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Executive Summary

Introduction and Background

This report is submitted to the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government by Indecon International Economic Consultants.  The report concerns a synthesis review of County / City Development Board (CDB) strategy reviews and recommendations to strengthen and develop the CDBs. 

Background to Review

The County/City Development Boards (CDBs) were established in 2000 as a Government response to the challenge of increased integration of public and local service delivery. 34 Boards were set up in each of the county and city areas. Their membership comprises of representatives of local government, local development, the social partners and State Agencies.  

In early 2005, the Minister for Environment, Heritage and Local Government required that each County/City Development Board (CDB) carry out a review of its Strategy. In the review the CDBs were asked to focus on their core co-ordination role and to produce a clearly defined implementation programme for 2006-2008 concentrating on a reduced number of actions.

Terms of Reference and Focus of Study

To support the process of reviewing CDB strategies, the Department engaged Indecon International Economic Consultants to carry out an objective synthesis of the CDBs’ 34 individual reviews. Another task in the project was to prepare recommendations for the development and strengthening of the role of CDBs.

The overall objective of the synthesis of the Strategic Reviews is to assess how the CDB process is progressing in achieving its objectives, with particular reference to the integrated delivery of public services at the local level.

The main focus of this report is to bring forward recommendations to develop and strengthen the CDBs in the context of the commitment in Towards 2016.  Since the start of this consultancy exercise this commitment has been reinforced in the NDP 2007-2013 and Ireland’s National Action Plan for Social Inclusion.  These two latter policy documents refer to CDBs as the key co-ordinating body at local level. 

While the task assigned to the CDBs is particularly challenging, the value of CDBs should not be seen entirely in terms of their direct activities or their process and operation, but also in relation to the outcomes for bodies represented on the Boards in discharging their functions, as well as for communities themselves and the services delivered to them.

It is also important to note that in Ireland as in other countries joined up public service delivery poses challenges but achieving this is essential in terms of providing a high quality of public services for users and to secure value for money.  

Progress of Strategic Plans between 2002 and 2005

Actions Progressed in Period to 2005

The figure below shows the breakdown of actions progressed by CDBs since 2002 by sector of activity.  Actions in the area of Social Inclusion comprised the single largest group, making up 18.5% of the total.  Culture / Tourism related actions were the second most significant, accounting for 16.8% of the total.  Approximately 10% of actions took place in each of the areas of Community Development, Economic Development and Environment.  

Actions Progressed by CDBs between 2002 and 2005 
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

Our analysis highlighted a number of key features of actions progressed by CDBs.  Firstly, it is clear that there is a large and diverse range of actions pursued.  Also of relevance is the focus on social inclusion measures.  The range of actions represents a particular challenge for CDBs in terms of specialist knowledge and in terms of co-ordination of policies at voluntary, government and statutory agency levels.    

Analysis of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008

Proposed Strategic Actions for Period to 2008

The figure below shows the sectoral breakdown of strategic implementation plans proposed by CDBs for period to 2008.  The most important area is again Social Inclusion, which comprises 17.3% of all actions, followed by Culture / Tourism which makes up 15.9% of the total.  Other actions being pursued relate to the Environment (15.8% of the total), Economic Development (12.2% of the total) and Community Development (8.0% of the total).  

Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008 
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

Our analysis shows that in general there is positive correlation between actions completed between 2002 and 2005 and actions proposed for 2006 to 2008.  The overall implication of this is that sectors concentrated on in the past by CDBs tend to be the ones which are focussed on going forward.  

Our analysis also shows that in the period 2006 – 2008 there was a focus on a smaller number of actions and Indecon believe this may assist the effectiveness of CDBs.  The number, range and diversity of actions, however, remain very large and while the range can be a strength of the CDB process, how to ensure impact remains an issue.  

Survey of CDB Directors of Service / County Managers

As part of this review we undertook a survey of Directors of Services and City / County Managers.  Managers/Directors views were not being sought because they were local government practitioners but in the context that local government leads the CDBs and provides the administrative support and are therefore in a position to provide one input to some of the issues.

A number of key themes emerged from the survey of Directors of Service and County/City Managers and which were also raised in a wider consultation process included the following:

· Perceptions of Greater Effectiveness of CDBs in Area of Social Inclusion;

· Focus to date on Exchange of Information with Differing Responses on other Levels of Engagement;

· Potential Role for Board Sub Committee.

Views of Practitioners in CDB Sector

In addition to analysing the CDB reports and completing a survey of Directors of Service and County/City Managers, Indecon felt it was important to seek views of a wide range of individuals and organisations including those in the voluntary and community sectors.  In the context of this current synthesis review it was outside the scope of this study to undertake a comprehensive consultation programme with all practitioners but Indecon felt it was important to obtain input from a sample of a wide diversity of organisations and individuals.  While there are numerous community, voluntary and statutory organisations who have an interest and knowledge in this area and have valuable insights, the focus in the context of this synthesis review was to attempt to gain insights from a sample of organisations and individuals which could assist Indecon in developing recommendations to enhance the contribution of CDBs.  

The views on the overall effectiveness of CDBs expressed to Indecon as part of the consultation programme varied, with some individuals and organisations highlighting the contribution and value of CDBs while others raised issues concerning the constraints on CDBs achieving effective local integration of public services.   Key views highlighted the role of CDBs in the following areas. 

· Bringing together of shareholders;

· Importance of developing frameworks;

· Value for providing Fora for communities;

· Opportunity for collaborative projects.

However, not all opinions expressed were positive and many individuals and organisations expressed views that CDBs have not been able to achieve their potential.  One of the interesting features of many of the views expressed was that they were framed in terms of reasons why CDBs were not as effective as may have been envisaged. Indecon found most of the views to be very constructive in terms of identifying the constraints on CDBs and thereby highlighting potential areas for action. 

Key views were expressed on the following: 

· Policy priorities;

· Role of Personnel;

· Willingness to address common problems;

· Communications;

· Challenges of Pooling Resources.

In expressing views on the effectiveness or otherwise of CDBs in different areas one issue which was given particular and recurrent emphasis was the need for ongoing policy priority and commitment to CDBs.  CDBs are organisations who operate primarily in influencing other organisations both statutory and voluntary and it is clear to Indecon that their potential influence is significantly dependent on the perceived priority which is attached to their functions.  

In addition to obtaining views on effectiveness of CDBs, an interesting issue raised during the consultation process related to the nature and levels of engagement.  There are varying levels of engagement feasible in the integration of local service delivery.  This includes at one level, the exchange of information, followed by altering activities, to sharing of resources or enhancing the capacity of agencies. An issue raised by both community and voluntary organisations and by executives in CDBs and by statutory agencies/departments related to the fact that there was extensive exchange of information and some altering of activities, but many indicated that there was limited sharing of resources or enhancing the capacity of agencies. 

One of the consistent issues raised during the consultation process related to the impact of CDBs in influencing policy.  A number of aspects of this related to:

· How the endorsement role of CDBs operated; and 

· What weighting if any was given to CDB views by national agencies and government departments.

There was a diversity of views expressed concerning the impact of CDBs on policies.  However, there was a general dissatisfaction with the extent to which national policies took account of CDB views and also of the potential for effectiveness and meaningful endorsement of policies of local agencies by CDBs.  The endorsement by CDBs of policies/plans of local agencies involves the proofing by CDBs of agencies plans against an overall CDB strategy.  Because of the potential of such an initiative to bring local knowledge and to share ideas and to reduce the potential for duplication or a mis-match between plans and local needs if this can be organised effectively it could assist in facilitating the more cohesive delivery of local services.

An issue raised by a number of community/voluntary interests was the differences in approach to endorsement of member organisation’s policies pursued by different CDBs and also the fact that the endorsement process was applied only to social inclusion measures. Various individuals and organisations raised the issue of what impact endorsement had on policy decisions and on resource allocations.  

A wide range of other issues were raised during the consultation process and these included the following:

· Concerns about relationship between CDBs and new unified local development agency structures;

· Effectiveness of members of CDBs;

· Role of Community and Voluntary Fora;

· Access to county/city data and availability of information.

Key Messages and Implications

One of the objectives of the study was to identify messages and implications concerning the operation and future of CDBs.  A summary of the key emerging issues for bodies represented on CDBs are presented in the table below.  

	Emerging Issues

	1
	National Policy Priorities and Statutory Powers

	2
	Differing Responses in Key Areas of Social Inclusion, Economic Development and Cultural Development

	3
	Importance of Personnel 

	4
	Issue of Linkage with Local Development Agencies

	5
	Role and Effectiveness of Boards of Directors

	6
	Role of Endorsing Policies and Inputting to Policies

	7
	Limits on Resource Sharing / Varying Levels of Engagement 

	8
	Nomination of Social Partners / Role of Community Fora

	9
	Weighting to CDBs Views

	10
	Access to County Data

	Source: Indecon


Recommendations

In this section we summarise our recommendations which are designed to strengthen the effectiveness of CDBs.  

	 Recommendations to Enhance Impact of CDBs

	1. Highlight Government commitment to facilitating CDBs to achieve integrated local service delivery

2. Establishment of national CDB co-ordination Group

3. Reform of Board structures of CDBs

4. Ensure appropriate integration mechanism with  new unified local development agencies

5. Provide formalised mechanisms to ensure weighting is given to views of CDBs 

6. Facilitate complementarity of economic/social/cultural development

7. Radically improve availability of county/city data

8. Retain exceptional personnel as Directors of Service for community and enterprise 

9. Implement secondments between CDB Community and Enterprise Directorates and central Government departments, statutory agencies and private, community and voluntary sectors  

10. Alter incentives by a range of measures including an awards scheme for integrated service delivery

11. Increase information on best practice exchange between CDBs and between CDBs and statutory agencies

12. Invest in integrated training

13. Consolidation of the Pro-Active Role of the County / City  Managers Association 

14. Introduce Arrangements to Facilitate Reporting of CDB issues within Local Authority 

15. Undertake a review of the composition and role of SIM to enhance its effectiveness


Highlight Government Commitment to Facilitating CDBs to Achieve Integrated Local Service Delivery
We recommend that in the light of the Government wish for CDBs to play a part in facilitating integrated local service delivery that measures are taken to highlight on an ongoing basis the Government’s commitment to this task.  The recent commitment in T16 and in the NDP is important in this context, but ongoing attention is required in this area.  Guidance by the Taoiseach and relevant Ministers to Departments, local authorities and statutory agencies on what is expected from CDBs and the required co-operation of their constituent organisations is needed. 

Establishment of National CDB Co-Ordination Group
While we are reluctant to recommend any additional government taskforces or groups we believe there is a need to establish a national co-ordination group to give impetus to the work of CDBs, to inform the Cabinet on key emerging issues, and to address any obstacles which exist. 

There was widespread support during our consultations for such a high level mechanism to replace the previous interdepartmental Task Force, which was established when CDBs were set up.  

In addition, where a Government Department ‘assigns’ a role to the CDBs, the relevant lead Department with national responsibility in relation to such a role should be directly responsible for driving delivery.  This is a key challenge the implementation of which should be monitored by the proposed Co-ordinating Group
Reform of Board Structures of CDBs

We recommend consideration by individual CDBs of the reform of board structures.  Two particular reforms are suggested.  Firstly the establishment in all cases of an economic development sub committee.  Secondly, consideration of a smaller executive board to give direction to the CDB and to facilitate decision making, is required.  In addition, the setting up of sub-groups on specific issues may be of merit.  We also recommend that CDBs undertake an annual audit of the effectiveness of the operations of their boards in line with best practice. 

Ensure Appropriate Integration Mechanism with New Unified Local Development Agencies 
We recommend that careful attention is paid by national policy makers in the local development cohesion process to ensure appropriate integration between CDBs and new unified local development agencies. We specifically recommend that steps are taken to ensure a different level of representation on local development agencies.  If the same personnel were involved at CDB board level and at integrated local development agencies, this would result in duplication, a dilution of interest for board members and concerns over effectiveness.  We also recommend that there is clarity on the role of CDBs in determining overall strategy and that an effective integration mechanism is put in place to achieve this. 

Provide Formalised Effective Mechanisms to Ensure Weighting is Given to Views of CDBs
We recommend that formalised mechanisms are put in place to ensure some weighting is given by national Department/statutory agencies to views of CDBs in relation to local measures. We believe this is particularly important in deciding on resource priorities.  We believe it would be unrealistic to assume that because CDBs have endorsed measures that no other evaluation is needed.  

However, it is also the case that if endorsement has no impact on decisions, the merit of the process of endorsement is open to question.  We accept that in some cases endorsement by CDBs can have other benefits in terms of local support and sharing of information during the endorsement process.  

Nevertheless we believe there is a need for a formalised mechanism to ensure a weighting is given to the views of CDBs.  Where CDBs’ views are being sought by a Government Department or national agency regarding a particular issue, then their local representatives, as appropriate, on the Board should take a lead role in that matter.

Facilitate Complementarity of Economic/Social/Cultural Development
There is merit in continuing to facilitate complementarity of economic / social / cultural development functions.  Achievement of this will be assisted by the other specific recommendations proposed in this report.

Radically Improve Availability of County / City Data

We recommend a radical improvement of the availability of county / city data.  A sample of CDBs should propose an agreed listing of key data required to facilitate CDBs in meeting their responsibilities.  The CSO and the statutory agencies should in all cases where feasible provide this data on an on-going basis. 

Retain Exceptional Personnel as Directors of Community and Enterprise Services
A key feature of successful CDBs is the quality of executives.  It is important that continued support is given to the assignment and retention of such individuals.  We recommend that a high priority is given to the assignment and retention of exceptional personnel as Directors of Service for Community and Enterprise. We accept that this recommendation would need to reflect the reality that Directors of Service are interchangeable within a local authority. 

Implement Secondments between CDB Community and Enterprise Directorates and Central Government Departments, Statutory Agencies and Private and Voluntary Sectors

We recommend that an active programme of secondments between CDBs and central government departments, statutory agencies and the private and voluntary sectors is introduced.  Temporary secondments of 3, 6 and 12 months should be encouraged with inward to and outward from the Directorate of Community and Enterprise.   Secondments should not be dependent on achieving a match involving a two way flow between the same agencies.  The informal linkages and enhanced credibility which would result could be critical given the nature of CDBs.  

Alter Incentives by a Range of Measures including an awards scheme for Integrated Service Delivery
A range of measures should be introduced to incentivise in the widest sense relevant personnel to assist in integrated local service delivery.  This should include national awards for best practice and other incentives.  An ad hoc implementation group involving government departments and senior representatives of statutory agencies might be appropriate to consider how to incentivise officials to actively commit to assisting in integrated local service delivery.

Increase Information on Best Practice Exchange between CDBs and Between CDBs and Statutory Agencies

The exchange of information within the system in terms of what works in relation to effective actions by CDBs would be of value.  This should involve exchange of information both between CDBs and with statutory agencies.  Best practice case studies may assist with this as well as on-going informal exchange of information.  A national conference to highlight best practice would also be of value.

Invest in Integrated Training
This should include joint workshops and joint training programmes between CDBs and statutory agencies.  We recommend that a joint working group from the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Local Government Management Services Board and representatives from CDBs should pursue this as a priority.

Consolidation of the Pro-Active Role by the County / City Managers Association 

The County/City Managers Association (CCMA) is a key organisation in the planning / development of key policy issues within the County/City Manager structure.  We recommend consideration be given to discussions between the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government and CCMA to explore the potential for CCMA to progress a pro-active role in the CDB process and to act as a vehicle to discuss strategic issues which may emerge.

Introduce Arrangements to Facilitate Reporting of CDB issues within Local Authorities
Where it is not already happening, arrangements should be put in place to facilitate regular reporting on CDB issues to the Local Authority’s Corporate Policy Group and other relevant structures within the local authorities, e.g. town councils and local area committees.

Undertake a review of the composition and role of SIM to enhance its effectiveness

The co-ordination of social inclusion activities at local level is an important function of the CDBs.  The range of bodies involved in the delivery of social inclusion programmes at local level, together with the many target groups involved and the complex issues arising in many cases, underlines the importance of good co-ordination in this area.

It was against this background that the Social Inclusion Measures (SIM) working groups of the CDBs were established.  While evidence of good work among SIM groups has emerged during this study, it is also clear that these groups would benefit from a renewal of their mandate.  In addition some of the recommendations in this report concerning the CDBs would also apply to the SIM groups.  For example, real commitment to the working of the SIM groups from agencies at both national and local level and the transfer of best practice.  In this context it is recommended that revised guidelines on the composition, operation and role of the SIM group to enhance its effectiveness be issued, with particular reference to linkages with the RAPID programme.

Conclusions

The importance for Ireland of effective local delivery of public services cannot be underestimated. If the above recommendations are implemented we believe this could have a demonstrable impact on the effectiveness of CDBs.  Effective local service delivery may however require other structural actions for example, changes in regional planning guidelines and other initiatives and it would be inappropriate to place sole responsibility for effective service delivery on what are small organisations with limited statutory powers and resources.  CDBs, however, are the key co-ordinating body at local level and the recommendations outlined are designed to develop and strengthen the CDBs and to realise their potential to make a significant contribution to the key challenge of effective local service delivery.  

1 Introduction and Background

This report is submitted to the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government by Indecon International Economic Consultants.  The report concerns a synthesis review of County / City Development Board (CDB) strategy reviews and recommendations aimed at strengthening and developing the CDBs in line with the commitment in Towards 2016. 

Background to Review

The County/City Development Boards (CDBs) were established in 2000 as a Government response to the challenge of increased integration of public and local service delivery. 34 Boards were set up in each of the county and city areas. Their membership comprises of representatives of local government, local development, the social partners and State Agencies.  One of the functions of these Boards is to draw up a strategy for the economic, social and cultural development of the County/City. The board is then required to ensure that policies and operations of the bodies and interests represented on the Board and of others accord generally with the strategy. The “Shared Vision” Guidelines for strategy preparation proposed that there would be an evaluation at the end of each strategic planning cycle, and not less than every three years. Each of the individual Strategy documents also set out its own programme for monitoring and review. 

Accordingly, in early 2005, the Minister for Environment, Heritage and Local Government required that each County/City Development Board (CDB) carry out a review of its Strategy. In the review the CDBs were asked to focus on their core co-ordination role and to produce a clearly defined implementation programme for 2006-2008 concentrating on a reduced number of actions. Guidelines on the format of this review were issued in order to ensure broad consistency of approach and focus across the Reviews.  This was to facilitate the identification of important developments since early 2002, when the Strategies were published, and to help maximise the collective impact of the individual reviews on future policies at national, regional and local level.

Terms of Reference

To support the process of reviewing CDB strategies, the Department engaged Indecon International Economic Consultants to carry out an objective synthesis of the CDBs’ 34 individual reviews.  Another task in the project was to prepare recommendation for the development and strengthening of the role of CDBs.

The overall objective of the synthesis of the Strategy Reviews is to assess how the CDB process is progressing in achieving its objectives, with particular reference to the integrated delivery of public services at the local level. The following tasks were undertaken as part of this review:

(i) An assessment of how the CDB process is progressing in achieving its objectives with particular reference to the integrated delivery of public services at local level.  The key output of this assessment is addressed in Sections 2 – 5 of this report;

(ii) The identification of key messages for bodies represented on CDBs and for other key stakeholders, including Departments, State Agencies and others at national, regional and local level.  Our analysis also involved the identification of key implications arising from the review process for national programmes and for national, regional, and local agencies.  This work is summarised in Section 6;

(iii) Identify mechanisms that will strengthen and enhance the mutual relationship between CDBs and relevant agencies at national and local levels.  This has involved preparing recommendations appropriate for the development and strengthening of the role of CDBs in their local co-ordination role, having regard to the new national partnership agreement ‘Towards 2016’ as well as recommendations to underpin the future development and strengthening of the CDB’s Social Inclusion Measures (SIM) Groups, having regard to chapter IV ‘Implementation Arrangements’ in Towards 2016.  Our recommendations also address any key overall issues arising for the CDB process itself.  Our recommendations are presented in Chapter 7.

1.1.1 Focus of Report

The main focus of this report is to bring forward recommendations to develop and strengthen the CDBs in the context of the commitment in Towards 2016.  Since the start of this consultancy exercise this commitment has been reinforced in the NDP 2007-2013 and Ireland’s National Action Plan for Social Inclusion.  These two latter policy documents refer to CDBs as the key co-ordinating body at local level. 

While the task assigned to the CDBs is particularly challenging, the value of CDBs should not be seen entirely in terms of their direct activities or their process and operation, but also in relation to the outcomes for bodies represented on the Boards in discharging their functions, as well as for communities themselves and the services delivered to them.

It is also important to note that in Ireland as in other countries joined up public service delivery poses challenges, but achieving this is essential in terms of providing a high quality of public services for users and to secure value for money.  

1.1.2 Acknowledgements and Disclaimer

Indecon would like to thank the Steering Committee for this study for valuable advice and assistance.  We would also like to thank the numerous officials and individuals who contributed to our review.  This includes officials from the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, the Department of An Taoiseach, the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs, the Department of Education and Science, the Office of the Minister for Children and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment.  We would also like to thank County /City Managers and Directors of Community and Enterprise who contributed to this review.  In addition, a special word of thanks is due to a wide range of voluntary organisations and individuals consulted during this assignment.  The usual disclaimer applies and the views and analyses in the report are the sole responsibility of Indecon.

2 Progress of Strategic Plans between 2002 and 2005

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to analyse the progress of the CDBs’ strategic plans between 2002 and 2005.  Progressed actions were identified in the Strategy Reviews published in 2005.  In order to facilitate consistent comparisons, actions were classified under 14 headings, according to the sector which they mainly related to.  This classification is detailed in Table 2.1 below.  In as many cases as possible, these classifications were designed so as to correspond with the way in which actions were categorised in CDB Strategy Reviews.  However, this was not always possible, and in these cases the judgement of Indecon was relied upon.  The diversity and range of actions is a key feature of the strategic plans and this raises inevitable challenges for CDBs.

It should be noted that various tables in this section do not reflect all counties/cities as some CDBs did not provide details of progressed actions in their Strategic Reviews in the particular format analysed.  This is not to say, however, that actions were not progressed by such Boards and we are aware that in many cases such actions were pursued.

	Table 2.1: Detailed Classification of CDB Strategic Sectors

	Sector
	Areas Included

	Childcare
	Childcare

Children’s issues

	Crime
	Crime prevention

Anti-social behaviour

Domestic violence

	Community development
	Community development

Youth affairs

	Culture / Tourism
	Cultural affairs

Tourism

Sport

County identity

Recreation and leisure

Libraries

	Economic development
	Economic development

Enterprise

Employment

Training

Employment

Investment promotion

	Education
	Primary, secondary and third level education

	Environment
	Environment

Land use

Planning

Agriculture

Urban / rural development

Forestry

Fisheries

Energy

Litter / waste disposal

	Family
	Family issues

	Health
	Health

Drugs

Alcohol problems

Older people

	Integration
	Integration

Collaboration enhancement

	Research
	Research activities

Strategy development

	Social inclusion
	Social inclusion

Equality

Travelling community

Poverty

	Transport
	Roads

Railways

Airports

Seaports

	Utilities
	Utilities

Broadband

Telecommunications

Technology

Public services

Public housing

	Source: Indecon Analysis


Actions Progressed in Period to 2005

Figure 2.1 shows the breakdown of actions progressed by CDBs since 2002 by sector of activity across all CDBs in Ireland.  Actions in the area of Social Inclusion comprised the single largest group, making up 18.5% of the total.  Culture / Tourism related actions were the second most significant, accounting for 16.8% of the total.  Approximately 10% of actions took place in each of the areas of Community Development, Economic Development and Environment.  The remaining 34.0% of actions covered a very wide range of activities.

Figure 2.1: Actions Progressed by CDBs between 2002 and 2005 
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

A full analysis of the percentage breakdown of actions progressed by CDBs is presented in Table 2.2 below.

	Table 2.2: Percentage Breakdown of Actions Progressed by Sector between 2002 and 2005 - All CDBs in the State

	Sector
	% of all progressed actions

	Childcare
	4.2

	Community Development
	10.9

	Crime
	1.3

	Culture / Tourism
	16.8

	Economic Development
	10.2

	Education
	5.4

	Environment
	9.6

	Family
	0.4

	Health
	3.2

	Integration
	5.6

	Research
	1.8

	Social Inclusion
	18.5

	Transport
	3.1

	Utilities
	9.1

	Total
	100.0

	Source; Indecon analysis of CDB reports


Regional Breakdown

It is also useful to consider regional difference in activities and to examine a regional breakdown of the sectoral composition of strategic actions progressed by CDBs between 2002 and 2005.  We have divided the 34 CDBs in Ireland into 6 regions, namely: Border Area, Connacht, Dublin & East Region, Leinster South & West, Munster North and Munster South. This breakdown is designed in order to allow for a manageable analysis to be undertaken at regional level.  Regions are defined chiefly by geographic criteria, but socio-economic factors are also taken into account.  

Table 2.3 below details the classification used for all regional analyses in this Review.  In some cases individual CDBs strategic plans did not include a detailed analysis of strategic actions by category and in such cases these are therefore not included in the subsequent analysis.

	Table 2.3: Regional Classification of City / County Development Boards

	Region
	CDBs Included

	Border
	Cavan

Donegal

Louth

Monaghan

	Connacht
	Galway City

Galway County

Leitrim

Mayo

Roscommon

Sligo

	Dublin & East Region
	Dublin City

Dun Laoghaire Rathdown

Fingal

Kildare

Meath

South Dublin

Wicklow

	Leinster South & West
	Carlow

Kilkenny

Laois

Longford

Meath

Offaly

Westmeath

Wexford

	Munster North
	Clare

Limerick City

Limerick County

North Tipperary

South Tipperary

	Munster South
	Cork City

Cork County

Kerry

Waterford City

Waterford County

	Source: Indecon Analysis


Border Area CDBs

Figure 2.2 below provides a breakdown of the actions progressed by Border Area CDBs.  Social inclusion was the sector recording the largest share of progress, making up 25.8% of total actions progressed.  Activity in the Culture / Tourism sector was also quite significant, making up 20.6% of the total.  This was followed closely by activity in the Environment sector, which made up 19.1% of total actions.  Other areas include Economic Development (12.2% of all actions progressed) and Education (5.7% of actions).  

Figure 2.2: Actions Progressed by Sector between 2002 and 2005 – Border Area CDBs

[image: image6.emf]25.8%

20.6%

19.1%

12.2%

5.7%

16.7%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Social inclusion Culture / Tourism Environment Economic

development

Education Other

% of progressed actions


Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports.  

2.1.1 Connacht CDBs

Figure 2.3 below shows the sectoral breakdown of actions progressed by 5 CDBs in Connacht since 2002.  Actions in the area of Social Inclusion make up 22.7% of the total.  The next most important sector is Utilities, which make up 20.5% of progressed actions.  Actions in the area of Culture / Tourism comprise 14.9% of actions progressed and Community Development actions accounting for 9.7% of the total and Environment sector comprising 7.1% of the total.  Actions in other sectors make up 25.1% of the total.  

Figure 2.3: Actions Progressed by Sector between 2002 and 2005 – Connacht CDBs
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

2.1.2 Dublin & East Region CDBs

Figure 2.4 below shows the breakdown of progressed actions in the 7 Dublin & East Region CDBs.  The single most significant sector for this is Social Inclusion, which comprised 18.4% of all actions.  Culture/Tourism was also a significant sector, making up 13.3% of progressed actions.  Other areas of progress were Community Development (12.5% of actions), Integration (9.0%) of actions and Economic Development (8.9% of actions).  Other sectors accounted for 37.7% of all actions. 

Figure 2.4: Actions Progressed by Sector between 2002 and 2005 – Dublin & East Region CDBs
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

2.1.3 CDBs in Leinster South & West

Figure 2.5 below illustrates the breakdown of progressed actions of 5 CDBs in Leinster South & West.  Actions relating to Culture / Tourism were the single largest sector (making up 17.1% of the total), followed by Economic Development (13.9% of the total).  Other significant areas are Environment (11.8% of the total), Social Inclusion (10.4% of the total) and Utilities (9.4% of the total).  Progressed actions in Other Sectors made up 37.3% of the total. 

Figure 2.5: Actions Progressed by Sector between 2002 and 2005 – CDBs in Leinster South & West
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

2.1.4 CDBs in Munster North

Figure 2.6 below provides a breakdown of the actions progressed by the 5 CDBs in Munster North.  Culture / Tourism is the most important area of progress, making up 17.9% of the total.  The Community Development sector was the second most significant sector in terms of progress, comprising 16.8% of the total.  Other sectors contributing to progressed actions are Economic Development (15.9% of the total), Social Inclusion (10.7% of the total) and Environment (10.2% of the total).  Other sectors make up the remaining 28.5% of completed actions. 

Figure 2.6: Actions Progressed by Sector between 2002 and 2005 – CDBs in Munster North
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

2.1.5 CDBs in Munster South

The progressed actions of 3 CDBs in Munster South were analysed and the results are summarised in Figure 2.7 below.  Social Inclusion measures make the largest single contribution to progress, comprising 30.8% of actions.  This is followed by Culture / Tourism, which makes up 22.1% of completed actions.  Other sectors of significance are Community Development (11.5% of progressed actions), Utilities (7.6% of the total) and Education (6.7% of the total).  Other sectors account for 21.3% of completed actions. 

Figure 2.7: Actions Progressed by Sector between 2002 and 2005 – CDBs in Munster South
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

Key Messages from the Analysis

The analysis in this section has highlighted a number of key features of actions progressed by CDBs.  Firstly, it is clear that there is a large and diverse range of actions pursued.  Whether it would be appropriate to focus on a smaller number of key actions is an issue which may be relevant.  In the next section we review whether there has been any adjustment to this in the plans to 2008.  Also of relevance is the focus on social inclusion.  While social inclusion/cultural/tourism measures were significant in all regions, in some CDBs less attention was focused on certain other measures.  The range and diversity of actions represent a particular challenge for CDBs in terms of specialist knowledge and in terms of co-ordination of policies at voluntary, government and statutory agency levels.  The emphasis of CDBs on social inclusion measures is interesting in terms of considering the effectiveness of CDBs and in exploring the reasons why particular focus has been placed on this area.  This is examined further in later chapters of this report.

3 Analysis of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to analyse the implementation plans proposed by CDBs for the 2006 to 2008 period.  

Proposed Strategic Actions for Period to 2008

Figure 3.1 below shows the sectoral breakdown of strategic implementation plans proposed by CDBs for period to 2008.  The most important area is Social Inclusion, which comprises 17.3% of all actions, followed by Culture / Tourism which makes up 15.9% of the total.  Other actions being pursued relate to the Environment (15.8% of the total), Economic Development (12.2% of the total) and Community Development (8.0% of the total) are also seen as important priority areas for action in the strategy.  The remaining 30.7% of actions are proposed for other sectors.  

Figure 3.1: Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008 
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

Regional Breakdown

This section outlines the strategic priorities of CDBs for the 2006 to 2008 period according to region.  

3.1.1 Border Area CDBs

Figure 3.5 below provides a breakdown of the implementation plans proposed by the 4 Border Area CDBs.  Of the total, actions in the areas of Environment (22.0% of the total) and Economic Development (19.0% of the total) are the sectors given greatest emphasis.  Other sectors of note are Culture /Tourism (18.8% of actions), Social Inclusion (8.8% of actions) and Transport (6.3% of total actions).  Proposed actions in other sectors account for 25.2% of the total. 

Figure 3.2: Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008 – Border Area CDBs

[image: image13.emf]22.0%

19.0%

18.8%

8.8%

6.3%

25.2%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Environment Economic

development

Culture / Tourism Social inclusion Transport Other

% of proposed actions


Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

3.1.2 CDBs in Connacht

Figure 3.3 below shows how implementation plans proposed by the 6 CDBs in Connacht are broken down by sector.  The area of Culture / Tourism represents the most important priority, comprising 23.6% of all actions.  Social Inclusion measures make up 16.6% of the total, with Environmental measures comprising 10.1% of actions.  Childcare makes up 8.6% of prioritised actions and Community Development a further 7.1%.  Proposed actions in other sectors make up 34.0% of the total.  

Figure 3.3: Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008 - CDBs in Connacht
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

3.1.3 Dublin & East Region CDBs

Figure 3.4 shows the sectoral breakdown of implementation plans proposed by the 7 CDBs in the Dublin & East Region.  Actions in the area of Social Inclusion account for 22.2 % of the total, followed by proposed actions in the area of Culture / Tourism comprising 13.0% of the total.  Other priority sectors are Economic Development (11.8% of total actions), Environment (10.0% of actions) and Community Development (9.0% of total actions).  Other sectors make up 34.1% of proposed actions. 

Figure 3.4: Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008 - CDBs in Dublin & East Region
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports
3.1.4 CDBs in Leinster South & West

Figure 3.5 below provides a sectoral breakdown of the implementation plans proposed by the 8 CDBs in Leinster South & West.  Of the total, actions in the areas of Social Inclusion (17.3% of the total) and Environment (15.5% of the total) are the sectors given greatest emphasis.  Other sectors of note are Culture /Tourism (15.2% of actions), Economic Development (13.8% of total actions) and Community Development (12.0% of all proposed actions).  Proposed actions in other sectors account for 26.2% of the total. 

Figure 3.5: Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008 - CDBs in Leinster South & West
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

3.1.5  CDBs in Munster North

Figure 3.6 shows the sectoral breakdown of the implementation plans proposed by the 5 CDBs in Munster North.  Environment is the single largest sector for proposed action, making up 19.9% of the total.  The next most important area is Social Inclusion which comprises 15.5% of the total.  Culture /Tourism comprises 15.2% of proposed actions, Economic Development makes up 13.6% of actions and the Utilities sector accounts for 7.2% of proposed strategic actions.  Priorities in other areas make up 28.6% of the total. 

Figure 3.6: Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008 - CDBs in Munster North
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

3.1.6 CDBs in Munster South

The sectoral breakdown of the implementation plans proposed by 4 of the CDBs in Munster South is shown in Figure 3.7 below.  The Environment sector is given the strongest priority, making up 23.9% of proposed actions.  This is followed by proposals regarding Social Inclusion (which make up 20.3% of the total).  Other priority areas are Education (10.4% of proposed actions), Economic Development (10.2% of the total) and Culture / Tourism (9.1% of total actions).  Other sectors account for 26.1% of proposed actions. 

Figure 3.7: Sectoral Breakdown of Implementation Plans 2006 to 2008- CDBs in Munster South
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Source: Indecon analysis of CDB reports

In terms of the plans for CDBs there is some evidence of a focus on a smaller number of actions but the number, range and diversity of actions proposed remains very large.  Social inclusion and cultural/tourism actions remain the most common priorities and this is consistent with actions taken up to 2005.  A feature of proposed actions is the increased focus on actions in the area of the environment.

Relationship between Progressed Actions and Implementation Plans

This section examines the linkages between the type of actions progressed between 2002 and 2005 and the Implementation Plans proposed by CDBs over the 2006 to 2008 period.  The similarity of the sectoral pattern of completed and proposed actions was identified using correlation analysis.  Correlation coefficients of close to 1 suggest that the sectoral pattern of proposed actions is strongly similar to that of completed actions.  Coefficients close to 0 suggest that no significant similarity or contrast between the two exists.  It is found that proposed actions are generally similar to completed actions in terms of their target sectors.

Table 3.1 below provides correlation coefficients for Border Area CDBs.  These data suggest that the sectoral profile of proposed actions is quite similar to that of actions completed between 2002 and 2005, with an average correlation of 0.56.  

The correlation analysis applies to those CDBs who provided details of their progressed actions in 02-05 period and so information on certain counties is not available.  This, however, does not suggest a lack of correlation for counties excluded but is simply undertaken for practical reasons.
	Table 3.1: Correlation between Sectoral Breakdown of Actions Progressed 2002-2005 and Implementation Plans 2006-2008 – Border Area CDBs

	County Development Board
	Correlation Coefficient

	Cavan
	0.44

	Donegal
	Not Available

	Louth
	0.60

	Monaghan
	0.65

	Average
	0.56

	Source:  Indecon analysis


Amongst Connacht CDBs, the strength of the relationship between completed and proposed actions is varied.  See Table 3.2 below.  The average correlation across the region was 0.46, which is indicative of a mildly positive relationship.

	Table 3.2: Correlation between Sectoral Breakdown of Actions Progressed 2002-2005 and Implementation Plans 2006-2008 – CDBs in Connacht

	County Development Board
	Correlation Coefficient

	Galway City
	0.55

	Galway County
	0.46

	Leitrim 
	0.71

	Mayo 
	Not Available

	Roscommon 
	0.13

	Sligo 
	0.44

	Average
	0.46

	Source:  Indecon analysis


Table 3.3 below shows the correlations between completed and proposed actions by CDBs in Dublin & East Region.  In Dun Laoghaire Rathdown, there is a very strongly positive relationship between the two.  There are also quite strong correlations in Kildare and Wicklow.  The average correlation coefficient was 0.49.

	Table 3.3: Correlation between Sectoral Breakdown of Actions Progressed 2002-2005 and Implementation Plans 2006-2008 – Dublin & East CDBs

	County Development Board
	Correlation Coefficient

	Dublin City 
	0.56

	Dun Laoghaire Rathdown 
	0.85

	Fingal 
	0.25

	Kildare 
	0.62

	Meath 
	-0.06

	South Dublin
	0.59

	Wicklow 
	0.60

	Average
	0.49

	Source:  Indecon analysis


The correlation between the target sectors of completed and proposed actions in the Leinster South & West region is shown in Table 3.4 below.  Overall, the relationship is mildly positive, averaging 0.55 for the region.  However, the relationship is very strongly positive in Laois.

	Table 3.4: Correlation between Sectoral Breakdown of Actions Progressed 2002-2005 and Implementation Plans 2006-2008 – 

CDBs in Leinster South & West

	County Development Board
	Correlation Coefficient

	Carlow 
	0.27

	Kilkenny 
	Not Available

	Laois 
	0.85

	Longford 
	0.70

	Offaly 
	0.29

	Westmeath
	Not Available

	Wexford 
	0.65

	Average
	0.55

	Source:  Indecon analysis


The correlation between completed actions and proposed actions in Munster North CDBs is positive as evidenced by the average correlation coefficient of 0.41.  The full breakdown is provided below.  The relationship is strongly positive in Clare.

	Table 3.5: Correlation between Sectoral Breakdown of Actions Progressed 2002-2005 and Implementation Plans 2006-2008 – Munster North CDBs

	County Development Board
	Correlation Coefficient

	Clare 
	0.68

	Limerick City 
	-0.04

	Limerick County 
	0.34

	North Tipperary 
	0.67

	South Tipperary 
	0.40

	Average
	0.41

	Source:  Indecon analysis


The correlation between actions completed and proposed by CDBs in Munster South is quite strongly positive, averaging 0.62.  See Table 3.6 below.  

	Table 3.6: Correlation between Sectoral Breakdown of Actions Progressed 2002-2005 and Implementation Plans 2006-2008 – Munster South CDBs

	County Development Board
	Correlation Coefficient

	Cork City
	0.72

	Cork County 
	0.51

	Kerry 
	Not Available

	Waterford City 
	Not Available

	Waterford County
	Not Available

	Average
	0.62

	Source:  Indecon analysis


Key Message from Analysis

This analysis shows that in general there is positive correlation between actions completed between 2002 and 2005 and actions proposed for 2006 to 2008.  The overall implication of this is that sectors concentrated on in the past by CDBs tend to be the ones which are focussed on going forward.  In the case of the few CDBs showing a low correlation, this may indicate that priority sectors for 2006 to 2008 were identified independently of the focus sectors for 2002 to 2005.  A change in focus demonstrated by lower correlations does not suggest a negative outcome but highlights some changes in emerging priorities.

The analysis in this section shows that in the period 2006 – 2008 there was a focus on a smaller number of actions and Indecon believe this may assist the effectiveness of CDBs.  The number, range and diversity of actions, however, remains very large and while the range can be a strength of the CDB process, how to ensure impact remains an issue.  A feature of the proposed actions for period to 2008 shows a general positive correlation between actions completed in the years to 2005 and again the particular focus on social inclusion measures is evident.

Given the limited nature of statutory powers conferred upon CDBs by the Local Government Act 2001, and the wide range of actions proposed, the challenge of how to ensure effectiveness is of key importance.  In the next section of this report we consider the views of County/City Managers and Directors of Service for Community and Enterprise concerning how this challenge has been met, and this issue is explored in more detail in the following chapter which examines the views of practitioners.

4 Survey of CDB Directors of Service and County/City Managers

Overview

This section analyses the results of a survey of Directors of Services for Community and Enterprise and County/City Managers.  The survey took place in November 2006.  There were a total of 43 respondents, made up of 30 Directors of Service and 13 Managers.  Specimens of the survey forms used are presented in Annex 1.

Indecon felt that in addition to reviewing the available documentation it would be useful to formally seek the views of County/City Managers/Directors of Services.  Managers/Directors views were not sought because they were local government practitioners but in the context that local government leads the CDBs and provides the administrative support and are therefore in a position to provide one input to some of the issues.

Indecon would stress that other practitioners’ views are also particularly important including the views of community and voluntary organisations and of government officials but a comprehensive survey of such views was outside the scope of this synthesis exercise.  However, our subsequent analysis and recommendations have greatly benefited from inputs and discussions with voluntary organisations and individuals and from inputs from relevant officials. 

In particular, in the next section, we also present the views of a range of local community, voluntary organisations as well as inputs from local authorities, and Directors of Services and statutory agencies. These inputs have been considered in the formation of our conclusions and recommendations, but the analysis is the sole responsibility of Indecon.

Views on Social Inclusion Effectiveness

4.1.1 Effectiveness of CDBs in Social Inclusion

Survey participants generally believe that CDBs are effective in co-ordinating the integrated delivery of public services aimed at social inclusion.  See Figure 4.1 below.  The effectiveness scale ranges from 1 to 5, with a score of 1 representing ‘Very Ineffective’ and a score of 5 corresponding to ‘Very Effective’.  A reading of 3 means that it is ‘Neither Effective nor Ineffective’.  Respondents felt that CDBs were effective in achieving their co-ordinated role in relation to social inclusion measures, provided a rating of 4.0.  Respondents felt that CDBs were a little less effective than this in terms of endorsing local plans (average score of 3.7) and influencing the formation / implementation of local plans by publicly funded agencies (average rating of 3.9) in relation to social inclusion.

Figure 4.1: Effectiveness of CDBs in Co-ordinating Integrated Delivery of Public Services aimed at Social Inclusion - All Respondents
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

4.1.2 Level of Engagement by CDBs in Social Inclusion

Responses to the survey suggest that there are differences in the degree of involvement by CDBs in levels of engagement aimed at achieving integration in the area of social inclusion.  See Figure 4.2.  The scale ranges from 1 to 3.  A score of 1 indicates ‘No Involvement’, with 2 suggesting ‘Minor Involvement’ and a rating of 3 signifying ‘Significant Involvement’.  In the area of social inclusion, CDBs appear to be particularly involved in exchanging information (scoring 2.9 on average).  CDBs appear to be more modestly involved in altering activities (with an average score of 2.6), sharing resources (average score of 2.5) and enhancing the capacity of agencies (average rating of 2.4).  CDBs role in altering activities, sharing of resources or enhancing the capacity of agencies in the social inclusion area is perceived of as less active than in exchanging information.

Figure 4.2: Degree of Involvement by CDBs in Achieving Integration in the Area of Social Development- All Respondents
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

4.1.3 Role of Board in Social Inclusion

All CDBs have a Social Inclusion Measures (SIM) Group while a number have an economic sub-group.  Most of the SIM groups were established in 2001 and it is important to consider the impact of these committees.  Respondents were asked whether they believed the establishment of a special committee on social inclusion improves the effectiveness of CDBs.  The results are illustrated in Figure 4.3 below.  A very significant majority (90.5%) of respondents believed that such a committee on social inclusion enhances the effectiveness of CDBs.  It appears that the initiative to establish such sub committees in the area of social inclusion is seen by Director of Services/Managers as being a potentially important development.

Figure 4.3: Do you believe that a Specialist Committee on Social Inclusion enhances CDBs’ effectiveness? - All Responses
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

Views on Economic Development

4.1.4 Effectiveness of CDBs in Economic Development

On the issue of economic development, the views of County/City Managers and Directors of Service for Community and Enterprise appear to suggest that CDBs are somewhat less effective than in the case of social inclusion measures.  Survey participants generally believed that CDBs were slightly effective in co-ordinating the integrated delivery of public services aimed at economic development.  See Figure 4.4.  Respondents felt that CDBs were only reasonably effective in achieving their co-ordinated role in relation to economic development, providing an average rating of 3.7.  Respondents felt that CDBs were less effective in influencing the formation / implementation of local plans by publicly funded agencies (with an average score of 3.4) in relation to economic development and their effectiveness as regards endorsing local plans for economic development was seen as somewhat less effective (with  an average score of 3.2).

Figure 4.4:  Effectiveness of CDBs in Co-ordinating Integrated Delivery of Public Services aimed at Economic Development - All Respondents
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys
As is discussed in the next chapter of this report the issue of perceived differences in the effectiveness of CDBs in relation to social inclusion measures compared to economic development was also an issue raised with Indecon during the consultation programme.  This may reflect the fact that there has been long established statutory agencies in the economic development area while social inclusion is a more diverse area with less established statutory agencies.  The difference of view on endorsement of plans between social inclusion and economic development also raises the issue of whether the CDBs have or should have an equal role in the endorsement of the plans of statutory agencies and of voluntary and community programmes.

4.1.5 Level of Engagement by CDBs in Economic Development

As part of our survey, respondents were asked how much involvement CDBs had in achieving integration in the area of economic development.  The results are summarised in Figure 4.5.  Respondents indicated that CDBs’ involvement in exchanging information was reasonably significant (scoring 2.6 on average).  Their involvement in altering activities and enhancing agencies’ capacity was more minor (each rating 2.2 on average).  CDBs’ involvement in sharing resources for achieving integration in terms of economic development was very limited, with an average rating of 1.9.  The lack of sharing of resources on economic development programmes is not surprising given the context and objectives for CDBs.  

Figure 4.5: Degree of Involvement by CDBs in Achieving Integration in the area of Economic Development- All Respondents
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

4.1.6 Role of Board in Economic Development

Participants in the survey were asked whether they believed the establishment of a specialist committee on economic development would enhance CDBs’ effectiveness.  The results are summarised in Figure 4.6.  A very large majority (90.5%) of those surveyed believe that such a committee would enhance the effectiveness of CDBs.  During our consultations with a wide range of organisations the potential merits of sub committees of CDBs dealing with specific relevant actionable issues, as well as with broad sectoral areas was raised. 

Figure 4.6: Do you believe that a Specialist Committee on Economic Development would enhance CDBs’ effectiveness? - All Responses
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

Cultural Development

4.1.7 Effectiveness of CDBs in Cultural Development

Survey participants generally believed that CDBs were moderately effective in co-ordinating the integrated delivery of public services aimed at culture development.  See Figure 4.7.  Respondents felt that CDBs were quite effective as regards influencing the formation / implementation of local plans by publicly funded agencies (with an average score of 3.8) and also in achieving their co-ordinated role in relation to cultural development (with an average rating of 3.7).  Respondents felt that CDBs were a little less effective in endorsing local plans for cultural development (scoring 3.6).

Figure 4.7: Effectiveness of CDBs in relation to Cultural Development- All Respondents
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

4.1.8 Levels of Engagement by CDBs in Cultural 
Development

Participants in the survey were asked how much involvement CDBs had in processes to achieve integration in the area of cultural development.  Results are illustrated in Figure 4.8.  Responses suggest that their integrating role is strongest in terms of exchanging information (average score of 2.6).  The involvement of CDBs in altering activities is less significant (with an average score of 2.3).  The involvement of CDBs in sharing resources (average score 2.0) and enhancing the capacity of agencies (average rating 2.2) is quite minor.

Figure 4.8: Degree of Involvement by CDBs in achieving Integration in the Area of Cultural Development- All Respondents
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

4.1.9 Role of Board in Cultural Development

The views of survey participants were sought in relation to the establishment of a specialist committee dealing with cultural development.  The results are illustrated in Figure 4.9. A majority (71.4%) believed that such a committee would enhance the effectiveness of the CDB.  

Figure 4.9: Do you believe that a Specialist Committee on Cultural Development would enhance CDBs’ effectiveness? - All responses
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Source: Indecon analysis of responses to County/City Managers / Directors of Services surveys

4.1.10 Key Issues Arising from Survey

A number of key themes which emerged from the survey of Directors of Service/County/City Managers and which were also raised in wider consultation process included the following:

· Perceptions of Greater Effectiveness of CDBs in Area of Social Inclusion;

· Focus to date on Exchange of Information with Differing Responses on other Levels of Engagement;

· Potential Role for Board Sub Committee.

5 Views of Practitioners in CDB Sector

Overview

In addition to analysing the CDB reports and completing a survey of Directors of Service and County/City Managers, Indecon felt it was important to seek views of a wide range of individuals and organisations including those in the voluntary and community sectors.  In the context of this current synthesis review it was outside the scope of this study to undertake a comprehensive consultation programme with all practitioners, but Indecon felt it was important to obtain input from a sample of a wide diversity of organisations and individuals.  While there are numerous community, voluntary and statutory organisations who have an interest and knowledge in this area and have valuable insights, the focus in the context of this synthesis review was to attempt to gain insights from a sample of organisations and individuals which could assist Indecon in developing recommendations to developing ways of enhancing the contribution of CDBs.  The material presented in this section while not attempting in any way to be comprehensive of all views, highlights a wide range of views of relevance to identifying key messages which are summarised in Section 6. 

Views on Overall Effectiveness

The views on the overall effectiveness of CDBs expressed to Indecon, as part of this consultation programme, varied with some individuals and organisations highlighting the contribution and value of CDBs while others raised issues concerning the constraints on CDBs achieving effective local integration of public services.   Key views highlighted the role of CDBs in the following areas. 

a. Bringing together of shareholders;

b. Importance of developing frameworks;

c. Value of providing Fora for communities;

d. Opportunity for collaborative projects.

Some illustrative examples of positive views expressed in CDBs during the consultation programme are presented in Table 5.1 below:

	Table 5.1: Examples of Positive Views on CDBs

	(
	“CDBs can be effective (a) by providing a formalised structure for sectors to meet, (b) by providing a forum for communication between agencies and (c) by allowing for a more effective delivery of services, if properly resourced [to do so] (both facilities and staffing).”

	(
	“County Development Boards have provided essential platforms for inter-sectoral co-operation and partnership”

	(
	“CDBs were addressing a clear need for co-ordination of development and public service delivery and for advancing the integration of local government and local development sectors.”

	(
	“CDBs and CDB Sub-Structures enabled stakeholders to engage, to interact and to work together to address common areas of interest addressing needs and the opportunities in the county”

	(
	“CDBs have a ten year strategy / three year action plan and are resourced with specific expertise – research  and development skills through Community and Enterprise personnel who have a knowledge of community development practice and process / report writing / funding application.”

	(
	“Opportunity for member organisations to network and establish contacts with key personnel from the major service providers.”

	(
	“Opportunity to inform other service providers on key issues exchange ideas on good practice.”

	(
	“Opportunity to identify main issues facing county.  Focus on needs analysis, review and forward planning.”

	(
	“Members have to answer to their peers on their organisation’s work in the County.”

	(
	“Means of linking National Policy to Local Policy at country level (two way.)”

	(
	“Brings all pillars / stakeholders together and gives them equal say”

	(
	“A methods for  local consultation and approval local agreement can be achieved relatively quickly ”

	(
	“The establishment of Community & Enterprise functions within local authorities brought an additional dimension and resource to the development process in the county, consequently adding value and filling a brokerage role between sector and stakeholders.”

	(
	“CDB acted as platforms for co-operation, partnership and collaboration in terms of processes and also in terms of carrying out tasks.”

	(
	“CDBs facilitate working together”

	(
	“CDBs have acted as platforms and as fulcrums for additional and innovative developments across a range of sectors.”

	(
	“CDBs have highlighted areas of co-operation and collaboration to make better use of resources and deliver services more effectively.”

	(
	“CDBs have demonstrated ability to deliver programmes in cost effective and efficient manners e.g. Peace II Task Force.”


However, not all opinions expressed were positive and many individuals and organisations expressed views that CDBs have not been able to achieve their potential.  One of the interesting features of many of the views expressed was that they were framed in terms of reasons why CDBs were not as effective as may have been envisaged. Indecon found most of the views to be very constructive in terms of identifying the constraints on CDBs and thereby highlighting potential areas for action. 

Key views were expressed on the following: 

· Policy priorities;

· Role of Personnel;

· Willingness to address common problems;

· Communications;

· Challenges of Pooling Resources.

Some illustrative examples of views expressed on why CDBs have not achieved as much as expected in some areas are presented in Table 5.2.

	Table 5.2: Examples of Views Highlighting Constraints on CDBs

	(
	“What is needed is a willingness by various agencies to address common problems and an understanding how that they can maximise their impact on resolving issues of consumer concern”

	(
	“The demise of the inter-departmental task force and the absence of a central coordinating body have ensured the ineffectiveness of the CDBs”

	(
	“The effectiveness of CDBs can be improved:

a. By raising awareness of the need for integration and co-ordination at senior level within the broad public service.

b. By establishing an interdepartmental group of Officials at Secretary General or Assistant Secretary level to promote coordination.”

	(
	“Particular difficulty where agencies have multi authority jurisdictions or where LA is covered by more than one regional sector of the same agency.”

	(
	“The difficulties experienced in the process stem from the unequal level of participation by some agencies.  Representation from 2-3 agencies / departments is at best a token response and attendance at meetings etc. should not be taken as evidence of a participatory approach by the particular Department”

	(
	“While there was buy-in and participation at local level it was noted from an early stage that there was little interest or commitment from departments at central level”

	(
	“Relatively ineffective on economic areas due to lack of commitment from the main economic agencies and their parent Departments.  Also some difficult in favouring a relevant action plan for economic development on local level.  Effectiveness on cultural development is impeded by over reliance on local industry to deliver actions.”

	(
	“Poor feedback from CDB representatives to their relevant organisations”

	(
	“No requirement for member organisations to report to their parent Government Department or National Social Partner Forum on their input into the CDB process and collaborative actions in which they may be involved”

	(
	“A significant way to improve / strengthen the effectiveness of the CDBs is by the establishment of a national high level group, that reflect the make up of the CDBs with the ability to ensure that the local bodies/agencies are sufficiently supported and resourced, to allow them the autonomy needed to commit to projects at local level.  If such a group were in place any issues that arise of common concern locally could be raised at a single national point and dealt with having regard to the input from all of the other Government Department / Bodies / Agencies represented.  Such a group would also lend weight and substance to the role of the CDBs in delivering integrated public services and in promoting joined-up thinking.  It is not sustainable to depend on the enthusiasm or not as the case may be, of the local representation on the CDB to push changes / improvements that should be receiving national support / direction“.

	


One of the features of the views expressed by practitioners was the belief that CDBs were working better in the area of social inclusion than in economic and cultural areas.  This is also reflected in the focus of CDB actions in the social inclusion area as demonstrated by the evidence in Section 2 and 3 of this report.  This view is also consistent with the survey evidence presented in Section 4.  Some illustrative examples of views expressed are outlined in Table 5.3.

	Table 5.3: Views on Success of CDBs in Social Inclusion Areas

	(
	“CDBs are more effective in the area of Social Inclusion because of the requirement to have in place a Social Inclusion Measures Group, whose focus is on developing and implementing plans and achieving outcomes.  Even though the group has a very diverse portfolio (from provision of play areas to suicide prevention) the CDB are very aware of all activities due to the “quarterly progress reports ” and the “exchange of information is quite good at CDB level”

	(
	“CDBs have a significant role in Social Inclusion areas where they have success in getting agencies to work together and share resources.  The culture of agencies in the SI areas is towards co-operation.  While economic development agencies tend to adopt a more individual approach. “

	(
	“SIM Groups have provided vital focal points for Social Inclusion stakeholders”

	(
	“Good at exchange information.  Agencies with social inclusion briefs see value in inter agency work.  Agencies with County Officers have a commitment to the County and are supportive”

	(
	“Effective in Social Inclusion, due to commitment of locally based agencies, and clear and concise action plans and also understood by most of the players that they each have something to contribute”

	(
	“CDB effective in area of Social Inclusion  - separate group focussing on this area”

	(
	“SIM – Partners very effective locally – strong structures”

	(
	“Social inclusion measures group has been most effective for two reasons:

(a)
Tri-ministerial initiative and interdepartmental initiatives nationally;

(b)
Recognition of SIM nationally by various departments;

(c)
Willingness at local level to address issues.”

	


In expressing views on the effectiveness or otherwise of CDBs in different areas, one issue which was given particular and recurrent emphasis was the need for ongoing policy priority and commitment to CDBs.  This issue is discussed further in the next section of this report dealing with key messages.  CDBs are organisations who operate primarily in influencing other organisations, both statutory and voluntary, and it is clear to Indecon that their potential influence is significantly dependent on the perceived priority which is attached to their functions.  Some illustrative views on this are outlined in table 5.4.

	Table 5.4: Views on Importance of Policy Commitment to CDBs

	(
	“Level of effectiveness reflects level of commitment”

	(
	[What is needed is]  ”reaffirmation of a renewal of commitment in relation to goals of Interdepartmental Task Force on Integration of Local Government and Local Development Sectors”

	(
	“Some agencies / reps are not committed to CDB process – consider that CDB has no teeth / sanctions”

	(
	“CDBs can be ineffective due to a lack of support at Departmental level, the discontinuation of the Interdepartmental Working Group, a lack of buy-in by participants, the perception that CDBs don’t produce ‘hard results’ and a lack of understanding of the role of the CDB by participating agencies; elected representative; general public.”

	(
	“A commitment (political) is essential, critical and urgently needed.”

	(
	“The initial excellent work of the Interdepartmental Task Force was not sustained”

	(
	“Notwithstanding the excellent support of the Policy Division of DoEHLG, it was clear that other departments were not committed with consequent results e.g. lack of flexibility for use of resources at county level, lack of real consultation with CDB on matters of importance.”

	(
	“Lack of communication across government departments at national level.”

	(
	“Question mark over National commitment.  Government policy is not always consistent i.e. CDBs are not consulted.”

	(
	“The greater the commitment from participants the greater the effectiveness. The CDBs would benefit from the existence of a central co-ordinating committee. “


While Indecon does not necessarily disagree with the underlying validity of some of these comments, we have no doubt that perceptions of policy commitment is fundamental if CDBs are to be effective in assisting co-ordination of local service delivery.  In addition to the issue of political commitment at Government, Departmental and State Agency level, another issue which was seen as very important in influencing effectiveness, related to the quality and commitment of individuals involved.  Some illustrative views on this are presented in Table 5.5.  It was also clear to Indecon that the most effective CDBs were those where the key officials were respected and had the ability to bring people along with the proposed strategies.

	Table 5.5: Significance of Individual Personnel

	(
	Success of CDB is still largely personality based.  All agencies have not totally bought into the process so when a person changes - commitment changes, knowledge is lost, feedback does not always happen.

	(
	Ongoing training required for new Directors of Community and Enterprise and C&E  personnel on procedures and practices etc.

	(
	Personal interest and commitment (as distinct from corporate) commitment of CDB members is key factor which has influenced effectiveness.

	(
	State agencies do not always give clear direction to personnel representing the agency at local level.

	(
	Ineffective in areas due to team members not leaving their “hats” outside and being part of a team.  Many agencies find the need to be defending their own positions rather than seeing the “added value” of being a member of CDB.

	


Views on Levels of Engagement

In addition to obtaining views on effectiveness of CDBs, an interesting issue raised during the consultation process related to the nature and levels of engagement.  There are varying levels of engagement feasible in the integration of local service delivery.  This includes, at one level, the exchange of information, followed by altering activities, to sharing of resources or enhancing the capacity of agencies. An issue raised by both community and voluntary organisations and by executives in CDBs and by statutory agencies/ departments related to the fact that there was extensive exchange of information and some altering of activities, but many indicated that there was limited sharing of resources or enhancing the capacity of agencies. 

Some illustrative views expressed to the consultancy team on this issue are outlined in Table 5.6.

	Table 5.6: Examples of Views on Levels of Engagement

	(
	“CDBs and Sub-Structures enabled and facilitated exchange of information and knowledge e.g. on specific agency plans, resources available.”

	(
	“Effective in exchanging information and in keeping representatives of the various nominating bodies up to date on various initiatives.  It enables networking to take place between the various agencies and support for various initiatives and projects can be generated.”

	(
	Effective in terms of Information exchange.

	(
	“CDBs can be successful in co-ordinating agencies in order to develop the Strategy.  This strategy advocates participation and co-operation of all the agencies.  The process of the CDB itself is contributing to co-ordination and co-operating of agencies on the ground.  The sharing of information however formal or informal is a major contribution to the CDB process. “

	(
	“CDBs are ineffective in areas of altering activities, sharing resources and enhancing capacity of statutory / government funded agencies, particularly with regard to economic development and cultural development and many of the Statutory Agencies, though having offices and representation and functions at local level, are controlled centrally.”

	(
	“Ineffective due to (a) lack of flexibility to share resources (b) no funding source by CDB in its own right to encourage the leveraging of other funds from particular areas (c) lack of engagement by some due to their area of operations and their focus being regional or Departmental (d) inadequate personnel resources by some agencies which prevents major engagement in the activities of the Board.”

	(
	“Funding is critical and as CDBs are not funding agency themselves there needs to be commitment from other agencies to support the Board.  At present only the Local Authority contributes and this is not sustainable. “

	(
	“The challenge of pooling resources – particularly funding, which is usually allocated for a specific programme and organisations as a result have very little discretionary funding with which they can engage in innovation in service delivery.”

	(
	“Perceptions by some that the CDB needs control of budget streams.”


Views on Impact of CDBs on Policies

One of the consistent issues raised during the consultation process related to the impact of CDBs in influencing policy.  A number of aspects of this related to:

· How the endorsement role of CDBs operated 

· What weighting, if any, was given to CDB views by national agencies and Government Departments.

There was a diversity of views expressed concerning the impact of CDBs on policies.  However, there was a general dissatisfaction with the extent to which national policies took account of CDB views and also of the potential for effectiveness and meaningful endorsement of national policies by CDBs.

The endorsement by CDBs of policies/plans of local agencies involves the proofing by CDBs of agencies plans against an overall CDB strategy.  Because of the potential of such an initiative to bring local knowledge and to share ideas and to reduce the potential for duplication or a mis-match between plans and local needs if this can be organised effectively it could assist in facilitating the more cohesive delivery of local services.  
An issue raised by a number of community/voluntary interests was the differences in approach to endorsement pursued by different CDBs and also the fact that the endorsement process was applied only to social inclusion measures. Various individuals and organisations raised the issue of what impact endorsement had on policy decisions and on resource allocations.  This is also consistent with the survey evidence on the differences in the role of CDBs in endorsement of policies in different areas.  Some illustrative views expressed to Indecon are presented in Table 5.7.

	Table 5.7: Views on Inputs to Policy

	(
	“The Endorsement process introduced for the Local Development Sector should be extended to include all statutory bodies and agencies represented on the CDB”.

	(
	“Endorsement seems irrelevant to national / parent departments”. 

	(
	“The CDB structure and sub-structures has allowed for input to national policy e.g. National Rural Strategy, Active Citizenship etc.  The Social Inclusion objectives have been advanced very well mainly due to a very strong SIM group and the RAPID AREA, which feeds into the SIM group”.

	(
	“There is no local autonomy over many activities.  This makes it difficult for some local Statutory Agency representatives to give commitments to certain programmes as they do not have the power to do so, and can allocate neither human nor financial resources without referring back to H.Q.  There is an inflexibility that prevents rapid responses to identified issues, thus slowing down achievements and in some instances not being able to act early enough for preventative actions”. 

	(
	“Ineffective in certain areas as there is no localisation of policy permitted from the centre in some state agencies. What is necessarily good for County A may not be good for County B”. 

	(
	“[Effectiveness can be improved] by strengthening the endorsement role of the CDBs and ensuring that plans must be endorsed before funding is released”.

	(
	“CDB effectiveness could be improved by:

1.
More input on the importance of meaningful participation by parent government department. 

2.
An inclusion of the work put in by members of board and sub-committees as part of their performance monitoring.

3.
Meaningful participation in CDB projects constituting a factor to be considered in allocation of funding instead of current partial endorsement process”. 

	(
	“In devising their individual policies participating agencies should have account of the CDB strategy.  This may happen over time as the CDB process becomes more embedded and properly resourced CDB support teams (staff)”.

	(
	“The endorsement process has been a key to focussing the work of agencies in line with the County Strategy and should be extended to other organisations”.

	(
	“CDBs are ineffective in certain areas mainly because the national / parent organisations tend to act, to their own agendas, regardless of the local endorsement process. Furthermore interagency co-operation / collaboration is not rewarded either for the individual board member of the parent organisation.  Endorsement – current process lacks engagement by members.  Time constraints do not allow sufficient time to be spent on analysis, with result process is more like information / rubber stamp process”.


Other Issues

A wide range of other issues were raised during the consultation process and these included the following:

· Concerns about relationship between CDBs and new unified local development agency structures;

· Effectiveness of members of CDBs;

· Role of Community Fora;

· Access to county/city data and availability of information.

Illustrative examples of inputs made on these and other issues are presented in Table 5.8.

	Table 5.8: Comments on Selected Other Issues

	(
	Comments on Linkage with Local Development Agencies

	
	“It is essential that new structures such as the ‘Cohesion’ structures are directly linked to CDB”

“Establishment of new local development structures without any real involvement by CDBs or links to CDBs”

“CDBs should be fully utilised in new local development structures and duplication with regards to board representation avoided – recognise existence in CDB in effective cross-sectoral partnership”

“There should be a clear and tangible link between CDBs and new local development structures (as with any other new initiatives)”.

	(
	Comments on Effectiveness of Boards of Directors 

	
	“All Board Members should have plans and strategies endorsed and commitments from all Government Departments to compel their agendas to commit fully”.

	
	“Poor attendance at meetings by some members.  Workload of representatives who sit on the CDB restricts their ability to participate in the process.  CDB Members are required to participate in a large number of meetings – need to reassess this and recognise the balance required between agency and inter-agency work.”

	(
	Availability of Information 

	
	“Improved data availability at county level would facilitate improved local decision making”.

	
	“Accountability and transparency are very important to the success of the CDB, and that applies to each member of the organisation of the Board, as well as the board itself”.

	
	“Improved information flow from national level organisations to the CDB regarding funding allocations and new programmes would be helpful in facilitating improved cohesion at local level”.

	(
	Role of Community Fora

	
	“Full recognition of CDB Sectoral Fora” [is needed] 

	
	“Recognition of the Community Fora and its associated structure in relation to the nomination of community reps to any new structures”

	
	“The CDBs and the Community Fora need to be linked into national initiatives/social partnership etc. “


These and other views have informed Indecon’s analysis of key messages which are presented in Section 6 as well as the formulation of our recommendations. 

6 Key Messages and Implications

This section identifies messages and implications which can be drawn from the analyses completed as part of this report.  A summary of the key emerging issues and the messages for bodies represented on CDBs are presented in the table below.  These are discussed in subsequent paragraphs.

	Table 6.1: Emerging Issues

	1
	National Policy Priorities and Statutory Powers

	2
	Differing Responses in Key Areas of Social Inclusion, Economic Development and Cultural Development

	3
	Importance of Personnel 

	4
	Issue of Linkage with Local Development Agencies

	5
	Role of Endorsing Policies and Inputting to Policies

	6
	Role and Effectiveness of Boards of Directors

	7
	Limits on Resource Sharing / Varying Levels of Engagement 

	8
	Nomination of Social Partners / Role of Community Fora

	9
	Weighting to CDBs Views

	10
	Access to County Data

	Source: Indecon


National Policy Priorities 

The commitment to CDBs in Towards 2016 was an important policy development with implications for the effectiveness of CDBs.  Since the start of this review this commitment has been reinforced in the NDP 2007 – 2013 and Ireland’s National Social Inclusion Strategy.   These two latter policy documents refer to CDBs as the key co-ordinating body at local level.  The recent study on linking local and national structures in the area of social inclusion by the Combat Poverty Agency is also significant in this context.

The CDBs, unlike Government Departments and unlike most statutory agencies, are unique and do not operate in the same way as Government Departments or statutory agencies.  CDBs have no direct executive powers and have limited financial and other resources and the recent policy commitment to CDBs is therefore significant in strengthening their role.  While CDBs do not have strong statutory powers vis a vis member bodies, it is important not to understate the powers in Section 129 of the Local Government Act 2001.  The ability of such organisations to play an effective role in the co-ordination and integration of local service delivery at county / city level is however inevitably a very challenging task.  

CDBs can play a useful function in providing a vehicle at which local representatives of national agencies as well as community organisations can meet and exchange information and ideas.  Their ability to contribute in other ways to effective local delivery of co-ordinated policies is to a significant extent, dependent on what national priority is attached to their role and what are the perceptions at local and national level of the function and importance of CDBs.  During our consultations at the start of this exercise, a recurrent theme emerged that there was uncertainty concerning what national priority currently exists to the co-ordinating role of CDBs and the belief that this priority had diminished in recent years, was evident in many discussions.   However, the fact that the role of CDBs was highlighted in T16 was seen by some as potentially significant.  If policymakers wish CDBs to play a more effective role in co-ordination of service delivery, in addition to exchanging information, then this raises the issue of the priority given to these organisations.  The recent explicit commitment in the NDP and in Ireland’s National Action Plan for Social Inclusion is particularly important in this context. 

Examples of the difficulties faced by CDBs due to the limits of their statutory powers and lack of resources related to “the perception that CDBs don’t produce ‘hard results’”.  Some CDB partners were said not to engage in the process seriously or with any real commitment.  Incidences involving CDBs being bypassed by some agencies were reported.  During this study it was suggested to us that “some agencies / representatives are not committed to the CDB process [and they] consider that the CDB has no teeth / sanctions”.  However as indicated in the introduction to this report, the value of CDBs should not be seen entirely in terms of direct activities of CDBs or the process and operation of CDBs, but also in relation to the outcome for bodies represented on the Boards in discharging their functions, as well as for communities themselves and the services delivered to them.  

A number of inputs made during this study cited a perceived weakening over time of commitment at central Government level, as the main factor inhibiting the wider success of CDBs.  It has also been suggested that some agencies do not participate fully in the CDB process and some national agencies “tend to act to their own agendas, regardless of the local endorsement process”.  This reinforces the importance of the recent commitments given in Towards 2016 and the NDP.

It was also suggested to us that there were too many agencies involved in the CDB process.  Although others felt this could be an advantage, it was also argued that the success of CDBs is adversely affected by the fact that inter agency co-operation is not rewarded and that CDBs suffer from a lack of recognition nationally.

The combined implications of such themes are that the extent to which national priority is given to the CDBs and the perceptions of this priority are key issues impacting on their effectiveness.

There are two fundamental structural models which could be available to policymakers in Ireland, concerning the function of CDBs.  One is for these organisations to continue with their current responsibilities and the second is for changes to statutory responsibilities and resources.  This would involve a significant shift in the system of local government and given that CDBs are considered at Government level to be the key co-ordinating body at local level, the focus should be to enhance their impact.  To assist the strengthening of CDBs in the role of influencing other organisations however, requires an alignment of incentives (as broadly defined) to ensure co-ordinated delivery of local services.  Some of the issues involved with this are discussed below, but Indecon are certain that the effectiveness of CDBs is influenced by the on-going priority attached to their role by central government and the importance of recent Government commitments should not be underestimated.

Differing Responses in Key Areas of Social Inclusion, Economic Development and Cultural Development

The CDBs were widely seen as more effective in co-ordinating social inclusion measures at a county / city level than was the case in relation to cultural development and in particular in relation to economic development challenges.  This led some individuals to suggest that CDBs’ functions should prioritise social inclusion activities, while others suggested the importance of seeing economic and social measures as integrated.  One of the reasons why CDBs may have been seen as more effecive in relation to social inclusion measures, was the absence of existing well established statutory agencies responsible for such tasks.  In other areas, particularly in economic development, responsibility lies primarily with national agencies who prior to the establishment of CDBs, primarily had internal responsibility for tailoring policies at county / city / regional level.  Other important reasons why CDBs are seen as more effective in social inclusion co-ordination, is the significant direction and support from central Government Departments and agencies.  The existence of a specific sub-group of the Network of Directors of Community and Enterprise, focussing on social inclusion, has also helped. The Network should consider the formation of similar sub-groups focusing on economic and cultural development. 

In the survey of City / County Managers and Directors of Services conducted for this report, the results suggest that CDBs are regarded as most effective in co-ordinating the integrated delivery of public services in the area of social inclusion.  The effectiveness of CDBs in achieving the co-ordinated delivery of public services vis-à-vis cultural development is regarded as quite effective.  In terms of the co-ordination of economic development, survey participants were not as positive.

In understanding why CDBs are probably most effective in the area of social inclusion, there may also be other factors at work.  According to some parties consulted, this may in part be due to the existence of committees dedicated to this area.  One Director of Services said that CDBs were “more effective in the area of social inclusion because of the requirement to have in place a Social Inclusion Measures Group, whose focus is on developing and implementing plans and achieving outcomes”.  It was also suggested that “Agencies with social inclusion briefs see value in inter agency work”.  The provision of strategic blueprints by CDBs in the social inclusion area was also cited as effective, as well as the fact that CDBs can act as a vehicle for funding.

Some individuals consulted during this assignment, attributed the relative success of CDBs in social inclusion to the national priority given to social inclusion issues.

The perception that CDBs are less effective in the areas of economic development than in social inclusion, may be related to the perception of the centralised nature of statutory bodies and Government Departments and their lack of regional autonomy.  It was, for example, suggested to us that “Many of the statutory agencies, though having offices and representation and functions at local level, are controlled centrally.  What this in effect means is that there is no autonomy over many activities”.  

How to assist CDBs to be equally effective in the different areas of their activities remains one of the fundamental challenges facing the integration of local service delivery.

Importance of Personnel

In almost all organisations, performance and success is critically dependent on the quality of the personnel.  In the case of CDBs, because their role is primarily one of influencing other organisations, this factor is perhaps even more important.  Where key personnel such as the Director of Service for Community and Enterprise or the administrative officers with responsibility for community development are of very high quality and have an excellent reputation, skills and relationships with other organisations, the CDBs can significantly ‘punch above their weight’ in terms of influencing the co-ordination of local service delivery.  Where this is not the case, the ability of CDBs to play an effective role is very limited.  How key personnel are assigned, retained and developed is therefore an issue of particular importance. 

The effectiveness of CDBs was cited during our consultations as due to “the personal (rather than the corporate) commitment of members”.  One submission to Indecon suggested that “CDBs were effective where there is a spirit of goodwill and co-operation between the agencies, and the groups and where objectives are clear and actions / work programmes are clear”.

The Network of Directors of Service for Community and Enterprise is endorsed by the CCMA and provides a valuable framework within which national issues are considered, inter-action with the lead Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, as well as others, as deemed appropriate, is facilitated and experience of best practice is exchanged.  The Network is an important and valued instrument of internal cohesion.

Issue of Linkage with Local Development Agencies

An important emerging issue concerns the linkage between CDBs and local development agencies.  This will be impacted by the restructuring arising from the Cohesion Process.  This process will result in the integration of many local development bodies and this inevitably raises the issue of how such bodies will relate to CDBs.   

The new unified local development agencies, which will operate in rural areas will in many cases have representatives on their boards, which are from the same organisations as will be represented on CDBs.  At first sight, such development agencies would have more than a family resemblance to CDBs and this raises the potential for lack of clarity on responsibilities and for duplications or even competition between agencies.  If however there is clarity on the role of the structural linkage between such agencies and CDBs and acceptance of the responsibility of CDBs for overall co-ordinated strategy, the above problems could be avoided.  However it will also be essential for there to be differences in the level of representation.

We understand that this issue is being dealt with between the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government and the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs and the current phase is reaching conclusion. 

Role of Endorsing Policies and Inputting to Policies

CDBs currently have responsibility for endorsing the policies of certain organisations.  It is essential that such endorsements are not simply a lip service function and alternatively are not so bureaucratic that it results in a significant administrative burden on organisations at a local level.  There is also a need to ensure appropriate governance where such endorsements take place.  Where organisations are submitting plans for endorsement by CDBs and are also represented on the board of CDBs, great care is needed to ensure the avoidance of conflicts of interest.  There is also an emerging issue re whether endorsements of policies or plans or projects by CDBs, impact on national policies and on resource allocations.  This is discussed further below on the question of the weighting given to CDBs views. 

Also of significance is the fact that at present the endorsement process relates only to the local development agencies, Leader groups and childcare committees, whose work is largely social inclusion/community development–related. 

Strong views have also been expressed to Indecon from the community and voluntary sector, that there is a perception by some individuals that CDBs are more involved in evaluating and endorsing consistency/social inclusion measures, compared to other important programmes, including work of statutory agencies.

We understand the issue of how the endorsement process works is being examined by relevant Government Departments, vis-à-vis the local development sector, with a view to making it operate on a more strategic and practical basis. 

Role and Effectiveness of Membership of the Boards 

The membership of the CDBs is extremely large and involves representation from a very diverse range of organisations.  This breadth and range of organisations, have a real value in increasing knowledge between relevant organisations, but the size of boards inevitably mean that the interests of members in any particular issue is likely to vary and the same applies to specific expertise to input effectively on some issues.  The nature of the boards also represents a challenge in terms of efficiency of decision making and the effectiveness of corporate governance. 

The survey of County/City Managers/Directors of Service show that practitioners in the CDB sector are strongly of the view that the establishment of specialist board sub committees would enhance the effectiveness of CDBs.

Table 6.2 summarises the typical make up of a CDB.  CDBs normally number about 29 people.  The largest segment of this is usually drawn from State Agencies like the Health Service Executive, An Garda Siochána and Enterprise Ireland.  Representatives of local government such as Mayors, Strategic Policy Committee (SPC) chairs and County / City Managers typically contribute 8 members to CDBs.  A further 11 members of CDBs are drawn from Social Partners and the Local Development sector.

How to ensure such large boards have the correct representation and operate effectively is an ongoing challenge.

	Table 6.2: Typical Membership of a City / County Development Board

	Sector
	Members
	Number

	Local Government
	1. Cathaoirleach / Mayor.

2. Strategic Policy Committee chairs 

3. County / City Manager.

4. Urban representative.(s)2
	8 (typically)1

	Local Development
	Two representatives for each of the following three types of local development bodies:

1. County / City Enterprise Board.

2. LEADER II groups.

3. ADM supported partnership companies and ADM supported community groups.
	6

	State Agencies
	1. Health Services Executive

2. FÁS

3. Teagasc

4. An Garda Siochána

5. VEC

6. Enterprise Ireland

7. IDA Ireland

8. Regional tourism organisations

9. Department of Social, Community and Family Affairs regional officer

10. Department of Education and Science regional officer

11. County childcare committee
	10 (typically)

	Social Partners
	1. Employers and business organisations (one member)

2. Trade Unions (one member)

3. Agricultural and farming organisations (one member) 3

4. Community and Voluntary Organisations (two members)
	5

	Total
	
	Typically 29

	Source: Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government




Limits on Resource Sharing / Varying Levels of Engagement

The experience of CDBs indicates that there is relatively limited resource sharing between agencies represented on CDBs.  As CDBs in their own right have very limited resources and as organisations tend to be reluctant to give up responsibility for resources, this is not a surprising outcome.  While sharing of resources for specific research projects has occurred, on occasion, in general there are limits on the extent to which CDBs have been involved directly in resource sharing with statutory agencies.  Our analysis is that this reflects the specific roles and responsibilities of the relevant agencies and given current structural arrangements, we believe it may be difficult to expect any fundamental change in this area, without specific action such as some form of incentivising by central Government of resource sharing.  The sharing of resources with RAPID through leverage fund may be a useful model in this context. 

The responses to the survey of practitioners indicate that the exchange of information is the method of integration in which CDBs are most involved, with this being regarded as the strongest aspect of CDBs’ integration activities in social inclusion, economic development and cultural development.  CDBs rated more poorly when it came to sharing resources, with this strand being rated as the weakest aspect of its integration achievements, in both economic development and cultural development.  Enhancing the capacity of agencies was seen as the weakest element of CDBs’ integration activities.   It is necessary, in this context, to note that the objective of CDBs was to ensure an alignment of objectives and joint evaluation of outcomes. 

In addition to the limits on resource sharing, it appears that there are varying levels of engagement between different CDBs and the relevant Government Departments and statutory agencies.  This is a fundamental challenge facing CDBs and reflects the lack of executive powers of CDBs and their organisational origins.  Key issues which impact on the variance in the level of engagement include:

a. Nature of individuals nominated to CDBs and the guidance on their role given by their parent departments / agencies / organisations;

b. Level of awareness of best practice in facilitating effective integrated service delivery;

c. Quality of personnel;

d. Training;

e. Nature of informal relationships;

f. Incentives (or lack of them) of respective parties to engage in co-ordinated local service delivery.

The impetus to build on the existing persuasion role of CDBs to meaningful engagement including the share of resources will also be influenced by:

a. Clear and sustained direction by Government 

b. Active engagement by agencies with CDBs to be seen as core activity.

c. Key projects / areas assigned to CDBs by Government should be led by the relevant Government Departments.  (The role of Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform in relation to integrated services traveller initiative is relevant in this context). 

Nomination of Social Partners / Role of Community Fora

In addition to the role of government departments / statutory agencies, a key issue relates to the nomination of social partners and the role of community fora.  The objective here relates to ensuring the best and most representative individuals are nominated who understand specific local requirements.  In addition, it is important that on-going resources to enable Community and Voluntary fora to operate effectively are provided.  It is noted that Community and Voluntary Fora currently receive funding of €1.3 million p.a. from the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government to support them in their work. 

Weighting to CDB Views

If CDBs undertake specific analysis of the challenges facing their counties/cities and involve all of the key organisations and prepare detailed advice, the whole exercise could be at worst, worthless or at best, of minor value, unless key decision makers take account of the views outlined.  While it would be unrealistic to expect Government Departments or agencies to simply hand over their responsibility, by simply accepting all of the views expressed by CDBs, it is also the case that some weighting must be given to CDBs views, if the exercise is to be of value.

This is fundamentally related to the extent to which there is a national priority given to the role of CDBs and the perceptions of the importance which national policymakers have of the CDBs.

How to secure a weighting to CDB views in practice, in a way which is not bureaucratic, is considered in our recommendations. 

Access to County / City Data

CDBs in preparing county / city strategies in economic, social and cultural areas, require adequate county data, if these plans are to be well founded.  The CDBs role is premised on the basis that the county/city is the correct module for planning purposes.  In some counties / cities there are issues about the appropriateness of the county / city basis (for example in case of certain regional gateways or where county /city boundaries do not reflect migration and settlement / work patterns or in the case of very major urban cities).  Nevertheless the county / city basis has real value in terms of traditional identities.

The gaps in provision of information at a county / city level in Ireland, is however, a real constraint on effective strategic planning at a county / city level.  In some cases national statistics are amenable to estimation at this level, but this may require specific computer runs on data by CSO or other providers.  In other cases, national statutory agencies have not internally produced statistics on a county / city basis and this is particularly the case with economic development agencies.

The key messages and implications outlined in this section are the fundamental issues which must be addressed if CDBs are to play an enhanced role in local service delivery.  Specific actions to address these issues are outlined in our recommendations. 

7 Recommendations

In this section we outline our recommendations which are designed to strengthen the effectiveness of CDBs.  These recommendations take account of the key messages and implications of our analysis presented in Section 6.

	Table 7.1:   Recommendations to Enhance Impact of CDBs

	1. Highlight Government commitment to facilitating CDBs to achieve integrated local service delivery
2. Establishment of national CDB co-ordination Group
3. Reform of Board structures of CDBs
4. Ensure appropriate integration mechanism with  new unified local development agencies 
5. Provide formalised mechanisms to ensure weighting is given to views of CDBs
6. Facilitate complementarity of economic/social/cultural development
7. Radically improve availability of county/city data
8. Retain exceptional personnel as directors of service for community and enterprise 
9. Implement secondments between CDB  Community and Enterprise  Directorates and central Government departments, statutory agencies and private, community and voluntary sectors
10. Alter incentives by a range of measures, including an awards scheme for integrated service delivery
11. Increase information on best practice exchange between CDBs and between CDBs and statutory agencies
12. Invest in integrated training
13. Consolidate Pro-Active Role by County / City  Managers Association 

14. Introduce Arrangements to Facilitate Reporting of CDB issues within Local Authority
15. Undertake a review of the composition and role of sim to enhance its effectiveness


Each of these recommendations is discussed below.  The Government have recently re-enforced their commitment to CDBs, as the key co-ordinating mechanism at local level and for CDBs to reach their potential, will require the commitment and engagement of Government Departments and agencies.  Indecon believes the implementation of these recommendations would enhance the impact of CDBs and make them a more effective vehicle for facilitating local service delivery.  Given their largely advisory or influencing role, we would, however, caution against over estimating the role of CDBs within existing statutory structures and although potentially extremely valuable, there are limits to what CDBs can achieve.  While CDBs will be the key co-ordinating mechanism at local level, other actions are also likely to be required at Government/agency level to support this and ensure the effective delivery of locally integrated services.

Highlight Government Commitment to Facilitating CDBs to Achieve Integrated Local Service Delivery
We recommend that in the light of the Government’s wish for CDBs to play a part in facilitating integrated local service delivery, measures are taken to highlight, on an ongoing basis, the Government’s commitment to this task.  The recent commitment in T16 and in the NDP is important in this context but ongoing attention is required in this area.  Guidance by An Taoiseach and relevant Ministers to Departments, local authorities and statutory agencies on what is expected from CDBs and the required co-operation of their constituent organisations is needed. 

Establishment of National CDB Co-Ordination Group
While we are reluctant to recommend any additional Government Taskforces or groups we believe there is a need to establish a national co-ordination group to give impetus to the work of CDBs, to inform the Cabinet on key emerging issues, and to address any obstacles which exist. 

There was widespread support during our consultations for such a high level mechanism to replace the previous interdepartmental Task Force, which was established when CDBs were set up.

In addition, where a Government Department ‘assigns’ a role to the CDBs, the Department should be directly responsible for driving delivery.  This is a key challenge the implementation of which should be monitored by the proposed Co-ordinating Group.

Reform of Board Structures of CDBs

We recommend consideration by individual CDBs, of the reform of board structures.  Two particular reforms are suggested.  Firstly the establishment in all cases of an economic development sub committee.  Secondly, consideration of a smaller executive board, to give direction to the CDB and to facilitate decision making, is required.  In addition, the setting up of sub-groups on specific issues may be of merit.  We also recommend that CDBs undertake an annual audit of the effectiveness of the operations of their boards in line with best practice. 

On the issue of an economic development sub-group, this would present an opportunity for joint working between CDBs, IDA (Ireland)/Enterprise Ireland, the local authority, private sector and community and other interested groups.  It is important that this group would focus on key issues and specifically on what it is best positioned to do, namely input the local dimension.  This would also enable a linkage between social, community and economic development.  A complementary approach by agencies operating at local level can also assist regional enterprise development. Collaboration between these sub-groups on a regional basis may also be valuable.

Ensure Appropriate Integration Mechanism with Local Development Agencies Cohesion Process
We recommend that careful attention is paid by national policy makers in the cohesion process to ensure appropriate integration between CDBs and local development agencies. We specifically recommend that steps are taken to ensure a different level of representation on local development agencies.  If the same personnel were involved at CDB board level and at integrated local development agencies, this would result in duplication, a dilution of interest for board members and concerns over effectiveness.  We also recommend that there is clarity on the role of CDBs in determining overall strategy and that an effective integration mechanism is put in place to achieve this.

Provide Formalised Effective Mechanisms to Ensure Weighting is Given to Views of CDBs
We recommend that formalised mechanisms are put in place to ensure some weighting is given by national development / strategy agencies to views of CDBs in relation to local measures. 

We believe this is particularly important in deciding on resource priorities.  We believe it would be unrealistic to assume that because CDBs have endorsed measures, that no other evaluation is needed.  However, it is also the case, that if endorsement has no impact on decisions, the merits of the process of endorsement are open to question.  We accept that in some cases endorsement by CDBs can have other benefits, in terms of local support and sharing of information during the endorsement process.  Nevertheless, we believe there is a need for a formalised mechanism to ensure a weighting is given to the views of CDBs. Where CDBs’ views are being sought by a Government Department or national agency regarding a particular issue, then their local representatives, as appropriate, on the Board should take a lead role in that matter.

In the United States and other countries, a certain weighting is given in decisions on selected programmes to factors such as whether SMEs are involved.  A similar weighting system could be given to adding points to resource decisions where local measures have been endorsed by CDBs.

A consistency of approach to the endorsement mechanism between different programmes is also needed. 

Facilitate Complementarity of Economic/Social/Cultural Development
There is merit in continuing to facilitate complementarity of economic / social / cultural development functions.  Achievement of this will be assisted by the other specific recommendations proposed in this report.

Radically Improve Availability of County / City Data

We recommend a radical improvement of the availability of county / city data.  A sample of CDBs should propose an agreed listing of key data required to facilitate CDBs in meeting their responsibilities.  The CSO and the statutory agencies should in all cases where feasible provide this data on an on going basis. 

Retain Exceptional Personnel as Directors of Service for Community and Enterprise 
A key feature of successful CDBs is the quality of executives.  It is important that continued support is given to the assignment and retention of such individuals.  We recommend that a high priority is given to the assignment and retention of exceptional personnel as Directors of Service for Community and Enterprise.

We cannot over-emphasise the importance of this, and it was clear to us during the consultations that the CDBs which are functioning most effectively are also those with the most effective leadership.  This might appear like a truism, as the quality of personnel and organisation effectiveness applies to all organisations.  However, in very small advocacy type bodies, such as CDBs, this is critical.  There is also a need to ensure that the appointments are given support within the local authority system.

We accept that this recommendation would need to reflect the reality that Directors of Service are interchangeable within a local authority. 

Implement Secondments between CDB Directorates of Community and Enterprise, and Central Government Departments, Statutory Agencies and Private and Voluntary Sectors

We recommend that an active programme of secondments between CDB Directorates of Community and Enterprise and central government departments, statutory agencies and the private and voluntary sectors, is introduced.  Temporary secondments of 3, 6 and 12 months should be encouraged, with inward to and outward from the Directorate of Community and Enterprise.  Secondments should not be dependent on achieving a match, involving a two way flow between the same agencies.  The informal linkages and enhanced credibility which would result could be critical, given the nature of CDBs.  

Alter Incentives by a Range of Measures, including an awards scheme for Integrated Service Delivery
A range of measures should be introduced to incentivise in the widest sense relevant personnel to assist in integrated local service delivery.  This should include national awards for best practice and other incentives.  An ad hoc implementation group involving Government Departments and senior representatives of statutory agencies might be appropriate to consider how to incentivise officials to actively commit to assisting in integrated local service delivery.

Increase Information on Best Practice Exchange between CDBs and Between CDBs and Statutory Agencies

The exchange of information within the system, in terms of what works in relation to effective actions by CDBs, would be of value.  This should involve exchange of information, both between CDBs and with statutory agencies.  Best practice case studies may assist with this, as well as on-going informal exchange of information.  A national conference to highlight best practice would also be of value.

Consolidate the Pro-Active Role of the County / City Managers Association 

The County/City Managers Association (CCMA) is a key organisation in the planning / development of key policy issues within the County/City Manager structure.  We recommend consideration be given to discussions between the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government and CCMA to explore the potential for CCMA to progress a pro-active role in CDB process and to act as a vehicle to discuss strategic issues which may emerge.

Introduce Arrangements to Facilitate Reporting of CDB issues within Local Authorities
Where it is not already happening, arrangements should be put in place to facilitate regular reporting on CDB issues to the Local Authority’s Corporate Policy Group and other relevant structures within the local authorities, e.g. town councils and local area committees.

Invest in Integrated Training
This should include joint workshops and joint training programmes between CDBs and statutory agencies.  We recommend that a joint working group from the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, the Local Government Management Services Board and representatives from CDBs should pursue this as a priority.

Undertake a review of the composition and role of SIM to enhance its effectiveness

The co-ordination of social inclusion activities at local level is an important function of the CDBs.  The range of bodies involved in the delivery of social inclusion programmes at local level, together with the many target groups involved and the complex issues arising in many cases, underlines the importance of good co-ordination in this area.

It was against this background that the Social Inclusion Measures (SIM) working groups of the CDBs were established.  While evidence of good work among SIM groups has emerged during this study, it is also clear that these groups would benefit from a renewal of their mandate.  In addition some of the recommendations in this report concerning the CDBs would also apply to the SIM groups.  For example, real commitment to the working of the SIM groups from agencies at both national and local level and the transfer of best practice.  In this context it is recommended that revised guidelines on the composition, operation and role of the SIM group to enhance its effectiveness be issued, with particular reference to linkages with the RAPID programme.

Conclusions

The importance for Ireland of effective local delivery of public services cannot be underestimated.   

If the above recommendations are implemented we believe this could have a demonstrable impact on the effectiveness of CDBs.  Effective local service delivery may however, require other structural actions, for example, changes in regional planning guidelines and other initiatives and it would be inappropriate to place sole responsibility for effective service delivery on what are small organisations with limited statutory powers and resources.

CDBs, however, are the key co-ordinating body at local level and the recommendations outlined are designed to develop and strengthen the CDBs and to realise their potential to make a significant contribution to the key challenge of effective local service delivery.  

Annex 1 Copy of Survey Questionnaire 

Confidential Survey of (Director’s of Services / County Manager’s) Views on CDBs
	Views on effectiveness of CDBs in core co-ordination Role re Integrated Delivery of Public Services in Economic, Social and Cultural Development 



	
	Please ( box for each question 


	Very Effective
	Effective
	Neither Effective nor Ineffective
	Ineffective
	Very Ineffective

	Social Inclusion 
	

	1.
	Please rate the overall effectiveness of the CDBs in achieving their co-ordinated role in relation to social inclusion measures
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	2.
	Please rate the effectiveness of  CDBs in endorsing local county / city strategies/plans for social inclusion 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	3.
	Please rate the effectiveness of  CDBs in influencing the formation / implementation of local county / city strategies/plans by statutory / government funded agencies on social inclusion
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


	
	Please ( box for each question 


	Very Effective
	Effective
	Neither Effective nor Ineffective
	Ineffective
	Very Ineffective

	Economic Development
	

	4.
	Please rate the overall effectiveness of CDBs in achieving their co-ordinated role in relation to economic development 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	5.
	Please rate the effectiveness of the CDBs in endorsing local county / city strategies/plans for economic development
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	6.
	Please rate the effectiveness of the CDBs in influencing the formation / implementation of local county / city strategies/plans by statutory / government funded agencies on economic development
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Cultural Development 
	

	7.
	Please rate the overall effectiveness of CDBs in achieving their co-ordinated role in relation to cultural development 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	8.
	Please rate the effectiveness of the CDBs in endorsing local county / city strategies/plans for cultural development 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	9.
	Please rate the effectiveness of the CDBs in influencing the formation / implementation of local county / city strategies/plans by statutory / government funded agencies cultural development 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


Approaches which have been adopted by CDBs to Achieve Integrative Service Delivery in Different Sectors 

10. Please indicate the extent to which CDBs are currently engaged in different processes to achieve integration in the three areas of social inclusion, economic development and cultural development.
	
	Social Inclusion
	Economic Development


	Cultural Development

	Nature of Current Involvement by CDB with  Statutory / Government Funded Agency
	Significant Involvement
	Minor Involvement
	No Involvement
	Significant Involvement
	Minor Involvement
	No Involvement
	Significant Involvement
	Minor Involvement
	No Involvement

	Exchange of Information 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Altering Activities
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sharing Resources
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Enhancing Capacity of Agencies 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


Role of CDB Board 
11. Do you believe that having separate specialist board sub committees in the following areas would enhance the effectiveness of CDBs.  If you have such a committee in place, please outline your views regarding whether it is effective or otherwise.

	  
	Yes
	No

 
	Don’t Know

	-   Separate board committee on social inclusion
	(
	(
	(

	-   Separate board committee on economic development
	(
	(
	(

	-   Separate board committee on cultural development
	(
	(
	(


Mechanisms to Improve the Effectiveness of CDB’s

12. (a)
Please indicate the reasons why you consider the CDBs to be effective in specific areas.

(b)
Similarly, please outline the reasons why CDBs are in your opinion ineffective in particular areas.

(c)
Please outline below any views you have on how to improve / strengthen the effectiveness of CDB’s.  Please use additional pages if required.  

Annex 2 Schedule of CDB Strategy Review Documents

Schedule of CDB Strategy Review Documents

	Border Area CDBs

	City / County Development Board
	Title of Strategy Review

	Cavan
	Strategy Review

	Donegal
	CDB Review 2005 & Work Programme 2006 - 2008

	Louth
	Review and Action Plan 2006 - 2008

	Monaghan
	Review of County Development Strategy

	Source:  Indecon analysis


	Connacht CDBs

	City / County Development Board
	Title of Strategy Review

	Galway City
	Strategy Review and Priority Actions 2006 - 2008

	Galway County
	Galway County Strategy Interim Review & Programmes of Actions 2006 - 2008

	Leitrim
	Review of CDB Strategy 2002 – 2012 and Action Plan 2006 - 2008

	Mayo
	2002 – 2005 Review and 2006 – 2008 Implementation Plan

	Roscommon
	Roscommon – Common Vision: Review of Performance since 2002 and Priorities for 2006 - 2008

	Sligo
	Three Year Action Plan on Economic, Social and Cultural Development 2006 - 2008

	Source:  Indecon analysis


	Dublin & East Region CDBs

	City / County Development Board
	Title of Strategy Review

	Dublin City
	A City of Possibilities – Strategic Review, Priority Actions 2006-2008

	Dun Laoghaire Rathdown
	Strategy Action Implementation Plans – Link Document

Strategy Implementation Plan 2006 - 2008

	Fingal
	Review of FDB Strategy 2002-2011– Strategy into Action 2006 - 2008

	Kildare
	Studying our performance, celebrating our achievements and always learning from our Past

Action Plan 2006 – 2008:



	Meath
	Meath in Transition: A Review of Le Cheile An Integrated Strategy for Meath to 2012

	South Dublin
	South Dublin: A Place for People

	Wicklow
	Mid-Term Review of Outlook

	Source:  Indecon analysis


	Leinster South & West CDBs

	City / County Development Board
	Title of Strategy Review

	Carlow
	Review of Carlow CDB Strategy - 2005

	Kilkenny
	Kilkenny Strategy for Economic, Social and Cultural Development – Review 2005

	Laois
	Strategy review 2005 – 2008: Realising our Potential

	Longford
	Review of “The Way Forward” – Action Plan 2006 - 2008

	Offaly
	Growing Offaly Together – A Review of Bringing the Future into Focus

	Westmeath
	Bringing Quality to Life – Review of the Strategy for the Economic, Social and Cultural Development of Westmeath 2002-2012

	Wexford
	Remodelling the Model County – The Next Steps

	Source:  Indecon analysis


	Munster North CDBs

	City / County Development Board
	Title of Strategy Review

	Clare
	Shaping the Future 2002-2012: Priorities 2006 - 2008

	Limerick City
	Strategy for Economic, Social and Cultural Development

	Limerick County
	Working Together for a Better Future

	North Tipperary
	Report on Review of Strategy

	South Tipperary
	Review of Performance to Date and Targets for 2008

	Source:  Indecon analysis


	Munster South CDBs

	City / County Development Board
	Title of Strategy Review

	Cork City
	Review of Imagine our Future: Context Paper

	Cork County
	Review of Cork County Development Board Strategy

	Kerry
	Implementation Work Programme 2006 - 2008

	Waterford City
	Review of Priority Areas for Work 2006 - 2008

	Waterford County
	Waterford CDB Newsletter, Summer 2005

	Source:  Indecon analysis
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