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Executive Summary 

1. Background and Objectives 
 
This is the Report of the Update Evaluation of the 2000-06 Irish Community Support Framework 
(CSF). Beginning in 1989, three successive CSFs have constituted the framework agreed between 
Ireland and the European Commission for utilisation of EU Structural Funds within the corresponding 
Irish National Development Plan (NDP). The CSF therefore constitutes the co-financed elements of 
the NDP.  
 
Under the current CSF, a total of €6.42bn of EU and national investment is scheduled to take place. 
Of this, EU co-financing constitutes €3.32bn, with the balance made up of national matching public 
finance and some private sector contribution. EU co-financing involves investment by the four EU 
Structural Funds – the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), European Social Fund (ESF), 
European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) and Financial Instrument for 
Fisheries Guidance (FIFG). The CSF constitutes approximately 11% of the NDP as a whole. 
 
A Mid-Term Evaluation of the NDP was carried out in 2003. This involved an evaluation by the 
Economic and Social Research Institute on the NDP as a whole, coupled with separate Mid-Term 
Evaluations on the individual Operational Programmes. The present Mid-Term Evaluation Update is 
an EU regulatory requirement. As such it focuses on the CSF only, and it therefore does not examine 
the majority of non co-financed aspects of the NDP. 
 
Regarding the CSF, and drawing on individual Operational Programme Updates already completed1, 
the Terms of Reference ask that the Update Evaluation:  
 
 provide a synthesis of overall CSF progress in both financial and physical terms to end-2004; 
 review the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the ESRI Mid-Term Evaluation 

with respect to co-financed expenditure and assess the extent to which these were implemented 
in the Mid-Term Review; 

 analyse significant socio-economic or policy developments that influenced or affected 
implementation of the CSF since the Mid-Term Evaluation; and 

 assess the impact of the CSF to date and express a view as to its likely final impact. 

                                                      
1 Farrell Grant Sparks, Update Evaluation of the EHRDOP, 2000-2006, September 2005 
Indecon, ESIOP Update Evaluation 2005, September 2005 
Fitzpatrick Associates, Update Evaluation of the PSOP, September 2005 
Fitzpatrick Associates, Update Evaluation of the Border, Midland and Western and Southern and Eastern 
Regional Operational Programmes, October 2005 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers, Update of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Peace II 2000-2006, October 05. 
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2. CSF Progress to end-2004 
 
The CSF co-finances all seven Operational Programmes (OPs) within the National Development Plan 
2000-06. Within these it funds a total of 112 individual Measures or Sub-Measures. At OP level, the 
three largest shares in the CSF go to the ESIOP, EHRDOP and Southern & Eastern Regional 
Operational Programmes, with a combined total of just under three-quarters of total CSF co-financing. 
The balance is divided between the BMW and Productive Sector OPs. 
 
At the end of 2004, €4.7bn of CSF co-financed expenditure had been utilised. This represents 72% of 
total projected spend over the CSF period as a whole. Given that five out of seven (71%) 
programming years had passed, the CSF is thus broadly on target.2  
 
Within the overall 72% average, financial performance varies widely between and within Operational 
Programmes. At OP level, expenditure at end-2004 ranged from 90% of the Programme total down to 
50%. Within individual OPs the range is even wider, from as low as 10% to in excess of 100%, and at 
Measure level the expenditure performance gap widens even further.  
 
Within the overall satisfactory financial performance, there is therefore a very wide level of variability. 
The overall average satisfactory performance is also helped by relatively high expenditure in a 
number of major co-financed areas, generally but not always associated with roads and other 
infrastructure. 
 
Expenditure to date is high in areas where absorption capacity is equally large and available. This 
includes areas such as both National and Non-National Roads. Against that, failure to meet 
expenditure targets generally involves a combination of: 
 
(a) initial over-provision in the sense that likely demand was over-estimated in the first place; 
(b) difficulties, either initial or ongoing, on the administrative “supply-side”. Many such difficulties 

existed in the early years of the CSF, but have subsequently been resolved, e.g. in Rural Water in 
the Regional OPs; and 

(c) lower than expected “demand” for grants from the private sector, in some instances because of 
external variables such as Foot and Mouth disease and a weak tourism sector in the early years 
of the CSF period. 

 
Physical progress is generally correlated with financial progress. Exceptions are a number of areas 
where costs were higher than originally anticipated, for example in the case of national primary road 
investment. In some cases also, progress indicators are running ahead of financial expenditure. This 
can be either because costs have proved to be less than expected, but also in some cases because 

                                                      
2 If allowance is made for the N+2 rule, i.e. that expenditure can continue to end-2008, five out of nine 
years, or 55% of the expenditure time period has passed, meaning the Programme would be ahead 
of target in this sense. 
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physical progress indicators are themselves not as representative of actual expenditure as would be 
desirable.  

3. External Developments 
 
The ESRI Mid-Term Evaluation examined the CSF period up to the end of 2002. It was undertaken 
during the first half of 2003, a period of considerable macro-economic uncertainty. The exceptional 
growth of the Celtic Tiger period had come to an end, and there was a distinct unease about the 
immediate economic outlook. In practice, the more pessimistic predictions of the time did not prove 
correct and growth returned, albeit it at a lower rate. 
 
Continued growth, both economic and demographic, has presented both challenges and opportunities 
for implementation of the CSF. The challenge involved, associated rises in demand for many of the 
infrastructure and service areas co-financed, e.g. in the areas of transport and childcare provision. 
Consequently, co-financed areas have frequently found themselves having to “run to stand still”. 
 
The state of the economy also involved positive elements. Uptake in a variety of demand-led 
Measures remains buoyant, for example in Micro-enterprise schemes in the Regional OPs. Also, 
growing immigration has helped to increase capacity and constrain costs in the construction industry, 
a key aspect of infrastructural investment.  
 
In policy terms, a large number of relevant policies were published during the period since the Mid-
Term Evaluation. Very often, however, these have not had significant tangible impacts on 
implementation of the CSF. Reasons for this include the fact that policy documents do not necessarily 
lead to decisions, and that broad policy decisions do not necessarily have direct implications for 
Programme implementation on the ground. Lead times, particularly in infrastructural areas, are also 
long.  
 
There are some instances where Managing Authorities report that policy developments did affect 
implementation, e.g. in the case of aspects of RTDI in the Productive Sector Operational Programme, 
while the Regional Operational Programmes report that the existence of the National Spatial Strategy 
and Regional Planning Guidelines have affected local authority non-national road prioritisation. 

4. Status of Mid-Term Evaluation Recommendations 
 
This aspect of the Terms of Reference relates to the recommendations of the ESRI Mid-Term 
Evaluation regarding CSF expenditure. The Institute recommended that investment in infrastructure, 
particularly via the ESIOP, should increase and expenditure in the other Operational Programmes 
should be reduced. 
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These recommendations were broadly accepted in the formal Mid-Term Review of the CSF.  There 
were a number of exceptions in the case of individual Priorities, generally reflecting practical 
Programming considerations rather than issues of principle. 

5. Impact 
 
Systematically assessing the overall impact, and likely impact, of the current CSF to date is not easy. 
Isolating the impact of investment programmes such as the CSF is always challenging due, for 
example, to the presence of other extraneous influences on relevant trends and the associated 
challenge of identifying distinct CSF causation. The fact that the CSF is not yet complete, that it is 
only a small part of the NDP, and that co-financed investment is heterogeneous in nature all 
contribute to the challenge. 
 
At the level of individual Operational Programmes, tangible results are however evident on the 
ground. In areas such as training, provision of childcare places, enterprise development and road 
investment, the intended outputs are being delivered and these involve increased or improved 
services, and other real benefits for users.  
 
Progress has been slower than expected. Rising costs or initially under-estimated costs mean that 
benefits may be less than might have originally been expected. Levels of benefits are also broadly 
correlated with the extent of expenditure, so most obviously in the cases where there is no 
expenditure, the benefits cannot occur. 
 
An analysis of data on Ireland’s relative performance within the EU in the broad infrastructural and 
socio-economic areas that are EU co-financed shows that Ireland is above the EU performance 
economically, especially as measured by per capita output. This performance is true also for the 
BMW Region which is gradually converging on the EU per capita output.  
 
In relation to underlying drivers of economic performance, the position is more mixed. In a number, 
notably in the Human Resources area, Ireland is at or above EU standards, but in others it is 
frequently below, e.g. in aspects of transport and environmental infrastructure. Also, in these it is not 
necessarily converging on the EU average and in some instances the relative position (though not 
necessarily absolute one) may even be falling. 
 
Such findings do not constitute “failure” of the CSF. Rather, the analysis is a reminder that other EU 
Member States too are improving their positions. Also, extraneous variables beyond CSF (or NDP) 
investment can be at work. Consequently, and notwithstanding considerable progress in Ireland, our 
relative position within the EU is not necessarily automatically improved as a result. 
 
The most robust evidence of the positive overall impact, actual and likely, of the CSF is the results of 
the ESRI macro-economic modelling of CSF impact. The Institute has analysed the 1994-99 CSF on 
an ex post basis, as well as the current CSF on an ex ante basis and at the Mid-Term stage. In all 
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cases, the findings indicate that existence of the CSF means that Irish GNP and GNP growth are 
higher than would otherwise be the case. The most recent macro-economic modelling, which was 
undertaken by the ESRI in the MTE, found that the initial impact of the CSF on GNP was 1.4% in 
2002. By 2015, this effect would still be at 0.7%. 
 
More widely, Community value-added can also be seen in a number of other more qualitative ways.  
 
 in “policy terms”, EU involvement influenced prioritisation of a number of policy themes which 

might not have occurred to the same extent otherwise. These include gender and equality, the 
environment, innovation, regional development, and North-South co-operation; 

 in “confidence” terms due to the reassurance of a major multi-annual public investment 
programme in key areas of the economy, supported by large and high profile EU assistance. This 
provided an important signal to businesses and to other key stakeholders of EU commitment to 
Irish convergence, and Irish commitment to taking advantage of the opportunity on offer; and  

 in expenditure “programming” terms, the requirements of the CSF contributed to the development 
and expansion of multi-annual programming, to more extensive adoption of a partnership 
approach at national and local level, and to a greater level of formal monitoring and evaluation of 
Programmes. Within the present CSF, a more consistent level of investment has continued to be 
achieved in co-financed than in non-co-financed parts of the NDP. 

 
In regard to the latter “programming” effect, there could be some concerns about the extent to which 
multi-annual investment planning would be retained when the “glue” of Structural Funds largely 
disappears. However, developments in this regard are reassuring. The programming impact has 
already become evident in two major recent national decisions: 
 
 the new Department of Finance Guidelines with regard to five-year capital frameworks, and the 

associated reporting and project evaluation requirements which have many resonances with the 
CSF requirements; and 

 the recent announcement (4th August 2005) that there will be a new, largely nationally-funded 
National Development Plan from the period 2007-13 inclusive.  

 
The basis for these decisions is not now an EU regulatory requirement; they are instead a national 
choice. Successive CSFs, and their success and impact can take no little credit for this.  

6. National Strategic Reference Framework 2007-13 
For the 2007-13 EU programming period, a new “National Strategic Reference Framework” (NSRF) 
will replace the CSF as the overall framework agreement with the EU. Ireland’s status will alter greatly 
with very much less funding and a reduced range of eligible activities. Looking to the NSRF 2007-13, 
various approaches to programming can be adopted. Broadly speaking, there are two overall 
approaches to planning the new programme: 
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 to select a number of the existing 2000-06 Priorities (and Measures within them) which have 
proven effective and efficient, and which in particular have a proven track record of spending; or 

 to take a more strategic approach and focus the NSRF around a small number of major strategic 
sectors, areas or issues such as the knowledge economy, the NSS or RTDI. 

 
The two approaches are not of course entirely mutually exclusive, for example elements of existing 
Priorities could be included in a more strategic framework. 
 
Each approach has advantages and disadvantages. Selection of existing proven “spenders” will 
minimise danger of underspend especially in the early years of the NSRF, and consequent potential 
loss of EU co-financing. It also has less planning, administrative and compliance costs, and it can 
involve more continuity with existing successful investment areas such as non-national roads where 
needs continue to be very large. 
 
A more strategic approach, on the other hand, might fit better with the spirit of the NSRF and might 
allow for more distinct impact and focus, especially alongside the new mainstream NDP. It could, 
however, if overly innovative risk underspend and unanticipated problems. Both were very prevalent 
in the early years of this CSF.  
 
At this early stage in the programming cycle, we do not propose to recommend either approach. Also, 
such a choice is not based solely on current CSF experience. Indeed, our contribution is to elaborate 
on the significance and implications of current CSF experience in this context. 
 
Chapter 7 of the main report therefore addresses each of the two approaches in turn, drawing on the 
findings of the earlier Chapters. Section 7.6 rates the existing Priorities in the current CSF in terms of 
their appropriateness for continued co-financing in the next period. Section 7.7 explores what a more 
strategic approach to the NSRF might look like, and what its possible content might be. 

7. The Importance of Early Planning 
 
An important implication of this approach, also flowing from conclusions drawn in previous sections 
with regard to the progress and performance of present CSF, is the importance of early preparation 
for the next co-financing period. This will allow appropriate programmes to be identified and defined. It 
could also allow project selection procedures to commence, any start-up difficulties to be addressed, 
and would avoid lags in expenditure in the initial years of the period.  
 
The latter were evident in a number of areas under the present CSF, with many investment areas not 
really commencing properly for a number of years. This is reflected in the extent to which there has 
been considerable catch-up since the Mid-Term, but not all periods lost early on can easily be 
recovered in full.   
 
Specific aspects of early planning would include: 
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 taking decisions on the type of broad approach to be taken, such as alternatives outlined in the 

two previous sections; 
 undertaking the ex-ante evaluation early in the preparatory process, while there is still time to 

influence the new Framework; 
 consideration of additional delivery mechanisms such as competitive delivery and challenge 

funding; 
 better integrating of the selection of indicators into programme and project objectives, rather than 

having these as an “add on” later;  
 early consideration at programme and Measure level of how value for money is to be identified, 

interpreted and assured; 
 involving the candidate Managers and implementing bodies now; 
 more examination of feasibility including estimating need/demand and the capacity of the delivery 

system;  
 consideration of how to integrate the ERDF and ESF spend within a single strategic approach; 
 considering whether and how the CSF might retain an element of financial identifiability and 

distinctiveness, possibly modelled on the existing Community Initiatives; and 
 identification of development of appropriate organisational capability and capacity, especially in 

regard to either newer interventions or to previous interventions which, while developmentally 
important, failed to date for delivery reasons. 

 
There is now a year before the 2007-13 period commences. The opportunity is there to utilise this 
time to avoid many of the early pitfalls of the current round. 
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NOTE ON NDP AND CSF TERMINOLOGY 
 
 The NDP is the overall national investment programme. It is divided into seven Operational 

Programmes, each of which is in turn divided into “Priorities” (Pillars in EHRDOP) and these 
Priorities are divided into Measures, and some Measures into Sub-Measures. 

 
 The CSF is that part of the NDP that is co-financed (i.e. jointly financed) by the EU Structural 

Funds. This co-financing involves all seven Operational Programmes, 26 of the Priorities and 112 
of the Measures. This Update Evaluation focuses on the CSF co-financed elements only of the 
NDP.  

 
 In the co-financed part of the NDP examined here, “expenditure” can refer to four different 

dimensions which can be potentially confusing: 
- “Structural Fund expenditure”, i.e. the European ESF, ERDF, FIFG, and EAGGF (FEOGA) 

contributions specifically; 
- “Co-financed expenditure”, i.e. Structural Funds plus the matching national public (and 

private) contribution. This is the main expenditure figure used here; 
- “Total NDP expenditure under the co-financed elements”, i.e. co-financed expenditure 

plus additional non-co-financed national expenditure which is very significant in some 
instances. This is sometimes referred to here for comparison purposes or where no CSF-
specific information is available; 

- “Total NDP expenditure”, i.e. all NDP expenditure in an OP, Priority or Measure, including 
expenditure in all non-co-financed parts of the programme, (i.e. not just EU co-financed 
parts). This is generally not used here, except for a brief reference to the NDP as a whole in 
Chapter 2. 

 
 In financial terms, for the period 2000-06, the revised forecasts for expenditure at each of these 

levels are: 
 

Structural Funds €3.32bn 
CSF Co-financed €6.42bn 
Total NDP Co-Financed Components €25.51bn 
Total NDP €58.36bn 

 
 Current year prices are used for the financial data throughout the report
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Chapter 1 Introduction and Background 

1.1 The Irish Community Support Framework 

1.1.1 Introduction 

EU Structural Fund assistance to Ireland is nearing the end of the third Community Support 
Framework (CSF) period. Beginning in 1989, three successive CSFs have constituted the framework 
agreed between Ireland and the European Commission for utilisation of Structural Funds within the 
corresponding Irish National Development Plans. Each CSF therefore constituted the co-financed 
element of the NDP.  
 
The current 2000-06 CSF involves total expenditure of €6.42bn. It constitutes about 11% of the NDP 
as a whole. This is a much smaller percentage share than under previous NDPs. The drop reflects 
both the lower amount of EU Structural Funding available to Ireland in the current round and the 
expanded scope of the present NDP as against previous periods.  
 
The current CSF3 is designed to contribute to the four overarching objectives of the NDP: 
 
 continuing sustainable national development and employment growth;  
 consolidating and improving Ireland’s economic competitiveness;  
 fostering balanced regional development;  
 promoting social inclusion. 

 
The CSF co-finances a wide range of Measures, 112 in all across all seven NDP Operational 
Programmes (OPs): Economic and Social Infrastructure; Employment and Human Resources 
Development, Productive Sector; the two Regional Operational Programmes; the Peace II 
Programme (Border Region only) and the small Technical Assistance Operational Programme. 

1.1.2 Overview of CSF  

Total co-financed investment under the CSF is projected at €6.42bn4 as per the revised forecast. This 
involves €3.32bn of EU funding, together with €2.37bn of matching public funding and a €0.7bn 
private sector contribution. The breakdown by OP and source of funds is shown in Table 1.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
3 Community Support Framework for Ireland, 2000-06. 
4 Includes funds that have been approved for the Peace II Extension to 2005 and 2006. 
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TABLE 1.1: BREAKDOWN OF CSF FUNDS 2000-06, REVISED FORECASTS 
OP Total CSF 

(€mn) 
% Total EU 

(€mn) 
% Matching 

Public 
(€mn) 

% Private 
Contribution 

(€mn) 

% 

ESIOP 1,798.3 28.0 1,039.6 31.3 758.7 32.0 - 
EHRDOP 1,546.4 24.1 892.1 26.9 654.3 27.6 - 
PSOP 829.6 12.9 282.4 8.5 180.3 7.6 366.9 50.4
BMW OP 730.6 11.4 402.4 12.1 162.3 6.8 165.9 22.8
S&E OP 1,332.0 20.7 570.2 17.2 566.0 23.9 195.8 26.9
Peace II OP 173.45 2.7 130 3.9 43.4 1.8 - 
Technical 
Assistance OP 

9.8 0.2 4.9 0.1 4.9 0.2 - 

Total  6,420.1 100.0 3,321.6 100.0 2,369.9 100.0 728.6 100
SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 
 
The breakdown of the Structural Fund component of €3.3bn can be seen in Table 1.2. As shown it 
involves €2.018bn of ERDF (61%), €1.058bn of ESF (32%), €0.174bn of EAGGF (5%) and €0.071bn 
of FIFG (2%) funding. ERDF funding is concentrated in the ESIOP (about half), with some also in the 
two Regional OPs and some in the PSOP. ESF is mostly in the EHRDOP. 
 
TABLE 1.2: STRUCTURAL FUNDS IN THE CSF 2000-06 
OP ERDF 

(€mn) 
ESF 

(€mn) 
EAGGF 
(€mn) 

FIFG 
(€mn) 

ESIOP 1,039.6 0 0 0
EHRDOP 0 892.1 0 0
PSOP 240.3 0 0 42.1
BMW OP 261.9 37.1 87.3 16.1
S&E OP 399.6 87.3 73.7 9.6
Peace II OP 72.0 42.3 12.6 2.7
Technical Assistance OP 4.9 0 0 0
Total  2,018.3 1,058.8 173.6 70.5
SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 
 
By OPs, the largest shares of the CSF are accounted for by ESIOP (28.0%), EHRDOP (24.1%) and 
the Southern and Eastern Regional Operational Programme (20.7%). The balance is accounted for 
by the BMW Regional OP and PSOP (11% and 13% respectively) and the smaller Peace II and the 
Technical Assistance Programmes. This can be seen in Table 1.3 below. 
 
TABLE 1.3: CSF EXPENDITURE BY OPERATIONAL PROGRAMME 
Operational Programme €mn %
ESIOP 1,798.3 28.0
EHRDOP 1,546.4 24.1
S&E OP 1,332.0 20.7
PSOP 829.6 12.9
BMW OP 730.6 11.4
Peace II OP 173.4 2.7
Technical Assistance OP 9.8 0.2
Total 6,420.1 100.0
SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 
 
Within the individual OPs, CSF expenditure is concentrated in specific co-financed Measures and 
Sub-Measures. This is quite important to the scope and focus of the present Update as the MTE had 
                                                      
5 This figure includes the extra funding in the Peace II Extension to 2006. 
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a wide focus; it evaluated all Measures (co-financed and non-co-financed). In some OPs the CSF 
investment is heavily concentrated in a small number of Measures. In the ESIOP for example, it is 
concentrated in six Measures (excluding the small Technical Assistance Measure), but the two largest 
(National Roads and Public Transport) account for the bulk (90.3%) of it. In the PSOP, eight 
Measures are co-financed. In EHRDOP and the Regional OPs, the co-financed expenditure is more 
widely and evenly spread. Where Measures are co-financed, this is not necessarily the entire 
Measure, i.e. in some OPs Measures can include both co-financed and non-co-financed Sub-
Measures. 
 
Co-financed Priorities and Measures are summarised below: 
 
 ESIOP, four EU co-financed Priorities and seven Measures; 
 PSOP, three Priorities and five Measures (with some Sub-Measures); 
 EHRDOP, five Priorities, 24 Measures; 
 BMW OP, four Priorities, 16 Measures (with some Sub-Measures); 
 S&E OP, four Priorities, 16 Measures (with some Sub-Measures); 
 Peace II OP, six Priorities, 23 Measures (with some Sub-Measures); 
 Technical assistance OP, six Measures. 

1.1.3 Wider NDP Context 

In Table 1.4 we show the 2000-06 (revised) CSF expenditure targets for each OP and each co-
financed Priority within it. We also show the NDP total 2000-06 revised target for each OP for both co-
financed Priorities and non-co-financed Priorities. 
 

FIGURE 1.1: CSF SHARE OF NDP, 2000-06  
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As can be seen, the CSF constitutes 11% of the overall NDP investment. Peace II and Technical 
Assistance both have the largest portions of their budgets co-financed, while the Regional OPs have 
between one-fifth and one-quarter of their budgets co-financed. The ESIOP has the lowest co-
financed proportion, see also Figure 1.1.   
 
TABLE 1.4: CSF CO-FINANCED OPS AND PRIORITIES: CO-FINANCED AND TOTAL NDP  
                    FORECAST EXPENDITURE (REVISED FORECASTS1, 2000-06) 

OP and Priority CSF NDP CSF as % 
of NDP total  

Economic & Social Infrastructural OP 1,797.30 28,267.10 6.4 
National Roads 942.96 7,727.59 12.2 
Public Transport 680.53 3,534.26 19.3 
Environmental Infrastructure 124.18 3,129.19 4.0 
Sustainable Energy 47.64 176.02 27.1 
Housing 0.00 10,070.16 0.0 
Health Facilities 0.00 3,627.88 0.0 
Technical Assistance 1.99 1.99 100.0 
     
Employment and Human Resources 

Development OP 
1,546.35 14,875.98 10.4 

Employability 987.44 8,354.52 11.8 
Entrepreneurship 288.97 547.44 52.8 
Adaptability 245.73 3,363.13 7.3 
Equality  18.09 20.45 88.4 
Other Measures 6.12 2,590.44 0.2 
     
Productive Sector OP 829.64 4,488.51 18.5 
RTDI 710.61 2,297.54 30.9 
Industry 0.00 1,698.88 0.0 
Marketing 0.00 358.24 0.0 
Sea Fisheries 118.35 132.39 89.4 
Technical Assistance 0.69 1.47 46.7 
     
BMW Regional OP 730.55 3,686.04 19.8 
Local Infrastructure 260.89 2,297.32 11.4 
Local Enterprise Development 191.20 470.54 40.6 
Agriculture & Rural Development 202.97 566.62 35.8 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 75.49 351.56 21.5 
     
S&E Regional OP 1,332.04 5,026.70 26.5 
Local Infrastructure 553.40 2,739.63 20.2 
Local Enterprise Development 247.33 574.37 43.1 
Agriculture & Rural Development 280.64 525.95 53.4 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 250.67 1,186.75 21.1 
     
Peace II OP2 141.38 141.38 100.0 
Economic Renewal 19.97 19.97 100.0 
Social Integration, Inclusion and Reconciliation 29.33 29.33 100.0 
Locally based Regeneration 23.47 23.47 100.0 
Outward and Forward Looking 2.67 2.67 100.0 
Cross-border Cooperation 52.20 52.20 100.0 
Technical Assistance 13.74 13.74 100.0 
     

Technical Assistance OP 9.80 19.69 49.8 
     

TOTAL 6,387.06 56,505.40 11.3 
Note: 1 latest as of end of 2004, 2 2000-04 allocations 

SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 
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In some individual Priorities, the CSF share of the NDP is quite substantial (Sea Fisheries in the 
PSOP - 89.39%) and in others quite small (Environmental Infrastructure in the ESIOP - 3.97%). The 
CSF component across the NDP is the focus of this Update Evaluation. 

1.2 Terms of Reference 

1.2.1 The Mid-Term Evaluation  

The Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) of the 2000-06 NDP was undertaken by the Economic and Social 

Research Institute (ESRI) in 20036. Alongside it, Mid-Term Evaluations were also completed for each 

individual Operational Programme. These Evaluations all examined both co-financed and non-co-

financed Measures. 

1.2.2  Requirement for an Update Evaluation  

The Update Evaluation has its roots in the EU Structural Fund Regulations. Article 42(4) of the 
Regulation (EC No. 1260/99) requires an Update of the Mid-Term Evaluations of the Programmes 
and of the CSF. The regulations apply to the CSF as a whole and to co-financed elements of all 
individual OPs, mainstream and Community Initiatives. The Regulation states that: 
 
“As a continuation of the Mid-Term Evaluation, it shall be updated for each Community Support 
Framework and assistance and completed not later than 31 December 2005 in order to prepare 
for subsequent assistance operations”. 
 
As set out in the Terms of Reference, the present CSF Update Evaluation is intended to be “a 
strategic high level review”, building on both the Mid-Term and Update Evaluations at individual 
Operational Programme level. The key objectives of the Update are to: provide an analysis of overall 
progress under the CSF to end 2004; assess the likely eventual impact; and draw lessons and 
conclusions as to priorities for future EU co-funded programmes in the 2007-13 period. The 
Evaluation is also asked to include an update of the Mid-Term Evaluation of the Technical Assistance 
Operational Programme which is not the subject of a separate Update. 

1.2.3 Update Evaluation Terms of Reference 

The Terms of Reference set out three corresponding “analytical tasks” which must be undertaken.  
 
Task 1: Review of Developments since the Mid-Term Evaluation – against the background of the Mid-Term 
Evaluation undertaken in 2003, the Update is asked to include:  
 a review of the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the Mid-Term Evaluation with respect to 

EU co-financed expenditure and an assessment of the extent to which these were implemented in the Mid-
Term Review or taken on board subsequently in the Programme Evaluation; 

 an analysis of any significant external socio-economic or policy developments (EU and National) that have 
influenced or affected the implementation of the CSF since the Mid-Term Evaluation. 

                                                      
6 ESRI, The Mid-Term Evaluation of the National Development Plan and Community Support Framework for 
Ireland 2000 to 2006, NDP/CSF Evaluation Unit, 2003. 
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Task 2: Analysis of Progress to Date – Drawing on the OP level Evaluations and overall CSF progress reports, 
the Evaluation should provide a synthesis of overall progress in both financial and physical terms to end 2004. 
The assessment of physical progress should draw, as appropriate, on CSF and OP performance indicators and 
should also include a review of physical and financial progress at NUTS II level. 
Task 3: Impact – Drawing on the analysis of progress to date and the OP Evaluations, and having regard to the 
key objectives that underpin the CSF, the evaluator should assess the impact of the CSF to date and express a 
view as to the likely final impact of the CSF. 
 
Our methodology, set out in Section 1.3, is built around these key tasks. 
 
Regarding conclusions and recommendations, the Terms of Reference state that:   
 
 the Evaluator is expected to draw appropriate conclusions in relation to the analytical tasks;  
 the Evaluator’s assessment of likely socio-economic impact of the CSF component is sought;  
 conclusions and recommendations on Priorities for potential future EU co-funded programmes 

are useful;  
 it is open to the Evaluator to articulate any other general or programme-wide conclusions that 

derive from the analysis; and finally  
 the Evaluator can make recommendations on any matter related to co-funded expenditure but 

this is not the primary focus of the Update.  
We return to these requirements in our final chapter. 

1.2.4 Key Parameters 

Reflecting the nature and requirements of the Terms of Reference, the present Evaluation is thus 

quite specific in its nature and focus. In summary: 

 
 it deals with the EU co-financed Measures only, i.e. those Measures that are part of the Irish CSF. 

In this respect it differs considerably from the NDP Mid-Term Evaluation;  

 for these Measures it deals, strictly speaking, with CSF expenditure, although in some cases it 

alludes to total expenditure (co-financed and non-co-financed) where this is different;  

 for the co-financed Measures, it focuses as much as possible on developments since the Mid-

Term Evaluation Reports and the formal Mid-Term Review (MTR). In practice, this refers to the 

period since the end of 2002;  

 its timing means that it is not designed to contribute substantially to programming (or re-

programming) during the current CSF period; 

 it addresses likely impact but is not an ex post evaluation, it is rather the “final” evaluation in the 

sense of being the last one prior to the start of planning for post-2006; 

 it considers implications for post-2006 planning, but bases these mainly on experience to date 

and does not constitute the ex ante evaluation of the next structural fund round or NDP; and 

 it builds on, but also does not repeat the full details of, the individual OP-level Update Evaluation 

reports just completed. Readers wishing to have more detail on individual OPs are referred to 

these reports. 
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With regard to the latter point, the present report therefore draws heavily on these individual Update 

reports: 

 

 

 Farrell Grant Sparks, Update Evaluation of the EHRDOP, 2000-2006, September 2005 

 Indecon, ESIOP Update Evaluation 2005, September 2005 

 Fitzpatrick Associates, Update Evaluation of the PSOP, September 2005 

 Fitzpatrick Associates, Update Evaluation of the Border, Midland and Western and the Southern 

and Eastern Regional Operational Programmes, October 2005 

 PriceWaterhouseCoopers, Update of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Peace II 2000-2006, October 

2005. 

 

For readability purposes these are not cited continuously throughout the text, but their role as a key 

source is acknowledged here. 

 

In terms of the dividing-line between this overall CSF Update and the individual OP ones, and the 

Terms of Reference requirement to be high level and strategic, we have aimed to focus, especially in 

tabular information, on the CSF as a whole and on OP and Priority level. More detailed Measure-

specific information is contained in the relevant OP-level Update Reports. 

 

In terms of regional information, we generally focus on the NUTS II level as explicitly requested in the 

Terms of Reference. NUTS III level analysis of OP performance was part of the requirements of the 

Regional OP-level Updates. 

 

The relatively specialist nature of both the CSF itself and of the Update Evaluation, added to by the 

heterogeneity of the investment areas, is a challenge for presentation generally. We have therefore 

aimed to strike a balance between technical precision on the one hand, and readability on the other. 

At times, specific aspects of the ToR requirements are difficult to present in a manner that is other 

than somewhat complex. At other times, we avoid some of the finer technicalities in order to keep text 

reasonably clear and simple. 

 
Particular presentation challenges have related to Measures where not all parts are co-financed; 

Measures where the CSF constitutes a very small part of the wider NDP investment, use of 

alternative definitions of forecast spend, comparison of CSF spend and NDP-wide physical indicators, 

and areas where the revised targets constitute huge reductions on the original ones. 
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Generally we: 

 
 refer to CSF expenditure only (i.e. structural fund and national co-financing), but allude to total 

NDP also (i.e. CSF plus non-co-financed) where there is a reason to do so. We avoid focusing on 

the Structural Fund element only, e.g. ESF expenditure; 

 use the revised forecast of total expenditure for the full programme period (i.e. 2000-06); 

 compare actual spend at end-2004 with total forecast spend for the CSF period as a whole (i.e. 

not just to end-2004); and 

 use physical indicators for Measure activity as a whole (i.e. co-financed and non-co-financed) 

since that is what is available. 

 
These practices are adopted for consistency and simplicity purposes, and are not argued to be 

superior to alternatives. Alternatives are used in some of the individual OP Update Evaluations. 

1.3 Evaluation Work Programme 
 
Our approach to undertaking the Evaluation derives from the nature of both the CSF and of the Terms 
of Reference. Key elements in this approach follow from key issues listed in Section 1.2.3 above. 
They include: 
 
 systematically addressing the Terms of Reference; 
 a focus on the relevant co-financed Measures; 
 utilisation of the Operational Programme Updates where appropriate; and 
 a focus on lessons for post-2006 programming. 

 
The following sections set out our approach to the individual analytical tasks: 
 
 Inception Phase. This was the formal start of the project. The purpose was to refine the 

approach, method and work programme, to access key information sources including the then 
draft Operational Programme Update Evaluations, and agree on any direct consultation that was 
to take place. It included meetings with the NDP/CSF Evaluation Unit of the Department of 
Finance, and with the Steering Committee. 

 Review Status of MTE Recommendations. The status of each ESRI Mid-Term Evaluation 
(MTE) recommendation (relating to co-financed Measures/Sub-Measures) was established. 
Information was obtained from sources such as the Managing Authority and Monitoring 
Committee Reports.7  

 
 
                                                      
7 This differs from the individual OP Update Evaluation which dealt with the corresponding OP Mid-Term 
Evaluation recommendations. 
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 Review Relevant Socio-Economic and Policy Developments. Developments that have 
influenced or affected implementation since the MTE were reviewed. Reviews were undertaken of 
relevant policy documents and socio-economic trends. Other sources were the Managing 
Authorities, the Steering Committee and the Update Evaluations which also addressed these 
issues. Overall macro-policy developments into the next period have also been considered. 

 Review of Progress to Date: Performance indicators (financial, physical and impact) to end-
2004 were obtained from the Update Evaluations, Annual Progress Reports on OPs, or directly 
from the Managing Authorities. These were analysed in terms of performance against financial 
targets and performance against physical targets. The Department of Finance provided overall 
financial data.  

 Impact: Measure-level impact indicators were drawn upon for an assessment of the impact being 
achieved and likely impact. This drew heavily on the OP Evaluations and Updates. We also 
undertook Benchmarking of aspects of Ireland’s overall performance (relevant to the CSF 
investment) as against other EU Member States over the period, and previous ESRI modelling of 
CSF macroeconomic impact was reviewed.  

 Consultations: Consultations took place with the Department of Finance and the European 
Commission. 

 Proposals for Structural Funds 2007-13: The purpose of this module was to identify candidate 
interventions post-2006 from within the present co-financed Measures/Sub-Measures, and to 
consider wider aspects of the issue. 

 Synthesis and Reporting: This included synthesising findings, developing proposals and 
preparing the draft and final reports. 

 

1.4 Report Structure 
 
This final report on the CSF Update Evaluation is structured as follows: 
 
Chapter 1: sets out the background and context in terms of the NDP/CSF objectives and funding, the 
Terms of Reference, the scope and key parameters, and the programme of work undertaken to fulfil 
these requirements. 
 
Chapter 2: presents an overview of the financial progress of the CSF as a whole, and at OP and 
Priority level up to the end of 2004. 
 
Chapter 3: looks at developments in the external environment of the CSF since the MTE, and 
considers any implications arising from these for the Programme.  
 
Chapter 4: reviews the status of the ESRI MTE recommendations relating to co-financed Measures.  
 
Chapter 5: looks at progress at OP and Priority level. It reviews the progress of each individual OP in 
more depth than Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 6: addresses the overall CSF impact. The ESRI’s previous CSF macro-modelling and its 
findings are summarised, and selected indicators of Ireland’s degree of convergence on the EU 
average is examined across a number of areas relevant to the CSF investment.  
 
Chapter 7: synthesises the key findings and presents the Evaluation’s conclusions and 
recommendations, including those relating to potential EU co-financed programmes post-2006.  
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Chapter 2 CSF Financial Progress 2000-04 

2.1 Introduction 
 
This Chapter summarises the financial performance of the CSF to end-2004. It looks at financial 
progress at end-2004 as a percentage of the revised projected CSF spend over the programming 
period. It also examines how expenditure has progressed since the Mid-Term Evaluation. 
 
The focus of this Chapter is on a “top-down” and comparative overview. Chapter 5 looks at CSF 
performance for each individual OP. 

2.2 Overall CSF Planned Expenditure8 
 
As described in Chapter 1, the current CSF involves total expenditure of about €6.4bn over the full 
programming period. This is spread across the seven Operational Programmes in the NDP. 
 
As shown in Table 2.1 (first three columns), there are a total of 26 co-financed Priorities and 112 co-
financed Measures across the OPs. The five largest Priorities account for 60.8% of total CSF funding 
- these include National Roads and Public Transport from the ESIOP; Employability from the 
EHRDOP, RTDI from the PSOP and Local Infrastructure from the S&E Regional OP. The balance of 
the funding (39.2%) is divided between the other 22 Priorities. The four Priorities of the BMW OP 
account for 11.4% of this balance.  
 
Table 2.1 also shows (final two columns) the total NDP spend in the Priorities and Measures that are 
part of the CSF, i.e. it shows both co-financed and non-co-financed expenditure. It can be seen that 
on this larger definition projected expenditure is €26.1bn as against the CSF €6.4bn. The only case 
where the CSF and the co-financed parts of the OP are the same is in the Peace II Programme. 
Elsewhere its share varies from three-quarters in the PSOP down to about 14% in the ESIOP. And of 
course these shares relate to the relevant co-financed Measures only.  
 
As said in Chapter 1, the CSF constitutes about 11% of the NDP as a whole. The general point is a 
reminder of the position of the CSF as a sub-set of the NDP in terms not just of what is co-financed, 
but also in terms of the share of that activity that is co-financed. We allude to this occasionally again 
where exclusive focus on the CSF can, while technically correct and valid, be a somewhat partial one.  
 
 
 
 
                                                      
8 For definitions of the different indicators of expenditure see the “Note on NDP and CSF Expenditure 
Terminology” at the beginning of this report. 
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TABLE 2.1: EXPENDITURE TARGETS FOR EU CO-FINANCED MEASURES, 2000-06 
OP/Priorities No of co-

financed 
Measures/

Sub-
Measures

CSF Revised 
forecasts (€mn)

 
 
 

%

NDP1 Revised 
(€mn) 

 
 
 

%

Economic & Social Infrastructural 
OP 

7 1797.3 28.1  12,888.74 49.3

National Roads 1 942.96 14.8  7,727.59 29.6
Public Transport 2 680.53 10.7  3,534.26 13.5
Environmental Infrastructure 1 124.18 1.9  1448.88 5.5
Sustainable Energy 2 47.64 0.7  176.02 0.7
Technical Assistance 1 1.99 0.0  1.99 0.0
   
Employment and Human 

Resources Development OP 
24 1,546.35 24.2  7,428.20 28.4

Employability 9 987.44 15.5  5,493.39 21.0
Entrepreneurship 4 288.97 4.5  547.44 2.1
Adaptability 5 245.73 3.8  1,360.03 5.2
Equality  4 18.09 0.3  20.45 0.1
Other Measures 2 6.12 0.1  6.89 0.0
   
Productive Sector OP 8 829.65 13.0  1,130.88 4.3
RTDI 4 710.61 11.1  997.02 3.8
Sea Fisheries 3 118.35 1.9  132.39 0.5
Technical Assistance 1 0.69 0.0  1.47 0.0
   
BMW Regional OP 21 730.55 11.4  2,193.21 8.4
Local Infrastructure 6 260.89 4.1  1,239.00 4.7
Local Enterprise Development 8 191.20 3.0  374.45 1.4
Agriculture & Rural Development 4 202.97 3.2  451.47 1.7
Social Inclusion & Childcare 3 75.49 1.2  128.29 0.5
    
S&E Regional OP 21 1,332.04 20.9  2,329.04 8.9
Local Infrastructure 6 553.40 8.7  1,206.43 4.6
Local Enterprise Development 8 247.33 3.9  491.36 1.9
Agriculture & Rural Development 4 280.64 4.4  342.94 1.3
Social Inclusion & Childcare 3 250.67 3.9  288.31 1.1
   
Peace II OP2 25 141.37 2.2  141.38 0.5
Economic Renewal 4 19.97 0.3  19.97 0.1
Social Integration, Inclusion and 

Reconciliation 
6 29.33 0.5  29.33 0.1

Locally based Regeneration 2 23.47 0.4  23.47 0.1
Outward and Forward Looking 2 2.67 0.0  2.67 0.0
Cross-border Cooperation 8 52.20 0.8  52.20 0.2
Technical Assistance 3 13.74 0.2  13.74 0.1
   
Technical Assistance OP 6 9.80 0.2  19.69 0.1
TOTAL 112 6,387.06 100.0  26,131.14 100.0

Notes: 1 NDP expenditure in co-financed Measures only. 
            2 Does not include the extra funding for the Peace II Extension 
SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 

2.3 CSF Financial Progress at end 2004 

2.3.1 CSF Expenditure at end of 2004 

In this section, we look at how the CSF as a whole, the OPs and the co-financed Priorities are 
progressing financially at the end of 2004. The focus here is on CSF spend only. In doing so, a useful 
benchmark is that the CSF Programme is five sevenths or about 70% of the way through the full 
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period. This benchmark has the advantage of relying on the more fixed figure for projected spend 
over the whole period rather than more variable projections for intern periods, e.g. end-2004. It also 
leaves aside the issue of front-loading, which otherwise can tend to paint an unfavourable picture of 
actual spend. The CSF as a whole had reached 71.9% of its 2000-06 revised target, i.e. it was on 
track at end-2004, see Figure 2.1.  
 
At OP level: 
 
 the ESIOP, the BMW Regional OP and the Technical Assistance OP have surpassed 70%; 
 the EHRDOP and S&E Regional OP are near it at 68.6% and 60.9%, respectively;  
 the PSOP is below the benchmark at 53.2%; and 
 the Peace II OP is at 48.8% of its projected spend.9  

 

FIGURE 2.1: CSF EXPENDITURE BY OP TO END OF 2004, AS A % OF 2000-06 REVISED  
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SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 

 
Out of the 26 Priorities – eight are above the 70% benchmark and 18 are below. Of the 18 below the 
target, eight are between 50% and 70% whilst the remaining ten range from 15% to 49.5%. The fact 
that overall spend was on track, but most Priorities were somewhat below, reflects the fact that the 
larger Priorities were on or above the 70% benchmark, driving overall performance. This ability of 
larger areas to spend better is a pattern to which we return to in Chapter 6.  
 
Table 2.2 looks at CSF financial progress at the level of the individual OPs and Priorities. 
 
                                                      
9 The Peace II OP target relates to 2000-04; Peace II OP reached 48.8% of its 2000-04 target. 
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As shown the financial performance of the Priorities at end 2004 varies from as low as 15.4% to as 
high as 117.4% (i.e. % of 2000-06 revised projections). Within the ESIOP, National Roads has 
already achieved its revised financial 2000-06 target while Sustainable Energy has only achieved 
15.4% of its target.  
 
The EHRDOP Priorities range from a low of 36.1% expenditure achieved (Entrepreneurship) to 89.3% 
in the Adaptability Priority. 
 
Within the BMW Regional OP, Local Infrastructure has been a driving force behind the overall 
performance, as well as Social Inclusion and Childcare. At the other end of the scale, the Agriculture 
and Rural Development Priority has reached just 39.3% of its target for the overall period.  
 
Financial progress in the S&E Regional OP has been quite similar to the BMW in regards to those 
Priorities doing well and those doing less well - Local Infrastructure has been the driving force with 
Agriculture and Rural Development lagging behind with only 33.8% of its target achieved. 
 
The Southern and Eastern Regional Operational Programme, being exclusively for an Objective 1 in 
Transition Region, had its CSF financial profile front-loaded unlike any other OP. This distorts its 
performance if compared to targets to end-2004. However, the comparison here, which is over the life 
of the OP, avoids that pitfall.  
 
Priorities such as Agriculture and Rural Development under the Regional OPs and Sea Fisheries 
within the Productive Sector OP have thus not been performing well financially. This could be 
attributed to the slow down in these sectors which has occurred over the last few years. Other 
reasons for the lack of progress under these Priorities can be found in Chapter 5. 
 
The individual OP Update reports show that at the levels below Priority (i.e. Measure and Sub-
Measure) a similar pattern of very varied performance emerges. 
 
Substantive reasons for this tend to vary – start-up difficulties in new areas, important problems not 
resolved prior to programme launch, unexpected factors such as foot-and-mouth disease and lack of 
up-take in some demand-led areas. 
 
Another more technical point should also be made here. The extent of achievement of performance 
against targets depends not just on the quality of the performance but also that of the target. There 
were cases in some OPs of over-optimistic expenditure targets, notably in EHRDOP, coupled with the 
“Berlin Profile” front-loading. So underspends cannot automatically be assumed to be failure to 
deliver, they may reflect failure to plan properly. 
 
Against that, it must be noted that the expenditure percentages being used compare actual spend at 
end-2004 with revised projections for the full period, i.e. they reflect performance against already 
revised projections. So percentages well below targets themselves just recently revised are surprising 
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and may involve over-reliance on the N+2 rule, i.e. the fact that 2000-06 expenditure can continue to 
occur up to end-2008. 
 

TABLE 2.2: EXPENDITURE TO END OF 2004 BY OP AND PRIORITY 

Priority/OP 

2000-06 
Revised CSF 

Target 

CSF 
Cumulative 

Expenditure 
2000-04 

% of 
total 

spend 

CSF 2000-
04 as % of 

2000-06 
target 

Economic & Social Infrastructural OP 1797.30 1646.59 35.8 91.5 
National Roads 942.96 961.31 20.9 101.9 
Public Transport 680.53 578.34 12.6 85.0 
Environmental Infrastructure 124.18 97.59 2.1 78.6 
Sustainable Energy 47.64 7.36 0.2 15.4 
Technical assistance 1.99 1.99 0.0 100.0 
     
Employment and Human Resources 
Development OP 1,546.36 1,061.58 23.2 68.6 
Employability 987.44 725.81 15.8 73.5 
Entrepreneurship 288.97 104.32 2.3 36.1 
Adaptability 245.73 219.50 4.8 89.3 
Equality  18.10 9.34 0.2 51.6 
Other Measures 6.12 2.61 0.1 42.7 
     
Productive Sector OP 829.65 441.75 9.6 53.2 
RTDI 710.61 401.66 8.7 56.5 
Sea Fisheries 118.35 39.64 0.9 33.5 
Technical Assistance 0.69 0.45 0.0 65.0 
     
BMW Regional OP 730.55 559.26 12.1 76.6 
Local Infrastructure 260.89 306.27 6.7 117.4 
Local Enterprise Development 191.20 115.87 2.5 60.6 
Agriculture & Rural Development 202.97 79.79 1.7 39.3 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 75.49 57.33 1.2 75.9 
     
S&E Regional OP 1,332.04 811.85 17.7 60.9 
Local Infrastructure 553.40 462.46 10.1 83.6 
Local Enterprise Development 247.33 126.35 2.7 51.1 
Agriculture & Rural Development 280.64 94.84 2.1 33.8 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 250.67 128.20 2.8 51.1 
     

Peace II OP 141.381 69.27 1.4 48.8 
Economic Renewal 19.97 10.82 0.2 54.2 
Social Integration, Inclusion and Reconciliation 29.33 18.75 0.4 63.9 
Locally based Regeneration 23.47 11.34 0.2 48.3 
Outward and Forward Looking 2.67 0.41 0.0 15.4 
Cross-border Cooperation 52.20 21.15 0.5 40.5 
Technical Assistance 13.74 6.80 0.1 49.5 
     
Technical Assistance OP 9.80 7.77 0.2 79.3 
     
TOTAL 6,387.09 4,598.07 100.0 71.9 

Note:  1  Peace II OP target only 2000-04 
SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 
 
Treating the CSF programming period (including 2007 and 2008) as a nine-year one would mean that 
at end-2004 55% of the period had passed. Using this lower benchmark, Table 2.2 data still leaves 
two of the seven OPs (PSOP and Peace II) behind their co-financed expenditure target, and 14 of the 
26 Priorities in the same position. These are concentrated in the Peace II, EHRDOP and S&E 
Regional OPs. The conclusion that, notwithstanding major successes, the CSF has been suffering 
from either over-provision or under-expenditure is difficult to avoid. 
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2.3.2 Total NDP Expenditure to end of 2004 of the co-financed elements of the 
 Priorities 

The analysis in Section 2.3.1 has focused on CSF expenditure in the 26 co-financed Priorities. For 
contextual and comparative purposes this section looks at how these same Priorities performed to 
end-2004 with regard to their total NDP spend (i.e. CSF plus non-co-financed). The presence of this 
larger spend had already been alluded to in Section 2.1 above. 

 
In Table 2.3 we therefore look at total (co-financed and non-co-financed) expenditure under the co-
financed elements of each OP and Priority.  
 

TABLE 2.3: NDP EXPENDITURE TO END OF 20041 BY OP AND PRIORITY 
 
Priority/OP 

2000-06 Revised 
Target

Cumulative 
Expenditure 

2000-04 

Expenditure 
2000-04 as % of 

2000-06 target
Economic & Social Infrastructural OP 12,888.74 9,456.15 73.4 
National Roads 7,727.59 5,188.55 67.1 
Public Transport 3,534.26 2,550.43 72.2 
Environmental Infrastructure 1448.88 1671.90 115.4 
Sustainable Energy 176.02 45.27 24.9 
    

Employment and Human Resources 
Development OP 7,428.20 4,607.81 62.0 
Employability 5,493.39 3,655.61 66.5 
Entrepreneurship 547.44 256.95 46.9 
Adaptability 1,360.03 680.36 50.0 
Equality  20.45 12.07 59.0 
Other Measures 6.89 2.82 40.9 
    

Productive Sector OP 1,130.88 458.83 40.6 
RTDI 997.02 412.09 41.3 
Sea Fisheries 132.39 46.29 35.0 
Technical Assistance 1.47 0.45 30.4 
    

BMW Regional OP 2,193.21 817.60 37.3 
Local Infrastructure 1,239.00 476.53 38.5 
Local Enterprise Development 374.45 204.51 54.6 
Agriculture & Rural Development 451.47 70.77 15.7 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 128.29 65.79 51.3 
    

S&E Regional OP 2,329.04 1,020.85 43.8 
Local Infrastructure 1,206.43 590.12 48.9 
Local Enterprise Development 491.36 185.19 37.7 
Agriculture & Rural Development 342.94 99.53 29.0 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 288.31 146.01 50.6 
    

Peace II OP 141.382 69.27 48.8 
Economic Renewal 19.97 10.82 54.2 
Social Integration, Inclusion and Reconciliation 29.33 18.75 63.9 
Locally based Regeneration 23.47 11.34 48.3 
Outward and Forward Looking 2.67 0.41 15.4 
Cross-border Cooperation 52.20 21.15 40.5 
Technical Assistance 13.74 6.80 49.5 
    

Technical Assistance OP 19.69 9.64 49.0 
    

TOTAL 25,653.89 16,440.14 62.9 
Note: 1 refers to total NDP expenditure (co-financed and non-co-financed) in the co-financed parts of 
          the Programmes.   2  Peace II OP target only 2000-04 
SOURCE: MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 
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The relative financial performance of the OPs differ when looking at the total NDP expenditure 
financial figures for co-financed Measures, as opposed to CSF expenditure only. The overall 
performance across all the Measures is marginally less (62.9%) than that for the CSF (71.9%). 
 
There are some larger differences at individual OP level. The ESIOP continues to perform well 
although not to the same extent as it does in regards to CSF expenditure only. The BMW Regional 
OP has spent 37.3% of its total expenditure target compared to 76.6% at CSF level. The difference 
can be mostly attributed to the Local Infrastructure Priority where there is a large difference of 78.9 
percentage points between CSF and NDP targets reached. This means that the OP and especially 
the Local Infrastructure Priority are doing quite satisfactorily in terms of co-financed expenditure under 
the CSF. However, it is performing less well when total expenditure (including non-co-financed) is 
considered. This is a wider NDP wide issue which is not the focus of this evaluation. In the Technical 
Assistance OP, there is a difference of 30.3 percentage points between CSF and total expenditure. 
The differences between CSF and total expenditure for the PSOP, ESIOP and the S&E Regional OP 
range are below 20 percentage points. The smallest difference is in regard to the EHRDOP (6.6% 
difference in targets reached). These lower total NDP expenditure figures do not alter the success of 
financial performance under the CSF, but they do place it in a wider context. This suggests that either 
CSF co-financed parts of Measures perform better than non-co-financed counterparts, or that 
expenditure is adequate to meet CSF targets but not the higher NDP ones.  

2.3.3 CSF Progress to end of 2004 - Regional 
The Regional (NUTS II – Border, Midland and Western Region and Southern and Eastern Region) 
breakdown of the national CSF financial progress is shown in Table 2.4, i.e. it is the Regional 
equivalent of Table 2.2. 
 
Overall, CSF expenditure at end-2004 had reached 63.6% of the target in the BMW Region and 
76.6% in the S&E, both quite similar to the national performance (71.9%). 
 
At OP level, Table 2.4 reveals that expenditure in the BMW Region as a percentage of regional 
targets is behind the S&E Region in all national Operational Programmes, i.e. ESIOP, EHRDOP and 
PSOP. For example, the expenditure in the Productive Sector OP in the BMW Region is 26.7% 
compared to 72.1% in the S&E Region. The ESIOP in the S&E Region has nearly reached its 2000-
06 target, while in the BMW it is at 74.6%. 
 
At Priority level, the typical disparity between the two regions is not as distinct. The BMW Region has 
achieved more of its target than the S&E and the overall National level for the Environmental 
Infrastructure Priority in the ESIOP. The region has also outperformed the S&E in achieving 
expenditure targets on three of the five Priorities in the EHRDOP. Within the PSOP - the Sea 
Fisheries Priority - the BMW Region has achieved slightly more of its target than the S&E. Also, when 
looking at the individual Regional Operational Programmes, the BMW has achieved more of its 
financial targets for all Priorities than the S&E (see Table 2.4 below). 
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 TABLE 2.4: CSF EXPENDITURE TO END OF 2004 AT NUTS II LEVEL 
BMW S&E  

Priority/OP 2000-06 
Revised 

CSF 
Target 

Cumulative 
Expenditure 

2000-04 

Expenditure 
00-04 as % 
of 2000-06 

revised 
target 

2000-06 
Revised 

CSF 
Target 

Cumulative 
Expenditure 

2000-04 

Expenditure 
2000-04 as 

% of 2000-06 
revised 
target 

Economic & Social 
Infrastructural OP 561.98 419.39 74.6 1,234.31 1,225.22 99.3 
National Roads 455.00 346.17 76.1 487.96 615.14 110.8 
Public Transport 54.80 37.70 68.8 625.73 540.64 86.4 
Environmental Infrastructure 34.09 34.06 99.9 91.07 63.54 69.8 
Sustainable Energy 18.09 1.46 8.1 29.55 5.9 20.0 
       

Employment and Human 
Resources Development OP 492.86 303.55 61.6 1,053.49 758.01 72.0 
Employability 349.68 211.88 60.6 637.76 513.93 80.6 
Entrepreneurship 90.75 37.66 41.5 198.22 66.65 33.6 
Adaptability 50.76 52.95 104.3 194.97 166.55 85.4 
Equality  1.10 1.06 96.7 16.99 8.27 48.7 
Other Measures 0.57 0.00 0.0 5.55 2.61 47.0 
       

Productive Sector OP 344.64 92.18 26.7 485.00 349.56 72.1 
RTDI 276.35 68.69 24.9 434.26 332.97 76.7 
Sea Fisheries 67.93 23.33 34.3 50.42 16.30 32.3 
Technical Assistance 0.36 0.16 44.9 0.32 0.28 87.6 
       

Regional OP 730.55 559.26 76.6 1,332.04 811.85 60.9 
Local Infrastructure 260.89 306.27 117.4 553.40 462.46 83.6 
Local Enterprise Development 191.20 115.87 60.6 247.33 126.35 51.1 
Agriculture & Rural 
Development 202.97 79.79 39.3 280.64 94.84 33.8 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 75.49 57.33 75.9 250.67 128.20 51.1 
       

Peace II OP 141.381 69.27 48.8 - - - 
Economic Renewal 19.97 10.82 54.2 - - - 
Social Integration, Inclusion 
and Reconciliation 

29.33 18.75 63.9 
- - - 

Locally based Regeneration 23.47 11.34 48.3 - - - 
Outward and Forward 
Looking 

2.67 0.41 15.4 
- - - 

Cross-border Cooperation 52.20 21.15 40.5 - - - 
Technical Assistance 13.74 6.80 49.5 - - - 
       
Technical Assistance OP 4.42 3.11 70.4 5.38 4.66 86.6 
       

TOTAL 2,275.83 1,446.76 63.6 4,110.22 3,149.29 76.6 
Note: 1  Border region only and 2000-04 only 
SOURCE: MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 

2.4 Financial Progress since Mid-Term 

2.4.1 National Level Since 2002 

The previous sections have dealt with cumulative financial progress under the CSF at the end of 
2004. In this section we examine the financial progress specifically since the Mid-Term Evaluation, 
i.e. since end-2002.  
 
This allows us to see whether the successful OPs and Priorities have remained so, and whether 
areas of difficulty have been overcome. We do this by comparing the actual expenditure in 2000-02 
as a percentage of the revised 2000-06 target (2000-04 in the case of Peace II) with the actual 
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expenditure 2000-04 as a percentage of the same revised target. Use of the same denominator 
makes the percentages comparable, and allows us to assess the “catch up” rate of the OPs and 
Priorities. As can be seen at the overall CSF level, expenditure increased by 37.5 percentage points 
in 2003 and 2004. 
 
Using, as broad performance benchmarks, 43% as of the end of 2002 (3 out of 7 years) and 70% as 
of the end of 2004 (5 out of 7 years), we can summarise the level of catch up at OP level: 
 
 the ESIOP was already on target in 2002 and is now ahead of target; 
 the EHRDOP was just about on target then and is still on target; 
 the BMW Regional OP was behind in 2002 but has now caught up; 
 the Peace II OP was behind its 2000-04 target in 2002 and is still behind; and 
 the PSOP and S&E Regional OP were behind at the end of 2002 and are both still behind target 

at the end of 2004. The PSOP was 18.7 percentage points behind the benchmark at the end of 
2002 and is now 16.8 percentage points behind the benchmark at the end of 2004. The S&E OP 
on the other hand was behind by 20.4 percentage points at the end of 2002 and is now only 9.1 
percentage points behind the 2000-04 benchmark. 

 
The ESIOP has seen expenditure as a percentage of its targets increase by the largest number of 
percentage points (45.8%), while the Productive Sector has seen the smallest increase in expenditure 
(28.9%).10  
 
At Priority level, the National and Regional Infrastructure Priorities have seen the largest increase in 
their CSF spending – Local Infrastructure in the BMW Regional OP comes out first with a 60.4% 
increase since end-2002 – which can be partly attributed to the increase in the Non-National Roads 
Sub-Measure (114 percentage point increase), and the Urban and Village Renewal Measure which 
saw an increase from 26% in 2002 to 67% in 2004. Local Infrastructure in the S&E Regional OP 
follows this, then Social Inclusion and Childcare in the BMW Regional OP, and National Roads in the 
ESIOP.  
 
Sustainable energy has seen just a 12.8% increase in their spending from a 2.6% spend in the 2000-
02 period. Marginally behind is the Entrepreneurship Priority in the EHRDOP. While it has spent 
36.1% of its target up to the end of 2004, it has only seen an increase of 12.6 percentage points since 
2002. The resulting overall absolute levels are referred to again in Chapter 7, and are a determinant 
of suitability of Priorities for post 2006 funding (see Figure 7.5). 
 
 
 
                                                      
10 Its targets are in the process of being lowered, but a final decision is yet to be confirmed by the European 
Commission.   
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 TABLE 2.5: CHANGE IN FINANCIAL PROGRESS SINCE THE MID-TERM EVALUATION 
 
Priority/OP 

Expenditure 2000-
02 as % of 2000-06 
revised CSF target

Expenditure 
2000-04 as % of 
2000-06 revised 

CSF target 

% point 
difference

Economic & Social Infrastructural OP 45.6 91.5 45.8 
National Roads 53.2 101.9 48.7 
Public Transport 39.9 85.0 45.1 
Environmental Infrastructure 37.4 78.6 41.2 
Sustainable Energy 2.6 15.4 12.8 
    
Employment and Human Resources  
Development OP 38.7 68.6 29.9 
Employability 42.8 73.5 30.7 
Entrepreneurship 23.5 36.1 12.6 
Adaptability 42.7 89.3 46.7 
Equality  12.3 51.6 39.2 
Other Measures 24.1 42.7 18.6 
    
Productive Sector OP 24.3 53.2 28.9 
RTDI 27.5 56.5 29.1 
Sea Fisheries 5.3 33.5  28.2 
Technical Assistance 28.1 65.0 37.0 
    
BMW Regional OP 35.0 76.6 41.6 
Local Infrastructure 57.0 117.4 60.4 
Local Enterprise Development 38.3 60.6 22.3 
Agriculture & Rural Development 7.5 39.3 31.8 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 24.6 75.9 51.3 
    
S&E Regional OP 22.6 60.9 38.4 
Local Infrastructure 29.8 83.6 53.8 
Local Enterprise Development 28.0 51.1 23.0 
Agriculture & Rural Development 8.0 33.8 25.8 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 17.7 51.1 33.4 
    
Peace II OP 8.9 48.8 40.1 
Economic Renewal 10.3 54.2 43.9 
Social Integration, Inclusion and Reconciliation 21.7 63.9 42.2 
Locally based Regeneration 3.9 48.3 44.4 
Outward and Forward Looking 0.0 15.4 15.5 
Cross-border Cooperation 3.9 40.5 36.6 
Technical Assistance 15.1 49.5 34.4 
    
Technical Assistance OP 39.8 79.3 39.5 
    
TOTAL 34.4 71.9 37.5 

SOURCE: MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 

2.4.2 Regional Level Progress Since 2002 

BMW 
The BMW Region’s total CSF expenditure was at 31% in 2002 and it is now at 63.6%.  
At OP level: 
 
 the ESIOP and the BMW Regional OP were slightly behind in 2002 and are now ahead of target; 

and 
 the EHRDOP, PSOP and Peace II OP were behind target in 2002 and are still behind target. The 

EHRDOP was 8.7 percentage points behind the 2000-02 benchmark and is now 8.4 percentage 
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points behind the 2000-04 benchmark. The PSOP was 32.7 percentage points behind the 2000-
02 benchmark and is now 43.3 percentage points behind the 2000-04 benchmark. 

 

 TABLE 2.6: FINANCIAL PROGRESS SINCE MID-TERM, BY REGION 
 BMW S&E 

Priority/OP Actual 
expenditure 
00-02 as % 
of 2000-06 
revised CSF 
target 

Actual 
expenditure 
00-04 as % 
of 2000-06 
revised CSF 
target 

% point 
difference

Actual 
expenditure 
00-02 as % 
of 2000-06 
revised CSF 
target 

Actual 
expenditure 
00-04 as % 
of 2000-06 
revised CSF 
target 

% point 
difference 

Economic & Social 
Infrastructural OP 37.2 74.6 37.4 49.6 99.3 49.7 
National Roads 36.7 76.1 39.4 68.6 110.8 42.2 
Public Transport 32.9 68.8 35.9 40.5 86.4 45.9 
Environmental 
Infrastructure 69.5 99.9 30.4 25.0 69.8 44.8 
Sustainable Energy 1.7 8.1 6.4 3.2 20 16.8 
       
Employment and Human 
Resources Development 
OP 34.3 61.6 27.3 40.8 72.0 31.2 
Employability 34.7 60.6 25.9 47.2 80.6 33.4 
Entrepreneurship 27.5 41.5 14.0 21.6 33.6 12.0 
Adaptability 44.5 104.3 59.8 42.2 85.4 43.2 
Equality  18.7 96.7 78.0 11.9 48.7 36.8 
Other Measures 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.5 47.0 20.5 
       
Productive Sector OP 10.3 26.7 16.4 34.2 72.1 37.9 
RTDI 11.7 24.9 13.2 37.5 76.7 39.2 
Sea Fisheries 4.7 34.3 29.6 6.2 32.3 26.1 
Technical Assistance 10.8 44.9 34.1 47.4 87.6 40.2 
       
Regional OPs 35.0 76.6 41.6 22.6 60.9 38.3 
Local Infrastructure 57.0 117.4 60.4 29.8 83.6 53.8 
Local Enterprise 
Development 38.3 60.6 22.3 28.0 51.1 23.1 
Agriculture & Rural 
Development 7.5 39.3 31.8 8.0 33.8 25.8 
Social Inclusion & 
Childcare 24.6 75.9 51.3 17.7 51.1 33.4 
Peace II OP 8.9 48.8 40.1 - - - 
Economic Renewal 10.3 54.2 43.9 - - - 
Social Integration, Inclusion 
and Reconciliation 21.7 63.9 42.2 - - - 
Locally based 
Regeneration 3.9 48.3 44.4 - - - 
Outward and Forward 
Looking 0.0 15.4 15.5 - - - 
Cross-border Cooperation 3.9 40.5 36.6 - - - 
Technical Assistance 15.1 49.5 34.4 - - - 
       
Technical Assistance OP 35.3 70.4 35.1 43.5 86.6 43.1 
       
TOTAL 31.0 63.6 32.6 36.8 76.6 39.9 

SOURCE: MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 
 
At Priority level, the biggest catch up has been with the Equality Priority in the EHRDOP. It has seen 
an increase in the BMW Region of 78 percentage points from 2002-2004. Sustainable Energy in the 
ESIOP has only increased by 6.4 percentage points in the region. 
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S&E 
Overall CSF expenditure in the S&E Region has seen an increase of 39.9 percentage points from 
2002-2004 for all EU co-financed Priorities. Expenditure was at 36.8% in 2002, it has now increased 
to 76.6% - which is ahead of its target. 
 
At OP level in the region, the Productive Sector OP was behind in 2002 but is now on target. The 
ESIOP and EHRDOP were both on target in 2002 and are still on target now. The S&E Regional OP 
is behind target now, as it was in 2002. At Priority level, Environmental Infrastructure and RTDI were 
both behind in 2002 but are now both on target.  
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Chapter 3 Developments in the   
    External Environment 
3.1 Introduction 
 
This Chapter reviews recent developments in the socio-economic context in which the CSF operates, 
which could potentially have had an influence on the activities funded by it. The Chapter also briefly 
discusses medium-term trends in the economy at large. The Chapter covers, inter alia, output trends, 
developments in the population and labour force including labour productivity, regional trends, and 
emerging policy issues relevant to the CSF Operational Programmes.  

3.2 Demographic Trends 

3.2.1 National Population Trends 

Table 3.1 shows that, over the period since the commencement of the CSF to the present (2000-05), 
the Irish population increased from 3,790,000 to 4,131,000, i.e. by over 340,000, or 9% or an annual 
average of 1.7%. During the three years 2002-05 period (i.e. since the MTE) average growth was 
1.8%. 
 
This overall rise cloaks very substantial differences between age groups. While the increases were 
minimal for the younger age categories (there was actually a slight fall for those aged 15 to 24 years), 
very large increases were recorded for the 25-54 year group (+14%) and persons aged 55 to 64 
years (+22%). The rise for the former of these two groups was partly due to the large migratory 
inflows which occurred over the period. The population increase for the older category would have 
been due solely to the forward movement in time of the relevant age cohorts, a reminder of the ageing 
process that is now beginning to occur in the Irish population. These trends are likely to have 
encouraged demand for investment in areas such as housing, childcare and labour market Measures. 
 

TABLE 3.1: POPULATION TRENDS, 2000-05  
          

Age 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005       Change 2000-05 
 (000) (000) %
0-14 828 828 827 834 843 853 25 3.1  
15-24 641 638 642 643 640 637 -4 -0.6  
25-54 1,572 1,614 1,661 1,693 1,730 1,785 213 13.6  
55-64 324 338 352 367 381 394 70 21.7  
65 and Over 425 430 436 443 451 461 36 8.5  
Total 3,790 3,847 3,917 3,979 4,044 4,131 341 9.0  
SOURCE: CSO ANNUAL POPULATION ESTIMATES 
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Table 3.2 shows summary details to 2016 of the most recent CSO Population Projections. The figures 
relate to the M1F2 Variant as published, which anticipates sizeable future immigration flows, broadly 
reflecting recent experience11.   
 
The projections indicate that the population as a whole is likely to rise by nearly 680,000 (16.4% 
cumulative, 1.4% p.a.) between 2005 and 2016, reaching a total of over 4,800,000 in the latter year. 
The differences in trends across the age groups are dramatic. The numbers in the older age 
categories (over 55 years) are predicted to rise by 30-40%, with a smaller increase (18%) forecast for 
the large body of those aged from 25 to 54 years. The numbers in the 15-24 year age group are 
expected to record a significant decline of nearly 13%. These projections have profound implications 
for educational and labour market policies in the medium-term, including the next Structural Fund 
programming period, 2007-13. In the educational sphere the greatest impact will be felt in the form of 
declining entry numbers in third level, an aspect which is already becoming apparent. In the labour 
market there will be serious issues raised as to how to adjust the balance of interventions for youth 
and at the same time approach the problem of an ageing work force. These problems will also bring 
into focus the need to manage migration flows from outside the EU12, especially if economic growth 
accelerates and further labour shortages emerge. 
 

TABLE 3.2. POPULATION PROJECTIONS TO 2016 
Age Group 2000 2005 2011 2016 Change 2005-2016 
     (000) %
0-14 828 853 943 1,002 149 17.4
15-24 641 637 550 555 -83 -12.9
25-54 1,572 1,785 1,994 2,106 321 18.0
55-64 324 394 469 516 122 30.9
65+ 425 461 531 631 170 37.0
Total 3,790 4,131 4,487 4,810 679 16.4
SOURCE: CSO (2004), POPULATION AND LABOUR FORCE PROJECTIONS, 2006-2036.  
     (VARIANT MIF2) 

3.2.2 Regional Population Trends 

NUTS II regional population trends are given in Table 3.3. Looking first at the current or more recent 
situation, the figures show that the population of the BMW Region increased at a somewhat faster 
rate in 2000-05 than the larger S&E Region, the annual average rates being 2.1 and 1.7% 
respectively, and 1.8% nationally. This is in contrast to the 1990s during which time the pace of 
population increase was noticeably faster in S&E - 1.0% annually, as against 0.7% for BMW. 
                                                      
11 Under the M1F2 Variant an annual net immigration level of 30,000 is assumed for the period up to 2016. The 
Total Fertility Rate (TFR) is assumed to decrease to 1.85 by 2011 and remain constant thereafter. 
12 In the years immediately ahead, significant inflows from the new EU Member States are likely to continue. 
However, as these countries are expected to continue to experience above average economic growth rates, 
labour demand, at present very low, is likely to rise eventually. Since population age structures in these countries 
are even more unbalanced than in Western European States (and, on the basis of current evidence, likely to 
worsen) labour shortages are a distinct possibility in the medium-term, leading to the possibility of return migration 
flows. In other words, Irish immigration needs, should they materialise, may have to be sourced from a wider area 
than is apparent now. It is of interest to note that this pattern of return migration has occurred in Ireland in the 
past in periods of rapid economic growth. 
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However, the trends for the projected totals out to 2016 do not show much difference between the two 
regions, varying little from the predicted national annual average increase of 1.4%.  With regard to 
inter regional differences, this scenario is consistent with the past longer term trends from 1991 to 
2005. During this period the annual average population growth at national level was 1.1%, while those 
for the two regions were similar, 1.1% for BMW and slightly greater, 1.2%, for S&E.    
 

TABLE 3.3: POPULATION BY REGION 1991 TO 2005, WITH PROJECTIONS TO 2016 
Region 1991 2001 2005 2011 2016 Annual Average Change 
      91-01  01-05    05-16
   (000)    %  
BMW 949 1014 1104 1191 1279 0.7 2.1 1.3
S&E 2577 2833 3027 3297 3532 1.0 1.7 1.4
State 3526 3847 4131 4488 4811 0.9 1.8 1.4
SOURCE: (a) CSO (2005). REGIONAL POPULATION PROJECTIONS 2006-2021. (b) 
ANNUAL POPULATION ESTIMATES. 

3.3 The Economy 

3.3.1 GNP/GDP 2002-04 

One of the central goals of the overall NDP, and of the CSF, is continued national development. Table 
3.4 shows volume trend data for the expenditure components of Gross National Product (GNP) for 
the period from 2000-05. The figures are expressed in terms of relative annual changes.  
 
Annual average real GNP growth for the period from 2000 to 2004 (for which published annual CSO 
data are available) was just under 4%. After a period of sluggish expansion in the early years of the 
period prior to the MTE, it rose to over 5% in 2002-03, but fell back slightly to 4% in the following year.  
 
A provisional figure for 2004-05 (based on data for the first two quarters of 2005) points to an annual 
GNP rise of some 3.3, but the final outcome based on data for a full year is expected to be higher 
than this. Recent reports from the Department of Finance, the ESRI and the Central Bank have 
suggested 2005 growth rates between 4.5 and 5.5%, even though a result at the upper end of this 
range would require a year-on-year real rate of increase of the order of 7% in the second half of this 
year (unless the figures for the first six months are revised). 
 
As for the components of GNP, the most notable recent trends relate to net expenditure on current 
public services, capital formation and the export figures. The growth in spend on public services has 
decreased significantly in real terms in recent years, but this has been offset by a sharp rise in gross 
fixed capital formation (in which, of course, publicly funded construction activity has played a major 
role). Exports of goods and services actually declined in the first six months of 2005, a worrying sign, 
even though one must be cautious about reading too much into changes in this aggregate over a 
short period.  
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TABLE 3.4. ANNUAL CHANGES IN EXPENDITURE ON GNP AT CONSTANT (CHAIN LINKED 
        TO 2003) MARKET PRICES  
Expenditure Category 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 

(Estimated
)

 % 
Personal Expenditure on Consumer 
Goods and Services 5.6 3.5 3.4 3.8 4.9
Net Expenditure by Govt. on Current 
Goods and Services 10.6 7.4 3.5 2.4 2.7
Gross Domestic Fixed Capital 
Formation -0.2 3.7 5.6 8.0 9.9
Value of Physical Changes in Stocks -61.5 22.7 118.5 -37.1 -29.4
Exports of Goods and Services  9.3 4.0 0.8 7.0 -0.5
Imports of Goods and Services 7.3 1.8 -1.4 7.6 2.3
Gross Domestic Product at 
Constant Market Prices 6.2 6.1 4.4 4.5 3.1
Net Factor Flows with the Rest of the 
World -19.0 -23.6 -1.5 -6.9 -2.1
Gross National Product at Constant 
Market Prices 3.9 2.7 5.1 4.0 3.3
EU Subsidies less Taxes -11.7 63.7 -10.0 8.8 -
Gross National Income at Constant 
Market Prices 3.8 3.2 4.9 4.1 -
GDP per Capita   (EU25=100) 130.1 134.3 135.6 140.4 142.6
SOURCES:  (1) CSO. ANNUAL AND QUARTERLY NATIONAL ACCOUNTS DATA.  
         (2) EUROSTAT 

 
A notable feature of the above results relates to the differences in trend between GNP and GNI 
(Gross National Income), especially for the 2001/2002 period. The rate in increase in real GNI over 
this twelve month period, at 3.2%, is significantly higher than that for GNP (2.7%). This arose from a 
very large increase of no less than 64% in the net inward flow of funds from the EU, due presumably 
to the receipt of the first instalment of Structural Funds monies under the current NDP/CSF 
programme.13 
 
Figures for the ratio of GDP per capita for Ireland to the corresponding figure for EU25 are given in 
the final row of Table 3.4. These reveal that currently GDP per capita is over 40% higher than the EU 
average. Furthermore this divergence is widening; it was just over 130 at the beginning of the current 
NDP period in 2000, indicating that it has advanced by almost 10% in this five year time span. It is of 
interest to note that GDP per capita, which has been improving relative to the overall EU performance 
for some considerable time, achieved parity with the Union average in 1995.14 
 
Looking ahead for the remainder of the CSF and beyond, the most recent ESRI Medium-Term 
Review (issued in 2003, but soon to be revised) predicts an annual rate of real GNP increase of 5.4% 
in the 2005-2010 period, falling to between 3 and 4% in the years immediately thereafter. 
                                                      
13 The actual net inflow of funds from all EU sources in 2002 was €1.45 billion, compared with €0.89 billion 2001.  
14 All the EU data discussed here, which are expressed in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS), relate to the 
enlarged Community of 25. Currently the GDP per capita for Ireland is some 32% higher than the corresponding 
EU15 average; parity on this basis was achieved in 1997. 
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3.4 Regional Trends 

3.4.1 Regional Output 

In this section, we look at how each region is performing in regards to GVA.15 We also assess each 
region’s position in regard to the National average and the EU average. At the Mid-Term Evaluation 
stage, only data up to 2000 for GVA per capita was available, whereas data up to 2002 is now 
available.  
 
Table 3.5 shows total regional output at basic prices. It can be seen that both region’s output grew 
significantly from 1995 to 2002. The BMW Region’s output increased by 121.8% over this time period 
while the S&E saw a 148.5% increase.  
 

TABLE 3.5: REGIONAL OUTPUT (GVA) AT BASIC PRICES (€MN) 
Total GVA of Region by year (€mn) Regional 

Authority 
Area 

 
1995 2000 2001 2002 

% Change 
1995-2002 

Border 4,171 7,297 8,408 9,019 116.2 
Midlands 1,941 3,561 4,138 4,184 115.6 
West 3,394 6,469 7,861 7,878 132.1 
BMW 9,506 17,327 20,407 21,081 121.8 
Dublin 17,999 35,565 39,133 42,505 136.2 
Mid-East 4,062 7,524 9,202 9,742 139.8 
Mid-West 3,877 7,339 7,595 8,234 112.4 
South-East 4,378 7,811 9,461 11,115 153.9 
South-West 7,500 15,731 17,447 22,377 198.4 
S&E 37,816 73,971 82,838 93,973 148.5 
State 47,322 91,299 103,245 115,054 143.1 
SOURCE: CSO COUNTY INCOME AND REGIONAL GDP (REGIONAL ACCOUNTS) 2005 

 
At NUTS III level16, the South-West is the region that has grown by the most – 198.4% increase since 
1995. Also, the South-East, Mid-East, Dublin and the West all grew considerably with output growth 
ranging from 153.9% to 132.1%. The Border, Midlands and the Mid-West all had the least amount of 
growth over the time period. It is clear that the majority of the fast growing NUTS III regions were in 
the S&E Region (South-West, South-East, Mid-East and Dublin). 
 
Reflecting growth trends, in terms of NUTS II (Border, Midland and Western Region and Southern 
and Eastern Region) regional shares in national output, this shifted slightly in favour of the S&E – its 
share was up from 80% to 82% over the period. 
                                                      
15 It must be noted that there are limitations to the use of GVA. Gross Value added is a measure of the value of 
the goods and services produced in a region (less the materials and services used which come from outside the 
region) priced at a value which the producers received minus any taxes payable and plus any subsidies 
receivable as a consequence of their production or sale. GVA includes the total profits of companies. Company 
profits arising in the State, which accrue to non-residents, are considerable. The workforce that produces the 
GVA in a region may not live there and may bring their incomes home to a neighbouring region. Social welfare 
benefits and factor incomes from abroad which is included in personal income is excluded from GVA. 
16 NUTS III refers to the eight Regional Authority areas. They are Border, Midland, West, Dublin, Mid East, Mid 
West, South East and South West. 
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3.4.2 Regional Output (GVA) Per Capita 

Regional output per capita has a particular significance in a CSF context, given its role as an indicator 
of relative regional performance.  
 
The S&E Region was at 111% of the national average of GVA per capita in 2002, while the BMW 

Region was at 69%. This is shown in Table 3.6. At NUTS III level, the South-West and Dublin had the 

highest GVA per person in 2002. Regarding “convergence” with the State, the BMW has not been 

converging either before or since the current CSF began. Relative to the national average, the region 

has seen a gradual decline in GVA per capita since 1995 as a percentage of the national average – 

74.9% in 1995 to 69.1% in 2002. This cannot, of course, be interpreted as a “failure” of the CSF or 

even of the NDP. Many factors are at work here, most of all the very fast growth of the S&E and wider 

macroeconomic trends generally. 

 

With regard to output per capita convergence at EU level, the State exceeded the EU average in 

2002, at 133%. The S&E Region was at 147.8% and the BMW Region at 91.9%. Unlike at national 

level, the latter is converging on the EU average - there was only an 8.1% difference between the 

BMW and the EU in 2002. However, most of the growth was before this CSF and not since – a 16.3% 

increase from 1995 and 2002, while there was a 1.4% increase from 2000 to 2002. 

 
GVA per capita within Ireland tends to be higher in the more urban sub-regions of both the BMW and 
the Southern and Eastern, with the West (which includes Galway) the most dynamic of the BMW 
NUTS III regions in output terms over the period examined.  
 
TABLE 3.6: INDICES OF GVA PER CAPITA, 1995-2002 
Regional 
Authority 
Area 

Indices of GVA per person  
STATE=100 

Indices of GVA per person 
EU25=100 

 1995 2000 2001 2002 1995 2000 2001 2002 
Border 77.6 68.8 68.5 71.0 76.8 87.40 89.0 94.4 
Midland 69.0 63.0 65.1 63.2 68.3 80.0 84.6 84.1 
West 75.30 78.9 77.1 70.5 74.5 100.2 100.2 93.8 
BMW  74.9 71.2 70.9 69.1 74.2 90.5 92.1 91.9 
Dublin 130.6 133.5 132.6 128.9 129.3 169.5 172.3 171.4 
Mid-East 91.3 81.3 84.8 80.4 90.4 103.2 110.3 106.9 
Mid-West 93.3 92.1 83.4 82.6 92.4 117.0 108.4 109.8 
South-East 85.2 83.0 85.0 89.3 84.3 105.4 110.5 118.8 
South-West 105.4 115.6 119.8 131.3 104.4 146.8 155.8 174.6 
S&E  109.1 110.3 110.4 111.1 108.0 140.1 143.6 147.8 
State 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.0 127.0 130.0 133.0 
SOURCE: CSO COUNTY INCOME AND REGIONAL GDP (REGIONAL ACCOUNTS) 2005 
 
This pattern is highlighted by Figure 3.1 which compares, at NUTS III level, levels of urbanisation and 
output per capita. This demonstrates a clear correlation between urbanisation and output per capita, 
and point to the need to build up the NSS-designated Urban Centres if more balanced regional 
development nationally is to be achieved. This issue is dealt with again in later Chapters. It is 
reflected in our view that implements the NSS strategy for designated gateways and hubs is now key 
to future balanced regional development. 
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FIGURE 3.1: GVA PER CAPITA AND URBAN AS A % OF TOTAL POPULATION, 2002 
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In 2002, disposable income per capita in the BMW Region was 91.8% of the national average (S&E 
Region at 102.9%). This is shown in Table 3.7. Within the region, the West has the highest 
disposable income but it still lags behind the state average, which is at €16,625 per capita. The gap 
between the two regions rose considerably between 1995 and 2000 – from a difference of 11.3% 
points in 1995 to 13.4% points in 2000, but since then this difference has decreased with the BMW 
catching up slightly with the S&E. 
 
TABLE 3.7: INDICES OF DISPOSABLE INCOME BY NUTS II REGION, 1995-2002. 
Year Disposable Income Per Person 

(State =100) 
 BMW S&E Difference (% points)
1995 91.7 103.0 11.3 
1996 91.5 103.1 11.6 
1997 92.2 102.8 10.6 
1998 90.7 103.3 12.6 
1999 90.3 103.5 13.2 
2000 90.1 103.5 13.4 
2001 91.2 103.2 12.0 
2002 91.8 102.9 11.2 
SOURCE: CSO, 2005.  

3.5 Labour Force, Employment and Productivity  

3.5.1 Employment and Labour Force 

Aggregate data for the main components of the labour force for the CSF period to date are given in 
Table 3.8. Total employment rose in this period from 1,672,000 to 1,929,000 i.e. by nearly 260,000 or 
15.5%. This represents an annual average rise in this period of just under 3%. The labour force as a 
whole increased by a similar amount, exceeding 2 million for the first time in early 2005. This means 
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that unemployment remained more or less constant throughout this period, at somewhat less than 
4.5%, a very low figure by European standards. 
 
TABLE 3.8. LABOUR FORCE TRENDS 2000-05 
Year 
(2ND Qtr) 

 
Males  

 
Females  

 
Persons 

 Employed 
Un- 

employed 
Labour 
Force Employed 

Un- 
employed 

Labour 
Force Employed 

Un- 
employed 

Labour 
Force 

       (000)    
2000 993 45 1,038 679 29 708 1,672 74 1,746 
2001 1,019 40 1,059 703 25 728 1,722 65 1,787 
2002 1,028 49 1,077 736 28 764 1,764 77 1,841 
2003 1,041 52 1,093 753 30 783 1,793 82 1,876 
2004 1,065 54 1,120 771 30 801 1,836 84 1,920 
2005 1,110 53 1,163 819 32 852 1,929 86 2,015 
Change 2000-05 
(000) 118 8 126 140 3 143 258 11 269 
% 11.8 18.2 12.1 20.7 10.2 20.2 15.4 15.1 15.4 
SOURCE: CSO, 2005 

Looking at gender differences, the employment total for women rose much more rapidly than that for 
men between 2000 and 2005, by 21% as against 12%. As a consequence, the female unemployment 
rate showed a moderate decline (from 4.2 to 3.8%) over this period, compared with a slight increase 
for men, from 4.3 to 4.6% (see Table 3.9).  
 
TABLE 3.9: TRENDS IN UNEMPLOYMENT AND LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION,  
        2000-05. 

Year Unemployment Rate Labour Force Participation Rate 
  Males Females Persons Males Females Persons
  % % 

2000 4.3 4.2 4.3 71.2 47.1 59.0
2001 3.8 3.5 3.6 71.1 47.5 59.2
2002 4.5 3.7 4.2 70.7 48.8 59.6
2003 4.7 3.9 4.4 70.5 49.1 59.6
2004 4.9 3.7 4.4 70.9 49.4 60.0
2005 4.6 3.8 4.2 71.8 51.4 61.5

SOURCE:  CSO QNHS SERIES 
 
It is of interest to note that the decrease in unemployment for women occurred even though the rate 
of female participation in the labour force continued to rise throughout this period. Table 3.9 shows 
that this ratio17 increased significantly, from just over 47 to 51.4% between 2000 and 2005. The 
corresponding rate for men varied somewhat, and increased only marginally over the full period, from 
71.2 to 71.8%. However, it should be noted that the latter ratio has shown a tendency to rise more 
steadily in recent years, reflecting increasing labour force participation by older male workers.     
With regard to labour force participation, it is of interest to compare trends in Ireland with those in the 
European Union generally.  Table 3.10 shows aggregate data on this aspect for EU15 and Ireland 
(distinguishing males and females) for the period from 1995 to 2004. In overall terms there is now 
little difference between the levels of labour force participation in the two areas, both being of the 
                                                      
17 Defined as the number of women in employment aged 15 years or over, expressed as a percentage of the total 
female population in the same age group. 
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order of 70 percent.18  Little change has been evident for males over this period in either area. 
However, while still less than the EU rate, the level of female labour force participation in Ireland has 
increased much more rapidly (from 47 to 59% between 1995 and 2004), with the result that the 
differential vis-à-vis EU15 has decreased from 9.3 to 3.5 percentage points. However, all of this 
convergence occurred in the five years from 1995 to 2000, and none in the subsequent four years.   
 
TABLE 3.10: LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES IN IRELAND AND EU15 
Year EU15 IRL EU15-IRL
 % 
Persons    

1995 67.2 61.9 5.3
2000 69.2 68.2 1.0
2004 70.6 69.5 1.1

    

Males    
1995 77.8 76.4 1.4
2000 78.3 79.9 -1.6
2004 78.6 79.9 -1.3

    

Females    
1995 56.6 47.3 9.3
2000 60.0 56.3 3.7
2004 62.5 59.0 3.5

SOURCE. EU COMMISSION (2005). EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2005. 
 
Figures for employment trends by sector are shown in Table 3.11. The most rapid rates of jobs 
expansion in 2000-05 occurred in building and non-market services19. The combined employment 
total for these two sectors rose by 170,000 (36%) between 2000 and 2005, two thirds of the total 
change in this period. Employment in finance, business and other private services also rose rapidly, 
up by nearly 70,000 or 23%. The numbers at work in agriculture and the manufacturing industry 
decreased.  
 
These figures suggest that there is a certain degree of fragility associated with the current pattern of 
jobs expansion. The main concerns here are the longstanding volatility of the building sector and the 
high rate of public sector employment expansion. The latter has been mainly driven by increasing 
numbers in the health and welfare sectors, for which employment rose by more than 40% between 
2000 and 2005, the corresponding increase in other public service activities being of the order of 20 
to 25%. . While the needs of the health services would suggest that more resources may well be 
required in the medium-term, a rate of increase such as that indicated could not be sustained over a 
prolonged period.  
 
The reasons underlying the recent decline in manufacturing employment are also a cause for some 
concern. An important factor here has been the outward movement of lower skill activities from the 
modern industry subsector and some other areas to low cost countries. This trend is unlikely to be 
reversed, implying that in future the emphasis in this sector will have to be on the promotion of high 
skill, high productivity activities, which would contribute significantly to output but not necessarily to 
                                                      
18 Note that in this comparison the LFPR is defined in terms of the population aged 15 to 64 years, as this is 
standard practice in EU publications. 
19 Basically public administration, education and health. 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-06    

 

     32

employment in any direct sense. This requirement reflects the importance of EU-level objectives of 
the Lisbon Agenda for RTDI, innovation and skills-based competitiveness and will have implications 
for the 2007-13 round and priorities there. 
 
TABLE 3.11: EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR, 2000-05  
Year(2nd 

Qrtr) 
Agric. Manuf. Building Distribution, 

Hotels, 
Restaurants  

Transport  
& Comm.

Financial, 
Business 

& Other  
Services 

Non- 
Market 

Services

Total

    (000)     
2000 133 310 166 343 101 304 314 1672
2001 123 318 180 352 111 310 329 1722
2002 124 305 182 351 112 329 361 1764
2003 117 306 191 366 112 323 378 1793
2004 117 301 206 368 113 347 384 1836
2005 114 294 242 378 118 374 409 1929

Change 2000-05 
(000) -19 -15 76 35 17 69 95 258

% -14.4 -4.9 45.8 10.1 16.7 22.8 30.3 15.4
SOURCE: CSO QNHS SERIES 

 
3.5.2 Regional Labour Force Trends 

Recent movements in the principal labour force aggregates are shown in Table 3.12.  

 
TABLE 3.12: LABOUR FORCE TRENDS BY REGION, 2000-05. 

Region NUTS II Employment Unemployment Labour Force
Unemployment 

Rate 
Labour Force 
Partici. Rate 

BMW (000) % 
2000 407.5 24.4 431.9 5.6 56.0
2001 423.8 19.8 443.6 4.5 56.4
2002 437.7 24.8 462.5 5.4 57.2
2003 448.9 24.5 473.4 5.2 57.3
2004 468.9 22.3 491.2 4.5 58.1
2005 495.5 22.1 517.6 4.3 59.6

S&E         
2000 1,264.0 50.1 1,314.1 3.8 60.0
2001 1,298.1 45.3 1,343.4 3.4 60.2
2002 1,326.2 52.3 1,378.5 3.8 60.4
2003 1,344.5 57.6 1,402.1 4.1 60.5
2004 1,367.3 61.9 1,429.2 4.3 60.7
2005 1,433.7 63.5 1,497.2 4.2 62.2

State         
2000 1,671.5 74.5 1,746.0 4.3 59.0
2001 1,721.9 65.1 1,787.0 3.6 59.2
2002 1,763.9 77.1 1,841.0 4.2 59.6
2003 1,793.4 82.1 1,875.5 4.4 59.6
2004 1,836.2 84.2 1,920.4 4.4 60.0
2005 1,929.2 85.6 2,014.8 4.2 61.5

Change 2000-05 (%)     
BMW 21.6 -9.4 19.8     
S&E 13.4 26.7 13.9     
State 15.4 14.9 15.4     
SOURCE: CSO, QNHS SERIES     

 
While the regional differences indicated are broadly consistent with the population trends discussed 
earlier in this chapter, they are more significant. Between 2000 and 2005 total employment increased 
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in BMW by nearly 22%, compared with a much smaller rise of 13% in S&E. Unemployment fell in 
BMW in this period, from 5.6 to 4.3%, but rose slightly in S&E from 3.8 to 4.4%. The labour force as a 
whole also increased more rapidly in BMW (by 20% as compared to a corresponding figure of 14 in 
S&E), a notable feature here being that this arose as a result of both faster expansion in employment 
and in labour force participation. 
 

It should be borne in mind in relation to the figures quoted here that, since the employment data are 

based on household surveys (the QNHS), they relate to where a person lives rather than to where he 

or she works. This can give rise to discrepancies between regional employment and output estimates 

as the latter are largely based on inquiries directed to enterprises. While the two NUTS II Regions are 

relatively large, there are circumstances where significant commuting occurs across regional 

boundaries. This applies, for example between Louth and Dublin, and between the Midland counties 

and Dublin.  It is of interest to note, for example, that recent QNHS data indicate higher than average 

employment growth in the Border and Midlands NUTS III regions, which is likely to be due in part to 

the increasing tendency for workers to reside in these areas, but work in the Dublin or Mid East 

regions.  

3.5.3 Labour Productivity 

A striking feature of the data above on recent economic trends is a noticeable tendency for overall 
employment to continue to show relatively strong growth, even though economic expansion generally 
has slowed somewhat, i.e. “growthless jobs” as opposed to an earlier phenomena of “jobless growth”. 
This can be seen from Table 3.13. The table shows annual changes in total employment and in GDP 
for the 2000-05 period. A distinct aspect in this regard is the strong jobs growth between 2004 and 
2005. The implication here is that aggregate labour productivity must be falling. The related annual 
productivity changes, shown in the final column of Table 3.11 illustrate this. These reveal a consistent 
downward movement in productivity growth since the start of the CSF period in 2000, and involve an 
actual fall in output per worker over 2004-2005. As indicated, the real GDP change underlying the 
productivity figure for 2004-2005 (3.1%) is a provisional one based on data available for the first six 
months of 2005. While the final GDP growth rate for 2005 is expected to be higher, it is clear from the 
series of employment and output figures that real GDP growth in 2004-05 would need to exceed 5% 
before an actual decline in productivity could be avoided.    
 

TABLE 3.13: ANNUAL AVERAGE CHANGES EMPLOYMENT, GDP AND LABOUR  
          PRODUCTIVITY, 2000-05 
Annual Period Employment GDP Productivity 
 % 
2000-01 3.0 6.2 3.1 
2001-02 2.4 6.1 3.6 
2002-03 1.7 4.4 2.7 
2003-04 2.4 4.5 2.0 
2004-05 5.1 3.1 -1.9 
SOURCE: CSO, 2005 
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Table 3.14 shows annual productivity changes by sector. These are for the years from 1995 to 2003 
and provide the main explanation underlying the above mentioned developments. The building and 
construction sector has become increasingly associated with declining productivity. The same 
applies, to a lesser extent, to the financial and business services area. However, both of these 
sectors have recorded very significant output growth over the past ten years. In the case of building, a 
factor contributing is the large influx of immigrant workers into the industry, who tend to be engaged at 
lower than average wage rates. It is also relevant in this regard to refer to financial and business 
services, the only other sector to record a decline in productivity in the period concerned. In fact all of 
this decrease occurred between 1995 and 2000 when there was a phenomenal rise in employment 
(nearly 70%) in these enterprises. Since then the pace of employment growth has moderated and 
productivity has increased somewhat – but not yet to the levels which prevailed before 1995.  
 

TABLE 3.14: ANNUAL AVERAGE CHANGE IN LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY BY SECTOR, 
          1995-2003 
Sector Productivity Change (%) 
Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing                              2.8 
Industry, including energy 9.5 
Modern Industry 12.9 
Other Industry 1.6 
Construction -1.4 
Distribution, Catering, Transport 3.0 
Financial and Business Services -1.1 
Other Services 0.3 
Total 3.5 
  
Total excl Modern Industry 1.1 
  
SOURCE: CSO DATA 

 
The modern subsector of manufacturing20 continues to record very high levels of productivity growth 
and continues to account for a declining share of total employment. In recent years the labour 
productivity rise in this segment of manufacturing has derived as much from falling employment as 
from increasing output. Employment in modern industry fell by over 15,000 between 2001 and 2003, 
while aggregate output continued to rise.  
 
Finally, an interesting feature of these results is that if this high technology sector is excluded from the 
overall productivity calculation, the national performance is greatly reduced, the annual average 
increase falling from 3.5 to 1.1% over the period in question. Again, the nature of recent economic 
growth and the need to consider the fundamentals looking ahead come through.  

3.5.4 Regional Labour Productivity Estimates 
 
Estimates of labour productivity by region are not compiled or published by the CSO. A major 

obstacle in this regard relate to the fact that the basis of the geographical area classifications for 

aggregate output and employment figure differs. The output data are based on where production or 

                                                      
20 This is as defined in the annual National Accounts publications and includes computers, electrical equipment, 
instrument engineering, chemicals etc. 
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service provision actually takes place, while employment data relate to where persons reside. Thus 

commuting patterns, which are significant in Ireland, create distortions in linking these two data sets 

to in order to compile Regional productivity estimates.  A further difficulty relates to problems involved 

in estimating reliable trend volume indicators of output at regional level, as this would require the 

availability of a comprehensive series of regional price series (to use as deflators) or of direct quantity 

based indicators, neither of which is available. 

 

TABLE 3.15: REGIONAL OUTPUT AND EMPLOYMENT, 2001 
 GVA €mn Employment (000’s) GVA/Emp. (€) 
BMW 20,407 425 48,016 
Border 8,408 170 49,459 
Midland 4,138 86 48,116 
West 7,861 169 46,515 
S&E 82,838 1,290 64,216 
Dublin 39,133 548 71,411 
Mid-East 9,202 187 49,209 
Dublin + Mid-East 48,335 735 65,762 
Mid-West 7,595 143 53,112 
South-East 9,461 171 55,327 
South-West 17,447 241 72,394 
State 103,245 1,715 60,201 
SOURCE: CSO 
 
One can use the existing CSO regional data to calculate and observe “productivity type” measures in 

nominal terms for any one year. Table 3.15 contains such regional estimates (at NUTS II and NUTS 

III level) for gross value added at basic prices (GVA) and employment for 2001 as published by the 

CSO. The final column shows figures for the ratio of GVA to employment.  

 
The data limitations referred to is exemplified by the ratios for the Dublin and Mid East regions which 

differ to a degree which one would not expect for two more highly developed regions. The figure for 

Dublin (€71,400 per person employed) exceeds the corresponding ratio for Mid East (€49,200) by as 

much as 45%, the main reason being that a sizeable proportion of the population residing in the latter 

region work in Dublin. Even though the inconsistencies may not be as apparent, it is clear that the 

same difficulties arise at NUTS II level in comparing these ratios for BMW and S&E. Significant 

numbers of persons living in counties such as Louth and Laois travel to work in the Mid East and 

Dublin, which has the effect of artificially reducing the BMW output/employment ratio as calculated 

and increasing that of the S&E. 

 
Probably, the other figure of particular interest which one can regard as a genuine indicator in a 

productivity context is the ratio for the NUTS III South West region which, at €72,400, is substantially 

above the national average of €60,200, and indeed above the GDA figure, due presumably to the 

high concentration of high-tech and chemical/pharmaceutical industries in the Cork area. The other 

NUTS III regions in the S&E are broadly similar. Within the BMW the three NUTS III regions have a 

figure broadly similar to the NUTS II average. This may offer some reassurance that the figure is fairly 

accurate. 
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Overall, the main finding is that there is a big GVA per employed person gap between the two NUTS 

II regions - €64,216 as against €48,016 or a gap of about one-third. Leaving aside data issues, the 

overall reason for this is the BMW’s reliance on the less productive sectors of the economy. This is 

the challenge that must be addressed if the gap is to close. The higher productivity sectors tend to 

congregate around large urban centres, hence the emphasis placed in later chapters on pursuit of the 

NSS gateways and hubs development approach to regional development. 

3.6 Policy Developments by Operational Programme 

3.6.1 ESIOP 

The four CSF-supported Priorities under ESIOP are National Roads, Public Transport, Environmental 
Infrastructure and Sustainable Energy. These are quite distinct areas of infrastructural investment, 
with individual sectoral policies applying to each area. There are, however, also some common policy 
developments which apply to all areas of infrastructure, relating in particular to means of delivering 
value for money in infrastructural provision. These include improved advance evaluation of proposed 
investments through use of techniques such as Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and Cost Effectiveness 
Analysis (CEA), seeking greater private sector involvement through Public Private Partnerships, 
improved public procurement procedures, measures to reduce cost overruns on capital projects 
including new forms of contract and proposed new “fast track” proposals for planning procedures for 
critical infrastructure projects. These policy Measures are being rolled out to varying degrees across 
all areas of infrastructure investment. 
 
Recent policy developments for individual sectors include the announcement of the new 10 year 
Strategic Transport Plan “Transport 21” and implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive. 
Transport 21 outlines proposals for a €34.4bn investment in public transport and roads including Luas 
and Metro Lines for Dublin, commuter rail services for Cork and Galway, the Western Rail Corridor 
and Atlantic Corridor. Actions to implement the Water Framework Directive are being implemented in 
accordance with the timetable set out in the directive and river basin management plans are being 
prepared. The Polluter Pays Principle is being increasingly implemented and charges for non 
domestic water are being introduced. Increases in energy costs have emphasised the importance of 
sustainable energy policy which is being implemented by Sustainable Energy Ireland and the 
Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources. 

3.6.2 EHRDOP 

A major recent development associated with labour market issues was the publication of the 
Enterprise Strategy Group (ESG) report “Ahead of the Curve. Ireland’s Place in the Global Economy”. 
Among the various recommendations made were proposals for closer links between Third Level 
Institutions and enterprises, including representation for the latter in the governance of such 
institutions.21 The report also recommended the international benchmarking of Third Level 
                                                      
21 The issue of closer links with enterprises was also recommended by the OECD Third Level Review Group. 
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qualifications. The need in the emerging global situation for a closer association between higher 
education institutions and business is not in dispute, but it should be pursued in a manner that takes 
account of the wider societal responsibilities of the educational system. The Strategy places particular 
emphasis on the importance of achieving higher “completion rates” in second level education. Again, 
this is a highly desirable objective, but there are other more recent developments which are also a 
cause for worry. The falling numbers taking scientific and technological subjects at second level is a 
major concern, as this will have negative knock-on effects in enhancing our high-tech third level skill 
base. Future earnings prospects appear to be a significant influence here, suggesting an issue that 
wage related policies might take account of. 
 
The Strategy Group’s document also places emphasis on raising skill levels generally for existing 
workers, especially the low-skilled (the proposed “One Step Up” initiative). This is an issue which has 
been debated more generally, and suggestions have been made that it could be pursued through an 
In-Company approach, but involving a system of direct State payments to individuals. This is an 
important issue, but it might be best progressed as part of a more developed and comprehensive 
Lifelong Learning programme, jointly organised by the Departments of Education and Enterprise, 
Trade and Employment, rather than linking it directly to specific jobs.      
 
Initiatives relating to achieving higher employment levels among older persons and promoting 
childcare facilities will continue to be needed in the medium-term in order to assist in offsetting the 
evolving demographic deficit arising from the falling population in the immediate post-education age 
groups. However, these activities alone are unlikely to be sufficient, even with moderate economic 
growth. 
 
Thus a further important policy question relates the extent to which the Irish economy will require 
immigrant workers over the coming years, and how this issue should be approached. In this regard 
recent legislative proposals which involve provisions for managing inflows from non-EU countries are 
to be welcomed, particularly the proposals for immigrant visas for skilled workers. It has already been 
mentioned in this Evaluation that the need for non-EU migrants may become more important. This 
could happen depending on how the economies of the new EU member States, (which face even 
more serious demographic deficits), improve and converge towards European norms and, as a result, 
also face labour shortages.    

3.6.3 PSOP 

The co-financed elements of the PSOP arise under two Priorities – RTDI and Sea Fisheries 
Development.  
 
For RTDI, the Strategic Research Sub-Measure of the Education Measure is co-financed, as are the 
National Collaboration and Competitive RTDI Sub-Measures within the Industry Measure. An external 
policy development which has directly influenced progress under RTDI is the lifting by the Department 
of Education and Science of a temporary “pause” placed on capital spending under the Programme 
for Research in Third Level Institutions (PRTLI) in November 2003, which allowed progress to return 
to levels anticipated. Wider policy developments here include the aforementioned ESG Report, which 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-06    

 

     38

emphasised the importance of RTDI investment, and the Report of the Inter-Departmental Group on 
Building Ireland’s Knowledge Economy. The latter, inter alia, set a target for R&D expenditure as a 
percentage of GDP of 2.5% by 2010.  
 
A follow-up Strategic Investment Plan for RTDI is due to be published shortly. These policy 
developments are of course much wider than the CSF co-financed elements of RTDI, and are also 
likely to have their effects in the next planning period rather than this one. An important issue will be 
to ensure that the Plan contains a clear articulation of what constitutes the Regional dimension of 
RTDI policy, and involves additional approaches to the pursuit of this. More collaboration between the 
major universities and smaller IoTs in the regions would be an example, as would more collaborative 
working across the IoTs.  
 
For Sea Fisheries, co-financed investment has been under both the Supporting Measures for Sea 
Fisheries Development and the Renewal and Modernisation of the Fleet Sub-Measures. A third Sub-
Measure, Adjustment of the Fishing Effort, had no activity between 2000 and 2004, although co-
financed spend is anticipated between 2005 and 2007. External policy developments which have 
directly influenced progress under the Sea Fisheries Priority are specific changes to EU regulations 
regarding investment in the fishing fleet, as well as the lifting, in October 2004, of a temporary 
suspension of public aid in Ireland (both FIFG and National) to fleet modernisation and renewal 
activity that had been placed by the EU Commission in June 2002, owing to Ireland failing to meet its 
reporting obligations in respect of the fishing fleet register.  

3.6.4 Regional OPs 

The Regional Operational Programme co-financed Measures cover a heterogonous range of sectors 
including Infrastructure, Enterprise, Agriculture and Childcare. A number of legislative, policy and 
market developments have occurred which could affect implementation of the Regional Operational 
Programmes.  
 
Regional Planning Guidelines were adopted by all NUTS III Regional Authorities in mid-2004. As a 
component of NSS implementation, the RPGs’ primary function under the Act is to set out a long-term 
(20 year) strategic planning framework for the Regional Authority areas within the overall spatial 
framework of the NSS. The guidelines also link national spatial policy to the planning functions of 
local authorities. Additionally, the guidelines are designed to assist co-ordination between Local 
Authorities and relevant government departments and agencies.  
 
Other legislative developments include the transposition of Directive 2002/96/EC on Waste Electrical 
and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) into Irish law and the Water Services Bill 2003, not yet enacted. 
Both pieces of legislation contribute to modernisation of environmental legislation in Ireland.  
 
In terms of policy developments, the relaunch at EU level of the Lisbon Strategy has increased the 
policy focus on R&D, innovation and entrepreneurship including at regional level. This is reinforced by 
national policy developments including the Report of the Enterprise Strategy Group. Also the rollout of 
the County and Group Broadband Schemes highlights the importance of the technology 
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developments. The reforms introduced to the Common Agricultural Policy are likely to result in 
reduced demand for the on-farm investment schemes as a result of a likely fall-off in livestock 
numbers.22 
 
The importance of the expansion of childcare facilities has been emphasised in the context of 
National policy developments. 

3.6.5 Peace II 

The Peace II Operational Programme is a highly distinct Structural Funds intervention which has the 
overall aim ‘to reinforce progress towards a peaceful and stable society and to promote 
reconciliation’. The Programme forms part of both the Ireland CSF and the Northern Ireland CSF, has 
a strong cross-border component and the Managing Authority is the Special EU Programmes Body 
(SEUPB). For these reasons, the Programme is influenced by progress in the Northern Ireland peace 
process, the general rate of progress in cross-border co-operation and higher level, macro-political 
and inter-governmental co-operation. 
 
The period since the Mid-Term Evaluation has been one of very contrasting developments. On the 
one hand there has been steady economic progress in both Northern Ireland and the Border Region; 
on the other hand the political processes have been marked by strongly divergent trends. The 
suspension of the devolved institutions in Northern Ireland created political uncertainty and a difficult 
climate for the implementation of the Programme and, as the Update of the Mid-Term Evaluation of 
the Peace II Programme states, ‘restricted opportunities to develop political co-operation at the macro 
level, which could help to drive engagement at the local level’.23 
 
Events on the streets in Northern Ireland have also promoted uncertainty. The current year, for 
example, has been marked by continued inter- and intra-community tension, with occasional 
outbreaks of violence on the one hand, and the decommissioning of arms by the Provisional IRA on 
the other. It is not yet clear whether this act of total decommissioning will have its intended effect of 
transforming political relations in Northern Ireland and opening the way to restoration of the devolved 
institutions.  
 
However, in recognition of the need to support these processes, on 13 October 2004, the European 
Commission formally adopted the proposal to extend the Peace II Programme for another two years, 
to the end of 2006. The Council of EU Finance Ministers agreed the available budget on 25 
November 2004, providing a total budget of €60mn for 2005 and €48mn for 2006. It was subsequently 
agreed that, subject to the approval of the Council, the Preliminary Draft Budget for 2006 will contain 
a proposal for an additional €12mn EU funding for 2006, bringing the total budget for 2006 to €60m24. 
On 11 January 2005 the European Parliament approved the proposal to extend the Peace II 
Programme to 2006. 
                                                      
22 The Luxembourg CAP reform Agreements: Implications for EU and Irish Agriculture, FAPRI-Ireland 
Partnership, 2003 
23  PriceWaterhouseCoopers, Update of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Peace II 2000 – 2006, 2005, Section 3.12. 
24 All of this additional funding will be allocated to the Border Region. 
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The proposals for the Peace II Extension envisage total expenditure of €144mn, of which €112mn is 
committed to Northern Ireland and €32mn (29%) to the Border Region. While the broad structure of 
the initial Peace II Programme is maintained in the extension, there is a significant reduction in the 
number of Measures in the Programme, the concept of reconciliation has been refined, and all 
projects will be required to demonstrate how they contribute to that process. 
 
 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-06    

 

     41

Chapter 4 Status of MTE Recommendations 

4.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter examines the ESRI MTE recommendations as they relate to the CSF. Section 4.2 
contains an overview of the Mid-Term Evaluation and summarises its main recommendations 
regarding co-financed Measures. It also describes Post-MTE Revisions to the CSF. Section 4.3 
reviews the MTE recommendations at a Measure level. 

4.2 ESRI Mid-Term Evaluation 

4.2.1  Overview of ESRI MTE 
The Mid-Term Evaluation of the NDP and CSF was carried out by the ESRI in 2003, in association 
with DKM Economic Consultants, ESB International and GEFRA.25 It examined the period 2000-02 
inclusive. The MTE reviewed both co-financed and non-co-financed parts of the NDP. It identified the 
CSF separately in some parts of its analysis, but not all.  
 
The MTE aims were to: 
 
“Provide analysis and recommendations on how funding should be reallocated within the NDP and 

the CSF. The conclusions are based on the final reports of the Mid-Term Evaluations of the different 

Operational Programmes (OPs), which were completed at the end of August 2003. The overall 

purpose of the Mid-Term review process is to provide an independent analysis of the operational 

programmes and the developments in the NDP/CSF since the current NDP started in 2000, and to 

make recommendations on how the programmes can be better targeted over the rest of the planning 

period so as to achieve the objectives of the NDP/CSF.”26 

 
The Evaluation was divided into three parts. Part 1 considered the macroeconomic background of the 
NDP/CSF and the programme impact on the economy. Part 2 looked at the OPs individually, (the two 
Regional Operational Programmes were reviewed together), using the individual Mid-Term 
Evaluations of each OP as a basis for the analysis. These chapters gave details of the rationale 
behind each OP, details of their content, and the findings of the OP level Evaluations on the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the OPs up to that date. Financial recommendations were also 
provided for each Measure within the OP (but not at Sub-Measure level). Other chapters in this Part 
included a review of horizontal principles, management issues and supplementary issues. Part 3 
provided overall conclusions and a summary of the detailed recommendations made throughout the 
MTE report. 
                                                      
25 Gesellschaftfur Finanz-und Regionalanalysen. 
26 Taken from “The Mid-Term Evaluation of the National Development Plan and Community Support Framework 
For Ireland 2000 to 2006”, ESRI, 2003. 
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4.2.2 Financial Recommendations Regarding Co-Financed Measures 

In order to understand the rationale for the recommendations made by the ESRI, we must show the 
process they undertook. They used a screening process which provided a means by which to 
formalise the Measures into those which are justified and those that are not. The Measures and Sub-
Measures were first classified according to four categories or types of rationale. These were - Public 
Goods; Corrective Pricing; Targeted Interventions and Redistribution. For the CSF, 72% of the 
expenditure for 2000-02 was allocated to Public Goods, 22% went on Targeted Interventions, 4% 
went on Redistribution and 3% went on Corrective Pricing. The scoring system was then applied to 
each of these categories. After each Measure and Sub-Measure was scored, their financial progress 
was then considered. Even though some Measures received a high score above a certain threshold 
they may still be under-performing in terms of financial and physical performance. The evaluators 
assessed this by comparing the actual outturn with the targeted outcome. They used this and the 
scoring method to identify the best Measures overall. This then was the basis for the 
recommendations made. They investigated the reasons for Measures that were scoring highly but yet 
were still under-performing. Although, there were cases, for instance in the PSOP, were expenditure 
over the 2000 to 2002 period fell below the planned level – this was due to the Managing Authority 
applying appropriately strict criteria to ensure value for public money - the evaluators felt that in these 
cases it was inappropriate to penalise a slow draw down of funds.  Another issue that was noted was 
that even if an area of activity was considered high priority it does not necessarily mean that there 
should be an increase in funding. If an increase in spending will lead to a substantial increase in price 
then it may be better to delay investment. Financial recommendations were then formalised from this 
process. 
 
The ESRI’s Mid-Term Evaluation report presented broad (i.e. directional) financial recommendations 
by Measure for each OP, in the relevant OP chapter. These are reviewed later in Section 4.3. Having 
recommended whether over the period 2004-06, individual Measures should receive more, the same 
or reduced funding, the MTE’s final step was to fit these recommendations within an indicative 
financial “envelope” for the period. It then presented these quantitative recommendations at OP and 
Priority level.  
 
The actual financial allocations recommended for the Priorities for the period 2004-06 were based on 
the details of actual expenditure for the Priority areas for the period 2000-02 as well as on estimates 
for the then current year of 2003. Based on these, it made the financial recommendations for the 
Priorities for 2004, and assumed that the prioritisation for 2005 and 2006 would be broadly the same. 
In addition, in the case of the CSF, the recommendations took account of the commitments for 2004.  
 
Recommendations were made both in regard to CSF and NDP investment. Here we focus on the 
CSF recommendations only. Table 4.1 (column 1) shows the CSF 2004 preliminary commitments by 
OP and Priority, the percentage share of each Priority and OP within the overall CSF 2004 allocation 
(column 2), the CSF 2004 financial recommendations (column 3) and the revised percentage share of 
the overall CSF 2004 allocation (column 4).  
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It was envisaged that approximately 20% of CSF funding be reallocated into infrastructure from other 
OPs. As shown in the Table, it was also recommended that CSF funding be concentrated in a smaller 
number of Priorities than in previous years of the programme. The MTE recommended that CSF 
funding should be restricted to just the National Roads, Public Transport and Environmental 
Infrastructure Priorities in the ESIOP; the Employability, Entrepreneurship, and Adaptability Priorities 
in the EHRDOP; to the RTDI Priority in the PSOP and to the Local Infrastructure Priority in the 
Regional OPs. 
 

 TABLE 4.1: MID-TERM EVALUATION FINANCIAL RECOMMENDATIONS, BY OP AND  
                    PRIORITY  

 

CSF 
2004 

Preliminary 
Commitments 

CSF 
2004 

Recommended 

Difference 
Between 

recommendation 
and commitment

 €mn % €mn % €mn % 
Economic & Social Infrastructural OP 148 25.4 258 44.3 110 18.9 
National Roads 94 16.2 148 25.4 54 9.2 
Public Transport 25 4.3 60 10.3 35 6.0 
Environmental Infrastructure 12 2.1 50 8.6 38 6.5 
Sustainable Energy 16 2.7 0 0.0 -16 -2.7 
Housing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Health Facilities 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Technical Assistance 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
    
Employment and Human Resources 
Development OP 

141 24.2 95 16.3 -46 -7.9 

Employability 84 14.4 50 8.6 -34 -5.8 
Entrepreneurship 28 4.8 20 3.4 -8 -1.4 
Adaptability 27 4.6 25 4.3 -2 -0.3 
Equality  2 0.3 0 0.0 -2 -0.3 
Other Measures 1 0.2 0 0.0 -1 -0.2 
    
Productive Sector OP 58 10.0 49 8.4 -9 -1.6 
RTDI 49 8.4 49 8.4 0 0.0 
Industry 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Marketing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Sea Fisheries 9 1.5 0 0.0 -9 -1.5 
Technical Assistance 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
    
Regional OPs 205 35.2 148 25.4 -57 -9.8 
Local Infrastructure 90 15.5 148 25.4 58 9.9 
Local Enterprise Development 50 8.6 0 0.0 -50 -8.6 
Agriculture & Rural Development 23 4.0 0 0.0 -23 -4.0 
Social Inclusion & Childcare 41 7.0 0 0.0 -41 -7.0 
    
Peace II OP 29 5.0 29 5.0 0 0.0 
    
Technical Assistance OP 1 0.2 3 0.5 2 0.3 
Total 582 100.0 582 100.0 0 0.0 

SOURCE: ESRI MID-TERM EVALUATION, 2003 
 
At OP level, the ESRI proposals can be read from the final column of Table 4.1. This shows the 
difference between the original and the proposed percentage shares by OP and Priority in CSF 
spending in 2004. As shown: 
 
 the ESIOP was to receive a greater allocation of the funding – a sizeable 18.9% recommended 

increase for the year 2004; the MTE states that the reason for more funding for this OP is due to 
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the “prospective high rate of return on investment in infrastructure that is implemented in a cost 
efficient manner” (P.128) 

 the EHRDOP, PSOP and the Regional OPs were to have a decrease in their overall share of 
CSF funding;  

 the Peace II OP was to have no change in its 2004 CSF allocation; and  
 the Technical Assistance OP was recommended to have a small increase.  

 
At Priority level within the ESIOP, National Roads, Public Transport and Environmental Infrastructure 
were all suggested for an increase in their shares. It was recommended that Sustainable Energy 
should have no further CSF funding. The MTE stated the reasons for this as “CSF funding should be 
continued in respect of national roads, public transport and environmental infrastructure, areas where 
the investment is most productive or where the pattern of investment is driven by EU regulation and 
where there should be an adequate number of projects having a high probability of completion on 
time”. (P.130) 
 
The ESRI recommended that the Local Infrastructure Priority within the Regional OPs receive an 
increase in its CSF funding. Again the MTE stated the reason for this was that “the funding is to be 
targeted on Measures where there is likely to be a certain and significant return on investment so as 
to make best use of the resources”.  In the EHRDOP, all Priorities were recommended for a decrease 
in their 2004 funding. The MTE stated in regards to CSF funding that there should be “some 
concentration of resources to reduce administration costs, given the more limited funding”. (P.172)  
 
In the PSOP, RTDI was recommended as having no change in its funding, and Sea Fisheries funding 
was recommended to be reduced to zero. The reason stated for this in the MTE was “In the case of 
the CSF, which will see a major reduction in size over the period 2004-2006, it is recommended that 
the remaining funding in the OP be concentrated on the research Priority.” (P.157)  
 
The ESRI did not make CSF-specific financial recommendations at Measure level, at that level its 
financial recommendations relate to the total spend, i.e. co-financed and non-co-financed. 

4.2.3 Financial Revisions to CSF and OPs 

In order to ascertain the level of acceptance or otherwise of the ESRI financial recommendations, this 
section reviews the CSF financial changes that were made to Operational Programmes and Priorities 
for 2004. This is shown in Table 4.2. Also shown is the percentage share each OP and Priority in the 
CSF total.  
 
As can be seen from the Table, the recommendations were broadly followed but not always to the 
same extent as that suggested. Reasons for this generally were practical programming 
considerations.  
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At OP level: 
 
 the MTE principally recommended that the ESIOP should have an increase in their CSF 2004 

allocation – a sizeable increase took place although not quite to the same extent, it rose to 38% 
as against a recommended 44%; 

 the recommendations in relation to EHRDOP to reduce funding was followed, but not by the 
amount that was recommended; it was recommended that funding be decreased to 16.3% from 
24.2%, but it was reduced to 20.4%; 

 the recommendations in relation to the Regional OPs to reduce funding was followed, but not by 
the amount that was recommended; Funding was recommended to be reduced to 25.4% from 
35.2%, but it was only reduced to 28.7%; 

 the recommendation relating to the PSOP was not followed;  
 the Peace II OP allocation remained unchanged as recommended; and 
 the Technical Assistance OP remained the same; it was not increased as recommended. 

 
Within the ESIOP, the National Roads recommendation was followed as were the recommendations 
in regards to Public Transport and Sustainable Energy, although not by the exact amount 
recommended. As can be seen from Table 4.2, Public Transport was recommended an increase from 
4.3% to 10.3% but it was actually increased to 17% of overall CSF funding for 2004. In regards to 
funding for the Sustainable Energy Priority, it was recommended that funding be reduced from 2.7% 
to 0% but it was actually reduced to 1%. 
 
Within the EHRDOP, the recommendation to reduce the funding to the Employability Priority for the 
year 2004 was not followed and the funding was actually increased. The recommendations regarding 
the Entrepreneurship and Adaptability Priorities were followed, but reductions were greater than what 
was recommended.  
 
Within the Productive Sector OP, the recommendation to reduce was not followed and the allocation 
to this OP remained unchanged following the Mid-Term Review. Subsequent financial changes to this 
OP (a reduction in targets) in 2005 are awaiting approval from the European Commission.  
 
In regard to the Regional OPs, the recommendation to increase the budget for Local Infrastructure for 
both regions was not followed and the recommendations to reduce the other three Priorities’ 
allocations to zero were also not followed. 
 
An important point to also keep in mind is that in multi-funded programmes, the scope for inter-
measure transfers is limited. 
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TABLE 4.2: RECOMMENDED MTE CHANGES1 AND MTR ACTUAL CHANGES COMPARED 
2004 

Preliminary 
Commitments 

2004 
Recommended 

Actual 2004 
Allocations 

Difference 
between 

Allocation and 
Recommended

 

€ % € % €  %  € 

Economic & Social 
Infrastructural OP 

148 25.4 258 44.3 250 37.6 -8 

National Roads 94 16.2 148 25.4 118 17.7 -30 
Public Transport 25 4.3 60 10.3 113 17.0 53 
Environmental 
Infrastructure 

12 2.1 50 8.6 12 1.8 -38 

Sustainable Energy 16 2.7 0 0.0 7 1. 7 
    
Employment and Human 
Resources Development 
OP 

141 24.2 95 16.3 136 20.4 41 

Employability 84 14.4 50 8.6 102 15.4 52 
Entrepreneurship 28 4.8 20 3.4 19 2.9 -1 
Adaptability 27 4.6 25 4.3 13 1.9 -12 
Equality  2 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.2 1 
Other Measures 1 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

    
Productive Sector OP 58 10.0 49 8.4 58 8.7 9 
RTDI 49 8.4 49 8.4 49 7.4 0 
Sea Fisheries 9 1.5 0 0.0 9 1.3 9 
Technical Assistance 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
    
Regional OPs 205 35.2 148 25.4 191 28.7 43 
Local Infrastructure 90 15.5 148 25.4 76 11.5 -72 
Local Enterprise 
Development 

50 8.6 0 0.0
38

5.7 38 

Agriculture & Rural 
Development 

23 4.0 0 0.0
29

4.4 29 

Social Inclusion & 
Childcare 

41 7.0 0 0.0
48

7.2 48 

    
Peace II OP 29 5.0 29 5.0 29 4.4 0 
    
Technical Assistance OP 1 0.2 3 0.5 1 0.2 -2 
    
Total  582 100.0 582 100.0 665 100.0 83 

Note: 1  excludes eligible private expenditure 
SOURCE: ESRI MID-TERM EVALUATION, 2003, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, 2005,  
                  MANAGING AUTHORITIES, 2005 

 4.3 MTE OP-Level Recommendations 

4.3.1 ESIOP 

Under ESIOP the CSF funds National Roads, Public Transport, Environmental Infrastructure, 
Sustainable Energy and Technical Assistance. The ESRI MTE strongly favoured supporting 
investment in infrastructure, especially roads, to tackle the deficit in physical infrastructure. However, 
it suggested a reprioritisation of investment to accommodate lessons learned which they identified as: 
Closer integration of capital investment with service provision; the health service and public transport 
are highlighted. Balanced regional development is an important consideration, but the evaluators 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-06    

 

     47

cautioned against funding uneconomic projects. Greater use of Price signals to achieve objectives, in 
particular, to align private and social cots resulting in “more appropriate” demand levels, to reduce the 
need for some public investments, and to raise revenues to help meet the funding deficit in the OP. 
Specifically, taxation to encourage energy efficiency; greater use of water charges; congestion 
charging in urban areas and greater use of toll roads. 
 
In its financial recommendations, the ESRI recommended that, given the infrastructure constraints, if 
more money was available within the overall envelope, it should be allocated to ESIOP. In relation to 
the CSF, the ESRI recommended that resources should be concentrated on a smaller number of 
areas including National Roads (to support the NSS), Public Transport and Environmental 
Infrastructure with no further funding for Sustainable Energy. The main reasons for this was as stated 
previously “CSF funding should be continued in respect of national roads, public transport and 
environmental infrastructure, areas where the investment is most productive or where the pattern of 
investment is driven by EU regulation and where there should be an adequate number of projects 
having a high probability of completion on time”. From the EU Performance Reserve, additional funds 
should be allocated to National Roads and Urban Public Transport. Arising from the Mid-Term 
Review, €15.4mn was transferred from Sustainable Energy to Public Transport and from the 
Performance Reserve €55mn was allocated to National Roads and €79mn to Public Transport. Thus 
the financial recommendations of the MTE were broadly implemented.  
 
The ESRI also recommended that supplementary actions be taken to ensure that value for money is 
obtained and that investments are worthwhile. These recommendations include scaling back road 
design specifications, changing priorities between national and regional roads, inclusion of disruption 
costs during construction in the evaluation of projects, consideration of cheaper bus-based schemes, 
combining investment in public transport with road charging, commercialisation of water services and 
that future water services investment should reflect Ireland’s environmental priorities and tackle 
agricultural water pollution. Subsequent steps that have been taken include the introduction of Design 
Build and Operate (DBO) contracts for water services and metering/charging for all non domestic 
water which together represent progress towards a more commercial approach to water services, 
wider utilisation of Public Private Partnerships (PPP) and tolling/road charging, extension of Quality 
Bus Corridor (QBC) network, introduction of wider economic evaluation of planned investments e.g. 
new Guidelines for the Appraisal and Management of Capital Expenditure Proposals in the Public 
Sector were published in February 2005, and planned introduction of additional measures to address 
agricultural water pollution. Thus, as outlined above, actions are being taken to implement the thrust 
of the ESRI recommendations. 

4.3.2 PSOP 

The MTE’s conclusions and recommendations were not specific to the CSF components of the 
PSOP, given that the latter exist at Sub-Measure level only. Nevertheless many were relevant to the 
co-financed schemes.  
 
The MTE concluded that investment in RTDI is one area where public benefits justify continued 
intervention, even though measuring success in this area is difficult. It argued that RTDI remained a 
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high priority as it addressed areas of market failure, and that further investment was needed to reduce 
the gap between Irish R&D investment levels and average EU and OECD levels. It recommended 
expenditure under the RTDI – Education Measure of the PSOP (which contains the co-financed 
Strategic Research Sub-Measure) remain the same, accepting the need to expand investment in 
research in the long-run. However, it also recommended that methods be used to allocate resources 
that incentivise research that makes the appropriate contribution to the economy.  
 
In relation to the RTDI – Enterprise Measure (which includes two co-financed Sub-Measures, among 
others), the MTE recommended that investment be reduced in infrastructure research capability, but 
remain unchanged in other areas. It urged caution in the speed at which investment is increased in 
areas such as RTDI, despite their high Priority, as increasing activity too quickly also carried 
significant cost. The MTE also observed that the regional component of the overall PSOP was 
somewhat arbitrary, as many areas of investment were demand-driven, disallowing the authorities the 
ability to influence their spatial distribution. Finally, the MTE recommended that investment in the Sea 
Fisheries area be reduced and/or discontinued, as the sector was not significant in a national context, 
and held little prospect for growth.  
 
The MTE, therefore, called for no change to the co-financed RTDI elements of the PSOP, but 
recognised an ongoing need to seek to maximise their impact and economic return. In the case of the 
Education – Strategic Research Sub-Measure, no formal changes occurred, as the scheme funded 
purely-public research institutions in the third level sector, and only the capital costs of these. The 
“public-good” nature of outcomes was not questioned in this regard. Moreover, the scheme was 
already fully-committed. In relation to RTDI in Industry, many distinct interventions were covered 
under the two co-financed Sub-Measures, including several layers to the National Collaboration Sub-
Measure, (e.g. innovation partnerships, the commercialisation fund, and the programmes in advanced 
technologies (PATs)), as well as In-Company R&D through the Competitive RTDI scheme. Since the 
MTE, Enterprise Ireland (the implementing body for the Sub-Measures) has reviewed and re-aligned 
its entire support structure for R&D so as to increase R&D levels within enterprise, to achieve 
research excellence in key sectors and areas, to widen the scope of enterprises undertaking R&D, to 
smooth the path to the commercialisation of research and to improve enterprise-third level linkages 
and R&D collaboration. The recommendation to reduce and/or cease support under the Sea Fisheries 
area was not accepted.  

4.3.3 EHRDOP 

Assessing the ESRI recommendations for the EHRDOP is complicated by the fact that the 
recommendations relate essentially to individual Measures. This is further complicated by the extent 
to which the co-financed funds have since been re-allocated between different EHRDOP Measures. 
Current progress has also to be viewed in the context of the initial high forecast allocations, which 
must be taken into account in order to understand the reasons for some of the MTE 
recommendations. Furthermore, some of the post-2003 financial re-allocations were made as a result 
of the MTE recommendations.  
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The following text summarises the main features of the recommendations which relate to both NDP 
and CSF (see pages 170-173 of MTE):  
 
 in the case of Measures related to the School Completion Initiative (M3), Skilled Training for the 

Unemployed (M13), Adult Literacy (M22), Undergraduate Skills (M26), Quality and Certification 
(M29B) and Equality Issues (M30, M31A, M31B and M31B1), the MTE viewed these activities as 
important and recommended either an increase in, or a continuation of, the then current level of 
funding. This advice has since been followed;  

 in the case of the Social Economy Initiative (M19A), the MTE recommended a decrease in 
funding, a course of action which was also followed, as the levels of activity that materialised 
were obviously lower than anticipated. The financial allocation for this Measure has been 
substantially reduced twice, suggesting that significant overstatements were made initially in 
estimating the expected levels of activity. The associated Social Economy - Local Social Capital 
Measure (M19B) never actually commenced; and 

 the MTE also considered Third Level Access (M9), Life Long Learning Back to Education Initiative 
(LLL BTEI - M21) and Technical Assistance (M33A and M33B) to be important and recommended 
increases in support. However, reductions in funding were subsequently applied, mainly because 
it became clear that the original targets setting out the expected volumes of activity would not be 
met. 

 
Specific comments are appropriate in the case of the following individual Measures: 
 
 ESL (Early School Leavers) support schemes (M11A and M11B). The MTE had reservations 

about the level of funding for these Measures as it felt that the targets were too high. However, 
the levels of activity associated with these schemes exceeded expectations. For example, 
between 2000 and 2004 expenditure for 11B (DES) was nearly 50% above target. The re-
allocation procedures referred to earlier have resulted in substantial extra funding being directed 
to this area; and  

 In-Company Training which relates to M18A (FAS), M18B (EI) and 18C (DETE). This is an area 
(forming part of the Entrepreneurship Priority) where serious overestimates appear to have been 
made as to the expected levels of activity. As a result there was initially a substantial transfer of 
funds from Enterprise Ireland based training (18B) to the new Measure 18C which is operated by 
the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment as part of the Skillnets initiative. Currently, 
further fund transfers from Measures 18A and 18C to M13 FAS Skilled Training for the 
Unemployed etc. (part of the Employability Priority) are being discussed with the EU Commission. 

 
In summary, the MTE recommendations for EHRDOP have been followed to a fairly significant 
degree. However, in some instances the actions subsequently taken were largely unavoidable, or 
inevitable, in the light of developments as they emerged over time (e.g. insufficient take-up). Broadly 
speaking, at EHRDOP Priority level the MTE recommendations had the effect of directing extra 
resources to the Employability category. While the MTE recommendations for increasing, or at least 
maintaining, support for the Adaptability Priority were not generally followed, this arose more as a 
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result of lower than expected levels of activity rather than a view that the Measures in question were 
of a lower order of priority. Similar comments apply to the Entrepreneurship Priority. 

4.3.4 The Regional Operational Programmes 

The overall NDP-level Mid-Term Evaluation carried out by the ESRI dealt with both Regional OPs 
together, not distinguishing between them especially regarding recommendations. Therefore the 
recommendations are common to both regions, although obviously the Managing Authority’s 
response is not necessarily the same. Also, the individual Mid-Term Evaluations of the Regional OPs 
made region-specific recommendations that were sometimes contrary to the ESRI recommendations. 
 
Table 4.3 shows the ESRI’s Measure level financial recommendations and the changes made to the 
financial forecasts in each region. These changes are based on a comparison between the original 
2000-06 CSF forecast for each Measure and the revised forecast for that period. It should be noted 
that in some cases where recommendations appear not to have been accepted, this is not 
necessarily for any policy reason but may be as a result of other technical issues, as explained below. 
 
TABLE 4.3:  SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL RECOMMENDATION REGARDING REGIONAL OP  
         CO-FINANCED MEASURES - ESRI MID-TERM EVALUATION OF THE NDP 
                     AND CSF                   
Co-financed Measure ESRI Recommended 

level1 (both regions) 
BMW 

Changes 
S&E  

Changes 
Local Infrastructure    
1. Non-national roads Increase Same Increased 
2. Rural Water Same Reduced Reduced 
3. Waste Management Reduce Same Same 
4. Urban/Village Renewal Increase Reduced Same 
5. E-Commerce Reduce Reduced Reduced 
9. Technical Assistance Same Same Same 

Local Enterprise    
1. Tourism Reduce Reduced Reduced 
2. Micro-enterprise Same Reduced Reduced 
3. Regional Innovation Strategies Reduce Reduced Reduced 
4. Forestry Reduce Reduced Reduced 
5. Fishery/gaeltacht harbours Same Same Increased 
6. Aquaculture Reduce Same Increased 

Agriculture/Rural Development    
1. General Structural Improvement Reduce Reduced Increased 
1. General Rural Development Same Reduced Reduced 

Social Inclusion/Childcare    
1. Childcare Capital Same Increased  Reduced 
2. Childcare Staffing and Quality 

Improvements2 
Same Increased Increased 

1 Measure level, co-financed Measures not separated 
2 EU co-financed Measures, dual ratings reflect multiple Measures 
SOURCE: MID-TERM EVALUATION OF THE NDP AND CSF FOR IRELAND 2000-2006,  
      ESRI, 2003 AND REGIONAL ASSEMBLIES 

 
The ESRI recommended increases in the budgets of two co-financed Measures, no change for 
seven, and reductions for seven Measures under the OPs. The second two columns show the 
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changes in CSF allocations that subsequently occurred. In a majority of cases the recommendations 
were accepted, or investment levels remained the same. Following the MTE, the actual financial 
allocations were increased for two Measures, unchanged for five and reduced for nine Measures in 
the BMW. In the S&E, the recommended financial allocation was increased for five Measures and 
reduced for eight Measures.  
 
In the BMW, the reduction in the Rural Water and Micro-enterprise allocations resulted from the 
movement of private matching funding from the CSF to the non-co-financed part of the NDP. This 
transfer was made to ensure that expenditure could be certified on an eligible public expenditure 
basis. The reduction in the General Rural Development allocation resulted from an N+2 
decommitment. 
 
The apparent increase in the Southern and Eastern General Structural Improvement Measure was 
not brought about by any policy decisions but arose from an EU recommitment following the 
acceptance of Ireland’s ‘force majeure’ application arising from the foot and mouth crisis. The 
reductions in the Forestry and General Rural Development Measures came about because of an N+2 
decommitment.  The reduction in the Rural Water, E-Commerce, Micro-enterprise and Childcare 
Measures arose from the removal of private matching funds from the financial plans. These 
reductions took place prior to the Mid-term Evaluation. 
 
The ESRI made four non-financial recommendations at co-financed Measure level (see Table 4.4). 
Three were accepted and acted on, and one was accepted and partially acted on. There is now 
greater private sector involvement in E-Commerce. Private sector telecommunications companies are 
participating in all approved Group Broadband Scheme projects. Childcare indicators have been 
improved as recommended. 
 
TABLE 4.4:  SUMMARY OF NON-FINANCIAL RECOMMENDATION REGARDING  
                     REGIONAL OP CO-FINANCED MEASURES - ESRI MID-TERM EVALUATION       
                     OF THE NDP AND CSF              
Co-financed Measure ESRI 

Recommendation 
(both regions)1 

BMW S&E 

Local Infrastructure    
Non-National Roads More targeting of 

investment on NSS 
priorities 

Accepted and 
Acted on 

Accepted and 
Acted on 

Rural Water Greater cost recovery  Accepted and 
Partially Acted on 

Accepted and 
Partially Acted on 

E-Commerce Greater private sector 
involvement 

Accepted and 
Acted on 

Accepted and 
Acted on 

Social Inclusion/Childcare    
Childcare Capital 
Childcare Staffing and Quality 
Improvements 

Improvement of 
indicators 

Accepted and 
Acted on 

Accepted and 
Acted on 

1 Measure level, co-financed Measures not separated. Recommendations relate to total NDP 
expenditure at Measure level. 
SOURCE: MID-TERM EVALUATION OF THE NDP AND CSF FOR IRELAND 2000-2006,  
      ESRI,  2003, AND MANAGING AUTHORITIES 
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Initial steps have been made in relation to cost recovery under the Rural Water Measure. Charges are 

being introduced for the non-domestic sector. However, the main focus of the Measure is on the 

domestic sector and there has been no progress on cost recovery for that sector. This is of course a 

National, not a Regional policy issue. 

4.3.5 Peace II 

The ESRI MTE comments in relation to the Peace II Operational Programme were tentative because 
the Programme got off to a late start, effectively in 2002, because of delays in approving the content 
of the Programme and the need to establish new implementation structures. As a result, at the time of 
the review, there was a great deal of activity in relation to the Programme (5,981 applications for 
funding had been assessed) but few results. Only 9% of the Programme budget had been spent. The 
MTE noted concerns with the Programme’s ‘distinctiveness criteria’, which aim to ensure that funded 
projects contribute to the Programme’s objectives of addressing the legacy of the conflict and taking 
opportunities arising from peace. The MTE also noted excessive complexity and bureaucracy in the 
delivery of the Programme, and – given the late start to the Programme – the difficulty of achieving 
the projected expenditure profile in later years of the Programme. Given the early stage of the 
Programme, the MTE did not make firm recommendations for change, other than suggesting an 
increase in the allocation to the Social Integration, Inclusion and Reconciliation Priority (Priority 2) 
and, in general terms, a reallocation of resources from under-spent Measures to Measures which are 
relatively over-subscribed and have a strong social and reconciliation focus. The MTE, however, did 
recommend that to improve the OP’s flexibility a new Measure for ‘Innovative Actions’ should be 
introduced. 
 
The PriceWaterhouseCoopers Update of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Peace II 2000-200627 reviewed 
the implementation of the Programme Mid-Term Evaluation. The report shows, inter alia, that the 
weighting in project selection criteria for peace building and reconciliation has been significantly 
increased (from 6% of total weighting to 20%); reconciliation Measures have been continued in the 
Peace II Extension and have received significant funding allocations. The concerns in relation to the 
distinctiveness criteria have been addressed by the provision of revised guidance by the SEUPB and 
by a new requirement for each implementing body to provide an annual report to the SEUPB on the 
application of the distinctiveness criteria in their Measures and that action had been taken to reduce 
the administrative burden associated with the Programme, for example by improved co-ordination of 
audit requirements. In a further effort to identify ways in which the implementation systems and 
process within the Programme could be simplified a ’60 Day Action Team’ produced a set of 
simplification proposals which the SEUPB has been implementing and the PriceWaterhouseCoopers 
report found that ‘much progress has been made to this end’.28 
 
The MTE recommendation for a new Measure for Innovative Actions was not implemented, as it was 
felt that there was adequate scope for innovation within the existing Measures, that it would be difficult 
to identify an appropriate implementing body and that the delays associated with establishing the 
                                                      
27 Op. cit. Section 2. 
28 Op. Cit. Section 2.37 
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Measure would adversely impact on the Programme’s expenditure profile. However, a number of 
significant Innovative Actions were approved by the Monitoring Committee in June 2003, under 
existing Measures. The total value of the projects supported under the Innovative Actions was 
€126.5mn all of this in Northern Ireland. 

4.3.6 Technical Assistance 

The Mid-Term Evaluation recommended an increase in the CSF allocation to the Technical 
Assistance OP. This reflected its view of the importance of the work of the Units funded under it. 
While there was no increase in the co-funded element of the OP, there was an increase of €5.6 mn in 
non co-financed expenditure reflecting the shift in priorities across Measures. This largely reflects a 
number of developments which affected the work funded under the OP, while associated staffing 
difficulties meant the capacity to use more resources was absent.  
 
ESRI non-financial recommendations relevant to the OP are: 
 
 full implementation of the CSF management information system developed under the OP – this 

has occurred, although aspects relating to regional information proved impractical; and 
 devotion of more resources to evaluation – evaluation continued but was not expanded. By 2005 

the evaluation staff complement had been reduced from a peak of five to one. 
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Chapter 5 CSF Progress at OP Level 

5.1 Introduction 
 
This Chapter reviews the financial and physical progress of the CSF at the level of the seven 
individual OPs. Sections 5.2 - 5.8 inclusive deal with the OPs. Each section deals first with financial 
and then with physical progress. In the latter case, it should be recalled that physical indicators relate 
to the total activity under the co-financed Measures, and not just to the CSF component. Where non-
co-financed expenditure is involved, it is therefore not possible to assess the physical progress of 
OPs and Measures at strictly CSF level. 
 
A more detailed description of progress can be found in the individual OP Update Evaluation Reports 
(see list in Section 1.2.4). 

5.2 Economic and Social Infrastructure Operational Programme 

5.2.1 Financial Progress  

CSF expenditure under the National Roads Priority (the largest Priority under the OP) for the five 
years to end-2004 was €961mn, or 102% of the seven-year target. Expenditure on National Roads to 
end-2004 is therefore ahead of the 70% benchmark for the seven year period to end-2006. (Total 
corresponding NDP expenditure on National Roads at 67.1% is slightly below the 70% guideline.)  
 
CSF Expenditure under the Public Transport and Environmental Infrastructure Priorities at 85% and 
79% respectively, were above the 70% guideline level for end-2004. (The corresponding NDP 
percentages for these Priorities were 72% and 78% respectively, indicating that the rates of CSF and 
total NDP spending were broadly in line.)  
 
CSF expenditure on Sustainable Energy at only 15.4% was far below the 70% expected level and 
reflects a poor rate of progress under this Priority. It is notable that the CSF allocation for this Priority, 
at €47.6mn, is much smaller than for the other Priorities and amounts to only 4% of the revised CSF 
budget for the ESIOP 2000-06. As a result of the low rate of spend under the Priority, and supported 
by the ESRI MTE recommendation, €15.4mn was transferred from Sustainable Energy to Public 
Transport following the Mid-Term Review. 

5.2.2 Physical Progress 

The main progress indicators show that, with the exception of National Roads and Environmental 
Infrastructure (original targets), there has been substantial progress towards targets set in the NDP. 
(As in other OPs, the physical indicators relate to the total spend and not just to the CSF spend.) 
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TABLE 5.1: ESIOP – SUMMARY OF PROGRESS TO END-2004 
Priority 
 

Co-financed 
Measures  

CSF Expenditure to 
end 04  

Selected Progress Indicators 
 

  €mn As % End 
’06 

Revised 

Indicator Absolute 
No. 

% of ’06 target 
achieved at the 

end ‘04 
National Roads National 

Roads  
961.3 101.9% % of 5 MIUs 

complete 
 
Extent of 
M50/Dublin 
Port Tunnel 
Complete 
 
Travel Time 
Savings  
 
Level of 
Service D 
(80kmph on 
inter urban 
journeys) 

100% 
 
 
100% 
 
 
 
 
180 
Minutes 
 
On 90% 
other Nat 
Primary 
Routes 

36.0%  
 
 
68.9% 
 
 
 
 
70.1% 
 
 
 
94.4% 

Public 
Transport 

DTI Public 
Transport 
 
 
 
 
 
National Public 
Transport  
 

578.3 85.0% LUAS 
 
Dublin Buses 
 
QBCs in 
operation 
 
Rail Track 
Renewed 
Rail time 
savings 9 
routes 

Complete 
system 
1,176 Total 
 
17 
 
 
490km 
 
104 
minutes 

100% 
 
90.5% 
 
52.9% 
 
 
107.9% 
 
36.5% 

Environmental 
Infrastructure 

Waste Water 
 

97.6 78.6% Schemes 
Completed 
Length Rivers 
Unpolluted 
Compliance 
Rate (New) 
 
PE29 (New) 

245 
 
80% 
 
100% 
 
 
5,176,916 

33.5% 
 
87.5% 
 
90% (Dec’03) 
 
 
90.5% (Dec’03) 

Sustainable 
Energy 

Energy 
Conservation  
 
 
Renewable/ 
Alternative 
Energy 
 
 

7.4 15.4% Homes 
insulated  
 
Design 
Studies 
District 
Heating /CHP 
Studies 
 
Additional 
Connection 
Capacity 
 
Total Grid  
Connected  
Wind energy 
In Ireland 

13,500 
 
 
90 
 
5 
 
 
 
132MW 
 
 
 
600MW 

50.5% 
 
 
87.8% 
 
100% 
 
 
 
112.1% 
 
 
 
58.8% 

OP Total  1644.6 91.5% - - -  
SOURCE: ESIOP MTRU, 2005 

                                                      
29 PE refers to Population Equivalent. 
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In the case of National Roads, the Progress Indicator understates the actual progress as there were 
20 projects under construction at end 2004. Some of the main projects that the CSF contributed 
towards were; upgrading of the National Primary Road Network (MIUs) e.g. the M1 Dublin-Belfast 
motorway, Greater Dublin Area roads e.g. completion of M50, Dublin Port Tunnel, increased capacity 
of the DART and suburban rail, delivery of LUAS light rail system, improved urban bus services, 
upgrade of main line rail network and trains, and new waste water collection and treatment facilities 
leading to greater compliance with EU directives and reduced water pollution. The road and rail 
improvements gave greater capacity but also resulted in reduced transport costs, reduced travel 
times, increased safety, improved quality of life and environmental improvement. For Environmental 
Infrastructure new indicators have been adopted which show much improved delivery rates, see 
Table 5.1 where the progress on the original indicator of “Schemes Completed” was only 33.5% and 
progress on the new indicators of “Compliance Rate” and “PE” are 90%. 
 
For the Sustainable Energy Priority the progress indicators show high delivery rates of 50% to 112% 
relative to low rates of expenditure of 15% of CSF revised target and 26% of NDP revised target. The 
Update concludes that physical progress has generally been disappointing in the area of alternative 
energy especially in the area of renewable energy connection to the grid. Under spend could lead to 
possible loss of ERDF funding and to issues regarding the Kyoto Protocol and the need to meet 
targets for Renewable Energy. 
 
A feature of the physical progress was an apparent tendency to focus on large projects e.g. waste 
water treatment in Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway, Wexford etc., with less progress in smaller projects 
such as Sustainable Energy. Giving priority to large projects with a high potential for absorption of 
CSF funding would not appear to be the optimum method of project selection. Physical progress was 
also reduced by construction cost inflation. 

5.3 Productive Sector Operational Programme 

5.3.1 Financial Progress 

Across the five active co-financed Sub-Measures (which excludes the Adjustment of the Fishing Effort 
Sub-Measure), a total of €441mn had been spent by end-2004, equivalent to 62%30 of the end-2006 
revised CSF forecast.  
 
Under the RTDI Sub-Measures, spend had reached 111% of the revised target in Education - 
Strategic Research, 71% in Industry – National Collaboration, and 51% in Industry – Competitive 
RTDI, with their combined spend amounting to €401.65mn (see Table 5.2). Additional non-co-
financed spend had occurred only under the National Collaboration Sub-Measure (where a further 
€10.4mn was provided as non-co-financed private expenditure).  
 
                                                      
30 All figures in this section differ from the ones used in Chapter 2 due to the fact that these represent the 
progress of the OP as against targets that were revised in Spring 2005. 
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There had been no expenditure or activity under the Adjustment of the Fishing Effort Sub-Measure, 
earmarked for co-financing from the FIFG. Under the two active co-financed Sub-Measures within the 
Sea Fisheries Priority, spend was less advanced having reached 31% of the revised target under the 
Supporting Measures scheme, and 47% under the Renewal and Modernisation of the Fleet Sub-
Measure. The reason the Priority has not been performing well is a combination of a static industry, 
over-provision (or insufficient demand), and most importantly the lack of one major element 
proceeding until 2005 (the Vessel Decommissioning Scheme). 
 

TABLE 5.2: PSOP - SUMMARY OF PROGRESS TO END-2004 
Priority Co-Financed 

Measures 
Co-Financed 

Sub-
Measures 

CSF Spend to end 
2004 

Selected Progress Indicators 

   €mn as % 
end31 ’06 
revised 
forecast 

Indicator Absolute 
No. 

% of 
’06 

target

RTDI 2 (Education 
and Industry) 

Education – 
Strategic 
Research 

 
103.0 

 
111% 

Number of 
Post-Graduate 
Researchers 
Engaged 
Number of 
Post-Doctoral 
Researchers 
Engaged 

 
860 

 
754 

 
96% 

 
151% 

  Industry – 
National 
Collaboration 

 
113.0 

 
71% 

Number of 
Collaborations 
Established 
Number of non 
R&D 
performing 
firms involved 
in 
collaborations 

 
927 

 
 

1461 

 
124% 

 
 

52% 

  Industry – 
Competitive 
RTDI 

 
185.6 

 
51% 

Number of 
Applications 
Supported 
Number of New 
R&D 
Performers 

 
826 

 
353 

 
66% 

 
71% 

Sea Fisheries 
Development 

1 (Sea 
Fisheries 
Development) 

Supporting 
Measures 

 
9.5 

 
31% 

Number of 
Projects Grant-
Aided 

 
62 

 
62% 

  Renewal and 
Modernisation 
of the Fishing 
Fleet 

 
30.0 

 
47% 

Number of 
Vessels 
renewed, 
modernised 
and/or 
improved for 
safety 
purposes 

 
 

262 

 
 

66% 

OP Total 
(excl. 
Technical 
Assistance) 

   
441.1 

 
62% 

   

Note: 1. Up to 2003 
SOURCE: PSOP MTEU 
 
 
                                                      
31 All figures in this Table differ from the ones used in Chapter 2 due to the fact that these represent the progress 
of the OP as against targets that were revised in Spring 2005. 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-06    

 

     58

With regards to regional outcomes, in the case of RTDI, spend in the BMW Region had reached 42% 
of target under Strategic Research, 32% of target under National Collaboration, and 33% of target 
under Competitive RTDI. The corresponding figures for the S&E Region were 138%, 90% and 60% 
respectively. The main reason for the difference between the two regions is limited absorption 
capacity at third level institutions and at company level in the BMW Region. 

5.3.2 Physical Progress 

In all cases, physical progress as judged by indicators was more advanced than financial progress. 
Under Strategic Research, the number of post-graduate researchers engaged had almost reached 
100% of target, and had significantly exceeded it in the case of post-doctoral researchers. Under the 
National Collaboration Sub-Measure, 927 collaborations had been established (124% of target), 
although the number of non R&D performing firms involved in collaborations had only reached 52% of 
the end-2006 target. Some 826 applications under the Competitive RTDI scheme had been 
supported, representing 66% of the final target, while the 353 new R&D performing firms represented 
71% of target. Some 62 projects had been supported under the Sea Fisheries Supporting Measures 
(compared with a final target of 100), and 262 vessels had been renewed, modernised or improved 
for safety purposes under the Fleet Renewal Scheme (representing 66% of the final target).  
 
Physical progress at regional level under these schemes has been less divergent, although the 
original regional physical targets had lower proportionate shares going to the BMW Region than the 
financial targets. The regional spread of both physical and financial progress under both Sea 
Fisheries Sub-Measures has been far closer to original targets, and reflective of the regionally-
concentrated fishing industry. 

5.4 Employment and Human Resources Development Operational 
Programme 

5.4.1 Financial Progress 

As can be seen from Table 5.3, overall expenditure under this OP at the end of 2004 was 69% of the 
2000-06 projected spend. By Priority, financial progress was as follows:  
 
 The Employability Priority had absorbed 73.5% of the total CSF revised allocation for 2000-06, a 

creditable result overall. The most satisfactory performances at Measure level related to Active 
Measures for the Long-Term Unemployed (3), the ESL programmes (11A and 11B) and FAS 
Skilled Training for the Unemployed (13): there was one Measure for which performance was 
significantly below average – Third Level Access for the Disadvantaged (9).  

 The performance for the Adaptability Priority was higher, at 89.3%, but it should be borne in mind 
that this relative level of activity is artificially increased due to the fact that the original forecast for 
2000-06 was substantially reduced. While Measures related to adult literacy and undergraduate 
skills (22 and 26) performed quite well, the expenditure outlay on the important LLL BTEI 
Measure (21) fell well below target and accounted for only about a quarter of the revised forecast 
expenditure for 2000-06 by the end of 2004. 
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 Expenditure on the Entrepreneurship Priority had reached only 36% of its revised 2000-06 target 
by end 2004. The reason for this low performance was lower than expected levels of activity in 
both constituent components - In-Company Training and the Social Economy projects. With 
regards to In-Company Training, the expenditure for EI (Enterprise Ireland) sponsored training 
activities was particularly low and this constitutes one of the main reasons why the Priority 
performed significantly below expectations. This in turn involved a mixture of overprovision due to 
bullish planning at the outset, provision to EI of un-sought resources, and EI’s focus only on its 
own client companies. The second of the two Social Economy projects (Local Social Capital) 
never actually commenced. 

 The expenditure percentages were 51.6% and 42.7% for the Equality and Technical Assistance 
Priorities. 

5.4.2 Physical Progress 

The overall position regarding the availability of physical indicators for the EHRDOP is not 
satisfactory. This deficiency was emphasised in both the ESRI MTE and in the more recent FGS CSF 
Update Evaluation of the EHRDOP, and has been the subject of a specific Monitoring Committee 
recommendation regarding the need for improvement. Most of the Measure specific indicators have 
been defined, but there are large gaps in data availability. Furthermore, even when indicators are 
defined, there are inconsistencies between them (such as different output calculations for similar 
Measures).  
 
Simple gross volume indicators are available for quite a number of Measures, but these tend to vary 

as between Measures within Priorities (e.g. participants at various levels, training places, numbers of 

studies etc). It is therefore difficult to obtain a coherent view at Priority or OP level. For a number of 

Measures there are apparent inconsistencies between the financial and volume outcomes. 

 
Few indicators are available under the more important “results” or “impact” headings, particularly the 
latter, for which only a handful of series are available. As with the financial data, the fact that the 
targets for different Measures have been adjusted renders interpretation more difficult. The overall 
position is somewhat better for Measures run by FAS, as a number of nationwide special surveys 
have been carried out, some of them on a regular basis. For other bodies (i.e. mainly DES) there are 
significant practical difficulties involved as the actual Measures are operated by a large number of 
separate bodies, institutions etc.  
 
Nevertheless, our view is that more can be done to improve the indicator position. While blanket 
coverage of all Measures is hardly feasible, steps should be taken to provide meaningful indicators, 
especially in relation to impact. A selection of key impact indicators which are important either in 
economic terms or are of particular social concern should be in place. Clearly this would require 
special surveys involving comparison control groups. As an example, one such area is equity in Third 
Level Access (Measure 9) which has been the subject of concern and debate for many years.  
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The final columns of Table 5.3 show output figures for 2000-04 for the principal Measures in each 

Priority, and represent virtually all of the available data on this aspect for this period.   

 

TABLE 5.3: EHRDOP - SUMMARY OF PROGRESS TO END-2004 
Priority Co-

Financed 
Measures 

Cumulative CSF 
Spend to end-2004 

Selected Progress Indicators 

 No. € mn % 2000-
06 

Forecast 
(rev) 

Name Absolute 
No. 

% of 
2000-04 

Target

Employability  9 725.8 73.5%   
 

3. Active Measures LTU (FAS) 
9. Third Level Access  
11A.ESL-Progression (FAS) 
(participants who completed) 
11B.ESL-Youthreach etc. (DES) (all 
participants) 
13.  Skills Training (FAS) 
(participants who completed) 
 
Indicative Priority Achievement 

190220 
4973 

15,100 
 

17,500 
 

57,100 
 
- 

105% 
183% 
83% 

 
59% 

 
185% 

 
108% 

Adaptability 4 219.5 89.3%   
 

21. LLL-BTEI (participants) 
22. LLL-Adult Literacy (participants) 
26. Undergraduate Skills (places) 
 
Indicative Priority Achievement 

132,100 
111,200 
17,000 

 
- 

89% 
124% 
136% 

 
104% 

Entrepreneurship 5 104.3 
 
 

36.1%   
 

18A-18C. In-Co. Training 
19A. Social Economy (persons 
trained) 
19B/ Social Economy- LSC 
 
Indicative Priority Achievement 

- 
7,400 

Nil 
 
 
- 

- 
64% 
Nil 

 
 

n.a. 
Equality 4 9.3 

 
51.6%    n.a. n.a. 

Technical 
Assistance 

2 2.6 42.7%   33A. Tech. Assistance (Equality 
Auth)  (no. studies)   

15 136% 

Total OP 24 1,062.7 69%   - - -
 

The table shows that for the Employability Priority output (usually of numbers of participants in some 

form) in 2000-04 was about 8% ahead of target for this period. However, performance varied a great 

deal, from a high of 85% above target for FAS Skilled Training Programmes to as low as 40% below 

target for ESL Youthreach (DES). The indicator for Third Level Access, which shows a performance 

over 80% above target, does not appear to be consistent with the financial results for this Measure, 

which indicates significant underperformance. 

 

The figures for the Adaptability Priority indicate an overall level of output some four% above target in 

2000-04, mainly due to the above - average performance of the LLL Adult Literacy and 

Undergraduate Skills Measures. A quantitative achievement of nearly 90% is indicated for the LLL 
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BTEI Measure, which seems inordinately high, bearing in mind the relatively poor financial 

performance for this activity. 

 
It is not possible to calculate any aggregate output volume indicators for the Entrepreneurship, 

Equality or Technical Assistance Priorities    

 
Taking a broad view of all the EHRDOP indicators described, both financial and quantitative, it is 

appropriate to make some general comments of policy relevance.  

 
1) It is not surprising that performance in the Employability Priority has been high (e.g. strong 

demand for skilled training), given the continuing buoyancy in the economy. The ESL 

programmes are also important in this context as there are indications that some young persons 

have been drawn prematurely from the educational system due to the availability of job 

opportunities. To the extent that this is the case, it is desirable to facilitate an ordered transition in 

as many cases as possible. The School Completion Initiative is also important here as it is more 

appropriate in the individual’s longer term interest to encourage, where possible, retention in 

education  

 

2) Third Level Access for the disadvantaged. The MTE considered this important and recommended 

an increase in funding, a view with which the authors concur. However the 2000-06 allocation for 

the Measure has actually been reduced as the activity level has been less than anticipated. This 

is an area where potential demand must surely exist, given the very low rates of participation in 

higher education by low income or disadvantaged persons. The main problems may, therefore 

relate to promotional or organisational issues. As already indicated, this is one area where 

specific steps should be taken to provide meaningful impact indicators.  

 

3) A significant issue in the Adaptability Priority is why the LLL BTEI Measure has given rise to much 

smaller levels of activity than anticipated. The importance of this form of support is not in dispute 

as demand is likely to grow as time progresses due to demographic change. 

 

4) Turning to the Entrepreneurship Priority, while the very low levels of activity that materialised for 

In-Company Training would appear to be due primarily to over optimistic demand expectations, 

institutional or organisational issues also seem to have been a factor. With regard to the latter, the 

involvement of three separate agencies is an issue that might be reconsidered. Suggestions have 

been made that consideration be given to promoting employee training by giving financial support 

direct to workers. While this may have some merit, it could serve to relieve employers of 

responsibility for training their workers, which has long been an accepted tenet of State labour 

market policy. There may be a need to distinguish clearly between training that is in a company’s 

interest and that which primarily benefits employees in a life-long learning context. 
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5.5 BMW Regional Operational Programme 

5.5.1 Financial Progress 

Total CSF expenditure for the Border, Midland & Western Regional Operational Programme at the 
end of 2004 was approximately €559mn, 77% of the revised expenditure target for the 2000-06 
period.(see Table 5.4) Therefore, overall financial performance is ahead of the 70% guideline. (Total 
NDP expenditure for the same period was over €830mn, which represents 38% of the revised 2006 
target.)  
 
Within the OP, the Local Infrastructure Priority has achieved the highest expenditure rate, 150% of its 
2004 target and 117% of its final expenditure target. This is driven by the expenditure incurred under 
the Non-National Roads Measure, where actual expenditure at the end of 2004 was 258% of the final 
target. The high expenditure under Non-National Roads, Rural Water and Urban and Village Renewal 
counterbalance the weaker performance of the Waste Management and E-Commerce Measures. 
 
Expenditure under the Social Inclusion and Childcare Priority is also ahead of its revised 2004 target 
(120%). CSF expenditure is ahead of target for all Childcare Measures for the 2000-04 period.  
 
Under the Local Enterprise Development Priority, expenditure is just behind the 70% benchmark for 
this stage of the Programme. Within the Priority, progress has varied significantly from 211% under 
the one of Micro-enterprise Sub-Measures to zero under the Tourism Measure. The slow progress 
under the Tourism Measure is due to a number of factors, including a delay in securing State Aids 
approval from the European Commission, the application of a two stage competitive system to the 
evaluation of proposals, and the changed involvement of the private sector. 
 
Financial progress under the Agriculture and Rural Development Priority in the BMW has been slow 
under all Measures, except Installation Aid for Young Farmers, which is at 105% of its revised target 
for the 2000-06 period. The uncertainty created by Foot and Mouth, the CAP Reforms, as well as the 
introduction of the Nitrates Directive, have all contributed to slow spend under the Priority. 
 
At Measure-level, ten Measures have achieved the 2004 expenditure targets. The top four performing 
Measures include a Measure from each Priority; Non-National Roads, Micro-enterprise, Quality 
Improvement Scheme and Installation Aid for Young farmers. The Measures that are not performing 
well are mostly in the Local Enterprise Development Priority; Tourism and Regional Innovation 
Strategies. 

5.5.2 Physical Progress 

Physical performance is varied across the BMW OP, the highest performer is the Social Inclusion and 
Childcare Priority and the poorest is the Agriculture and Rural Development Priority. Using the Key 
Effectiveness Indicator as a proxy for physical performance, all Measures in the Social Inclusion and 
Childcare Priority are ahead of the 70% benchmark for the period.  
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TABLE 5.4: BMW OP – SUMMARY OF PROGRESS TO END-2004 
Priority 
 

Co-
Financed 
Measures  

 

Cumulative CSF 
spend to end 04  

by Priority 

Selected Progress Indicators 
 

  €mn As %  
End ’06 
Revised 

Name Indicator 
Absolute 

No. 

% of ’06 
target 

achieved 
at end ‘04 

EU Co-financed Specific 
Improvement Scheme: KM 
of road improved/ 
maintained (Output) 

746.33 97% 

Urban & Village Renewal: 
Total no of co-financed 
projects completed (Output) 

234 50% 

Local 
Infrastructure 
Priority 

6 306.27 117% 

E-Commerce & 
Communication: Additional 
businesses with 512 Kbps 
downstream and 128 Kbps 
upstream broadband 
available (access on 
demand) of which; 
Businesses in rural areas 
Business in Rapid II areas 
(Result) 

46,417 71% 

Micro-enterprise: No. of 
participants in training 
(Output) 

51,688 59% 

Forestry: Total No. of 
Hectares grant-aided 
(Output) 

13,295 83% 

Local 
Enterprise 
Development 
Priority 

6 115.86 61% 

Fishery Harbours, 
Gaeltacht/Island Harbours: 
No. of landing facilities 
upgraded (Output) 

49 98% 

General Structural 
Improvement: No. of 
animals housed 

56,322 16% 

General Structural 
Improvement: No. of 
farmers upgrading existing 
dairies (Output) 

188 50% 

Agriculture 
and Rural 
Development 
Priority 

2 79.79 39% 

General Rural Development: 
No. of new jobs created 
(Result) 

755 126% 

Childcare Capital: Inc in No. 
of childcare places in quality 
enhanced facilities (Output) 

8,667 87% 

Childcare Staffing & Quality 
Improvement: % of childcare 
workers with at least FETAC 
level 5 qualification (Result) 

47% 94% 

Social 
Inclusion and 
Childcare 
Priority 

2 57.33 76% 

Childcare Staffing & Quality 
Improvement: % of 
participants who completed 
training by NVCOs or CCCs 
(%) 

87.5% 125% 

Total 16 559.25 77%    
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Under the Local Infrastructure Priority, the main issue concerns the Non-National Roads Measure, 
which despite an expenditure of 258% of its 2006 forecast, output (in terms of km of road 
improved/maintained) is just 97% of the target for the seven years. This obviously raises the question 
of value for money. One explanation provided is the poor quality of the indicator. Despite the 
imperfect nature of indicators, the significant discrepancy between the expenditure incurred and the 
output achieved is a cause for concern. 
 
Progress under the Local Enterprise Development Priority varied significantly from very high 
performers, such as the Micro-enterprise Measure to the worst performing Measure; Tourism. Under 
the Agriculture and Rural Development Priority, progress has been high under the General Rural 
Development Measure, but slow under the General Structural Improvement Measure.  

5.6 S&E Regional Operational Programme 

5.6.1 Financial Progress 

Total CSF expenditure for the Southern and Eastern Regional Operational Programme at the end of 
2004 was approximately €800mn, 61% of the final target. (Total NDP expenditure on co-financed 
Measures for the same period was over €1bn, which represents 44% of the revised 2006 target.)  
 
Within the OP, the Local Infrastructure Priority has achieved the highest CSF expenditure rate; 85% 
of its expenditure target for the 2000-06 period. This is largely due to the expenditure incurred under 
the Non-National Roads Measure. Actual expenditure for this Measure at the end of 2004 was 129% 
of the revised 2004 target and 117% of the final target.  
 
Expenditure under the Social Inclusion and Childcare Priority is at 51% of the revised target for the 
2000-06 period, which is below the 70% guideline. Expenditure under the Support for Staffing Costs 
Sub-Measure is at just 42% of the revised target, as the demand for staffing has been slower due to 
the time lag in bringing large scale capital projects to fruition. Once these capital projects are 
complete, demand is expected to increase. 
 
Under the Local Enterprise Development Priority, expenditure was somewhat slower, 51% of the 
overall target. This is partly due to the lack of expenditure under the Tourism Measure as well as 
delays in relation to the Regional Innovation Strategies Measure. The blockages in relation to the 
Regional Innovation Strategies seem to have been resolved and progress has accelerated since the 
Mid-Term Evaluation. However, progress under the Tourism Measures remains very slow. This is due 
to a number of factors, including a delay in securing State Aids approval from the European 
Commission, the application of a two stage competitive system to the evaluation of competing 
programmes and the changed involvement of the private sector. 
 
Financial progress under the Agriculture and Rural Development Priority has been slow for all 
Measures, except Installation Aid for Young Farmers, which is at 66% of its revised target for the 
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2000-06 period. The uncertainty created by Foot and Mouth, the CAP Reforms as well as the 
introduction of the Nitrates Directive, have all contributed to slow spend under the Priority. 
 
TABLE 5.5: S&E OP – SUMMARY OF PROGRESS TO END-2004 
Priority 
 

Co-
financed 
Measures  

Cumulative 
 CSF spend to end 

04 by Priority 

Selected Progress Indicators 
 

  €mn As % End 
’06 

Revised 

Name Indicator 
Absolute 

No. 

% of ’06 
target 

achieved 
at end ‘04 

EU Co-financed Specific 
Improvement Scheme: KM of 
road improved/maintained 
(Output) 

648.72 74% 

Urban & Village Renewal: 
Total no of co-financed 
projects completed (Output) 

315 53% 

Local 
Infrastructure 
Priority 

6 462.46 84% 

E-Commerce & 
Communication: Additional 
businesses with 512 Kbps 
downstream and 128 Kbps 
upstream broadband 
available (access on demand) 
of which; Businesses in rural 
areas Business in Rapid II 
areas (Result) 

114,270 
 

92% 

Micro-enterprise: No. of 
participants in training 
courses achieving recognised 
certificates (Output) 

32,072 71% 

Forestry: Total No. of 
Hectares grant-aided (Output) 

7,657.64 71% 

Local 
Enterprise 
Development 
Priority 

6 126.35 51% 

Fishery Harbours, 
Gaeltacht/Island Harbours: 
No. of landing facilities 
upgraded (Output) 

32 89% 

General Structural 
Improvement: No. of animals 
housed 

58,083 24% 

General Structural 
Improvement: No. of farmers 
upgrading existing dairies 
(Output) 

326 87% 

Agriculture 
and Rural 
Development 
Priority 

2 94.84 34% 

General Rural Development: 
No. of new jobs created 
(Result) 

208 52% 

Childcare Capital: No. of 
childcare places in quality 
enhanced facilities (Output) 

3,293 94% 

Childcare Staffing & Quality 
Improvement: % of childcare 
workers with Level II 
qualification or equivalent 
(Result) 

49% 98% 

Social 
Inclusion and 
Childcare 
Priority 

2 128.2 51% 

Childcare Staffing & Quality 
Improvement: % of 
participants who completed 
training by NVCOs or CCCs 
(%) 

65.5% 94% 

Total 16 811.85 61%    
 
At Measure/Sub-Measure level, four Measures have achieved their 2004 expenditure targets. The 
top-five list includes a Measure from each of the Priorities; Installation Aid for Young Farmers (146%), 
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EU co-financed Specific Improvement Grant Scheme (129%), Selective Financial Intervention 
(110%), Entrepreneurial and Capability Development (106%) and Quality Improvement Programme 
(96%). The worst performing Measures are in the Local Enterprise Development Priority; Tourism and 
Regional Innovation Strategies.  

5.6.2 Physical Progress 

Physical progress is varied across the Southern and Eastern Regional Operational Programme. The 
most substantial progress has been made under the Local Infrastructure and the Social Inclusion and 
Childcare Priorities. Using the Key Effectiveness Indicators as a proxy indicator for each Measure, all 
of the Local Infrastructure Measures, except the Urban/Village Renewal Measure are ahead of the 
70% guideline. The best performers are the Quality Improvement Programmes under the Social 
Inclusion and Childcare Priority, which has achieved 94% of its revised 2006 target at the end of 
2004. Under the Local Infrastructure Priority, the E-Commerce and Communication and Waste 
Management Measures have achieved 92% and 91% of their 2006 targets. 
 
Physical progress under the Local Enterprise Development Priority has been more varied. The Micro-
enterprise, Forestry and Fishery Harbours and Gaeltacht/Island Harbours Measures are ahead of the 
70% end-2004 benchmark. Progress under the Regional Innovation Strategies Measure was slow up 
to the Mid-Term Evaluation, but there has been a significant improvement since then. Physical 
progress under the Tourism has continued to be very slow. No day visitor attractions, clusters of 
attractions or Special Interest Pursuit operations have been completed. This is due to the delays that 
resulted from securing state aid approval, applying a two-stage competitive process and the changed 
role of the private sector, as outlined in section 5.6.1. 
 
Progress under the Agriculture and Rural Development Priority was hampered by a number of factors 
as outlined in section 5.6.1. As a result, physical progress under the Measure has continued to be 
slow since the Mid-Term Evaluation. 

5.7 Peace II Operational Programme 

5.7.1 Financial Progress 

Information provided by the Managing Authority shows that by 31 December 2004 49.0% of the 
Programme’s resources for the Border Region had been spent. The table summarises the financial 
progress of the Programme in the Border Region as at 31 December 2004. 
 
Those Priorities which achieved a better than Programme average expenditure were Priority 1 – 
Economic Renewal (54.2%) and Priority 2 – Social Inclusion and Reconciliation(63.3%). Priority 3 – 
Locally Based Regeneration and Development Strategies achieved a level of spend just below the 
Programme average; while Priority 5 – Cross Border Co-operation achieved a level of spend of just 
40.5%. In terms of the sums remaining to be expended, the largest amount (€31.049mn) relates to 
Priority 5, Priority 3 (€12.130mn) and Priority 2 (€10.779mn). In total at 31 December 2004 
€72.101mn remained to be spent in the Border Region under the Programme. 
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TABLE 5.6: PEACE II OP – SUMMARY OF PROGRESS TO END-2004 
Priority Co-

financed 
Measures 

Cumulative 
CSF Spend to 

Dec. 04 

Selected Progress Indicators at Dec. 04 

  €mn As % of 
end 
0432 

Name Absolute 
No 

% of 04 
target33 

Individuals Training for 
Employment 

12,754 
 

2550%

SMEs assisted 997 332%

1. Economic 
Renewal 

4 10.82 54.2% 

Jobs Created 163 27%
Groups Assisted 35 17%
Child & Young People Centred 
Project Supported 

74 
 

44%
2. Social 
Inclusion & 
Reconciliation 

6 18.75 63.9% 

No. Involved in 
Reconciliation/Conflict Resolution 
& Mediation Training 

669 33%

Towns Assisted under Building 
Better Communities Measure 

3 
 

20%

Villages Assisted under Improving 
Our Rural Communities Measure 

14 
 

40%

3. Locally 
Based 
Regeneration 
and 
Development 
Strategies 

2 11.34 48.3% 

Tourism Related Projects 
Supported under both Measures 

6 93%

4. Outward 
and Forward 
Looking 
Region 

234 0.41 15.4%   

Cross Border Networks Generated 
or Enhanced 

437 
 

1748%

Public Sector Organizations 
participating in Cross Border 
Projects  

17 
 

94%

Number of Cross Border 
Reconciliation and Understanding 
Projects Supported 

558 
 

210%

Number of Cross Border 
Education & Training Projects 
assisted 

197 
 

28%

Number of Cross Border 
Agriculture & Rural Development 
Projects 

5 
 

5%

5. Cross 
Border Co-
operation35 

7 21.15 40.5% 

Overall Number of Cross Border 
Projects Supported under Priority 

1314 116%

TOTAL  69.27 48.8%    
SOURCE: SEUPB, 2005 
 
In terms of the Structural Funds the highest percentage expenditure has been achieved by the ESF 
(50.9%), followed by the ERDF (49.7%), the EAGGF (43.4%) and the FIFG (36.0%). The largest 
amount remaining to be spent was in the ERDF (€37.156mn), followed by the ESF (€23.137mn). 
                                                      
32 The expenditure allocations in the existing Peace II Programme (as opposed to the Peace II Extension) refer to 
the period to the end of 2004, not 2006. 
33 The targets in the existing Peace II Programme (as opposed to the Peace II Extension) refer to the period to 
the end of 2004, not 2006. 
34 The allocation to this Priority in the Border Region is €0.675m. Four projects have been supported. Outputs for 
this Priority in the Border Region are to be assessed ex post. 
35 The Indicators for this Priority are for the whole Programme, not just the Border Region 
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5.7.2 Physical Progress 

After the initial difficulties identified in the MTE, the overall Programme has made much better 
progress. By December 2004 there were 5,145 approved projects of which 806 (16%) were in the 
Border Region. 
 
Overall, Priorities 2 and 3 performed poorly on the figures presented.36 Priorities 1 and 5 performed 
well overall, but with very substantial variations in performance across the Measures. Out of the 15 
selected indicators in Table 5.6, five have achieved their 2000-04 target while two more have 
achieved 93% and 94% respectively 

5.8 Technical Assistance Operational Programme 

5.8.1 Financial Progress 

This OP provides specialised support for management of the NDP/CSF. It has been a feature of the 
process since the first Irish CSF (1989-93) that such special assistance be devoted to developing and 
supporting aspects of management capacity. In the case of the current CSF, some of the Measures 
funded are directly driven by the accounting and reporting needs of the process, whereas others 
support directly the management of the CSF. 
 
The OP constitutes 0.2% of the CSF, with projected spend of €9.8mn over the programming period. A 
similar level of non-co-financed expenditure is provided within the NDP as a whole. It involves five 
Measures and two Sub-Measures all of which are co-financed, and which generally involve a 
dedicated Unit within the Department of Finance. 
 
At end 2004, CSF expenditure totalled €7.77mn, or 79% of the total projected spend to 2006 – the 
third highest spend percentage in the CSF after the ESIOP and BMW. 
 
The six Measures and their expenditure level are as follows: 
 
  EU %
Measure 1.1 Administration Costs of NDP/CSF Committees 0.09 84%
Measure 1.2 Computerisation 0.53 68%
Measure 2 Evaluation 1.64 74%
Measure 3 Information 3.26 88%
Measure 4 Financial Control 1.34 65%
Measure 5 PPP Units 0.91 100%
Total  7.77 79%
 
The OP was therefore well within its CSF financial target at end-2004. 

5.8.2 Physical Progress 

The OP performance is measured by achievements of predicted key results under each Measure. 
 
                                                      
36 The Special EU Programmes Body believes that in relation to Priorities 2 and 3, part of the shortfall on the 
targets set is due to under-reporting by Implementing Bodies of the progress which is being made 
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Measure 1 
Administration: progress is measured by expenditure, and stands at 84%. 
 
Computerisation: the database was established and is operating effectively at financial data level. 
The database facilitates the collection of physical indicators. However, data on indicators is poorly 
populated. 
 
Measure 2 
Evaluation: the planned programme of evaluation, involving a mix of internal and external 
evaluations, has been achieved. 
 
Measure 3 
NDP/CSF Information and Publicity: targets for the CSF period were established for personal visits, 
online information enquiries, presentations, seminars/workshops and newsletters. These are 
generally being achieved. Information visits to the public office are behind predictions. 
 
Measure 4 
ERDF Financial Control: quantitative targets to end 2006 (projects audited, reports produced, 
systems-based audit reports received) are around or ahead of target. 
 
Measure 5 
PPP Units: this has supported the PPP process within the CSF/NDP context via development of 
methodologies, guidelines, etc. 
 
Issues have arisen regarding staffing in a number of Units. These arise from a combination of: 
 
(a) use of staff on fixed-term contracts; 
(b) the decision, as part of the Government’s Public Service Decentralisation Programme, to relocate 

Units to Tullamore, which has led to reluctance to renew contracts; and 
(c) the likely wind-down of some Units’ activities after the present period, given the likelihood of a 

much reduced level of Structural Funds and mainstreaming of activities into the next largely 
nationally-funded NDP process (although financial and reporting requirements are likely to 
continue up to 2010). 

 
The main impact of these developments is being felt during 2005, and will be so for the remainder of 
the period. Achievement of financial and physical targets up to end 2004 (technically the focus of this 
Update) was not affected.  



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-06    

 

     70

Chapter 6 Overall CSF Impact 

6.1 Introduction 
 
This Chapter examines the impact of the CSF. It does so in three specific respects. Section 6.2 
contains an OP by OP review of impact and likely impact, drawing on impact indicators where 
available. Section 6.3 examines Ireland’s degree of convergence on the EU average during the CSF 
period in a number of relevant sectors and in a general macroeconomic context. Section 6.4 
summarises the previous ESRI macroeconomic modelling of the impact and likely impact of the CSF. 

6.2 OP-Level Impact  

6.2.1 Economic and Social Infrastructure Operational Programme Impact 

 
The overall objectives of the ESIOP as a whole are to: 
 
 Maintain economic growth and competitiveness by increasing the capacity of the national 

economic infrastructure; 
 Enhance the potential of all parts of the country to support and increase economic activity; 
 Improve capacity to protect and improve the environment; and 
 Improve the quality of life. 

 
The CSF contributes €1.8 bn of total OP expenditure, or 6.4% of the Programme total. The ESIOP is 
the largest element of the CSF, accounting for 28% of CSF forecast spend. There are no CSF-
specific objectives. 
 
The ESIOP has four co-financed Priorities; National Roads, Public Transport, Environmental 
Infrastructure and Sustainable Energy. There are six co-financed Measures within these Priorities. 
There is also a Technical Assistance Measure which is co-financed.  
 
The ESIOP has already had an impact on reducing Ireland’s infrastructural deficit and further 
progress will be made when the investment under the OP is completed. However, this reduction in the 
deficit will be less than originally planned because the quantity of infrastructure actually delivered will 
be less than planned due to construction cost inflation and slow delivery of some planned 
infrastructure. Faster than expected growth in demand for infrastructure resulting from faster 
economic and population growth is also a factor, i.e. the “infrastructure deficit” is not a single static 
item but is in effect an amalgamation of a number of moving targets which respond to economic and 
demographic stimuli.  
 
In addition, the impact of investment may not arise until the entire investment is complete, e.g. Dublin 
Port Tunnel or in a national road. Bottlenecks will continue to shift until all are eliminated. Also, 
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external factors may apply, e.g. agricultural pollution of water courses can offset the benefits of new 
infrastructure. The OP has, of course, also targeted key bottlenecks, e.g. Monasterevin, Kildare. 
 
The greater and larger scale of transport infrastructure investment in the Greater Dublin Area had an 
impact on the roll-out of projects in both the BMW Region and the remainder of the S&E Region. Also, 
cohesion funding applied almost exclusively to infrastructure projects in the S&E Region. The impact 
of the ESIOP in the BMW Region has been less than planned to date. 
 
Some specific examples of the impacts of ESIOP co-financed Measures under the CSF are: 
 
 Five Major Inter-Urban Routes – 70.9% of planned time savings achieved but there are no 

savings yet on two routes (M/N4 Dublin/Galway and M/N9 Kilcullen/Waterford.); 
 Dublin Port Tunnel due for completion for standard size vehicles 2005/2006; 
 M50 complete but experiencing congestion/delays due to traffic growth and inadequate 

interchanges. Toll Bridge widening is completed; 
 LUAS completed but impact reduced by separation of lines and lack of integrated ticketing 

system; 
 Dublin Bus impact increased by QBCs and extra buses but struggling to keep pace with growth of 

population/car ownership; 
 On mainline rail investment resulted in safety impacts and time savings of 38 minutes overall but 

on five routes from Dublin to Belfast, Cork, Tralee, Limerick and Galway, journey times marginally 
increased; and 

 Waste water treatment capacity increased due to investment in treatment works. This had an 
impact in terms of increased compliance with EU directives but impact on water quality in rivers 
and lakes is reduced by other sources of pollution, e.g. agriculture. 

 

6.2.2 Productive Sector Operational Programme Impact 

The overall Objectives of the PSOP as a whole are: 
 
 ensuring that the favourable business environment for manufacturing and services in Ireland is 

maintained and enhanced; 
 building the RTDI capacity of the country; 
 improving the growth in output of the indigenous sector through enhancing its productivity and 

capability and through encouragement of increased participation of indigenous enterprises in the 
fastest growing, knowledge-based industries; 

 promoting the location of high value-added FDI in regions which have previously not been 
successful in attracting FDI (particularly the BMW Region); 

 maximising the potential of the food industry through attention to competitiveness and market 
orientation and by providing for quality and food safety assurance at all stages of the food chain 
and to respond to changing consumer requirements; 
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 improving Irish agricultural structures in order to increase the competitiveness of the sector in 
preparation for the next WTO round and to recognise the need for an integrated rural development 
policy; 

 ensuring sustainable agricultural development in harmony with the environment; 
 creating a sustainable, competitive, quality driven seafood industry which will maximise its 

contribution to exports; 
 developing forestry to a scale and in a manner which maximises its contribution to national, 

economic and social well-being on a sustainable basis and which is compatible with the protection 
of the environment; 

 investing in marketing capability in order to increase the export growth of indigenous enterprises 
particularly from the BMW Region; and 

 continued development of the tourism industry with special focus on exploiting the untapped 
potential of tourism in many counties through increased marketing. 

 
The CSF contributes €0.83 bn in funding to the OP, equal to just 18.5% of the Programme total. 
PSOP is the fourth-largest OP in the CSF, constituting 13% of forecast CSF spend over the 
programme period. There are no CSF-specific objectives in the Programme. 
 
The PSOP has three co-financed Priorities; RTDI, Sea Fisheries and Technical Assistance. Within 
these Priorities there are five co-financed Measures with some Sub-Measures.  
 
No impact indicators are reported under the Strategic Research Sub-Measure. However, as noted in 
the Update Evaluation of the PSOP, the PRTLI (the core scheme within the Sub-Measure) has been 
the subject of a major recent dedicated impact assessment37 which found significant positive impacts 
to date, as well as areas requiring improvement so as to maximise the Programme’s future impact. 
Under its three successive cycles (which began in 1999), co-financed spend has funded the physical 
development of 29 specialist third-level research centres, involving all the universities and many of 
the ITs in the state (with universities predominant). Among the larger awards, there have been grants 
to the Conway Institute in UCD, the Usher Library in TCD, the UCC Post-Graduate Research Library, 
the National Institute for Cellular Biotechnology at DCU and the Dublin Molecular Medicine Centre 
(TCD).  
 
On impacts as identified in the evaluation were that the programme was found to be significantly 
strengthening institutional research capacity and enhancing the international competitiveness of the 
beneficiary institutions. It had led to an enhanced capacity for world-class research, inter-disciplinary 
and inter-institutional research collaboration, and the attraction and retention of high-calibre research 
professionals. It was also found to be contributing to an enhanced educational environment for both 
under- and post-graduates, and was enhancing the teaching and learning programmes within the 
institutions.  
 
                                                      
37 HEA, The Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions Impact Assessment – Report of the International 
Assessment Committee, 2004 
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The Programme appears also to be facilitating an impressive record of research output while 
improving the capacity of institutions to successfully compete for international research funding. Many 
aspects require ongoing improvement however, most notably the PRTLI’s relationship and links with 
the national system of innovation, the ongoing challenge of attracting and retaining the best 
researchers, improving links between research and teaching, and greater and more effective 
research collaboration.  
 
The impact of activities under the National Collaboration Sub-Measure is less clear. Physical 
indicators capture outputs such as the number of collaborations, academic involvement in supported 
collaborations, the number of firms involved and their investment in them. They do not however 
capture the impact of the collaborative research undertaken. The activities funded under the Sub-
Measure have included innovation partnerships, the Enterprise Ireland Commercialisation Fund 
(involving “technology development” and “proof of concept” strands) and the Programmes in 
Advanced Technology (PATs). Their effectiveness was found to vary in a recent evaluation38. While 
some activities were successful in establishing academic-industry research co-operation, the strength 
of the industry input was questioned, and the path to commercialisation unclear in many cases. The 
role and effectiveness of the PATs was also questioned. Since that evaluation, EI has sought to 
restructure and enhance its supports for R&D collaboration, including development of industry-
specific research networks and technology hubs. The results of these changes are not yet clear. 
 
The Competitive RTDI scheme supports R&D in industry directly, and appears to be quite effective in 
facilitating more commercially-oriented research by enterprises themselves, as well as enhancing the 
research function and increasing its intensity within participating firms. Recent evaluations39 of the 
scheme pointed to encouraging results in terms of the commercial nature and strategic importance of 
supported research projects, growth in sales, R&D expenditure levels and R&D intensities among 
participants, wider commercial benefits for firms (e.g. costs savings, sales growth of associated 
products etc) and enhancements of the role of research within the firm. We rate its impact as “high”, 
although ways in which to enhance the research, rather than product development focus of projects, 
to involve greater collaboration and to instil stronger strategic research planning within firms, need 
ongoing attention.  
 
The lower level of financial and physical progress in the BMW Region under the RTDI co-financed 
Measures has already been referred to in Chapter 5 (section 5.3). A differential level of impact has 
resulted from this. The Audit of Innovation in the BMW in 2002 highlighted the low levels of research 
and innovation activity in the region.40 There is little to suggest that this has improved under the CSF 
since then.  
 
                                                      
38 Technopolis, An Evaluation of the RTDI for Collaboration Programme,2004 
39 Fitzpatrick Associates Economic Consultants, Review of the Effects of the RTI Competitive Scheme – Case 
Study Results, 2004 and Evaltec, Evaluation of Agency Supports for R&D in the Business Sector, 2004 
40 Circa, Audit of Innovation in the BMW Region, Final Report to the Border, Midland and Western Regional 
Assembly, 2004. 
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Turning to the Sea Fisheries co-financed elements of the PSOP, the Adjustment of the Fishing Effort 
Sub-Measure was inactive up to the end of 2004, although a scheme has been launched in 2005 and 
is due to end by 2007. Ex-ante, there are reasons to expect it to have a significant impact relative to 
its objective - reducing the capacity of the whitefish fleet. It has been designed so as to offer the 
greatest incentives possible for vessel owners to decommission boats. It is running alongside steeply 
rising vessel fuel costs which are further undermining the viability of operating vessels, and the 
imposition (and cost implications) of strict safety regulations for fishing vessels.  
The Renewal and Modernisation of the Fishing Fleet Sub-Measure is also scored “moderate” with 
respect to its impact. While it, and its predecessor (the 1999-2001 Whitefish Fleet Renewal 
Programme), have undoubtedly facilitated substantial improvements to the fleet, in many cases these 
have been small improvements in safety and regulatory compliance. Thirty new vessels have been 
supported, but EU regulations now disallow public aid to vessel improvements where capacity is 
added as a result. 
 
Finally, the impact of the Supporting Measures for Sea Fisheries Development Sub-Measure is rated 
as “moderate” also. Grants support a wider range and variety of small scale research, innovation and 
experimental projects in areas such as stock measurement and control, small scale coastal fishing, 
the identification of new species, and quality and traceability Measures. While projects appear 
relevant and pertinent to the industry’s needs, no formal impact assessment has been undertaken.  

6.2.3 Employment and Human Resources Development Operational Programme 

Impact 

The overall objectives of the EHRDOP as a whole are to:  
 
 promote employment growth and improve access to, and opportunities for, employment; 
 mobilise all potential sources of labour supply and enhance its quality in order to address skills 

and labour shortages across the economy as a whole; 
 promote the development of a strategic lifelong learning framework; 
 promote equal opportunities between women and men, in particular through a gender 

mainstreaming approach; 
 promote social inclusion with particular reference to the re-integration of the socially excluded and 

the long-term employed into the labour force; 
 strive for balanced regional development by addressing the existing and potential education, 

training and skills deficits of the BMW and S&E Regions; and 
 contribute to the protection and improvement of the environment. 

 
The CSF contributes €1.5 bn in co-financing to the OP, equal to 10% of the OP total. EHRDOP is the 
second-largest OP in the CSF after ESIOP, and it constitutes 24% of the total CSF forecast 
expenditure. There are no CSF-specific objectives in the OP. 
 
The EHRDOP has five Priorities which are co-financed; Employability, Adaptability, Entrepreneurship, 
Equality and Other Measures. Within these Priorities there are 24 co-financed Measures. 
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The assessments of impact of the different EHRDOP Priorities are of necessity of a somewhat 
general nature, based on the indicators and other issues analysed in Chapter 5. As performance for 
different Measures within a Priority can vary greatly, the assessments for each Priority are broadly 
based on the activities of a number of the constituent Measures which are significant in terms of scale 
or policy relevance. 
 
Before setting out any detailed comments it is relevant to refer to the manner in which the Priorities 
are defined in this OP, which make it difficult to gauge or identify impacts or affects any meaningful 
overall sense. The Priority categories tend to comprise diverse activities which bear little relationship 
to one another. This is an issue which was also highlighted in the FGS Update Evaluation of the 
EHRDOP. It is realised that this situation derives from the European Employment Strategy structure, 
but this should not deflect our assessment from the fact that there are significant anomalies involved.  
 
The Employability Priority involves an unwieldy mixture of socially oriented and economic measures. 
It could be improved by subdividing it into two Priorities, one of an “aids to transition” nature covering 
the Early School Leaving projects, the School Completion Initiative and Third Level Access, with the 
remaining Measures included under a more general Priority dealing with other supports to 
employability. As for the Entrepreneurship Priority, the In-Company Training Measures are clearly 
more related to enhancing the skills of employees and would thus be more appropriately situated in 
the Adaptability Priority. The Social Economy initiatives could be dealt with in the Regional OPs, since 
their focus if often regional or local; these activities could in fact be linked with the provision of 
services such as childcare supports, which are already covered by the Regional OPs. The Measures 
in both of the areas just referred to have performed below expectations (see below).    
 
The Employability Priority can, nevertheless, be ranked of high impact as it contains a number of 
sizeable Measures which are important in terms of both economic and social needs. In economic 
terms Measures such as FAS Skilled Training programmes have performed well in terms of meeting 
financial and other targets. Furthermore, as outlined in the ESRI Mid-Term Evaluation, there is 
considerable research evidence to indicate that these Measures have a positive impact in terms of 
post-programme employment progress, even when relevant personal characteristics are taken 
account of. In a social as well as an economic context the Early School Leaver Programmes have 
contributed substantially to reducing the scale of the school dropout problem over the years, but are 
still clearly a vital necessity. One area where progress has been below expectations in this Priority, 
however, relates to Third Level Access for the disadvantaged, raising questions as to why more 
activity did not occur in the case of this important initiative.        
 
The impact of the “Adaptability” Priority can be deemed at best to be average, largely due to 
significant under performance in the LLL Back-to-Education Initiative (BTEI), for which expenditure 
has fallen well behind the original targets, necessitating a substantial re-allocation of the relevant CSF 
funds. While undue optimism regarding targets would appear to be the main cause, it should also be 
noted that part of the reason for this would have been the introduction of the “front loading” provision, 
which did not allow sufficient scope for start-up problems with new projects such as this one. The lack 
of progress here is a matter of some concern, as LLL supports are important in the context of current 
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and future labour market and demographic trends. The other LLL programme, promoting Adult 
Literacy, has lived up to expectations in terms of take-up. 
 
The impact of the Entrepreneurship Priority has been limited as it has performed well below 
expectations, due to substantial underperformance in the Measures in both of the main areas 
concerned, In-Company Training and the Social Economy. With regard to the former, the structure of 
the Priority has been changed, with the introduction of a new Measure (18C) involving the 
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment taking responsibility for most of the In-Company 
Training activities previously carried out by Enterprise Ireland. For the Priority as a whole, by end 
2004 only some 40% of the ESF funds originally allocated for the 2000-04 period had been used, 
necessitating substantial re-allocations, mainly to Early School Leaver Programmes and FAS Training 
for the Unemployed. 
 
It is only fair to mention that one of the reasons for the somewhat undue enthusiasm for channelling 
sizeable funds to In-Company Training appears to have been due to the influence of the annual EU 
Council Recommendations promulgated as part of the European Employment Strategy which have 
been continuously laying stress on these activities for several years. These comments are not meant 
to imply that In-Company Training is not important, but it seems clear that miscalculations have been 
made in assessing the absorptive capacity, even though organisational problems also played a role. 

6.2.4 Regional Operational Programme Impact 

The common objectives of the Regional OPs are:  
 

Objectives for the BMW Region: 

 increase the presence in the region of 
the key drivers of sustainable economic 
growth, notably in the productive sector; 

 improve the quality of the region’s 
economic and social infrastructure and 
human resources; 

 build on the region’s natural resource 
base especially in the areas of 
agriculture, tourism, the seafood sector 
and rural enterprise; 

 increase the potential of the region to act 
as a counterbalance to the S&E Region, 
especially Dublin, and pursue more 
balanced and sustainable growth within 
the region; and 

 promote rural and urban social inclusion. 

 

Objectives for the S&E Region: 

 consolidate and build on the region’s 
recent economic performance, especially 
regarding employment and reductions in 
long-term unemployment, thereby 
maintaining the region’s key role in 
national economic competitiveness; 

 address urban congestion and general 
bottlenecks to growth, particularly as 
regards economic and social infrastructure 
and human resources; 

 facilitate more balanced and sustainable 
economic growth across the region; 

 further develop counter balances to 
Dublin, relieving pressure on the capital 
and its hinterland, and distributing growth 
more evenly throughout the region; 

 support the further development of 
agriculture, agri-business and the seafood 
sector; 

 promote social inclusion in deprived urban 
and rural areas; and 

 maintain a viable rural economy. 
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The S&E Regional Operational Programme is receiving €1.3 bn in CSF co-financing, equal to 26.5% 
of the OP total. It constitutes 21% of the CSF, the third largest OP share after the ESIOP and 
EHRDOP 
 
The BMW Programme receives €0.73 bn, equal to just under 20% of its total funding, and to 11% of 
the CSF. Together the two Regional OPs constitute 32% of the CSF. 
Both Regional OPs (BMW and S&E) have four co-financed Priorities each; Local Infrastructure, Local 
Enterprise Development, Agriculture and Rural Development and Social Inclusion and Childcare. 
Within these Priorities, there are 16 co-financed Measures (with some Sub-Measures) in each OP.  
 
In terms of the co-financed Measures, the impact indicators show broadly similar trends in both 
regions. Trends at Priority-level can be summarised as follows: 
 

 In Priority 1, Local Infrastructure, all Measures are likely to partially achieve their impact 

objectives in the period to 2006 and should contribute to improved infrastructure in both regions. 

They will result in improved regional roads, compliant water quality in rural private water 

schemes, better waste management and improved broadband access. The impact will be 

substantial for rural water in the BMW Region as the problem of polluted drinking water supplies 

is much more acute in that region. Some 230 of the 620 privately sourced schemes in need of 

treatment/disinfection are located in Galway & Mayo. 

 

 In Priority 2, Local Enterprise Development, all Measures are likely to fully or partially achieve 
their impact objectives. As these Measures relate to commercial enterprises, their impact is also 
heavily affected by developments in the wider economy. The Measures are targeted at diverse 
aspects of sectors, aimed at assisting enterprise in the region. Therefore performance has varied 
between sectors, but has been consistent between the regions. Development of Major Tourism 
Attractors of sufficient scale is proving difficult in both regions and this Measure is likely to only 
partly achieve its impact objectives. Whereas the impact of the Micro-enterprise Measure has 
been significant in terms of supporting new businesses and job creation in both regions. 

 
 In Priority 3, Agriculture and Rural Development, based on impact indicators, the BMW Region 

has already achieved its 2006 targets for all Measures. In the S&E Region, the pattern was less 
clear. The impact of the General Structural Improvement Measure has been high, whereas the 
impact of the General Rural Development Measure has been lower.   

 
 In Priority 4, Social Inclusion and Childcare, all Measures have achieved their impact objectives in 

both regions. Of the four co-financed Priorities under the Regional OPs, this Priority is expected 
to be the most successful in meeting its defined impact targets. The buoyancy of the economy is 
increasing employment opportunities for parents and the demand for childcare places exceeds 
supply. The Measures under the Priority will impact on the availability and quality of childcare 
places and thus benefit families and the economy. While Priority four is achieving its targets, the 
scale of demand for childcare facilities now far exceeds the level of provision under the Priority. 
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6.2.5 Peace II Operational Programme Impact 
The objectives of the Peace II Programme are:  
 
 Addressing the Legacy of the Conflict: the programme seeks to address specific problems 

generated by the conflict in order to assist the return to a normal peaceful and stable society; and 
 Taking Opportunities arising from Peace: the programme seeks to encourage actions which have 

a stake in peace and which actively help promote a stable and normal society where opportunities 
can be grasped. 

 
The Peace Programme in the Border Region receives €0.173 bn from the CSF. This constitutes 
100% of its funding, there being no non co-financed expenditure, and 3% of the total Irish CSF. 
 
The Peace Programme has six co-financed Priorities. They are Economic Renewal, Social 
Integration, Inclusion and Reconciliation, Locally based Regeneration, Outward and Forward Looking, 
Cross-border Cooperation and Technical Assistance. Within these Priorities, there are 23 co-financed 
Measures (with some Sub-Measure). 
 
It is clear that the Peace II Programme in the Border Region had displayed a very variable 
performance to December 2004. It is important to bear in mind that the targets shown relate to the 
originally planned end-date of the Programme of December 2004. The very substantial positive and 
negative variations across the Priorities suggest that there may be underlying weaknesses in the 
quantification of Programme targets. In addition, in a number of Measures in the Border Region, there 
was no reporting of results. Furthermore, most of the indicators are activity indicators and there are 
few meaningful results indicators available.  
 
The PriceWaterhouseCoopers Update of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Peace II 2000 – 2006 Report 
considers the outturn of the Programme up to July 2005 and reaches broadly similar conclusion. That 
report also considers the emerging qualitative or ‘soft’ outcomes of the Programme and notes: 
 

‘In seeking to meet the distinctiveness criteria, evidence suggests that projects have 
proactively sought to target areas, sectors or groups affected by the conflict and promote 
activities that will address the legacy of the conflict and/or take opportunities arising from 
peace.  

 
Projects, for example, are impacting on the most marginalised sections of society by 
developing activities for old and vulnerable people, the disabled, victims of domestic 
violence and the young unemployed.’ 41 

 
Drawing on the analysis provided by PriceWaterhouseCoopers, we can identify a number of wider 

impacts which are not properly captured by a review of indicators alone: 

 
                                                      
41 Op. Cit. Sections 5.31 and 5.32. 
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 the Programme has targeted areas that have been particularly affected by the conflict and that in 

those areas the Programme has facilitated the development of services, infrastructure, training 

and engagement that would otherwise not have happened; 

 attitudinal research commissioned under the Programme showed that those who had participated 

in projects funded under the Programme had a more positive attitude to the ‘other community’ 

than the general population; 

 however the ‘ongoing instability in the political environment’42 can act to heighten community 

tensions and to erode the work through peace-building efforts. Community tensions in Belfast 

have, for example, meant that groups from the Border Region involved in cross-border projects 

have felt unable to visit Belfast on a number of occasions; and 

 another impact of the Programme has been the development of new ways of working together. 

However, while the Local Strategy Partnerships in Northern Ireland have been regarded as 

providing a new vehicle for cross-community and cross-sectoral working, the MTE of the 

Programme noted the relative weakness of the County Council Taskforces in engaging in 

strategic planning. 

 
Overall, the Peace II Operational Programme, as implemented in the Border Region, is a complex 

Programme and distinctive in that it is operated on a cross-border basis. It has been adversely 

affected by developments in the Northern Ireland Peace Process, which have had knock-on effects 

on the Border Region and on the confidence with which cross-border co-operation projects, in 

particular, have been developed. The positive aspects of the Programme have been its distinctive 

targeting, as determined by the distinctiveness criteria, its development of new capacity and new 

ways of working and its focus on tackling reconciliation issues. The choice of project supported by the 

Peace II Operational Programme has, therefore, been often quite different from that which other 

Structural Funds interventions in the Border Region would have supported. On the other hand, 

Programme complexity (particularly in the earlier years of the Programme) and delivery mechanisms 

have reduced its potential impact and Priorities 2 (Social Inclusion and Reconciliation) and 3 (Locally 

Based Regeneration and Development Strategies) have performed relatively poorly, while Priority 1 

(Economic Renewal) and Priority 5 (Cross-Border Co-operation) have made good progress in difficult 

circumstances. 

6.2.6 Technical Assistance Operational Programme Impact 

The ESRI Mid-Term Evaluation concluded that the units funded under the Technical Assistance OP 
“have made a significant contribution to the success of this NDP/CSF”. This formed the basis of its 
recommendation that activities be expanded, including its evaluation function. 
 
                                                      
42 Op. Cit Section 5.43 
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Consistent with activity impact has continued on a similar basis since that time. As the most recent 
Annual Implementation Report43 shows, impacts also involve effects outside the strict activities and 
targets. For example, the Information and Evaluation Units have been active in providing advice and 
information to new Member States and Accession Countries regarding the programming of Structural 
Funds. During 2004 alone, presentation and study visits involved delegations from Slovakia, Croatia, 
Cyprus, Hungary, Estonia and the Czech Republic – the latter as part of the wider Twinning Project.  

6.3 Ireland’s Convergence on EU Average Performance 

6.3.1 Overall Framework 

As part of the evaluation we undertook a quantitative benchmarking of selected aspects of Ireland’s 
overall national performance. This examined areas of relevance to the CSF, and compared Ireland’s 
performance in these against the EU average performance, over the CSF period to date. Four 
groupings of indicators were examined, relating broadly to aspects of the CSF. These are: 
 
 overall national economic performance – representing broadly the CSF as a whole; 
 infrastructure-related indicators representing the ESIOP and the Regional OPs as a 

package; 
 education and training – relating to the EHRDOP; and 
 RTDI and innovation – relating broadly to the PSOP and Regional OPs. 

 
Conceptually and methodologically, this exercise draws on the approach taken by the National 
Competitiveness Council (NCC) in its annual reports. While focusing explicitly on national 
“competitiveness”, the NCC framework can equally be used as a way of looking at CSF or indeed 
wider NDP or other national investment. Its focus is, however, purely national and it does not take 
account of regional variations.  
 
The NCC sees national competitiveness as a broad concept “that encompasses a diverse range of 
factors that support the ability of firms in Ireland to achieve success in international markets, in a way 
that provides Ireland’s people with the opportunity to improve their living standards and quality of 
life”.44 The Council states that “Sustained economic growth” is the ultimate high-level outcome of 
competitiveness. Below this are a series of supporting “essential conditions” of competitiveness which 
the Council sees as involving labour supply, labour productivity, prices and costs, and business 
performance. 
 
Below this again are what the Council refers to as “key policy inputs”. These are four key areas of 
government policy and intervention – taxation and regulation, economic and technological 
infrastructure, education and training and entrepreneurship and innovation. The latter three “policy 
inputs” correspond closely to the sectoral areas supported by the NDP and CSF. This three-level 
NCC Competitiveness Pyramid of sustainable growth, essential conditions, and policy inputs is shown 
in Figure 6.1. 
                                                      
43 NDP/CSF Technical Assistance Operational Programme 2000-06, Annual Implementation Report 2004. 
44 National Competitiveness Council, Annual Competitiveness Report 2005, Forfás 2005, p.2 
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The CSF (and NDP) therefore involve public investment in parts of this bottom tier of policy inputs, 
specifically in economic and technological infrastructure (ESIOP, PSOP, and the Regional OPs), 
Education and Training (EHRDOP) and Entrepreneurship and Innovation (PSOP and Regional OPs). 
 
The general approach adopted here was thus to use a series of appropriate internationally 
comparative quantitative indicators in the four areas listed above, and to use these indicators to 
establish Ireland’s performance in these areas relative to the EU as a whole. The four areas are 
chosen for their relevance to the CSF. 
 

FIGURE 6.1: NATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS FRAMEWORK MODEL 

 

6.3.2 Indicators Used 

The actual indicators used have a major impact on the results. Hence, this is important to 
understanding the process and interpreting its results. The work necessitated indicators which: 
 
 are available on a consistent comparison basis for both Ireland and the EU (including a consistent 

definition of the EU over time); 
 are available for a year before, and a year during, the CSF (ideally but not always 1999 and 

2003); and 
 relate to some degree to CSF co-financed activity. 

 
In practice there was a limited number of relevant benchmarks for which such suitable data is 
available. This limited supply meant there was little choice as between alternative indicators. It also 
explains why some of the indicators used may be less directly relevant to the CSF than would be 
ideal. 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-06    

 

     82

In practice, we used a total of 24 indicators, under the four headings, i.e. overall National economic 
performance, infrastructure, education and training, and RTDI and innovation. We present these in 
the accompanying charts (Figures 6.3-6.6 respectively) in a broadly consistent format: the vertical 
green bar chart shows Ireland as a percentage of the EU average. These are generally shown for two 
years – one in the late 1990s and one in the early/mid 2000s. The horizontal blue or pink line 
represents the EU average. 
 
Either the EU-15 (blue line) or EU-25 (pink line) average is used for consistency over time, and 
depending on availability. Which is used affects Ireland’s relative position in any year, but not of 
course the trend in this. 
 
Where comparative NUTS II data are available from the sources used, these are also included as 
vertical bars – white for the S&E and green for the BMW. However, this is in a minority of cases. In a 
few instances, NUTS II data would be available from National sources. However, we have not utilised 
these out of concerns about full comparability. 
 
The focus is exclusively on Irish convergence (or otherwise) on the EU average represented by the 
blue or pink line, and constituting 100% in all cases. It should be noted that the absolute level of the 
indicator underlying this “100% line” could also vary between the years shown, i.e. the EU benchmark 
may itself be going up or down in absolute terms. 
 
Bar charts for Ireland which are below the blue EU average line represent a continuing gap vis-à-vis 
the EU, movement towards the blue line represents convergence on the EU, a bar above the blue line 
means Ireland exceeds the EU average on that indicator, and a falling Irish bar represents a decline 
in Ireland’s relative position. A fall in the Irish relative position does not of course necessarily reflect 
an absolute decline, as said above the EU average may have risen while Ireland stood still, or risen 
faster than Ireland rose. 
 
So, in interpreting the charts please note: 
 
 
 
 the EU average (blue or pink line) may itself be changing so Ireland can be improving in absolute 

terms without necessarily converging. This is so for example in relation to motorway construction, 
in areas of education and skills, and in relation to aspects of RTDI; 

 the choice of indicators and years was limited by availability of the suitable comparative data; 
 full convergence on the EU average is not necessarily always automatically desirable, e.g. Ireland 

can make policy choices in some areas (e.g. aspects of RTDI) and in some the context may make 
the EU average not fully appropriate (e.g. motorway density); and 

 the general picture emerging from the charts is likely to be more robust than the individual 
indicators. Hence, this is the focus of the text below. 
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6.3.3 Findings – General Economic Convergence 
Under this heading six indicators are shown: 
 
 GDP per capita; 
 the share of high tech products in total merchandise exports; 
 labour productivity per person; 
 the share of employment accounted for by the three main sectors – agriculture, industry and 

services (one year only shown); 
 persons employed as a percentage of all those of working age; and 
 female workers as a percentage of all women of working age. 

 
As shown in Figure 6.3, the general pattern is one of Ireland converging on the EU average in the 
period between 1998 and 2002. In the case of GDP per capita the striking feature is that the BMW 
Region has done so and is now nearing the Community average. So exclusive focus on comparisons 
with the Southern and Eastern region can give an overly negative account of the BMW’s 
performance. The BMW is close to the National and EU average on a number of the other indicators 
used. The main exception is the share of agriculture in the economy, where it remains well above 
both. This highlights the underlying structural challenge facing the BMW economy. 
 
An area where Ireland is above the EU average is in regard to high-tech exports’ role in total Irish 
exports.  
 
With regard to labour productivity, the apparent rise in Irish relative performance compared to the 
static productivity referred to in Chapter 3 (Table 3.13) is explainable by the different time-periods 
involved and of course by the fact that the data used here are relative not absolute numbers. 

6.3.4 Findings – Infrastructure-related Indicators 

In this area we again looked at six indicators: 
 
 the percentage contribution of renewables to total energy supply; 
 greenhouse gas emissions per capita; 
 municipal waste generated per capita; 
 passenger cars per 100,000 people (an admittedly ambiguous indicator); 
 motorways length relative to land area; and 
 road deaths per 100,000 people. 

 
As shown in Figure 6.4, the overall pattern is one of Ireland being well behind the EU on areas where 
it should ideally be somewhat closer to it (use of renewable energy) and above it in areas where 
being below would be better (greenhouse gas and waste production). Changes between the years 
examined are also mostly for the worse rather than the better. Exceptions in the latter regard are 
motorway density and road accident levels where the relative positions have improved. 
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6.3.5 Findings – Education and Training 

Indicators used are: 
 
 third level attainment as a percentage of working age population; 
 third level graduates per 1,000 people aged 20-29; 
 third level science, technology and maths graduates per 1,000 people aged 20-29; 
 science technology and maths graduates as a percentage of all graduates; 
 participation in life-long learning; and 
 total public spend on education as a percentage of GDP. 

 
As shown in Figure 6.5, most indicators place Ireland above the EU average level, with the consistent 
view that we have a high-quality education and training system. However, Ireland is losing its relative 
position somewhat. Contributory factors may be arrival of lower skilled immigrants, the loss of 
attractiveness of science as a third level subject, and of course increasing levels of educational 
attainment in other countries. 
 
The areas where Ireland is below the EU average, although not by much, the EU, is education spend 
relative to GDP and participation in life long learning. In the former case we appear to be losing 
relative position fairly significantly, probably reflecting very high GDP growth. Overall, the indicators 
point to a need to avoid any complacency in relation to education and training levels, and the 
necessity for it to continue to be an area of real policy focus alongside RTDI and infrastructure. 
 
Regionally, the BMW is well below the EU and National average in terms of the share of people with 
third level qualifications in its workforce. 

6.3.6 Findings – Innovation and RTDI 

The indicators used are: 
 
 total R&D expenditure as a percentage of GDP (GERD); 
 business expenditure as a percentage of GDP (BERD); 
 information technology spend as a percentage of GDP; 
 European patent applications per 1 mn of population; 
 R&D workers per 1,000 industrial employees; and 
 R&D personnel as a percentage of the labour force. 

 
The pattern emerging in Figure 6.6 is that Ireland is generally somewhat below the EU average in 
regard to these indicators. The only case where this is not so is in regard to R&D workers per 1,000 
employed in industry. 
 
For most indicators our position is also remaining relatively static, despite recent high levels of 
attention. The exceptions are patent applications and BERD where we have improved. Again, this 
pattern reflects not absence of investment in Ireland but continuous improvement in other EU 
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countries also. Also, the impact of recent high levels of investment under the NDP and CSF will not be 
captured in the data in Fig. 6.6. 
 
In the instance where comparable NUTS II data are shown, namely R&D personnel as a percentage 
of the workforce, the relatively weak position of the BMW Region is evident. Ireland’s position above 
the EU average is explained by the S&E Region, with the BMW still well behind. 

6.3.7 Overall Findings 

The overall findings can be synopsised in terms of two considerations – firstly, where are we relative 
to the EU average and secondly are we improving or worsening? (The latter could involve a rise or a 
fall in position depending on the nature of the indicator i.e. it is “good” to be rising above the EU 
average of GVA per capita but not above EU levels of greenhouse gas emissions) 
 
The findings are presented in Figure 6.2. 
 

FIGURE 6.2: SUMMARY OF CONVERGENCE INDICATOR ANALYSIS 
Area  Ireland’s Position Relative to EU 
 Status Trend 
General Economy above, at improving 
Environment and transport below not improving 
Education/training above not improving 
Innovation/RTDI  below static 

6.3.8 Implications and Limitations 

These findings, albeit based on relatively simple analysis, are reasonably clear. They indicate that 
Ireland has performed well in terms of its overall macroeconomy, including in the BMW. 
 
Reasons underlying this growth are evident in key competitive areas where we also outperform the 
EU – most notably third level education. However, in this key area we may be losing relative position. 
 
In the other two areas examined – infrastructure and RTDI – we are generally behind the EU average. 
In the former we appear to be losing ground, and in the latter appear to be broadly static or rising 
slightly. 
 
As said in the earlier sections there are exceptions within each area – often associated with CSF or 
NDP investment. Increasing motorway length is one, rising patent applications another. 
 
Nevertheless, the findings are salutary in relation to Ireland’s performance on key fundamentals 
underlying sustainable growth. They especially highlight the fact that performance is about relative, 
not absolute positions. Ireland may be improving in many respects, but so too are our EU partners. 
 
In the context of this report, other major caveats must be added in terms of interpreting the findings as 
evidence or otherwise of CSF impact. The time periods involved (determined by data availability) 
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mean data does not always neatly capture pre- and post-CSF positions, early years of the CSF also 
involved low spend in many areas – and involved 1994-99 lagged spending. Many indicators are also 
only loosely related to the CSF, the CSF itself constitutes a relatively small share of the total NDP 
(11%), and even the NDP as a whole cannot necessarily alone drive Ireland’s convergence in many 
areas. External trends, including other countries’ performance, also affect this. 
 
Also important is what Ireland’s relative position would be without the presence of the CSF and NDP. 
The answer to this is that it would be very likely to be worse. The area where the clearest evidence is 
available is GVA per capita. ESRI macroeconomic analysis cited in Section 6.4 shows that Irish 
output is higher with than without the NDP/CSF. Hence, to interpret these indicators as in any way 
indicative of CSF “failure” would be inappropriate. Their main significance is likely to be the need to 
avoid complacency, and as a reminder that the “EU average” is itself not a fixed but an often rising 
benchmark. 
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FIGURE 6.3: GENERAL ECONOMIC CONVERGENCE INDICATORS (EU AVERAGE = 100) 
EU Average Index for each of the years analysed = 100 

Index of GDP at Market Prices Per Capita Index of High Technology Products as a % Share of Total 
Exports 
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FIGURE 6.4 : INFRASTRUCTURE-RELATED CONVERGENCE INDICATORS (EU AVERAGE = 100) 
EU Average Index for each of the years analysed = 100 
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FIGURE 6.5: EDUCATION AND TRAINING - HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT CONVERGENCE INDICATORS (EU AVERAGE = 100) 
EU Average Index for each of the years analysed = 100 
Index of Tertiary Attainment of Persons aged 25-64 

as % of Total, 2002 
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29 
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FIGURE 6.6: INNOVATION AND RTDI - PRODUCTIVE SECTOR CONVERGENCE INDICATORS (EU AVERAGE = 100) 
EU Average Index for each of the years analysed = 100 

Index of Total R&D as a % of GDP 
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6.4 Macroeconomic Impact of the CSF  

6.4.1 Overview 

In two previous reports, the Ex Post Evaluation of Objective 1 1994-1999 in Ireland45, and the ESRI’s 
Mid-Term Evaluation46 of the current NDP/CSF, the Institute’s macroeconomic modelling capability 
was used to examine the actual impact of two CSFs on the Irish economy. The former report 
estimated the impact of the Irish CSF 1994-99, while the latter considered the impact of all public 
expenditures under both the NDP and the CSF over the period 2000-02. In the MTE, analysis mainly 
concentrated on total expenditure, but it also examined separately the impact of the CSF as a subset 
of the NDP. Neither of these studies by the ESRI reviewed here undertook a Regional analysis of the 
data used. 

6.4.2  Methodology 

The HERMIN model was the basis for both analyses. In this section we briefly summarise its 
underlying principles and its framework.  
 
A special modelling framework – HERMIN - was designed in the early 1990s for use in CSF analysis 
in Objective 1 countries47. The theoretical underpinning of the HERMIN model is that of a two-sector 
small open economy model with a Keynesian role for domestic demand. 
 
To be of use for CSF analysis, there were three requirements which the empirical implementation of 

the HERMIN model needed to satisfy:  

 

 the model must be disaggregated into a small number of crucial sectors which permits the 
identification and treatment of the key sectoral shifts in a developing economy over the years of 
the CSF programme; 

 the model must specify the mechanisms through which the economy is inter-connected to the 
external world. The external economy is a very important direct and indirect factor influencing the 
economic growth and convergence of the smaller countries, through trade of goods and services, 
inflation transmission, international population migration and inward foreign direct investment; and 

 the modelling framework must recognise that a possible conflict may exist between the actual 
situation in the less developed EU countries, as captured in the HERMIN model calibrated with 
historical data from the recent past, and the new configuration/structure towards which these 
economies are evolving in the world of EMU and the Single European Market. 

 
From a macroeconomic perspective the Irish CSF consists of major public investment programmes 

aimed at improving the quality of physical infrastructure, human resources (or human capital), as well 

as providing direct grant aid to the three main productive sectors (manufacturing, market services and 

                                                      
45 Fitzpatrick Associates, Ex Post Evaluation of Objective 1, 1994-1999, National Report – Ireland, 2003.  
46 ESRI, The Mid-Term Evaluation of the National Development Plan and Community Support Framework for 
Ireland 2000 to 2006, 2003 
47 Bradley, J., K. Whelan and J. Wright, HERMIN Ireland, Economic Modelling, Vol. 12 No. 3, 1995. 
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agriculture).  

The context in which the ESRI, (which was completed as part of the Fitzpatrick Associates report – Ex 

Post Evaluation of Objective 1, 1994-1999, National Report – Ireland) executed this macro-sectoral 

impact evaluation exercise is as follows: 

 

1. a model simulation starting in the year 1993 (the year before CSF 1994-99) is undertaken and the 
simulation is continued to the year 2010, i.e., eleven years after the termination of CSF 1994-99; 

2. for the purposes of isolating the separate impacts of CSF 94-99, they ignore the carry-over 
impacts of CSF 1989-93, as well as the continuation of CSF aid under the current CSF 2000-06; 

3. they then “extract” the CSF 1994-99 policy shocks, i.e. they set the CSF 1994-99 expenditures at 
zero and re-simulate the model. No other changes are made, and no attempt is made to design a 
“substitute” domestically funded public investment programme that would have replaced a 
“missing” CSF 1994-99; 

4. it used the planned CSF expenditure data as contained in the CSF 1994-99 documents; 

5. it might be held that, in the absence of such large-scale public policy shocks, the underlying 

structure of the economies would have changed and that the use of HERMIN models calibrated 

with CSF-inclusive data is invalid (the so-called “Lucas critique” of the use of econometric models 

to analyse policy impacts). However, the HERMIN models contain explicit sub-models of the 

structural changes that are associated with the operation of the CSF, so the validity of the Lucas 

critique is weakened; and 

6. the “without-CSF” simulation results are subtracted from the “with-CSF” simulation results and 
this is used as a measure of the contribution or added value of the CSF. 

 
6.4.3 Impact of the Irish CSF 1994-99 
The ESRI’s analysis, in the Fitzpatrick Associates report, found that the impact on GDP equalled just 
under 3 percent in the year 1999, and in the longer term, the impact was seen to be just over 1 
percent. The effect of the 1994-99 CSF was to reduce the rate of unemployment - an initial one 
percentage point cut in the unemployment rate, followed by smaller impacts as the productivity 
impacts of the CSF build up, and a reversal of these cuts after the termination of the CSF beyond 
1999. 
 
They constructed a type of aggregate CSF multiplier – cumulative percentage increase in 
GDP/cumulative CSF share in GDP – so that when comparing the sizes of the impacts on the level of 
GDP, the size of the CSF injection is kept in mind. The cumulative CSF 94-99 multipliers were found 
to be relatively large for Ireland.  
 
The report stated that “Clearly the Irish economy responds to the CSF shock in a more growth-
oriented way, and the greater degree of openness facilitates greater transitional growth. This 
phenomenon has been observed in other research on CSF impacts.” (P.109) 
 
 
 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-2006    

 

     93 

6.4.4 ESRI Mid-Term Evaluation – Impact of CSF 2000-06  

Underpinning the macroeconomic analysis in the Mid-Term Evaluation are microeconomic studies, 
which were undertaken by the ESRI as part of the Mid-Term Evaluation, which looked at key 
channels through which the investment under the current NDP/CSF impacts on the economy. These 
studies included a study of the private returns to training and education. The evidence on the private 
returns to human capital investment is used in a small model of the labour market to analyse the 
broader impact of such investment on the wider economy. A separate study was also undertaken of 
the impact of infrastructural investment directly on the growth potential of the economy. 
 
It used the ESRI HERMES48 medium-term, macroeconomic model49 to analyse the impact of the 
2000-02 public expenditures, distinguishing between the NDP, CSF and Structural Funds.  

6.4.5 Conclusions and Results 

The microeconomic studies which were integrated with the macroeconomic framework provided an 

estimate of the overall economic impact of the NDP/CSF. It demonstrated that both the 

microeconomic studies on their own and the overall macroeconomic analysis provided insights into 

how the performance of the NDP/CSF could be improved over the then coming three years.  

 
Here we summarise their findings in relation to the microeconomic studies: 

 
The Returns to Education Study: Although returns to education had fallen between 1994 and 2000, 

reflecting the significant changes in the supply of skilled and unskilled labour, the introduction of a 

National Minimum Wage and the prolonged strength of labour demand over the 1994 to 2000 period, 

the returns to education still remained very substantial. The MTE found, through their study, that 

investment in education and training has had a major positive impact on the economy in: 

 
 upgrading the skills of many individuals; 

 helping to increase participation rates, especially among women;  

 adding to the productivity of the economy; and 

 helping to bring about a significant reduction in inequality in earnings. 

A related study, The Gender Pay Gap, which the ESRI completed as part of the Mid-Term Evaluation, 

showed that time out of the workplace accounts for an increasing proportion of the persistent pay gap 

between men and women. The report proceeded to suggest that interventions, which facilitate 

employment continuity and reduce the penalties attached to time out of the work force, are extremely 

important. The availability of affordable childcare is an important element of women’s decisions to 

stay in the labour market when they have young children and on the length of time they stay out of the 

                                                      
48 The origin of the HERMIN lay in the complex multi-sectoral HERMES model that was developed by the 
European commission from the early 1980s (d’Alcantara and Italianer, 1982). It was intended to learn from 
HERMES, incorporate many of its structural features, but be of a more modest scale. In other words, it was a 
minimal version (HERmes MINimal). 
49 Bergin A., J. Cullen, D. Duffy, J. Fitzgerald, I. Kearney and D. McCoy, Medium-Term Review: 2003-2010, No.9, 
Dublin: The Economic and Social Research Institute, 2003 
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labour market (parental leave schemes and flexible employment are also central to this decision). The 

recent progress (2000-04) under the EU Co-financed element of the Social Inclusion and Childcare 

Priority in the Regional OPs is promising. This element of the NDP/CSF can make a significant 

contribution to reducing inequality. 

 
Infrastructure Study: Another study which looked at the aggregate impact of infrastructure on the 

performance of the macro-economy was completed by the ESRI as part of the MTE. It concluded that 

the economic “success of the 1990s saw the economy unprepared for the potential level of output. As 

a result, the returns to investment in physical infrastructure, especially roads, were exceptionally high 

by 2000, reflecting the serious constraint that the infrastructural deficit represented.” (P.79) 

 
The initial impact of the CSF and Structural Funds on GNP was found to be 1.4 and 0.9% respectively 

in 2002. By 2015 this effect was found to be halved to 0.7 and 0.4% respectively. The report also 

stated that the fact that the return on the CSF was found to be higher than on the NDP as a whole is 

due to the fact that a higher share of CSF expenditure goes on infrastructure and key human capital 

interventions, which have a high rate of return, than is the case for the full NDP. The MTE report also 

found that because of the EU funding element, the effect of the CSF on the public finances was 

favourable, resulting in an increased surplus of 0.3% of GNP. Also found was that if this surplus were 

reinvested, the long-run rate of return could be even higher. 

 
The Evaluation also found that these results, if applied to the previous investment in infrastructure 

through the first and second CSFs, would also be likely to result in some upward revision of the 

estimated impact. 

 
FIGURE 6.7: TOTAL EFFECTS OF NDP AND CSF ON GNP 
 

SOURCE: ESRI MID-TERM EVALUATION, 2003 
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are unlikely to have changed significantly since then. The total effects of the NDP and CSF which the 
MTE report found, is shown in Figure 6.7. 

6.5 Overall CSF Impact 

6.5.1 Overall CSF Impact 
Drawing overall conclusions regarding the impact of the CSF is quite challenging. It is so for a number 
of reasons beyond the Evaluator’s control. Firstly, it is inherently difficult to draw definitive conclusions 
regarding the impact of an investment programme of this kind because “cause and effect” 
relationships can be difficult to establish. In particular, many extraneous variables affect the overall 
performance both of the economy generally, and of the sectors directly affected by the CSF, during 
the same period and these may have greater impact than any level of public investment. Second, 
many of the indicator systems available are not good when it comes to assessing impact either 
because impact indicators are not necessarily directly linked to the investment, or because there are 
gaps in the data. Thirdly, what is co-financed under the CSF is very heterogeneous, both in its nature 
and also in its performance. Many parts have performed well, but equally many parts have performed 
less well. Finally, the CSF is a relatively small sub-set of the overall NDP, of which it constitutes about 
one-tenth. Identifying the differential impact of the CSF within this can be problematic. 
 
Notwithstanding these limitations, the overall assessment can be a positive one. On average, CSF 
spending has proceeded on target, albeit it with considerable variation between OPs, Priorities and 
Measures. Throughput and activity on average has been correspondingly significant on the ground. 
While in some cases slower or more expensive than originally anticipated, large-scale co-financed 
investment has occurred in roads, water services, in childcare, in enterprise and in the other 
extensive range of areas involved. Enterprises, employees, parents and children, commuters and 
others have benefited as a result though for example expanded service availability, access to 
employment, and improved transport infrastructure. Ireland’s overall economic performance during 
the CSF period, including the period since the Mid-Term Evaluation, is also reassuring. The economy 
has grown more rapidly than was anticipated at the time of the Mid-Term Evaluation, and this growth 
has occurred in both NUTS II Regions. While the BMW Region has not converged on the Southern 
and Eastern Region, it has converged on the EU average.  
 
At overall Programme level, the most analytically robust indicator of CSF impact remains the results 
of a series of ESRI macro-economic modelling exercises. These have shown, both ex ante and ex 
post, that the CSF (and the NDP which had a part) has contributed to additional economic activity 
over and above what would have occurred otherwise. According to the Institute’s analysis, recent 
GDP was about 1.5% above the level it would otherwise be due to the impact of the current CSF. This 
is likely to continue into the future. The Institute’s estimate is that in 2015 annual GDP will still be 
0.7% higher because of the 2000-06 CSF impact.  
 
There are also less tangible impacts, including impacts in the area of multi-annual programming of 
public investment. This approach has been built up now over three NDPs and is going to continue, 
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each without the regulatory requirement of EU co-financing, in the new National Development Plan, 
2007-13.  
 
The accumulation of evidence above clearly suggests that Ireland has been a higher investing, faster 
growing and more rapidly converging economy with the support of the EU Structural Funds through 
the CSF than it would have been without it.  

6.5.2 The CSF and Balanced Regional Development 
As referred to in Chapter 1 (Section1.1.1), one of the four key national objectives of the NDP and CSF 

is “fostering balanced regional development”. 

 
In the NDP, the specific objective is stated as being to “achieve more balanced regional development 

in order to reduce disparities between and within the two regions and to develop the potential of both 

to contribute to the greatest possible extent to the continuing prosperity of the country”.  This overall 

objective was generally mirrored in the objectives of individual Operational Programmes. 

 
The CSF spells out the balanced regional development objective in the following terms: 

 
“Balanced regional development is a fundamental objective of the Plan.  The commitment is not 

simply about policies to develop regions which are lagging behind.  It also encompasses policies to 

ease the pressure on urban infrastructure, to tackle urban and rural poverty and, over the long term, 

to better integrate physical and economic planning through more effective land use in particular. 

 
The objective of balanced regional development will be implemented in the Plan in the following way. 

 
 Infrastructural investment in the Operational Programmes especially on Roads, Public Transport 

and Environmental Sciences; 

 The promotion over the period of the Plan of a small number of additional regional gateways to 

complement the existing gateways and to drive development throughout both regions.  A National 

Spatial Strategy is to be completed with two years, which will include identification of a small 

number of additional regional gateways; 

 A commitment to spread the benefits of growth to other smaller urban and rural areas in the 

regions; 

 The inclusion for the first time in a National Development Plan of two Regional Operational 

Programmes targeted particularly at local infrastructure, local enterprise development, agriculture 

and rural development and the promotion of social inclusion.  The two Regional Operational 

Programmes will be managed by the two recently established Regional Assemblies; and 

 Consistent with the new Regional Aid Guidelines positive discrimination will be practised in favour 

of regions lagging behind in relation to support for new enterprise and the productive sector in 

general”. (CSF para. 2.1.2) 

 
The CSF thus involved a series of programming innovations: 
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 Creation of the two NUTS II Regions; 

 Ring fencing of CSF expenditure within the two regions 

 Application of differential grant rates between the regions; and 

 Creation of the two Regional OPs with new Regional Assemblies as the Managing Authorities. 

 
Assessing the impact of the CSF to date on balanced regional development, and its likely impact, 

faces a number of sizeable challenges: 

 
1) The objectives referred to here all relate to the NDP as a whole, and not just to the CSF which is 

the focus of this Update and which constitutes just over one tenth of the NDP. 

2) The NDP and CSF are but one of a range of economic forces impacting on the regions and their 

relative and absolute performance.  As cited in the previous Section, the ESRI estimates the 

current macroeconomic contribution of the CSF as about 1.5% of GNP.  This means that about 

98.5% of GNP would be produced in its absence. 

3) Neither the NDP nor CSF contain any quantitative indicators or targets of what would constitute 

successful fostering of more balanced regional development, or of reducing disparities. 

4) Even the definition of what “balanced regional development” means as a concept in the CSF 

context remains open to different interpretations.  It is generally assumed to mean a closing of the 

GDP per capita gap between the NUTS II Regions, but this is not explicitly stated in either the 

NDP or CSF.  Both the NDP and subsequently the NSS also speak not only of balance but also of 

“achieving potential”, an arguably different concept. 

5) The NSS arguably replaces the NDP/CSF as a statement of government regional policy.  In its 

only quantitative indication of what it means by BRD, it refers to population shares, and these 

relate to the GDA versus other regions, not the S&E v BMW.  Specifically it talks of a goal of 

stabilising Regional population shares, with specific reference to the GDA share of national 

population.  The NSS contains no economic targets, and as noted focuses much more on 

maximising regional potential as the goal of more balanced development. 

 

In this context drawing evidence-based conclusions regarding the contribution of the current CSF to 

balanced regional development is not an easy task.  Neither the objective nor the evidence is very 

clear.   

 
As already noted, the most frequently used indicator of regional balance or disparity used in a CSF 

context is GVA per capita.  As was shown in Chapter 3, between 2000 and 2002 relative to the 

national average (state = 100) the S&E Region grew from 110.3% to 111.3% and the BMW dropped 

from 71.2 to 69.1%.  The Regional GVA per capita gap therefore did not fall, but has instead risen 

slightly from 39.1 to 42.0%. 

 
The present Update, reflecting the Terms of Reference, focuses on NUTS II indicators.  However 

some comments can be made here at NUTS III level also: 
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a) Within the NUTS II Regions, GVA disparities are also significant.  In the S&E in 2002 there was a 

gap of 50.9% between the highest (South West) and the lowest (Mid East), actually larger than 

the national gap.  The latter is artificially low due to commuting.  Within the BMW the gap was 

much lower – 7.8% between the highest (Border) and the lowest.  

b) The gap within (as opposed to between) the NUTS II Regions is not widening.  In the S&E it 

dropped slightly between 2000 and 2002, and by a larger amount in the BMW. 

 
The basis for these comments can be found in Chapter 3, Table 3.6.  A caveat that the data relate 

only to the 2000-02 period, and that GVA per capita has limits as an indicator must also be entered.  

So too must the wider caveats about GVA per capita as a statistical measure, including the fact BMW 

residents commuting to work in the S&E Region (e.g. from the Midlands and Border to the GDA) will 

tend to boost recorded S&E GVA per capita and lower that in the BMW. 

 
An alternative indicator of regional disparities is income (as opposed to output) per capita.  As already 

shown in Chapter 3 (Table 3.7) on this indicator there is also a gap between the NUTS II Regions but 

this is much less and is fairly static. 

 
Yet another indicator would be the share of the regions in total absolute, as distinct from per capita, 

output.  This is arguably more akin to the NSS concept of regional balance.  Based on the data in 

Chapter 3 (Table 3.6) neither the S&E nor GDA shares have been rising since 2000. 

 
Has the CSF failed to contribute to more balanced development between the two regions?  Measured 

as GVA per capita the data to 2002 do not indicate convergence.  However, we do not know what has 

happened in the three subsequent years. 

 
Even if the gap has continued we do not think this can be said to constitute failure of the CSF.  This is 

so for a number of reasons.  Firstly, the CSF is a relatively small share of the NDP and can hardly 

have a sufficient economic “footprint” to alone cause the BMW to start converging.  Second, even the 

NDP as a whole is not the sole driver of regional performance or even the main one, especially in the 

short term.  Thirdly, there is a lag before CSF (and NDP) impact will be fully achieved.  Fourthly, and 

most importantly, achieving BRD will require a more strategic approach than has been the case to 

date because it reflects major structural weaknesses in the BMW Region. 

 

Specifically, our view is that it will require more full-blooded implementation of the NSS than has been 

achieved to date, or is likely to be achieved during the remainder of the current period.  It needs a 

long-term and consistent approach to achieving growth in the Gateway locations, especially those in 

the BMW, across a range of integrated investment areas and other policies, including land-use and 

transportation policy, infrastructure, enterprise development, education and skills, and RTDI.  This will 

be a major challenge for the next NDP if greater inter- and intra- regional balance are to remain as 

realistic goals. 
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Chapter 7 Conclusions and   
   Recommendations 

7.1. Introduction 

7.1.1 Background 

Previous Chapters of this report presented the findings of the Update Evaluation of the Community 
Support Framework for Ireland 2000-06. As has been described, the CSF co-finances a total of seven 
Operational Programmes within the National Development Plan, the three national (inter-regional) 
Programmes of Economic and Social Infrastructure, Productive Sector and Employment and Human 
Resource Development, the two Regional Operational Programmes for the Border, Midland and 
Western and Southern & Eastern Regions, the Ireland component of the Peace II Operational 
Programme, and the small Technical Assistance Programme.  
 
The Programmes themselves, and the 111 co-financed Measures and Sub-Measures within them, 
constitute a diverse range of interventions across the sectors and areas involved. They constitute a 
sub-set of the National Development Plan 2000-06, of which the CSF makes up about 11%. This CSF 
component of the NDP is the focus of the present Evaluation. 
 
Carrying out the Update Evaluation at this stage in the programming cycle is a regulatory requirement 
of the CSF and of the individual Operational Programmes. Separate Update reports have been 
prepared for each individual Operational Programme, and have been drawn upon heavily in this CSF-
level report. 

7.1.2 Terms of Reference 

In keeping with the Terms of Reference, the Update Evaluation addressed three specific analytical 
tasks: 
 
Task 1: Review of Developments since the Mid-Term Evaluation – against the background of the 
Mid-Term Evaluation undertaken in 2003, the Update was asked to:  
 
 review the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the CSF Mid-Term Evaluation 

with respect to EU co-financed expenditure and assess the extent to which these were 
implemented in the formal Mid-Term Review. 

 analyse significant external socio-economic or policy developments that influenced or affected 
implementation of the CSF since the Mid-Term Evaluation. 

 
Task 2: Analysis of Progress to Date – drawing on the individual OP level Evaluations already 
completed, and on CSF progress reports, provide a synthesis of overall progress in both financial and 
physical terms to end 2004.  
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Task 3: Impact – drawing on the analysis of progress to date and again on the OP-level Evaluations, 
and having regard to the key objectives that underpin the CSF, assess its impact to date and express 
a view as to the likely final impact. 
 
The timing of the Update means that its purpose is to inform post-2006 programming rather than 
expenditure for the remainder of the current CSF period. Specifically regarding conclusions and 
recommendations, and drawing on the analysis under the three analytical tasks, the Terms of 
Reference state that: 
 
 the Evaluator is expected to draw appropriate conclusions in relation to the Analytical Tasks; 
 the Evaluator’s assessment of the likely socio-economic impact of the CSF component is sought; 
 conclusions and recommendations on Priorities for potential future EU co-funded Programmes 

are useful; 
 it is open to the Evaluator to articulate any other general or Programme-wide conclusions that 

derive from the analysis; and 
 the Evaluator can make recommendations on any matter related to co-funded expenditure but 

this is not the primary focus of the update. 

7.1.3 Wider Context 

Beyond the immediate regulatory requirement, the Update has added significance because it 
coincides with a milestone in Structural Fund programming in Ireland. It comes at the end of the last 
of three consecutive CSF periods (1989-93, 1994-99, 2000-06), each of which supported the 
corresponding National Development Plan.  
 
The economic transformation that Ireland experienced over this period, and in which NDP and CSF 
programming itself played a part, means that for the 2007-13 period Ireland will experience a 
significant change in its eligibility for EU Structural Funds and these will consequently decline greatly. 
Also, new EU Structural Fund regulations envisage that the CSF structure itself will be replaced by a 
new National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF). Ireland is therefore approaching the final 
stages of its final CSF, and beginning a new “post-CSF” era in national investment planning.  

7.2 Key Findings – External Developments 2003-05 

7.2.1 External Economic Environment 

The Terms of Reference asked us to review any significant external socio-economic or policy 
developments that influenced or affected implementation of the CSF since the Mid-Term Evaluation. 
 
A number of major economic developments are evident over the relevant period, despite its relatively 
short duration. The Mid-Term Evaluations were undertaken during early 2003, a time of some 
uncertainty in the Irish economy at the end of the Celtic Tiger growth period. Happily, as set out in 
Chapter 3, some of the more gloomy predictions of that period did not prove correct and the economy 
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steadied and subsequently grew, albeit at a lower level. Other economic developments include an 
easing in inflation which helped to reduce pressure on investment costs.  
 
Continued high immigration also eased capacity pressure in construction, but contributed to continued 
high population growth. This population growth has in turn boosted demand for many key services 
and infrastructures, including some of those co-financed by the CSF, e.g. national and non-national 
roads, water services and childcare. An element of “running to stand still” therefore entered in, which 
high investment levels often needed to avoid worsening pressures before they can contribute to 
evident improvements.  
 
Significant developments have also occurred in the Northern Ireland peace process. For much of the 
period since 2003 this has been in a holding mode. Recent developments, most notably IRA 
decommissioning, are too recent to affect the 2003-04 period examined here, but clearly are 
potentially very positive in terms of their implications for the remainder of this CSF and for the period 
ahead, and should facilitate more rapid implementation of the Peace II Programme. 
 
In terms of more immediate direct impacts on implementation at specific OP, Priority or Measure-
level, these are harder to identify and appear limited to a number of specific areas. Reasons for this 
may be the relatively short time period involved, reluctance to change Programmes very shortly after 
the Mid-Term Review, but also some underlying inflexibility in programming arrangements in a 
number of Programmes. The relatively slow response-times to low expenditure levels in areas such 
as In-company training and tourism investment are examples. There has been a pattern in this and 
previous CSFs that, once agreed, these remain relatively fixed. This is something that may merit 
consideration for the 2007-13 period, e.g. via more frequent break-points.  
 
One of the problems here derives from the inability or an unwillingness to transfer funds between 
Government Departments. If one looks carefully at the re-allocations that occur, they are very often 
“within Department”. The separate focus of the different EU funds is also a factor, and the reduction in 
the number of these involved in future structural fund programming is welcome – although somewhat 
cosmetic since they continue to operate outside that framework.  
 
Recent socio-economic developments also point to needs which will require more attention in the 
post-2006 period generally. These include relatively static performance in previously high growth 
sectors, static labour productivity on average, continued exclusion of key groups despite overall 
economic prosperity, continued high population growth, continued high immigration, the onset of 
ageing of the population, and continued issues of regional disparity. 

7.2.2 Policy Developments 2003-05 

As with the external socio-economic environment, the Terms of Reference asked us to identify policy 
developments that have influenced or affected implementation of the CSF since the Mid-Term 
Evaluation.  
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For policy developments to affect implementation a number of stages are required: firstly, that there 
be relevant policy developments, secondly that tangible decisions be taken on foot of these, and 
thirdly that there is a linkage between these decisions and actual co-financed investment.  
 
At the first of these levels, Ireland is undoubtedly a “policy-rich environment”. There are a great many 
recent national policy positions and reports in areas such as the National Spatial Strategy (published 
prior to the Mid-Term), consumer strategy, the Enterprise Strategy Group, RTDI policy and other 
areas, with many of these published since the Mid-Term Evaluation. 
 
At the second level there is, however, a tendency for many of these to remain as proposals, and not 
lead to clear follow-on decision-making. Policy in an around public transport investment in the Greater 
Dublin Area is an example where, despite considerable investment, an overall formally agreed 
strategic framework remained absent until the recent publication of the Government’s “TRANSPORT 
21” Strategy. 
 
At the third level, i.e. the link between policy decision and investment decision, tangible instances of 
policy decisions leading to programming changes tend to be exceptions rather than rules. There are 
prominent examples, notably in the area of water investment where the “design build operate” (DBO) 
procedure is now being successfully rolled out after initial delays. But in other areas, particularly in the 
case of high-level national strategies, such linkages are less evident or slow in coming. The National 
Spatial Strategy is an example where the publication of this (prior to the Mid-Term Review) and the 
publication of NUTS III level Regional Planning Guidelines subsequent to Mid-Term Review, have yet 
to result in notably different project prioritisation decisions being taken than would have been taken in 
the absence of the NSS.  
 
Lead times, particularly in infrastructure, is one valid explanation for this lack of policy results. So too 
is the fact that in many areas Ireland has been playing “catch up” with international service standards 
and that selecting appropriate investments does not need an over-arching strategy to guide it. 
Nevertheless, the observation that policy proposals and policy decisions find it difficult to gain 
“traction” on the ground is a reasonable one. 

7.3 Key Findings – Financial and Physical Progress 

7.3.1 Financial Progress to end-2004 

This Update Report examined financial progress of CSF co-financed expenditure up to the end of 

2004, and compared this to the latest financial targets for the full programming period.50  

 
 
 
 
                                                      
50 While the formal programming period is 2000-06 inclusive, the “N+2” rule means that expenditure can continue 
to occur up to the end of 2008.  
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In a few cases we also allude to the corresponding figure for total NDP expenditure (co-financed and 

non-co-financed). This is because in a number of cases, most notably in ESIOP and EHRDOP, it is 

very much larger and ignoring it entirely could lead to a somewhat partial description of the underlying 

investment position. 

 
As at end-2004, total CSF expenditure stood at €4.6bn, 72% of the total projected spend of €6.4bn 

over the full programme. Given that five out of the seven years of the CSF period had by then passed, 

i.e. about 71%, this means the Programme as a whole is financially on target. The corresponding 

figure for total NDP expenditure under the co-financed Measures is 64%. 

 
With regard to individual Operational Programmes, CSF financial performance varies considerably 

from nearly 100% of end 2006 target in the case of ESIOP to about 50% for Peace II, with others 

spread in between.  

 
Within OPs the financial performance of Priorities (and Measures) also varies very widely, more so 

than between OPs. This can be seen in Figure 7.1 which shows the percentage expenditure achieved 

at end-2004 by Priority within each Operational Programme. Variations are quite striking.  

 
Expenditure on hard infrastructural areas has proceeded relatively well. However, this is not 

universally true and particularly at the time of the Mid-Term a number of infrastructural areas were 

also behind. Also, not all high-spending areas involve infrastructure. Other high-performers include 

some human resources Measures in EHRDOP and also childcare (in the Regional OPs).  

 
In terms of the performance of different types of delivery agency, a mixed picture also emerges. While 

tried and trusted public sector mechanisms such as local authority spending on non-national roads is 

an obvious examples of spending success, areas involving a number of the state agencies have been 

less successful, most notably Fáilte Ireland in relation to tourism and Enterprise Ireland in relation to 

In-company Training in achieving financial targets. 

 

Areas involving non-governmental delivery organisations too display a mixed picture with high levels 

of success in some, e.g. Childcare, and less in others, e.g. broadband rollout.  

 

There is also evidence of more success in the case of established systems and expenditure areas, 

and initial delays arising in the case of newer ones. Some of the issues in newer ones have been 

dealt with since the Mid-Term, e.g. in the case of rural water, but only after some initial programme 

years had passed.  

 

This latter “old” versus “new” pattern is important in future programming as it could give rise either to 

a danger of over-caution and of avoiding important but challenging new investment needs on the one 

hand, or of over ambition regarding the spending capacity of newer investment areas on the other. 

This is clearly a balance that will have to be struck in planning for the 2007-13 programming period. 
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FIGURE 7.1: EXPENDITURE AT END-2004 AS % PROGRAMME TOTAL 
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7.3.2 Physical Progress to end-2004 

Physical indicators for the co-financed Measures relate to total NDP expenditure and activity rather 
than to the CSF only, i.e. there is strictly speaking no information on the CSF physical performance 
per se. The heterogeneous nature of OPs, Priorities and Measures also makes generalisations about 
physical progress difficult.  
 
Some broad patterns do emerge: 
 
 that as might be expected, progress under physical indicators is generally related to progress in 

expenditure. Therefore, the physical progress of the CSF is broadly satisfactory. However, in a 
number of important areas including transport it has been slower than expected, especially 
initially, but is catching up; 

 where progress indicators exceed the physical performance, this often tends to raise issues about 
the appropriateness of some of those indicators in the first place; and 

 in cases where physical indicators are behind financial performance, issues about value-for-
money arise, although this again depends on the validity of the unit costs assumed at the outset. 

 
Wider implications from this assessment are that there is a need to continue to focus on and refine 
non-financial performance indicators. The area of performance indicators is complex. Developing and 
maintaining good performance indicators is challenging and will be even more so if programme 
managers do not see any benefit in these. There may, in some cases, continue to be too many 
indicators making interpretation difficult (e.g. EHRDOP), and the challenge remains that of drawing a 
composite view of physical progress across heterogeneous groups of activity. 
 
There may also be a tendency to delegate it to individual programme managers without adequate 
central, technical support. Again, this is an issue for consideration in the post-2006 programming 
period. 

7.3.3 Reasons for Progress or Lack of It 

CSF success in expenditure terms involves a combination of factors on both the “demand” and 

“supply” sides of the programming relationship: 

 

 on the “demand side” a strong underlying need and ability to absorb funding as in non-national 

roads where, for example,  there is huge absorption capacity, but also in childcare where there is 

a genuine requirement; and 

 on the “supply side”, an efficient and dynamic delivery system, be that public or private, especially 

in newer investment areas, and a “can-do” approach to overcoming obstacles.  

 

Where both are present, spending success is more assured. Where one or other, and especially both, 

are absent expenditure is likely to be low.  
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In this context, it must also be noted that comparisons with expenditure (or other) targets are 

influenced by the appropriateness of those targets in the first place. In some Measures provision of 

co-financed expenditure (and in some cases also non-co-financed) is likely to have exceeded 

demand from the outset, and expenditure targets were never realistic. Some of this is already now 

dealt with by re-profiling of financial targets that has already taken place, but remaining low financial 

expenditure levels in many Priorities and Measures is continued evidence of the issue.  

 

While a relatively new danger in Ireland, over-provision must also be guarded against in the next 

period, alongside the more traditional problem of under-provision. Investment resources are a 

necessary pre-condition for addressing many problems, but unplanned provision, unsought provision, 

and provision which cannot be utilised are not necessarily helpful and can lead to waste and 

disruption.  

7.3.4 Impact and Likely Impact 

Systematically assessing the overall impact, and likely impact, of the current CSF to date is not easy. 
Isolating the impact of investment programmes such as the CSF is always challenging due, for 
example, to the presence of other extraneous explanations for relevant trends and the associated 
challenge of identifying channels of causation. The fact that the CSF is not yet complete, the fact that 
it is only a small part of the NDP (just over 10%), and the heterogeneous nature of the interventions 
supported all contribute to the challenge. 
 
At the level of individual Operational Programmes, tangible results are however evident on the 
ground. In areas such as training, provision of childcare places, and road investment, the intended 
outputs are being delivered and these involve increased or improved services and other benefits for 
users.  
 
Progress has of course been slower than expected, rising costs or initially under-estimated costs 
mean that benefits may be less than might have originally been expected, and levels of benefits are 
also broadly correlated with the extent of expenditure, most obviously in the cases where there is no 
expenditure, the benefits cannot occur. 
 
An analysis of data on Ireland’s relative performance within the EU in the broad infrastructural and 
socio-economic areas that are co-financed shows that Ireland is above the EU performance 
economically, especially as measured by output per head. Furthermore, this is true not just of the 
national average and of the Southern and Eastern Region, but the BMW too is gradually converging 
on EU per capita output.  
 
In relation to underlying drivers of CSF-related economic performance, the position is more mixed. In 
a number, notably in the Human Resources area, Ireland is at or above EU standards, but in others it 
is frequently below, e.g. in aspects of transport and environmental infrastructure. Also, despite major 
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investment, in these, Ireland is not necessarily converging on the EU average and in some instances 
the relative position (though not necessarily absolute one) may even be falling. 
 
These findings do not, of course, constitute in any sense “a failure” of the CSF. The nature of the 
analysis is not such as to allow any such overall conclusion. The analysis, however, is a reminder that 
other EU Member States too are improving their positions. Also, extraneous variables beyond CSF 
(or NDP) investment can be at work. Consequently, and notwithstanding considerable progress in 
Ireland, our relative position within the EU is not necessarily automatically improved as a result. 
 
The most robust quantitative analysis of the overall impact, actual and likely, of the CSF is the recent 
ESRI macro-economic modelling of CSF impact. Use of a macroeconomic model allows estimates to 
be made of the differential impact or added value of the CSF on national GDP. The Institute has 
analysed the 1994-99 CSF on an ex post basis, as well as the current CSF on an ex ante basis and 
at the Mid-Term stage. In all cases, the findings indicate that existence of the CSF means that Irish 
GDP and GDP growth are higher than would otherwise be the case. In relation to actual impact in 
2002, the year to which the MTE related, the macro-economic effect of the CSF was to raise GNP by 
1.5% as against what it should otherwise have been. In relation to likely impact, the Institute 
estimated effects up to 2015. In that year annual GNP would still be 0.7% higher than would be the 
case in the absence of the current CSF. 
 
More widely, it is also important to see the present CSF as the third of the series of three Irish CSFs. 
Ireland has probably been the most successful user of EU Structural Funds to date. While not the 
sole explanation, these Funds have been an important part of the wider virtuous cycle that contributed 
to the economic and socio-economic transformation of Ireland since the 1990s.  
 
Major challenges remain of course, and economic success itself brings new ones. Ireland has 
converged in overall output terms, but in terms of many of the key underlying ingredients of long-term 
sustainable success identified in the Lisbon Agenda it is still behind the more mature Member States.  
 
More balanced regional development in Ireland also remains a challenge. The CSF (and NDP) have 
not brought about convergence between the NUTS II Regions in terms of output per capita. The gap 
between output (as opposed to income) per head in the BMW Region and that in the S&E Regions 
remains high, as is that between NUTS III Regions especially within the S&E. Balanced regional 
development – or its absence – is the result of a variety of forces, not just public investment important 
though it is.  
 
To a considerable extent this challenge highlights the need for serious follow-through on the National 
Spatial Strategy, and especially an appropriate focus on dynamic cities and city regions within the 
BMW, i.e. the designated Gateways and hubs. As long as the BMW has an urban structure much 
weaker than that of the South and East Region, with associated weakness in its enterprise base, in 
skills, in RTDI and in infrastructure, the objective of more balanced regional development in Ireland 
remains to be fulfilled.  
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7.3.5 Community Added Value of the CSF 

From an EU perspective, distinct community added-value is also evident in the present and previous 
CSFs. Specifically it can be seen: 
 
 in “policy terms”, EU involvement influenced prioritisation of a number of policy themes which 

might not have occurred to the same extent otherwise. These include gender and equality, the 
environment, innovation, and regional development; 

 in “confidence” terms due to the reassurance of major multi-annual public investment 
programmes in key areas of the economy, supported by large and high profile EU assistance; 

 in expenditure “programming” terms, where the requirements of the CSF contributed to the 
development and expansion of multi-annual programming, to more extensive adoption of a 
partnership approach (e.g. in Monitoring Committee membership) at national and local level, and 
to a greater level of formal monitoring and evaluation of Programmes. As indicated in the earlier 
Chapters, within the present CSF a more consistent level of investment has continued to be 
achieved in co-financed than in non-co-financed parts of the NDP. 

 
In regard to the latter “programming” effect, there could be some concerns about the extent to which 
multi-annual investment planning would be retained when the “glue” of Structural Funds largely 
disappears. However, developments in this regard are reassuring. The programming impact has 
already become evident in two major national initiatives: 
 
 new Department of Finance Guidelines with regard to five-year capital frameworks, and the 

associated reporting and project evaluation requirements which have many resonances with the 
CSF requirements (see Figure 7.2); and 

 the recent announcement (4th August 2005) that there will be a new, largely nationally-funded 
National Development Plan from the period 2007-13 inclusive.  

 
The basis for these decisions is not now an EU regulatory requirement, they are instead a national 
choice. Successive CSFs, and their success and impact can take no little credit for this. The 2007-13 
NDP will now arguably be the first fully National Development Plan. 
 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-2006    

 

                                109

FIGURE 7.2: APPRAISAL AND MANAGEMENT OF CAPITAL EXPENDITURE – NEW  
          GUIDELINES 
Revised Guidelines for the Appraisal and Management of Capital Expenditure Proposals in the 
Public Sector were approved by Government on 8 February 2005. These Guidelines update and 
replace earlier guidelines published in July, 1994. 
The revised Guidelines reflect changes in evaluation, project appraisal and management best 
practice. They introduce more proportionality according to the nature and size of the project and 
greater consistency in project appraisal and management, and provide greater clarity in relation to 
the role of Government and Ministers. The latter is intended to assist Ministers and their officials in 
carrying out their responsibilities and functions in regard to the evaluation, approval and 
management of capital expenditure, particularly within the context of the new multi-annual 
investment framework announced in Budget 2004. 
 
Appendix 3 of the Guidelines sets out the general conditions attached to the sanction for multi-
annual capital envelopes. A key condition of sanction relates to the reporting requirements. These 
stipulate that Departments report regularly (at least every six months) to their MAC on the evaluation 
of capital projects to ensure compliance with the Capital Appraisal Guidelines, National and EU 
public procurement procedures, Public Private Partnership guidelines where appropriate, and tax 
clearance requirements – and to report the findings of such spot checks (including the highlighting 
of variances against the agreed budget) annually to the Department of Finance. 
 
Departments are also required, beginning in 2005, to submit to the Department of Finance before 
the end of January each year an annual report on the capital investment programmes. This should 
include an outline of the overall priorities for each of the capital programmes under its aegis over the 
next five year period consistent with the capital envelope, how the priorities are consistent with the 
National Development Plan, the National Spatial strategy and relevant Government programmes, 
level of contractual commitments entered into by future year and indicators of outputs delivered in 
the preceding year and target outputs for the coming year. 
 
The Guidelines are not a detailed planning or cost control handbook. It is the responsibility of each 
Department to draw up its own procedures, applicable to its area of responsibility. These 
procedures should comply with the principles set out in the Guidelines and each Department should 
ensure that the bodies under its aegis follow the procedures set out in the Guidelines. 
SOURCE: BASED ON DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, GUIDELINES FOR THE APPRAISAL AND 
     MANAGEMENT OF CAPITAL EXPENDITURE PROPOSALS IN THE PUBLIC 
     SECTOR, FEB. 2005, ESP. APPENDIX 3. 
 

7.4 Some Overall Lessons for Future Programming 

7.4.1 What Makes a Successful Measure? 

Perhaps the most striking feature of the current CSF as it emerges from this Update is the very 
variable level of financial progress at OP, Priority, Measure and Sub-Measure levels. On average, the 
CSF was on target financially at end-2004. However, behind this is relatively high spend in some 
mostly “big ticket” physical investment areas (i.e. roads, water, etc) and much less progress in many 
others, frequently new, small or “softer” areas. 
 
As was shown in Figure 7.1, at end-2004 18 of the 26 co-financed Priorities (exc. Technical 
Assistance) were under 70% of their target expenditure for the full period. Even if N+2 is factored in 
and the CSF is treated as a nine-year period, 14 Priorities would still be behind target. Furthermore, 
these calculations involve already often reduced targets. 
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The experience of the CSF since the Mid-Term, and before, points to a number of broad lessons for 
Structural Fund programming in Ireland post-2006, and indeed more widely for Irish NDP investment 
planning generally and for Structural Funds in new Member States.  
 
Essentially these lessons indicate that successful investment areas in terms of both financial progress 
and impact need a number of factors to co-exist. These include a genuine need, good and early 
planning, good demand/need estimation, clear responsibility for delivery; continuity (as opposed to 
stop-start); flexibility to adjust if something is not working; clear measurable objectives; and an 
absence of evident obstacles to investment or addressing these where they exist. These are 
summarised in Figure 7.3 as a basic checklist against which a programme, Priority or Measure could 
be checked. 
 

FIGURE 7.3: KEY INGREDIENTS IN A SUCCESSFUL MEASURE 
    
 a real underlying need?    

    
 active demand from users or stakeholders?    

    
 adequate estimation of likely demand/update?    

    
 a driver in the delivery organisation?    

    
 absence/avoidance of major obstacles to implementation?    

    
 adequate preparation in advance of programme launch?    

    
 absence of displacement/overlap with other interventions    

    

7.4.2 The Need for Good Planning 

The spending difficulties experienced by so many current CSF Priorities points to problems in original 
planning. This planning overestimated demand and delivery capability, or did not take proper account 
of these.  
 
General lessons here are: 
 
 for a country or region experiencing unfamiliarly high levels of investment resource availability, it 

is important to remember that while resources are important they are not everything. Good 
delivery mechanisms, and ability to absorb funds must also be present; 

 planning must be done in conjunction with those who will be responsible for delivery. Apparent 
over-provision in a number of parts of the CSF would appear to reflect resources being made 
available beyond what some delivery agencies thought feasible; 

 inclusion of reasonably frequent “break-clauses” to maintain flexibility and prevent expenditure 
plans from being overly rigid; 
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 to avoid any over-emphasis on front-loading. While having a rationale in the context of phasing 
out Structural Funds, this can place unrealistic demands on delivery systems in the early years of 
programmes, and lead to disruption and a requirement for re-programming; 

 where resources are rising, there is a need for more consideration of the capacity of delivery 
systems. For example, in the next Irish NDP it will be important to examine the maximum levels of 
annual investment handled during the current period which may constitute an indication of “full 
capacity” unless new initiatives are taken in this regard; and 

 alongside this, there will be a need to consider ways of creating new additional capacity, in areas 
where this is possible. If existing structures cannot deliver on key priorities, then other means 
need to be sought. This will be especially important in regard to new priorities arising in the period 
ahead in areas such as life-long learning, integration of new immigrants, energy and water 
conservation. 

7.4.3 Targets and Indicators 

Targets and performance indicators are keys to ensuring efficiency, effectiveness and value for 
money. The Update reveals considerable progress in this area, but also many lingering problems. It is 
still challenging to gain an overall picture, as opposed to a micro-level one, of physical progress and 
impact in many areas. 
 
Lessons here are: 
 
 the need for continuous improvement; 
 a need for central technical support to programme managers; and 
 a need to build targets and performance indicators into initial planning, and especially into 

statements of objectives; 
 with regard to regional indicators, there is a need to develop appropriate regional indicators which 

could assist in monitoring regional development and focus in particular on sustainable 
development, regional progress, competitiveness and other key elements of regional 
development. The aim should be to identify a set of indicators that are important in monitoring 
drivers and enablers at regional level. 

7.4.4 Regional Programming 

One of the main programming innovations in the current Irish CSF (and NDP) was the division of the 
country into two NUTS II Regions, one Objective 1 (BMW) and one Objective 1 in Transition (S&E). 
During previous rounds of Structural Funds, Ireland had been a single Objective 1 region, a status 
then unique in the EU.51  
 
This innovation had a series of practical programming implications: 
 
 ringfencing of CSF expenditure within the regions;  

                                                      
51Other countries which enjoyed Objective 1 status contained a number of separate Objective 1 regions. 
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 application of differential grant rates between the regions; and 
 creation of the two Regional OPs, with the Regional Assemblies as Managing Authorities. 

 
The specific Irish context of this development is also significant in terms of its practical 
implementation. Ireland is relatively small, so many parts of both regions are close to each other – in 
some cases closer than to parts of its own NUTS II region. While socio-economically different from 
each other, the two regions do not constitute traditional natural regions spatially or economically, i.e. 
they are strongly administrative in nature.  
 
Generally, the division has been an important development in a number of respects. It increased the 
level of local involvement in OP management and monitoring, it brought greater focus on distinct 
needs, and it highlighted regional development issues generally. 
 
Limitations have been two-fold. Firstly, as discussed in Chapter 6, in terms of impact it has not to date 
resulted in more balanced development as between the NUTS II regions. However, this would 
probably have been an overly high expectation given the underlying structural challenges in the 
BMW. It was an objective that related to the NDP as a whole, and not just to the regional split or the 
Regional OPs. For the future the full NDP must be more focused around the regional development 
objectives – now formally articulated in the NSS. The much reduced EU co-financed could not alone 
be expected to have a major direct impact on more balanced regional development. It could, of 
course, have a strategic role depending on decisions about its focus. 
 
Secondly, the division has the potential to give rise to issues with regard to the appropriate role for 
NUTS II Regional financial ring-fencing in the Irish context. Essentially, it indicates a need to be 
careful about the nature of what is ring-fenced, and to ensure this does not lead to any nationally sub-
optimal allocation decisions. Some essentially “national” issues may not benefit from regional ring-
fencing. 
 
The recent re-allocation of co-financed RTDI monies earmarked for the BMW Region to non-RTDI 
activities in the region brings the issue into focus; hence it is raised here for illustrative purposes. This 
reallocation arises not from any overall national lack of absorption capacity in RTDI nationally, but 
from one specifically in the BMW. It is open to debate whether this reallocation is optimal nationally. 
Indeed, even from a BMW RTDI perspective, investment in tailored RTDI instruments in the Southern 
and Eastern region might potentially be more beneficial than for those funds not to be allocated to 
RTDI at all – which is the net result of the decision.  
 
The benefit of the decision can be questioned because the implicit underlying assumption that RTDI 
supports (especially to third-level institutions) benefit only the NUTS II Region where they occur is a 
debatable one. Research shows that firms draw on RTDI resources from a wide variety of sources, 
not necessarily from third-level colleges geographically near to them.52 Even if they did many firms in 
the BMW are nearer to universities in the S&E than in the BMW, and indeed vice versa.  
                                                      
52 D. Jordan and E. O’Leary, “The Roles of Interaction and Proximity for Innovation by Irish High-Technology 
Business: Policy Implications”, ESRI Quarterly Economic Commentary, June 2005. 
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Lessons for the post-2006 period generally, including the new co-financed NSRF, include: 
 
 the need for a clearer articulation of what now constitutes pursuit of more balanced regional 

development in Ireland, based on the NSS. The NSS focus is necessary for two related reasons. 
Firstly, it constitutes existing stated government policy regarding achievement of more balanced 
regional development. Secondly, both Irish and international experience point very strongly to the 
need for strong regions to have strong urban centres at their core; 

 to be careful that ringfenced expenditure for the regions does not lead to somewhat artificial 
decision-making. This is not an argument against ringfencing, but in favour of being careful about 
what is ringfenced and how closely the amounts match realistic spending;  

 to consider other solutions to regional issues that do not necessarily only involve expenditure in 
that geographical region, e.g. in RTDI better links between BMW and S&E colleges including 
stronger encouragement of collaboration between the main universities and smaller IoTs, and 
helping BMW firms to access appropriate technology from wherever it is sourced; 

 the need, again for example, in the specific case of RTDI, to have a clearer regional dimension to 
key national policies; 

 the need, already intimated earlier, for better estimation of demand and absorption capacity, and 
instruments for expanding that capacity where necessary. 

7.5 Post-2006 Structural Fund Programming 

7.5.1 Introduction 

This section considers the implications of the recent CSF experience specifically for Structural Fund 
Programming in the post-2006 period. The focus is therefore on the Structural Funds, i.e. ERDF and 
ESF, in Ireland in the next period. 
 
Underlying the approach is the view that identification of appropriate Priorities for the next CSF will 
involve the interplay of two broad considerations: 
 
(a) EU Cohesion Policies and priorities post 2006; and 
(b) Ireland’s response to these in terms of its needs and priorities. 

7.5.2 Commission Proposals for Future Cohesion Policy 

The European Commission has already adopted its post-2006 legislative proposals on cohesion 
policy reform. However, these are still subject to agreement of the overall EU budget for the period. A 
total allocation of €336.1 billion has been provisionally set aside and the reform aims to make 
alterations to the policy. It aims to be: 
 
 more targeted on the EU’s Strategic Priorities (Lisbon and Gothenburg agendas for a sustainable 

and competitive ‘knowledge economy’, and European Employment Strategy); 
 more concentrated on the least favoured regions while anticipating change in the rest of the 

union; and 
 more decentralised with a simpler, more transparent and more efficient implementation 
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The overall proposals include: a general regulation laying down a common set of rules for the three 
sources of financing for structural actions during the 2007-13 period; a regulation for each of these 
components, namely: the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund 
(ESF), the cohesion fund53; and a proposal for a new regulation allowing the creation of a cross-
border cooperation structure 
 
The aim of this reform is to make the policy more innovative, and yet simplified. It aims to do this 
through a number of changes, for example, by reducing the number of financial instruments for 
cohesion (three rather than six), financing of the Operational Programmes out of a single fund (ERDF 
or ESF) except in ‘infrastructure’ Programmes (joint financing by ERDF and the Cohesion Fund), and 
also increased financing for areas with natural handicaps and giving more attention to urban areas. 
 
The three current Priority objectives of the Structural Funds; - Objective 1: regions lagging behind in 
development; Objective 2: regions undergoing economic and social conversion; and Objective 3: 
training systems and employment promotion, will be replaced by three new Objectives as set out 
below. 
  
‘Convergence’ Objective – this objective aims to speed up the economic convergence of the less 
developed regions. Its main Priorities are: Innovation; Environment/Risk Prevention; Accessibility; 
Infrastructure; Human Resources and Administrative Capacity. 
 
The objective broadly replaces the existing Objective 1. 
 
To be eligible for funding under this objective, regions must have a per capita gross domestic product 
of less than 75% of the enlarged EU average. There will be a temporary and specific ‘phasing out’ 
support for those regions that now stand above the 75% enlarged EU average because of statistical 
effects. €264 billion has been allocated to the convergence objective. 
 
‘Regional Competitiveness and Employment’ Objective broadly replaces the existing Objective 2, 
and will be applicable to Ireland. It involves a twofold approach; the regional development 
Programmes (ERDF) will strengthen regional competitiveness and attractiveness by suggesting 
interventions in three areas: Innovation and the Knowledge Economy; Environment and Risk 
Prevention; and Access Outside Major Urban Centres to Transport and Telecoms Services of 
General Interest.  
 
Also, Programmes at the national or appropriate territorial level financed by the ESF will help workers 
and companies, on the basis of the European Employment Strategy, to adapt to change and 
encourage the development of job markets that award priority to social inclusion. All regions not 
covered by the convergence objective will be eligible. Regions under the present Objective 1 such as 
the BMW Region, that in 2007 will no longer be eligible under the convergence objective due to the 
economic progress achieved, will receive specific ‘phasing in’ support on a decreasing basis through 
                                                      
53 Ireland will not be eligible for Cohesion funding. 
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to 2013 to consolidate the process of catching up. This objective will have a budget of €57.9 billion; 
83.4% for regions not emerging from the present Objective 1 and 16.6% for the ‘phasing in’ regions. 
 
The third objective is the ‘European Territorial Cooperation’. The purpose of this objective is to 
strengthen cooperation at three levels: cross-border cooperation through joint Programmes; 
cooperation between transnational zones; and networks for cooperation and the exchange of 
experiences throughout the Union. Those regions lying along internal land borders and certain 
external land borders, as well as some regions lying on sea borders will be eligible. The total 
allocation for this objective is €13.2 billion.  
 
The European Commission has already set out eligible interventions generally under these headings. 
These are shown in Figure 7.4. Candidate Measures must therefore accord with these. 
 

FIGURE 7.4: ELIGIBLE AREAS FOR STRUCTURAL FUNDING POST-2006 
FUND ELIGIBLE AREAS 
 

ESF 
 

 increasing adaptability of workers and enterprises 
 enhancing access to employment 
 reinforcing social inclusion 
 expanding and improving investment in human capital 
 strengthening institutional capacity 

 
ERDF 
(Regional 
competitiveness 
and 
employment) 

 
1. Innovation and the Knowledge Economy 
 enhancing regional R&TD and innovation linked to economic 

development objectives 
 stimulating innovation in SMEs 
 promoting entrepreneurship 
 creating new financial instruments and incubation facilities 

 
2. Environment and Risk Prevention 
 promoting biodiversity, diversification of rural areas 
 stimulating energy efficiency and renewable energy 
 promoting clean urban public transport 
 natural and technological risk prevention 

 
3. Access Outside Major Urban Centres to Transport and Telecommunication
    services of general economic interest 
 strengthening secondary networks 
 promoting access to and efficient use of ICTs by SMEs 

SOURCE: EUROPEAN COMMISSION PROPOSAL FOR A REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN  
     PARLIAMENT AND THE COUNCIL ON THE ERDF AND ON THE ESF, 14/07/2004 

7.5.3 Broad Approaches to post-2006 

Looking to the NSRF 2007-13, various approaches to programming can be adopted. Broadly 
speaking, there are two overall approaches now available to planning the new programme: 
 
 to select a number of the existing 2000-06 Priorities (and Measures within them) which have 

proven effective and efficient, and which in particular have a proven track record of spending; or 
 to take a more strategic approach and focus the NSRF around a small number of major strategic 

sectors, areas or issues such as the knowledge economy, the NSS or RTDI. 
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The two approaches are not of course entirely mutually exclusive, for example elements of existing 
Priorities could be included in a more strategic framework. 
 
Each approach also has advantages and disadvantages. Selection of existing proven “spenders” 
would minimise danger of underspend especially in the early years of the NSRF, and consequent 
potential loss of EU co-financing. It also has less planning and management costs, and it can involve 
more continuity with existing successful investment areas such as roads infrastructure where needs 
continue to be very large. In addition, the considerable administrative, reporting and compliance 
issues in regard to EU co-financing would be lessened when there is a focus on a small number of 
larger items and vice versa. 
 
A more strategic approach, on the other hand, might fit better with the spirit of the NSRF and might 
allow for more distinct impact and focus, especially alongside the new mainstream NDP. It could, 
however, if overly innovative risk underspend and unanticipated problems – both very prevalent in the 
early years of this CSF. 
 
At this early stage in the programming cycle, we do not propose to recommend either approach. Also, 
such a choice is not based solely on current CSF experience. Instead, our contribution is to elaborate 
on the significance and implications of current CSF experience in this context. 
 
The next two sections of the Chapter therefore address each of the two approaches in turn, drawing 
on the findings of the Update Evaluation. 
 
Section 7.6 rates the existing Priorities in the current CSF in terms of their appropriateness for 
continued co-financing in the next period. Section 7.7 explores what a more strategic approach to the 
NSRF might look like, and what its possible content might be. 

7.6 Post-2006 Appropriateness of Existing Priorities 

7.6.1 Appropriateness of Existing CSF Priorities 

Drawing on the earlier findings and conclusions, and on EU Cohesion Policy post-2006, this section 
considers existing CSF co-financed Priorities in terms of their potential appropriateness for EU co-
financing in the next period. It does this by rating the individual Priorities against five criteria as 
follows: 
 
 evident need, i.e. whether there is a clear deficit in this area, evidenced for example from our 

benchmarking analysis in Chapter 6; 
 market failure / case for public investment, i.e. whether there is an evident market failure 

drawing on previous analysis in this regard by the ESRI and others; 
 evident impact, i.e. that based on the Update the Priority is seen as having had an impact, or 

has the prospect of a likely impact based on previous evaluations; 
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 Cohesion Policy fit, i.e. likely fit within the overall post-2006 EU regional competitiveness and 
EU employment priorities in Objective 2 Regions as set out in Section 7.4 above. This involves 
not just technical eligibility but also likely attractiveness in practice to the EU in an Irish context; 

 absorption capacity, i.e. that monies can be utilised within the programming period and 
framework, again looking at expenditure experience in this CSF. 

 

FIGURE 7.5: POST-2006 APPROPRIATENESS OF CSF CO-FINANCED PRIORITIES 
OP and Priority 
 

Co-financed Measures 
 

Evident 
Need 

Market 
Failure 

Evident 
Impact 

Cohesion 
Policy Fit 

Absorption 
Capacity 

ESIOP 
National Roads National Roads  

     
Public Transport DTI Public Transport 

National Public Transport       
Environmental Infrastructure Waste Water 

      
Sustainable Energy Energy Conservation  

Renewable/ Alternative Energy      
PSOP  
RTDI/ Education Strategic Research 

     
RTDI/ Industry National Collaboration 

Competitive RTDI      
Sea Fisheries Development Adjustment of the Fishing Effort 

Supporting Measures,  
Renewal and Modernisation of 
the Fishing Fleet 

     

EHRDOP  

Employability Early School Leavers 
School Completion 
Third Level Access 
FAS Training 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adaptability Lifelong Learning (LLL) 
Undergraduate Skills      

Entrepreneurship In- Co. Training 
Social Economy      

Equality  
     

REGIONAL OP  

Local Infrastructure Non-National Roads 
Rural Water 
Waste Management 
Urban and Village Renewal 
E/Commerce & communications 

     

Local Enterprise 
Development  

Tourism 
Micro-enterprise 
Regional Innovation Strategies 
Forestry 
Fishery Harbours 
Aquaculture Development 

     

Agriculture & Rural 
Development 

General Structural Improvement 
General Rural Development      

Social Inclusion & Childcare Childcare capital 
Childcare Staffing and Quality 
Improvement 

     

Peace II OP  
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FIGURE 7.5: POST-2006 APPROPRIATENESS OF CSF CO-FINANCED PRIORITIES 
OP and Priority 
 

Co-financed Measures 
 

Evident 
Need 

Market 
Failure 

Evident 
Impact 

Cohesion 
Policy Fit 

Absorption 
Capacity 

Economic Renewal Business Competitiveness and 
Development in the Border 
Region  
New Skills and New 
Opportunities 
Promoting Entrepreneurship 

     

Social Inclusion & 
Reconciliation 

Reconciliation for Sustainable 
Peace 
Promoting Active Citizenship 
Developing Weak Community 
Infrastructure 
Developing Children and Young 
People  
Accompanying Infrastructure 
and Equipment Support 

     

Locally Based Regeneration 
and Development Strategies 

Building Better Communities 
(Border Region) 
Improving our Rural 
Communities (Border Region) 

     

Outward and Forward 
Looking Region 

Outward and Forward Looking 
Region      

Cross Border Co-operation Developing Cross-border 
Reconciliation and  
Understanding 
Increasing Cross-border 
Development Opportunities 
Improving Cross-border Public 
Sector Co-operation 
Agriculture and Rural 
Development Co-operation 
Promoting Joint Approaches to 
Social, Education, Training and 
Human Resource Development 
Education, Cross-border School 
and Youth Co-operation 
Cross-border Fishing and 
Aquacultural Co-operation 

     

 = high  =medium   = low  

 

The appropriateness is rated as follows: “high” , “medium” , and “low” . The ratings are shown 
in Figure 7.5. The basis for these is summarised in Section 7.5.4 below in terms of the criteria. 
 
In all cases, the ratings shown in Fig. 7.5 of their nature involve judgements, and these are those of 
the evaluators. Other readers and observers may legitimately take a different view. New 
developments, including evolving clarification of EU and national priorities for the next EU 
programming period in Ireland may also gradually overtake the assessments made here. 

7.6.2 Basis for Ratings of Post-2006 Structural Fund Appropriateness 

Drawing on the findings in earlier Chapters, this section summarises the basis for the ratings given in 
Figure 7.5. As already described, these ratings relate specifically to the appropriateness of the 
Priorities currently co-financed Priorities in the 2000-06 CSF for Structural Fund assistance post-
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2006. They therefore relate purely to the post-2006 National Strategic Reference Framework, 
not to wider appropriateness in relation to the next NDP. 
 
National Roads: this Priority is rated “high” under three of the criteria (need, market failure, 
absorption) “medium” under evident impact and “low” under Cohesion Policy fit. 
 
The need for national roads investment in Ireland is self-evident. As a public good, there is also a 
clear market failure-based case for public investment. Absorption capacity is also relatively high by 
comparison with most other investments, notwithstanding some delays particularly in the early parts 
of the CSF period. 
 
Impact is rated as “medium”. In the context of a growing economy, population and transport needs 
investment is struggling to keep up and to contribute to tangible improvements in for example 
commuting distances and times. This, it should be emphasised, is not a criticism of the investment, 
more an observation on the context in which it is taking place and the rate at which it is taking place. 
 
Fit with Cohesion Policy is rated as “low”. This is likely to be an investment area that would be 
regarded by the Commission as very mainstream rather than one which would be appropriate for the 
relatively limited amounts of EU Structural Funding likely to be available. 
 
Public Transport: the rating of a number of aspects of public transport is similar to that for national 
roads investment, as is the rationale for this. This includes need, market failure and absorption 
capacity. Impact is rated higher than roads as this area directly addresses some of the more pressing 
transport problems in the large urban centres. Again, while European policy is broadly favourable to 
public transport, it is unlikely to be seen in general as a priority under the next round of Structural 
Funds in Ireland, though some selection areas might be.  
 
Environmental Infrastructure: here there is again very evident need and considerable absorption 
capacity, reflected in the two “high” ratings. Market failure is rated as “medium”, as there is no reason 
in principle why some of the core environmental infrastructure, i.e. water and waste water, cannot 
involve universal user-charges and Ireland is out of line in not having these. Impact is also rated as 
“medium” because various ancillary policies in regard to for example, agricultural run-off also effect 
environmental quality. 
 
Sustainable Energy: this is one of the areas of disappointment in the current CSF. There is an 
evident need, and this is likely to increase during for the next programming period with heightened 
awareness of the sustainable energy issue. There is also a good fit with Cohesion Policy as the area 
has been identified in the Commission proposals as a target. Market failure and evident impact are 
rated by us as “medium”. There is certainly some market failure, but also in principle scope from the 
commercial activity potential here. 
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Absorption capacity has been very low during the current CSF period and this would clearly need to 
be addressed in the period ahead. Issues involve a mix of both the wider regulatory context which 
makes alternative energy sources uneconomic, and the actual delivery systems involved. Both types 
of issues will need to be addressed as a prelude to inclusion of this in a future EU Co-financed 
Programme. This need was already highlighted in the PSOP Mid-Term Evaluation Update. 
 
RTDI: the three co-financed RTDI Sub-Measures all rate as “high” in terms of both evident need and 
market failure, reflecting the emphasis put on RTDI in both the thinking regarding economic 
competitiveness generally and in government policy, and widespread acceptance that investment in 
RTDI has public benefits. The fit with Cohesion Policy is seen as “high” in all the RTDI Priorities. 
Absorption levels are rated as “medium”.  
 
As described earlier in the report, particular problems have arisen in relation to absorption of the co-
financed schemes in the BMW Region. Our view is that these need to be addressed via a mix of 
approaches to enhancing the RTDI capability of the region. These should not involve only exclusive 
preoccupation with spending under this Sub-Measure geographically within the region itself. 
Additional approaches could include increased linkages between universities and IoTs in the region 
with those outside, more collegiate approach by the third-level sector in the region as a whole, 
development of a network of all IoTs to enhance their combined scale and capacity, and greater 
involvement of other RTDI “assets” in the region which tend to currently be absent, e.g. major 
hospitals are probably the single largest employer of highly skilled technical personnel in many major 
locations. However, we are not aiming to offer definitive solutions to these wider RTDI policy issues 
here, only to point to scope for consideration of a wider range of options than at present. 
 
Sea Fisheries: sea fisheries will not be part of the Structural Funds during the next Programming 
period, and therefore also not of the National Strategic Reference Framework which is the focus here. 
Ratings are nevertheless shown in Figure 7.5. 
 
Employability and Training: this is rated highly on all five appropriateness criteria. We regard it as 
an area of great importance, particularly reflecting the needs both of a tight labour market and of 
people experiencing disadvantage in gaining access to that market.  
 
Adaptability: this Priority (which includes the Lifelong Learning Initiatives) is important and has been 
rated high under evident need, mainly due to the significant changes occurring in the age structure of 
the population and labour market. However, progress to date has been mixed, with activities 
associated with the LLL Back to Education Initiative (BTEI) falling well short of target. Clearly this 
Priority is highly relevant with regard to promoting cohesion, but the experience thus far suggests that 
the absorption potential is not as high as originally anticipated. 
 
Entrepreneurship: the extent of the take-up for the measure in this Priority has been disappointing, 
pointing in part at least, to an over estimation of demand. It has therefore been classified as “medium” 
under the evident need heading. The Priority has been similarly classified under impact. The need 
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here will in future be for better estimation of demand on the one hand, and for delivery mechanisms 
which can better address needs in this key area and ensure spending on the other. 
 
Equality: this is an issue of high current interest and importance in which in the view of many, 
progress has fallen short of what is required. It has thus been classified as high under evident need 
and market failure. The impact has been described as medium since progress in the relevant 
Measures has been less than expected.  
 
Local Infrastructure: this Priority rates “high” in terms of evident need and market failure. There is 
continual need for investment in local infrastructure in Ireland, and this is mostly inherently a public 
good. Impact is rated as “medium”, reflecting some delays in implementation. Absorption capacity is 
also rated as “medium”. While one area of non-national roads was a major spender under the present 
CSF this experience was not universal. Fit with future Cohesion Policy is probably not very high. 
 
Local Enterprise Development: this is rated “medium” under all criteria, implying adequate but not 
stellar appropriateness. The area is important, but in a very high growth and full employment 
economy the need for public investment is not that self-evident. Also, while there obviously is impact, 
the extent to which there can be impact in terms of job creation is limited. Absorption capacity has 
been strong in some Measures within this, but not in all, and the fit with Cohesion Policy is mixed. The 
area is cited as a target, but at the same time it is unlikely to be a high Priority in the Irish context. 
 
Agriculture and Rural Development: this will not be formally a part of the 2006-13 National 
Strategic Reference Framework. Ratings are nevertheless shown in Figure 7.5. 
 
Social Inclusion and Childcare: this rates as “high” in terms of evident need, evident impact, 
Cohesion Policy fit and absorption capacity. It is a pressing requirement in Ireland, investment to date 
has a strong evident impact in terms of its immediate and ultimate objectives, the area is likely to fit 
with EU Cohesion Policy, and absorption capacity is likely to remain high. The only area attracting a 
“medium” rating is that of market failure. As the childcare issue moves from being a social inclusion – 
as envisaged in the current CSF – one to a more general one across all socio-economic groups, the 
extent to which its provision should be regarded as a purely public good would be open for 
discussion. 
 
Peace II: all the Priorities under Peace II can be rated as important, given the nature of the topic with 
which it is dealing. Similarly, they are all essentially public goods and can be rated “high” under 
market failure. Evident impact is limited by the limited progress to date. There may also be an issue 
as to whether within the Peace Programme there is adequate focus on the very specific requirements 
in the present environment.  Absorption capacity has generally been poor, except in the social 
inclusion and reconciliation area. Fit with Cohesion Policy is here rated as “medium”, reflecting the 
fact that we do not have a basis on which to judge this given the very specific nature of the area. 
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The analysis in this section therefore provides some guidance if a continuity-based approach is to be 
adopted to the 2007-13 period. It shows how the existing Priorities rate against relevant selection 
criteria, including crucially their ability to absorb funds. Section 7.7 now looks at the implications of a 
somewhat more strategic approach. 

7.7 Towards a National Strategic Reference Framework 2007-13 

7.7.1 Implications of a Changed Environment 

The environment for the new Structural Fund period in Ireland will be quite different from what has 
gone before.  
 
Hence a more strategic approach merits consideration in responding to the different context of the 
2007-13 period. The particular differences in the period ahead are: 
 
 Ireland is very much a transformed economy and society since the present CSF was conceived 

and planned. Challenges ahead include those of catching up in a number of investment areas, in 
others coping with the results of economic success, addressing regional disparities and generally 
managing an already successful economy; 

 in the new period, the Structural Fund element will be very small relative to overall national 
investment and will exist alongside (or within) the very much larger new National Development 
Plan; 

 both the new NDP and the EU-co-financed National Strategic Reference Framework will be 
prepared in the context of the 5-year public capital envelopes which already set out the broad, 
and very substantial, financial parameters for mainstream public investment in the period to 2010; 

 the NDP will be much more directly related to the Public Capital Programme (PCP) than 
previously; 

 a number of important national policies, such as the new National Development Plan, the NSS 
and the proposed National Anti Poverty Strategy (NAPS Inc) will provide an overall policy context, 
but as already stated there will be a need for these to have an appropriate impact on the ground; 
and 

 as set out in Section 7.5, the EU’s priorities and likely eligible areas for co-financing in Ireland as 
an Objective 2 country will be much narrower than heretofore. 

 
In these circumstances, the new Irish NSRF could potentially be more akin to the current Community 
Initiatives than to the current NDP or CSF, i.e. it could be small, focused and identifiable, having clear 
added value over and beyond mainstream investment (constituted by the new NDP), and involving an 
element of appropriate and identifiable Community added-value. 
 
There could also be more scope for innovation in delivery mechanisms. Outside some specific 
Priorities, most notably the Local Development and Social Inclusion Priority in the Regional OPs, most 
investment under this CSF took place through public bodies and in most cases through their normal 
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annual allocation. The new period can offer opportunities for more innovative approaches, e.g. 
competition between organisations for non-core funding. 

7.7.2 A More Strategic Approach 

This view of the 2007-13 Structural Fund round therefore suggests a more strategic approach to the 
NSRF than focusing individual existing Priorities as was examined in Section 7.6. The Framework 
might instead focus on a limited number of important national goals or gaps, and aim to make an 
effective and distinct contribution to these in a way that is distinguished from, and additional to, the 
mainstream NDP.  
 
This is not to say that a more strategic approach necessarily involves only novel interventions, a 
different “packaging” of these in a manner that is more focused, effective, integrated and joined-up 
would also be possible. 
 
This concept is summarised graphically in Fig. 7.6.  Here the conventional distinct interventions 
(typically Measures) are shown on the vertical axis. These show types of support an existing 
enterprise or other entity might currently receive from separate sources or measures. The horizontal 
axis shows how the package might be structured differently by focusing on a beneficiary, however 
defined, and bring together a more coherently packaged range of CSF co-financed assistance. 
 

FIGURE 7.6: A STRATEGIC APPROACH TO THE NSRF 
Intervention type e.g. Strategic Focus Area 

e.g. a theme, target group or geographical area 
 
Training 

    
 

Capacity building 
    

 
Advice 

    

 
Capital grant 

    

 
RTDI 

    

 
Other 

    

 

7.7.3 Possible Areas of Focus 

In terms of what the strategic focus areas might be, such an approach could in principle focus 
alternatively on key “themes”, on key “target groups”, or on key “geographical areas”. Some 
possibilities in relation to each of these are set out below. These are not in any order of importance 
and are not mutually exclusive. 
 
 
 
 



 
UPDATE EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT FRAMEWORK FOR IRELAND, 2000-2006    

 

                                124

A Thematic Approach 
Here the approach is to identify major areas identified under the Lisbon Agenda, and bring an 
integrated package of support to bear on a number of these, as the central themes of the NSRF. 
Candidate themes might be: 
 
 the knowledge economy, involving co-financed investments in aspects of RTDI, ICT; 
 life-long learning, potentially co-financing pilot projects in this area; 
 environmental sustainability, which could focus on a number of aspects of the present CSF which 

were of limited success, e.g. energy conservation, alternative energy, water conservation; 
 accessibility, which would look at physical access issues around key services including transport, 

infrastructure, transport services, outreach and remote access. 
 
A Target Group Approach 
Here the approach is to identify some key target groups in Irish society which would benefit from more 
focused, integrated support. Candidate target groups include: 
 
 persons with disabilities, where co-financing could support some specific service initiatives of 

schemes; 
 people with low skills, an increasingly vulnerable group in the context of the knowledge economy; 
 disadvantaged young people, where third-level access for example could be a useful focus; 
 new immigrants, where issues surrounding integration into the labour force and society could be 

appropriate; 
 older people, e.g. older workers and their needs if continuing in the labour force; 
 excluded children, involving e.g. support to intensive pre-school and primary school supports. 

 
A Geographical Area Approach 
In this case the approach is to focus NSRF assistance at geographical areas of particular significance 
because of their identifiable problems or particular developmental significance, and to bring EU co-
financed support in a more spatially integrated manner than heretofore.  
 
Candidate areas here could be: 
 
 NSS-designated Gateways and Hubs, as key to more balanced regional development. A package 

of non-mainstream supports might be involved; 
 highly disadvantaged areas, involving the support of intensive efforts to address inclusion in 

geographically small highly disadvantaged areas.  
 
To illustrate the concept further the accompanying text box describes within an area-based strategic 
approach, what a “Gateways and Hubs” development fund might involve. This example is given for 
illustrative purposes only, it is not a definitive proposal and is not meant to imply superiority of this 
example over the others cited under the three approaches above, or indeed others still which could 
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emerge from other processes e.g. the 2007-13 NDP Ex Ante Evaluation, the planned Southern and 
Eastern Regional Needs Analyses, and the existing BMW Regional Foresight Report54. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In terms of Structural Fund programming, these approaches could all include a mix of ERDF and ESF 
co-financing. They could therefore encompass both the proposed Regional and National OPs. The 
precise programming mechanisms by which this would be achieved are beyond our scope here. 
 
The approach could also facilitate the co-financed expenditure to have a leveraging role whereby it 
could enable larger counterpart mainstream investment to also take place.  

7.8 Preparing for the NSRF 2007-13: Start Now 
 
An important implication of from conclusions drawn in previous sections with regard to the progress 
and performance of present CSF is the importance of early preparation for the next co-financing 
period. This will allow appropriate approaches to be identified and programmes to be defined, it would 
                                                      
54 New Challenges, New Opportunities, Report of the Border, Midland and Western Regional Foresight Exercise 

2005-2025, 2005 

There is now widespread acceptance that the NSS-designated “gateways” and “hubs” are key to 

regional development in Ireland. This acceptance is based on both the existence of the NSS as 

established Regional policy, and experience on the ground in Ireland and internationally.   

 
At present these centres generally obtain public investment from a number of separate sources 

for major infrastructure and services including government departments, state agencies, local 

authorities’ own resources and the private sector. Also, aspects of their development including 

some “softer” areas such as marketing and promotion, local leadership and capacity building, 

and social infrastructure, are not very clearly located within existing funding responsibilities. 

 
A strategic approach under the 2007-13 NSRF could be to provide dedicated ERDF co-financed 

assistance as a measure within a new Regional Assembly-managed Regional OPs. This might 

be implemented via the relevant City and County Development Boards and City or County 

Councils, in conjunction with local stakeholders.  

 
It could include a package of financial supports in sectors that are important to the area’s overall 

development as an urban centre for its region, but which are not funded from mainstream NDP 

investment. Investments might include elements to address urban social exclusion, urban 

physical renewal, improved local land-use and transport planning, traffic management, and 

generic promotion of the area. The potential role of relevant local authorities in implementation 

could help assure both absorption capacity and the necessary reporting and compliance 

capability. 
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allow project selection procedures to commence, any start-up difficulties to be addressed, and would 
avoid lags in expenditure in the initial years of the period.  
 
The latter were evident in a number of areas under the present CSF, with many investment areas not 
really commencing properly for a number of years. This is reflected in the extent to which there has 
been considerable catch-up since the Mid-Term, but not all periods lost early on can easily be 
recovered in full.   
 
Specific aspects of early planning would include: 
 
 decisions on the type of broad approach to be taken, such as alternatives outlined in the two 

previous sections; 
 undertaking the ex-ante evaluation early in the preparatory process, while there is still time to 

influence the new Framework; 
 consideration of alternative delivery mechanisms such as more competitive delivery and 

challenge funding; 
 better integration of the selection of indicators into programme and project objectives, rather than 

having these as an “add on” later; and 
 early consideration at programme and Measure level of how value for money is to be identified, 

interpreted and assured; 
 involving the candidate Managers and implementing bodies now; 
 more examination of feasibility including estimating need/demand and the capacity of the delivery 

system; 
 consideration of how to integrate the ERDF and ESF co-financing within a single strategic 

approach; 
 whether and how the CSF might retain an element of financial identifability and distinctiveness, 

possibly modelled on existing Community Initiatives; and 
 identification or development of appropriate organisational capability and capacity, especially in 

regard to either newer interventions or to previous interventions which, while developmentally 
important, failed to date for capacity reasons. 

 
There is now a year before the 2007-13 period commences. The opportunity is therefore there to 
utilise this to avoid many of the early pitfalls experienced in the current round.  

 
 


