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Eoin Seery

From: Kenneth Jordan (DRCD) <Kenneth.Jordan@drcd.gov.ie>
Sent: Tuesday 23 May 2023 10:56

To: Public Accounts Committee

Cc: Patrick Fannin; John Orme (DRCD); DRCD Secretary General
Subject: DRCD material following recent PAC appearance
Categories: Correspondence for future meetings

Pat,

As just discussed, please find attached material from DRCD that we committed to following up on at the recent PAC
appearance. This is based on both our notes during the meeting and the published transcript.

As also discussed, the Pobal scoping study is being provided, as requested. However, we would ask that it is kept
confidential and not published or circulated beyond members. This is due to the fact that all delivery possibilities
remain under consideration and there is concern that material in the report could impact a future procurement
process, should that be the recommended route. For clarity, this is labelled as Doc 2 in this email.

If there are any further matters requiring follow-up please do not hesitate to contact me or my colleague John
Orme.

Finally, a quick thanks to you and your colleagues for your assistance, both in advance of the meeting and during the
day.

Best regards,

Ken

Ken Jordan
Principal Officer
Finance & Evaluation Unit

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

Trinity Point, 10-11 Sraid Laighean Theas, Baile Atha Cliath 2, D02 EF85
Trinity Point, 10-11 Leinster Street South, Dublin 2, D02 EF85

M +353 (0)87 6755758

Www.gov.ie
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Total DRCD funding by County -

2020/2021

County 2020 Total 2021 Total
Carlow €55 576 67 €31 81944
Cavan €81 542 63 €82 487 38
Clare €86 022 66 €7816148
Cork €22835751 €23550571
Donegal €159021 79 €314 679 18
Dublin €528434 25 €356 414 44
Galway €232 72552 €208 96308
Kerry €128 572 33 €142 32278
Kildare €79 854 36 €38088 53
Kilkenny €76 51400 €116 87044
Laois €7085315 €49 861 66
Leitrim €74 57186 €117 207 69
Limerick €151 839 98 €114 103 27
Longford €85269 08 €119 153 69
Louth €88 24478 €8301053
Mayo €156 32688 €235008 09
Meath €8271683 €71700 11
Monaghan €90 29639 €196004 42
Offaly €9371040 €5087334
Roscommon €101 033 66 €102 901 90
Sligo €77 946 67 €54 308 66
Tipperary €108 663 29 €130 927 23
Waterford €94 504 48 €62 186 62
Westmeath €80 841 55 €135 984 40
Wexford €106 544 41 €89497 12
Wicklow €99 109 46 €76001 921
Total €321,909,457 €329,404,309

21 DRCD Funding Schemes and Programmes
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About Us

The Department of Rural and Community Development was established in 2017 to

“Promote rural and community development and to support vibrant, inclusive
and sustainable communities throughout Ireland.”

We are responsible for delivering Government policies that impact on rural Ireland (Our Rural
Future) and communities (Sustainable, Inclusive and Empowered Communities).

We are also responsible for a number of strategic investment programmes that enable rural
Ireland and our communities to develop and become better places to live, work, and raise a
family.

This brochure provides details of some of the funding and support programmes available, along
with case study examples of some successfully delivered projects.

Heather Humphreys, TD Joe O'Brien, TD
Minister for Rural and Minister of State
Community Development with responsibility for

Community Development
and Charities
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Welcome to our exhibit at the 2022 National Ploughing Championships

Thank you for visiting the Department of Rural and Community Development exhibit in the
‘Our Rural Future - Supporting Communities’ marquee in the Government of Ireland Village.

Our exhibit is divided into a number of areas:

Connected Hubs

Connected Hubs is your one-stop-shop for hubs
throughout Ireland, it is designed to simplify and
standardise the process of sourcing and booking
spaces, desks, offices and events in co-working
and enterprise hubs.

ConnectedHubs.ie is operated by the Western
Development Commission (WDC) on behalf of
DRCD and is a Government of Ireland initiative.

Our Rural Future

Represents the Government’s blueprint for the
development of rural Ireland, with a particular
focus on the next 5 years. It is supported by a
range of rural funding schemes and intiatives
including; Broadband Connection Points (BCPs),
Town and Village Renewal Scheme, CLAR, Local
Improvement Scheme, Outdoor Recreation and
Infrastructure Scheme, the Rural Regeneration
and Development Fund and LEADER.

Supporting Rural Ireland,

Tidy Towns

Running since 1958 and now well into its seventh
decade, the competition continues to attract
new entrants and to grow. It is administered

by the Department of Rural and Community
Development and sponsored by SuperValu.

Sustainable, Inclusive and Empowered

Communities

The community and voluntary sector in Ireland
delivers a wide range of services across

many sectors. The sector is supported by

the Department through programmes and
initiatives such as Public Participation Networks,
Volunteering, Community Centres Investment
Fund, Seniors Alert Scheme, Community Services
Programme and Water Safety.

kK amp es of DRCD funding alloa ted 2020/2021

Funding Strand 2020 Total 2021 Total
Town and Village
Renewal Scheme €250 000 00 €257 000 00
Outdoor Recreation
Infrastructure €15/ 00000 €189 000 00
Scheme
Rural Regeneration
and Development €199 000 00 €895 000 00
Fund
LEADER €667 00000 €37500000
CLAR €446 000 00 €41 000 00
Local Improvement
Scheme €100 00000 €210000 00
Connected Hubs Call n/a €89 000 00

41 DRCD Funding Schemes and Programmes




Town and
Village Renewal
Scheme -
Streetscapes

Supports the
enhancement of
streetscapes and
shopfronts

Town and
Village Renewal
Scheme

Designed to
rejuvenate small rural
towns and villages
throughout Ireland

Social Inclusion
and Community
Activation
Programme
(SICAP)

Provides funding

to tackle poverty
and social inclusion
in Ireland and is
delivered by Local
Development
Companies

Funding Streams and Case Studies

Patrick Kavanagh Mural, Co
Monaghan.

In Co. Monaghan, three towns

were selected in 2021 to

benefit from the scheme:
Monaghan, Ballybay and
Carrickmacross.

An allocation of €220,000

has been made to the
county. The image shows
Minister Heather Humphreys
standing in front of the
completed Patrick Kavanagh
mural in Carrickmacross.

Thomastown Recreational
Park/Amenity

The project has gone from
strength to strength, taking
a used derelict site and
transforming it into a
diverse, usable space for the
local community. The facility
has recently hosted the
largest outdoor basketball
exhibition ever to take place
in Ireland (pictured) and has
been recently nominated for a
Pride of Place Award.

Laois Men’s Sheds

SICAP in Laois supported Laois
Men'’s Sheds with equipment
and Tutors to study Woodwork
under QQI Level 3.

This was done in
collaboration with the Laois
& Offaly Education and
Training Board (LOETB).

The photo shows members
of Mountrath Men’s Shed
with some of their Wood Work
pieces which were on display at
the monthly market in Mountrath.
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Funding Streams and Case Studies

Community
Centres
Investment Fund

An annual capital
grants programme
for the maintenance,
improvement and
upkeep of community
centres

Libraries

The department’s
Libraries Capital
Programme
2016-2022is
approximately €29
million and supports
17 projects, the

My Open Library
initiative and a Small
Scale Capital Works
programme

Local
Improvement
Scheme

Provides funding

to help local
authorities carry out
improvement works
on private and
non-publicly
maintained roads

61 DRCD Funding Schemes and Programmes

Successful projects to be
announced in 2022

This is a new capital fund of
€15 million which will provide
funding for the improvement
and refurbishment of
existing community centres
in both urban and rural
areas.

The first successful projects
for the scheme are expected
to be announced later in
2022.

Community Library in North
Clondalkin

The department’s Libraries

Capital Programme 2016-2022

provided funding of €1m to

South Dublin County Council
to support the construction
of a new community library
in North Clondalkin.

The area has an expanding
population of young people
and there is a strong demand
for library services from local
schools and community groups.

LIS Funding

Over €100 million has been
invested under the Local
Improvement Scheme since
2017.

LIS funding has delivered
improvements on over
3,000 roads and laneways
nationwide benefitting over
13,000 rural homes.




LEADER

The LEADER
Programme provides
funding to support
community-led rural
development and to
improve quality of
life and economic
activity in rural areas

PEACE

The Peace IV
Programme is a
European Union
initiative designed

to support peace
and reconciliation in
Northern Ireland and
the border counties
of Ireland

Scheme

to Support
National
Organisations
(SSNO)

Provides funding
towards the core
costs of national
community

and voluntary
organisations across
Ireland

Funding Streams and Case Studies

Exoskeleton Bionic
Rehabilitation Suit

LEADER funding of over
€120,000 enabled the
purchase of an Exoskeleton
Bionic Rehabilitation
Suit allowing those with
neurological injuries and
illnesses, such as spinal
injury, stroke and MS, to
rehabilitate in their own
communities.

The suit is available in satellite
locations around Donegal and is
always accompanied by a qualified
physiotherapist.

Derry-Londonderry Peace Bridge

The Peace bridge project has
created an iconic foot and
cycle bridge which connects
the mainly Catholic city-
side of Derry-Londonderry
with the predominantly
Protestant Ebrington area.

Kilkenny Volunteer Centre

Kilkenny Volunteer Centre was
officially opened by Minister of
State Joe O'Brien on the 17th
June 2021. Kilkenny VC is
one of seven new volunteer
centres that were established
under the National
Volunteering Strategy.

The volunteer centre provides
support to the community and
opportunities for those who
wish to contribute their skills and
their time to volunteer in Kilkenny.

DRCD Funding Schemes and Programmes | 7



Funding Streams and Case Studies

Community
Services
Programme
(CSP)

Supports community
businesses to provide
local services and
create employment
opportunites for
disadvantaged
people

Senior Alerts
Scheme

Enables older
persons of limited
means to continue
to live securely

in their homes

with confidence,
independence and
peace of mind by
providing them
with a free personal

monitored alarm

Dormant
Accounts Fund
Social Enterprise

Pilot scheme
designed to improve
the impact and
sustainability of
social enterprises
that address
economic, social
and educational
disadvantages

81 DRCD Funding Schemes and Programmes

Lakers Sports and Recreational
Club

Provides social, sporting and
recreational facilities for
individuals with intellectual
disabilities in Bray, Co
Wicklow.

What began as a basketball
club associated with the
Special Olympics has grown
to four sporting activities.
Lakers offer over 60 activities
per week for their members,
ranging in ages from 5 to 70
years old.

Empowering and supporting the
elderly population across the
country

From 2015 to 2020, 75,307
alarm installations were
completed.

This represents 12% of the

population over 65 years of

age in Ireland. To the end of

2020 Offaly had the highest
proportion of over 65s
participating in the scheme at
19%.

Supporting the use of business

ag(cjl commerclial solutions to HE O]
address social, community : :
and environmental issues HARDWARE

This newly launched scheme
will provide funding of up

to €100,000 for medium-
scale capital projects
(Stream 1). Funding will
also be provided for social
enterprises to conduct
feasibility studies (Stream 2).

Minister Humphreys pictured
at a recent visit to a social
enterprise in Co. Kildare.



Community
Enhancement
Programme

Provides grants to
community groups to
enhance facilities in
disadvantaged areas

Empowering
Communities
Fund

Aims to empower
local communities
to craft their own
response to area
based poverty,
social exclusion
and the resulting
consequences,
with the support
of the relevant
Local Community
Development
Committee (LCDC)

Outdoor
Recreation

Infrastructure
Scheme (ORIS)

Provides funding for
the development

of new outdoor
recreational
infrastructure

in rural areas

Funding Streams and Case Studies

Supporting community facilities
and amenities in disadvantaged
areas across the country

Since 2018, €42.9 million

has been provided in
funding for the Community
Enhancement Programme
supporting over 10,000
community groups/
organisations.

Empowering Communities Fund

New to 2022, this €2 million
scheme will support
communities with design &
implementation of tailored
community work responses
to the specific challenges
faced locally.

Woodstock Estate Trail

Funding of €200,000 was used

to upgrade the existing looped

walk and waterfall paths in the

Woodstock Estate along the
River Nore in Inistioge, Co.
Kilkenny.

This project gives walkers
further access into

the estate and to the
Brownsford Stream waterfall
and then back to Woodstock
Gardens, the main attraction
within the Estate.
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Funding Streams and Case Studies

. Ceantair Laga
Ard-Riachtangis
(CLAR)

Provides funding for
small-scale
infrastructural
projects

in rural areas

Rural
Regeneration
and
Development
Fund (RRDF)

Supports
large-scale,
ambitious projects
which can achieve
sustainable
economic and social
development in rural
areas

Connected Hubs
Call

Aims to add
additional capacity
to the existing
remote working
infrastructure in
Ireland by upgrading
existing hubs

and Broadband
Connection Points
(BCPs)

10! DRCD Funding Schemes and Programmes

Moglagh Community Centre
Clu

Moylagh Community
Centre Club were awarded
€50,000 to resurface the
carpark of the community
centre to create an easily
accessible and safe
recreational area.

The main outcome of the
project is that Moylagh

now has a safe area away
from the roadside and traffic
for outdoor activities such as
children learning to ride bicycles,
roller-skating and other activities.

Arranmore Shore Front Amenity
Project

Burtonport/Arranmore Island

is a Category 1 project that

was approved for funding of
€3,089,199 from the second
call for applications to the
Fund. Phase 1 of this project
was opened in July 2022
and saw the completion

of a community-inspired
landmark amphitheatre

public event space on Arainn

Mhor island.

Connected Hubs Call

Eligible works include the
expansion of hubs, installation
of privacy booths, access
control and security systems,
the conversion of existing
open plan space to modular
offices, and the provision

of enhanced audio visual,
networking and conferencing
facilities.




- R1907 (||)’PAC§3,,.p-f

Super\lalu

Ttdg’lbwns

Caring for our environment

The SuperValu
TidyTowns
competition,
which first
commenced

in 1958, has
become Ireland’s
best known
environmental
and sustainability
initiative. This year,
the competition
attracted over 880
entries.

The competition is
now aligned to the
UN Sustainable
Development
Goals and groups
across the country
are “Thinking
Globally and
Acting Locally”

in the delivery of
projects and are
making our towns
and villages better
places in which to
live, work and visit.

The Ennis
TidyTowns group
in Clare is an
excellent example
of this and has
developed a series
of fact sheets on
how the group has
applied the goals
in its activities.

Ennis is the current
holder of the title
of “Ireland’s Tidiest
Town” having won
the competition in
2021.

DRCD Funding Schemes and Programmes 11
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An Roinn Forbartha
Tuaithe agus Pobail
Department of Rural and
Community Development

Mr Patrick Fannin,

Committee Secretariat, Committee of Public Account,
Committee of Public Accounts,

Leinster House,

Dublin 2 D02.

Via email

23rd May 2023

Re: Information following appearance on 30" March 2023

Dear Mr Fannin,

| refer to the meeting of the Public Accounts Committee on 30" March, which considered the 2021
Appropriation Account for the Department of Rural and Community Development. During discussions,
| committed to providing some further information to members on specific topics, namely (i) further
detail on the Rural Regeneration and Development Fund, including county level information; (ii)
further information on consideration of a National Funding Platform; (iii) a summary of capital
schemes operated by the Department, and (iv) information on the acquisition of derelict buildings
through DRCD schemes. These are discussed below in turn, with the detailed information provided as
appendices and as separate attached documents.

Further detail on Rural Regeneration and Development Fund

Alongside this letter, | have provided copy of an evaluation of the Rural Regeneration and
Development Fund, which was completed by the Department and published in December 2022. This
document is also available on the following link:
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/256589/ba8edb8f-834b-49cc-a53c-
513d2bcef9ae.pdffpage=null. This report set out to review the operation of the scheme and provides
detailed information on the level of approvals and the progress made to end 2022.

There have been further project approvals since the report was published, so | have also provided an
up-to-date table in Appendix 1 of this letter. This covers all applications received and all applications
approved by county, since the scheme was established. As requested, information regarding projects
relating to Co. Mayo are also specifically referenced.

Further information on consideration of a National Funding Platform

Alongside this letter | have provided a copy of the scoping paper completed by Pobal in relation to
potential options for any system for grant applications i.e. a National Funding Platform or Centralised

1


https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/256589/ba8edb8f-834b-49cc-a53c-513d2bcef9ae.pdf#page=null
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/256589/ba8edb8f-834b-49cc-a53c-513d2bcef9ae.pdf#page=null
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Grantee Database. The purpose of the scoping exercise is outlined on page 3-4 of the document
provided.

During discussions the Committee asked about costings for a National Funding Platform. It should be
noted that the costings provided in the Pobal paper are highly indicative and are based on an
assumption of utilizing existing Pobal infrastructure and platforms. Further discussions with Pobal
identified that these costings would not be an accurate reflection of a standalone platform covering
all of Government (potentially including schemes not delivered through Pobal). Detailed costings
would be developed as part of the next stage, should agreement be reached to develop the project. |
would ask that the Committee treat the enclosed scoping paper as confidential so that all delivery
possibilities can continue to be considered without compromising possible future procurement
competitions, should that be the recommended route.

Schemes under the Department’s remit

During discussions Committee members also requested further detail on the full range of schemes
operated by the Department. The briefing provided to the Committee provides a comprehensive
overview of schemes and funding levels. In addition | am providing, with this letter, a booklet which
was used by my Department at the National Ploughing Championships last year to explain its remit.
While updated each year, it provides a good overview of the Department’s work at that point in time.
Separately a note outlining details of capital grant schemes funded by my Department is provided in
Appendix 2 to this letter. Collectively these provide a clear and comprehensive overview of the
schemes operated by the Department at this time. | would also note that the Departments website is
very much focused on ensuring potential applicants/grantees can find the information they need —
and this is also quite informative in terms of the schemes in operation.

Vacant or derelict properties

During the session some information was requested regarding grants under the Town and Village
Renewal Scheme relating to vacant or derelict properties, known as the Building Acquisition Measure.
Information regarding this scheme is provided in Appendix 3 of this letter.

My officials have reviewed the transcript of the meeting to ensure | have reverted on all necessary
details. | trust the enclosed information covers all the information requested. However, if | can be of
further assistance to the Committee, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Best regards,

Mary Hurley

Secretary General
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Appendix 1: RRDF applications, approvals and funding allocated by County

County Total Applications Approved Projects | Total Project Cost RRDF Funding

Carlow 14 3 €1,724,110.64 €1,306,982.61
Cavan 21 9 €19,341,558.83 €15,310,599.12
Clare 41 10 €29,494,068.34 €17,145,411.00
Cork 91 19 €59,359,477.48 €34,317,251.76
Donegal 25 13 €45,986,381.98 €37,841,244.15
Dublin 2 0 €0.00 €0.00
Galway 31 12 €18,632,705.00 €13,275,326.00
Kerry 34 10 €12,090,727.00 €9,609,625.00
Kildare 21 6 €12,146,203.00 €9,207,026.00
Kilkenny 18 7 €9,043,259.26 €7,197,441.40
Laois 18 4 €4,903,177.00 €3,964,195.00
Leitrim 13 9 €25,107,993.00 €20,315,075.88
Limerick 32 7 €17,915,091.00 €12,477,711.00
Longford 9 6 €16,352,716.28 €13,139,135.71
Louth 8 4 €7,991,002.72 €6,354,714.58
Mayo 30 13 €40,964,631.00 €30,172,749.60
Meath 20 10 €14,223,432.50 €10,779,517.00
Monaghan 27 13 €31,986,456.50 €21,563,895.00
Multi County 16 8 €30,955,932.00 €23,007,399.00
Offaly 18 5 €4,845,915.43 €3,802,924.32
Roscommon 20 10 €22,659,951.00 €17,740,047.16
Sligo 15 6 €4,974,287.00 €2,602,495.00
Tipperary 26 13 €60,778,308.78 €45,893,826.60
Waterford 12 5 €16,506,264.00 €12,612,506.40
Westmeath 7 4 €15,227,089.00 €13,021,230.00
Wexford 17 €13,803,073.83 €8,973,205.37
Wicklow 16 3 €5,337,348.00 €4,067,680.00
Grand Total 602 216 €542,351,160.57 €395,699,214.66

Additional information in response to request regarding Mayo

The above table shows projects by county, including Mayo. It also has a ‘multi-county’ row showing
eight projects that span more than one county. Four of these eight projects relate to Mayo, bringing
the total number of approved projects relating to Mayo to 17. The additional funding for Mayo
through these multi-county projects is €1.6m, bringing to RRDF approvals for Mayo to €31.8m.
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Appendix 2: Summary of DRCD capital grant schemes

The table below provides a summary of DRCD capital grant schemes. The schemes outlined are largely
relevant to rural areas, but some also cover urban areas as outlined below, in particular with regard
to the community development investment.

The Department also provides funding for some other very specific capital investment, such as the
PEACE programme (which relates to Northern Ireland and the border region), the Dublin North East
Inner City Initiative, small scale capital projects for trails on the Walks Scheme, and capital investment
in libraries, and these are not outlined below given the specific nature of such funding, which does not
involve regular calls for applications.
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

CLAR Measure 1:

Developing
Community
Facilities and
Amenities

Types of interventions that may be supported, but is not
exhaustive:

* Small scale renovation works to community centres

* Multi-Use Gaming Areas (MUGAs)/Astro-Turf facilities
including upgrades

¢ Playgrounds/Skateboard parks/Pump tracks/Cycling
tracks

¢ Walking/Running /Athletics tracks

* Handball Alleys/Tennis Courts/Basketball
Courts/Cricket Grounds

e Community Gyms/Community Cinemas

¢ Sensory Gardens/Community Gardens/ Allotments

¢ Access to unique local heritage sites / areas of natural
beauty

¢ Outdoor Bowling Areas/Outdoor Toilet Facilities/Car
Parking

* Improving access at sports grounds e.g.
development/upgrade of spectator stands at local sports
grounds with a particular focus on improving access for
people of all abilities and ages

Must be in a CLAR DED
https://www.gov.ie/en/collection/ab7580-clar-
funding-area-maps/

Schools, Community Groups, Local
Development Companies, Local
Authorities (LA) - applications are
submitted via the LA

€5,000 min. & €50,000
max.

CLAR Measure 2:

Mobility, Cancer
Care and
Community First
Responders
Transport

The scheme will cover the cost of a vehicle and/or the fit
out of a vehicle where necessary for community and
voluntary organisations to

e transport to/from day care/other
medical/therapy/respite services for those with
significant mobility issues including requiring specialised
wheelchair accessible vehicles; or

e transport to/from designated cancer treatment
hospitals/centres under the National Cancer Care
Programme; or

e Community First Response Support/Search and Rescue
organisations.

The Department encourages the purchase of
hybrid/electric vehicles where possible.

In general, CLAR eligibility is based on being
physically located within a designated CLAR
DED. However, given the possible need to
travel considerable distances to hospitals and
other specialist facilities located in non-CLAR
areas; eligibility for this Measure is based on
the ‘catchment area’ being served by the
vehicles. It is necessary for applicants to
demonstrate that the majority (over 80%) of
their normal clientele reside within CLAR
DED’s.

Open to established
organisations/groups that operate
on a voluntary basis, and are
involved in the provision of
transport services, free of charge,
to persons requiring wheelchair
accessible vehicles to access day
care/other
medical/therapy/respite services
and/or those requiring transport
to/from hospitals for treatments
under the National Cancer Care
Programme as well as Community
First Response Support/Search and
Rescue organisations. Applications
are submitted directly to the
Department.

Max €50,000 for a
wheelchair accessible
vehicle and

€100,000 for a bus.
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

CLAR Measure 3:
‘Our Islands’

This measure is funding:

i) Island Community Transport — community
hybrid/electric vehicles (and fit out, where necessary);
with PV solar panels to be erected on community
facilities which are generating electricity for a connected
electric vehicle charging point - this must be in tandem
with the purchase of a hybrid/electric vehicle.

i)
Community Recreation Amenities — supports for the
enhancement of existing and/or the development of new
accessible community amenities

Offshore inhabited islands. The criteria is that
there must be permanent residency and cut
out from the mainland by water at least twice
a day. Islands connected to the mainland are
not eligible.

Established organisations/groups
that operate on a voluntary basis.

In the case of community
transport, the provision of
transport services must be
provided free of charge.

i) Island Community
Transport - Max grant of
€100,000 for a vehicle,
increasing to €120,000
where solar panel and
charging point are included
and maximum one
application per Island.

ii) Community Recreation
Amenities - €50,000

Outdoor
Recreation
Infrastructure
Scheme (ORIS)
M1

Small scale projects that are in line with the objectives
and focus of the Scheme. This includes, but is not limited
to, the upkeep, repair and development of trails,
walkways, cycleways, blueways, recreational facilities at
bogs, rivers, lakes and beaches, and the promotion and
marketing of such infrastructure.

Projects should, in the main, be located in the
countryside (i.e. not within the environs of
towns or villages). Given the emphasis on
recreational amenities located near rivers, lakes
and beaches, water based projects located
within town environs are eligible. ORIS may also
fund recreational infrastructure linking a town
or village into the countryside, and particularly
linking towns or villages to other outdoor
recreation facilities located in the countryside.
Projects located within any of the five main city
boundaries (Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway and
Waterford) or within towns or villages are not
eligible under the scheme.

Local Authorities, Stated Bodies

and Local Development
Companies.

Maximum €30,000

ORIS M2

Medium scale projects that are in line with the objectives
and focus of the Scheme. This includes, but is not limited
to, extensions/upgrades to already established trails,
walkways, cycleways, blueways or other recreational
facilities at bogs, rivers, lakes or beaches. Projects can
also include works for the enhancement, repair or
promotion of such infrastructure, or for improved access
to recreational infrastructure or the development of new
trails, walkways, cycleways, local greenways, blueways or
other recreational facilities

Projects should, in the main, be located in the
countryside (i.e. not within the environs of
towns or villages). Given the emphasis on
recreational amenities located near rivers, lakes
and beaches, water based projects located
within town environs are eligible. ORIS may also
fund recreational infrastructure linking a town
or village into the countryside, and particularly
linking towns or villages to other outdoor
recreation facilities located in the countryside.
Projects located within any of the five main city
boundaries (Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway and
Waterford) or within towns or villages are not
eligible under the scheme.

Local Authorities, Stated Bodies

and Local Development
Companies.

Maximum €200,000
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

ORIS M3

Strategic large scale projects that are in line with the
objectives and focus of the Scheme. This could include
projects such as the development of new larger-scale
recreational infrastructure, or resources to complete
larger scale/longer term developments, as well as
significant repair and maintenance on already
established trails, walkways, cycleways, blueways or
recreational amenities at bogs, rivers, lakes and beaches

Projects should, in the main, be located in the
countryside (i.e. not within the environs of
towns or villages). Given the emphasis on
recreational amenities located near rivers, lakes
and beaches, water based projects located
within town environs are eligible. ORIS may also
fund recreational infrastructure linking a town
or village into the countryside, and particularly
linking towns or villages to other outdoor
recreation facilities located in the countryside.
Projects located within any of the five main city
boundaries (Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway and
Waterford) or within towns or villages are not
eligible under the scheme.

Local Authorities, Stated Bodies
and Local Development
Companies.

Maximum €500,000

ORIS Project
Development
Measure (PDM)

This Measure will provide funding for the detailed
development of projects which would enable them to
reach a standard for application under Measure 2 or 3 of
ORIS. Such work might encompass detailed design,
preparation for the planning and/or procurement,
appropriate assessment etc.

Projects should, in the main, be located in the
countryside (i.e. not within the environs of
towns or villages). Given the emphasis on
recreational amenities located near rivers, lakes
and beaches, water based projects located
within town environs are eligible. ORIS may also
fund recreational infrastructure linking a town
or village into the countryside, and particularly
linking towns or villages to other outdoor
recreation facilities located in the countryside.
Projects located within any of the five main city
boundaries (Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway and
Waterford) or within towns or villages are not
eligible under the scheme.

Local Authorities, Stated Bodies
and Local Development
Companies.

Maximum €50,000
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

TVRS - General

Projects that bring vacant and derelict buildings and sites
back into use as multi-purpose spaces.

Projects that bring vacant properties in Town Centres
back into use.

Regeneration projects that assist in revitalising our rural
towns and villages, in line with Town Centre First Policy
New build Community Centres, where there is clearly
identified and defined need that cannot be met with an
existing premises.

Projects to develop parks, plazas, public outdoor dining
spaces, green spaces (including allotments) and
recreational spaces/amenities (including outdoor sports
facilities such as skate parks, basketball courts etc) in
town centres.

Marketing campaigns targeted at attracting remote
workers and mobile talent to their county/region.
Projects to support the upgrade and enhancement of
shopfronts and street facades in towns and villages
Projects that support and enhance the night-time
economy in line with emerging recommendations from
the Night-Time Economy Taskforce

Enhancement of heritage assets (e.g. local
museums/tourism attractions focused on historical
aspects of the area, heritage sites/buildings, etc) located
in towns and villages, including energy efficiency
measures

Rural towns and villages with population under
10,000. Larger Towns with populations up to
15,000 may be eligible where the application is
of a high quality and outlines a strong need for
the investment, good value for money and
positive outcomes that will have a substantial
impact on the town.

Local Authorities (LAs) administer
the scheme on behalf of the
Department and develop
applications in collaboration with

or on behalf of local communities.

Applications are only accepted
through LAs

Min €20k - Max €500k

TVRS - BAM

Purchase of vacant/derelict buildings

Rural towns and villages with population under
10,000.

Local Authorities

Up to €400k for a max of 2
properties per LA under the
2022 measure.

The 2023 measure has

expanded to allow up to 3
applications per eligible LA
for up to a total maximum
grant amount of €500,000

TVRS - Marketing

Trial measure introduced in 2022 for
Marketing/Promotional campaigns to advance Remote
Working in a county

Local Authorities

Local Authorities

Up to €50k per LA
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

TVRS - Project
Development

Development costs for one strategic large scale project
that may subsequently be progressed with funding from
TVRS or another source e.g.: detailed design, preparation
for the planning and / or procurement, appropriate
assessment, feasibility studies, masterplans for specific
projects, etc.

Rural towns and villages with population under
10,000.

Local Authorities (LAs) apply - can
be on behalf of community groups

etc.

Up to €50k per LA - max 2
applications

TVRS - Green enhancement of entrances/ terraces with planting | Rural towns and villages with population under | Local Authorities 2021 scheme: Grant rates

Streetscapes Painting of building/shop front in carefully selected 10,000. 70% for individual premises
colours which will complement the host building and - 30% matched funded,
streetscape. 80% for joint applications
Mural (agreed in advance with Local Authority) (groups of 3 or more
Decluttering and repair of shopfronts. (Decluttering can adjacent) - 20% match
include such works as removing unnecessary signs, funded, 100% where
flagpoles, wiring etc.) applicant undertook
Appropriate illumination and lighting of architectural painting themselves.
features of buildings. 2022 scheme: 80% funding
Replacement of signage with traditional wooden fascia for integrated projects
with wooden/hand painted lettering OR contemporary comprising of adjacent
design properties.
Canopies/Awnings complementary to the materials of
the shopfront and building (including street furniture).

RRDF - Cat 1 Category 1 supports large scale capital projects that are Rural areas with a population of less than The lead applicant must be state Minimum RRDF funding ask

in line with the objectives of the RRDF and focus of each
call. Projects must have all planning and consents in
place to apply for Category 1 funding . The types of
projects funded include but are not limited to: town
centre regeneration including public realm, measures to
address dereliction and vacancy, the provision of remote
working facilities, community facilities and libraries.
Eligible costs include construction/refurbishment costs,
professional fees and salaries for staff engaged in the
delivery of the project will provide funding for the From
the third call the RRDF will provide funding for the
management and supports of a completed project for a
maximum of three years.

10,000 people which are located outside the
five city metropolitan areas. A small number
of specified towns with fewer than 10,000
people but with more than 2,500 jobs (2016
baseline) and which function as significant
centres of employment may also be eligible for
support under the Urban Regeneration and
Development Fund

funded body. This includes local
authorities, Local Development
Companies, State agencies and

commercial State bodies.

of €500,000. No maximum
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

RRDF - Cat 2 Category 2 funding support the development of a project | Rural areas with a population of less than The lead applicant must be state No minimum or maximum
to bring it to stage where it is ready to apply for Category | 10,000 people which are located outside the funded body. This includes local funding.
1 funding. The type of activities eligible include project five city metropolitan areas. A small number authorities, Local Development
development costs to progress design, planning, of specified towns with fewer than 10,000 Companies, State agencies and
procurement and property acquisition. people but with more than 2,500 jobs (2016 commercial State bodies.
baseline) and which function as significant
centres of employment may also be eligible for
support under the Urban Regeneration and
Development Fund.
Community Funding was available 2022 for capital works such as: - This is an investment in both rural and urban Applications can be from not-for- €10,000 - €300,000
Centres e works to improve communal facilities such as kitchen communities across the county but with profit charities, community and
Investment Fund | and toilet facilities priority given to: existing Community Centres voluntary organisations for the
(CCIF) - * energy retrofitting, new windows / doors / heating providing services in a disadvantaged area or purposes of improving Community
Improvement systems to disadvantaged people in the community. Centres.
and e upgrades to lighting systems and stage areas
Refurbishment of | ¢ works to address safety concerns, including as a result
Existing of fire safety audits
Community e works to improve disability access
Centres e improvements to assist in providing additional or

better services to the community such as Meals for the
elderly and youth facilities
¢ essential maintenance works, repairs to roof, etc

2023 Community
Centres
Investment Fund
(CCIF) — New
Builds

The 2023 Community Centres Investment Fund — New
Builds Measure builds on the highly successful 2022
Measure for Improvement and Refurbishment of Existing
Community Centres.

As there are locations within the country which currently
lack community facilities, the focus of the 2023 round of
funding is on ‘shovel ready’ new builds on
green/brownfield sites.

This is an investment in both rural and urban
communities across the county but with
priority given to communities with inadequate
community facilities.

The Lead party to the application is
a State-funded body.

€1 million - €6 million
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

Local The Local Improvement Scheme (LIS) supports | The scheme is funded by the DRCD and is | Eligible landowners/households There is @ minimum
Improvement improvement works on rural private/non-public roads | administered through 25 of the Local | areoutlined inthe previous allocation per local
Scheme (LIS which have not been taken in charge by the relevant road | Authorities. columns. authority Of”€300'000 ?nd a
; i . maximum allocation o
authority and specifically: The LIS fund is not allocated to any of the local €950,000 per application.
(a) Road projects which provide access to parcels of | authorities based in Dublin. Also, the allocation
land of which two or more are owned or occupied by | is a county allocation therefore does not get Within an application, there
different persons engaged in separate agricultural | separately allocated to any of the city councils. is no minimum grant
activities; or . ) funding per individual road
The funding provided must be complemented and currently there is a
(b) Road projects which provide access for | by a local financial contribution from maximum of 20% of the
harvesting purposes (including turf or seaweed) for | landowners/householders (typically 10 %- total grant allocation per
two or more persons; or 15%). individual road.
Furthermore, in relation to
(c) Road projects which provide access for a the combined value of
combination of above. Amenity Roads, there is a
In addition, works can also be carried out on Amenity maximum Of,ZS% of total
. - - . grant allocation.
Road - non-public roads leading to important community
amenities such as graveyards, beaches, piers, mountain
access points or other tourist/heritage sites. Such roads
may not account for more than 25% of the allocation
provided to each local authority. Section 81 of the Local
Government Act, 2001 sets out the legislative base,
including specific eligibility criteria in respect of the
Scheme.
LEADER The LEADER programme supports locally led rural | All areas outside of the city boundaries of Depending on the project, €200k is maximum for most

development by funding locally developed projects aimed
at improving the quality of life in rural areas and
encouraging the diversification of economic activity in
rural areas.

Projects which are being funded include rural tourism,
enterprise development, digital connectivity, basic
services targeted at rural communities, rural youth,
initiatives relating to climate change.

Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway and Waterford
are eligible.

individuals, enterprises or
community groups, etc. can apply.

types or projects, with
€500k being the maximum
for community projects
that do not involve
economic activity.

11
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Scheme Name

Eligible Activities

Eligible Areas

Eligible Applicants

Minimum & Max. Grant
Funding per Application

Community
Enhancement
Programme (CEP)

The Community Enhancement Programme provides vital
supports to community groups in disadvantaged areas
across Ireland. The funding can be used to carry out
small upgrade works and to purchase equipment to
support their activities such as laptops and printers,
lawnmowers, training equipment, etc.

All areas are eligible, however, the CEP focuses
on supporting disadvantaged communities
throughout the country by providing capital
grants to community groups. The CEP provides
a flexible and targeted approach to funding
those communities most in need.

Community groups and community
organisations. Support is available
to, for example, Parish Halls,
Community Centres, Local
Development Associations, Social
Clubs, Senior Citizen Groups,
Men’s and Women’s Sheds etc.

In general, the Department
requests that LCDCs ring-
fence 30% of its funding for
grants of €1,000 or less.
This is guidance only, and
the LCDC can adjust this
depending on the needs in
its area.

2023 Community
Recognition Fund
(CRF)

The once-off 2023 Community Recognition Fund aims to
support the development of community infrastructure
and facilities in recognition of the contribution being
made by communities across the country in welcoming
and hosting significant numbers of arrivals from Ukraine
and other countries.
The types of projects which are eligible for funding
include
e Community or cultural facilities including play
areas, walkways, parks, community gardens,
allotments and recreational areas.
e Local club and sports facilities
e  Enhancement of openly accessible school and
parish facilities,
. Equipment for local clubs, festivals, community
events and organisation
e The purchase and refurbishment of buildings or
land for the development of community
facilities.

The funding is specifically targeted at projects
that are located in community’s towns and
villages that are hosting the beneficiaries of
Temporary Protection and/or international
Protection Applicants.

Projects could be delivered directly
by the local authority or via
community organisations.

No min or max. grant

12
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Appendix 3: Vacant or derelict properties, under Town and Village Renewal Scheme

Information regarding vacant or derelict properties, under Town and Village Renewal Scheme, is provided
below:

e Under the main 2021 Town and Village Renewal scheme, some 20 projects, with a value of €4.5
million, were brought forward to tackle bringing vacant or derelict properties back into
community use.

e Subsequently, the Building Acquisition Measure was introduced in 2022 in response to feedback
from LAs and the rising demand to tackle vacancy and dereliction in our town centres.

e The 2022 Building Acquisition measure saw some 29 buildings purchased under the measure for
varied multipurpose community use. Further details are available within the table on the
following page.

e The 2023 Building Acquisition Measure was launched in March with funding of €13 million. The
2023 measure allows up to 3 applications per eligible LA for up to a total maximum grant amount
of €500,000. As usual, the details of these building will be published on the Departments website
once funding decisions are made.

It is also worth noting that some other Department schemes provide grants that are relevant to vacant or
derelict properties. For example, the Rural Regeneration and Development Fund has elements that are
related to dereliction, but usually as part of a wider regeneration project.

Trinity Point, 10-11 Sraid Laighean Theas, Baile Atha Cliath 2, D02 EF85
Trinity Point, 10-11 Leinster St South, Dublin 2, D02 EF85
T +353 (0) 76 106 4900 | www.drcd.gov.ie
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County Location Description of projects approved under 2022 TVRS Building Acquisition Measure

Carlow Bagenalstown Purchase of the former Convent to convert into a hub for enterprise, community, multi-use event space and outdoor education space.

Cavan Cootehill Purchase former Bank of Ireland building to convert into remote working hub & multi-purpose community space

Cavan Ballinagh Purchase the former B+F Stores and Market House to convert into a multi-purpose community space and remote working hub

Clare Kilrush Purchase the former Mars Cinema and Ballroom and convert it into a urban renewal educational research training facility

Cork Mitchelstown Purchase the FCA Hall on grounds of old Military barracks for use as a multi-purpose venue for sports activities and organisations: hub for
men's shed, indoor training for boxing club, cycling, girl guides, walking amenity/outdoor gym, etc.

Galway Athenry Purchase a former commercial property for use as a multi-purpose hub

Kerry Moyvane Purchase a former Garda Station for use as a multi-purpose hub

Kildare Monasterevin Purchase a former Bank of Ireland building for use as a co-working enterprise hubs

Kilkenny Glenmore Purchase of a property for use as a Community Shop and Café

Leitrim Carrick on Purchase of a former bakery and shop for use as a multi-purpose community space

Shannon

Limerick Feohanagh Purchase of the parochial Hall for use as a resource centre for the community

Limerick Rathkeale Purchase of the former Bank of Ireland Building to be converted into an eHub & multi-purpose community facility

Longford Edgeworthstown Purchase of a former Public House to be converted into a multi-purpose community space

Louth Dunleer Purchase of the former Bank of Ireland building for the potential provision of library services/multi-purpose community spaces

Meath Rathoath Purchase of site in centre of Ratoath to be developed into a small park, community building (possibly library/remote working facility)

Monaghan Monaghan Town Purchase of the Convent School building for use as a social enterprise hub

Offaly Ballyboy Purchase of the former Community Hall for use as a multi-purpose community space

Offaly Moneygall Purchase of the former family-run business with a garage to be converted into a multi-purpose community and enterprise hub

Roscommon | Tarmonbarry Purchase of the former Garda Station for use as a multi-purpose community space

Roscommon Ballintubber Purchase of the former Garda Station for use as a multi-purpose community space

Sligo Enniscrone Purchase a factory for use as a community operated co-working facility

Sligo Ballymote Purchase of a shop for use as a community hub

Tipperary Carrick on Suir Purchase of a garden centre for tourism accommodation, cultural and amenity uses, recreational uses, together with direct employment
generating uses around commercial and retail

Waterford Portlaw Purchase of a Premier Hall for use as a multi-purpose community / cultural hub

Waterford Lismore Purchase of the former Bank of Ireland building to be converted into a multi-purpose community facility

Wexford New Ross Purchase of the former Courthouse for use as a multi-use community building

Wexford Rosslare Harbour | Purchase of the former Bank of Ireland building to be converted into a remote working hub

Wicklow Ashford Purchase of the former Garda Station for use as a community centre

Wicklow Carnew Purchase of the former Bank of Ireland building to be converted into a remote working hub
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Summary

INTRODUCTION

This review considered the operation of the Rural Regeneration and Development Fund
(RRDF) from establishment to October 2022. It details findings with regard to the operation
of the fund over that period, and sets out recommendations for the future operation of the
fund. The analysis has been informed by the information compiled by the Department of
Rural and Community Development (DRCD) unit who manages the RRDF, and
discussions with a number of local authority stakeholders. A summary of the paper is set
out below.

BACKGROUND

The stated objective of the RRDF is to “provide investment to support rural renewal,
strengthen and build resilience in rural communities, and to assist in the regeneration of
towns and villages with a population of less than 10,000 people, and their outlying areas”.

The RRDF has two funding streams. Category 1 supports projects that are ready to
commence. Category 2 supports proposals at an earlier stage but which aim to progress
to Category 1 in the future. Aside from a minimum funding level of €0.5 million for a
Category 1 proposal, there are no funding thresholds. There is currently a match funding
requirement of 20% for Category 1, and 25% for Category 2 projects.

The lead applicant for a project must be a State funded body. Local authorities are
responsible for delivering the vast majority of projects approved to date (81%).
Examples of other lead bodies include Coillte, Udaras na Gaeltachta, and Failte Ireland.

The RRDF was established in 2018, and the first year in which a Category 1 and 2
application process was undertaken. 2019 was first year in which funding was allocated
to the RRDF. Annual allocations have increased year on year, from €52 million in 2019 to
€60 million in 2022.

The award of funding takes place through a competitive process. An independent Project
Advisory Board assists DRCD with its assessment of applications, and makes
recommendations for funding to the Minister. While there are a number of steps involved,
the RRDF operates a two-stage approval process before a project can be implemented.
Successful applications are first approved in principle, and approval to proceed is
subsequently granted once tendering has been completed and the costs/timelines agreed.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The RRDF has approved funding of approximately €277 million for projects with an
ultimate investment of €375 million including match funding. €222 million of the RRDF
supports 89 Category 1 projects, and the remaining €56 million supports 102 approved
Category 2 projects.

An assessment of the geographic spread of approved projects shows wide coverage
of approvals throughout the country. However, there is a large variance between
counties. This ranges from 1% to 13% of the approved funding for Category 1, and 2% to
8% for Category 2. A competitive process will give rise to these variances.

Progress made by lead parties in delivering Category 1 projects has been slow to
date, as has drawdown of allocated funds. Of 89 Category 1 projects approved, nine
(€11m) have been completed. 38 (€111m) remain at the preparatory phase (planning,
design, tendering, review), and 42 (€102m) are on site. Delivery has been impacted by
Covid-19 restrictions and other external factors such as high inflation and material/labour
supply constraints. The success of the RRDF requires lead applicants to deliver on their
commitments. Discussions with local authorities have identified a need for project
management capacity building. This paper recommends steps to improve knowledge and
capacity among lead parties. However, it also recommends that consideration be given to
introducing rewards and penalties to encourage project completions, having regard to the
level of projects being undertaken by lead parties and their capacity to deliver on existing
commitments. This could include the option of financial rewards/penalties, and/or
facilitating a greater or lesser number of applications by lead applicants in future calls,
depending on their progress with existing projects.

Progress with Category 2 projects has also been slow, with nine (€2m) of 102 projects
completed. 27 (€21m) are at the preparatory phase, and 66 (€33m) are being
implemented. The stated purpose of Category 2 projects is to provide funding to enable
projects to develop to Category 1 applications. This paper recommends that as these
projects do not require planning or consents to be in place for funding, that the target
should be that projects of this nature be completed within 18 months of their approval to
proceed. This should improve the flow of completions and applications for Category 1
funding. It should be noted that feedback from lead bodies indicates that Category 2
funding is vital to enable projects to get off the ground and enable better quality projects
to emerge. However, the progress and impact of Category 2 projects will need to be
closely monitored over time.

Some suggestions for improving the operation of the scheme were identified based
on discussions with local authorities. First, it was suggested that more certainty and
stability on application timeframes would be helpful. For example, having a longer-term
multi-annual timetable (e.g. three-year plan) for calls, with greater time within call
windows, would allow better project planning and response at local level. Secondly, there
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is a need to facilitate greater knowledge sharing and networking among lead bodies. This
includes sharing knowledge on project ideas, processes, and measuring the outcomes
and impacts of projects. It was suggested that networking opportunities, such as an
annual conference would help to share ideas, learn best practice, and potentially give rise
to a better understanding of the most impactful projects. Thirdly, some issues were raised
around how a requirement for match funding can lead to good projects not being put
forward, and that there is perception that larger projects will not be funded given the overall
scale of annual funding allocations and the need to ensure a fair distribution of funding.
This paper makes a number of recommendations in these areas.

Related to the types of projects funded, this review has found that the projects
supported by the RRDF focus on a number of policy areas, mainly, town centre
regeneration including public realm works, tourism or heritage projects, community
facilities, remote working hubs and enterprise centres. Some policy or investment areas,
such as town centre housing and climate action projects are less represented. However,
the RRDF has not long been included as a support to policies in these areas and therefore
is likely to increase in the future. It is also clear that proposals for large-scale projects are
more limited. This paper recommends a number of actions to address these areas
including the frequency of calls for applications, match funding requirements, and
communication with stakeholders.

Further attention is needed to understand the socio-economic impact of RRDF
projects. While plans for monitoring and evaluation of projects forms part of application
processes, the collection and analysis of this information by delivery bodies needs to be
ensured. This paper recommends that all applications should have a clear monitoring and
evaluation plan (with a template provided to support this). All projects should have SMART
(Specific; Measurable; Achievable; Relevant; Time-bound) project objectives and metrics.
A pre-project baseline should be established, and metrics should be measured over time
following project completion. Initial reports on the outcomes of projects should be
completed within 18 months of project completion and final reports no more than 36
months following completion. The compilation and dissemination of this information
should help build knowledge among lead bodies. Given the scale of RRDF funding, this
paper also recommends that DRCD should consider undertaking once off evaluation of
selected larger projects in the future to help identify the impact for rural communities.
Consideration could also be given to establishing a long-term research partnership e.g.
with the university sector, to help monitor and understand the impacts of investment.

Differences in original cost estimates and delivery costs have emerged for some
projects. It is difficult to accurately forecast costs in an environment of high inflation.
However, while most cost adjustments are less than 20%, a small number are greater
than this, including two projects with over 50% increased costs between the application
estimates and procured project costs. To manage the budget, this paper recommends
setting a limit on permissible cost increases following approval in principle.
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The existing demands of managing the RRDF, together with the recommendations
in this paper, involve significant additional work for the responsible line unit. The
operation of the fund has evolved from a stage of completing project assessments and
approvals, to one where there is now management and oversight of existing approved
projects, assessment and approval of new projects, and a need to focus on project outputs
and outcomes. In addition, this paper highlights areas for attention, including facilitating
capacity building and knowledge sharing among stakeholders, and improving monitoring
and evaluation. In this respect, this paper recommends consideration of resourcing
requirements to ensure these recommendations can be implemented. The table below

summarises the recommendations in this paper.
Summary of recommendations

Recommendations

1. Project delivery, planning, and accountability: Focus
on capacity building with delivery bodies to ensure delivery
of existing RRDF projects, including assurance that
sufficient internal resource is dedicated to project delivery
within these bodies. Have a long-term outlook for funding
calls (e.g. three year plans), with more stability on criteria
and significant time between calls, to allow better project
planning at local level.

For Category 1 projects, consideration should be given to
introducing rewards and penalties to encourage project
completions. This could involve financial rewards/penalties,
and/or allowing a greater or lesser number of applications
in future calls depending on the progress applicants have
made with existing projects. For Category 2 projects,
consideration should be given to introducinga requirement
for all projects to be completed within 18 months of
approval to proceed or funding will not be provided.

2. Engagement with stakeholders: Establish and manage

networking opportunities for lead bodies, with the objective
of sharing ideas, learning best practice and understanding
the most impactful rural development projects. This could
include regular network meetings and/or an annual

conference. This work should also involve compiling,
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Objectives

Addressing relatively slow progress with
both Category 1 and Category 2 projects to
date.

Increasing accountability for progress at the
level of lead managing authority.

Ensuring the RRDF funding is targeted at
projects and delivery bodies where it can be
most impactful.

Building capacity and knowledge in lead
authorities with regard to project generation
and delivery and best practice in rural
development projects across the country.

Facilitating networking and knowledge
sharing on project ideas, application



sharing and publishing information such as best practice
case studies.

3. Scale and scope of projects: Use the above networks
to generate ideas for good projects that support priority
policy objectives such as the Town Centre First Policy and
climate action. Consider reducing match funding
requirements for larger projects and for specific priority
policy areas. Reduce the frequency of calls for applications
and consider increasing the minimum RRDF requirement of
€500,000 to €1,000,000 for Category 1 projects. Monitor
the level of application and success rate of Category 2 to
Category 1 projects over the next 18-24 months to
determine if the process is working as intended.

4. Approach to funding adjustments: Set an upper limit
on permitted funding adjustments for projects when moving
from the approval-in-principle to approval to proceed stage
of projects.

5. Improve understanding of impact / outcomes: Ensure
all applications have a clear monitoring and evaluation
plan, and that approved projects have measureable
(SMART) project objectives/metrics. A baseline should be
established, with regular monitoring of metrics following
project completion. Initial reports of project outcomes
should be completed within 18 months and final reports no
more than 36 months following project completion.
Consideration should also be given to once-off evaluation
of larger projects by DRCD and the potential establishment
of a long-term research framework e.g. with a third level
institution(s).

6. Resourcing requirements: Consider resourcing to
respond to increased project management and monitoring
requirements, and enable implementation of these

recommendations.
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processes and measuring impacts and
outcomes of projects.

Generating ideas for projects of scale, and
in policy areas which are currently
underrepresented (e.g. climate action, town
centre housing).

Effectively managing overall RRDF
budgets.

Clear measures of outcomes and impacts
for the specific projects funded, allowing
future assessment of socio-economic

benefits of these projects.

Better understanding of impact of RRDF as
a whole, and the impact of different project
types on rural development.

Ensuring effective management of the
RRDF, and additional work related to
recommendations on networking,
knowledge sharing, monitoring, and

evaluation.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this paper

This paper is a Focused Policy Assessment (FPA) of the Rural Regeneration and
Development Fund (RRDF). The RRDF is a capital investment initiative targeted at
supporting the growth and rejuvenation of rural Ireland.

The purpose of this paper is to help improve the understanding and inform the operation
of the Fund. This review is taking place in line with best practice under the Public
Spending Code (PSC). The PSC states that periodic evaluations of expenditure should
take place where the scale of investment justifies it. As the RRDF is a €1 billion
investment fund, it is appropriate to review the RRDF during its implementation. Given
the length of time the RRDF will be in operation (2018 to 2030), the purpose of this
paper is to provide an initial review of its operation.

The following areas are examined in this paper.

¢ Rationale and objective(s).

e Policy context and operation.

e Analysis of funding and the number of projects.

o Efficiency, by assessing the operation of the RRDF.

e Impact, by reviewing the approach taken to measuring the outcomes of projects.

1.2 Paper structure

The structure of this paper is as follows.

e Chapter 2: rationale and objective(s).

e Chapter 3: implementation to date.

e Chapter 4: operational efficiency and measuring impact.
e Chapter 5: recommendations.

e Appendices: Appendix 1 to 4.

' FPAs are part of the evaluation process for public sector programmes that may examine various
areas of a programme such as its rationale, inputs, outputs etc.
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1.3 Data and stakeholder consultation

The data used in this paper was provided by the business unit in DRCD who is
responsible for managing the RRDF. The funding in this paper refers to approvals from
the RRDF and reflects the situation at the end of January 2022, unless otherwise stated
in this paper.

The RRDF has procedures in place to provide for price increases due to inflation and
unforeseeable variations that might arise during project design and construction. As
such, there will be a difference between the latest position on RRDF funding, and the
funding outlined in this paper. For example, the funding allocation from the RRDF
amounts to €277 million in this paper, which compares to a funding allocation of
approximately €280 million as of July 2022.

Feedback from the following external stakeholders has been used to inform this review.

¢ Donegal, Kilkenny, Roscommon, Tipperary, and Westmeath county councils.

¢ Mayo, Fingal, and Waterford county/city councils via two committees of the City
Management Association (CCMA) i.e. the Rural Development, Community,
Tourism, Culture and Heritage Committee; and the Business, Enterprise,
Innovation and Urban/Town Economic Renewal Committee.

Page 9 of 61



R1907 (iv) PAC33

2 Rationale and objectives

2.1 Introduction

This Chapter sets out the rationale, objectives, policy context, and operation of the
RRDF.

2.2 Rationale and objectives

The RRDF was established under Project Ireland 2040z as a major capital investment
(€1 billion) fund for rural areas in Ireland. Project Ireland 2040 (consisting of the National
Planning Framework (NPF) and the National Development Plan (NDP)) outlines the
government’s national spatial strategy and plan for sustainable development up to 2040,
as well as the investment priorities to support this. The NDP notes that participation of
rural communities is vital to successfully achieving the strategic outcomes of Project
Ireland 2040. In particular, the RRDF aims to support the NDP’s strategic outcome of
Strengthened Rural Economies and Communities, and the objectives of Our Rural
Future - Rural Development Policy 2021 - 2025,

The stated objective of the RRDF is to “provide investment to support rural renewal,
strengthen and build resilience in rural communities [supporting job creation in rural
areas and addressing de-population of rural communities], and assist in the
regeneration of towns and villages with a population of less than 10,000, and outlying
areas”.s

The RRDF was originally scheduled to run from 2018 to 2027. However, it has since
been extended (following an update of the NDP in 2021) to run to 2030. The Department
of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) manages the RRDF. It is one of a
number of supports provided through DRCD’s Rural Development Investment
Programmes.

2 Project Ireland 2040.

3 Qur Rural Future — Rural Development Policy 2021 — 2025.

¢+ RRDF Fourth Call Category 1: FAQ.

s The RRDF is part of DRCD’s Rural Investment Programme, which also includes the Town and
Village Renewal Scheme, CLAR, the Outdoor Recreation Infrastructure Scheme, the Local
Improvement Scheme, LEADER, and the Walks Scheme.
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2.3 Policy context

There is strong support for the RRDF in government policy. Following its establishment,
the RRDF has been included as an important support for a number of government
strategies and policies. These include:

e The Programme for Government (PEG) - Our Shared Future (2020).
e Our Rural Future - Rural Development Policy 2021 - 2025 (2021).

e Housing for All - a New Housing Plan (2021).

e The Climate Action Plan (2021).

e The Town Centre First Policy (2022).

2.4  Operation of the RRDF
2.4.1 PROCESS

DRCD has overall policy responsibility for the RRDF. Funding for capital projects is
awarded by the Department through a competitive bid process. The Department,
assisted by an independent Project Advisory Boards, considers the applications
submitted, and makes recommendations for funding to the Minister for Rural and
Community Development. The successful applicants are informed of their approval in
principle, and other applicants are kept informed of the outcomes of the process.

Proposals are invited from local authorities, and other State funded bodies’. Proposals
must demonstrate a collaborative approach between two or more organisations. The
lead partner/applicant of all projects must be a State funded body. To date, local
authorities are responsible for delivering the majority of projects (81%).

There is a clear distinction between the role of successful applicants and the
Department. Under the terminology of the PSC, the Department is the Approving
Authority. It is responsible for managing the RRDF including approving funding for
projects. Successful applicants are Sponsoring Agencies. They are responsible for

¢ The Advisory Board is chaired by DRCD and is comprised of a number of relevant Government
Departments, as well as external experts.

7 A State funded body is a body established by central Government or with central Government
approval, and which receives a portion of its funding from the State; this includes, for example,
local authorities, Local Development Companies, semi-State companies, and other State
agencies.
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managing and ensuring their projects progress to completion, subject to the terms and
conditions specified by the Department.

The RRDF sets out to complement other funding supports, and therefore prioritises
projects that are outside the funding available through other programmes/schemes.
Proposals can be made in respect of towns with populations of 10,000 or fewer and their
outlying areas (located outside the five city metropolitan areas).

Calls for applications to the RRDF are sought under two categories:

e Category 1: provides funding for projects that are ready to commence. These
are projects, which have the necessary consents in place, are at an advanced
stage of design, satisfy the requirements of the PSC, and are procurement-
ready.

e Category 2: provides funding to enable the development of project proposals
suitable for future Category 1 applicationss. Funding can be provided towards the
cost of project development, including technical or expert assistance, and the
purchase of land and property.

¢ Proposals that are successful in their Category 2 applications will not automatically secure
funding under Category 1 calls. Applications in both calls are assessed through a competitive
process.
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Category 1 Process

The RRDF approval process for Category 1 projects is outlined in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1. RRDF approval process

Step 1 - Preliminary Business Case:
Projects have been approved for funding

based on the proposal set out in the
- application form, and the supporting
documentation. The lead party must
complete a verification form issued by the
Department confirming key details set out
in the application form. Approval in

principle is issued to applicants including
terms and conditions of funding.

Step 2 - Final Business Case: A pre-tender
approval form together with the project
brief and procurement strategy must be
submitted to the Department for review. A
confirmation of pre-tender approval is
provided to applicants. On completion of
tendering, the preferred tender must be
submitted to the Department for review
including details of costs and timelines.
The project is then approved to proceed to
implementation stage.

Step 3 - Implementation: The delivery and monitoring of the project is the responsibility
of the lead applicant. Payment is based on vouched expenditure for the delivery of key
milestones agreed between the Department and the lead applicant.

Step 4 — Review Stage: A Project Completion Report must be completed and submitted
to the Department before the project is fully closed out.

Step 5 — Ex-Post Evaluation: An ex-post evaluation report must be completed by the
lead party as committed to in their application.
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Category 2 Process

The RRDF process for Category 2 projects is similar to Category 1 above. Once
approval in principle has been confirmed, the project must progress through two more
stages before the Department will confirm that the project has full funding approval and
can proceed to the implementation stage. A pre-tender approval report must be
submitted to the Department including the detailed project brief and procurement
strategy before the project can proceed to a tendering process. The lead party applicant
is then required to make a final business case including the final cost of the project,
timelines for completion, and the key milestones where payment will be requested.

Timelines of calls for applications

A timeline of calls for Category 1 and 2 applications and announcements of successful
applications is set out in Figure 2 below. There have been four calls for Category 1
applications and three calls for Category 2. The time between calls for applications and
announcements of successful applications has varied from 4 - 11 months for Category 1
projects, and 4 -13 months for Category 2 projects.

Figure 2: Timeline of calls for applications

Category 1 timelines Call 1, Call2 Call 3 Call4

December 2021

Calls for applications —

April 2019

Category 1

Announcement of successful

November 2018 November 2019

April 2021
applications — Category 1

i

Category 2 timelines Call 1, Call 2 Call 3‘

Calls for applications — December 2019 February 2021

Category 2

Announcement of successful

June and
August 2020

November 2018 January 2022

applications — Category 2

Source: DRCD
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2.4.2 TERMS AND CONDITIONS

An information booklet is issued for each call of the RRDF. This sets out the terms and
conditions of funding. Some of the key terms and conditions from the Fourth Call
Category 1 booklet (2022), and Third Call Category 2 booklet (2021) are briefly
discussed below. More details can be found in Appendix 1 at the end of this paper.

Applicants have a limit of three applications they can submit per call. This was

introduced for the first time in the second call for applications in 2019. Previously, there
was no limit on the number of applications that could be submitted. There is a minimum
funding requirement of €500,000 for Category 1 projects but no other thresholds apply.

Match funding is a requirement under the RRDF. This has varied over time and is
currently 20% for Category 1 projects and 25% for Category 2 projects (with some
exceptions). The types of projects eligible for funding include town centre regeneration,
town centre residency, public realm, libraries, tourism/heritage, remote working hubs,
and enterprise centres etc.

2.5 Finding(s)

FINDING 1: STRONG SUPPORT IN GOVERNMENT POLICY

There is strong Government support for the RRDF as evidenced by its inclusion in
various government strategies and policy. Aside from Project Ireland 2040 and the Rural
Development Policy (2021), the RRDF has been referred to in the Programme for
Government (2020), the Housing for All Strategy (2021), the Climate Action Plan (2021),
and the Town Centre First Policy (2022).

FINDING 2: OPERATIONAL PROCESSES FOLLOW PUBLIC SPENDING
CODE (PSC) GUIDELINES

The RRDF has clearly defined processes informed by PSC Guidelines. A project must
go through five steps. This includes the sign-off of a preliminary and final business case,
project implementation, project review, and ex-post evaluation.
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3 Implementation to date

3.1 Introduction

This Chapter examines the volume of funding approvals, and the number of projects
supported by the RRDF between 2018 and 2022. It should be noted that although the
RRDF was established in 2018, 2019 was the first year in which funding was allocated
under the RRDF. A small number of case studies are also included in this paper to help
explain the type of projects supported. These case studies can be found in Appendix 2
at the end of this paper.

The structure of this Chapter is as follows:

¢ RRDF annual allocations.

e Total funding (approvals and match funding), and number of projects supported.
e Distribution of projects by bands of funding approvals.

e Distribution of funding approvals and number of projects by region and county.
o Number of projects by type of activity.

e Case studies.
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3.2 Funding and number of projects

3.2.1 RRDF ALLOCATIONS, 2019 - 2022

As noted in Chapter 2, the RRDF was established as a €1 billion capital investment
fund. The budget for the RRDF is assigned for a number of years in advance based on
an allocation from the central exchequer. For example, an allocation of €300 million has
been provided from the exchequer for the period 2021 to 2025. Yearly funding
allocations are determined as part of the annual budgetary process in the context of
DRCD'’s capital ceilings. The annual allocations for the period 2019 to 2022 are set out
in Figure 3 below.

Figure 3: RRDF annual budget allocations (€ millions), 2019 — 2022

€62
€60
€58

€56

€54
€52
€50 I
€48

2019 2020 2021 2022

€ millions

Source: DRCD
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3.2.2 TOTAL FUNDING (APPROVALS AND MATCH FUNDING) AND
NUMBER OF PROJECTS

Between 2018 and 2022, 191 (89 (47%) Category 1 and 102 (53%) Category 2) projects
have been approved by the RRDF. Total funding (approvals and match funding) was
approximately €375 million over the period. Funding approvals from the RRDF
represents €277 million (74%) of this total. Most funding approvals (€222 million or 80%)
relates to Category 1 projects. Further details on project funding can be found in
Appendix 2.

Figure 4: Total funding (approvals and match funding) and number of projects,
2018 - 2022

€200 B Total funding (approvals and match funding)  Number of projects 100

€180 90

€160 80
€140 70 -
c
€120 60 3—
g 2
2 €100 50 S,
€ 2
w €80 40 T°D.
Q
€60 » 30 7

[ ]

€40 20

€20 l . 10

€- 0

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Source: DRCD
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3.2.3 DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDING APPROVALS
i. Distribution of the number of projects by bands of funding approvals

Figure 5 shows the distribution of the number of projects by bands of funding approvals
(i.e. baskets of funding) between 2018 and 2022.

o Category 1: 21 (24%) projects were up to €1 million. 47 (53%) projects were
between €1 million and €3 million, and the remaining 21 (24%) were €3 million
and over. Between 2018 and 2022, the overall trend is upwards in terms of the
scale of the projects funded under Category 1. The maximum funding approved
to-date for a project under Category 1 is €10.3 million.

e Category 2: 60 (59%) of projects were up to €500,000. 27 (26%) were between
€500,000 and €1 million, and the remaining 15 (15%) were between €1 million
and €3 million. As with Category 1 projects, the overall trend is upward in the
scale of projects supported over the period. The maximum funding approved to-
date for a Category 2 project is €2.5 million.

Figure 5: Number of projects by size of funding approved (€), 2018 — 2022

Number of projects

o

o

60
B Category 1 B Category 2
50
40
30
20
| I
m I 1 »
€0

€500,001 - €1,000,001 - €2,000,001 - £€3,000,001 - €4,000,001 - €8,000,001 -
€500,000 €1,000,000 €2,000,000 €3,000,000 €4,000,000 €8,000,000 €11,000,000

Source: DRCD
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ii. Distribution of funding approvals and number of projects by region

Figure 6 shows the distribution of funding approvals® and the number of projectse on a
NUTS» 3 regional basis. 28% of grant funding and 25% of projects are in the Border
region, followed by the West (18% and 17%), and Mid-West (15% and 14%) regions. As
projects supported through the RRDF are distributed by county, it might be expected
that the concentration of the number of projects and funding by region could be affected
by the number of counties in each region. However, a pattern is not evident from the
data. The Border region has the highest number of counties (five) and number of
projects and funding from the RRDF. However, the West and Mid-West regions are
comprised of three counties each, compared to four in the Mid-East and South-East,
and account for a higher volume of projects and funding.

Figure 6: Distribution of funding approvals by NUTS 3 region (€), 2018 — 2022*
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Source: DRCD.* Multi-county projects are not included in this chart.

* This funding does not include approximately €23 million of multi-county project funding.

© Eight multi-county projects are not included in the number of projects.

" See https://www.cso.ie/en/methods/revnuts23/ for details on NUTS nomenclature of territorial
units.
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ii. Distribution of funding approvals and number of projects by county and project
location

Figure 7 shows the distribution of grant funding for Category 1 projects on a county
basis. Between 2018 and 2021, Donegal had the largest amount of Category 1 funding
approved (13%), followed by multi-county projects (9%), Mayo (9%), and Monaghan
(7%). Offaly (0.2%) had the lowest amount of Category 1 funding approved over the
period.

Figure 7: Distribution of Category 1 funding approvals by county (€), 2018 — 2022

€30,000,000
M Category 1

€25,000,000

£€20,000,000

€15,000,000

£10,000,000

€5,000,000 ' _ _ 7 _ _ — —

& _ _ _ _ 111...
5 29 c 2 PX¥ S TEESocTEE T L0 2
aonv,amoooa.n.naraoaurnoabwmoba
23393  c55E80535838858353755
o .r 5 2.3 S =g = mw =
g = & =

Source: DRCD

Page 21 of 61



R1907 (iv) PAC33

Figure 8 shows the distribution of grant funding for Category 2 projects on a county
basis. Meath had the largest amount of Category 2 funding approved (8%), followed by
Kerry (8%), and Limerick (6%). Laois (0.4%) had the lowest amount of Category 2
funding approved.

Figure 8: Distribution of Category 2 funding approvals by county (€), 2018 — 2022
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Figure 9a and b shows the concentration of Category 1 and 2 projects on a county basis
between 2018 and 2022. The largest number of projects approved for funding per
county under Category 1 and 2 is seven and nine respectively. Donegal and Mayo have
funding approved for seven Category 1 projects, while Cork has funding approved for
nine Category 2 projects.

Figure 9a and b: Distribution of projects by county (Category 1 and 2), 2018 — 2022*

Category 1 Projects
1
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. : Jo
B ';'-. f
-5 :‘ 4
s

Source: DRCD. *Eight multi-county projects are not included in these maps.
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Figure 10 shows the distribution of RRDF projects by size of funding approvals across
Category 1 and Category 2 projects. The lowest value of funding approved was €20,250
under Category 2, and the largest was €10,262,900 under Category 1. The map shows
that there is a wide distribution of projects across Ireland. The locations stated as being
eligible for project funding are rural areas with fewer than 10,000 people outside the five
metropolitan areas.

Figure 10: Distribution of projects by size of funding approvals (€), 2018-2022*

RRDF approvals

* €20,250 - €500,000

® €500,001 - €1,000,000

© €1,000,001 - €2,00,000
@ €2,000,001 - €3,000,000
@ €3,000,001 - €4,000,000
@ €4,000,001 - €8,000,000
@ €8,000,001 - €10,262,900

° @) | 1. Cities

2. Satellite urban towns
3. Independent urban towns

-« £ 4. Rural areas with high urban influence
- 'ﬂ.\ ~ 5. Rural areas with moderate urban influence
=9 B 6. Highly rural/remote areas
Source: DRCD, and CSO (six way urban rural split of Ireland).*22 multi-project locations are not
included in this map.

iii. Number of projects by type of activity

Table 1 shows the number of projects supported across ten different types of activities,
assigned by the DRCD line unit who manages the RRDF. A project may be categorised
as having multiple activities. Between 2018 and 2022, the largest Category 1 and
Category 2 activity was town centre regeneration (inc. public realm), followed by
tourism/heritage, and community facilities. The smallest Category 1 activity type was
town centre housing, and greenway/blueways. The smallest Category 2 activity type
was food hub and library. The types of activities supported under the RRDF are
concentrated on five areas. 80% of Category 1 and 89% of Category 2 projects include
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some or all of town centre regeneration (inc. public realm), tourism/heritage, community
facilities, remote working and enterprise centres.

It should be noted that as the RRDF has developed, the prioritisation of projects has
changed. This will be reflected in the types of activities supported below. For example,
there are a number of activities that are not a priority for funding including sports
projects, greenways etc.

Table 1: Number of projects by type of activity, 2018 - 2022

Activity type Category 1 Category 2 Total
Town centre regeneration 55 77 132
(inc. public realm)

Tourism/heritage 36 46 82
Community facilities 33 45 78
Remote working hub 25 35 60
Enterprise centre 20 28 48
Outdoor leisure/sports 19 9 28
amenity

Library 12 4 16
Greenway/blueway 4 10 14
Town centre housing 1 6 7
Food hub 5 1 6

Source: DRCD. *Multiple categories can apply to each project.
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3.4 Case Studies

A broad range of projects are supported by the Fund. This means that it is difficult to
fully convey the work undertaken through the RRDF in this paper. Therefore, to
demonstrate the types of outputs funded, three case studies of Category 1 projects are
set out in Appendix 2 at the end of this paper. These are summarised below:

Case study 1 — Limerick greenway, county Limerick

Name

Year funding
awarded
Objectives

Inputs (RRDF grant)
Outputs

Project status
Outcomes

Limerick Greenway
2018

- Support economic development through tourism

- Enhance the quality of the amenity to improve quality of life in the
communities, people’s health and wellbeing, and enhance place-
making for local communities

- Further community development and social inclusion

- Promote sustainable travel

- Create awareness and open up access to the natural landscape
€2,724,657

Access works, resurfacing, junction realignment and incorporation of
a tunnel into the greenway

Completed in November 2021

An evaluation plan is being prepared for the Limerick Greenway. The
means and methods of gathering monitoring and evaluation data and
implementation of an evaluation plan is being refined

Source: Project completion report

Case study 2 — Cteic Gaoth Dobhair, county Donegal

Name

Year funding
awarded
Objectives

Inputs (RRDF grant)

Gteic Gaoth Dobhair
2018

- Allow for implementation of development programmes to support
enterprise creation and SME development

- Job creation

- Development of the ICT sector in North West Donegal
€1,500,000
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Outputs - 12 private offices
- 143 co-working spaces and hot desks
- 50 seater presentation room
- Main Canteen and two smaller refreshment areas
- Meeting rooms
- Multiple private phone booths

Project status Completed in August 2021

Outcomes A detailed summative report (including impacts) will be completed.
Metrics will be measured over a four-year period following
completion of the hub

Source: Project completion report

Case study 3 — Ennistymon Multi-service innovation centre, county Clare

Name Ennistymon multi-service innovation centre
Year funding 2018

awarded

Objectives - Enhance job creation and retention

- Deliver community and family resource services to disadvantaged
sectors of the community
- Contribute to the regeneration and renewal of the town centre

Inputs (RRDF grant) €1,023,300

Outputs Multi-purpose centre including incubation units, office space, hot-
desking facilities, and a family resource centre

Project status Completed December 2019

Outcomes - 7 Micro Enterprises operating from the centre with 15 employees
- Support services such as family support programmes, parenting
programmes and counselling

There is a commitment to evaluate the project including performance
data.
Source: Project completion report

A table with descriptive examples of five Category 2 projects is also provided in
Appendix 2. These are:

¢ Kinnegad county Westmeath - library, education and training facility, and town
park.
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e Cahersiveen county Kerry - three inter-related regeneration projects, Daniel
O’Connell Quarter, the Ocean Meets Sky at the Edge of the World Story, and the
enhancement of the public realm.

e Carrick-on-Suir county Tipperary - a plan to link the Suir Blueway at Healy
Park, through the main street to the Ormond Castle Quarter, and along the
quays.

e Cappoquin town county Waterford - bringing elements of a Cappoquin
Regeneration Strategy and Master Plan to detailed design stage.

o Edenderry county Offaly - acquisition of a town site and plans for a new
community library. A second site acquisition will allow for a variety of uses
including leisure, community, cultural and services provision.

Analysis of data and information for developing case studies in this paper shows that
there is much information collected on projects but there is room for improvement in
terms of the type and quality of data/information gathered. For example, greater clarity
on project objectives, more specific details on projects including photos and videos of
works, and suitable monitoring and evaluation plans.
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3.5 Finding(s)

FINDING 3: THE RRDF IS SUPPORTING A LARGE NUMBER OF
PROJECTS AND COMMUNITIES ACROSS IRELAND

191 projects (89 Category 1 and 102 Category 2) have been supported by the RRDF at
a combined value of €277 million in grant funding (€222 million for Category 1 and €56
million for Category 2).

FINDING 4: DISTRIBUTION OF APPROVED FUNDING AND PROJECTS
IS CONCENTRATED IN CERTAIN GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Excluding multi-county projects, the distribution of funding and projects on a geographic
basis indicates that the Border region has the largest amount of funding approved and
the largest number of projects. This is followed by the West and Mid-West regions.
There is a significant difference in funding approved and the number of projects
supported between some regions. For example, this ranges from a maximum of 28% of
funding approved in the Border region to 9% in the South-East. The number of projects
is highest in the Border region (25%) and lowest in the Midlands (9%).

This regional pattern is reflected by the fact that there is a large variation in number of
projects and funding across the counties that make up these regions. For example, the
proportion of Category 1 funding approved varies from 13% in Donegal to 0.2% in
Offaly. Likewise, the number of Category 1 projects supported varies from seven in
Donegal and Mayo to one in a number of other counties. In terms of Category 2, funding
varies from 8% in Meath and Kerry to 0.4% in Laois. The number of Category 2 projects
also varies from nine in Cork to one in Laois.

FINDING 5: BROAD RANGE OF ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED,
CONCENTRATED IN CERTAIN PROJECT TYPES

The line unit who manages the RRDF have categorised projects into ten broad types of
activity. The vast majority of projects (80% Category 1 and 89% Category 2) are
represented by some or all of the following five activities: town centre regeneration
(including public realm), tourism/heritage, community facilities, remote working hubs,
and enterprise centres. As noted in Chapter 2 of this paper, the RRDF has been
included as a support for Housing for All, the Climate Plan, and the Town Centre First
policy in 2022. In this respect there are few projects under the RRDF currently
categorised as having a town centre housing aspect, and none as climate action
oriented. It is difficult to assign projects as having a dedicated climate action focus.

Page 29 of 61



R1907 (iv) PAC33

However, projects under the RRDF can have various elements that support a more low
carbon, environmentally sustainable economy e.g. greenway/blueways, public realm etc.
It should be expected that, as the RRDF develops overtime, more projects will provide
greater support for the areas outlined in these government strategies and policies.

FINDING 6: A LOT OF DATA AND INFORMATION GATHERED BUT
IMPROVEMENTS ARE POSSIBLE

To help explain the types of projects and activities supported by the RRDF, a small
number of cases studies of Category 1 projects are set out in Appendix 2. A table
providing summary descriptions of the types of projects supported under Category 2 is
also included. An examination of a small sample of application forms and project
completion reports for this purpose indicates that the data and information available for
projects could generally be improved. These improvements include the reporting and/or
guality of reporting in the following areas:

e Defining specific, measurable, and targeted oriented project objectives.

e Greater details on completed projects i.e. specifics on what was funded,
including detailed photographs and videos of works/completed projects.

e Reporting costings itemised by the main areas of where funding was spent.

¢ Providing more informative reporting on the lessons learned so that it can be
used to inform other projects i.e. what worked well and not so well, what delayed
project timelines and how could they be mitigated in the future etc.

o Measurement of outputs and outcomes. This includes developing an appropriate
monitoring and evaluation plan to support this.
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4 Operational efficiency and measuring
Impact

4.1 Introduction

This Chapter examines the operational efficiency and approach to measuring outcomes
of the RRDF. This is undertaken by examining (i) the RRDF delivery model and
processes/criteria that apply, as well as (ii) the current and future approaches to
measuring project outcomes.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the views of local authority stakeholders were sought to
inform this paper. These are incorporated into the analysis below, and are summarized
in Appendix 3.

4.2 Operational efficiency

The operational efficiency of the RRDF is undertaken by examining the following areas.

e Delivery model.

o Application process and success rate of applicants.
e Scale and scope of projects supported.

o Progress made towards project completions.

o Approach to Category 2 projects.

¢ Funding adjustments.

4.2.1 DELIVERY MODEL

The overall approach to managing the RRDF follows PSC guidelines. Each year funding
is awarded by the Department through a competitive process. Proposals are invited from
applicants that must be led by a State funded body. Successful proposals for Category 1
funding must go through a number of stages for approval to proceed. This includes
approval in principle, followed by pre-tender approval, and implementation of projects
that are subject to monitoring e.g. quarterly tracking reports. Project completion reports
must be submitted to the Department, and project sponsors are required to conduct ex-
post evaluations of their projects. The RRDF is also subject to on-site inspection by the
Department’s financial auditor, and the Inspection, Compliance, and Business
Development unit of DRCD. Discussions with local authority stakeholders reveal that, in
general, they view the overall process as working well and DRCD as efficient and,
having considered the above, no suitable alternative delivery model was identified.
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However, there was a consistent view of a need for the development of a stakeholder
network group or annual conference to discuss relevant issues, and share
knowledge/identify best practice.

4.2.2 APPLICATION PROCESS AND SUCCESS RATE OF APPLICANTS
A number of issues were raised in discussions with local authorities that suggests there
may be room for improvement in the application process. These include:

e Changing of priorities in each RRDF call for applications could limit their ability to
plan and submit applications. In this respect, a timetable of expected calls for
applications would be helpful for planning their project applications.

¢ Consideration of increasing the time to respond between the opening and closing
of call windows to better enable them to respond.

e Greater guidance could be given on how much information is needed/sufficient in
applications. Local authorities are unsure of what is the sufficient amount, and
most vital pieces of information to submit.

o Whether there could be flexibility on the amount of detail required, tailored to the
costs of the projects.

Local authorities indicated that the success rate of applications is a reflection of a
competitive bid process. It is also a reflection of the limited budget in each call
Nonetheless, the data indicates that the level of success among some local authorities
is low. Table 2 provides an analysis of local authority RRDF applications between 2018
and 2022.

Table 2: RRDF applications, 2018 - 2022

RRDF call No. of applications No. of applications Percentage
approved approved
Call 1 — Category 1 125 38 30%
Call 2 — Category 1 69 26 38%
Call 3—Category 1 66 25 38%
Sub-total 260 89 34%
Call 1 — Category 2 165 46 28%
Call 2 — Category 2 76 29 38%
Call 3—-Category 2 53 27 51%
Sub-total 294 102 35%
Grand total 554 191 34%
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Table 2 reveals that the percentage of approved applications has averaged 34% for
Category 1 and 35% for Category 2 over the period. However, the rate of success has
increased over the period from 30% and 28% for Category 1 and 2 in the first RRDF
call, to 38% and 51% in more recent calls.

Figure 11a and b shows that there is wide variance in success rates among local
authorities. This suggests there may be a need for capacity development in this area,
particularly for some local authorities. There are a number of examples of local

authorities submitting multiple applications with very low rates of success. While it is not

true in all cases; in general, those counties with the lowest levels of funding are
displaying higher than average rates of refusals.

Figure 11a and b: Success rate for Category 1 and 2 applications - local
authorities, 2018 — 2022

Category 1 Applications Category 2 Applications
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4.2.3 SCALE AND SCOPE OF PROJECTS SUPPORTED

Considering the ambition of the RRDF, the scale and type of projects funded suggests
that, individually, projects could be considered to be relatively modest in their potential
for a transformative effect. Local authorities did however indicate that the scale of
funding under the RRDF is not available through other sources of funding and so it
provides additionality. Some local authorities indicated that the scale of projects funded
are up to the applicants, but there are a number of other considerations that, when
combined, may have an impact on the scale and scope of the projects funded. These
are discussed below.
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a) Annual RRDF allocations and perceptions of what can be funded

A number of local authorities indicated that it is a judgement for them on what projects to
put forward for funding based on costs of the projects involved. There is a perception
that larger, more costly, projects will not be funded in any one call due to the size of
annual allocations. For example, one local authority indicated that they had a view that
there may be an optimum point for projects to secure funding at €2-3 million under
Category 1.

b) Match funding requirements and other resource constraints

Discussions with local authorities indicate that match funding requirements are
becoming an increasingly significant concern for their ability to fund and submit projects
under the RRDF. This is due to high and rising inflation, and costs of borrowing. Scarcity
of resources to build and undertake large projects is also a growing concern. There are
difficulties securing contractors and other skilled workers to undertake projects and
difficulties of securing fixed quotes for works.

It was stated that Category 2 projects can take time to develop into applications for
Category 1 but this should be increasing in the future and will result in an increase in the
scale of projects requested for funding. A question was raised as to whether the RRDF
could provide some level of funding specifically dedicated for capacity development
among applicants to help them improve the quality and the scale of projects submitted to
the Fund.

In addition, while this was not an issue identified in discussions with local authorities, the
minimum requirement of €500,000 for projects under Category 1 projects may be set too
low if the desire is to increase the scale of projects submitted to the RRDF.

c) Widespread geographic distribution of project funding

Another element that may contribute to the scale of projects submitted is widespread
geographical distribution of projects. Discussions with local authorities indicate that
some were of the view that widespread geographic distribution of funding is a nature of
public funding initiatives such as the RRDF. However, some were also of the view that it
has the potential to dilute the impact of the Fund as a whole. It was indicated that project
selection should be based on merit only, and one local authority stated that they would
like to see some element of positive discrimination to fund projects in disadvantaged
areas.
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d) Type of activities funded

In terms of scope, some of the types of projects supported by the RRDF are broadly
similar to those that can be supported through other Department programmes. However,
as confirmed in discussions with local authorities, the scale of projects funded under the
RRDF cannot be matched by those programmes. The RRDF is a valued source of
funding which allows for projects that otherwise would not be completed. Some local
authorities did state that the scope of the RRDF is broad enough, and that there may be
over emphasis on some project areas at the expense others e.g. strong focus on remote
working hubs and town centre regeneration with less on towns public realm that are
outside the immediate town centre for example. There was a view in some cases that
the Fund should not be facilitating what might be considered mainstream projects e.g.
libraries. It was also stated that more focus should be placed on projects outside of
towns as projects they also drive regeneration of areas as a whole. In this respect, it
was stated that projects should be part of wider masterplans to ensure they maximize
their potential impact.

4.2.4 PROGRESS MADE TOWARDS PROJECT COMPLETIONS

Between 2018 and 2022, 191 (89 Category 1 and 102 Category 2) projects were
approved for funding. Figure 12 outlines where RRDF projects are at in the approval
stage as of July 2022.

Figure 12a and b: Number of Category 1 and 2 projects by stage of completion (at
July 2022) and year project was approved

Category 2 Projects
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65 (€132m) projects are in the preparatory phase (planning, design, tendering, and
review) phase, 108 (€135m) projects are being implemented (Category 1 projects are on
site and Category 2 have appointed consultants to deliver the project), and 18 projects
(€13m) have been completed (project completion reports have been submitted).
Generally, there has been slow progress towards project completions to date. Since the
start of 2022, there has been increased progression from the preparatory to
implementation phase, particularly among Category 2 projects. It is expected that there
will be an increased level of project completion in the near future.

Discussions with local authorities indicate that progress has mainly been affected by
factors that are external to the RRDF process. These include the impact of Covid-19,
high inflation, constrained supply of resources and skills (e.g. consultants, project
designers, and contractors), and planning permissions. However, in some instances it
was stated that the lead in time between calls for applications and the sign off for
projects to proceed by DRCD have been more lengthy than expected. This can reflect
both a need for repeated engagement with applicants to ensure their submissions are
adhering to PSC requirements, and the large volume of work involved in managing the
RRDF. The approval process and associated requirements can affect project
progression.

Project sponsors (i.e. applicants) are key to the successful delivery of projects. Figure
13a and b below shows the expected project completion dates, which were submitted to
the Department in applications compared to current expected completion dates. It
should be noted that project funding is drawn down in tranches based on agreed
milestones as a project progress to completion.

69 Category 1 projects were originally expected to be completed by end of 2022.
Currently, nine Category 1 projects have been completed. However, current
expectations are that 37 additional projects will be completed by the end of 2022. 72
Category 2 projects were expected to be completed by the end of 2022. Currently nine
have been completed, though current expectations are that 54 additional projects will be
completed by end of 2022. The current estimate is that the majority (89%) of Category 1
and 2 projects not yet completed will be completed by the end of 2023.
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Figure 13a and b: Project completion dates, 2018 — 2022
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4.2.5 APPROACH TO CATEGORY 2 PROJECTS
Table 3 shows the number of Category 2 projects submitted for Category 1 funding over
the period 2018 — 2022.

Table 3: Category 2 projects submitted for Category 1 funding, 2018 - 2022

Successful under the third 7 (two for particular €2.1m
Category 1 call phases of the projects)
Unsuccessful under the 2 €0.5m
second and third Category 1

call

To be assessed - submitted 14 €6.1m

under the most recent (fourth)
Category 1 call
Total 23 €8.7m

Source: DRCD

There have been three Category 2 calls to date. One each in 2019, 2020, and 2021. 102
Category 2 projects have been allocated €55.8 million funding under the RRDF. 23 of
these projects (€8.7 million) have since been submitted for funding under Category 1.
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Most of these Category 2 projects (14 or 61%) have been submitted in the most recent
(2021) Category 1 call, and are under assessment. Seven projects have been
successful wholly or in part, and two have been unsuccessful. However, it appears to be
too early to make a judgement on whether the Category 2 process is working as
intended. Discussions with local authorities indicate that there has been a lag with
Category 2 projects being submitted to Category 1 but the impact of the process will
become clearer with more time.

Category 2 funding is viewed as very important for improving the quality of submissions
and the development of projects of greater scale. There is an element of risk whereby
Category 2 projects might not be funded under Category 1. However, the expectation is
that feedback will help address any issues, and applications can then be resubmitted in
later calls.

4.2.6 FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

As projects progress through their various stages of approval, original estimated costs
may vary. Requests for additional funding are considered on a case-by-case basis. In
net terms, adjustments have resulted in an additional €9.7 million liable to the RRDF. 34
(18%) projects (30 Category 1 and 4 Category 2 projects) had adjustments upwards and
four (2%) were adjusted downwards (1 Category 1 and 3 Category 2 projects). The
average additional funding requested from 34 projects is approximately €292,000. The
minimum and maximum ranges from circa €600 to €743,000. In a small number of
cases, adjustments are very high e.g. in two cases over 50% higher than the original
request. Discussions with local authorities indicate that it is becoming increasingly
difficult to accurately estimate costs due to difficulties in securing fixed quotes for works.
With expectations of high inflation and supply chain impacts to continue in the near
future, it can be expected that costs of works will increase as projects progress to
completion.
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Figure 14: Difference between original and adjusted RRDF approvals, €000s and
percentage, 2018 - 2022
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4.3 Effectiveness

This section considers the existing and future approach undertaken to measuring project
outcomes.

4.3.1 MEASURING PROJECT OUTCOMES

Nine Category 1 RRDF projects have been completed to date and there has yet to be an
ex-post evaluation of their outcomes. Local authorities indicated that metrics should be
included in applications and used to report outcomes but they do not have much
experience with the ex-post evaluation stage. Applicants to the RRDF must identify the
anticipated outcomes of their projects, and how they will be measured. They must
commit to undertaking an ex-post evaluation of the impact of the project. However, there
is no stipulated timeline in which an evaluation of outcomes must be completed. For
example, in one of the case studies in this paper, it is suggested that an evaluation will
be completed in 2025; four years after the works were completed. While it can take time
for the outcomes of a project to become clear, it can be argued that this must be
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balanced with a need show the project has or has not produced the intended outcomes
in a more timely fashion. In this respect, more immediate results could potentially be
identified in a shorter timeframe while broader impacts could be assessed over a longer
timeframe.

It can be difficult to identify results for the broad array of activities funded. Research by
the ESRI= (2021) indicates that there are specific challenges associated with measuring
the causal impact of both community and rural development programmes. However, it is
suggested that a combination of quantitative and qualitative tools, including case
studies, can be used where possible. Local authorities stated that as there are broad
categories to which all projects relate, there should be uniformity of certain metrics
reported. A network for sharing information and best practice would help identify
common questions to be answered and indicators to ensure consistency/uniformity in
reporting. Local authorities also indicated that identifying and measuring outcomes
requires resources and expertise. It was stated that the establishment of a research
agreement with universities or research bodies through the RRDF could help with
improving the measurement and understanding of outcomes and impact.

4.4 Finding(s)

FINDING 7: NEED FOR A MECHANISM TO DISCUSS PROJECT ISSUES
AND SHARE KNOWLEDGE AMONG STAKEHOLDERS

There is a consistent view among local authorities of the need for a stakeholder network
or annual event to discuss issues relevant to the RRDF, and share knowledge/learn best
practice.

FINDING 8: POTENTIAL FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN THE APPLICATION
PROCESS

Discussions with local authorities reveal there are a number of issues that, from their
perspective, could be improved. This includes:

e Developing a timetable of planned calls for applications.

¢ Increasing the time for response between call windows.

e Greater guidance from DRCD on how much information is sufficient and vital for
successful applications.

2 Review of international approaches to evaluating rural and community development investment
and supports (2021).
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¢ Providing flexibility on the amount of detail required, tailored to the costs of the
projects.

Although it has improved overtime, there have been examples of high levels of
unsuccessful applications being submitted to the Department. While there are examples
of successful re-applications following Department feedback, this may nonetheless point
to a need for capacity development, particularly among some applicants.

FINDING 9: THE SCALE AND SCOPE OF PROJECTS HAS BEEN
RELATIVELY MODEST TO DATE

Individually, projects can be considered relatively modest in scale and scope. There are
a number of elements that, collectively, may be contributing to this. This includes:

e The setting of annual allocations for calls for applications and related perceptions
among stakeholders that larger projects cannot therefore be funded.

e Match funding requirements, and resources constraints such as scarcity of
contractors and costs of borrowing are becoming an increasing concern among
local authorities and limiting their potential to submit projects for consideration.

o Local authorities suggested that provision of funding targeted at capacity
development among applicants could help with improving the development of
projects of scale.

e Together with the issues above, an approach that involves a widespread
geographic distribution of projects has the potential to limit the scale of projects
funded in individual calls for applications.

e The scope of projects funded is broad, but there may be overemphasis on some
areas (e.g. remote working hubs) at the expense of others. There may be a need
for more focus to ensure that projects that are part of wider regeneration
masterplans to maximize potential impact. The Town Centre First Policy can
have an important role to play in this regard.

FINDING 10: THE OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION RATE IS LOW BUT
PROGRESS TOWARDS COMPLETIONS IS ACCELERATING

In general, the progression of projects to completion has been slow. It should be noted
however that projects have recently been progressing more rapidly, with many Category
2 projects moving from approval to implementation phase. Current estimates are that
the majority (89%) of projects not yet completed will be completed by the end of 2023.
Discussions with local authorities indicate that project progression is mainly due to
issues outside of the RRDF process. This includes the impact Covid-19, other
international developments affecting costs and supply of resources, and planning
permission issues. However, in some instances local authorities have indicated that the
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turnaround between announcement of successful applications and sign off from the
Department to proceed with projects has been longer than anticipated. This can reflect
both a need for repeated engagement with applicants to ensure their submissions are
adhering to PSC requirements, and the large volume of work involved managing the
RRDF.

FINDING 11: A GREATER NUMBER OF CATEGORY 2 TO CATEGORY 1
SUBMISSIONS ARE EXPECTED IN THE NEAR FUTURE

The number of Category 2 projects that have been submitted for Category 1 funding has
been low to date. However, local authorities indicate that they expect this to increase as
more Category 2 projects come closer to completion. In their view, Category 2 funding is
vital to help get projects off the ground and should result in the submission of projects of
greater scale.

FINDING 12: FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN HIGH IN A LIMITED
NUMEBR OF CASES

Requests for additional funding from successful applicants are assessed on a case-by-
case basis. This has resulted in 34 projects having upward adjustments. However, in a
very small number of cases this adjustment has been high e.g. over 50% in two cases.
Local authorities indicate that they are now having difficulties in securing fixed quotes for
works. This, together with high inflation and general supply constraints means that
requests for additional funding is likely to continue in the short term.

FINDING 13: POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE EX-POST
EVALUATION PROCESS

Nine Category 1 projects have been completed to date, and there have yet to be ex-post
evaluation of the outcomes of these projects. There is no timeline stipulated for
evaluation reporting. Furthermore, discussions with local authorities indicate that they
require expertise in this area. It was suggested that a stakeholder network could help in
this regard by identifying and sharing best practice. It was also suggested that a
research framework established under the RRDF e.g. with the university sector, could
help improve the measurement of outcomes and impact. In addition, as RRDF projects
fall into a number of broad categories there may be potential for consistency in reported
metrics.
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FINDING 14: PROJECT SPONSORS ARE KEY TO THE SUCCESSFUL
DELIVERY OF PROJECTS

Having regard to the issues outlined in this Chapter, it is clear that project sponsors (i.e.
successful applicants) are key to the successful delivery of projects under the RRDF.
Project sponsors are responsible for managing projects to completion in line with the
terms and conditions agreed with the Department. There are a number of issues
identified above within the control of the Department. Collectively, these could help
improve the operation of the RRDF. However, many of the key issues affecting project
delivery relate to external factors outside of the RRDF process. While unforeseen
circumstances can arise, it is also incumbent on project sponsors to adhere to agreed
commitments, as much as reasonably possible.
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4 Recommendations

There are 14 findings in this paper, as outlined below. Two at the end of Chapter 2, four
at the end of Chapter 3, and eight at the end of Chapter 4. Based on these findings, nine
recommendations are set out for consideration in Table 4.

Chapter 2

Finding 1: Strong support in Government policy.

Finding 2: Operational processes follow Public Spending Code (PSC)
Guidelines.

Chapter 3

Finding 3: The RRDF is supporting a large number of projects and communities
across Ireland.

Finding 4: Distribution of approved funding and projects is concentrated in
certain geographic areas.

Finding 5: Broad range of activities supported, concentrated in certain project
types.

Finding 6: A lot of data and information gathered but improvements are possible.

Chapter 4

Finding 7: Need for a mechanism to discuss project issues and share knowledge
among stakeholders.

Finding 8: Potential for improvements in the application process.

Finding 9: The scale and scope of projects has been relatively modest to date.
Finding 10: The overall project completion rate is low but progress towards
completions is accelerating.

Finding 11: A greater number of Category 2 to category 1 submissions are
expected in the near future.

Finding 12: Funding adjustments have been high in a limited number of cases.
Finding 13: Possible improvements for the ex-post evaluation process.
Finding 14: Project sponsors are key to the successful delivery of projects.
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Table 4: Recommendations

Recommendations

1. Project delivery, planning, and accountability

Focus on capacity building with delivery bodies to ensure
delivery of existing RRDF projects, including assurance that
sufficient internal resource is dedicated to project delivery
within these bodies.

Have a long-term outlook for funding calls (e.g. three year
plans), with more stability on criteria and significant time
between calls, to allow better project planning at local level.
For Category 1 projects, consider introducing rewards and
penalties to encourage project completions. This could
involve financial rewards/penalties, and/or allowing a greater
or lesser number of applications in future calls depending on
the progress applicants have made with existing projects.
For Category 2 projects consider introducing a requirement
for all projects to be completed within 18 months of approval
to proceed or funding will not be provided.

2. Engagement with stakeholders

Establish and manage networking opportunities for lead
bodies, with the objective of sharing ideas, learning best
practice and understanding the most impactful rural
development projects. This could include regular network
meetings and/or an annual conference. This work should
also involve compiling, sharing and publishing information
such as best practice case studies.

3. Scale and scope of projects

Use the above networks to generate ideas for good projects
that support priority policy objectives such as the Town
Centre First Policy and climate action.

Prioritise projects for funding which are part of wider
masterplans e.g. the Town centre First Policy.

Consider reducing match funding requirements for larger
projects and for specific priority policy areas (e.g. to 10%).
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Objectives

Addressing relatively slow
progress with both Category 1
and Category 2 projects to date.

Increasing accountability for
progress at the level of lead
managing authority.

Ensuring RRDF funding is
targeted at projects and delivery
bodies where it can be most
impactful.

Building capacity and knowledge
in lead authorities with regard to
project generation and delivery
and best practice in rural
development projects across the
country.

Facilitating networking and
knowledge sharing on project
ideas, application processes and
measuring impacts and outcomes

of projects.

Generating ideas for projects of
scale, and in policy areas which
are currently underrepresented
(e.g. climate action, town centre
housing).
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¢ Reduce the frequency of calls for applications and consider
increasing the minimum RRDF requirement of €500,000 to
€1,000,000 for Category 1 projects.

e Monitor the level of application and success rate of Category
2 to Category 1 projects over the next 18-24 months to
determine if the process is working as intended and if not,
consider appropriate adjustments.

4. Approach to funding adjustments Effectively managing overall

e Consideration should be given to imposing a limit on the RRDF budgets.

monetary value or percentage increase (whichever is lower)
on permitted funding adjustments for projects when moving
from the approval-in-principle to approval to proceed stage of
projects.

5. Improve understanding of impact / outcomes Clear measures of outcomes and

e Ensure all applications have a clear monitoring and Impacts for the specific projects

evaluation plan (see example in Table 8A in Appendix 4), funded, allowing future
and that approved projects have measureable (SMART?®)
project objectives/metrics. A baseline should be established,
with regular monitoring of metrics following project

assessment of socio-economic
benefits of these projects.

completion.

e Initial reports of project outcomes should be completed within
18 months and final reports no more than 36 months Better understanding of impact of
following project completion. RRDF as a whole, and the impact

e Consideration should also be given to once-off evaluation of
larger projects by DRCD and the potential for a long-term
research framework e.g. with a third level institution(s), to development.
provide expert guidance on measurement and evaluation of
projects.

e Improvements in the quality of reporting in project completion
reports are also needed. This includes information on outputs
completed, associated costs, photographs and videos of
completed works, and key lessons learned.

of different project types on rural

6. Resourcing requirements Ensuring effective management

e Consider resourcing to respond to increased project of the RRDF, and additional work
management and monitoring requirements, and enable related to recommendations on

implementation of these recommendations. networking, knowledge sharing,

monitoring, and evaluation.

1 Specific to the area being assessed; measurable factors that can be observed; achievable
whereby data can be collected and resources are available to do this; relevant to the area being
assessed; and time bound by having a clear timeframe for assessing performance.
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5 Appendix 1

The following data and information is set out in this Appendix.

e Table 5A:; Terms and conditions of the RRDF.

Table 5A: Terms and conditions of the RRDF

Funding
and no. of
applications

Type of
projects
supported
(non-
exhaustive
list)

Type of
projects not
given
priority

Category 1
Min (€500,00) — Max (none)

Generally 80% funding with 20%
match funding

Max of 3 applications allowed
per lead applicant

Town and village regeneration
such as refurbishment,
redevelopment, town centre
residency, walking/cycling links,
cultural/heritage assets,
business infrastructure (e.g.
remote working facilities) and
other infrastructure needs,
projects supporting jobs, co-
location facilities (e.qg. libraries,
community services etc.),
economic, tourism and
community development
projects, agri-food sector
projects etc.

Projects which can avail of other
funding streams such as sports
projects, projects benefitting
small segments of population,
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Category 2
Min (none) — Max (none)

Generally 75% with 25% match
funding (80% with 20% match
funding allowed where community
contributions account for more than
50% of match funding)

Max of 3 applications allowed per
lead applicant

Projects developed as part of an
agreed regeneration strategy or
town plan, projects which envisage
enterprise, cultural, community,
tourism or recreation uses; priority
for projects which create a focal
point for increased activity or
footfall in town or village centres,
bringing derelict or disused
properties in town or village centres
back into use, contributing to
increased residency in town or
village centres, development of
historic or heritage town or village
cores etc.

N/A
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tourism projects without support
from a secondary source and do
not support town and village
centre regeneration, greenways,
beach facilities, single purpose
community developments, roads
and car parking not linked to
town centre regeneration or not
facilitating greater civic
spaces/public transport, cultural
facilities outside town and village
centres, new builds outside
settlements etc.

Source: DRCD Information Booklets (Category 1 Fourth Call, and Category 2 Third Call)
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6 Appendix 2

The following data and information is set out in this Appendix.

o Table 6A: Number of projects, and RRDF approvals / match funding (€ millions),
2018 — 2022.

o Three case studies of Category 1 projects and a descriptive table (6B) of
examples of Category 2 projects.

Table 6A: Number of projects, and RRDF approvals / match funding (€ millions),
2018 — 2022

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total
Category 1 —no. 18 46 0 25 0 89
of projects
Category2—-no. 0 46 29 0 27 102
of projects
Total no. of 18 92 29 25 27 191
projects
Category 1 — €251 €112.1 €0 €84.5 €0 €221.7
RRDF € millions
Category 2 — €0 €15.8 €18.5 €0 €21.5 €55.8
RRDF € millions
Total RRDF €251 €127.9 €18.5 €84.5 €21.5 €277.5
Category 1 — €10.7 €51.8 €0 €18.0 €0 €80.5
match funding €
millions
Category 2 — €0 €5.5 €6.5 €0 €5.4 €17.4
match funding €
millions
Total match €10.7 €57.3 €6.5 €18.0 €5.4 €97.8
funding

Source: DRCD
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CASE STUDY 1 - LIMERICK GREENWAY (COUNTY LIMERICK)

Description

The project involves infrastructure works on the 40km Limerick Greenway. The works
have four elements.

Works to incorporate the Barnagh Tunnel into the Greenway.
Resurfacing the Greenway.

Access works at Ardagh village.

Junction realignment at Rathkeale.

Objectives

The stated objectives of the works were to:

Improve the infrastructure of the Limerick Greenway to support economic
development focused on the tourism potential of West Limerick.

Enhance the quality of the Greenway as an amenity which is safe and accessible
to all, to improve quality of life in communities, health and well-being of people,
and enhance place making for local communities in West Limerick.

Further community development and social inclusion — by building up
organisation and networks of community groups and businesses in the towns
and villages along the route.

Promote sustainable travel (for work, school and recreation) between towns and
villages in rural West Limerick impacting positively on health and well-being and
the environment.

Create greater awareness of, and open up access to, the natural
landscape/environment of West Limerick, its heritage and culture and showcase
and protect this for the current and future generations.

Inputs (funding)

Grant funding totalling €2,724,657 was provided through the RRDF. Match funding
amounted to €681,164.

Outputs

Widening and reconstructing the Greenway and resurfacing with asphalt
concrete pavement.

Upgrade and construction of farm crossings (105 crossing total) to facilitate farm
machinery and animals to cross the Greenway.

Drainage upgrades for the full 40km of the Greenway.
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¢ Repair and upgrade of five pedestrian bridges.
¢ Road junction improvements at public and private roads.
e Laying ducting for fibre optic cable.

Before works

Limerick/Kerry Border and Ardagh Station Barnagh Tunnel and Station House

After works
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Outcomes

Limerick City and County Council is in the process of preparing an evaluation plan for
the Limerick Greenway to be delivered in 2025. The evaluation plan will be agreed
within the Council and with its partners. Evaluation will involve a mix of internal data
gathering and collation by the Council and partners, and use of external consultants
(business surveys, independent evaluation drawing on monitoring and other data
generated by the partners).

An annual implementation/monitoring report on the Greenway will be prepared, based
on the following:

¢ Routine reporting of monitoring data, drawing on user numbers (generated
guarterly).

¢ Mini-surveys of users to be reported annually (profile of users, frequency of use,
duration of stay, spend, satisfaction with experience).

e Survey of businesses, indicatively planned for end of 2022 and 2024.

o Engagement exercises with communities / community groups to examine local
community impact with reports to be collated annually (2022, 2023, and 2024).

CASE STUDY 2 — CTEIC GAOTH DOBHAIR (COUNTY DONEGAL)

Description

The project provides dedicated office space, shared space and work stations with fibre-
enabled broadband. It provides shared administration, development, training and meeting
facilities. The facility is managed by Udar4s na Gaeltachta. This is a phase two
development of an existing digital hub. That is, the project builds on investment in an
existing state owned facility that houses community facilities (Childcare, Art Gallery and
Community Library) on the ground floor and a digital hub on the first floor.

Objectives

The project has three main objectives:

¢ Implement a range of development programmes in support of enterprise creation
and SME development.

e Facilitate the creation of 120 direct jobs and 105 indirect jobs over 3 years.

e Provide workspace for the development of the ICT sector in North West Donegal.
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Inputs (funding)

Grant funding totalling €1,500,000 was provided through the RRDF. Match funding
amounted to €500,000.

Outputs

The works provide for 1,725 sq. metres of mixed dedicated office space, shared space
and work stations including:

e 12 private offices.

e 143 co-working spaces and hot desks.

o 50 seater presentation room.

e Main Canteen and two smaller refreshment areas.
e Meeting rooms.

e Multiple private phone booths.

Completed works — office design
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Outcomes

A detailed summative report is to be completed. This will include the impacts generated
and use a case study approach.

The metrics against which progress will be measured over a 4-year period following
project completion include:

e The number of graduate / post-graduate jobs created.

o The number of graduate / post-graduate jobs filled.

¢ The number of jobs at other grades created.

e The number of jobs at other grades filled.

e The number of employees and business owners personally re-locating to live in
the Donegal Gaeltacht.

e The number of families re-locating to live in the Donegal Gaeltacht.

¢ Increase in enrolment in local naionrai and schools as a direct result of re-
locations.

¢ The annual turnover of the client companies availing of the facilities (for more
than 6 months in any year).

CASE STUDY 3 — ENNISTYMON MULTI-SERVICE INNOVATION CENTRE
(COUNTY CLARE)
Description

The purpose of this project was to deliver a multi-functional space where high-speed
broadband, enterprise and community services can be delivered under one roof. A
large vacant building in the centre of the town was identified for conversion into the
facility.

Objectives

The project was designed to:

e Enhance job creation and retention.

o Deliver community and family resource services to disadvantaged sectors of the
community.

e Contributing to the regeneration and renewal of the town centre.
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Inputs (funding)

Grant funding totalling €1,023,300 was provided through the RRDF. Match funding
amounted to €441,100.

Outputs

The construction of the centre commenced in 2019 and was completed in December
2019. The facilities available at the opened centre include incubation units, office space,
hot-desking facilities, and a family resource centre.

Before works After works

Outcomes

The project application indicated that the project would have an economic impact (job
creation) and social impact (addressing social infrastructure needs in the area). The
project will support micro-enterprises and job creation, provide social/family services,
and provide for an annual accredited training course in tourism/job creation. There is a
commitment to evaluate the project on a quarterly basis including performance data.

Some initial information on the project indicates that there are seven micro enterprises
currently operating from the centre with 15 employees and 12 remote working spaces
available daily. The family resource centre provides designed facilities for community
groups and delivers a range of support services such as family support programmes,
parenting programmes, and counselling. The centre also provides community rooms
and training spaces used by a wide range of groups and organisations within the
community.
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Quotes from users

“The Ennistymon Multi Service Centre provides reliable broadband and office facilities to
enable me to work remotely. As a long term remote worker, living in the area, the centre
allows me to work away from the distractions of home and also the opportunity to

network with other remote workers in the centre.” - Hot Desk user

“The Ennistymon Multi Service Centre has provided the space for the company to
expand, along with meeting, boardroom space and high speed broadband. The range
of companies and workers operating out of the centre allow opportunities to network and
collaborate, and enables local companies to meet to share ideas and experiences. The
centre has the potential to attract investment in the long term, providing the facilities to

attract companies who wish to operate from the area.”™ Incubation Unit user

DESCRIPTIVE EXAMPLES OF CATEGORY 2 PROJECTS
To help explain the type of projects supported under Category 2, the table below
provides a high-level summary of five Category 2 projects supported by the RRDF.

Table 6B: Descriptive examples of Category 2 projects, 2018 - 2022

Year County Project RRDF / Description Project
Name Match Status
funding (€
000s)
2019 Westmeath Kinnegad €720 /€240 This project has The project
Regeneration developed regeneration has been
projects in Kinnegad approved for
including developinga  Category 1
library, an education funding
and training facility, and
a town park
2020 Kerry Cahersiveen  €2,056 / This proposal is for the | In progress
Town Centre €685 development of three

Regeneration
Project

inter-related
regeneration projects in
Cahersiveen. The
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2020 Tipperary Carrick-on-
Suir
Regeneration
Plan

2020 Waterford = Cappoquin
Town -
Regeneration
and Renewal

2022 Offaly Edenderry
Regeneration
Phase Il

Source: DRCD

€366 / €122

€1,208 /
€403

€2,149 /
€537
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Daniel O’'Connell
Quiarter, the Ocean
Meets Sky at the Edge
of the World Story, and
the enhancement of the
public realm

The proposal is to
design a plan to link the
Suir Blueway at Healy
Park, through the main
street to the Ormond
Castle Quarter, and
along the quays

The proposal is to bring
a number of key
associated and inter-
linked projects to
detailed design stage.
These projects are all
elements of a
Cappoquin
Regeneration Strategy
and Master Plan

This project involves
the acquisition of a
town core site and
development of plans
for a new community
library. A second site
acquisition will also
allow for a variety of
uses including leisure,
community, cultural and
services provision
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In progress.
Application for
Category 1
funding was
submitted in
the fourth call
in 2022

In progress.
Application for
Category 1
funding was
submitted in
the fourth call
in 2022

In progress
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7 Appendix 3

The following data and information is set out in this Appendix.

Table 7A: Summary of local authority responses.

Table 7A: Summary of local authority responses

Summarised responses
Delivery model

The RRDF is very important for providing a resource to fund projects in rural
Ireland.

Overall, the process is working well.

DRCD is efficient.

There is a need for a face-to-face/online network or annual conference to
discuss operational issues and share knowledge/best practice.

Application process

Changing priorities in calls for applications can affect project planning.

A timetable of planned calls for applications would help applicants better
prepare responses.

Timelines to respond to calls for applications can be tight. Consideration could
be given to increasing the time for response.

The process can be laborious and costly.

Greater guidance is needed on how much information is sufficient in
applications.

The application process may be more detailed than required considering the
scale of projects supported.

Can flexibility be provided in the amount of information required depending on
the cost of projects?

The success rate of applications is a reflection of the competitive bid process.
Can consideration be given to widening the criteria for application to allow
towns in the Dublin region apply for funding? There is a situation whereby
some of these towns cannot apply for either the RRDF or the URDF-.

Scale and scope of projects

The RRDF provides additionality as the scale of funding is not available
through other programmes/schemes.

Funding for individual projects has been modest to date. As development
plans for towns progress there should be projects of greater scale coming
through. It should also be noted that high inflation will increase project funding
requirements.
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e Itis ajudgement, which includes consideration of costs, on what projects to
put forward in calls for applications.

e There is a perception that larger, more costly, projects will not be funded under
any one call, considering the overall size of annual funding available and wide
distribution of projects across geographic areas.

e There may be a sweet spot of €2 - €3 million for projects being funded under
Category 1.

e Match funding requirements are an increasingly significant concern, which limit
the ability to submit projects for funding. This is due to high inflation and costs
of borrowing.

¢ Would it be possible to fund projects without match funding where they can be
demonstrated as having strategic importance.

e Scarcity of resources is also an issue e.g. contractors, project designers,
consultants etc.

e Itis now very difficult to secure fixed quotes for costs of works.

¢ Could the RRDF provide funding for capacity development among applicants
to help them improve the quality and scale of projects submitted.

o Widespread geographic distribution of funding is the nature of public funding
initiatives. It is good to see funding distributed. But there are some views that it
has the potential to dilute the impact of the fund as a whole if funding is very
dispersed in the context of annual funding limits.

e Project selection should be based on merit only. However, could some
element of discrimination be included to target disadvantaged areas.

e The types of projects supported are broadly similar to other schemes of
funding but the scale of projects are not comparable.

¢ The RRDF allows for projects that otherwise would not be completed.

e The scope of the RRDF is broad enough. There may be over emphasis on
some areas at the expense of others e.g. remote working hubs.

¢ The RRDF should not facilitate mainstream projects like libraries, which can be
funded elsewhere. There is a dual approach to seeking funding for libraries
through the Department, which is cumbersome.

e More focus should be placed on projects outside of immediate town centres as
they drive regeneration of areas as a whole i.e. they are linked.

e Focus is needed on climate action projects to help meet EU targets.

e There is a need for a more joined-up (e.g. projects part of masterplans)
approach to funding areas to ensure maximum impact. In this respect, the
approach to developing town plans through the Towns Centre First policy is
welcome.

Progression of projects to completion
e The progression of projects to completion mainly relates to issues external to
the RRDF process. This includes the impact of Covid-19 and other
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international developments, supply and cost constraints including limited
supply of technical resources and skills, planning permissions etc.

¢ The RRDF approval process can affect project progression. In some
instances, the lead in times between calls for applications and sign off for
projects to proceed can be lengthy.

Category 2 approach

e Category 2 funding is very important for improving the quality of submissions
and development of projects of scale.

e There is an element of risk but if Category 2 projects are unsuccessful initially,
feedback should allow applicants to address concerns and resubmit under
future Category 1 calls.

e There has been a lag with Category 2 projects being submitted to Category 1
but the process will become clearer with more time.

¢ Funding of Category 2 projects creates expectations. Perhaps Category 2
projects could be prioritised for Category 1 funding.

Funding adjustments
e High inflation and supply issues are having a serious impact on costs.
e ltis increasingly difficult to estimate costs accurately due to difficulties in
securing fixed quotes for works.

Evaluation of projects

¢ Have not enough experience with measuring the outcomes of projects.

e As there are broad categories that projects fall into, there should be
uniformity/consistency of metrics/measurement generally.

¢ A network for sharing information and best practice would help identify
commonality across projects and ensure consistency.

o Atimeline could be set by the Department for reporting of short-term outcomes
following project completion, with a longer timeframe for more medium to long-
term outcomes, if required.

e Targets and timeframes should be set in applications including monitoring
plans.

e Could a research framework be established under the RRDF e.g. with the
university sector, which would allow applicants to draw on expertise to assist
with identifying the potential impact of their projects and how to measure it.
This would help improve the quality of reporting.

Source: DRCD discussions with local authorities
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8 Appendix 4

The following data and information is set out in this Appendix.

e Table 8A: Example of a monitoring and evaluation plan template.

Table 8A: Example of a monitoring and evaluation plan template

Objective(s) - intended

result and impact

Output(s) — changes in

service and/or product

Outcome(s) - changes

attributable to service or

product i.e. what was the

result and impact
Source: DRCD
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