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Minister’s Foreword

| welcome the publication of the three Training Needs Assessment Reports and note the
recommendations in each.

The government’s five year strategy to support the community and voluntary sector in Ireland 2019
— 2024, Sustainable, Inclusive and Empowered Communities, sets out a long term vision for
government policy and support in relation to community and local development, and the community
and voluntary sectors.

At its core, the Strategy contains a number of actions relating to the training needs of local
community development committees (LCDC), the community and voluntary sector and the boards of
charitable organisations.

These Training Needs Assessment reports set out a range of recommendations to identify and meet
the training needs, implement a formal programme to meet these needs, and support capacity
building in groups and organisations. As the assessment of the training needs of the LCDCs was
completed at an earlier date, some elements have already been delivered, such as guidance on the
development of local economic and community plans (LECPs), inter-cultural awareness and
engagement of marginalised communities in local planning processes.

This government greatly values the role played by the community and voluntary sector in the
provision of services to all in our communities. | would like to thank Pobal, on behalf of my
Department, and in consultation with the members of the Training Needs Sub-Group (The Wheel,
Community Work Ireland, ILDN, Academia, the CCMA, PPNs and Departmental colleagues) of the
Cross Sectoral Group (CSG), who were tasked with carrying out research into the specific skills and
training needs and identifying how gaps may be addressed.

Following on from the signing into law of the Charities (Amendment) Act, 2024 earlier this year, the
provision of governance training to charity trustees is particularly important.

There are an estimated 29,000 non-profit organisations operating in Ireland, in addition to over
11,500 charities registered at the end of 2023. There are thousands of people from all backgrounds
who volunteer their time, skills and expertise to sit on the boards and management committees of
these organisations, as well as working in every community and supporting people in a myriad of
ways.

My department will continue to work with colleagues across Government and with representatives
of the community and voluntary sector to implement the recommendations in these reports. When
roll-out commences, it will have a very positive and beneficial impact for participating groups and
organisations, all of which make a vital contribution to Irish society.

Joe O Brien

Minister of State with responsibility for Community Development,
Integration and Charities
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1. Introduction

A review of Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) in 2019 found certain
barriers to strategic effectiveness in carrying out their functions. Among the recommendations
arising from the review was the requirement for capacity development and training for LCDC
members. The Sustainable, Inclusive and Empowered Communities (2019-2024), the
Government of Ireland’s five-year strategy to support the Community & Voluntary (C&V)
Sector, outlined a number of specific objectives around the implementation of these
recommendations. These included the provision of training and capacity supports for LCDC
members with the aim of creating robust, effective and well-functioning LCDCs who can drive

community development at local level.

Pobal has been tasked with carrying out research into the specific skills gaps or training needs
of LCDC members particularly in the context of preparation for the roll out of the next Local
Economic and Community Plans (LECPs) 2022-2028. The need for this research was
identified through a consultation process with members of the Training Sub-Group of the Cross
Sectoral Group (CSG) to the Sustainable, Inclusive and Empowered Communities Strategy.
The Sub-Group agreed to prioritise the need to support LCDCs to ensure that members were
well equipped to participate in the Local Economic Community Plan (LECP) 2022-2028
development process, particularly regarding cross sectoral planning. The scope of the project
includes an assessment of skills gaps and training/support needs of LCDC members, including

local authority staff across the 33 LCDCs.

The purpose of a training needs analysis is threefold: (i) to determine what skills are needed,
(i) to determine what skills exist and (iii) to assess skills gap and how they might be bridged.
Skills analyses can provide useful data on training needs and how to design appropriate
capacity development interventions (Van der Waldt, 2020). In order to establish what skills
might be needed for individual LCDC members, a desk review was carried out in February
2021 setting out key information about LCDCs, their development, functions, structures and
membership as well as lessons learned from any relevant literature in Ireland or in other
jurisdictions. Results or findings from relevant reviews, evaluations or policy documents were
analysed alongside contextual factors. The result of the desk review was the identification of
several thematic areas of focus for the skills gaps study: role and responsibility clarity,
collaboration and partnership, policy knowledge, programme management and monitoring
and IT/Digital skills. These provided a framework for subsequent data collection and are the

broad themes under which the results outlined in this report are presented.

This report provides a summary of findings from the survey data and presents set of

recommendations. The first section summarises the main outcomes of the desk review into



LCDCS carried out, including the rationale behind both the training needs assessment itself
and the themes for the questionnaire. Next, methodology is presented with an outline of
sample size, analytical strategy and data limitations. The report then proceeds to present the
findings of the report, starting with the demographic characteristics and motivations of LCDC
respondents and then onto analysis of the thematic areas identified: role clarity, policy
knowledge, programme management and monitoring, IT skills and general training
preferences. Finally, the report concludes and puts forward a set of recommendations for

training and capacity building going forward.



2. Desk Review: summary

This section of the report summarises key findings from the desk review conducted to frame
this research, detailed of which can be found in Annex A. The desk review examined the
development of LCDCs through the legislation (The Local Government Reform Act 2014 and
Regulations S. I. 234/2014 ‘Local Community Development Committees’), policy (“Putting
People First: An Action Plan for Effective Local Government”) and in the context changes at a
European level to enhance the role of local government in community development.
Guidelines for LCDCs as set out by the Government were considered in terms of membership
and composition, functions and the principles of participation, a focus on marginalised
communities and respect for the strengths and expertise of members (Department of Housing,
Planning, Community and Local Government, 2016). This preliminary desk research also
heavily focused on the outcomes of the 2019 Review of LCDCs, where recommendations for

training and capacity building were made, most notably:

» The roll-out of more comprehensive induction training for new members, focusing on
inter alia the importance of members attending and participating at meetings
(Recommendation 4, p. 42).

» To develop comprehensive training modules for LCDC members and support staff in
strategic thinking, securing meaningful and sustainable engagement with
communities, the role and functions of the LCDC, including the critical role of the LECP
and effective inter-agency working (Recommendation 6, p. 42).

» To develop and commission training for LCDC Chief Officers, Chairpersons and
support staff on effective governance including managing membership, conflicts of
interest, gender balance and equality proofing and effective management of meetings
(Recommendation 7, p. 43).

» Improved knowledge in areas of national policy importance such as the UN
Sustainable Development Goals, Climate Change mitigation and Public Sector Duty
should be supported (p. 39).

The particular importance of the LECPs and the steps involved in the process were laid out in
the desk review. The LECP is the primary mechanism through which national level policies
and strategies are made actionable at local level and coordinated with national and regional
planning (Department of Rural and Community Development, 2019). Therefore, engaging with
the LECP process and ensuring this strategic alignment is a primary function of LCDCs and

the primary focus of this training needs analysis.

Research and literature on the topic of LCDCs, skills gaps and community development more

broadly were explored to give context to the structural issues facing LCDCs, the environment



in which they are operating and the potential barriers to effectiveness that might exist. For
example, research by Worrell and O’Leary had uncovered issues in the LCDCs they studied
such as difficulty managing conflicts of interest, personal agendas and domination by certain
interests. It was noted that there is often insufficient time for LCDCs to develop a clear local
identity before taking on the funding allocation role and concern about over-regulation and
administrative overload which were barriers to more strategic work (Worrall and O’Leary,
2019a). Subsequent research found a need for shared understanding and common purpose
within LCDCs (Worrall and O’Leary, 2019b). Furthermore, analysis of the literature also
uncovered some criticisms of the LCDC system itself. The objective of increasing the role of
local government in community development and fostering greater alignment between
national government policy and local affairs was seen by some as potentially hampering the
social justice element of community work and reducing the independence of community and
voluntary groups (Forde et al, 2015). Acknowledging the structural criticisms or concerns
sometimes levelled against the broader LCDC system was an important part of understanding
the context within which the committees operate. Nevertheless, it was crucial to remain
focused on this specific project and its aims and objectives which were to identify capacity
requirements among members so that a comprehensive training programme can be made
available. Information, derived from legislation, policy, literature and research into LCDCs was

used to generate a set of themes for the training needs analysis. These were:

(i) Role and responsibility clarity.
The degree to which an individual has a clear understanding of their tasks,
responsibilities and processes at work — is associated with increased work satisfaction
and engagement. This is particularly important where committees, groups or other
decision-making structures are dealing with complex policy problems, competing
demands from stakeholders or where performance criteria might not be readily
available.

(ii) Collaboration and participation.
Working collaboratively in a decision-making role, particularly when individuals come
from diverse backgrounds or have different interests or priorities, requires particular
skills. It requires time spent to build relationships, open communication and a
willingness to work as part of team and it is crucial that all voices are given equal
opportunity to be heard. The dynamics of the group can impact the quality of decision
making and the functioning of the groups in terms of task performance

(iii) Policy as a tool for implementation
Ensuring that local community development decisions are aligned with national and

other relevant policies is a crucial element of LCDC function. Yet keeping up to date



with frequently changing policies and understanding how best to implement them in a
practical way can be challenging. One aim of this training needs analysis is to identify
how capacity might be built in this area.

(iv) Programme management and monitoring
A primary role of LCDCs is the management of local funding, including EU-supported
local development funding such as SICAP and LEADER in coordination with the
LECPs. Effective programme management requires multiple skills and competencies
such as contract management and budgeting, analysis, decision making, strategy,
planning and collaboration. Programme knowledge is also essential, something that
links with strategic and policy awareness. Many of these skills are also necessary for
effective programme monitoring, in addition to knowledge of cost-benefit analysis,
evidence-based decision making and outcome measurement.

(v) IT and digital skills
With rapid technological change taking place in all areas of economy and society,
digital and IT skills are bound to be important to those working in community
development, LCDCs included. The extent to which this is the case remains unknown,
and goes beyond the scope of this training needs assessment, however with remote
communication now becoming the norm due to COVID-19, we know that soft skills
such as communication, empathy or creative thinking have an added layer of
complexity as people navigate human interaction in the online space. Knowledge of
basic IT packages such as MS Office, accessing data resources and the use of social
media for communication, networking and marketing purposes also have potential
importance here.

(vi) Training preferences.
Finally, the importance of gaining information on training preferences was highlighted.
The particular structure of LCDCs as a voluntary committee of diverse members meant
that understanding people’s preferences around timing, mode and delivery of training

was crucial if capacity building initiatives are to be taken up.

These thematic areas were used to build the survey and analyse responses and this report

will present the findings according to these same themes.
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3. Methodology and Data Limitations

Following from the background analysis carried out in the desk review and from the
identification of several thematic areas of potential interest, a survey was drawn up to assess
the skills gaps and training needs of LCDCs. This survey issued to all (525) committee
members via their Chief Officers in April 2021, remaining open for just over two weeks. In total
245 members responded fully to the survey representing 46% of all LCDC members across a
range of membership types and roles. A total of 38 respondents completed only part of the
survey and therefore due to the risk of inconsistency in sample size across calculations, these

participants were removed from the analysis.

While a sample size of 245 is adequate for a population (total LCDC number) of 525 in terms
of being broadly generalisable, care must be taken when considering regional, gender and
role-based disaggregation. The geographic spread of the respondents was not fully
representative of the geographic split of all members. Members from the East region were
much more likely to engage in the survey than others, as outlined below, and the data
according to role type showed that 57% of all survey respondents were from Public
Participation Network (PPN) or C&V Sector roles. The Regulations on LCDCs (No. 234/2014)
provide for membership composition for LCDCs of different sizes, with the average
membership of a 19-person committee consisting of nine State members and ten non-State
members. This would put the standard ratio of State to non-State members at 49:51. Therefore
it appears that the breakdown of survey respondents by role type here, at 43:57 is slightly
skewed towards non-State, particularly PPN and C&V sector. This role-based trend
particularly has implications for other results that emerge from the data, such as the gender
breakdown, with higher proportions of female PPN and C&V Sector representatives slightly
skewing the overall gender distribution in favour of women. Due to the effects that these results
might have on the generalisability of the sample, the terms “respondents” or “members

surveyed” are used throughout this document.

The data was gathered through survey responses as complied in the SurveyMonkey app.
SurveyMonkey generate data which can then be downloaded into Excel files and analysed
through PowerBl. The analysis was based on observations of frequency data, including
proportions, count figures and associations between variables (e.g. gender, role and skills

category) and, as such, is wholly descriptive rather than causal or inferential.
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4. Background information

A number of questions were asked relating to respondents’ demographic information and role
within the LCDC. These helped develop a profile of the survey respondents and identify where
there might be differences in skills, training needs or preferences according to characteristics

such as role type, region or tenure.

4.1 Geographic spread

Survey respondents came from across the seven main regional areas: the East (35%),
Midlands (13%), South-West (12%), North-West (11%), South-East (11%), West (10%) and
Mid-West (8%) (Figure 1). The geographic spread of the respondents was not fully
representative of the geographic split of all members. Members from the East region were
much more likely to engage in the survey then others. While this is partly reflective of the fact
that there are more LCDC members in the East, the slight skewness in responses can be seen
from the proportions who answered the survey, with 97% of LCDC members from the East
region participating compared to 49% of those from the Midlands, 34% of the South-West,
60% of the North West, 38% of the South East, 47% of the West and 57% of the Mid-West.

Figure 1: Survey respondents by region
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South-West 12%
North-West 11%
South-East 11%

West 10%

Mid-West 8%
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4.2 Tenure

Looking next at tenure or length of time as an LCDC members, a significant proportion (45%)

of LCDC members who replied to the survey had been in their roles less than two years. Just



over two thirds of all respondents had less than four years total service. The legislation
provides that members should not serve more than two consecutive three-year terms
(Regulations 234/2014. S. 31). Review of LCDC membership and composition is the
responsibility of the Chief Officer and the Corporate Policy Group, who agree on the rotation
of members representing the various interests, therefore reasonably frequent change in
membership would be the norm. From the data by region, it would appear that the South-East,
West and Mid-West have had the highest proportion of new LCDC members who joined within

the last two years.

4.3 LCDC Role

State representatives (Local Authority, Elected Officials & other State bodies) accounted for
37% of survey participants and non-State (PPN, Community and Voluntary Sector and other)
members accounted for 58%. A further 13 respondents (5%) came from ‘other’ roles including
a representative of a residents’ association, an active retirement group, business sector, trade

union and farming pillars (Figure 2)

Figure 2: Survey respondents by LCDC role
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4.4 Gender

Gender breakdown has emerged as slightly in favour of women at 51% women and 49% men.
A very small cohort (1) identified as other gender or non-binary. These findings seem to
suggest quite significant changes in the membership of LCDCs since data on gender was
collected by DCRD in 2019. At that point, the gender breakdown across all LCDCs was 62/42
in favour of men, with some counties having a gap as wide as 80/20. This could point to a
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number of different but likely interconnected factors or possibilities. First, it could signal the
onboarding of new LCDC members since that data was collected. Indeed, as outlined above,
45% of respondents (108) had been in their roles for two years or less, and if that data is
broken down by gender, we can see that women make up 54% of those with less than two
years tenure. Secondly, it could be reflective of the higher proportion of PPN and C&V sector
survey respondents compared to State roles and the higher number of women working in
those sectors. Thirdly, the data could suggest some exogenous factor, such as a greater
tendency among women to complete surveys. It is also worth noting that women make up
73% of Chief Officer roles among those who responded to the survey. Bearing in mind the
limitations of the data as outlined, it appears that cautionary support can be found for the

conclusion that some movements towards more equal gender breakdown may have occurred.

4.5 Educational attainment

Educational attainment among respondents showed as very high, with 71% having a third
level qualification including 44% with post-graduate qualification (Figure 3). This suggests that
the survey respondents overall have higher levels of education than national averages, where
43% of women and 40% of men have third level education (including non-degree level) (CSO,
2016). It is also worth noting that a significant proportion — 41%- of LCDC members have post-
graduate level education, again notably higher than the national average of just under 10%
(CSO, 2016).

Figure 3: Survey respondents’ educational attainment

Third level
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Other EXG
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
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4.6 Motivation

As LCDC membership is
voluntary, the survey also
sought to wunderstand what
motivates members to continue
engagement with their LCDC.
The responses showed that the
highest proportion of LCDC
members are motivated by a
desire to support their local
community (55%) and the sector
of community and voluntary

work that they represent (41%).

“I recognise the key impact of
social determinants on health
which | feel the HSE need to
play their part.” State agency
representative “To ensure that there is
a real link between the
PPN and the LCDC and

LAG.” PPN member

A few stated that LCDC membership was part of their general work duties, part of their job or

that they were nominated by another public body or organisation. A minority (3%) said they

were asked and felt they could not refuse.
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5. Role and responsibility clarity

One of the outcomes from the desk review exercise was identification of role and responsibility
clarity as a theme for training needs analysis. Therefore, survey questions aimed at
understanding the extent to which LCDC members were clear about their roles and
responsibilities to help establish the level of supports required in this area. There were three
elements to be captured: understanding of the requirements of the role generally,
understanding the contribution one makes as an individual and understanding one’s role in

relation to the LECP process specifically.

LCDC members were also asked if they had received an induction as part of their role. The
results showed that slightly less than half (48%) of all respondents had received an induction,
and of those 77% were satisfied with the induction they received. Those who had joined the
LCDC in the last two years were less likely to have received an induction than those with
longer tenure (39% compared to 57%). There was also some variation according to the role
or membership type, with 42% of non-State members having received an induction compared

to 59% of State members.

When asked about the extent to which the respondents understand what is required of them
in their role as LCDC member and their specific contribution to the work of their committee,
nearly three-quarters (76%) indicated they had good understanding of their role and 75%
indicated good understanding of their own contribution. Respondents were also asked about
understanding of their role in the LECP process with lower proportion (53%) indicated clarity

in this area (Figure 4).

Figure 4: Role and responsibility clarity of survey respondents

Role clarity Individual contribution to LCDC LECP clarity
80% 80% 80%
9% 76%
o % (']
70° 709 - 53%
60% 60%
40%
50% 50%
40% 40% 30%
30% 30% 4 259%,
20% 22%
20% 20%
18% 10%
10% 15% 10%
0,
& @\ & e’a (’b e’a 62- ('B. e@
@ R @ N O NS N O N
g RS S N

16



Some variations were recorded in the responses provided depending on the membership type

(role) and personal characteristics of the respondents, as described below.

Role Clarity

Exploring variation by role type, a higher share of the State respondents (84%) than non-State
(73%) and ‘other’ respondents (57%) indicated good understanding of their role within LCDC.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, individuals with longer tenure were more likely to have a good
understanding of their role than the ‘newer’ respondents, 85% of those with five years or longer
as compared to 64% of those engaged for two years or less. Among those who had received
an induction, 90% had a high perception of role clarity compared to 64% of those who had

not.

Individual contribution

Similar patterns were observed in relation to the clarity of respondents’ own contribution to the
work of their LCDC. The respondents who expressed the highest level of clarity were State
representatives (79%), followed by non-State (74%) and other (67%). The respondents
engaged with their LCDC for longer were also more likely to indicate greater level of
understanding of their specific contribution, 81% of those engaged for five years or longer vs
66% of those serving their committee for two or less years. No gender differences were
recorded. Again, there were notable differences according to whether induction had been
received, with 84% of respondents who had received an induction feeling confident about their
individual contribution compared to 67% of those who had not received an induction as part

of their role.

LECP Process Clarity

There were also some differences noted in the level of clarity about the members’ role in the
LECP process across the different roles with 59% of state representatives expressing good
understanding in this area as compared to 48% of the ‘other’ category and 47%% of the non-
state representatives. In addition, higher proportion of male (56%) than female (48%)
respondents indicated good understanding of their role in the LECP process. Not surprisingly,
the longer the respondents were engaged with their LCDC the more likely they were to have
a good understanding of the process with 68% of respondents who had been with their LCDC
for five years or longer compared to 39% of the newer members (two years or less). With
regards to variation on induction received, 63% of those who had an induction cited a high
degree of clarity around their role in terms of the LECP process, compared to 41% of those

with no induction.
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“A correct induction
process should be in place
on duties, roles,
responsibilities, training
available in order to fill “Induction for members on
gaps in skill sets...” PPN where the LCDC and LCDC
Member processes fit into wider
development aims and
priorities...” PPN Member

‘Tl would like] increased

understanding and ‘Il am] also unsure of
importance of the role of

LECP/LCDC membership.” what is expected of
Local Authority Member me.” Community

Sector

Role and responsibility clarity: summary

» Overall, a reasonably high level of clarity was reported around members’

individual roles than their role in the LECP process.

Slightly less than half of all respondents received an induction as part of their
role as LCDC member, and among that two-third were satisfied with the
induction received. Those who received induction were more likely to have a
greater clarity of their role within LCDC and LECP process.

Open comments and feedback by members also showed a need for greater
understanding of individual roles and responsibilities, those of fellow LCDC
members and LCDCs in general and around where they fit in the wider local,

regional, national and community development structures.

18



6. Collaboration and participation

Working collaboratively in a decision-making role, particularly when individuals come from
diverse backgrounds or have different interests or priorities, requires particular skills. In
addition, the task of supporting the development of LECPs requires effective collaboration,
shared vision and conflict resolution skills as interest of multiple stakeholders need to be
managed in the process. Therefore, as part of the survey we asked respondents for their views

on collaboration, participation and communication within the committee structure.

Survey participants were asked about the extent to which they felt comfortable to express their
views within their LCDC, their perception on their contributions being valued by fellow
committee members and having a common purpose within the committee. Figure 5 presents

proportion of respondents providing positive responses in each area.
Figure 5: Positive responses in the areas of collaboration and participation

Response areas
@ Comfortable to express views

Common purpose

® Member contrbutions valued

69%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Over two thirds of respondents felt free to share views, with only 7% disagreeing with the
statement. There was some variation by tenure, with those newer members (2 years or less)
feeling slightly less positive with regard to sharing their views, but still with the vast majority
being either positive or neutral on the topic. Of the 18 respondents who did not perceive
themselves as being free to share ideas within the group, 15 (83%) were non-State members.

The majority of survey respondents also felt their contributions to the committee were valued,
with 69% feeling positive and 30% neutral on the issue. There was some variation by role,
with 61% of non-state members agreeing with the statement compared to 84% of state
members. ‘Other’ role types constitute a very small number in count terms therefore

conclusions about this group cannot be drawn.
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Similarly, on perceptions of common purpose, respondents overwhelmingly agreed or strongly
agreed (72%) that there was a sense of common purpose within their LCDC. Again, among

the minority (8%) who did not agree, a higher proportion were in non-State roles.

Participants were also asked what specific areas of collaborative working would help them
work more effectively as a committee. The most frequently cited aspect of collaborative
working was persuasion and influence, at 57% of respondents. There was some variation by
role here, with 62% of non-State members wishing for greater support in this area compared
to just over half of State respondents. Just under half of respondents stated a need for training

in general teamwork skills and 30% for conflict resolution.

Open comments on the topic of collaborative working revealed a somewhat more critical view

taken by some respondents. For example, one PPN member stated that:

“As currently constructed and interpreted by our local authority, our LCDC is not a
functioning partnership. A partnership is a place where all are equal, all ideas have
merit and equal standing. This is definitely not the case in our LCDC. It is
dominated by the organising partner (LA) who very offen makes all the decisions

and holds the levers of power and control”

Another PPN member said that certain groups lack confidence to participate and that their
LCDC could be “quite a daunting atmosphere”. An Elected Official noted that “...more
discussion and openness is required. Ideas shared would create a more productive LCDC".
The need for greater involvement of minorities or marginalised groups in the LCDCs was also
mentioned as a vital component of a partnership approach, with one C&V Sector
representative stating that “there is a lack of representation of SICAP’ target groups on the
LCDC” and another recommending “a need to develop the understanding and awareness of
{diversity and inclusion} of BME, Traveller and Roma communities in planning and actioning

the work of the committee”

Social Inclusion and Community Activation Programme
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Collaboration and participation: summary

» The vast majority of respondents felt positively about their voices being heard,
their contributions valued and working with fellow committee members towards a
common purpose. The numbers with less positive perceptions were small, but a
higher proportion came from non-State members.

Persuasion and influence were the most frequently cited aspects of collaborative

working among survey respondents, followed by general teamwork and conflict

resolution.

Open or qualitative comments portrayed a more varied set of opinions with regard
to these topics. Again, while these were in the minority and in many cases
expressed by the same individuals who responded less positively to survey
questions on the same issues, the comments pointed to some structural issues
around partnership, the representation of minority or marginalised groups and

some perceptions of division between different membership types.

21



7. Policy knowledge

Ensuring consistency and alignment with existing policies, strategies, priorities is a key
function of LCDCs and is particularly important in the development of relevant, aligned and
effective LECPs. With policies subject to frequent change, keeping up to date and being
engaged with policy is a time-consuming task and one that requires access to information.
The 2019 LCDC review recommended ‘capacity development in areas of national policy
importance such as the UN Sustainable Development Goals, Climate Change mitigation and
Public Sector Duty’ (Department of Rural and Community Development, 2019 p. 39).
Therefore, the training needs assessment survey asked respondents to rate their knowledge
and confidence in implementing six policy areas: Climate Change Action, UN Sustainable
Development Goals, Health and Wellbeing, Community Development, Social Inclusion and

Public Sector Duty.

7.1 Policies as tools for implementation: familiarity levels

Overall, familiarity and knowledge of the different policy areas was good, with 94% at least
somewhat familiar with Health and Wellbeing policy, 93% with policy on Community
Development and 90% with Social Inclusion policy (see Figure 6). Slightly less familiarity was
cited on the other policy areas. For example, while overall familiarity was still high, 29% of
respondents were unfamiliar with the UN Sustainable Development Goals, 26% unfamiliar
with Public Sector Human Rights Duty and 19% unfamiliar with policy on Climate Change

Action.

Figure 6: Familiarity with policy areas

Familiarity levels
@ Good familiarity

© Some familiarity
Community and Local Development 59% 34% % e Limited or no familiarity

Social Inclusion
Health and Wellbeing

Public Sector and Human Rights Duty

Climate Change

UN SDGs

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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7.2 Policies as tools for implementation and planning of LECP: confidence
levels

These trends were mirrored to some extent in confidence levels in terms of with how to
implement policy areas in relation to the LECP specifically. The vast majority (88%) of
respondents were at least reasonably confident with how to implement Health and Wellbeing
policy, 85% with Local and Community Development policy, 81% with Social Inclusion, 70%
with the implementation of UN Sustainable Development Goals, 69% with Public Sector Duty
and 66% with Climate Change Action. Although the results indicate high levels of confidence
in general, they also show that 30% of LCDC members are not confident in their ability to
implement the principles of the UN Sustainable Development Goals or 33 Climate Change
Action in their work around the LECP and 31% feel unconfident about the implementation of

policy around Public Sector Duty (Figure 7).

Figure 7: Confidence in ability to implement LECP policy areas

Confidence level
e High
» Some

Climate Change Action 23% 43% 34% oLow
Health and Wellbeing 38% 47% 14%
Local and Community Development 47% 40% 14%
Public Sector Equality & Human Rights Duty 18% 51% 31%
Social Inclusion 44% 38% 18%
UN Sustainable Development Goals 19% 46% 35%
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There were only minor variations in levels of confidence with policy areas by role type. A higher
proportion of non-state members (34%) have low or no confidence with policy on Public Sector
Duty than State members (18%) while a slightly higher proportion of state members (21%)
expressed a lack of familiarity with Climate Action Policy compared to non-State members
(17%). Variation by tenure showed that those with less than two years on the LCDCs were
more likely than those with longer tenure to lack familiarity in all six policy areas. In addition,
those who did not receive an induction were slightly more likely than those who did to express

low confidence levels across various policy areas.
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7.3 Access to Policy Knowledge

The respondents were also asked on the extent to which they have relevant access to policy
information, while 62% respondents said they did have adequate access to information on
policy, 12% disagreed or strongly disagreed, of which 75% were PPN or other C&V Sector
representatives. This suggests some need for increased access to up-to-date policy
information particularly for non-State members. One respondent suggested “an easy to read
document for policies” that could be circulated to members.

In open comments, respondents
noted other policy areas in which
“_.For the LCDC to work well it is
important that all members have a
familiarity or confidence. While few broad understanding of the sector with

in  number, these included which they are working - i.e. the
community and voluntary sector and

that they felt the need for increased

suggestions of child protection

those working in community
policy, migrant integration, anti- development and local development”

poverty, disability issues, health PPN Member

policy, gender equality and

reproductive health and the circular
economy. These suggestions came alongside the reiteration of the importance of increased
understanding of how best to implement Climate Action policy. Open comments again
mentioned the need for improved knowledge and understanding of local and regional policy
and planning, where LCDCs fit within these processes, mirroring the general sentiment that
was expressed around structural clarity. There was also some mention of the need for better
knowledge of EU policies and how the work of LCDCs at community level in Ireland might link
up with or learn from similar initiatives on the continent. The need for LCDC members to have
knowledge of community development from a policy perspective was stated. These
sentiments speak to the issue of how policies ought to be instruments or tools for effective
implementation in a holistic sense, rather than stand-alone documents to have expert
knowledge of. Not every LCDC member might require in-depth knowledge of every policy in

their role as LCDC member but instead requires up-to-date, easily accessible and user-friendly
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information on the tools that those policies offer for programme implementation and

community development.

Policy knowledge: summary

> Knowledge and understanding of all policies showed as generally good, or
reasonably good. UN SDGs, Public Sector and Human Rights Duty and
Climate Action were the policies most cited as in need of increased supports.
Variation by tenure, with newer LCDC members needing more support in all

six policy areas than those with more than two years tenure.

Confidence in implementing policies in relation to LECPs showed as slightly

lower overall, again with UN SDGs, Public Sector and Human Rights Duty
and Climate Action showing as the most frequently cited areas for support.

Open comments highlighted the need for policies to be tools for
implementation rather than abstract documents. While knowledge of the
policies is important, what people are really concerned with is how to use

them to make a difference in their communities.
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8. Programme management, monitoring and IT skills

One of the functions of the LCDCs is to coordinate and manage local funding (including EU
development funding), lead inter-agency planning around local level service delivery and set
the strategic parameters for funding decisions (DRCD, 2019). Effective programme
management requires multiple skills and competencies such as contract management and
budgeting, analysis, decision making, strategy, planning and collaboration. Monitoring is also
an important task of LCDCs, particularly around implementation of the LECP, again requiring
multiple different skills and competencies such as measuring outcomes, data analysis,
judgment and decision making and assessing cost-effectiveness. The survey sought to
understand the level of supports required by LCDCs in the areas of programme management

and monitoring.

8.1 Programme management

At least some level support was shown as required in all categories of programme
management skills, 85% of respondents indicated a need for supports in cross-sectoral
planning, 75% in applying the community development approach, 73% in strategic thinking,
71% in governance and 62% in financial management (see Figure 8).

Figure 8: Level of supports required in programme management
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Looking at variation by role, non-State members were more likely to cite needing significant
supports on all six aspects of programme management than their State colleagues. Non-State
members were around twice as likely to need significant supports in cross-sectoral planning
(36% compared to 16%), strategic thinking (27% compared to 11%) and applying a community
development approach (22% compared to 11%). That said, the numbers overall citing
significant supports are low, with the majority of respondents stating a need for moderate-level

26



support in these areas. Examining any variation by tenure, those with two years’ experience

or less were more likely to cite significant support needed in all areas.

8.2 Programme monitoring
Turning next to skills required for effective monitoring and evaluation, again some need for
support was identified in all six areas: assessing cost effectiveness of programmes (78%),
analysing data (75%), setting performance targets and indictors (72%) and measuring hard
and soft outcomes (65% and 78% respectively)
Figure 9: Level of support required to support work as an LCDC member

Supports required

e Significant supports required

» Some supports required
Cross-sectoral, multi-stakeholder planning & consultation 29% 58% 13%

#No supports required
Public procurement
Strategic thinking

Applying a community development approach 17%

Financial management 17%

Governance 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Some variation by role was evident, with a slightly higher proportion of non-State members
requiring significant supports in all aspects of monitoring compared to their fellow members in
State roles: 21% compared to 13% on setting targets, 23% compared to 18% on measuring
hard outcomes and 27% compared to 18% on measuring soft outcomes. Mirroring the data
on both policy knowledge and programme management, those with less than two years tenure

in the LCDC were more likely to cite a need for significant supports in all aspects of monitoring.

8.3 ICT/Digital Skills

Survey respondents were also asked about the need for specific ICT training to support the in
their LCDC role. Around one third of respondents cited the need for at least some supports in
the use of online communication platforms such as Zoom or Teams and Microsoft Office. A
higher proportion — around two thirds - cited at least some supports in the area of financial

management software and social media, with 22% specifying that significant supports were
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required in financial management

software in particular. There were no

notable variations on IT training “Are these tasks in the remit of LCDC
members? Other than SICAP, | don't

recall much ‘assessment’/ "evaluation”

by the LCDC itself coming up on Agenda

requirements by role, other than a

slightly higher proportion of non-State

members citing financial management at meetings. Is there time to consider
such matters? Are these local or national
software (24% compared to 20%), but "
matters?
the numbers here are very small. PPN member

Again, those respondents with shorter
tenure with the LCDCs were more likely

to cite IT training requirements than

those with longer service, likely associated with their being less likely to have received training
overall. Some comments were made in the open sections with regard to programme
management, with some querying as to whether some of these tasks were within the remit of
LCDC members. There were also stated suggestions around the need for measuring
environmental impact, again pointing towards the importance of increased capacity around
climate and environmental issues. In open comments, one respondent noted the difficulty they
experienced in transitioning to online communication platforms. General IT skills and the
differences in levels of skills between different members also came up in open questions, as
did the need for increased capacity around communications generally, both digital and
otherwise. While a standard baseline in IT skills would be a requirement to ensure proper
participation by LCDC members, particularly in an online era, identifying more specific IT
supports falls outside the scope of this exercise as it is difficult to determine which relate to

their LCDC role as distinct from other roles held.
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Programme management and monitoring and IT

» The need for some moderate level of training or support cited in all listed aspects
of programme management, with applying a community development appropach
and multi-stakeholder consultation and planning the most frequently cited.
Non-State members and those with less than two years tenure more likely to
require support in all aspects of programme management compared to state
members and those with longer tenure. Overall, however, the numbers citing

significant supports required were small.

A similar pattern emerged for the various aspects of monitoring, with moderate

level supports or training required in all areas, particularly meausring soft
outcomes and assessing cost-effectiveness. Non-State members and those with

fewer years tenure more likely than others to require significant supports.

29



9. Training preferences and requirements

The survey asked a series of questions aimed at discerning the extent to which training had
been received, any barriers LCDC members have faced in accessing training supports, their
preferences for modes and times of training and any other training-related comments they
might have. Only 20% of LCDC members surveyed had received training related to their LCDC
role in the previous two years. There were only slight variations by role, as can be seen in
Figure 10 which in order to show the most comprehensive picture presents all LCDC role
types. PPN, Elected Officials and other/miscellaneous members were slightly more likely than

other groups to have received training in the last two years.

Figure 10: Training received by LCDC role

Training Received
*No

PPN e Yes

Other Community and Voluntary Sector
Other State body

Elected Official

Local Authority

Chief Officer

Other (please specify)

<
2

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Of those who had received training, most (90%) found it at least somewhat useful. The training

that members received was in a wide variety of topics and areas including:

SICAP and monitoring

Board management

Participation

UN Sustainable Development Goals

How the PPN works with Local Government
Leadership in climate action

Consultation

YV V. V V V VYV V V

Governance
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Several respondents (10) mentioned training

or induction in the operation and functioning

“I missed induction and training
opportunity because of other
commitments - could training

of LCDCs. In terms of who provided the
training, the PPN, Louth LEADER, Local

Authorities and DCRD were mentioned. be made available on-line or
repeated annually?” L ocal
Survey respondents were also asked Authority Member

whether they had access to relevant training
in their LCDC role. Only 23% of respondents

answered positively when asked if they felt

they had access to relevant training, while 44% were neutral. One third of respondents overall
felt they did not have access to relevant training. Examining variation by role, a higher
proportion of non-State members (39%) indicated lack of access to relevant training (Figure
11).

Figure 11: Access to training by membership type
Access to Training
@ Lack of access

® Neutral
Non-State

® Relevant access

State 24%

Other 23%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

In terms of barriers to training, the most frequently cited reason was lack of time, with 23% of
respondents saying they have been too busy to participate in training. Just over 20% of
respondents said that there was no training, or they were unaware of any training in their
particular sector or area of interest or geographical area. Ten percent mentioned the cost

associated with training as a significant barrier.

Open comments reiterated the point around lack of time, competing demands with their jobs
or working schedules and shortage of communication around training that might be available.
Some frustration at the lack of training was expressed, along with comments about the

voluntary nature of LCDC membership. Some willingness to participate in online training that
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would be more flexible and available in terms of mode, timing and location was expressed in
open comments. Also reinforced in the open comments was the general sentiment around
lack of role clarity such that respondents were not sure what skills or training would be required

for their role.

Survey participants were also asked about their preferences on how capacity building supports
should be delivered. The preferred form of training was group-in person, with 55% citing this
more traditional form of learning. However, 41% said group online would be suitable, followed
by 30% for self-directed online learning. Just under 30% of respondents cited a preference for
increased availability of printed materials. In terms of timing, over half of all LCDC members
surveyed stated they would have 1-2 hours available for training per month, with a further 29%
stating 2-6 hours. Only a minority (6%) had any more than six hours per month. When asked
about preferred time or schedule for training, almost half said during working hours while 35%
said evenings and 9% weekends. There were no notable variations in these preferences
according to LCDC role, with roughly equal numbers of state and non-State members replying

to each option.

Training preferences: summary

» There is a clear need and desire for increased training, but the time available to
receive this training is limited.
Variations by role exist in terms of the perception of adequate access to training,
with more non-State members feeling access is inadequate. This is even though
PPN members in particular were more likely to have received training in the last
two years than other groups.

Group in-person or group online is generally the preferred mode of training.

With approximately half of respondents preferring training to be held on weekdays

and the other half split between evenings, weekends and no preference, weekdays
appear to be the most feasible or convenient time for training. While there was no
notable variation on this by role, the desire of a minority of respondents for

weekday evenings ought to be considered.
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10. Conclusion: main findings and issues of interest

The results of this survey provide insight into the capacity development needs of LCDC

members, from the practical areas of programme management, monitoring and IT skills

through to the less tangible — but equally as important — areas of role and responsibility clarity

and structural understanding. Several aspects emerged as notable from the survey results:

(i)

(ii)

(i)

(V)

All data categories were disaggregated by gender, tenure and LCDC role type
(State or non-State). On nearly all questions, non-State members and those with
less than two years tenure perceived themselves as requiring more supports than
State members or those with longer tenure, however the numbers overall citing
significant supports on any skill or competency were small.

Very high levels of educational attainment have been identified through the data
on LCDC members, higher than the national average. It underlines the importance
of utilising this knowledge and experience by ensuring committee members have
access to the learning and development resources required for carrying out their
roles. It is worth mentioning that while high educational attainment levels are
certainly positive, it might point towards a lack of representation among
marginalised or disadvantaged groups.

Both quantitative results and qualitative survey responses showed some
challenges around role and responsibility clarity, in terms of individual contribution,
tasks and responsibilities and those of the committee itself. Similarly, a need for
increased supports around understanding the wider local government and
community development infrastructure and how LCDCs fit within was identified.
The desire for more networking opportunities to gain a greater awareness of the
roles, backgrounds, or challenges faced by fellow committee members was
evident.

Connected to these issues around role clarity, as well as to policy knowledge and
programme management was the importance of community development
knowledge across membership types. A desire for increased awareness of
community development, both in terms of current Government policy and around
the role of LCDCs as a participatory and collaborative structure came through from
survey responses.

The majority of LCDC members are at least somewhat familiar with the policy areas
laid out: Public Sector and Human Rights Duty, Climate Change Action, Social
Inclusion, Community and Local Development and the UN Sustainable
Development Goals. However, when it comes to knowing how to use policies as

planning or implementation tools, whether in the context of the LECP or generally,
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(vii)

(viii)

there appears to be some need for increased capacity. The level of familiarity with
all policy areas that featured most prominently was neutral or ‘somewhat’ familiar,
pointing to a need for greater understanding of how to implement current policy.
Furthermore, there was a stated desire among some respondents for better access
to up-to-date and easily accessible policy information.

There was some moderate interest in training and supports in all the various
elements of both programme management and monitoring. The most frequently
cited aspects of programme management were cross-sectoral, multi-stakeholder
planning, public procurement and applying a community development approach.
Within monitoring, the area most frequently identified as requiring additional
supports was measuring cost effectiveness and measuring ‘soft’ outcomes.

IT and digital skills were generally good but with some supports required
particularly in the areas of financial management and the use of social media.
Just under half of LCDC members surveyed had received an induction, while only
20% had received training in the last two years. The majority of respondents of all
membership types were either neutral with regard to access to training or felt there
was a need for increased access to training of some kind. That being said, shortage
of time for training was frequently cited and the amount of time specified by the
majority (55%) of members as being potentially available was 1-2 hours per month.
Group in-person or group online training was found to be the most popular form of
training among LCDC members, again perhaps pointing towards a desire for
increased networking and the importance of the social aspect to learning and
development activities.

Emerging from open comments in the survey were concerns among some
respondents in relation to the structure and operation of LCDCs. These mirrored,
to some extent, some of the issues highlighted in the review of the literature in the
desk review in terms of broader concerns around representation, voice and power
relations within the committees. While acknowledged, these areas fall outside the
scope of this exercise but provide a useful context within which to analyse some of

the capacity needs of LCDCs at this time.
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11. Recommendations

Taking into consideration the findings of the survey, the themes of the qualitative information
and the overall issues of interest that have emerged from the research as well as the
practicalities of training preferences, current contexts with regards to timing and restrictions
around COVID-19, this section provides an outline of recommendations to be considered. As
with any skills audits or training needs analyses that lead to learning and development
initiatives, practicalities, feasibilities, and costs are important considerations. It can often be
the case that individuals in organisations express the need and desire for capacity
development but then find themselves with little time or inclination to participate. In voluntary
roles especially, people are motivated by social factors, a desire to contribute, to network and
to gain experience in terms of career and professional development. With this in mind, the
objective would be that training would serve to motivate, allow an opportunity for professional
development and a chance to network while at the same time being mindful of people’s time
and location requirements. Making training mandatory is likely not enforceable bearing in mind
the shortage of time felt by members, their voluntary participation and the diversity of skills
among LCDC members. Collaborating with learning institutions or course providers could
provide participants with the opportunity for personal and professional development and

create an incentive to sign up.

The first recommendation would be the roll out of a standardised, induction-style training for
new and existing members. This training would incorporate several of the aspects discussed
in this report, including role and responsibility clarity, participation, networking and
collaboration. It could take a form of group training which would also allow space for discussion
of strategic aspects such as national and EU-level policy to be discussed in the context of
LCDC structure, roles and community development. This more intensive or longer training

could include topics such as:

The development of LCDCs: why were they established?
How LCDCs are positioned in local, regional and national structures
LECPs and the role of LCDCs

SICAP and LEADER programmes: systems for management and monitoring.

YV V V V V

The role of policy as an implementation tool: taking an intersectional approach to

climate action, sustainability and social inclusion.

» Introduction to fellow members, the sectors they represent and the challenges they
face: an opportunity to network.

» Case studies of other jurisdictions with equivalent or similar structures: lessons

learned, achievements.
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The suggested format for this training would be group in-person, pending suitability around
COVID-19, or group online. While there are advantages to online communication, not least
the flexibility and efficiency it offers, there are instances where face-to-face contact can have
a role in terms of better networking, a more personal approach or to socialise. This sort of
training ‘event’ may have a crucial role in motivation, collaboration and team building.
Nevertheless, these advantages would have to be weighed against feasibility, availability, cost

effectiveness and any concerns individuals may have around social distancing.

Deciding who this induction-style training should be available to, where it can be held and how
often, are three practical questions that need to be addressed and which go beyond the scope
of this study. However, bearing in mind the rotating nature of membership, the capacity
requirements highlighted in the survey and the potential for this training to cover several of the
thematic skills areas identified, it would be recommended that this training be available to all
members and rolled out periodically, perhaps every two years. Placing limits in terms of tenure
and training availability could be somewhat problematic to administer. For example, if it was
decided to make the training available only to those with less than two years tenure there
would need to be some potentially arbitrary cut-off date decided. Therefore, the course should
be open to anyone who wishes to participate. It would be recommended that an induction pack
and/or short videos or online resources be provided in conjunction with the training and

available for those who cannot participate.

The second recommendation would be the provision of online, self-directed or e-learning

modules/short-courses on the following topics:

» Community development: (e.g. social analysis and CD theory, group work, needs
assessments, facilitation, creativity)

Sustainable Development Goals

Climate Action

Other aspects of policy: Public Sector Duty, Social Inclusion, etc.

Communication: teamwork, persuasion and influence, conflict resolution

IT: MS Office, social media, online communication platforms, data protection
Strategic thinking

Programme Management (general)

V V V V V V V V

Programme Monitoring (general)

One option could be the formation of a specific Learning Management System (LMS) for
LCDCs. Here, short courses and other professional development options could be made

available in a centralised system that allowed members to track their progress, complete
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courses at their convenience and feedback useful data on the training and skills of LCDC

members.

The third recommendation would be training dedicated to the LECP 2022-28 rolled out in
tandem with the LECP Guidelines to be issued by the Department in mid-2021. This training
would focus on specific topics core to an effective development and implementation of LECPs

and complementary to the guidance document.

Furthermore, in addition to the provision of training, it is recommended that up-to-date policy
information be made available through an online repository, app or website. While something
of this sort could already be in place for some LCDC members as a result of their roles,
perhaps in Local Authorities or as representatives of community and voluntary interests,
ideally this data source would be tailored specifically to the LCDC role. Here, clearly laid out,
brief and easy-to-use information on National Government policy, from Climate Action to
Social Inclusion, would be presented with actionable guidance on how these can be used in

the LECP process and other crucial LCDC functions.
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Appendix 1: Desk Review of LCDCs

1. Introduction

The need for strengthened community leadership, an enhanced policy and decision-making
role for local government and improved systems for participatory democracy has been
recognised at national and European level for a number of decades (Boyle et al, 2003; Forde
et al, 2015). The fundamental EU principle of subsidiarity requires that decisions should be
made as closely as possible to the citizen, to avoid any centralising tendencies that might
occur with closer European integration (Craig and de Burca, 2003). The European Charter of
Local Self-Government, an international treaty of the Council of Europe ratified by Ireland in
2002, lays down standards for protecting the role of local authorities and emphasises the rights
of citizens to participate in public affairs (Council of Europe, 2020). In response to its
obligations around these principles and recommendations arising from the ratification of the
Charter, Ireland has embarked on a policy of increasing the role of local government in
economic and social development alongside the enhancement of local participatory
democracy (Better Local Government, 1996; Congress of the Council of Europe, 2013;
Shannon, 2018).

The Local Government Act 2001 gave legislative provision to local authorities to represent the
interests of communities through facilitating involvement in democracy and local government
(Department of Rural and Community Development, 2019). At the same time at EU level, the
Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) approach aimed at increasing the effectiveness
of community development by delegating decision-making and implementation to ‘local action
groups’ or partnership of public, private and civil society actors (European Commission, 2012).
Such groups were to be composed of local authorities, representatives of local public and
private socio-economic interests, citizens and voluntary organisations. (European

Commission, 2012)

Pursuant to these trends at European level and as part of the ongoing process of local
government modernisation, the Irish government document ‘Putting People First: An Action
Programme for Local Government’ recommended the establishment of Local Community
Development Committees (LCDCs) in each local authority area. This was given legislative
effect in 2014 under the Local Government Reform Act 2014, Part 6. Under the legislation,
LCDCs are to be comprised of representatives from a range of interests including local

authorities, state agencies, business representatives and civil society groups, reflecting an
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appropriate representational balance between public and private sector interests, while
facilitating as broad a mix of key local interests as possible (Department of the Environment,

Community and Local Government, 2014).

There are currently 33 LCDCs, four in Dublin, four in Cork City and County, two in Galway City
and County, and one in each of the 23 remaining counties. In the relatively short time since
their establishment in 2014, LCDCs have worked to prepare the community elements of the
six-year Local Economic and Community Plans (LECPs), oversee the management of national
development programmes such as SICAP and LEADER, deliver elements of the Healthy
Ireland Fund and have embedded themselves into local government and community

development systems (Department of Community and Rural Development, 2019).

A review of LCDCs carried out in 2019 found certain barriers to strategic effectiveness in
carrying out their functions. Among the recommendations arising from the review was the
requirement for capacity development and training for LCDC members. Subsequently,
Sustainable, Inclusive and Empowered Communities: a five-year strategy to support the
community and voluntary sector in Ireland 2019 — 2024, contained a number of specific
objectives around the implementation of these recommendations. These included provision of
training and capacity supports for members with the aim of creating robust and focused
LCDCs with the capacity to fulfil the roles envisaged for them in ‘Putting People First’ and to

drive, monitor and support community development.

Pobal has been tasked with carrying out research into the specific skills gaps of LCDC
members particularly in the context of preparation for the roll out of the next LECP 2022-2028.
The need for this research was identified through a consultation process with members of the
Training Sub-Group of the Cross Sectoral Group (CSG) to the Sustainable, Inclusive and
Empowered Communities Strategy. The Sub-Group agreed to prioritise the need to support
LCDCs to ensure that members were well equipped to participate in the process, particularly
regarding cross sectoral planning. The scope of the project includes an assessment of skills
gaps and training/support needs of LCDC members, including local authority staff across the
33 LCDCs.

A skills audit can be defined as a process of determining the skills base of individuals and
groups (Fletcher, 2000, p. 33). The purpose is threefold: (i) to determine what skills are
needed, (ii) to determine what skills exist and (iii) to assess skills gap and how they might be
bridged. Skills audits can provide useful data on training needs and how to design appropriate

capacity development interventions (Van der Waldt, 2020).
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Yet achieving the objectives of a skills audit can be challenging for a number of reasons. There
may be differences between needs that are self-evaluated and those which are objectively
necessary from an organisational perspective (Mabe and West, 1982). There may be
adequate skills, but barriers may exist to effective utilisation, for example motivation, timing,
group dynamics or systems issues (Bratton and Gold, 2013). There might be a stated need
for an intervention, but then poor take-up or effectiveness should it be rolled out. Crucially, not
all capacity issues can be addressed through learning and development interventions (De
Smet et al, 2017).

With this in mind, the scope and design of a skills audit needs to consider the particular setting,
the nature of the role being assessed and the types of skills which are being audited (Van der
Walt, 2020).There is no ‘one size fits all’ approach to skills audits, rather it is necessary to be
clear about the specific objectives of the exercise bearing in mind the context within which it

is taking place.

This desk review sets out key information about LCDCs, their activities as well as any lessons
from the relevant research and literature on skills gaps analysis in Ireland and in other
jurisdictions. The origins of LCDCs, their composition, structure and membership, their
functions and areas of activity are briefly outlined. Results or outcomes from past reviews,
evaluations or documents are presented along with some contextual or policy factors that may
be relevant in terms of future directions. This leads onto the identification of broad thematic
areas of interest which provide the framework for data collection. These areas of focus, drawn
from the literature, will enable a more strategic approach where baseline or current skills can

be assessed against those objectively required.

2. Overview of LCDCs

The Local Government Reform Act 2014 gave legislative effect to ‘Putting People First: Action
Plan for Effective Local Government’ (October 2012) which aimed to achieve greater
alignment between local government and local development systems, agencies and the
community and voluntary sector (Forde et al, 2016). The Act provided for the establishment
and operation of LCDCs in each local authority area and set out the membership of LCDCs
and their functions in cooperation with Local Development Companies (LDCs). Guidelines for
the Establishment and Operation of LCDCs were issued by the Minister for the Environment,
Community and Local Government in 2016. These laid out several ‘guiding principles’,

including a participatory approach, a focus on marginalised communities and recognition and
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respect for the strengths and expertise of all members (Department of Housing, Planning,

Community and Local Government, 2016).

3. Membership and composition

LCDCs are established to bring a more coordinated and joined-up approach to local
community development and membership of the committees is designed to reflect the broad
range of socio-economic interests at local level (Community Work Ireland, 2015). LCDC
members include local authority elected members and officials, State and non-State local
development agencies, representatives from the community and voluntary sector and other

civil society representatives such as private sector or agricultural interests.

Committee membership is to be reviewed every three years or upon instruction by the Minister
to ensure adequate representation of (i) community and voluntary interests, (ii) social inclusion
interests, (iii) environmental interests and (iv) local community interests and social partners (s.
30 Local Government Reform Act 2014). Public sector members of Local Community
Development Committees comprise Local Authority elected members, Local Authority officials
and Public Authority officials. The length of time that Public sector members can serve on the
committee is not limited in time in the regulation however, they will leave their place on the
committee when they no longer serve in their public capacity, such as when a local authority

member ceases to be a member of the local authority itself.

Private sector members are sought through a number of channels. In accordance with Section
127 of the 2001 Local Government Act, Public Participation Networks were established in
each local authority area. They serve as the nominating structure for community and voluntary
interests to local authority structures and committees such as SPCs and LCDC:s. In relation to
representation on LCDCs, representatives are drawn from PPNs on a three college basis —

community and voluntary interests, social inclusion interests and environmental interests.

Local development and community development interests are represented through a
maximum of one nominee from each local development company in the LCDC’s administrative
area, up to a maximum of three local development companies. Where there are more than

three companies, the Chief Officer should seek three nominees to represent all the companies.

In addition to members drawn from the PPNs and Local Development interests, the Chief
Officer and the Local Authority’s Corporate Policy Group may seek members to represent
other civic society or local community interests, such as farming/agriculture interests,
business/employers interests, trade union interests, etc. Section 30 Local Government Reform

Act 2014, limits ‘private’ members to two consecutive 3-year terms.
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In general, LCDCs consist of no more than 19 members. In the case of local authorities with
more than 40 elected members, the LCDC may be increased to a maximum of 21 members
to ensure adequate representation of local authority members. The appropriate balance
between public and private sector members must be maintained e.g. on a 21 person LCDC,
there will be a maximum of 10 public sector members and a minimum of 11 drawn from the

private sector. (Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local Government, 2016).

As of early 2020, 33% of LCDC members had held their positions for five years or more while
20% had been members for less than one year, suggesting some polarisation in terms of
tenure and/or changes that had occurred between 2019-2020 such as the Local Government

Elections.

All LCDCs have a Chairperson, a Vice-Chairperson and a Chief Officer. Chairpersons (and
Vice Chairperson) have an overall coordinating role, arranging meetings and setting the
strategic direction for the committee. They lead on planning and policy matters, facilitate
discussion and participation of members and provide leadership in ensuring LCDC members
are aware of, and comply with, their obligations. Chairpersons are also responsible for
identifying and meeting the development needs of individual members, and the LCDC as a
whole, with the aim of enhancing effectiveness (Department of Housing, Planning, Community
and Local Government, 2016). The committee members nominate their Chairperson and Vice-
Chairperson at the first meeting. Any member can be nominated with consideration given to
the capacity of the person to undertake the role in light of the demands and whether there are
any conflicts of interest (Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local

Government, 2016). A Chairperson may serve a term of maximum of three years.

The Chief Officer (CO) is assigned to assist and support the LCDC in the operation of its
functions and facilitates communication between members, state agencies, community groups
and other stakeholders. The CO is not a member of the Committee, but is entitled to attend all
meetings, including that of any sub-committees, task-groups or such other groups as the
Committee may establish from time to time (2014 Act, s. 5). The CO manages membership
and identifies opportunities to broaden the LCDC programmes, for example by pursuing new
funding streams. It is the CO’s role, in conjunction with the Corporate Policy Group of the local
Council and the Chairperson, to seek nomination for members and to ensure that LCDC
membership is reflective of the relevant range of interests (Department of Housing, Planning,
Community and Local Government, 2016). Chief Officer Regional Forums are in place for the
purposes of networking, information sharing and best practice. The composition of LCDCs is

presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: LCDC membership (based on 19 members).

LCDC membership: nominations, numbers and examples

Minimum | Sector Members/examples

Number

3 Local authority members Elected members

2 Local Authority officials Head of local enterprise, Chief Executive

2 Public authorities HSE, DSP, GS, E&T Boards, Udaras na
(Nominations sought by Gaeltachta, Third Level Institutions, Teagasc,
Chief Officer) Tusla

1 Local Development & Local Development Companies (e.g., Galway
Community Development City Partnership Ltd, Clare Local Development
Bodies Company Ltd, County Sligo LEADER

Partnership etc.)

5 Public Participation Individuals representing, for example: Dublin
Network representatives City Public Participation Network, County
(Nominated by PPNs under | Galway Community & Voluntary College,
3 ‘pillars’ — social inclusion | Galway City Community Network.
(2), community and
voluntary (2) and
environmental (1))

No min Other civil society Employers/business, Agriculture & Farming,
(Determined by Chief Trade Unions, Others (e.g. Irish Farmers
Officer and Corporate Association, Peter McVerry Trust, County
Policy Group) Longford Tourism, SIPTU, Foroige)

Due to LCDC'’s decision making role around the allocation of funds, the legislation states that
local authority LCDC members and local authority officials must annually submit an Ethics
Registrar and Annual Declaration Form to declare any potential conflicts of interest
(Regulations 2015, SI No. 29). Other members, while not obliged, are encouraged to do so.

Some LCDCs establish sub-committees to manage programmes such as SICAP or LEADER.

Sub-committees also offer a practical solution to situations where, as a result of potential
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conflicts of interest, members have to absent themselves from discussions, as this absence

can lead to there not being the minimum number of people in attendance.

4. Activities and functions

The roles and functions of LCDCs are set out in Part 6 of the Local Government Reform Act
2014 and have been elaborated upon in the Guidelines for the Establishment and Operation
of Local Community Development Committees (2016). LCDCs are responsible for the co-
ordination, governance, planning and oversight of local development actions. LCDCs oversee
the coordination and management of local funding such as EU-supported, community-led local
development grants. The chief functions are therefore to identify needs, prioritise and allocate
resources and ensure that locally funded programmes are in line with LECPs and broader
strategic policy priorities. The need to promote social inclusion, economic development and
sustainable development must be considered in the performance of LCDC functions. LCDCs
oversee and manage funding programmes including the Social Inclusion and Community
Activation Programmes (SICAP) and the rural economic development programme LEADER

at local level (see Annex 1).

The 2019 Review of LCDCs stated that by the end of 2021, LCDCs, in line with LECPs, will

be established as the primary structures at local level to:

» coordinate and manage local funding, including EU development funding

» lead inter-agency planning and delivery of integrated actions that provide a range of
supports for individuals and communities,

» set the strategic parameters for funding decisions on a greater number of local
development and community development programmes (whether as decision-makers
or as strategic oversight for other decision-makers),

» secure equal opportunity for interested parties to participate in local decision-making,
whether through flexible management of membership, effective LCDC sub-structures
or interagency approach,

» facilitate and secure more sustainable approaches to service provision,

» lead coordination and implementation of Government policy at local level.

5. Outcomes of the 2019 Review

A review of LCDCs, overseen by a steering group consisting of representatives from various
government departments including DSP, DRCD and Housing Planning & Local Government,
was carried out in 2019. The aim was to establish a greater understanding of the LCDC

landscape, to identify opportunities for strengthening and enhancing LCDCs and to support
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their future development. Surveys and focus groups were carried out and the data analysed

according to four themes: governance and structure, strategic effectiveness, participation and

engagement, administrative support and development.

The findings highlighted several issues experienced by LCDCs, including:

>
>

A need for increased private and community representation across LCDCs.

A need for greater clarity amongst the members on the role and purpose of the

committees as a whole and individual roles and responsibilities.

The disproportionate amount of time being taken up with programme management,

particularly around LEADER and SICAP, leaving less time for LCDCs to fulfil their

strategic oversight role.

Most respondents felt confident in their knowledge of LECP targets and their ability

to contribute to achieving them but there were differences between State and non-

State members, with the latter generally expressing more confidence around their

roles, implementation and achieving objectives. The need for more comprehensive

training for members on developing and implementing the LECP was raised.

The need for greater Department support to help LCDCs fulfil their strategic role

including greater financial support, more recognition of the LCDC mandate and

regular reviews to ensure LCDCs are working effectively.

The need for a central online communication tool to facilitate communication

between LCDCs or to make more consistent use of the shared space of the Local

Government Management Agency.

A number of recommendations for training and capacity building were made,

including:

» The roll-out of more comprehensive induction training for new members,
focusing on inter alia the importance of members attending and participating at
meetings (Recommendation 4, p. 42).

= To develop comprehensive training modules for LCDC members and support
staff in strategic thinking, securing meaningful and sustainable engagement
with communities, the role and functions of the LCDC, including the critical role
of the LECP and effective inter-agency working (Recommendation 6, p. 42).

» To develop and commission training for LCDC Chief Officers, Chairpersons
and support staff on effective governance including managing membership,
conflicts of interest, gender balance and equality proofing and effective

management of meetings (Recommendation 7, p. 43).
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* Improved knowledge in areas of national policy importance such as the UN
Sustainable Development Goals, Climate Change mitigation and Public Sector

Duty should be supported (p. 39).

6. Capacity building supports to date
The need to provide relevant supports to ensure all members of LCDCs have relevant skills
to fulfil their role has been recognised since their establishment and a number of capacity

building initiatives have been developed.

Fifteen places for LCDC members to obtain CPD Certificates (level 9 NFQ) in Local and
Community Planning were funded by the Department of Rural and Community Development
through DIT in 2017 and 2018. The course was designed to meet the needs of participants
from local government, local development and civil society organisations who are interested
in developing the appropriate skills to contribute to the development and implementation of
Local Economic and Community Plans. Representatives from ten LCDCs took part in 2017
and six in 2018.

In 2017 a ‘Pathfinder’ programme was developed with the aim of supporting and enhancing
the capacity of LCDCs around the implementation and monitoring of the first LECP (2016-22).
The programme was to be piloted through a number of ‘Pathfinder LCDCs who would then
roll out shared learning or best practice across all LCDCs. A Steering Group was established
to oversee its implementation and the group identified focus areas for the initial programme.
These included role clarity for LCDCs, engagement with LECPs, relationship management
and programme management. A series of workshops were planned, with targeted coaching
of LCDC Chairs and Chief Officers, building PPN member capacity, LECP strategy
development sessions and developing intra-agency working. In addition to the Pathfinder idea,
a ‘Quality and Capacity Building Plan’ was developed that gave consideration to the personal
development of LCDC members and to the obstacles that might prevent meaningful
participation. Some of the areas suggested for improvement were working as a cohesive
group, key roles of members, common vision and commitment. It appears that due to
Departmental change, including the creation of the Department of Rural and Community
Development (DRCD) and the transfer of functions that took place as result, neither the

Pathfinder Programme nor the Quality and Capacity Building Plan were implemented.

Since gender balance had been highlighted as a concern in the 2019 review, in January 2020
LCDCs were asked to provide information on membership including gender breakdown. The

data provided indicated that an overall gender ratio of 62:38 in favour of men was present
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across LCDCs but with the figures as stark as 88:12 in Mayo and 80:20 in Cork County. Advice
has been given to LCDCs to be proactive in recruitment and nomination in order to achieve
greater gender balance. While some changes to LCDC membership may have occurred
following the 2019 Local Elections, it is likely that gender imbalance within the committees

remains an issue.

In November 2019 a networking event was held in Tullamore. The event was attended by 102
people and included a series of workshops on leadership, climate action and the Greater
Manchester Model. Feedback from the event was generally positive, with 47% of participants
positively rating its usefulness and willingness to attend future similar events. There was a
request made in the feedback for LCDC induction training, more networking, greater
availability of information and measurement toolkits around SDGs and for the climate change

content to be shared across all LCDCs.

7. LCDCs strategic role: current and future policy priorities
The role of LCDCs in economic and social development is recognised across various State
policies and strategies. A number of policy priorities also underpin local developmentin Ireland

and require consideration and action by LCDCs in the course of their work.

The Sustainable, Inclusive and Empowered Communities Strategy 2019-2014 aims to support
partnership and collaboration between stakeholders at all levels, linking high level policy
objectives with the actions required to support communities, organisations and the community
and voluntary sector more broadly. It restates the vision of ‘Putting People First’ 2012 in terms
of the role of local authorities in leading on local economic and social development, delivering
efficient services and representing citizens and local communities (p. 17). In furtherance of
this, the strategy commits to building the capacity of local authorities and LCDCs to engage
with community development processes and to take a strategic view regarding alignment with

wider policy goals around climate change, sustainable development and social integration.

The Roadmap for Social Inclusion 2020-2025 aims to make Ireland one of the most socially
inclusive States in the EU and to reduce national consistent poverty rate to 2% (Government
of Ireland, 2020). It refers to the importance of funding for the community and voluntary sector
and to the role of the LCDCs in managing the Social Inclusion Community Activation
Programme (SICAP). It also makes reference to Brexit, its likely negative impact on the
economy and the importance of community development in border counties (Government of

Ireland, 2020). The 2020 Programme for Government also states that each LCDC should be
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tasked with developing a County Integration Strategy in order to promote the inclusion of

minorities (p. 106).

The 2020 Programme for Government aims to achieve net zero greenhouse gas emissions
by 2050 and the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development (Amendment) Bill creates an
obligation on the State to pursue this goal. Local Authorities must prepare individual Climate
Action Plans to include both mitigation and adaptation measures (Mason, Hayes and Curran,
2020). These policy developments in Climate Action will have relevance in terms of LCDC
decision making and strategic direction. While PPN/environmental pillar representatives bring
forward their expertise or local interest from an environmental standpoint, private sector,
agricultural or business sector LCDC members will have their own priorities. It will be important
for LCDCs to be able to foster alignment between the different interest groups in furtherance

of legal and policy obligations around climate change.

The UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) continue to be important and actionable
policy priorities at global level. Goal number 17 — strengthen the means of implementation —
requires different sectors and actors to work together in an integrated manner and
recommends the formation of multi-stakeholder partnerships. Goal 17 furthermore promotes
effective public-private and civil society partnerships. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development recognises the role of local authorities and communities in planning and renewal
of towns and cities in order to foster community cohesion and social inclusion, stimulate
employment, minimise environmental impact and integrate ecosystem and biodiversity values
(United Nations, 2020). Objective 8 of the Irish Government's ‘Sustainable, Inclusive and
Empowered Communities: a five-year strategy to support the community and voluntary sector
in Ireland 2019-2024’ is to ‘strengthen and build understanding and capacity to support the
implementation of the SDG’s, in particular to raise awareness of these goals among LCDCs
(Government of Ireland, 2020, p. 29).

Of crucial importance in a contextual sense, the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020 has altered the
structures, systems and working arrangements of the workforce in Ireland and globally. It has,
and will continue to, necessitate changes in local and community planning and adaptations in
terms of how people (including LCDC members) meet, operate and make decisions. Managing
remote teams, ensuring engagement and maintaining motivation towards objectives will be

challenges for many organisations and structures, including LCDCs'.
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8. Local Economic and Community Plans

A key function of the LCDCs is to prepare the community elements of the Local Economic and
Community Plans (LECPs). The 6-year plan sets out the objectives and actions needed to
support local community development through partnership and coordination with
stakeholders. The LECP is the primary mechanism to bring forward actions arising from
national and regional strategies and policies at the local level and delivery must be aligned
with existing national and regional planning (Department of Rural and Community

Development, 2019).

The LECP process consists of five phases: preparation, public consultation, developing
objectives and actions, finalising and monitoring/review (Department of Rural and Community
Development, 2015). While the drawing up of the overall plan is a function of the local
authority, LCDCs have responsibility for developing the community objectives of the plan and
working with local partners to achieve them. Advisory Steering Groups are set up by each
local authority in order to assist in the preparation, drafting, adoption and monitoring of the
LECP. These include at least one LCDC member, at least one member of the Strategic Policy
Committee for Economic Development and Enterprise, the chief officer (or nominee) of the
LCDC, the Director of Service supporting the SPC or his/her nominee and any other person
that the SPC and the LCDC consider likely to make a significant contribution, for example an

individual with particular expertise or representing relevant interests.

The first preparation phase involves analysing the socio-economic evidence and using this
evidence to develop a socio-economic statement and set of high-level goals for the area.
Advisory Steering Groups prepare this statement which is then adopted by the Strategic Policy
Committee and LCDC for public consultation. Next, a four-week long public consultation takes
place on the Statement and the high-level goals. Any revisions are made, and the revised
statement is prepared by the Strategic Policy Committee and LCDC for submission to the
Municipal District and Regional Assembly. In the third phase, a series of actions and objectives
are prepared by the Advisory Steering Group and then agreed by the SPC and LCDC. Phase
four is where a final draft is adopted by the local authority and furnished to the Minister. Phase
five involves the monitoring of progress towards the plans’ objectives and is carried out by the

Advisory Steering Group.

LCDCs ensure that funding resources are targeted in a way that is aligned with LECP goals.
Such resources include those directly under the management responsibility of the LCDC
including LEADER and SICAP, resources under the direct management and oversight

responsibility of LCDC partners, for example by local authorities, HSE, Education and Training
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Boards, Department of Social Protection and Local Development Companies, and resources

under the direct management of other public-funded local development agencies.

LCDCs must identify a set of Sustainable Community Objectives (SCOs) for their area. For
this they refer to the socio-economic data used by the local authorities in the development of
the LECP high level goals. They also map and profile service provision in the area, for example
what services are operated by the HSE, DSP Intreo Offices and those carried out by voluntary
bodies. SCOs should be grouped according to the high-level goals of the LECP. LCDC
members must agree on the highest priority actions necessary to achieve objectives and
assign responsibility for their implementation. Proofing of all actions must be carried out to
ensure consistency with existing regional planning and policy priorities at government,

regional and global level.

The range of government and broader global level strategies, policy priorities and plans that
LCDCs might need to be aware of can be extensive and subject to frequent change and

renewal. Some of the most up-to-date policies and strategies are:

» EU Cohesion Policy 2021-2027 (merges 7 EU funds for regional development EU
Action Plan on Integration and Inclusion 2021-2017)

UN Sustainable Development Goals

20 Year Strategy for the Irish Language

The National Skills Strategy 2020-2025

Project Ireland 2040 (combining the National Development Plan and the National

YV V V V

Planning Framework)

National Disability Strategy 2017-2021

Roadmap for Social Inclusion 2020-2025

Towards Responsible Business: Ireland’s National Plan on CSR 2017-2020
National Social Enterprise Policy 2019-2022

National Energy and Climate Plan 2021-2030

Healthy Ireland Framework 2019- 2025

YV V V V V V

An example of how SCOs are developed in alignment with broader plans and policy priorities

is given in the 2015 Guidelines (Figure 12)
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Figure 12: Integrating Strategic Policy Priorities: LECP Results Framework

LECP High Level Goal
Increased level and quality of employment and income
Sustainable Community Objective’
to tackle under-representation of women in employment and entrepreneurship in areas A, B, and C
INPUTS ACTIONS OUTPUTS OUTCOMES IMPACTS
Local ; . :
Development f)utreac!l “m_teg" Particular areas Women get work in
C - & Local | ™ place in key ¢ ted local healthcare
-ompany a1 areas and pre argeted, provider
Groups
developed )
women engaged . .
programme . Women set up their
Local employer . with ) .
established own businesses
strategy developed
Education and FETAC Training places Women assess other
Training Board programmes delivered types of education Rise i
provided as Imf n "
necessary Additional Women’s general e:lrlz.::‘ r::.n n
supports provided | literacy/ numeracy parti "p 10
increases rates
Lone Parent Mentoring
Group supports Childcare
County Childcare | CETS programme | Assistance Enhanced feeling of
Committee/ assessed/ childcare | provided confidence, better
LCDP/SICAP costs subsidised mental health (social
Local Enterprise Grants provided/ | Women access inclusion outcome)
Office/ LCDP/ mentoring support | grants and
SICAP provided mentoring

Source. The Guidelines on Local Economic and Community Plans, 2015. p.29

9. Review of literature and evidence: Irish and international research

The composition, function and objectives of LCDCs are distinct and therefore research or skills
gap analysis carried out in other organisations or on a sector-wide basis might have limited
practical applicability. There are key differences between LCDCs and other organisations in
terms of the kinds of skills that might be required and how information on potential skills gaps
can be most strategically obtained. Some of these characteristics are:

(i) LCDC members are not ‘hired’ through a recruitment process. There is no job
description or personal specification setting out the desired and required competencies for
effectiveness in the role. Instead, LCDC members are nominated because of their particular
area of interest, expertise, sectoral representation or through their positions in the local
authority.
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(ii) Non-state LCDC members may have access to learning and development through
their own organisations that may or may not be related to their role in the committee. This is
worth considering both in terms of not duplicating but also in establishing what skills

development supports are already in existence and how these can be leveraged.

(iii) LCDC members do not receive remuneration for their role (2014 Act s. 50). Therefore,
their motivations are presumably non-financial and rather based upon commitments to their
organisations, local communities or a desire to drive economic or social improvements through

playing a key role in decision making, or for personal reasons such as career progression.

(iv) Committees are groups of people appointed for a specific function, usually on behalf
of or established by a larger body. The functions of the LCDCs are co-ordination, governance,
planning and oversight of local development actions. There is not one particular person with
responsibility for one function nor are tasks apportioned or allocated out to individuals or teams
(although this may happen on an informal basis). Rather, the committee meets to perform its
functions as frequently as necessary and as determined by the Chief Officer. Furthermore,
these functions are broad and somewhat difficult to translate in terms of the specific,

measurable skills or competencies required to be effective at them.

Nevertheless, some research both in Ireland and internationally has relevant findings and
outcomes in terms of some of the issues that arise in committee-type, collaborative or
decision-making structures and the skills required in the community and voluntary sector

generally.

In 2020, a report by Indecon commissioned by ‘The Wheel’, a national association of
community and voluntary organisations, charities and social enterprises, examined current
skills levels of employees in the Irish non-profit sector (Indecon, 2020). The research found
that overall levels of training in the sector were low in terms of the time and budget allocated
to it at an organisational level. Organisations experienced some difficulty filling vacancies in
areas such as governance, financial reporting and compliance, leadership roles and marketing
and communications. Over three-quarters of the staff surveyed indicated they needed further
training to cope with their present duties and to meet anticipated growth in their organisations.
The research recommended investment in training to boost capacity and productivity in the
sector. While the Indecon study is focused on the non-profit sector more broadly, it has some
relevance here in terms of gaining increased understanding of where non-State LCDC
members might be in terms of their capacity and, if the recommendations of this study are

taken on board, the possibility of training taking place in the context of their own organisations.
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Research by Worrall and O’Leary (2019) explored the area of collaborative working within
LCDCs in Ireland, recognising that while collaboration and participation are widely heralded
as effective ways of working, actually achieving collective impact can be challenging. The
‘tangible hardware’ of processes such as principles, policies and frameworks, rules and
regulations need to be combined with more intangible ‘software’ like relationship-building
(Worrall and O’Leary, 2019 p. 74). The research was based on a workshop which sought to
build collaboration skills among LCDC members. The workshop focused on a Place Based
Leadership Development (P-BLD) framework which sees different and perhaps competing
perspectives as inevitable where people are working with their own distinct visions, aspirations
and emotional attachments in a particular locality. The framework encourages participants to
be open about any tensions and explore their perspectives, embracing rather than avoiding
conflict and uncertainty (Worrall and O’Leary 2019, p. 77). Some issues identified at the
workshops included barriers to effective working such as managing conflicts of interest,
pressure on spending rather than effective resource allocation, personal agendas and
domination by certain interests. It was noted that there is often insufficient time for LCDCs to
develop a clear local identity before taking on the funding allocation role and concern about
over-regulation and administrative overload which were barriers to more strategic work.
Further findings included lack of engagement by some members, an unwillingness to share
information and a view by some of LCDCs as unnecessarily bureaucratic and lacking clear

direction.

Subsequent research by Worrall and O’Leary (2019b) built on the findings of the P-BLD study
by delivering further workshops within one LCDC (Cork City). The aim was to further
understand how the collaborative aspect of the LCDC process was working in practice.
Participants were asked their views on the collaborative culture in their committee, whether
there were any barriers to effective collaboration and what behaviours might need changing
in order to improve collaboration. The most frequently cited barrier was lack of time and busy
workloads with little time left over to be reflective or to plan collaboratively or strategically. It
was found that working relationships could be improved by more regular meetings and a
greater understanding of other members’ background and roles. It was suggested that
improved communication and information sharing would support a more joined-up approach
for LCDCs (Worrall and O’Leary, 2019b: 48). The need for shared understanding and common
purpose in order to encourage trust and meaningful engagement was raised. Overall, the
workshops found members expressed willingness to build capacity and overcome challenges

to effective collaborative working.

Research by Forde et al (2016) explored alignment in community development, referring to

‘Putting People First’ 2012 and the 2014 Local Government Reform Act’'s aims to achieve
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greater alignment between local government, local development agencies and the community
and voluntary sector cumulating in the formation of the LCDCs. Interviews, focus groups and
surveys were carried out with local development organisations, LDCs, chief officers and
community workers, with questions centred around alignment between state and community
development organisations and, in particular, the role and influence of funding sources in how
the individuals and organisations carry out their work. The research revealed some tensions
between those tasked with implementing community development programmes and those
who fund the sector. Participants expressed some frustration with the ‘bureaucratic’
requirements of SICAP which meant more time spent ‘desk bound inputting data...than
actually working in communities’ (Forde et al, 2016, p.19). The broad theme that emerged
from this research was that excessive targets, monitoring and reporting feeding through the
various funding channels was taking up time that could be used elsewhere. While the need
for greater cooperation and coordination with local authorities was seen as positive, over-
emphasis on ‘alignment’ between community and voluntary activities and government
priorities and agendas was considered by some to be a risk to local autonomy around service

delivery.

In the UK, research by Clarke (2007) explored skills gaps in the community and voluntary
sector. They noted that the environment within which the sector works is ‘constantly changing’
due to an increasingly diverse workforce and greater engagement with the public services
agenda. On top of this, tougher regulatory and monitoring frameworks tied to outcomes and
impacts were changing the types of skills required (2007, p. 9). Reasons identified in the study
for hard to fill vacancies included applicants’ shortage of specialist skills as well as soft skills
such as communication, leadership and team working. Skills gaps within organisations were
identified as use of IT, legal knowledge, fundraising and strategic planning. One third of
employers noted a lack of suitable internal or external training to fill skills gaps and it was
recommended that less formal ways of developing staff such as mentoring, coaching and ‘bite

size’ training be considered (2007, p. 8).

Research in the South African context looked at skills gaps in local government and is useful
from a methodological perspective (Van der Waldt, 2020). South Africa has developed an
extensive statutory and regulatory framework for skills development in the local government
sector, with a National Skills Development Strategy providing the overarching guidance in
terms of skills planning and development (Van der Waldt, 2020, p. 6). Regular skills audits are
carried out to identify training needs and priorities and to reveal any discrepancies between
the skill base available and those that are required to fulfil the statutory obligations of local
government. To assist with skills planning, specific software was developed and made

available to all municipalities where skills audit data is combined with performance

54



management systems, succession planning and any other relevant organisational or human
resources data. The researchers note that several factors complicate the assessment of skills
in the local government sector, such as changing political dynamics, diverse backgrounds and
profiles, organisational culture, motivation and availability of resources (Van der Waldt, 2020,
p. 15).

In 2021 the NCVO in the UK published ‘The Road Ahead’, setting out some of the challenges
and opportunities facing the community and voluntary sector going forward, especially in the
era of Covid-19 and Brexit (Chamberlain et al, 2020). The report notes the dramatic increase
in demand for services because of the economic and social impact of Covid-19, including food,
housing, mental health and other essential services. Unemployment and the point at which
welfare supports return to pre-crisis levels were cited as a concern in terms of the pressures
placed on community and voluntary sector service delivery. The document highlighted a
crucial point, which is that the pandemic has accelerated already existing trends towards
digital ways of working and that ‘while some services do not work well online, data analytics
give huge potential for supporting the design of future services that meet the needs of people
and communities (NCVO, 2021, p1).

10. Key questions for skills audit

Skills audits need to identify the skills requirements for a particular job, task or occupational
group and compare these to those that are already in place (Fletcher, 2000). The outcome of
this process should be a learning, development and capacity building strategy that is efficient,
adds value and ultimately improves performance towards organisational objectives (De Smet
et al, 2010). Job performance requires a mix of behaviour, attitude and skill (CIPD, 2020). The
aim is therefore to highlight both the technical skills required to carry out the role and the
‘competency’ type skills that link communication, attitude and behaviour to wider

organisational values, ethos or goals (Carbery and Cross, 2016).

As outlined earlier, this is not as straightforward here as might be the case in a situation where
usual human resources data is available through job description or performance management
systems. However, the specific focus of this project is on LCDC skills as they pertain to the
process of developing, implementing and monitoring the LECPs and the stages in this process
provide a basis for initial assessment of some of the technical skills that might be required. In
addition, through an analysis of the literature and assessment of some of the current and
future challenges and opportunities facing LCDCs, it has been possible to identify some key
competency areas around which LCDC capacity could be built. These areas are proposed for

consideration in the formulation of the LCDC skills gap analysis.
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11. Role and responsibility clarity

Role clarity — the degree to which an individual has a clear understanding of their tasks,
responsibilities and processes at work — is associated with increased work satisfaction and
engagement (Hassan, 2013). This is particularly important where committees, groups or other
decision-making structures are dealing with complex policy problems, competing demands
from stakeholders or where performance criteria might not be readily available (Wilson, 1989).
It is important to be able to appreciate fully not just the role of the organisation or team but
also the individual’s unique contribution. Thus, while role clarity is not a ‘skill’ per se, one’s
perception and understanding of one’s role impacts satisfaction, behaviour and performance
in that role and is therefore an important starting point in a skills audit. The need for greater
role clarity and effective induction process for LCDCs have been recognised within the 2019
review and it has been raised that there can be some disjuncture between the LCDC members
role as assigned, their ambitions for their role and the actual tasks they find themselves
carrying out. Some attempts to address gaps in this area have been made but it is unclear to
what extent they have been successful across all LCDCs. It is proposed that this area be

raised further through the methodologies of the skills audit.

Motivation and engagement: creating a shared vision

In addition to understanding individual and group or committee roles and responsibilities it is
important that people are engaged with shared values. Being part of a mission-driven
organisation, being clear about that mission and being committed to these goals increases
motivation to achieve whatever practical or day-to-day functions are necessary (NYC Mayors
Office for Economic Opportunity, 2017). Shared values underpin patterns of behaviour for all
organisations by enhancing collective commitment (French and Rayner, 2011). Thus, while
motivation and engagement are ‘intangible variables’ or context factors rather than technical
skills that can be taught (Van der Waldt, 2020, p. 2), they are associated with organisational
culture, individual behaviour and task performance (Brooke, 2009). It is therefore proposed
that gaining some idea of respondent’s feelings around a common purpose would help

determine whether increased capacity is required in this area.

Collaboration and participation

Working collaboratively in a decision-making role, particularly when individuals come from
diverse backgrounds or have different interests or priorities, requires particular skills. It
requires time spent to build relationships, open communication and a willingness to work as
part of team and it is crucial that all voices are given equal opportunity to be heard. The
dynamics of the group can impact the quality of decision making and the functioning of the

groups in terms of task performance (French and Rayner, 2013). Knowledge or awareness of
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some aspects of organisational or team behaviour can improve communication, build trust and
foster the group dynamic that is most effective. This is arguably even more important in the
context of the move to remote and online work particularly during COVID-19, where face-to-
face interactions are limited. The task of supporting the development of LECPs requires
effective collaboration, shared vision and conflict resolution skills as interest of multiple
stakeholders need to be managed in the process. In addition, with regards to succession
planning for LCDC members which is largely the responsibility of the Chief Officers,

awareness of group dynamics can be valuable.

Policy as a tool for implementation: taking an intersectional approach

Ensuring consistency and alignment with existing policies, strategies, priorities are key
functions of LCDCs. These are particularly important in development of relevant, aligned and
effective LECPs. These policies are subject to frequent change and keeping up to date and
being engaged with policy is a time-consuming task. The 2019 Review recommended
‘capacity development in areas of national policy importance such as the UN Sustainable
Development Goals, Climate Change mitigation and Public Sector Duty’ (Department of Rural
and Community Development, 2019 p. 39). It would therefore be useful to establish (i) what
level of policy knowledge exists and (ii) what is required in order to effectively carry out LCDC
functions in a coherent and coordinated way. In terms of alignment it is necessary not only to
be aware of policy priorities but also to appreciate how they intersect at national, regional and

local levels.

Programme management and monitoring

A primary role of LCDCs is the management of local funding, including EU-supported local
development funding such as SICAP and LEADER in coordination with the LECPs
(Department of Rural and Community Development, 2019. p. 40). The 2019 review highlighted
issues around programme management primarily in the sense of the disproportionate amount
of time some LCDCs felt was spent on this area. Effective programme management requires
multiple skills and competencies such as contract management and budgeting, analysis,
decision making, strategy, planning and collaboration. Programme knowledge is also
essential, something that links with strategic and policy awareness. Understanding the target
population of the programme, the context, goals and variables that impact programme success
are essential and those involved with programme management need to be able to draw on
best practices, procedures and policies to ensure compliance and alignment (NYC Mayor’s

Office for Economic Opportunity, 2017).

Capacity building for LCDC members in monitoring LECP implementation was recommended

in the 2019 Review (Department of Rural and Community Development, 2019. p. 43). Again,
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monitoring and evaluation requires knowledge and understanding that are linked with other
areas identified such as policy knowledge, data literacy and IT and many of the skills
associated with programme management more broadly. Designing, running or interpreting
evaluations requires understanding outcome measurement, often using data or statistical
methods. It involves cost-benefit analysis, evidence-based decision making and, ideally, some
knowledge of or appreciation of social science and social systems (Hargreaves, 2014). While
different LCDC members may be involved in different aspects of monitoring of the LECP and
to varying degrees, it would be useful to explore skills gaps in terms of monitoring tasks such
as assessing results frameworks and understanding how to gauge the effectiveness of both

hard and soft outcomes.

IT/digital skills

The 2019 review raised the need for increased communication, networking and the use of
digital or online resources to share information within and across LCDCs. This requires both
‘soft’ skills of communication, collaborative working and participation, combined with more
‘hard’ technical IT skills. We know that on a broader level, digital transformation is taking place
within organisations and across labour markets, creating skills gaps as people attempt to keep
pace with these changes (McKinsey, 2018). Data analytics and automated decision making
are being integrated into organisations, changing the nature of tasks and the skills required to
carry them out. Within the local government sector, the use of ‘big data’ in the design, delivery
and evaluation of public services is being increasingly recognised (UK Local Government
Association, 2020). Furthermore, with remote communication now becoming the norm due to
COVID-19, soft skills such as communication, empathy or creative thinking have an added
layer of complexity as people navigate human interaction in the online space. With this in mind,
it would be useful to find out how important digital skills are to LCDC members in the carrying
out of their roles, how important they might be in the future and what are members

‘requirements in terms of capacity development in this area.

Existing training and future preferences for capacity development

Finally, any recommendations arising as an outcome of this analysis must be actionable,
feasible and maximise the chances of narrowing the identified skills gap. The ability and
willingness of respondents to engage with any training or development that might be rolled out
is key. The analysis will seek to understand LCDCs’ members’ preference regarding how they

engage with current supports and their preferences for future capacity building initiatives.

12. Conclusion

Each of the seven areas of interest presented here overlap and link in with one another.

Indeed, one of the benefits of a skills audit it to generate strategic data so that capacity
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development in one area might feed into another (Van der Waldt, 2020). For example,
increasing policy knowledge might improve engagement, increasing role clarity might foster
more meaningful participation, and so forth. However, it must also be acknowledged that not
all organisational issues have L&D solutions, having roots in systems and structures rather
than skills gaps. A skills audit is a foundation for learning and development initiatives and
these initiatives — if implemented — serve a dual purpose if carried out effectively. They
increase the skills of the participants, improve capacity and bridge skills gaps, they also
motivate and engage. Often the motivation and engagement element of L&D in turn improves

these skills and performance.

It is important to ensure that the purposes and objectives of this skills gap audit are clear from
the outset so that questions are not perceived as evaluations of performance or role suitability
by participants. The desire to improve systems, assist members with their professional
development and build capacity so that LCDCs can carry out their functions in a more

streamlined and effective should be communicated through any initial correspondence.
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