring
of progress

involvement of the entire community, especially disadvantaged groups

adoption of o holistic approach. whereby cconomic and social development
woulkl occur concurrently.

1.3 The administration of Local Development in treland s chssinular o that in
othrr EU countries in that

¢ there are a number of distinet programmes
there is strong central government and EU involvement

®  new Jocul administrative stractures were devised. independent of existing locul

government SUuctures,

Cernal government controls the bulk of public finances. At local level, local
authorities' functions have been limited, covering matters suclh as roads, sanitation
and housing. While theoretically Tocal authonties could enguee i many othier local
development activities, in practice they were restricted because of the centralised

funding system and mnability 1o pursue o significant local taxation svstem. A Task
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Force' estublished by the Government made a1 number of recommendations in a
report in August 1998 regarding the integration of local development with local
government. These were approved by the Government in September 1998 (sec
paragraphs 3.30 1o 3.31).

Organisational and Management Arrangements

1.5 The two main EU funded programmes providing support for  Local
Development are the Operational Programme for Local. Urban and  Rural
Development (OPLURD) and the LEADER 1l Programme. These Operational
Programmes were drafied by the Department of the Taoiseach and the Department
of Agriculture and Food (Agriculture and Food) respectively within EU guidelines
and agreed with the EU Commission.

1.6 Euch sub-programme of OPLURD and LEADER 11 15 adnunistered locally by
distinct Locul Development bodies. This examination is concerned with Local
Development activities administered by County Enterprise Bourds and Area-Buased
Partnership Companies under OPLURD and by LEADER groups under LEADER 1L
Responsibility for these bodies comes under the remit of three separate Government
Departments (see Figure 11D,

County Emterprise Boards
1.7 County Enterprise Boards (CEBs) were established in October 1993 with the

aim of ostering and Lacilisating the economic development of local areas. Each CEB
wis required 1w draw up o County Enterprise Plan and its actions and proposils are

Figure 1.1 Main Departments and Local Development bodies
Government ) Tourism, Spprt
Depariments and E?lzrprliz. and R:cAreauon Agriculture
Intermediary ade a andArea and Food
Company Employment Development
Management Lid.
Area-Based
Local County )
Development Enterprise Panne(shups LEADER
Bodies Boards Companies and groups
community groups

' 1he Task Force Report on the brtegration of Local Government dand Local Development Sysioms,
August 1909

%]
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based on this plan. There are 35 CEBs in total covenng county and urhan local
av hority areas. Each CEB has 14 members including  representatives of local
government, public sector agencies, business, fanming. trade union and community
INLerests,

L8 The CEBs provide a range of enterprise support services at local level, e.g
advice and counselling, business information, financial assistance and management
development. The rget groups are businesses, community  groups,  individual
enrepreneurs and small enterprises. CEBs ook over responsibility from the former
Inclustrial Developnient Authority (IDAY tor the development of manufacturing and
inczrnanonal services firms with less than en emplovees. In addition, they assamed
the new role of promoting an enterprise culture.

1.9 From the outset the Departiment of Enterprise, Teade and  Emplovment
(Enterprise. Trade and Employiment) has been responsible for co-ordinating and
supervising the CEBs Initially. decisions on grant paviients 1o individual projects
were vetted by the Departnent. However, CEBs were constituted as limited liability
companies during 1995 and, since 1 January 1996, have made grant decisions.

1.10 Staffing, accommodation and other expenses were initially provided by the
local authoritics on 0 recoupment basis and, although the CEBs are now

incorporated, many have continued with this arrangement.

1.11 Funding tor CEBs is co-finunced by EL structural funds via sub-programme |
of OPLURLY and by the Exchequer

Area-Based Parvtnership Companies

112 Arca-Based Partnership Companies (Patneeships) were onginally established
in 12 areas on a pilot basis in 1991 o implement an arca-based response to long-
term unemplovment under the Programme for Economic and Social Progress (PESP).
38 Partnerships have bheen estublished (20 urhan and 18 rural) to operate in 35 arcas
designated by the Government as being disadvantaged. In addition, there are 33
caommunity development groups in non-cesignated areas which carry out functions
sintilar to those of the Partnerships. The Boards of Directors of the companies are
dresvn trom (1) the secial pautners G Stiate agencies and  Gid community and

VOIINGY. Organisations.

1.13 The functions of the Partnerships are to prepare focal development plans. in
consultation with other local groups and bodies. 1o counter disadvantage in their
areas and then to have these plans implemented. The plan oudines the range of
social and economic ssues 1o be addressed in the target area and the objectives o
e pursued hased on the results of a socio-cconomic analysis of the area The

ineention is ro accelerate local economic development, increase employvment and
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tackle exclusion and marginalisation resulting from long-term unemployment. A very
wide range of activities is undertuken. including job placement, adult education,
training, community development, environmental projects and youth initatives.

1.14  An independent intermediary company was estabhished in 1992, inioally under
the acgis of the Department of the Taoiseach and. subsequently, from nud-1997. the
Department of Tourism, Sport and Recreation (Tourism, Sport and Recreation) to
oversee the Paptnerships and local development groups. The company, Area
Development Management  Ltd (ADM), is required 1o evaluate plans  from
Parinerships. community groups and selected organisations, to allocate resources in
accordinee with the evaluation resulis and o monitor expenditure and performance
by beneliciaries. Over 80% of funding is spent by the Partnerships and the remainder
is spent by conumunity groups and nationad orgianisatons.

1.15 Funding for Partnerships, community groups and eligible spending by
selected national organisations is co-financed by EU structural funds and by the
Exchequer. EU funding is proviced via sub-programme 2 of QOPLURD.

LEADER

1.16 This EU Initiative for rural development was originally lnched in 1991
(LEADER 1) The objective of the programme was 10 establish local development
action groups which would be responsible for the implementation of business plans
for their arexs. LEADER [ was the subject of my first value for monev examination
completed in December 1994, The initiative was continued under the Operational
Programme tor LEADER [ covering the period 1994 to 1999, There are 34 approvec
LEADER groups (us opposed 10 16 groups in the original programme). These are
autonomous kegal entities, each controlled by bourd and operating under an
agreement with the Department of Agriculinre and Food (Agriculture and Food). The
Department required that the boards have a wipartite structure representative of the
community and voluntary secior, local Stute agencies and the privaie / commercial
sector,

1.17 Unlike the other Initiatives covered in this examination (which are essentiaily
national policy initatives), LEADER & un EU itiative which was designed and
iunched Iy the Buropean Commission. This means that the implementation of
LEADER, its uming and operating yules e determnned  largely within the EU
Commission. Funding tor the LEADER 11 Programme s co-financed from FU
stractural funds vin the LEADER Operational Programme  1994-1999 and by the
Exchequer.




Introduction

- Sources of Finance

I
[ o e Lo - . . . T L
| 1.18 The EU Commission and the Exchequer provided funding for the initiatives in
L the period 1994-1998 as follows

1

EU Exchequer Totul

Am Lm &m

CEl3s 46.3 31.6 981
Par:nerships 53.0 18.1 7l
LEADER groups 272 116 388
126.7 81.3 208.0

| Scope and objectives of the examination

1.1 The examination was concerned only with initiatives 10 promote  local
development through County Enterprise Boards. Partnerships and LEADER groups?
There are manv other imitiatives for local development, such as URBAN, Territorial
Envalovment Pacts, Peace and Reconciliation and lmerreg 11 which are owtside the
scooe of this examination.

1.20 Neither ADM nor the Partnerships are covered by omy sttetory value for
moaey remil. In the interest of producing a cohesive report on Local Development
initztives, they agreed that the examinauon should be extended to them. Their co-
operittion in this respect is acknowledged.

1.21 The overall objectives of the examination were

® 10 evaluate the administrutive efficiency of the hadies (Chapter 2)

® 10 assess the extent of duplication and co-ordination arrangements (Chapter 3)

® o evaluate the operational efficiency of the bodies (Chapter 4)

® 1o consider how the impact of the bodies can be assessed (Chapter 5).

]

For the prrpose of thie examinarton CEBs. Partionhips and Leader groups will be seferred o as Local
Dewclopment bodius
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1.22 The main issues considered are

Issue Evaluation Criteria
Administrative efficiency ®  Administration costs
® Human resources

®  Adequacy of management
information systems

Co-ordination of activities ® Duplication
® Co-ordination

Operational efficiency ® Targets and performance
e Resource allocation and outturn
e Deadweight and displacement

Impact assessment ® Quantitative assessments
® Qualitative assessments

Methodology

1.23 Officials in the Department of Agriculture and Food, the Departiment of
Tourism. Sport and Recreation, the Department of  Enterprise, Trade and
Employment and ADM were interviewed. Data and papers relating 1o targets, costs
and performunce were exanuned. Analysis was carried out of cost and performance
clat. Variation in performance data was used as a basis for selecting indlividual Local
Development bodies for further examination.

1.24 Selected CEBs, LEADER groups and Pannerships were visited®. Relevant
personnel were interviewed and individual projects were visited. Severul case studlies
were identified during the course of this work und these are used in this report 1o
lustrite key issues. They should not be regarded as representative of the type ot
projects supported by the bodies.

1.25 Meetings were held with officials from the Department of the Environment
and Locul Govermment and the Combiar Poverty Agency. [nterviews took place with
the following orgamisations: PLANET (the network of Arca-Based Partnerships),
Comhar LEADER na hEireann (the network of LEADER groups), the Association of
Chietf Executives of County Enterprise Boards (representing County  Entlerprise
Boards), the Irish Nanonal Organsation for the Unemployed (INOU). the

b Kerme Cork North and Sowth Dublin CEBs: Tra L Donegal Inishotien wrd Northside Partnorsbip:
Wentord Organisation for Rural Developnient and Laos LEADER Rurad Developiment Co. Lid (LEADER
Rroups): Longford Community Resources Lid and South Kerny Development Partnenship Lid {combined
LEADER/Partuership orpantsations)
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Conference of Rehigious in freland (CORD, Ms. Yvonne Murphy. Researcher and Prof.

Tames A Walsh, NUI Maynooth,

1.26  An external expert was engaged 1o advise on the methodology of the stucly
and review the study findings

]

Mr fim Weelsh, Comiher Poverty Ageacy

~J



2 Administrative Efficiency

2.1 This chapter is concerned with the efficiency of the CEBs. Partnerships and
LEADER groups in administering Local Development initatives. Local Development
is characrerised by o muliiplicity of objectives and activitics. The control  of
administrative expenditure is achicved by reference to staffing levels, pay rates and
the reasonableness of other administration expenses.

2.2 The diversity of the activities of Local Development bodies und the Rexibility
in how they set about achieving their objectives limit the extent to which cross
comprrisons of etficiency can be made. Neither uniform performance indicators nor
common information syvseems on administrative efficiency across the initiatives have
been developed.

2.3 the period covered in the chapter is 1994-1998 inclusive. However. detailed
analysis at individual Local Development bodies level relates 10 1994 - 1997, 1t
should be noted that Local Development bodies did not commence simultaneously
and that e time tiken w establish individual local groups varied. Accordingly.
expenditure in the early vears relates to the “full” activities of & minority of groups
and the startup phase of many local groups.

2.4 The issues and evaluation criteria used in this chapter are
Issue Evaluation Criteria

Administration costs [ ] Administration costs as a percentage
of total expenditure

Human resources ®  Exient of Board input
®  Staff skills

Adequacy of management ® Dala collection by Local Development bodies
information systems Integration of data at national level
® Reporting and moenitoring

Administration Costs

2.5 The o] amount of expenditure incurred by Local Development bodies in the
penad 1994 1o 1998 was X208 million. This is analysed in Table 2.1

2.6 The ol expenditure incurred can be categorised nto administration costs,
which are the costs of running the relevant offices. and other expenditure which is
divided benween direct financial assistance o enterprises and  expendilure on
activilies (0 increase enlerprise awireness, promote community development or
redress disadvantage.
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Tadle 2.1 Expenditure® by Local Development bodies 1994-1998
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
£m £m £m £m £m
CEBs 8.2 199 216 230 254
Partnerships 2.8 46 10.4 232 301
and other®
LIZADER - 16 5.3 17 202
Groups®
Tenal 1.0 26.1 37.3 579 757
Noto a Expenditure relates to activities vnder QPLURD and LEADER Il Some Local
Development bodies also incur expenditure on other aclivities which are not funded
under OPLURD or LEADER It and which are outside the scope of the examination.
Details for 1995-1997 are contamed in Appendix A,
b The total expenditure in the table includes Partnerships, Community Groups and
selected National Organisations
[ includes selected secloral groups

Sovrce:; Annual reports of OPLURD and LEADER for 1998

Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total
Expenditure

2.7 Administration costs as a percentage of total expenditure in the period 19935 -
1997 are shown in Table 2.2, (There was little administration spending in 1994.)

2.8 Adnministravon costs as a percentage of il expenditure decreased over the
period 1993 o 1997 for each inititive. This was due mainly to the fact that it took
soine time for the development groups to become operational and hence much of
the initial expenditure was on administration rather than activites. This trend is
patticutarly noticeable in the case of LEADER groups and PPartnerships, where
administration costs as a percentage of otal expenditure dropped  substantially.
There were some  variations  hetween  individual CEBs. LEADER  groups and
Partnerships. These e considered below, (The administtation costs of Local
Development bodies are shown in Appendix B.)

County Enterprise Boards

2.9  There were no great variations in the administration costs incurred by the
CEBs with the majority spending berween £100,000 and £130.000 per annuni.
Antlysis of 1997 dati showed that the administration costs of most CEBs were within
a range of 15% to 25% in relation to ol expenditure. The Towest was Dublin City
at 119 with Cork North heing the highest at 31%. The level is strongly influenced Dy
the extent o which CEBs are involved in the provision of grants as this increases the
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Table 2.2 Administration costs as a percentage of total expenditure
Administration costs Percentage of
total expenditure
1995 1996 1997 1995 1996 1997
£m £m £m % % %
CEBs 49 43 4.4 25% 20% 19%
Partnerships* 1.5 4.1 53 34% 44% 28%
LEADER
Groups® 08 1.6 20 51% IN% 17%
Total 7.2 10.0 11.7 28% 28% 22%
Note. 8 The figures exciude Community Groups and selacied Nationsl Qrganisations
b Excludes selected sectoral groups
Source: Analysis by the Office of the Comptroiler and Auditor General. sea Appendix A.

level of overall expenditure. In the case of Cork North, their main activities are
amimation and  the  provision  of support, such as counselling and training,
whichwould involve lower levels of expenditure than the supply of grant aid. In the
case of other CEBs, such as Dublin City, the focus was principally on the provision
of grant aid.

Partnerships

2.10 Partnerships generalty spent between £50,000 and £200,000 on administration
in 1997 with some exceptions. Most Purtnerships which were established before
OPLURD had lower administration ¢osts as a percentage of total expenditure than
those which were started under OPLURD. In 1997, administration expenditure as a
percentage of total expenditure was generally in the rnge of 20% to 40% with the
lowest i 13 % (in the case of Nonhside, in Dublin) 10 the highest at 31% (in the
case of Inmshowen, in Donegal). While actual administration expenditure was similur
in both Partnerships, expenditure on activittes was significantly greater in Northside
as compared to Donegal Inishowen which was still in a set up phase. The timing
of projects, locil priociies in the implementation of business plans and the number
of years the Parinerships have been operating have an mpact on the administrative
costs percentage indicutor.

LEADER Grouprs

2.11 LEADER groups generally spent between &30000 and £100,000 on
administration in 1997 with some exceptions. In 1997, administration expenditure as
a percentage of total expenditure was generally in the range 10% 10 20% wath the
lowest at 7% (in the case of Barrow-Nore-Suir) 1o the highest at 45% (in the case of
Comhuir Torrais). While administration expenditure was similur in both LEADER

10
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groups, expenditure on activities (including aninxtion and provision of grants) was
significantly greater in Barrow-Nove-Suir compared 1o Comliair lormais. There are a

number of factars that can give rise (@ the variation, such as how well established
the aroup is, local priorities in the implementation of the business plan, the tming
of projects and the level of grant aid.

Human Resources

2.1z The local character of each of the Local Development bodies and the nature

andl diversity of their operations mean that they have o substantial role of initiating
and co ordinating actvines in co-operation with a wide varicty of voluntary and
statutory organisinons (see Chapter 3). The achievement of their objectives is
dependent on the availability of high quality personnel. at Board and sub-conunitee

level, and dedicated, high calibre staff.

i Extent of Board Input

2.12 There s significant input at Board level for all of the bodies. Around two thirds
of CEBs opentte sub-Board commttees and half of these sub-commitces include
members. drawn from the local community, who are pot Board directors®. This

invelvement in Local Development bodies entails a high degree of commitment from
people who wre already active in their local communities.

2.14  Practically all Partnerships have sub-committees on community development,

education and enterprise and most LEADER groups have sub-conmittees on rural
tourisni/enviconment,  patural  resouwrces  and  small  business/crafts/services®
Preparatory work, attendance at mectings and follow up activities place consiclerable
time demands on Board and sub-committee members. During the examination

abundant evidence was found of the commitment and skill of Board members and
members of sub-commirtees.

Staff Skills

2.15 A wide variety of skills is required of Local Development staff to match the
range of acovities undertaken. This feature is particularly important for LEADER
groups dand Partnerships due to the extent of their remit The staff of Local

Devolopment hadies are highly qualified. According to a recent survey, 52% of the
SSE and the Local. Urban and Ruval Development Programme. Enropean Sccal Frord Programne
| craluation nit. Apnl 140U

“ o Operational Programme Jor LEADER I Commnunity Driiatise: Mid Term Resiew: Report, Brendan
Kearney and Assoctales 1997
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CEOs of CEBs hold i post-graduate qualification and o further 209 have o prinary
degree. In the case ol Partnerships 60% of managers hold a post-graduate
quatlification and o further 24% have a primary degree.

2,16 The resourcetulness of Local Development staff was evident during the course
ol the examimiion.

Adequacy of Management Information Systems

2.17 The availability of good nunagement intormation svstems s a prerequisiee for
efticient acdministration of the initiatives and for ensuring that relevant and reliable
duta is available for planning. pedformance monitoring and evaluation. An in-depth
revicw of the management information systenis in use was not included in the scope
of the examination. However, certnin deficiencics in the systems became apparent
in discussions with officials in the Local Development bodies and during the

quanticitive analysis work.

Data Collection by Local Development Bodies

2.18 Each of the bodies operites separite computerised informution systems which
were designed by consultants under the aegis of the Departiments and ADM, as
approprioge. The prinuy purpose of these svstems is 1o provide feedxick on
activities by each Local Development body to the Departments and ADM. The
svstems should also provide management information for use lfocally and factlitate
external evaluation. However the furge number of local groups reporting to
different depurtments poses particular challenges for data capluve.

2.19 Discussions with ofticials in the Locul Development bodies visited indicated
some dissatisfaction with the local use of systems in that they were regarded as being
noi user triendly or were perceived as not being fully suited 1o local management
needs. In fuct, some Locul Development hodies have kept their original systems in
use (o supplenent the information provided by the centrally developed systems: The
difficulties have been recognised and steps are being tiken on an ongoing basis to

encourage greater local use of the centrally developed systems.

2.20 Formal arngements are not in place which would facilitite automanic sharing
of intormation Jocally across all of the groups. This is not possible due 1o the
absence of a commaon client identifier in the three computer systems. Some ad-hoc
sharing of data, such as project applications and approvals, oceurs through meetings
between bodies and via County Strategy Groups. However, this is no substitute for
a svstematic approach to data sharing.
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2.21 A wide vanety of performance indicators was developed through discussions
with the external evaluators and with Local Development bodies (see Appendix C
and D). LEADER groups und Partnerships, in particular, undertake a wide range of
activities and, consequently, their computer systems capture a wide range of data,
This can place an excessive burden on the smull administrative sttt in these bodies.
A performunce measurement system which focuses on an agreed set of key
indicators Lo encomprass core uctivities and outputs and which reflects key objectives
might be more appropriate. Any additional information requirements could b
provided less frequently through, for example, annual reporting arrangements.

2.2 The following issues were also noted

®  The prioritics of different Local Development bodies are not identical, even
within the same Local Development inuiative. For example, one  Local
Development body might prioritise assistance to disadvantaged groups while
another might priontise enterprise development. Existing measurement systems
do not allow the performance of these two groups to be realistically ranked
and compared.

®  Mecusurement should cope with the fact that much of the performance under
the initiauves is qualitative in nature. Examples include quality of training.
openness 1o disadvantaged groups and quality of relationships with other
statwtory bodies, Existing measurement svstems do not cater for these aspects
of performance’.

®  Despite initiatives 1o nvolve Local Development bodies m the specification of
perfornmance indicators, existing performance monitorning 1s frequently seen uas
something which is imposed on groups with linle direct benefit in terms of
enabling them o understand how to improve their own perfornunce.

2.23% The approach described in Case Study 1 gives an indication of the preparatory
wor< involved in developing svstents to evaluate the officiency and effectiveness of
the bodies. Government Departments and Local Developiment bodies might establish
to what extent this approuch could be applied to the measurement and management
of Local Development performunce. This is a prerequisite o establishing the dara
requirements which should e satisficd by the informarion systems in use by Local
Devzlopment bodies. Under the existing systems, the information requircments for
determining the extent to which value for money is being obtained from expendinure
on the initiatives are not adequately provided for, The current inadequacies of the
informuation systems limit the scope for evaluation. The Mid-Term Evaluations of both
LEADER und OPLURD have drawn attention 10 this deficiency.

However, [EADER growps prodicce weitten gualitative reponts netce yearly aind other Local Development
bodhies also urclude gualitative aspects of performentee i e reports. ADAL bas produced a seres of
case studies which reflect gualilative aspects of the work of Parinerships

For e extended discrssion o the wealnesses of pevformance monitoring see “ESF eord the focal, Urbeot
cud Rureld Devefopmnent Progreonme”. European Sociald Fundd Programme Evaliation Ui April 1999
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A benchmarking project

A transnational study. funded by the EU, is underway to develop benchmarks for
projects which seek to inserl unemployed people into the labour market. The main
purpose of benchmarking is to enable organisations to improve their performance.

Through a process of discussion and analysis involving the implementing organisations,
the key processes and desired outcomes are established. An agreed set of quantifiable
indicators is developed to give a measure of performance under each key process and
desired outcome. Overall performance is derived by applying an agreed weighting
formula to the individual measures. Data caplure and performance reporling are
overseen by an independent third party.

Graphical representations are produced showing the performance of each group for
each key process and ouwtcome. Typically, the performance of each group will be
stronger in some respects than others and fulure action to improve performance can
then ensue.

integration of Data at National Level

2.24 1t s important that there should be central access 10 data 1o provide for a
systematic and comprehensive evaluation at national level of the efficiency and
effectiveness of local development across the counny. In addition, this would
support co-operation and co-ordination across the bodies.

2.25 Daw held within Government Departments and ADM 3 not integrated at the
level of the beneficinry. For example, grant approvals to an enterprise, grant
payments and employment are not assocuated with @ unique client identifier in
Enterprise, Trade and Employment’s computer systent. A similar weakness ¢xists in
Agriculture and Food and ADM. This can reduce the scope for evaluation. For
example, the performance of entities which obtiin financial assistance cannot readily
be compared with those which receive other, non-financiul, supports.

226 When CEBs were first established. Enterprise, Trade and Employment used
cdatabuse, inherited from the Department of Finance. o record cerain key data, such
as grants paicd and approved. on each enterprise assisted by CEBs. In addition, data
on the Enterprise, Trade and Emplovment Business Information System (BIS) held
grant and emplovment data for all munufucturing and international services firms.
The opporunity was not taken of combining data on the CEDB database with its own
B1S. subsequentdy, Enterprise, Trade and Emplovment discontinued recording grant
payment date on the CEB database. Finally, the coverage of the Forfas annual
employvment survey (which updates the BISY was allowed to diminish so that it no

14
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longer attempts to include svstematically small manutacturing enterprises with less
than ten employees. As a result, the ability of Enterprise, Trade and Employment to
maonitor small industry  performance and  the effectiveness of  small - indusoy
development programmes has considerably weakened.

2.27 Enterprise, Trade and Emplovment is at present agreeing terms of reference
tor the establishinent of 4 system to facilitate the integration of CEB dat into the BIs.
It i intended that Forfids will include CEB clients in s annual employment survey.
In addition the Department plans to acquire i statistical software package to facilitate
anzlysis of CEB daa

2.28 There is no natonal plan o integrate enterprise and individueal client level data
from CEDs with similar cata from LEADER groups and Partnerships. Agricultuwre and
Foad does not integrate information which is collected from each of the groups into
nai onal systems and has no plans 10 do so. ADM provides reposts to a number of
Departments. inclucing Social, Community and Family Affairs. Enterprise, Trade and
Employment and Education and Science.

2.29 In 1995 Tourism, Sport and Recrcation began o process of setting up a
centralised performance monitoring system (PMS) tor OPLURD comprising aggregate
output indicators tor CEBs and Partnerships®. Significant resources have  heen
devoted to developing this svstem. Performance indicators were finally approved by
the OPLURD Monitoring Committee in May 1999, According 1o Tourism, Sport and
Recreation this did not allow sufficient time o consider extending the system
frarnework to provide for comparison with other programmes such as LEADER. The
current position is that

®  Pannership performance data from 1 Januwary 1997 was successfully taken into
the PMS. Data from conumunity and special interest groups was taiken into the
PMS for 1998

® Performance data for 1998 from all of the CEBs has been collated by South
Dublin CEB and tken into the PMS.

The PMS is used 1o monitor the levels of activities and outputs under OPLURD. It s
used Dy the external evalumor to assist Tourism, Sport and Recreation and the
OPLURD Monitornng Committee 0 oversee the Programme. It is of limited use tor
cifectiveness analysis.

2.3 A tunther difficalty is the absence of comparisons with some key haseline data
pricr o the establishment of the bodies, for example, the rate of new firm formation
and job creation in small firms and the plicement of long-term unemployec.
Tourism, Sport and Recreation has commissioned a1 study of bascline data

? Performanice data on sbprogranome 3 of OPLURD. T Village and Urban Benceal. s also wickided

]
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Reporting and Monitoring

2.31  Progress reparts are produced every six months by the lead Departments tor
consideration and approval by the relevint Monitoring Committees.  External
evaluators were engaged by Tourism, Sport and Recreation and Agriculure and
Food for OPLURD and LEADER respectively 10 produce evaluation reports and they
have also produced mid-term reviews. These reports are considered at half-yearly
meetings of the relevant Monitoring Committees. All Local Development bodies
produce annual repons outlining  activities  undertaken together with financial
statements as required under the operational programmes.

2.32 Newworking plays an important role for the bodies. Both LEADER groups and
Partnerships have the benetit of personnel  dedicated 1o organising  network
activities. The CEOs of the CEBs also meet regulurly.

16



'3 Co-ordination of Activities

3.1  The co-existence of the three types of bodies for locul development Tus given
nse to concern about duplication and the Jack of co-ordination™. The potential for
duplication arises because the hodies commenced independently of each other and
started w difterent times, have similar objectives and target overlapping populations,
haver separate local administrative structures, report to different Departments and are
funded by different operational programmes. As a result there is a need o ensure
that there are adequate arrangements in place to reduce the possibility of duplication
and to ensure that there is proper co-ordination between the ditferent bocdhes.

13,2 The issues of duplicanon and co-ordination can be ussessed
®  benween the different Local Development boclies
® Dbetween Local Developuent bodies and other agences, such as Enterprise
lreland and the Depantiment of Social. Conmunity and Family Affuurs.,

This examination is confined to duplication and co-ordination between  Local
Development bodies,

3.3 Inthis chapter the issues of duplication and co-ordination are examined undler
cvaluation criteria as shown below

Issue Evaluation criteria

Du alication Objeclives
Clients
Activities

Funding of projecls

. Co-ordination Local level

National level

|Dupﬁcaﬁon

13.4 A substantial number of agencies can provide Local Development supports in
the same local area. Figure 3.1 from the South West iliusirates this.

3.5  The nature of the imtiatives is that there should be flexibility in strategic
|dccir;iun making a1 local level within broad parameters winch are set out 1 the

Operational Programmes, The similurities benveen obyjectives, clients and activities s
showen in Tables 3.1 10 3.4 are o result of these policies,

o

ublic Accoronts Copinntter discrssion of 30 April 1998
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Figure 3.1 Local Development Supports in the South West
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3.6 Al of the bodies are concerned with local economic development and have
a et to co-ordinae and enhance existing supponts at local level, Both LEADER
and  Partnership geoups are concerned  with community - development  while
Partnerships are explicitly focused on combating social exclusion.

Clients

3.7 Many similarities exist between the clients of the thiee types abf bodies bu
there are also important differences. Winle CEBs deal with business ideas from any
individual or group they <o not specifically target disadvantaged groups, which are
the focus of Parnnerslups. LEADER activitics e directed  towards the  local

s



Coordination of Activities

Talsle 3.1 Objectives
Objectives CEBs Partnerships LEADER
Foster development by
Area planning v v v
Job creation v v v
Business supports v v v
Animation v v v
Counter serious economic
and social problems by
Agsisting long-term unemployed
into jobs v
Promoting adult educationitraining v v v
Assisting community development <& v v
Ericouraging provision of child support v v v
Integrate supports at local level v v v
Tabile 3.2 Clients
Nature of Clients CEBs Partnerships LEADER
Pcpulation coverage 100% 54%:* 61%
Geographic coverage 100% Includes 13 complete Almost complete
counties and several in rural areas
olher disadvantaged (excludes part of
areas. cities of Dublin,
Cork, Galway,
Limerick,
Waterford)
Small Enterprises v v v
Adult Learners v v
Joly Seekers incl. Long-
Term Unemployed (LTU) v
Cemmunity Groups v v
Lone parents v
Travellers v
People with disabilities v
Disadvantaged youth v
Note;: I3 denates that one Local Davelopment body has chosen {0 pursua this objective
a This relates to designated areas covered by Area-Based Partnarships

Soures: Tables 3.1 & 3.2 These tables were denived from the Cperationat Programme for LEADER,
OPLURD and interviews with managers of Local Development bodies.
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Table 3.3 Main development activities
Activity CEBs Partnerships LEADER
Draft development plans v v v
Assess local plans < v v
Carry out surveys of enterprises v v ol
Provide finance to enterprises v v v
Provide advice to enterprises v v v
Assist enterprises to access
consultancy support v o v
Organise/fund mentors for enterprises v v v
Fund management development v
Organise/fund marketing initiatives v v
Promote enterprise via meetings elc v v v
Produce enterprise
brochures/business guides v v v
Promote enterprise in schools via
competitions, training etc v v v
Fund provision of tourism facilities v v
Fund road signage/ Tidy towns v
Fund arts/cultural festivals v v
Table 3.4 Main activities concerned with countering serious economic

and social problems

Activity CEBs Partnerships LEADER
Counsel long-term unemployed (LTU) v
Carry out skills audit of LTUs v
Establish network of LTUs v
Organise, fund education or
training courses v v
Fund provision of education centres v v
Fund construction, refurbishment,
equipment of community, resource
or aclivity centres v v
Fund estate improvement v
Fund community/youth workers v <
Organise, fund community fora
or networks v v
Organise, fund homework clubs v
Fund youth activities v
Fund play groups, creches v v v
Note: < denoles that not all Local Development bodies have chosan to undentake these
aclivities

Saources: Tables 3.3 & 3.4 These tables were derived from the Operational Programme for LEADER,
OPLURD and interviews with managers of Local Development bodies.
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coonmunity in general and local project promoters. While people who are severely
socially or economically deprived nay participate in LEADER activitics, LEADER has
no remit nospecitically trgeting these groups. In nine cases, LEADER and
Paitnership services are delivered by the same local group.

3.6 LEADER and Pannerships have extensive, but not complete, population
coverage. Partnerships and ADRM-funded community groups cover many of the more
concentrated areas of disadvantage. Due te the bacr that socil disadvantage s
spatially distributed, some areas of the country where disadviintuge exists are not
corvered by Partnerships or ADM-funded community groups'.

Activities

3.5 It can be seen from Table 3.3 that there s extensive  duplication of
development activities across the bodies with almost all of the activities being
undertaken by ar least two vpes of bodies. I interviews with the managers of the
Local Development bodies, it was indicated that, while they are aware of this
overlap, they relv on co-ordination mechanisms 1o ensure that resources are not

wilsted.

3.10 It can be seen from Table 3.4 that some overlap exists between LEADER
greups and Partnerships with respedt 1o countering sertous econonic and social
preblems. This can arise through imprecise detiniion and interpreiiion of the range
of services provided. However, the extent of overlap in countering serious economic
and social problems is much less than in the case of development activities, partly
because of the tirgenng of specific client groups by Partnerships (the long-term
unemployed and the socilly excluded).

3.11 it should be noted that many other agencics or groups outside the scope of
the examination are also active at local level, For exionple, the Roscommon CEB
Action Plan 1997 - 1999 contains o matrix of development agencies and services
previded in County Rosconunon. This is shoswn in Appendix B

Funding of Projects

3.12 Sitwations can oceur where promoters can maximise the tanding they receive
by applying for support from different groups.

"o Where are Poor Houscholds The Spatial Dhstnhution of Poverty aond Depredion au freland. Brian

Nolen ¢t al. Combeat Poverty Agency. 1998
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“Subsidy shopping”

A promoter had a turnover of £80,000 from an equestrian centre and language school.
In addition, he was a farmer, his spouse was a teacher and he had net assets of almost
£0.5 million. He wished to develop the equestrian centre and language school and
provide accommodation on site for language students; he applied to a CEB for financial
assistance. The estimated cost of the project was as follows

£
Accommodation cosls 20,000
Classrooms 10,000
Indoor arena 22,000
Qutdoor arena 15,000
Tennis court 10,000
Total 77.000

The CEB considered that financial support would be appropriate for certain ‘non-
accommodation’ aspects of the project  This comprised classrooms, indoor arena and
cutdoor arena, costing £47,000 and a grant of £20,000 was approved in May 1996. The
Board considered that the promoter should fund all of the accommodation aspects.
(The Board had a policy of not assisting the provision of accommodation because this
is a response (o, rather than, a generator of demand).

In September 1996, the promoter applied to a LEADER group for a grant. According to
the grant application form the accommodalion cost had risen to £85,000 (as against
£20.000 in the CEB application). The LEADER group was aware of the financial support
already provided by the CEB and the reasons why this level of support was given. The
LEADER Board approved a grant of £17,000, being 20% of the cost of the
accommodation. The project promoter was also approved for a marketing grant from
LEADER of £2,750.

Total capital grants approved for the project (£37,000) amounted to 26% of projected
capital expenditure (£142,000)

3.13 It has been pointed out (by Enterprise, Trade and Employment and Tourism,

Sport and Recreation) that this case study gives lntle rise for concern as the funding

was directed owards different elements of the project. However, the following

ethiciency difficulties arise

® addinonal search’ costs for clients who nuke muliiple applications for
assistunce

® uddivonul tme spent by members of Boards and evaluation committees and
administranive costs in Local Development bodies

@ the first Local Development body to approve financial assistince cannot adopt

a ol project’ view because it is not aware whether subsequent applications
will be made for assistance o other Local Development bodies.
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Cn-ordination

3.24 As pan of their anmmation and community development activities, all of the
bodies, particularly LEADER groups and Pannerships, look for opportunities 10
midate and co-ordinate activities which may be undertaken by a wide variety of
stuutory,  communuy and voluntary groups. This work usually  facilitates  the
provision of economic and social benetits to the community. Tvpical examples are

®  Organising nerworks of lone parents
®  Promating tidy towns

®  Organising second chance education.

Wihin Local Developmient bodies there is often tension between the priority to be
given 10 their co-ordination role versus the direct delivery of services, including
grants,

3.15 Co-ordination frequenily involves the co-operation of several different
organisations at different levels (State, local government, community/voluntary
sector and business) to achiceve a common abjective. Through their co-ordination
robz, the bodies may harness the potential of several organisations to achieve an end
which would not otherwise be achieved This role has been cited as contributing 1o
the unique role of the local development bodies™. A goxd example of this co-
orcination is set out in Case Study 3.

3.16 The muluple funding of this angling project is substantially different from the
multiple funding shown in Case Study 2. In Case Study 3 the contributions of the
various hodies were agreed as part of an integrated plan,

3.17 The co-existence of three significant types of bodies (and the inherent
duplication shown in the previcus section) places a particular onus on management
of the organisations at both national and local levels o co-ordinate service provision.
Figare 3.2 illustraies tfor each of the bodies the ditferent co-ordination structures in
place.

“reland: Local Partierships and Socral Innoveanion, Charles Sabel, OECE. 1996
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Case Study 3

Co-ordination of a tourism angling project

A LEADER group in an inland county sponsored a study of the tourism development
potential of the county. Although the county had weak tourism infrastructure and
practically no angling facilities, the sludy identified several tourism sub-sectors thal
could be developed, including angling.

An initiative was undertaken by the LEADER group to co-ardinate the development of
angling in partnership with fourteen other bodies. including Fisheries Boards, ESB,
Coillte, Duchas, Bord na Mdna and several community development organisalions and
angling groups. The initiative consists of

@® the upgrading of eight lakes, most of which are owned by State agencies and many
of which were overgrown or silted

@ construction of stiles, paths elc. and restocking the lakes with fish
@® grant support for accommodation providers in the lakes area.

The total cost of the project was estimated at around £0.5 million. Some of these costs
are borne by LEADER but most are borne by State agencies and the Tourism
Operational Programme 1994-1999,

The LEADER group is involved, with other organisations, in marketing angling facilities
and the prowvision of training for the ongoing management of the lakes.

Co-ordination at Local Level

3.18 County Strategy Groups were estiblished in each county under OPLURD to
fucilitie co-ordination and mininuse duplication in the delivery of progrinumes.
The Groups provide a forum for formal communication within cach county and
hetween counties and central policy makers. Membership of the Groups includes
the Chairpersons of CEBs, Purtnerships and LEADER groups, County Tourism
Committees, County Munagers and representatives from Tourism, Sport
Recreation.

3.19 The co-ordinauon of services to cients depends very heavily on cross-agency
representation and  attendance  at mectings. Table 3.5 shows typical  Board
representation.
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Figure 3.2
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Table 3.5

Typical Board representation

Group Boards

Sactor Represented CEBs LEADER Partnerships
Lccal authority members v v almost complete
Statutory bodies v v v

Ermployers / Trade Unions / Farmers v v v

Community / Voluntary sector v v v

Sou.ve:

Analysis by the Office of the Comptroller and Auditor General
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3.20 CEBs uare represented on most LEADER groups and many Partnerships.
However, many LEADER groups and Partnerships are not represented on CEBs. In
some, but not all cases where cross-board representation s lacking, there is cross-
agency representation at sub-hourd level instead. such s evaluation commiuees for
projects. In nine cases where there are common boundaries the sume Bourd
administers both a LEADER group and Parmership. In cases where there are not
matching boundaries it is usual for LEADER groups and Punncrships 1o have
common Board representatives,

3.21 Agnculture und Food require all LEADER groups 1o specify how they intend
to co-ordinate their activities with other bodies before agreements 1o implement a
LEADER programme are completed. Each agreement includes a clause 1o this effect
and also requires LEADER groups to participate in County Strategy Groups.

3.22 The view of the Local Development bodies is thar local knowledge is of
paramount importance for co-ordinating their activities. Use is made of informal
contacts to ensure that each organisation is aware of what others are doing. There
is often no formal agreement between Local Development bodies at local level
regarding  the  limits  between  objectives, activities and  clienis.  However,
consicderation should be given 1o drwing up o written statement which would set
out a broad framewaork of agreement between Local Developmient bodies. A good
example from County Meath is shown in Appendix F.

3.23 From the beginning. elected political representation was ubsent from LEADER
and Partnership Boards. Members of tocal authorities are represented on CEBs. but
not as of right on LEADER groups and Parinerships. However, local authority
officiuls are frequently on the bouards of LEADER groups and Partnerships. A process
has been underway to include members of local authorities on the Bourds of
LEADER groups and Parinerships. This process is now complete in the case of
LEADER and is almost complete in the case of Partnerships,

Geographical Boundary Problem

3.24 The co-ordination of activities at local level is made more ditticult by the luck
of coherence in the way the boundaries of the Local Development bodies were
drawn and because of overlupping boundaries with statutory bodies. As a result
many  Local Development bodies nwist laise with a aumber of other Local
Development bodies and statutory organisations. This increases the administrative
burclen on Local Development bodies and impedes their ability wo offer uniform
service delivery in their ‘territory’ and 1o co-ordinate activities of other Local
Devetopment bodies and State agencies,
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Boundary problem in South County Dublin

The boundary of South Dublin CEB covers the same geographical area as that of South
I Dublin County Council and South Dublin Area of Dublin Tourism. In this area there are
four Partnership companies

Ta laght Partnership wholly located in Dublin South

. Clondalkin Partnership wholly located in Dublin South

| KWCD Partnership divided between Dublin South and Dublin City
Scuthside Partnership divided between South Dublin and Dun

Laoghaire/Rathdown

| Also, the Dublin Rural LEADER Company covers part of South Dublin as well as Dun
" La>xghaire/Rathdown and Fingal Council areas. The State service providers such as
FAS, Eastern Health Board (EHB), Department of Social. Community and Family Affairs
{D:3CFA) and Enterprise Ireland do not have the same geographical areas as local
auhonties. They are split up into regional areas and these regions impinge on South
' Dublin CEB as follows

FAS Dublin South/Wicklow region of FAS contains part of South Dublin
while Dublin WesVKildare region of FAS caters for the rest of the
| South Dublin area.

EHB Each of three regional areas of the EHB, Dublin South Cenlral,
South West and West impinge on the area of South Dublin CEB.
DECFA Dublin South region of DSCFA contains part of South Dublin and

Dublin Waest region of DSCFA caters for the remainder.
Enterprise Ireland  South Dublin is totally contained within Enterprise Ireland’s region
of Dublin and Mid-East.

3.24 Agriculure and Food has pointed out that coherent geographical boundaries

would be contrary to the "botrom up” approach of LEADER. The initial EU proposal
_for “he forthconming LEADER Initiative states It wonld be desivable that the eligible
i areds do not coincide with national administranive boundaries nor with eligible
" zones under the mainstream operations of the structural funds”

| Co-ordination at National Level

3.26 An Interdepartmental Policy Committee for Local Development was
_estadlished in June 1993 under the auspices of the Department of the Taoiseach and
i subsequently reconstituted in October 1997 under Tourisnt, Sport and Recreation. Its

function is 1o oversee and make recommendations on local development (Appendix

G shows the commuuees rerms of reference). The committee is chaired by the

Min ster of State in Tourism, Sport and Recreation and comprises representatives of
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1 number of Government Departiments. The commitee has contributed policy
material (o the post 2000 submission on the future of structural funds and was
involved in the development ol the Integrated Services Project,

3.27 The committee sees its future role as one of informing itself of developiments,
enhuncing links with locat development organisations and learming lessons from
piloting projedts, including the potential for mainstreaming successful projects.

3.28 There is a potential role for the committee to get involved in sorting owt the
svstems” inadequacies and o develop o strategic approach 10 countering the
negative aspects of duplication. The commitiee should consider developing an
agreement concerning the limits between the objectives, activites and clients of the
three types of bodies while tking account of the limitations on the discretionary
mature of the LEADER Programme, which is an EU Initiative,

3.29 From a value for money perspective and Dased on the above analysis the
lollowing improvements are desirable in the short term

@ the establishment of coherent geographical boundarices

® unincrease in the formal co-ordination of service provision.

The Task Force Report on the Integration of Local
Government and Local Development Systems

3.30 A Task Force, which was established to report on the integration of local
gpovernment and Jocal development systems, reported in August 1998 and its
recomuendations were approved by Govermnent in September 1998 The “lask
Force was concerned 1o develop o vision and strategy which would encompass in
an integrated way the operations of local government and lLocal Development
bodies in order to significanty incrcase their effectiveness.

3.31 The Task Force considered that this could best be achieved at the county and
city level. The centrad role will be played by new County or City Development
Bouards (CDBs), which will be established in each city and county local authority.
The CDBs. with memberslup drawn from four scctors (e local government,
community and voluntary, social partners and State agencies operating at focal level)
will draw up an agreed and comprehensive County or City Strategy for Economiic,
Social and Cultural Development. 1t was agreed that Parinerships or LEADER groups
should deal with disudvantaged areas on an agreed basis and that community

o The Integrated Serioes Project was established o a pilor besis in December 1998 i1 four serionsly
disadventaged areas. {ix objective i 1o co-ordinate the inprss of all Stete services

Yo Guiernment ecision of September T9OR € SE32/50/10/K00 1 )
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development and social inclusion measures should. where possible, be delivered by
grissroots bodies. Further recommendations of the 1ask Foree include

® centerprise support funcuon 1o be vested in the CEBRs. with provision for the
involvement  of other Local Development bodies, such as LEADER, by
agreenient

® tunctional areas to coincide with county or city boundaries or. at sub-county
level, local electorul arcas

® o single agency 10 be responsible for community development i sub-county
level (either the local authority’s  Arca Committer or, in designated
disadvantaged areas, groups such as Partnerships or LEADER groups)

® any future local development groups should hive county oc city councillors on
their Boards,

CAn interdeparimental implementation group has been formed 1o oversee the

implementation of the Task Force reconuendations,




4 Operational Efficiency

4.1 This chapter considers the operational efficiency of the groups. Operational
efficiency is concerned with muking the best use of the resources provided to
maximise the level of outputs achieved.

4.2 The issues and evaluation criteria are

Issues Evaluation criteria

Targets and performance Quantification of targets
Use of baseline data

Achievement and review

Resource allocation and outturn Targets and gulturns

Allocation of resources 1o Local
Development bodies

Grant cost per job

Cost of non-grant outputs

Information on extent
Effective procedures

Deadweight and displacement

*e o0

Targets and Performance

4.3  QOPLURD contained a number of output and activity wrgets 10 be achieved
over the period 1994 - 1999 A report issucd in 1994 criticised some of the targets
in that they did not refer 1o previous performunce™. In the absence of this baseline’
performance chaa, it is not possible to know how realistic or demanding these targets
are. Examples of the lack of baseline dawa include information on new jobs and new
businesses. The report also considered that other argets were too modest in relation
to what was known about performunce. such as the rarget for new businesses
supported by Partnerships with reference o the performance under the original
PESP Partnerships.

4.4  The main OPLURD targets and achicvements against the targets are shown in
Table 4.1. Most of the original targets were exceeded by 1998, niuny by a wide
margin. The only target that was quantified in the Operational Programme for
LEADER wuas the creation of jobs, which was set at 4,000 over the life of the
Programme. Up 1o end 1998, an overall job creation figure of 2,700 (fullime jolb
equivalents) was reported.

4.5 Following the recommendations contained in the mid-term review, revised
perfornuince indicators and raised targets were adopted by the OPLURD Monitoring

" Ev-ante Appraisal of Proposed Local Development Progranime. prepeared on bebalf of DG XVI by the
Services Industries Research Centre, UCD, Fuzpatnck Associates and Kieran McKeowm Ld, Febriary
1994
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| Tatle 4.1 OPLURD targets to end-1999 and achievements to end-1998

CEBs Partnerships
; Target Original Achievements! Original | Achievements
' Targets Targets
New jobs 8.000 15,500 6,900 12,800
i Ne:w businesses 2,260 3110 3,640 12,800

Pragression of -
unemployed to

| -full-time jobs 12,500 11,400
* -part-time jobs 1,500 2,900
Number of adults - 60,000 18,500
1 assisted lo access
| education
Number of children - 20,400 35.000

attending prevenlative
i educalion services

Existing businesses 280 p.a. 2,500 -
sudported (1996-1998)
! Customer contacts 20000 pa 8,700a 30,000 p.a. n.a.
(1998) |
Note a Qnly contacts which led 1o a provision of a service by the Boards lo a client were
i recorded
Soure: OPLURD and annuai roports.

Committee in Mav 1999 (see Appendix D). These targets appear to e more realistic
having regard 1o performance in the early vears of the Programme.

4.6 In the case of LEADER, the mid-term review noted that the OP indicators

scored highly on relevance. However, many of the indicators were so vagoe that
meaningful quantification would be almost impossible. The review concluded that
the performance indicators did not provide a sufticiently clear basis on which groups

could develop common indicator systems. The review proposed a system of
performance indicators tor discussion,  amendment and  implementation. The
LEADER Monitoring Commitee decided that each LEADER group should prepare
revised trgets in orespect of the indicators proposed in the mid-term review (see

Appendix E). No revised national targets were agreed by the Monitoring Committee
or Agriculture and Food.
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Table 4.2 Expenditure targets 1994-1999 and outturns 1994-1998
Initiative oP Revised Latest Qutturn
Forecast* Forecast® Forecasl 1994-1998
1994-1999 1994-1999  1994-1999
£m £m £m £m
CEBs 81.8 811 80.8 62.0d
Partnerships 104.7 103.6 108.3 70.6e
LEADER Groups 77.2 3947 947 388
Notes: a Updated for exchange rate changes and inflation as of May 1999.
b Ravised forecast is that which has been most recently approved by the Monitoring
Committee. It refers only to expenditure co-financed by EU structural funds.
[ Latest forecas! is the most recent estimale by the relevant department of the most
likely outcome. It refers only (o expendilure co-financed by EU structural funds.
d Qutturn only includes expenditure co-financed dby EU structural funds (£62.0m).
Expenditure not co-Nnanced by EU structural funds amounted to £36.1m
e Quttum only includes expenditure co-fingnced by EU structurs! funds (£70.6m).
Expenditure not co-financed by EU structural funds amounted to £0.5m
Source:; OPLURD. LEADER OP annual reports

Resource Allocation and Outturn
4.7 Pubhc expenditure targets and outturns are shown in Table 4.2.

4.8  From the beginning, it was the view of Enterprise, Trade and Employvment that
there were not sufticient EU funds ander OPLURD to support the desired level of
expenditure by CEs over the lite of the Programme. Accordingly, CEB expenditure
was in excess of the level co-tfinunced by EU funds and the balance of £36.1 million
was provided by the Exchequer. 1t is clear that EU funds available tor CEBs under
OPLURD will be fully wtilised by the end of the Progrimme.

4.9  As most Parnerships had © go through a lengthy process of establishment
and planning in 1995 and 1996 their expeaditure was slow in those vears. However,
expenditure accelerated in 1997 and 1998, Tourism, Sport and Recreation and ADM

expect that over the tull progranune period expenditure targets will be met.

4.10 Expendiure under LEADER wus substantially below target for the periol
1995-1998. A twiher sum of £18 million was allocated to LEADER by the EU
Commussion in 1996 from an EU reserve available for Community initatives. In order
to reach the revised forecast. expenditure in 1999 would have 1o be more than two
and o half tmes the expenditure of 1998, However, Agriculture and Food expects
that all allacated Tunds will be spent by the end of the Programme™.

I3

Accordurg to the LEADER OF all eligible expenditiore muet be comanitted by LEADER gronps by the end
of Pecendrer 1999 1hese nioneys mst be pxeted out Iy LEADER gronps before 30 fune 2000
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Allocation of Resources to Local Development Bodies

4.11 Enterprise, Trade and Employment initally allocated resources equally to each
CEB. The Department subsequenty moved @ a0 more demand led approach,
whereby allocations would be varied depending on the relative needs of each area.
the capuacity of each arei to successfully utilise enterprise supports and o ereate jobs
and the quality of the enmerprise plans prepared by cach CEI3.

4.1 ADM placed advorisements in newspapers  inviting community - groups
(ou side the designated areas of disadvantage being looked after by Area-Based
Pannerships) and relevant mational organisations to apply for OPLURD funding 33
community groups and 135 nutional organisations were selected by ADM for tunding.

413 The allocation of resources 1o Partnerships by ADM was based on detailed
analysis of the socioeconomic characteristics of each wrea highlighting various
aspects of deprivation drawn from the 1991 Census of Population. Other relevant
variables included the quatite of the plan, the capacity of the Parinership and the
avadahility of other development resources to the arei, such as LEADER or URBAN.

4. 14 Advertisements were pliced in newspapers announcing the LEADER [nitiative
and inviting applications. These were assessed by Agriculture and Food with the
assistance of an independent consultant 1o establish the extent 1o which they met the
key features of LEADFR. The resources were allocuted having regard to the quality
of the business plan submited, the papulation and degree of rurality of the area and
the availability of other sources of assistance for local development. 34 local groups
were selected and 2 sectoral groups.

Grant Cost per Job

4.1% ‘There are specitie factors which hmit the wsefulness of the grant cost per job
mdizator in the context of local developiment. These include

®  Great diversity in the nature of the jobs created and the method of counting
them

@  No direct companison between the work involved in supporting job creation at
local level with national joby creation agencies

@  The sustunability of jobs mav differ from those created by national agencics

®  The focus on job creation varies within the three types of hodies
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4.16 For CEBs the number of jobs created 1s used as a performance measure. The
average grant cost per job created varied over the period under review as follows”

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Number of jobs created 1,958 3,174 3.589 3.317 3,487
Grant cost per job created £2 535 £4.249 £3,763 £3.884 £4.206

The variations from year to year may be partly explained by the fact that sometimes
there is u time lag between the grant expenditure and the creation of the relevant
jobs. Over the period 1994-97 the average grant cost per job was £3,725 with the
lowest CEB being £2,269 (Tipperary North) and the highest being £6.683 (Leitrim).

Cost of Non-Grant Outputs

4.17 In addition to grant aiding job creation and adiminisiration, all of the bodies
are involved in non-grant activities including

CEl3s

® Producing enterprise plans and penerally promoting an enterpnise culture
® Business information, advice, counselling and mentoring

® Munagement development training

Partnerships

® Enterprise creation uand development
Environment and infrastructure projecis
Provision of services to the unemploved
Community development

Complementary and preventative education.

LEADRER groups
® Anmmation activines
® echnical assistance.

Expendituie on these activities 1s shown in Table 4.3

4.18 Tuble 4.3 shows the varving extent to which the different Locat Developmen
bodies are invalved in non-grant outputs. The CEB and LEADER groups’ focus on
grants is greater than Pantnerships who focus on non-grant activities. This is
consistent witly the list of activities in Table 3.4.

T The numerator @5 grants pald o1 the calender year and the denomniator is the employment geins
achiceed over the sear in e foms which recewed financial asssteoice from CEBs naote e
employment losses i these firms are ignored
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Table 4.3. Expenditure on non-grant outputs 1996 - 1997
- 1996 1997 1996 1997
£m £m % of total % of total

expenditure expenditure

CEBs 3.9 54 18% 24%
Partnerships® 51 136 56% 72%
LI:ADER groups® 21 3.4 40% 30%
Tertal 1.1 224 31% 42%
Nota: a The figures oxclude Community Groups and selecled National Organisations
b Excludes selected sectoral groups
Source Analysis by the Office of the Complrofler and Auditor General: see Appendix A.

Deadweight and Displacement

4.19 Deadweight refers to siwanons where o promoter would undertake the
business project in any event, je without 1 grant or assistance from - Locul
Development body. The granting of funds 1o deadweight projects is an inefficient
and ineftective allocation of resources. Displacement refers to situations where the
goods or services sald by o grant-assisted promoter divert sales opportunities trom
other existing businesses. Employment can be similarly diverted. In these cases, the
impract of the funds allocated is achieved at the expense of other enterprises.

4.20 There is o risk of deadweight and displacement in all grant activity including
that at local development level. A recent study stated that™

We have two concerns with the supports for micro enterprise. The problem of
deacweipht and displacement is endemic i such supports, especially where

several agencies arve 1o sume degree involved i dishursing such supports.

The Operational Programmes for LEADER and OPLURD both state that deadwight
and displacement are 1o be avoided

4.21 All enterprise projects Rl into one of the following tour ciegorics

Deadweight: Yes
Displacement. No

Deadweight: No
Displacement: No

Deadweight: Yes
Displacement#Yes

Deadweight: No
Displacement. Yes

™ National neestment Prionitics for the period 20002000, Fitzgerald ot al. Foonomic and Social Research

Instrtute. Merch 10949

-+
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Of the four possible scenarios, only one (with no displacement and no deadweight)
vields potential net increases in output, income, employment and consumption that
could be aunbutable 10 LEADER or OPLURD support. From a vidue for money
perspective it is important that there be good information on the extent of
deadweight and displacement and effective procedures 1o deal with them.

Deadweight

4.22 1t s difficult 10 measure the extent of deadweight and no method cun be
regirdded as providing otlly reliable estimates. Deadweight was examined in the
mid-term review of OPLURD in respect of financial assistance given 1o small firs
by CEBs. From a sample of firms surveyved over 40% of the promorers indicated that
they would have established the businesses without CEB support. A study of micro
enterprises that received  grants under Local Development initiatives and other
progeammes reported deadweight of 453%™,

4.23 Enterprise, Trade and Employment has argued thar these estimates  of
deadweight are too high. According to the Departiment the views of promoters are
not a reliable gude 1o either their behaviour or their success. The Department asserts
that all CEBs seek 10 avoid deadweight. However, it has been noted  that
respondents” confidence regarding their abiluy 1o st o business in the absence of

a grant can be considered as an underestimate™.

4.24 A study of the Arca Allowance Enterprise Scheme (AAES), which s
acdministered by Parmerships, surveyed a sample of participants®. It was concluded
that deadweight was in the range 40-50%7. Even allowing for sumpling risks, the
thiee surveys tiken ogether suggest thar there is o considerable incidence of
deadweight.

4.25 An cxample of potential deadweight involving LEADER funding is set out in
Cuse Study 5.

o Eraluation of Micro Erierprise Supponts Across National and Local Development Agencies, Indnstry
Evalieation Unit, Angust 1999 Micro estterprises that recetied greons from Esiesprise reland. Udards
nee Gerelteecier aned Shanerent Developmient were michuded or the danalysis,

S Ner B LEADER | hntietive: Eealnaton aued Recommendetions, Keerineyv or e, 19935

a0 Self-Emploved and the Long Term Unemploved  An Evaluation of the Arca Allowance Enterprise
Scheme, WRC Cotcpltenis, 1997

@ ADM considers thar the proportion sisreved who stated thet they wondd have waben np employmon/self-
caiployanent i not q reliable indicator for those who wonld hace actially done so ADM bas ogued
thet the tenderhang escape rate from wiengdovaent by the long-teest wemployed (249 0 the WKC
streelv) wonded be a better estimete of deacdiceipht for AAES participants then the estinaies guoted i tbel
sty Howerer the sty pibited onr that bev characteristics of AAES panticipanis (edncation and
drreion of uwemplovment) were better” than for the long-term anemployed who dhel not participie
11 AALS.
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ase Study 5

Potential deadweight situation

In 1999 a business person in a large provincial town decided to provide a bed and
b-eakfast establishment in a spacious house that she owned in the centre of the town.
She decided to focus on the upper end / business markel and provide four en-suite
rooms. She received assurances from several local businesses that they would be
willing 1o refer clients to her. Two local hotels also indicated that they would refer
‘cverflow’ cusiomers,

Tae total investiment required to refurbish the property, fit out and supply furniture,
crockery and bed linen was estimated at £88,000. Loan approval was obtained from the
b:ank for renovations and the promoter applied to the local LEADER group for a grant.

Tre LEADER group estimated that £44,000 of the proposed expenditure would be
eligible for grant assistance and a grant of £13,000 was approved for the venture.

Tie project report prepared for the LEADER Board meeting did not include
consideration of the possibility that the project might proceed without a grant. In that
re gard the following faclors would have been relevant

the premises was located in the centre of a busy. growing town

the premises was owned by the promoter

the owner was self-employed and operated a consultancy service from home
based on 35% occupancy, net cash flow in the first year was forecast at £8,000.

if no grant had been paid and the funds had been borrowed instead, the estimated
surplus for the year would have been reduced by an increased interest charge of
up to £1,300 which would not have substantially changed the potential viability of
the business venture.

4,26 Possible ways of minmnsing deadweighi in assisted projects include

® Targeting financial assistance on projects where the costs of entry to the
business are high relative to the resources available to the promoter.,
Some promoters have very himited financial resources; for example the vast
majority of Partnership chients are Jong-term unemploved. It is worth noting
that. even where adequate private resources are available, it may be difficult
for some Loval Development bodies, given their job creation trgets, to um
down involverment in otherwise sound projects  Indeed, the view  was
expressed by some of those interviewed in the course of the study that financial
support for ¢ligible projects is often viewed by promoters as an entitlement and
this can make it difficalt for Local Development Texdies o refuse financial

assistince 1o deadweight projects.




Local Development nitiatives

Providing financial assistance by means of repayable grants, loans or
cquity rather than non-repayable cash grants, ,
This should discournge reliince on public funds by those entrepreneurs who
do not need it while ensuring that entreprencurs who do need public finance
can avadl of it The micd-erm evaluation of OPLURD recommended  the
increased use of loans and equity rather than grams. A report by the Industry
Evaduation Unit recommended that adf financial assistnce provided under the
aegis of LEADER and CEBs should require a finuncial return® From carly 1998
CEBs und Partnerships hive been empowered by the EL Commission o assist
projects by means of equity and refundabile wid. In 1993 almost £0.5m of CED
assistance (4%) was provided in the form of equity and relundable wid.
Enterprise, Trade and Emploviment intend that refundable forms of assistance
will be deployed incrementally in future. ADM has agreed with Partnerships
that chients should, where practicable, receive refundible gid rber than grams.
In accordance with EU regulations, LEADER groups are precluded  from
provicding loans or equity 1o enterprises.

4.27 A recent study reported tha

Wo acknowledge that micro citesprises mav face capital constraints,
especialy in the “stent up” phase but strongly suggest that the most effective
wav lo daddress this possible “market failure” is through loans and equity
rather than grant aid. This wonld minimixe the risk of creating a
dependency cuftitre

4.28 10U is clear that there s scope for much greaer use of repayvable grants, loans

and equity 1o minimise deadweight and such use has the added advantage tha

assistunce can be provided more economically, as funds can be reeveled 1o assist

more than one project. Howcever, some inerease i administration costs could be

expecled.

4.29 An extreme form of deadweight arises when public financial support is

supplied w a project which was established and is operating in the absence of this,

suppart. Case Study 6 involving the Arcea Allowance Enterprise Scheme illustrares this,

Evelugiron of Micro Erterprise Supponts Across Natwnal and Local Development Agencies, Industiy
feluction Unit, Angnst 1999

National Daeestiment Priontiies for ihe periad 2000-20006. Fuz Gerald of al. Feoiomic cord Socicl
Rescerrer bnstipde, Merch 1909

Self-timplayee cond the Long-Term Uinemploved: An Ecaination of the Area Alfescetice Eitesrise Schome,
WRC Consultants. 1997

Svif-Employment and the Unemployed, Breen wrd Halpin, Fconomie and Social Rescarch nstitute. 19SS
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ase Study 6

Funding the startup of an existing business

A fisherman was in receipt of Unemployment Assistance (UA) from the Depantment of
Sacial, Community and Family Affairs (DSCFA) from 1979 to 1999. In September 1998
he applied for support under the Area Allowance Enterprise Scheme (AAES).

Under the terms of the scheme, an applicant must be unemployed for at least a year
and this eligibility must be confirmed in writing on the application form by DSCFA. The
Partnership can subsequently approve the application and may provide minor financial
support in addition to the main financial benefits provided by DSCFA, i.e. the receipt of
full unemployment payments for a year and on a reducing scale for a furiher three years
plus retention of secondary benefils.

According to the application form the applicant had received a bank loan of £18,000 for
the purchase of a boat, with repayments commencing on 30 August 1998. In addition,
he: was the owner of fishing nets Lo a value of £6,000.

The application form was certified by DSCFA in January 1999 to the effect that the
applicant was eligible for AAES. The certification did not explain

® how the applicant managed to purchase a boat while on UA?

® how he persuaded the bank to provide a loan of £18,000?

® how he was financing the business from August 1998 to January 1999, in particular
the boat repayments and insurance amounting to £565 per month?

The report prepared for the Partnership Board meeting stated that the applicant had,
with the knowledge of DSCFA, been engaged in the fishing industry for the previous ten
years on a part-time basis. The Board approved the application.

DSCFA has made the following observations on this case

® Following an investigation in 1988, the UA paymenl was terminated but reinstated
under appeal with an assessment of net income at £1,250 from fishing per year.
The case was reviewed in 1993 and the net income per year was increased to
£1.400. A further review was conducted in September 1938 (the month after the
boat was purchased) and the assessment of net income did not increase.

® Itis very difficult to eslablish an accurate income for such fishermen as fish can be
sold to tourists and restaurants for cash.

® The Depanment did not consider it necessary to check with the bank as to what, if
any, security was provided for the loan.

®  While failures occur in the scheme, they do not cost the Department any more than
if the client continued on UA,

ADM has pointed out that fishing comprises a very small proportion of AAES
paticipants supporied by Partnerships. A recent review of Partnership business
supports reported that fishing and Bed and Breakfast businesses "do not provide a
viable full-time job and Area Allowance is not an appropriate support payment”. It also
recommended that clearer guidelines should be issued regarding eligibility.

Sourze: Pannership Business Supports and the Area Allowance Scheme, Insights No. 8, ADM, 1999
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Case Study 7

Potential displacement situation

A business proposal was made to a CEB in 1998. The promoter wished to provide a
food delivery service to factories on industrial estates, i.e. sandwiches. baps, snacks
elc. The promoter recognised that there were several competitors. Unlike the
competitors, he proposed to provide the service via three refrigerated vending
machines that would be restocked regularly. He applied for and was approved a capital
grant of £5,500 by the CEB in December 1998. .

The project report prepared for the Board meeting dealt with the possibility of
displacement by nating that the promoter’s service would be provided in a manner
different from his compelitors. However, the question arises: if the project is successful,
how will its sales be achieved unless by the diversion of the expenditure of factory
employees from one service provider to another?

Displacement

4.30 The ooly analysis of displacement was in respect of AAES and this showed a
wide range of estinwates®. Using 1 methodology devised by Breen and Halpin® the
consuliants estiniredd that 64% of the business carricd out by AAES participants was
diverted from other Irish frms and that 41% of  emplovient crened  in
theseenterprises was at the expense of other enterprises. The consultms felt that the
Breen and Halpin methodology had  limitations  and  that their estimates  of
displacement were oo high, Using  different assumptions and  w different
methodology they estimated that 19% of employment created in AAES enterprises
was cisplaced from other enterprises.

4.31 Possible ways of minimising displacement include

® Counselling promoters owurds exports or domestic sectors supplicd
predominanty by imports

® Withholding assistince from projects iniending 10 supply goods and services
10 the domestic market which are already supplicd by other businesses

® Providing financial assistance by means of repavable grants, loans and equity
rather than non-repavable cash grams.

4.32 All LEADER groups, Puartnerships and CEBs are instructed not o support
projects which would displace business from other enterprises.

4.33 CEBs were advised emly in 1999 to focus their efforts on the development of
manufacturing and international services projects, which will have the potential o
develop into export-oriented firms, while not neglecting other eligible projects
(viable, non-deacweight, non-displacement) outside these sectors. Partnerships have
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agreed that financiul suppont should not be supplied to businesses in plentiful
supply, such as hackneys, couriers, building  contractors, bed and  breakfast
operators, van sales and hairdressers. LEADER groups are advised to direct their
supponts owards innovative projects.

4.5%4 There are different views among Local Development bodies regarding what is
imvolved in recognising  cisplacement. Thus, some  Local Development  bodies
consider that if the existing competitors to a project are located outside their county
or even their locality, then displacement is not an issue.

4.5 The mid-term reviews of LEADER and OPLURD made litde reference o
displacement. However, the LEADER mud-term review contended that displacement
weuld he minimised if LEADER groups focused their financial assistance on
inrovative projects. Agnculture and Food intend that the final evaluation of LEADER
11 swill include estimation of deadweight and displacement effects.

Beuneficial Displacement

4.36 1l there are any circumstances in which displacement can be ignored they
should be identified.  For example. it niay be possible 1o sustain the case. on social
justice or equity grounds. that specitic groups such uas the long-term unemploved
should receive positive discriminanion, esen at the expense of other fob seekers”. ADM
has argued that one of the objectives of Purtnerships is o improve the potential of
the long-term unemploved and the socially excluded o gain employment in the
eccnomy generally and specificallv in their own areas. The insertion of particular
disadvamtaged groups into emplovinent or a business will often have the effect of
displacing 2 non-disadvantaged person from that job opportunity. However, the
social gain makes the displacement worthwhile.

4.37 Given that CEBs cover the entire population and that Parnerships and
LEADER groups cover 34% and 61% respectively. the exact circumstances when
displacement might be permitted for any Local Development body should be
clasificd by the relevant Depaminents.

o Growing and Sharing our Emplovment. Srralegy Paper on the Labour Mlarbet. Department of Eiderprise.

Trade and Employaent. Aprid 1996
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5 Assessment of Impact

5.1  While the measurement of the achievement of cconomy and efficiency is
mportant in the management of the initatives, establishing their impact is of even
greater Importance. Tmpact assessment is concerned with establishing the extent 10
which the local development abjectives are achieved and the wider contribution of
the intatives 1o local economic and social development. It is desirable that
appropriate svstens o evaluuate the achievements of the initiatives in relation o their
desired impacts should be in place.

5.2 The development of systems to determine the impact of the initiatives is not
casy. The diversity of local development objectives means that it is unlikely that any
one assessment method would e sufficient. Some aimpacts, like emploviment
creation, can be quantified and achievement can be monitored through the analysis
of relevam performunce indicators. Others like raising the level of economic activity
can be assessed through the use of cconomic models using surrogate measures of
impact. Many of the social objectives of the initiatives are not susceptible 1o
mensurement at all and the impacts achieved are best determined through surveys
of changes in tocal conditions at individual and community levels.

5.3  This chapter considers approaches o the assessment of impuact under the
following headings

Issues Subject

Quantitalive assessments @  Baseline analysis
®  Use of macroeconomic data

Qualitative assessments @  Assessing social impacts
@ Case studies and international studies

Quantitative Assessments

5.4 Information on job creation and the progression of long-term unemployed
persons o full tme wark wre reported for all these tvpes of hadies (see Table 4.1
and Appuendix A). While the figures that have been reponed to end-1998 under
OPLURD are well ahead of the wrgets that were set. it is difficult 1o inerpret these
results, in terms of impact, in the absence of baseline data.

Baseline Analysis

5.5 Daseline analysis would establish the performance of o representanive group
of enterprises, commumnity groups and individuals that dicd not receive assistance
under the initiatives. The performance of assisted entities and individuads at county
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or pationa!l level could then be compared with the performance of ‘matched’ non-

assisled entities selected from the representative group. Similarlv, the performance
of entities receiving different Kinds of assistance could also be analysed 1o determine
relative impact.

5.6 Baseline analysis can be performed using microeconomic data (dara abouw
specific enterprises) or mucroeconomic data Caggregated data). The data collection
procedures at focal level have not been adequate to support this kind of analysis
using microeconomic data. Accordingly. analvsis against a baseline of non-ussisted
enterprises, community groups and individoals cannot be carried out,

Case Study on Unemployment using Macroeconomic Data

5.7 A study of the impact of OPLURD on unemplovinent. using census data
(marroeconomic data), has been carried out under the aegis of the OPLURD
Mor.itoring Commitiee. Some results of the study are summansed in Case Study 8.
5.8 This finding from Case Study 8 does not necessarily mean that Partnerships are
less effective in assisting unemployed people o find work, as unemployed people

i Partnership areas may be more disacvantaged and find it more difficult to access
employment. In addition. the rate of entrv to unemploviment in Partnership areas
may be different from non-Partnership areas. However, the data is inconclusive

about the level of effectiveness of Partnershups in addressing uncmployment. The
case study highlights the complexity of impact analysis but also illustrates its
importance in leading o a greater understanding of the results of programme

activity. More complex data modelds of the labour market at locat level would be
needed tor a systematic review of the effectiveness of Paninerships in tackling long-

terns unemployment.

5.9 It is of interest 10 examine the trends in the duration of unemployment in

recent veurs, Table 5.1 shows the numbers unemployed year on year, in one year
bands up 1o three years, from 1994-1999 and the ‘unemployment retention rates’

from vear 1o year, i.e. the proportion of those inemployed who are still unemployed
one year later.

[ 5.10 Table 5.1 shows that significant improvements in unemployment retention
rates have occurred in recent years, particulucly for long-ternm unemployment. Strong
cecoromic growth in the period covered would have been of prime importance in
lthe reduction in long-term unemployviment. While the long-term unemployed are the
main target group for Partnerships, these areas are not separately distinguished n
(the analysis. Outflows to schemes, sucl us Community Employment. could also be
! important.
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Case study 8

Analysis of the impact of OPLURD on long-term unemployment using macrodata

A key part of the analysis was a comparison between the change in unemployment in
Partnership areas from 1991-1996 with the corresponding change in non-Partnership
areas. The comparison was based on the Census of Population for 1991 and 1996. The
logic behind the comparison was that “disadvantaged areas are at risk of falling behind
the general level of economic development unless there is a targeted intervention o
ensure that the rising tide of economic growth flows into those areas. Thus, if the
decline in unemployment in Partnership areas is similar to that in Ireland as a whole
then al least the gap between affluemt and poor areas has not widened and
Partnerships may have conlributed to some extent to this outcome"

The consultants measured changes in lhe unemployment rate in two ways
(i} by the percentage point (or absolule) change
(it} by the proportionate (or relative to 1991) change,

They used a simple example to illustrate the difference between the two measures:
“Assume that Area A has 90% unemployment rale and Area B has 20 % unemployment
rate. If the unemployment rate declines by 10 percentage poinls in both areas (the
same absolute change in the rate) the relative rate is quite different since Area A has
declined by only 11% (relative to its starting rate) whereas Area B has declined by 50
% (refative to its starting rate). Both rates should be used together”.

The key data was summarised as follows

Unemployment rate

Area 1991 1996 Absolute Percent Percent Change

initial rate Points Change Relative to Initial

Rate*

Ireland 16.9% 14 8% -2.1% -12.6%
Partnership areas 25.6% 23.0% -26% -10.0%
(PESP only)
Non-Partnership 13.9% 11.9% -20% -14.1%
areas
Note: 8 Change in unempioyment rate divided by the initial unempioymant rate

The consultants commented that ‘the unemployment rate in PESP Partnership areas
fell by a slightly greater absolute amoun! than either ireland or non-Partnership areas
but in relative terms they did worse - essentially because they had higher
unemployment rates to begin with in 1991",

Source: A Report on the Impact of the Operational Programme for Local, Urban and Rura!
Development on Long-Term Unemployment, Goodbody Economic Consultants et al.
October 1999
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Table 5.1 Duration of unemployment and retention rates 1994-1999
! Year Less than 1-2 years 2-3 years 3+ years
one year | Number Retention Number Retention
| Number ! rate rate Number
1994 151,032 43 697 27,489 64,154
. 1995 144 283 39,748 26.3% 26,293 60.2% 67,955
I 1996 146,776 | 40.875 28.3% 25852  65.0% 69.667
1937 132,398 38,361 26.1% 24227 59.3% 61,870
19398 130.780 31,719 24 0% 18.914 49.3% 54 448
I 1939 110,446 | 28,194 21.6% 14496  45.7% 44,940
Note- Relention rates are calculated as follows. Al of those who were unemployed for 1-2 years

| in 1995 (39,748) werc unemployed for less than one year in 1994 (151,032); thus the
unemployment retention rate is 26.3% (39,748+151,032)
Sour:e: CSO: Live Register dala.

Case Study on Business Formation using Macroeconomic
Data

5.11 A study of small husiness formation over time might be used to consider issues

< sucl as the impact of the initiatives on the rate of manufacturing startups. This is
considered in Case Study 9.

5.1 Greaier understanding is required of the mix of variables which mayv be
resporsible for the trends apparent in the data. In a situation where an unexpected

result is obtained from the analysis Gis in Case Study 9 it would be necessary to
refire the analvsis using nucroeconomic data until the reasons for the trends
cobserved are clarified and the different contributions of the imitiatives 10 small
enterprise formanon were better understood.

5.13 In order o use microeconomic data to assess the impact of the initiatives on
nmanufacturing and international services. it would be necessary to integrate local
development support data from all the initiatives with the Forfis and Enterprise,

| Trade and Emploviment Business Information System (BIS). Enterprise. Trade and
Emplovment intends to proceed with the integration of CEB data with the BIS. (See
paragraphs 2.24-2.28.)
I

5.14 Enterprise, Trade and Emplovment has commissioned a review to ake place
Jin the current vear on the impact of CEBs, with particular reference to the rate of
“husiaess formation and the sustainability of the jobs created.
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Case Study 9

Use of macroeconomic data on business formation

In 1993, Enterprise Ireland stopped assisting manufacturing and international services
firms with less than ten employees. This role was transferred to CEBs. The trend in the
number of Irish-owned startups in manufacturing from 1987 1o 1996 has been studied
in an effort 1o detect the impact of economic growth on the rate of startups. It might
equally be used as a starting point to consider the impact of CEBs in this role.

Startups in Irish-owned manufacturing 1987 to 1996*

500
400 -
300 —
200 —

100 —

4]
87 88 89 90 9N 92 93 94 95 96

Year

The graph shows that the very rapid economic growth from 1993 (which period includes
the emergence of the initiatives) did not resull in an increased rate of manufacturing
startups. According to the quoted study "The start-up performance is surprising. The
improvement in the economy over the years has not! been accompanied by a
corresponding growth in the number of manufacturing startups”.

Note a Case study based on “Startups and Closures in Indigenous Manufacturing. an
Analysis of the Census of industrial Production 1986-1935", insh Banking Review,
Autumn 1998: Anthony Foley and Teresa Hogan

Source: Data: Census of Indusinal Production, CSO

Qualitative Assessments
Assessing Social Impacts

5.15 Some important macro data was establishecd by ADM relting to “deprivation
indicators” for Partnership areas. Based on the 1991 Census of Population, ADM
compiled indicators of deprivation for all Partnership areas. down o District
Electoral Division level. Deprivation maps were also produced. The deprivation
idicators included
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educational attainment
occupational profile

local ibour market characteristics

housing.

Froim these indicators a composite deprivation index value was computed for each
Partnership area for 1991

5.16 This exercise has recently been repeaied from the results of the 1996 Census
of I'opulation. From wan impact assessment perspective reliance on these indicators
would involve some Jimitations. For example, the Census vears do not coincide with
Partnership  milestones. migration can complicate andlvsis and the dat s not
definitive regarding causality™

5.17 Despue these hmitations. analysis of the indicators of deprivation should
provide valuable informtion regarding changes in aspects of deprivation in different
Partnerstup areas and  should also tacilitate comparison over time with non
Partnership areas. The availability o thes information should  facilivate further
attempts 1o consider the socil impacts of the initiatives,

Case Studies and International Studies

5.186 While much has been written on the activities of Local Development hodies,
the extent of material speafically covering the evaluation of their impact s very
limited.  Several Partnerships have camried out case studies® to highlight how issues
were being wickled by different Partnerships and o promote best practice, Case
studies are underway wlso in many LEADER groups. No case studies have been used
so farin the enterprise and job creation area for CEB activities.

5.19 A formal European study was undertaken of the role of partnerships i
proroting social cohesion in ten Member States of the EU, comprising ten national
reperts (including Ireland) and a synihesis European report®. The study and reports
were: based primarily on thirty case studies (three from euch Member State) which
looked at issues of representation. negotiation  and  alliance  building in the
development of sirtegies and action pluns and the working methods, skills and
resavarces applied by patnerships,

S Ouber Iimntations are reported o Poor People, Poor Places, edited by D Prangle of af, Qake Tree Press.
Db, 1999

= Yhese bate been published by ADM v the Insight” senes

w

tocal Paviientups A Suceesyful Sircetepy for Socied Cobesions, A Geddes. Office e Official
Publications for the Erropean Conmdies and Furopean Fotondation for the Improcement of Licing
and Working Conelitions, 1998
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Local Development nitiatives

5.20 While the report included many individual references 1o isolatedt examples of
the impact of partnerships, empirical rescarch into the effectiveness of partnerships
was not within the scope of the study. There was also no atempt o compuare the
performance of partnerships at national level.

5.21 The absence of specific material on the evaluation of effectiveness of locul
development bodies is panly due 10 a lack of contextual data at locul level 0
facilitate analysis. A primary aim of the bodies is to facilitte the local achievement
of results and 1o leverage the activities of local groups. Assessiment of effectiveness
of this kind of activity would require that the role plived by the bodies could be
isolied from all other conuibutory factors. This is difficult. There is a clear need for
more data collection and the development of social policy models which would
Facititare beuer insight by policy makers into the impact of the acuvities of local
development bodies.
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Appendix A: Annual Cost and Outputs of Individual County
Enterprise Boards, Partnerships and LEADER
Groups, 1995-1997

(Based on data supplied by Depauments and ADM Lid Fue in 1998)



Summary of Expenditure on Local Development Programmes (1995-1997) Appendix A

[

1995 1996 ' 1997
£'000 % of total £000 % of total £000 % of total
expenditure expenditure expenditure

CEBs
Grant Expenditure 13,485 68% 13,503 62% 12,884 57%
Non Grant expenditure 1.421 7% 3,879 18% 5414 24%
Admunistration Costs 4,895 25% 4,284 20% 4437 19%
Total Expenditure 19,801 100% 21,666 100% 22,735 100%
LEADER (1)
Grant Expenditure 23 2% 1,529 28% 6,226 53%
Non Grant expenditure 887 51% 2.350 42% 3.536 30%
Administration Costs 820 47% 1,684 30% 2,015 17%
Total Expenditure 1,730 100% 5,563 100% 11,778 100%
Partnerships/Community Groups
and National Organisations (2)
Grant Expendilure - - - - - -
Non Grant expenditure 3.025 66% 5161 50% 15,579 68%
Administration Costs 1,632 34% 5.164 50% 7.398 32%
Total Expenditure 4,557 100% 10,325 100% 22977 100%

Aggregate expenditure figures shown in this table have been superseded by more up to date figures shown in Table 2.1
{1} Local Development groups accounted for 96% of LEADER expenditure in 1995 - 1997 and detailed analysis focused on this.
(2) Parinerships accounted for 84% of total expenditure for 1996 - 1997 and detailed analysis focused on this.




County Enterprise Boards

Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total Expenditure - 1995

Appendix A1.1

County Enterprise Board

Administration

Total Expenditure

Administration as % of

Grant Aid as % of

Non-grant Qutputs as

Expenditure £'000 £000 Total Expenditure Total Expenditure % of Total Expenditure
Tipperary South Riding 150 274 55% 38% 7%
Cork North 142 315 45% 55% 0%
Monaghan 143 375 38% 62% 0%
Tipperary North County 122 353 5% 57% 8%
Meath 128 373 A% 59% 7%
Louth 135 410 33% 56% 1%
Kildare 157 476 33% 48% 19%
Kerry 228 747 3% 62% 7%
timerick City 162 561 29% 84% 7%
Waest Cork 142 498 29% 65% 6%
Limerick County 209 714 29% 63% 8%
Westmeath 103 358 29% 1% 0%
Longford a5 335 28% 68% 4%
Clare 169 635 27% 68% 5%
Waterford County 106 386 27% 73% 0%
Cork City 150 543 27% 67% 6%
Donegal 124 460 27% 68% 5%
Fingal (Dubin) 152 598 26% 63% 1%
Mayo 155 651 24% 72% 4%
Waterford City 134 559 24% 63% 13%
Wicklow 127 558 23% 70% 7%
Carlow 149 654 23% 72% 5%
South Cork 187 844 22% 71% 7%
Leitrim 147 671 22% 67% 1%
Cavan 122 564 22% 65% 13%
Laois 121 595 21% 73% 6%
South Dublin 143 670 2% 70% 9%
Offaly 126 600 21% 63% 16%
Dublin City im 551 20% 67% 13%
Sigo 147 728 20% 3% 7%
Roscommon M 597 19% 77% 4%
Wextord 144 777 19% 75% 6%
Kilkkenny 100 637 16% 84% 0%
Galway County and Cily 140 950 15% 83% 2%
Dun Laoghaire - Rathdown 82 743 1% 78% 1%
Miscellaneous (1) 30 30 0% 0% 0%
Total 4,895 19,801 25% 68% 7%

{1) Reters {0 set up costs incurred on behalf of all Boards.




County Enterprise Boards .
- Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total Expenditure - 1996

Appendix A1.2

T

Couniy Enierprisy Dudrd Administration Total Expenditure Administration as % of Grant Aid as % of Non-grant Qutputs as
Expenditure £'000 €000 Total Expenditure Total Expenditure % of Total Expenditure
Cork North 119 a17 29% 63% 8%
Tipperary North County 13 404 28% 56% 16%
Sligo 18 457 26% 50% 24%
Mealh 136 532 25% 53% 22%
Laois 151 612 25% 59% 16%
Westmeath 120 500 24% 55% 21%
Cork City 124 533 23% 55% 22%
Roscomman 120 536 2% 61% 17%
Louth 133 620 21% 57% 22%
Cavan 128 599 21% 67% 12%
Clare 123 581 21% 61% 18%
South Dublin 147 705 21% 56% 23%
Dublin City 139 668 21% 49% 30%
Kildare 128 625 20% a1% 39%
Tipperary South Riding 108 530 20% 68% 12%
_Mayo 159 784 20% 70% 10%
Carlow 117 582 20% 67% 13%
Waest Cork 127 633 20% 59% 21%
Longlord 114 579 20% 71% 9%
Kerry 114 584 20% 68% 12%
South Cork 125 645 19% 58% 23%
Limerick City 132 683 19% 64% 17%
" Galway 122 631 19% 69% 12%
Kilkenny 120 636 19% 67% 14%
Ofttaly 17 628 19% 62% 19%
Waterford Counly 105 563 19% 66% 15%
Leinm 121 665 18% 64% 18%
Dun Laoghaire - Rathdown 116 648 18% 57% 25%
Fingal (Dublin} 117 656 8% 56% 26%
Wexford 117 708 17% 68% 15%
Wickiow 122 739 16% "M% 13%
Oonegal 19 757 16% 65% 18%
Limenck County 120 810 15% 68% 17%
Waterford City 118 800 15% 75% 10%
Monaghan 75 616 12% 74% 14%
Total 4,284 21,666 20% 62% 18%




County Enterprise Boards

Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total Expenditure - 1997

Appendix A1.3

County Enterprise Board

Administration

Total Expenditure

Administration as % of

Grant Aid as % of

Non-grant Outputs as

Expenditure £'000 £'000 Total Expenditure Total Expenditure % of Total Expenditure
Cork North 106 344 31% 50% 19%
Clare 172 631 27% 46% 27%
Tipperary North County 118 448 26% 38% 36%
Waterford County 126 505 25% 54% 21%
Longlord 121 498 24% 60% 16%
Wexford 156 647 24% 56% 20%
Wicklow 184 796 23% 57% 20%
Limerick Cily 1414 619 23% 51% 26%
Mealh 170 751 22% 52% 26%
Offaly 113 505 22% 53% 25%
Kilkenny 121 545 22% 48% 30%
Donegal a4 428 22% 42% 36%
Leilrim 139 640 22% 54% 24%
Monaghan 18 556 21% 57% 22%
Waterford City 164 788 21% 60% 19%
Limernck County 147 708 21% 53% 26%:
Louth 161 787 20% 50% 30%
Mayo 122 602 20% 53% 27%
Sligo 99 496 20% 51% 29%
Tipperary South Riding 120 619 19% 60% 21%
Carlow 113 593 19% 65% 16%
Cork Cily 127 672 19% 59% 22%
Weslmeath 119 637 19% 60% 21%
South Cork 131 704 19% 58% 23%
Laois 13 615 18% 55% 27%
Kildare 136 761 18% 56% 26%
Cavan 127 740 17% 63% 20%
West Cork 87 513 17% 57% 26%
South Dublin 165 981 17% 64% 19%
Dun Lacghaire - Ralhdown 102 621 17% 48% 35%
Kerry 94 580 16% 66% 18%
Roscommaon 75 474 16% 61% 23%
Galway 10 835 13% 64% 23%
Fingal {Dublin) 17 02 13% 62% 25%
Dublin Cliy 130 1.195 1% 69% 20%
Total 4,436 22,735 19% 57% 24%




LEADER
Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total Expenditure - 1995

_ . Appendix A1.4

f Local Development Group l Administration | Total l Administration l Grant Aid as Non-grant
Expenditure Expenditure ' as % of Total | % of Total Outputs as % of
£'000 £°000 Expenditure Expenditure Total Expenditure

Laois Leadar Rural Development Co. Lid. 3 3 98% 2% 0% )
Cavan-Monaghan Rural Development Co-operative Society Ltd * 81 98 B2% 0% 18%
Barrow-Nore-Suir Rural Davelopment * 62 81 77% 0% 23%
Wicklow Rural Partnership Ltd. * 26 38 70% 0% 0%
Westmealh Community Development Lid. 8 1 70% 7% 23%
Longford Community Resources Ltd 1 18 65% 0% 35% T
Mid-South Rural Roscommon Development Association Lid. 9 14 63% 0% 37%
Rural Resource Development Lid * 80 129 62% 0% 38%
Meath Community Pardnership Co Lid 3 5 60% 4% 36%
Meilheal Forbartha na Gaeltachla Teo 68 17 58% 0% 42%
South West Mayo Development Co  * 54 94 58% 1% 41%
Galway Rural Development Co. 8 15~ 56% 0% 44%
Arigna Catchment Area Community Co. - 1 23 48% 4% 48%
Western Rural Davelopment Co Lid ~ 28 58 48% 0% 52%
Offaly LEADER 11 Co. Ltd . * 3 6 48% 0% 52%

“IRD Duhallow Ltd. © 60 131 46% 0% 54%
Ballyhoura Development Ltd. * i 74 163 a5% 0% 559%

| West Limenck Resources Lid 10 23 44% 3% 53%

south Kerry Partnership Ltd © 29 66 44% 0% 56%
Waterford Development Parinership Lid 34 76 44% 0% 56%
Tuatha Chiarrai Ltd 6 14 42% 6% 52%
Word - Wexford Organisation for Rural Development * 51 i25 41% 1% 58%
West Cork LEADER Group * ' 57 160 35% 0% 65%
Donegal Local Development Co. Lid B8 22 4% 3% 63%
Tipperary LEADER Group * 30 95 32% 0% 68%
Total - Local Development Groups 813 1,584 T 51% 1% 48% ]
Acquisition of Skills 0 85 0% 0% 100%
Other Collective Bodies 7 23 30% 70% 0%
Technical Assistance 0 37 0% 0% 100%
Total Expenditure - LEADER Groups 820 1,730 47% 1% 52%

* These groups also existed under the Leader | iniliative




LEADER

Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total Expenditure - 1996

Appendix A1.5

Local Development Group Administration Total Administration Grant Aid as Non-grant
Expenditure Expenditure as % of Total % of Total Qutputs as % of
£000 £'000 Expenditure Expenditure Total Expenditure
Combhar lorrais (LEADER) Teoranta * 45 56 B81% 0% 15%
County Siigo LEADER Partnership Co. Ltd 26 37 70% 3% 27%
Rural Dublin LEADER Company [1d 19 30 63% 3% 34%
Inishowen Community Development Co. Lid * 64 106 61% 3% 36%
Laois LEADER Rural Development Co. Ltd 35 77 46% 9% 45%
Comhdhail Qileain na hEireann 33 51 43% 13% 44%,
South Kerry Partnership Lid * 47 113 41% 18% 41%
Rural Resources Development Lid. * 88 226 39% 13% 48%
Blackwater Region LEADER Co Ltd 35 92 38% 5% 57%
Meath Community Parinership Co. Lid. 34 a0 38% 2% 60%
Longford Community Resources Lid. 25 67 38% 35% 27%
Galway Rural Development Co 37 100 36% 17% 47%
Waord-Wexford Qrganisation for Rural Development * 83 230 36% 6% 58%
| Harrow-Nore-Suir Rural Development Lid ° 66 184 36% 5% 55%
Arigna Catchment Area Community Co * 3 86 35% 18% 4a7%
Cavan-Monaghan Rural Development Co-operative Society Lid. 7] 9N 262 35% 34% 3%
Maitheal Forbartha na Gaellachta Teo ” . 94 292 32% 44% 24%
Wicklow Rural Partnership Ltd. * 53 168 31% 29% 40%
Offaly LEADER W Co Lud * 35 111 31% 26% 43%
Donegal Local Development Co. Ltd. 28 94 30% 28% 42%
Mid-South Rural Rescommaon Developmenl Associalion Ltd 25 85 29% 50% 21%
Co. Louth Rural Development Co. Ltd 19 65 29% 15% 52%
Ballyhoura Development Ltd. * 84 289 29% 47% 24%
Keli-Kildare European LEADER Il Teoranta 49 182 27% 5% 68%
IRD Duhallow Lid. * 64 258 25% 55% 20%
Tuatha Chiarrai Ltd. 46 194 24% 20% 56%
South West Mayo Development Co. * 45 198 23% 50% 27%
Westmealh Community Development Lid. 37 165 22% 46% 32%
West Limerick Resources Ltd. N 141 22% 42% 36%
West Cork LEADER Group * 61 285 22% 36% 42%
Walerord Develapment Partnership Lid. 58 271 21% 50% 29%
Western Rural Development Co Lid. * 49 249 20% 40% 40%
Tipperary LEADER Group * 36 185 19% 20% 61%
East Cork Area Development Lid. 17 94 18% 25% 56%
Total - Local Development Groups 1,599 5173 3% 29% 40%
Acquisition of Skills 0 189 0% 0% 100%
Other Collective Bodies 86 115 75% 25% 0%
Technical Assistance 4] 86 0 0% 100%
Total Expenditure - LEADER Groups 1,684 5,564 0% 28% 42%

* These groups also existed under the Leader | initiative




LEADER

_Administration_Costs_as a Percentage_of Total Expenditure - 1997 __. Appendix A1.6 —. - -
| Local Development Group | Administration I Total l Administration l Grant Aid as Non-arant
Expenditure I Expenditure as % of Total % of Total Qutputs as % of
£'000 £:000 Expenditure Expenditure Total Expenditure

Combhair lorrais (LEADER) Teoranta * 43 96 45% 19% 36%
Co. Sigo LEADER Partnership Co Lid. 83 234 36% 25% 39%
Rural Dublin LEADER Company Ltd. 48 140 34% ] 28% 38%
Wicklow Rural Partnership Lid * 52 186 28% 37% 35%
Rural Resource Development Ltd, * 89 365 24% 50% 26%
Word-Wexford Organisation for Rural Development Ltd _ * 91 373 24% 37% 39%
Blackwater Region LEADER Co. Lid 46 204 22% 37% 41%
Meath Community Partnership Co Ltd. 58 260 22% 30% 48%
Laois LEADER Rural Development Co Ltd 3t 156 20% _36% 44%
IRD Duhallow Lid * _ 57 293 20% ] 40% 40%
Doneqal Local Development Co. Ltd. 60 314 19% 54% 27%
Kelt-Kildare European LEADER 1l Teoranla 75 399 19% 45% 36%
Cavan-Monaghan Rural Development Co-gperative Society Ltd 102 _ . 568 18% 59% 23%
South Kerry Partnership Ltd. * 59 335 18% 55% 27%
South Wesl Mayo Development Co. * 60 341 18% 61% 21%
Meitheal Forbartha na Gaeltachta Teo. * 109 626 17% 64% 19%
Waterford Development Partnership Lid 78 458 B 17% 64% 19%
Galway Rural Development Co 45 264 17% : 56% 27%
Inishowen Community Development Group * a7 277 17% 34% 49%

" Wesl Limerick Resources LI 46 275 17% 60% 23%

[ Co. Louth Rural Development Co Ltd. 50 309 16% 50% _ 34%
Comhgdhail Qileain na hEireann 35 221 16% 64% 20%
West Cork LEADER Group * 104 658 16% 55% 29%
Tuatha Chiarrar Lid 56 367 15% 50% 35%
Westmeath Community Developmenl Lid 48 314 15% 55% 30%
Offaly LEADER Il Co. Lid. ° 39 259 15% 55% 30%
Ballyhoura Development Ltd. * 67 455 15% 60% 25%
East Cork Area Development Lid _ 27 189 14% 38% 48%
Waslern Rural Development Co Lid ° 83 592 14% 58% 28%
Mid-South Rural Roscommon Developmenl Association Lid 32 252 13% T1% 16%
Longford Community Resources Ltd : 35 290 12% 56% 32%
Arigna Calchmenl Area Communily Co. 43 414 10% ' 73% 17%
Tipperary LEADER Group * 33 441 9% 54% 37%
Barrow-Nore-Suir Rural Development * a1 561 7% 70% 23%
Total - Local Development Groups 1,979 11,487 7% 53% 0%
Other Collective Bodies 36 142 25% 5% 0%
Technical Assistance 0 149 0 0% 100%

| Total Expenditure - LEADER Groups 2,015 11,778 17% 53% 30%

] |




Partnerships Community Groups and National Organisations
Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total Expenditure - 1996

Appendix A1.7

Partnership Administration Total Expenditure Administration as % Other Activities as %
Expenditure £'000 £'000 of Total Expenditure of Total Expenditure
KWCD Partnership 128 128 100% 0%
Inishowen Partnership Board 33 a3 100% 0%
Monaghan Partnership Beard 48 48 100% 0%
Longlord Community Resources Ltd 40 40 100% 0%
Galway Rural Development Co. 39 39 100% 0%
Galway City Partnership 109 109 100% 0%
Sligo LEADER Partnership Co. 50 50 100% 0%
Pairtiochl Gaeltacht Thir Chonaill 48 48 100% 0%
Roscommon County Partnership 55 55 100% 0%
Pairtiocht Chonamara 116 116 100% 0%
Cavan Partnership 18 18 100% 0%
Canal Communities Partnership 67 67 100% 0%
Bray Parinership 115 115 100% 0%
Westmeath Community Development Lid 49 50 100% 0%
Tra Li Partnership 105 107 98% 2%
Waterford Area Parinership 7?7 82 84% €%
West Limerick Resources Lid. 74 82 9% 9%
Southside Parinership 163 180 91% 9%
Norlh West Kildare/North Offaly (QAK) 125 139 90% 10%
| Mayo * 288 353 82% 18%
Wexfard Area Parnership 132 166 80% 20%
Donegal Local Development Co, 60 78 77% 23%
Leitnm Partnership 63 94 67% 33%
Clondalkin Partnership Company 176 305 58% 42%
Soulh Kerry * 107 253 42% 58%
Blanchardsiown Area Partnership 208 495 42% 58%
Drogheda Partnership Company 136 337 40% 60%
Ballyfermot Partnership 143 359 40% 60%
Cork Cily * 176 476 37% 63%
Oundalk * 196 546 36% 64%
Finglas * 169 53% 32% 68%
Wexford County Parinership * 126 501 25% 75%
Dublin_Ipner City * 134 539 25% 715%
_ Tallaght * 137 602 23% 7%
Ballymun * 103 529 19% 81%
Walerford County * 42 227 19% 81%
Limerick * g0 510 18% 82%
Norhside Partnership® 125 761 16% B4%
Total Expenditure - Partnerships 4,0M 9,169 44% 56%
Communily Groups 710 773 92% 8%
National Qrganisations 383 383 100% 0%
Total 5164 10,325 50% 50%

* These parinerships existed under the Programme for Economic and Social Progress (PESP}




Partnerships Community Groups and National Organisations

Administration Costs as a Percentage of Total Expenditure - 1997 Appendix A1.8
Partnership Administration Tolal Expenditure Administration as % Other Activities as %
. . _ _ _ Expenditure £'000 - £'000-. -|—- of Total-Expenditure- of Total Expenditure
Inishowen Partnership Board 137 l 272 51% 49%
Galway Citv Partnershin 181 ! 28 £8% 567
Mayo * 1 274 580 47% . 53%
Canal Community Partnership 122 267 46% 54%
Westmeath Community Development Ltd. 98 216 45% 55%
Galway Rural Development Co. g4 211 45% . 55%
Monaghan Partnership Board 100 238 42% 58%
Sligo LEADER Partnership Co 155 385 40% 60%
Roscommon Counly Partnership 146 367 40% 60%
Cavan Partnership 72 184 i 39% 61%
Pairtiocht Chonamara 124 ] 328 38% 62%
Longford Community Resources Lid 121 334 36% 64%
KWCD Partnership 205 594 34% 66%
Pairtiocht Gaeltacht Thir Chonaill 99 302 33% . B87%
Waterford Area Partnership 175 542 32% 68%
Blanchardstown Area Partnership 159 504 32% 68%
Cundalk * 147 490 30% 70%
Leitnm Parnership _ 154 514 30% : 70%
North West Kildare/Narth Offaly (OAK) 122 414 29% 1%
Wexford Area Parnership _ 125 427 29% 71%
| Ballymun * 112 385 29% 1%
Bray Partnership 151 526 29% 71%
Donegal Local Developmen! Co. 104 371 28% 72%
Wexford County Partnership * 152 614 25% 75%
| South Kerry * 173 707 25% 75%
Cork City * 240 1,015 _ 24% 76%
Tra Li Partnership 122 519 24% 76%
| Clondalkin Parnnership Company . 140 618 23% o 77%
| Dublin Inner Cily * 147 547 23% 77%
Tallaght * 173 775 22% 8%
Wesl Limerick Resources Lid 57 256 22% 78%
Finglas * 152 705 21% 79%
Walterlord County * . 54 261 21% ___T9%
Southside Partnership 141 686 20% 80%
Ballyfermot Partnership 132 720 18% 82%
Drogheda Parnership Company 132 . 723 18% 82%
Limernck * 121 803 15% 85%
Narthside Partnership * 126 964 13% 87%
Set Up Cosls - All Partnerships 28 28
Total Expenditure - Partnerships 5.269 18,858 28% 72%
Community Groups 1.509 3.499 43% 57%
National Organisations 621 621 100% 0%
Total 7,398 22,977 A32% 68%

i * These partnerships existed under the Programme for Econanuc and Social Progress (PESP)




County Enterprise Boards
Grant Cost Per Job 1994-1997 (In Descending Order)

Appendix A2.1

County Enterprise Board Expenditure on Grant Full Time Jobs Part Time Jobs Equivalent Jobs Grant Cost per Job
Aid 1994-1997 £000 1994-1997 (1) 1994-1997 (1) 1994-1997 (1) £
Leitnm 1,417 209 6 212 6,683
Westmealh 1,012 154 0 154 6,571
Wexford 1,575 280 37 259 5.278
Cork City 1,089 208 0 208 5.235
Monaghan 1.057 178 62 208 5.057
Waterford Counly 1.003 _ 188 36 206 4 867
South Cork 1,566 324 o] 324 4834
Soulh Dublin 1,753 362 6 365 4.801
Tipperary South Riding 922 184 47 208 4. 444
Limerick City 1.197 273 10 278 4,306
Oftfaly 1,137 243 74 280 4,061
Walerford City 1,664 387 58 416 3.999
Mayo 1.565 345 95 393 3.988
Limerick City 1,512 362 60 392 3,857
Kilkenny 1,325 320 55 348 3812
Donegal 1.061 254 50 279 3,802
Fingal (Dublin} 1377 347 42 368 3,743
Wicklow 1,538 333 170 418 3,680
Kildare 1,004 264 20 274 3.666
Cork North 779 T 213 0 213 3,658
Carlow 1435 309 169 394 3,647
Cavan 1,357 301 152 377 3.599
Clare 1,342 335 92 381 3.522
Kerry 1,432 288 238 407 3.518
Laocis 1,245 339 42 360 3459
Louth 1,045 280 46 303 3.448
Dublin City 1734 533 0 533 3.254
Sligo 1,182 260 210 365 3,238
Dun Laoghatre/Rathdown 1,323 408 3 410 3,231
Longford 1,145 332 51 358 3.203
Roscommon 1,208 315 133 382 3.165
West Cork 1.063 361 21 372 2.861
Meath 980 350 23 62 2T
Galway Counly and City 2,131 843 120 503 2.360
Tipperary North County 660 223 136 291 2.269
Total 44 834 10,905 2,264 12,037 3,725

(1) The jobs created in the year are compuled by taking a head count of new jobs in enterprises receiving grant aid from CEBs.
The grant aid expended in the year may not be directly comparable with this as lhere may be a time lag between the expenditure
and the creation of the relevant job bul this should be minimised by 1aking an average over 4 years,
In computing the equivalent jobs figure part-time jobs are taken as 0.5 of a job




County Enterprise Boards Non Grant Expenditure 1996 Appendix A3.1

INPUTS OUTPUTS
County Enterprise Board Non-Grant | % of Total Surveys _ Media _Networks__| Third.Level | __ Second._ Business |— . Mentor. .
Activities Expenditure Events Colleges Level Counselling Suppont
£000 Schools
Kildare 241 39% 1 0 4 3 15 380 40
Dublin City 202 30% 1 9 ] 2 20 151 35
Fingal{Dubhn) 171 26% 1 14 1" 0 4 3 93
Dun Laoghaire/Rathdown 160 25% 1 7 3 0 14 25 84 |
Sligo 108 24% 0 68 0 1 3 250 30
South Cork 150 23% 20 24 14 1 14 120 a5
South Dublin 161 23% 2 8 0 0 18 105 4
Cork City 118 22% 2 10 3 2 14 0 14
Loulh 137 22% 7 3 2 1 6 40 15
Meath -1 22% 4 3 3 1 12 0 21
west Cork 135 21% 0 130 2 0 10 174 10
Westmeath 106 21% 1] 0 0 0 17 0 14
Offaly 121 19% 4 34 5 2 g 17 20
Donegal ' 144 19% 1 4 0 1 8 216 a6
Clare 107 18% 0 17 0 1 15 150 16
Leitrim 121 18% 5 0 4 0 9 416 12
Roscommon 92 17% 0 0 0 1 5 484 5
Limenck City 17 17% 0 2 0 5 5 0 6
Limerick County 137 ) 17% 1 25 1 0 13 102 7
Laois 101 18% 0 4 0 0 14 54 1
Tipperary North County 65 16% 0 0 0 0 12 279 17
Wexford 107 15% 0 0 0 0 10 0 10
Waterford County 85 15% 0 2 0 1 0 . 69 4
Monaghan 86 14% 0 0 0 0 7 10 5
Kilkenny 88 14% 0 16 0 0 12 19 10
Carlow 77 13% 0 7 0 0 10 0 20
Wicklow 96 13% 1 12 0 0 G 70 14
Cavan 74 12% 5 0 4 1 5 1,394 K}
Tipperary South Riding 85 12% 0 0 3 0 10 80 25
Kerry A 12% 1 0 1 0 8 0 20
Galway County and City 75 12% 1 2 37 3 12 72 3
Waterford City 82 10% 0 1 0 1 20 108 a3
Mayo 78 10% 0 48 0 0 5 221 6
Longford 50 9% 3 5 5 0 7 60 10
Cork North 36 8% 0 0 0 0 340 0
Total 3,879 18% 57 455 108 27 352 5,409 726




County Enterprise Boards Non Grant Expenditure 1997

Appendix A3.2

INPUTS OUTPUTS

County Enterprise Board | Non-Grant % of Total Surveys Media Networks Third Second Business Mentor Management

Activities Expenditure Events Level Level Counselling Support | Development

£'000 Colleges Schools Programme
Donegal 156 36% 3 3 1 3 9 55 12 3
Tipperary North County 162 36% 0 33 1 0 7 175 12 3
Dun lacghaire/Rathdown 219 35% 2 20 8 4 24 240 67 2
Kilkenny 162 30% 2 12 0 c 27 99 16 3
Louth 233 30% 0 14 2 1 1 60 18 6
Sligo 144 29% 1 7 2 2 7 248 26 6
Laais 167 27% 0 127 2 0 13 100 6 4
Clare 171 27% 1 37 12 1 15 97 31 6
Mayo 162 27% 0 15 2 0 10 190 8 3
Limerick City 163 26% 1 29 4 3 6 100 5 4
Kildare 198 26% 0 24 4 9] 15 190 46 6
West Cork 133 26% 1 271 2 0 10 152 2 4
Limerick County 183 26% 1 55 12 3 8 194 35 6
Mealh 193 26% 1 28 3 2 19 48 9 4
Offaly 127 25% 1 53 6 0 8 59 35 5
Fingal {Dublin} 224 25% 0 5 0 1 5] 446 155 3
Leitrim 157 24% 2 84 3 2 7 135 14 2
South Cork 164 23% 0 14 85 1 16 627 15 6
Roscommon 109 23% 1 27 K] 0 1 50 8 4
Galway County and City 190 23% 0 5.000 10 3 36 18 10 14
Cork City 150 22% 1 10 5 2 8 1,325 16 3
Monaghan 121 22% 2 24 6 0 8 a7 0 3
Tipperary Soulh Riding 131 21% 1 25 3 0 1 672 20 3
Westmeath 132 21% 1 3 0 0 29 6 10 4
Waterford County 104 21% 3 32 2 1 21 156 7 3
Dublin City 245 21% 1 26 6 5 23 110 50 6
Wexford 131 20% 1 17 0 0 17 55 16 2
Wicklow 159 20% 0 44 0 0 6 32 9 3
Cavan 144 20% 4 14 7 1 6 134 63 7
Cork North 66 19% 1 10 5 2 16 1.325 16 3
Waterford City 149 19% 2 12 0 1 21 183 18 3
South Dublin 184 19% 1 2 0 0 16 87 37 3
Kerry 104 18% 1 324 0 0 12 115 8 2
Longford 81 16% 5 41 8 0 5 0 6 41
Carlow 95 16% 1 110 i 1 10 228 50 2
Total 5414 24% 42 6,552 203 39 474 7.756 854 182




LEADER Groups Non Grant Expenditure 1995-1997 (1) Appendix A3.3

INPUTS OUTPUTS
Local Development Group Non-Grant | As a % of |Seminars Press l Other Applications | Projects | Referred | Creation I Creation of | Training
_ - — -Activities . Total—-—-.| Held-- | Releases . Promotional . -Approved—{ Completed | to Other | of New: - Community | Courses |—-
£'000 Expenditure I Actions Agencies | Business l Association
T T

East Cork Area Development Ltd. 144 51% 104 110 __0 0 0 0 5 2 | 0
Meath Community Partnership Co. Ltd. ; 180 51% 771 164 10 91 11 960 21 12 16
Word - Wexford Organisation for Rural Development * 351 48% 0 0 0 0
Tipperary Leader Group * 343 48% 24 7 4 191 45 10 15 13 22
Kelt - Kildare European teader Il TEQ. 268 46% 85 125 4 74 33 300 1 10 36
Blackwaler Region Leader Co. Lid 136 46% 67 65 4 . 73 31 : 22 3 1 24
Inishowen Community Development Group * 175 46% 288 86 25 64 27 147 10 17 28
Laois Leader Rural Development Co. Lid. 103 44% 67 16 12 56 17 27 40 7 17
Tualha Chiarrai Ltd 244 42% 239 25 10 168 82 66 24 6 39
Woest Cork Leader Group * 414 8% 75 698 0 0 0 Q 12 0 33
Co _Shqo Leader Partnership Co. Lid. 101 37% 13 6 6 73 21 14 20 17 5
Rural Oublin Leader Company Ltd. 63 37% 83 18 _8 27 . 6 12 3 7 5
Co. Louth Rural Development Co. Ltd. 137 37% 139 56 18 39 5 23 5 2 11
Wicklow Rural Partnership Ltd * 143 36% 507 112 .0 25 33 209 9 : 11 6
IRD Duhallow Ltd * 241 35% 283 272 0 . 85 40 144 1" 37 38
Rural Resource Development Lid. " 252 35% 1,382 50 g5 (] ) 0 0 <] 9 14
Offaly Leader Il Co. Lid ° 130 35% 49 43 20 76 58 9 17 0 91
South Kerry Partnership Ltd * 175 34% 1.485 104 9 0 1] 0 20 30 36
Galway Rural Development Co. 126 33% 38 12 0 147 21 130 19 6 39
Western Rural Development Co. Ltd * 298 3% 134 102 1 165 46 81 27 1 ]
Conegal Local Development Co Lid. 139 32% 5 15 1 127 36 29 20 0 13
Longford Communily Resources Lid. 118 31% 15 57 7 97 46 22 3 2 5
Westmeath Community Developmeni Lid. 149 30% 254 50 15 165 60 _ 20 17 5 8
Ballyhoura Development Ltd. * 273 30% 64 48 5 201 82 80 59 40 52
Barrow-Nora-Suir Rural Development * 247 30% 350 75 15 151 92 65 20 10 28
Comhair lorrais {Leader) Teoranta * 45 29% 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Limerick Resources Lid. | 126 29% 69 104 3 103 36 10 87 7 10
Comhdhail Oileain Na hEireann 84 27% 41 32 1] 124 60 45 15 0 10
South West Mayo Development Co. * 166 26% 12 35, 0 124 58 45 13 1 33
Waterford Development Partnership Lid. 209 26% 56 0 0 95 35 35 34 7 46
Cavan-Monaghan Rural Development

Co-operative Society Lig * 227 24% 266 17 214 360 301 2 20 5 22
Arigna Catchment Area Community Co ™ 121 23% 21 7 23 105 39 4 5 0 0
Meitheal Forbartha Na Gaeltachta TEQ * 237 23% 173 150 4] 400 157 350 109 21 16
Mid-South Rural Roscommon Development

Asgociation Ltd. 63 18% 24 18 120 90 36 10 20 S 4
Total Expenditure - Local Development Groups | 6,227 % 7.183 2,879 730 3,496 1,514 2,87 690 291 716
Acquisition of skills 274 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical assistance 272 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditure - LEADER Groups 6,773 36% 7,183 2,879 730 3,496 1,514 2,81 690 291 716

(1) Expenditure for 1995-1997 is grouped logether as only cumulative output statistics to 31 December 1997 were available at the time of prepanng the repornt
* These groups also existed under the Leader | initiative




Partnerships Non Grant Expenditure - 1996

Appendix A3.4

INPUTS OUTPUTS
Partnership Name Non-Grant Activities | As a % of Total Enterprise Services for Preventative Complementary
£'000 Expenditure Support Unemployed Education Education
Northside Partnership * 836 84% 321 1885 520 443
Limenck * 420 82% 296 935 100 a88
Waterford County * 184 81% 57 0 0 0
[ Ballymun * 426 81% 272 401 82 328
Tallaght * 466 7% 456 857 143 29
Dublin Inner City * 405 75% 343 1651 50 59
Wexford County Partnership * 75 75% 138 0 17 272
Finglas * 365 68% 557 [EY 378 155
Dundalk * 350 64% 148 338 132 207
Cork City * 300 63% 344 0 180 261
Ballyfermot Partnership 215 60% 0 21 a0 94
Dregheda Parinership Company 200 60% 60 0 0 38
Blanchardstown Area Partnership 288 58% 116 71 48 18
South Kerry ~ 146 58% 90 212 399 265
Clondalkin Parnership Company 129 42% 164 0 0 0
Leitnm Partnership 31 33% 23 184 0 56
Donegal Local Development Company 18 23% 4] 0 0 0
Waexford Area Partnership 34 20% 14 0 0 13
[~ Mayo * 65 18% 183 181 18 34
North West Kildare/North Offaly 14 10% 0 0 0 ]
Southsige Parinership 17 9% 0 0 0 0
Wes! Limernick Resources Lid. 8 9% 52 0 0 0
Waterford Area Partnership 5 6% 49 14 0 5
Tra Li Parinership 7 2% 0 0 0 0
Westmeath Community Development Ltd 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Longford Community Resources Ltd. 0 0% o 1] 0 a
Pairtiocht Gaeltacht Thur Chanaill 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Inishowen Partnership Board 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Canal Communities Partnership [4] 0% 0 0 0 0
Pairtiocht Chonamara 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Galway Rural Development Co 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Shigo Leader Partnership Co 0 0% 16 o] 0 4]
Roscommon County Parinership [ 0% 0 0 [1] 4]
Bray Partnership 1] 0% 0 0 0 0
Galway City Parinership 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Cavan Parinership 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Monaghan Partnership Board 0 0% 0 0 0 0
KWCD Parnership 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditure - Partnerships 5,098 56% 3,739 7.821 2,107 2,693
Cammunily Groups 63 8% 0 0 0 0
National Organisations 0 0% 0 0 0 0
Total 5,161 50% 3,739 7,821 2,107 2,693

* These parnerships existed under the Programme for Economic and Social Progress (PESP)




Partnerships Non Grant Expenditure - 1997

Appendix A3.5

INPUTS OUTPUTS i
Partnership Non-Grant Activities As a % of Total Business Job Groups Preventative
- —_ — - - —- £'000 —- — Expenditure -Start-Ups- — Placements |-— Support- Education Projects * ~

Northside Partnership * 838 87% 503 438 28 15 |
LTrETCR " 06 8o 1b 628 31 16 |
Drogheda Parinership Co 591 82% 60 12 177 10 |
Ballyfermot Parntnership 587 82% 88 88 30 3
Southside Partnership 546 80% 200 6 80 24
Waterford Counly * 206 79% 42 4 23 6
Finglas * 557 79% 257 233 174 28
Wast Limerick Resources Ltd 199 78% 40 0 50 0
Tallaght * 602 78% 309 646 51 7
Dubhin Inner City * 500 77% 290 448 34 10
Clonda'kin Parlnership Company 478 77% 225 562 63 7
Tra L1 Partnership 396 76% 80 20 67 6
Cork City * 775 76% 217 111 55 9
South Kerry 533 75% 135 150 51 61
Wexford County Partnership * 462 75% 170 63 3 0
Donegal Local Development Co 267 72% 150 0 63 2
Bray Partnership 375 % 71 0 11 14
Ballymun * 274 71% 70 402 50 10
Wexford Area Partnership 302 71% 170 4 59 18
North West Kildare/North Offaly 262 71% 56 0 38 8
Leitrim Partnership 360 70% 60 3 119 6
Dundalk * 343 70% 71 64 50 10
Blanchardslown Area Partnership 345 68% 170 97 29 13
Walerford Area Partnership 367 68% 37 6 55 1
Paitiocht Gaeltacht Thir Chonaill 203 67% 75 0 S50 10
KWCD Partnership 389 66% 15 0 0 4
Longtord Community Resources Ltd 212 64% 85 4 19 5
Pairtiocht Chonamara 205 62% 67 2 3 34
Cavan Partnership 112 61% 90 1 49 6
Roscommen Counly Partnership 221 60% 120 0 38 [§
Shigo Leader Partnership Co. 230 60% 120 4] 32 2
Monaghan Partnership Board 138 58% 88 0 40 10
Galway Rural Development Company 116 55% 101 [ 51 2
Westmeath Community Development Ltd 118 55% 0 0 20 2
Canal Communities Partnership 145 54% 0 0 16 6
Mayo * 306 53% 177 200 28 3
Galway City Parinership 180 50% 113 0 35 12
Imshowen Parlnership Board 134 49% 60 0 42 1
Total Expenditure - Partnerships 13,589 72% 4,698 4192 1,853 397
Communily Groups 1,990 57% 0 0 0 0
National Organisations 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 15,579 68% 4,698 4,192 1,853 397
* These partnerships existed under the Programme for Economic and Social Progress (PESP)




Appendix B: Administration Cost Trends of Local
Development Bodies

Number of CEBs within administration cost bands and trends in
administration costs 1994-1997

Cost Band 1994 1995 1996 1997
<£50,000 3 - - -
£50-100,000 17 2 1 5
£100-150,000 15 24 32 23
£150-200,000 - 7 2 7
>£200,000 - 2 - -
Total

Administration Costs £4.8m £4.9m £4.3m £4.4m

Number of LEADER groups within administration cost bands and trends in
administration costs 1995-1997

Cost Band 1995 1996 1997
<£50.000 25 23 17
£50-100,000 9 11 14
£100-150,000 - - 3
Total Administration Costs £0.8m £1.6m £2.0m

Number of Partnerships within administration cost bands and trends in
administration costs of Partnerships

Cost Band 1996 1997
<£50,000 9 6
£50-100,000 7 19
£100-150,000 15 10
£150-200,000 5 10
> £200,000 2 3
Total Administration Costs £4.0m £5.3m
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Appendix C:

Operational Programme for Local, Urban and
Rural Development - Performance Indicators
and Revised Targets

Revised Targets {1994-1999)

{NB1: for Sub
Pragramme 1,7jobs
approved” figure will
make up the bulk of
that “jobs created”
aniounl)

(NB2' for Sub
Pragramme 2 this
equales lo new
enterprises
supporied)

8.000;

Sub Programme 2
6,900,

Sub Programme 3
{Temple Bar) 2.000
permanenl in service &
5,000 construction)

Priority Indicator Units Original Target
for total Operational Sub Sub
Programme Programme 1 | Programme 2
1. Jobs
Number of of jobs Jobs 15.000
ag proved (for support
by grant assistance)
Number of new jobs
cniated {not placed in Jobs and 16.900 17.475 17,000
vacancies) Persons {Sub Programme 1
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Priority Indicator

Units

Original Target
for total Operational
Programme

—
Revised Targets (1994-1999}

Sub
Programme 1

Sub

Programme 2

2. Enterprise creation and
development

Granis lo enterprise
Value of grant allocations

Number of enterprises
supported

Percentage of investment in
enterprises provided by the
QOperational Programme

Provision of improved access
for potenlial entrepreneurs {0
ininal advice

Number of firms receiving
business advice

Percentage of grant aided
firms whose promoters
received other Operational
Programme suppon, i.e.
advice, consultancy.,
mentoring

Management developmant
Number of enterprises
participating in management
development programmes
Number of managers
participating in management
development programmes

£
Enterprisaes

and
Persons

%

Enterprises
and
Persons

%

Enterpriscs

Persons

2.260 new businesses
for Sub Programme 1,
and 3,640 new and 960
existing for Sub
Programme 2

6.000 firms

280 firms

500 per annum

£56.,020.000

6.050 new and
3,750
exisling
(Total 9,800)

39%

10,900

83%

6.000

10,000

£16,000,000
17.000 new and
7.000

existing
(Total 24,000)

30.000

100%

3. Community Development
Number of local groups
financially assisted

Local
groups

No larget set

700

4. Services for the
unemployed

Number of persons regislered
for assistance

Number of Long-Term
Unemployed persons to
benefit from Services for the
Unemployed, expressed as a
% of tolal number of persons
registered for assistance

Persons

Yo

Caseload of 110,000
{30.000 in 1995 and
20.000 new cases per
annum thereafter)

No targel set.

57.000 (40.000

Local Employment

Scheme

Parinerships and
17,000 Non- Laocal

Employment
Scheme)

60%
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ﬁrior‘ny Indicator

Units

Original Target

for total Operational

Programme

Revised Targets {1994-1999)

Sub
Programme 1

Sub
Programme 2

Prograssion

Number of persons progressing
1o full-time employment {1e.
placement in a job vacancy)
Number of persons progressing
to part-tir ve employment (i.e.
placement in a job vacancy)
Number of persons assisted into
self-emplyyment (see 1 above)
Number of persons assisted
under coinplementary education
and training

Number of persons in continuing
cducation

Number of persons in work
expernence programmes
Number of unemployed referred
onwards ‘0 other agencies

Persons

Persons

Persons

Persons

Persons

Persons

Persons

2,500 per annum

300 per annum

5.000 per annum

10,000 per annum

16,000

5.000

17.000

19,000

2,000
1.000

5,000

5. Education and Training
Complementary education and
training

Number ¢f persons assisted
under cornplementary education
and trainiyg

Provision of recognised
ceﬁ:’ﬂca!:’c-n

Number ¢l participants provided
with recoqnised certification

I
% of partizipants provided with
recognised certification

Training for frainers

Number of persons benefiting
under actions in the area of
rraining of trainers and teachers

I
% of partizipants provided with
recognise 3 cenification

Persons

Persons

%

Persons

%

12,000 per annum.

3.500

19,000

6,000

30%

1.000

6. Preventive education
Number of children attending
preventive educalion courses /
services

Children/
youth

4,080 per annum

44,000

7. Ilnl'rasnucluro and
environmental measures
Number o’ infrastructural and
environme ntal actions

Projects

20 per annum

98

1,000
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Priority Indicator Units Original Target Revised Targets (1994-1999)
for tztal Operational Sub Sub
rogramme Programme 1 Programme 2
8. Land deveolopment
Area of targeted land developed Hectares
Expendiiure on developmenl of £
targeted land
Number of derefict sites Sites
eradicated
Number of villages assisted Villages and
projects
Number of towns assisled Towns and
projectls
Number of conservalion projects Projects
to be funded
9. Other
Entarprise culture
Number of participants in Persons 62,000
activities to promote an
enterprise cuiture 1n schools and
colleges
Customer contacts
Number of customer contacts Customer 150,000
with CEBs Contacts
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Appendix D: Extract from Consolidated Reporting Guidelines
- December 1997: The LEADER Operational
Programme Performance Indicators and Revised
Targets

Performance Indicators

Under the terms of the Operational Programme, each group is required 10 set down
pecfornunce  indicators and  targets which it will aim 10 achieve in the
imalementation of its business plan and against wiuch iis performance will be
evaluated. Following a review of the form and content of the original indicative
inclicators, comment by the independent evaluator and consultation with groups, a
dennitive runge of performance indicators has now been prepared.

Each Group is required 10 maodify us Business Plan performance indicators in this
revised format for Measure B: Rural innovation measures and insofar as it is possible
at 1this stage 1o prepare indicators {for Measure C: Transnational co-operation for the
period ending 31 December 1999, Please note that Measure C does not relate 1o
technical support funding received from AEIDL

The new statement of performance indicators should represent o comprehensive
starement of targets based on progress to date and the impleimentation of the
business plan to 31 December 1999, including the additional activities being
supported with the tunding allocated from the “reserve”.

The revised business plan incicators should be completed and returned to Rural
De celopment Division by 31 January 1998

Pregress will e measured against these tirgets by means of the LU returns and the
quantitative and qualitative reports oudined in sections 3A. 3B and 3C of these
guidclines,

Please note that shacded arcas are tor information only and. at this stage, do not
require indicaors o be sei All other targets should be inputied in the appropriate
Helds, Where there is no relevant activity, insert zero.
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Measure B:

Rural Innovation Programmes

Sector

Activity/Output

Impact

Animation and Capacity
Building

Promotion

Number of seminars/public
meetings/workshops organised
to cover the {ollowing topics:
General/Community
Specialised/Sectoral:

Number of altendees al the
above

Number of press releases,
articles published, media
inlerviews,;

Circulation of LEADER
Newsletter

Number issued
Number per print run

Number of other promational
actions

Enhanced Awareness of
LEADER Services
(Not for completion)

This will be measured by ©

The number of individuals
contacling LEADER office

The number of
groups/businesses conlacting
LEADER office

The number of applications from
promoters

The number of projects
promoted by LEADER Group
ilself

Direct Animation Assistance /
Technical Advice

Number of private individuals
directly assisted/advised

Number of bodies directly
assisled/advised
General/Community
Specialised/ Sectoral

Number of development
sirategies/plans® arising from
field work

(i.e. not covered in “other
techrical assistance” beneath)
‘including communily plans

General Level of Local /
Community Development
Activity
(Not for completion)

This will be measured by :

The number of applications
successfully improved

The number of bodies
assisted/animatedirestructured/
improved

Number of bodies established

Co-ordination of Activities

Number of applications referred
to olher agencies

More Efficient Use of
Resources
{Not for completion)

This will be measured by :
The number of projects

successfully referred to other
agencies (i e. funded)
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Measure B:

Rural Innovation Programmes

Sector

Activity/Output

Impact

Administration

Processing

Number of staff exclusively
assigned to administrative duties
(2, 1.5, elc)

Number of staff exclusively
assigned to animation duties (2.
1.5, etc.}

Number of Board meetings held

Number of hours worked on a
voluntary basis by Board
members

Number of project evaluation
committees

Number of project evaluation
commitiee meetings held

Number of hours worked on a
voluntary basis by project
evalualion committee members

Number of internal LEADER
Group evaluation
meelings/sessions/reviews

Number of external system
audits/reviews (not including
accounts)

Efficient Delivery of Service
{Not for completion)

This will be measured by :

The number of applications
received

The number of applications
processed

The number of applications
approved

The number of projects
completed

Co-ordination of Activities
Number of meelings with other
LEADER Groups

Number of County Strategy
Meetings altended

Number of other meetings with
public bodies

More Efficient Use of
Resources
{Not for comptetion)

This will be measured by .

The number of projects referred
to other agencies (not including
those that were referred alter
provision of animation
assistance/technical advice
which i1s dealt with beneath)
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Measure B:

Rural Innovation Programmes

Sector

Activity/Output

Impact

Technical Support

Studies and Research

Number of studies /plans/audits
commissioned by LEADER
Group

(not including field work carried
out by animators which is
included above)

Number of other
audits/studies/plans/ prototype
development commissioned by
promoters & funded by
LEADER

Knowledge / Expertise Made
Available to Potential
Promoters
(Not for completion)

This will be measured by :

The number of LEADER
projects emanating from studies

The number of projects
emanating from studies funded
by other agencies

The number of bodies
restructuredfimproved

The number of bodies
established
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Measure B:

Rural Innovation Programmes

! Sector

Activity / Output

Impact

Training

Provision of Training Courses

Number of training courses
commussionediunderiaken by
LEADER Group

{not including animation activites
outlined above)

LEADER Staff/Board
General/Community Courses
Specialised/Sectoral

Number of attendees at the above

PROVISION OF TRAINING
GRANTS

Number of Training Grants for
courses commissioned by
promolers and funded under
LEADER

{not including any of the above)
General/Community Courses
Specialised/Sectoral

Number of atlendees at lhe above

Acquisition of Skills
(Mot for completion)

This will be measured by :

The number of bodies
demonstrably
restructured/improved by
training provided to
volunteers/staff

The number of projects
emanating from training

The number of attendees who
were placed in employment as
a result of training

Fecru itmant Assistance

Grant Provision

Number of Employment Grants
provided

Job Creation

Employment created
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Measure B:

Rural Innovation Programmes

Sector

Activity / Output

Impact

Rural Tourism

Improvement of Existing
Accommodation and
Tourist Amenities

Number of capital grants provided

Sectora! Benefits

Number accommodation facilities
upgraded to Bord Failte standard

Number of additional beds available

Increased ‘number of visilor'
capacity

Additional tounst revenue
generated (IRE)

Employment
created /
sustained

Development of New
Accommodation and
Tourist Amenities

Number of capital grants provided

Sectoral Benefits

New entrants
Number of addilional beds available

Increased ‘number of visitor’'
capacity

Addilional revenue generated (IR£)
Employment

crealed /
sustained

Marketing

Number of markelng grants
provided

Improved Business
Attributable to Marketing

Additional bed-nights arising from
marketing strategy

Additional inquiries/ visits 1o lourist
offices

- domeslic

- OVerseas

Additional visits to tourist
amenities/ sites ansing from
markeling strategy

Number ol new marketing
melhods/ tourist packages initiated

Employment- (e g. directly ansing
from marketing as opposed to
capital grant aid e.g. as a result of
brochures, advertisemenis etc.)
Created /

Sustained
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Measure B: Rural Innovation Programmes

: Sector Activity / Output Impact
Small Firms, Craft Enterprise Support for Existing Firms, Sectoral Benefits
and Local Services Enterprises and Services
Number of capital grants Number of enterprises with
provided improved efficiency/added value
to products and delivery of
services

Number of enterprisas with new
' product ranges

Number of enterprises with
expanded employment base

Additional revenue generated

(IRL)
Employment
created /
sustained
Support for New Firms, Sectoral Benefits
Enterprises and Services
I
Number of capital grants Number of enterprises
provided established

New products/producl ranges

Additional revenue generated
{IR£)

Employment
crealed /
suslained

Marketing Greater Awarness of
. Enterprise Activity

Number of marketing grants Number of new {geographical)
provided markets developed

- within Ireland

- within EU

- non - EU

Increased sales (IRE)
Employment

created /
sustained
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Measure B:

Rural Innovation Programmes

Sector

Activity / Output

Impact

Agricultural, Forestry and
Fishery Products

Support for Existing
Enterprises and Improving
Quality of Existing Products

Number of capital grants
provided

Sectoral Benefits

Number of enterprises with
improved efficiency/added value
1o products and defivery of
services

Number of enterprises with new
product ranges

Number of enterprises with
expanded employment base

Additional revenue generated
(IRE)

Employment
created /
sustained

Support for New Firms,
Enterprises and Services

Number of capital grants
provided

Number of enterprises
established

New products/product ranges

Additional revenue generated
(IRE)

Employment
created f
sustained

Marketing

Number of marketing grants
provided

Greater Awareness of
Enterprise Activity

Number of new (geographical}
markets developed

- within Ireland

- within EU

- non - EU

Increased sales (IR£)
Employment

created /
sustained
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Measure B:

Rural Innovation Programmes

a Sector

Activity / Output

Impact

F'reservation of the
Envirenment and Living
Conditions

Improving Awareness

Number of capital grants

- provided

Increased Environmental
Awareness

Number of environmental
plans/action groups established
{not including groups/plans
arising from animation and/or
other technical support outlined
above)

Number of entries for Tidy Towns
Competition

Protection / Enhancement
of Built / Social and Cultural
Environment

Number of capital grants
provided

Benefit to the Built / Cultural
Environment

Number of built sites/structures
protected or restored

Number of social/cultural events
held

Employment
created /
sustained

Additional revenue generated
(IRL)

Protection / Enhancement
of Natural Environment

Number of capital grants
provided

Benefit to the Natural
Environment

Number of natural sites protected

Number of nalural amenities
restored/enhanced

Waste Management
Activities / Alternative
Energies

Number of capital grants
provided

Improved Managment of
Waste / Availability of
Alternative Energy

Number of alternative energy
providers established

Number of waste management
initiatives implemented

Employment
created /
sustained

Additional revenue generated
{IRE)
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Measure C:

Transnational co-operation

Sector

Activity I Output

Impact

Transnational Co-operation

Grant Provision

General/Community
Specialised/Sectoral

Rural Tourism

Small Firms/crafts/fenterprises
Agriculture/Forestry/Fisheries
Products

Environment/Living Conditions
Other

Number of Grants provided to
final beneficiary {(each category
is exclusive)

Private Men

Private Women

Private Joint:
Community/Development
Groups Business
Voluntary/Specific Issue
Groups

Co-operatives

LEADER Group

Other

Total

Sectoral Benefits

Number of enterprises with
established/improved efficiency/
added /value to products and
delivery of services

Number of enterprises with new
product ranges/number of new
marketing methods/ tourist
packages iniiated

Number of new {geographical)
markets developed

- within Ireland

- within EU

-non - EY

Additional inquines/ visits to
tourist offices

- domestic

- overseas

Additional visits to tourist
amenities /sites arising from
marketing strategy

Additional bed-nights arising
from marketing strategy

Increased sales/ Additional
revenue generated (IRE)

Number of enterprises with
expanded employment base

Number of culturaf links
established

Number of local development
strategies/ studies transferred
fshared

Number of environmental
actions

Employment - created
full-time all year
full-time seasonal
part-time all year
part-time seasonal

Employment - sustained
full-trme all year
full-time: seasonal
part-time all year
part-time seasonal
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Matrix of Development Agencies in County
Roscommon and the Services Provided
(Produced by Roscommon County Enterprise Board)
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Appendix F: Framework of Agreement between County Meath
CEB and County Meath LEADER 1l Group

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
hetween
The Meath County Enterprise Board Lid.
and
Mcath Leuder 11

Given the sinmlarities hetween cerinn aspects of the remit of bothy County Enterprise Board ind Leader
I, 4t is aceepted that 4 high degree of co-opemuon s required o ensure that deserving projects gain
maximum benelit from the suppant mechanisms avinlable within both orgamsations. While some
division of responsibilities is possible as outhned Delow, 1t s recognised tha buth groups reed (o adop
an open. flexible approuch o the task of processing quenes and applications.

Leacker 10 will have primanye sesponsibility in the County {or the suppon of projects from the following
SUCTOrs

Craft Enterprses (for financial suppon with a liited focus on soft supponts)

Rural Tourism

Projecrs prometed by Commumty Groups

Exploitation and Markating of lacal agricultural, foed, forestry and fisheries products

* * ¢+ 0

Environment for the foliowing measures

L] Preservation and development of the existing architectural heritage and villages

®  Suppon for cultural creatvity and the promotien of culteral procucts Tinked with rural
development

* Protection. rehabiliinion and explonation of nawral resources (o, Bania, small steeims,
cte.) and Linddscapes.

L Dispesial and recycling of waste, including use of energy production.

This implies that Leader 11 will engage m pre-developmoent initiatives. rescarch and oarkenng and be
primarily responsible for the copital investment associrted with the development of value-added fowd
produces and will also process requests For aid for capital investment, employient grants, narkcting
and trimng supports in the above sectons.

The County Enterprise Bowrd will continue 1o support feasihility, capital and employment projects
which hzive the capacity to generue employiment wathin all other sectors. Potential projects which mect

this yequirement will be referred @ cach ather in aceordance with tus Agrecment.

The Meath County Enterprise Bowrd Ltd and Meath Leader 1 are committed to mauntaining open lines
of commumcanon e implement the wons of this understandimg and alseo commit that e Chicf
Exceutive Officers will meet foummliy: on o monthly basis 1o cnsue efficient implermentation. This
Agreement to continue mv operation untl 31t December 1997 and will be subjeat 1o review by the
Maauth County Enterprise Board Lt in consuliebon with Leader 1L

Nothing in this Agreenent shall he construeed o Hmit o cestnet the statuiony funchons and aperations
of the Meath Counry Enterpeise Board 11d. or Leader 11

Pawline Baker Tom Clintan
Clhinrman Charman
Meath County Enterprise Board Lid. Meuh Lesder 1t
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Appendix G: Terms of Reference for Interdepartmental Policy

Committee ‘

The New Committee’s Role

The Role of the new Committee, to be chuired by Minister of State Flood, will be
shased by the Local Development Mandate given to Departiment of Tourism, Sport
and Recreation by the Government. Key iterns in that Mandawe, which fall into the
Coramittee’s remit, will include

C.

Promotion of the integrated development of the most disadvantaged urban
communitics by ensuring that their needs are addressed on a priority and
coordinated basis, in conjunction with Arga Partnership Companies, by all
retevant public agencies.

®  This is regarded as the most urgent priority.

® The focus will be on developing the optimal approach o addressing
the needs of these areas.

® Speciul, co-ordinated, all-out etfort in a number of small arcas.

Co-ordination of Locul Development initiatives and preparation for the
post - 1999 transition (o an integrated Local Development and Local
Government sysren. '

@ lLocul Development Liaison Team issues.

®  Addressing relevant local development issues raised in Better Local
Government - a Programme for Change and the recently published
Report of the Devolution Commission.

® The emphasis will be on ensuring that the positive developments and
effective  new ways of working resulting from Local Development
and Partnership initiatives are preserved and suengthened in the
development of a renewed Local Government,

The Operational Programme for Local, Urban and Rural Development
and its shape post - 1999

" The main rasks will be to

@ Sccure the best co-ordinution between the various implementing
Agenaies, Departments, elc.
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®  Scek to ensure that problems and issues, which arise at a local level,
are responded to and resolved.

® Identify items to be mainstreamed in terms of overall policy.
®  Consider the outling of a4 new OPLURD for the post - 1999 period
taking into account the views of the Social Parters.
D. Co-ordination of overall Government Policy on Local Development

® The Inter-Departmental Policy Committee on Local Development will
be 2 key forum.

®  Scctoral issues will be considered from the perspective of
encouraging gredter co-ordination and integration of delivery of
services at local level.
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