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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Key Features of ACCESS II 

 The ACCESS II scheme was announced by the Department of Culture, 
Heritage and the Gaeltacht (D/CHG) in 2006 and awarded €42 million in 
capital grants to 75 arts and cultural organisations to build new facilities 
and to refurbish or enhance existing facilities. 
 

 This funding was intended to increase access to and participation in the 
arts, in line with the commitment made under the Programme for 
Government 2007-2012 to broaden and deepen participation in the arts. 

 
 The primary focus of the scheme (70% of projects awarded) was the 

refurbishment and enhancement of existing arts and cultural facilities.  
 

 Demand for the funding was high, with 156 applications received, seeking 
funding of €200 million, while the amount available for the scheme had 
initially been announced at €20m. This was subsequently increased given 
the large demand for funding. 

 

 To date, 57 projects have been completed, 13 grants have been 
withdrawn and five remain active. 

 

The recommendations contained in this report apply to all grants funded under subhead A7 Cultural 

Infrastructure, apart from those applied to the National Cultural Institutions1 which are mainly 

delivered by the OPW and managed under a separate grant framework in the Department. Such 

grants will be referred to as "non-NCI Cultural Infrastructure" in this report. Significant additional 

capital funding is being provided to the Department under the Project Ireland 2040 programme and 

this report makes recommendations to ensure the such capital spending will be used in the most 

efficient and effective manner possible. 

 

Key Findings 

 Capital funding is required to ensure the continued viability of Ireland’s 
cultural infrastructure, and regularly timed rounds of grant funding are 
needed to provide greater certainty for those running arts and cultural 
facilities, enabling them to plan upgrades and make full use of their assets.  
 

 A network of cultural infrastructure exists throughout the country. The 
Department should focus on securing the investment to date in existing 
facilities and should take a strategic approach by identifying priority 
venues for investment. New build projects should only be undertaken in 
exceptional cases, where a thorough business case is made and a clear 
infrastructural deficit is identified. 

 

                                                           
1 As defined in the National Cultural Institutions Act, 1997. 
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 Given that five new build projects are ongoing, the scheme’s original 
completion date of December 2009 was found to be unrealistic in relation 
to large-scale and new build projects. Projects where project managers2 
were appointed witnessed the fastest completion rates. 
 

 Large-scale (over €300,000) new build or enhancement projects involving 
significant structural changes were found to present unique challenges. A 
sector-specific bespoke Cultural Infrastructure Grant Governance 
Framework should be developed to take account of the challenges and 
complexities of such projects. This should include consideration of 
technical teams providing oversight for projects to minimise risk to the 
exchequer. 

 
 There was no routine collection of performance metrics put in place for 

cultural infrastructure grants, which made the measurement of outcomes 
difficult. Performance indicators and reporting obligations should be 
included in all future cultural infrastructure grant schemes and annual 
data collection should form part of the policy cycle, while reported 
outputs and ongoing monitoring should enable the measurement of the 
success of future grant schemes. 

 

 Given the passage of time since the ACCESS II scheme, and improvements 
to the management of such schemes, 76% of the recommendations 
arising from this report were found to be already either partially or wholly 
implemented. 24% of the recommendations in this review remain to be 
implemented. 
 

 Recommendations which remain to be implemented will be continuously 
assessed through D/CHG’s annual Quality Assurance Process to ensure 
implementation. This attests to the ongoing commitment of the AFI Unit 
to update and streamline their processes over time and improve delivery, 
even without formal evaluations having taken place. 

 

 
The table below summarises the recommendations and indicates the implementation assessment, i.e. 

‘fully implemented’, ‘partially implemented’ or ‘to be implemented’. These apply to all non-NCI 

Cultural Infrastructure grants.  

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE SCHEMES 

1. Separate application and management frameworks should be developed for small-scale (€300,000 

and below) and larger-scale enhancement or new build projects (over €300,000) to better reflect 

the complexity of larger projects.  

Partially Implemented 

                                                           
2 The term ‘project manager’ in this context refers to a construction professional, e.g. architect, quantity 
surveyor, engineer, or a person with a recognised project management qualification. 
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2. Sunset clauses should be clearly defined and implemented and should be longer for new build and 

significant enhancement projects (over €300,000) to take account of factors which could 

potentially contribute to delays, e.g. planning restrictions. Consideration should be given to 

reviewing grants every 6 months, and projects that have not drawn down after 12 months should 

provide a valid business case to maintain their funding.  

Partially Implemented 

3. The application process should be kept as simple as possible to enhance the scheme’s accessibility 

to eligible projects and should be commensurate with the amount of grant funding sought by 

applicants. 

Fully Implemented 

4. Application support, in the form of seminars, webinars and/or FAQs should be provided in tandem 

with the launch of any new scheme. 

Partially Implemented 

5. A formal appeals process for unsuccessful applications should be established. 

Fully Implemented 

6. Matched funding should be in place at the time of application. If it is not, then consideration 

should be given to awarding higher marks in the assessment of grants for matched funding already 

in place and lower scores for matched funding from loans and/or predicted fundraising. 

Partially Implemented 

7. Any capital infrastructure spending should have a positive impact on the environment. This should 

form part of the scoring criteria for new build and enhancement projects in future schemes. The 

Department should consider a strategic partnership with the SEAI3 to leverage additional funds 

for environmental upgrades. 

Partially Implemented 

 

MONITORING AND REPORTING RECOMMENDATIONS 

8. Measurable Policy Objectives: The policy objectives of the scheme were broad, with just four over-

arching criteria for scoring the projects, i.e. increase access, financing, sustainability and 

enhancement. Strategic objectives should be developed for policies and funding programmes and 

these should adhere to SMART4 criteria to allow for evidence-based post project reviews. 

To Be Implemented 

9. No routine collection of performance metrics had been put in place for grants, making 

measurement of outcomes difficult. Performance indicators and reporting obligations should be 

included in all future arts capital grant schemes and annual data collection should form part of the 

policy cycle, while reported outputs and ongoing monitoring should enable the measurement of 

the success of future schemes. 

To Be Implemented 

10. All Departmental staff involved in the appraisal, assessment and oversight of projects funded 

under future schemes should receive mandatory training on the application of the Public Spending 

Code, to ensure the strategic objective of achieving value for money in public investment is 

embedded in the delivery of the scheme. 

                                                           
3 Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland. 
4 SMART criteria: Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant and Time-Bound. 
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Partially Implemented 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN RELATION TO EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 

11. The culture sector has a significant existing stock of infrastructure and the existing investment by 

the Department should be secured into the future. A strategic policy which sets out the 

Department’s policy objectives in this area should be developed, including consideration of a 

stream for Arts Centres, as defined by the new Arts Council strategy. 

Partially Implemented 

12. Projects which enhance or refurbish existing infrastructure should be prioritised over new build 

projects, unless a gap in infrastructure provision can be clearly identified. This is reflected in the 

Department’s new capital funding scheme. 

Fully Implemented 

13. It is recommended that the practice of paying grant aid in arrears should be continued, unless 

sanctions for pre-funding are in place, in order to best protect the exchequer from liability for 

unapproved expenditure. 

Fully Implemented 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LARGE-SCALE CONSTRUCTION (OVER €300,000) AND NEW BUILD PROJECTS 

14. Applicants should be required to designate a project manager for all new builds and large-scale 

enhancement projects requiring construction. Consideration should also be given to mandating 

the use of the Capital Works Framework for such projects. 

Partially Implemented 

15. In light of the forthcoming update of the Public Spending Code5 for capital projects, a separate 

grant management framework should be put in place for all non-NCI Cultural Infrastructure 

projects funded under subhead A7 Cultural Infrastructure where an asset is being created and for 

enhancement projects requiring construction. It is recommended that large capital grants are 

treated as a separate programme and not subsumed as a stream within a funding programme as 

this may dilute the appraisal and case management approach. This should include consideration 

of the establishment of Departmental technical teams to provide additional oversight of projects 

to minimise risk to the exchequer. 

To Be Implemented 

16. Grantees should be directed to the additional guidance material from the Public Spending Code6 

on the preparation of a business case at application stage to ensure appropriate economic 

appraisal and sensitivity analysis is provided for project appraisal. 

To Be Implemented 

17. Large capital projects where the State bears significant risk should be undertaken on the basis of 

a strategic partnership with a local authority or with an organisation with a proven capacity for 

delivery. 

Fully Implemented 

 

                                                           
5 Forthcoming DPER Public Spending Code update – Guide to Evaluation, Planning and Managing Public 
Investment. 
6 PSC – Review of Business Cases – Key Assessment Questions. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

This paper reviews the second round of the Arts and Culture Capital Enhancement Support Scheme 

(ACCESS II). Post-project reviews of capital projects are required under the Public Spending Code to 

evaluate if expenditure achieved the stated objectives for which it was disbursed. This chapter sets 

out the background to the ACCESS II scheme, including its structure, timeline and relationship to 

governmental spending priorities. This evaluation aims to: 

 provide an overview of ACCESS II;  

 assess the efficiency and effectiveness with which the scheme was delivered, and; 

 ensure that any learnings from ACCESS II may be applied to similar schemes in the future. 

1.1. Overview of ACCESS II  

The subject of this review, ACCESS II, announced by the Department of Arts, Sports and Tourism7 in 

July 2006, was the successor to the ACCESS I8 scheme and provided funding to arts and cultural 

organisations to build new or redevelop existing arts and cultural infrastructure. ACCESS II was a key 

element in the Government's regional arts strategy and was included as part of the National 

Development Plan (NDP) 2007 – 2013. The scheme was designed to address gaps in existing cultural 

infrastructure provision by supporting the development of new facilities, as well as to support the 

enhancement and maintenance of existing facilities to ensure their full value was realised. 

ACCESS II provided capital grants – of up to 70% of overall project costs – for non-commercial projects. 

The projects were required to provide their own match funding and the running costs of the facilities 

were expected to be borne by the applicant organisation, the Arts Council or the Local Authorities 

(where relevant). In 2006, €20m was made available, but demand for the funding was much higher 

than anticipated (156 applications were received, seeking funding of over €200m) and so a further €12 

million was allocated to the scheme before the first round of grant offers in 2007. After Budget 2008, 

€10 million in additional funding was made available and a second round of grant awards were made 

to projects on the reserve list, bringing the total allocated to €42m. 

Grants were provided for the development of 75 projects across the country, including integrated arts 

centres, theatres, museums and galleries, as well as arts studios and other creative and performance 

spaces. Appendix 1 provides a list of the 75 grantees. The scheme was originally intended to run from 

2007 to 2009, although this timeframe was extended due to slow progress on some new build 

projects. There are currently five active projects at various stages of completion, and some of the 

allocations have been reduced or withdrawn for failure to make progress (a full list of projects whose 

funding was withdrawn is provided at Appendix 2).  

                                                           
7 The Department of Arts, Sport & tourism has been reconstituted for the purposes of this review, “D/CHG” and “the 
Department” refer to the Department of Culture, Heritage & the Gaeltacht, which is the Department with responsibility for 
capital funding in the cultural sector. 
8 The first ACCESS scheme was introduced in August 2001. It was recognised as a significant intervention in the provision of 

quality cultural space throughout Ireland, and allocated just under €46 million to 44 projects across the country.  
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D/CHG has been the second-largest source of capital funding for arts venues since 2000 (see Figure 

1). Its role is therefore highly significant in the shaping of Ireland’s cultural infrastructure, with the 

successive ACCESS programmes having served as a vehicle for the bulk of this capital funding. 

Figure 1 – Distribution of Capital Funding for Arts Venues by Source, 2000-2015 

 

Source: Review of Arts Centres and Venues, CHL, June 2019 

1.2. Scheme Rationale 

The NDP 2007-13 set out the then Government’s spending priorities for the years in question. The 

ACCESS II scheme was aligned with the following high-level objectives of the NDP: 

 Addressing economic and social infrastructure deficits 

 Promoting social inclusion 

 Balanced regional development 

The National Spatial Strategy for Ireland (NSS) 2002 – 2020 served as the basis for the geographical 

spread of the projects selected. This strategy laid out the priorities for long-term urban and rural 

development. In particular, the Border-Midlands-West region was to be targeted for development to 

rebalance the higher rate of development in the South and East. The NSS also identified a number of 

gateways and hubs, the majority of which had projects funded under ACCESS II. 

Chapter five of the NSS specifically prescribed the types of cultural infrastructure appropriate to 

population centres based on their size. This ranges from multi-use spaces in villages to large dedicated 

venues in cities and large towns. Both the population size and existing infrastructure were taken into 

account in the selection process for ACCESS II. 

The primary focus of the scheme was the refurbishment and enhancement of existing arts and culture 

facilities. 70% of projects awarded funding were refurbishments or enhancements to operational 

facilities. The provision of this funding was intended to increase awareness of facilities, as well as 
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increase audience sizes in communities. This was broadly in line with the commitment made under 

the Programme for Government 2007-2012 to broaden and deepen participation in the arts. 

1.3. ACCESS II Timeline 

The scheme was advertised in August 2006 with a closing date for applications of 17th November 2006. 

Table 1.1 below shows the scheme timeline. 

Table 1.1 – Timeline 

Date Activity 

June 2006 Scheme sanctioned by the Department of Finance 

August 2006 Advertisement 

November 2006 Closing date for applications 

December 2006 First meeting of the Selection Committee 

March 2007 
Selection Committee reports to the Minister with a list of projects 

recommended for funding of €22m in total 

May 2007 
The funding available for the scheme was increased to €32m and grant offers 

issued 

March 2008 
Funding available was increased by another €10m and thirteen additional 

projects were awarded grants, bringing total allocated to €42m 

2010-2011 Four grants formally withdrawn 

December 2016 Nine grants formally withdrawn 

 

The applications were assessed by a Selection Committee9, with a secretariat provided by D/CHG. 

Under the scheme, the committee recommended funding for projects up to a total value of €22m. 

Given the significant level of demand, an additional €12m was made available, bringing the total 

funding allocation to €32m, with 62 projects awarded grants in 2007. The committee also compiled a 

reserve list of 15 projects which it believed should be supported in the event that further funding 

became available. In 2008, the budget allocation was increased by €10m and 13 additional projects 

from the reserve list were approved. Therefore, a total of 75 projects were funded under ACCESS II, 

equating to a total funding commitment of €42.8 million. 

A number of grants were topped up or withdrawn over the lifetime of the scheme, and so a total of 

just over €33.4 million had been paid out as of June 2019, while a further €5.5 million remains 

committed to five active projects (listed in Appendix 3), bringing the total projected cost to D/CHG to 

just under €39 million. This means that the total scheme spend is projected to be less than the €42.8 

million that was originally envisaged. 

1.4.  Structure of the Post-Project Review 

The aim of the review at hand is to determine the following: 

 Was the basis on which the ACCESS II scheme was undertaken justified? 

 Did the expected benefits and outcomes of the scheme materialise? 

 Did the planned outcomes represent an appropriate response to actual public needs? 

                                                           
9 Committee Members: John Fitzgerald (retired Dublin City Manager), John O’Kane (Arts Council Arts Programme Director), 
Michael O’Doherty (retired OPW Architect) and Paul Bates (Assistant Secretary, Department of Arts, Sport and Tourism). 
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 Were the appraisal and management procedures adopted satisfactory? 

 Can conclusions be drawn which are applicable to other projects or to associated policies? 

 
Chapter 2 outlines the methodology adopted for the review and summarises the literature review 

conducted as part of the evaluation of ACCESS II. Chapters 3-5 examine the operation of the selection 

process, scheme management and outcomes. The final chapter concludes the evaluation and provides 

a set of recommendations to be applied to future capital funding schemes. 
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Chapter 2: Methodology and Limitations 

2.1. Value for Money  

Ensuring value for money for public investment is the primary objective of the Public Spending Code, 

which emphasises the importance of employing good review and evaluation practices at all stages of 

the expenditure life cycle. This includes mid-term and ex-post evaluations. While the code emphasises 

analyses of the economic costs and benefits of policy and investment decisions, it recognises that 

there may also be social, cultural or other public policy considerations which inform the decision-

making process. This is especially relevant when assessing the value added by cultural infrastructure 

as the effects of capital investment in the arts are multi-layered and offer potential for a range of 

positive externalities. 

2.2. Research Methodology 

The Programme Logic Model, as recommended by the public spending code, was adapted and applied 

to this examination of the ACCESS II scheme. In turn, this review examines the following data: 

 Review of ACCESS II scheme in relation to the Government's Regional Arts Strategy included 

as part of the National Development Plan 2007-2013; 

 International literature review of comparable capital funding programmes; 

 Funding applications; 

 Assessment criteria and selection of awardees; 

 Two surveys of a sample of organisations funded under ACCESS II. – see Appendix 6 for the 

survey methodology and questions asked; 

 Stakeholder interviews; 

 Outputs and outcomes relative to the original grant applications. 

This data was then analysed, with a view to delivering on the following research activities:  

 Developing a logic model to guide the evaluation of the scheme;  

 Assessing the efficiency, effectiveness and impact of the State’s investment in projects; and 

 Identifying any learnings which may be used to improve D/CHG’s appraisal, management and 

delivery of capital projects in future. 

2.3. Programme Logic Model 

The model provides for the study of inputs, activities, outputs and impacts from which to reach 

conclusions as to the continued rationale for, efficiency and effectiveness of, and long-term socio-

economic impacts of the State’s investment in the ACCESS II scheme. The application of the 

Programme Logic Model to ACCESS II is shown at Figure 2. The individual elements to be examined, 

along with relevant research questions, are set out in the methodological framework table at 

Appendix 5. The scheme’s objectives were identified by the review of the scheme documentation and 

relevant policy documents (detailed below). The inputs, activities and outputs were established during 

the research phase of the review. 

This report analysed the outputs of the ACCESS II scheme and the recommendations contained in this 

report apply to all grants funded under subhead A7 Cultural Infrastructure, apart from those applied 
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to the National Cultural Institutions10 which are mainly delivered by the OPW and managed under a 

separate grant framework in the Department. Such grants will be referred to as "non-NCI Cultural 

Infrastructure" in this report. 

Figure 2 – Applying the Programme Logic Model 

Scheme Objective 1 

Address gaps in existing service 

provision 

Scheme Objective 2 

Promote social inclusion 

Scheme Objective 3 

Foster balanced regional 

development 

Inputs Activities Outputs 

Selection Committee Application process  Direct and indirect economic 

impacts 

D/CHG Staff resources Evaluation and selection of projects Objective 1 

Expert advice Distribution of grants New facilities built 

Increased use of existing 

facilities following 

improvements 

Grant funding Project oversight 

  Objective 2 

Increased visitor numbers in 

refurbished and enhanced 

facilities 

Accessibility upgrades 

Objective 3 

Geographical distribution of 

projects aligned with National 

Spatial Strategy 

2.4. Surveys  

The ACCESS II programme did not provide for the routine collection of data and performance metrics 

from grantees which would have provided metrics to enable the outputs and performance of the 

scheme to be measured. Performance indicators and reporting obligations should be included in all 

future grant schemes and annual data collection should form part of the policy cycle, while reported 

outputs and ongoing monitoring should enable the measurement of the success of future grant 

schemes. The engagement of line divisions with grantees is a missed opportunity for the collection of 

valuable metrics to analyse the impact of funding programmes and policies. The Evaluation Unit will 

                                                           
10 As defined in the National Cultural Institutions Act, 1997. 
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work with the AFI Unit to devise appropriate performance metrics and to agree the manner of 

collection and collation of the data. 

Given the lack of available metrics, this review was, by necessity, more process-oriented than 

outcome-led. To overcome this lack of data, two surveys of projects funded under the scheme were 

conducted in August 2019 in order to provide greater insight into the efficiency and effectiveness with 

which the scheme was delivered. The first of these (Survey A) was distributed amongst a sample of 

completed projects funded under ACCESS II, while a second survey (Survey B) was distributed to the 

ongoing projects. The surveys were designed to capture project promoters’ perspectives on the 

success of the scheme in achieving its stated aims, as well as to collect data on project outcomes in 

terms of, inter alia, audience numbers and changes in employment. However, given the passage of 

time since the grants were awarded, caution must be taken in interpreting the results of the surveys. 

The survey questions were developed based on this review’s research questions (see Appendix 5) and 

to take lessons learned from existing stakeholder surveys in the arts and culture sector into account. 

Survey A contained a total of 29 questions divided into seven broad sections:  

 Organisation Details 

 Application Process 

 Project Management 

 Project Outcomes 

 Economic Impact 

 Strategic Partnerships & Sustainability 

 Additional comments.  

 

Survey B contained a total of 16 questions divided into the following sections:  

 Organisation Details 

 Application Process 

 Project Management 

 Additional comments 

 

For Survey A, a sample of 20 – out of a total of 57 projects – was selected using a purposive sampling 

technique, while four organisations were contacted to respond to Survey B. Full details of the survey 

questions and methodology can be found in Appendix 6. For Survey B, all five ongoing projects were 

surveyed.  

2.5. Limitations of the methodology 

The proposed approach takes into account a number of factors to assess the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the programme which are dependent on the availability of relevant statistics and data. 

In particular, an accurate database of the total project costs was not maintained over the lifetime of 

the scheme. This made it difficult to draw firm conclusions about the impact of the percentage of total 

project costs funded by D/CHG. 

A sample of completed projects was selected for Survey A. The reviewers made every effort to ensure 

the sampling was conducted in a balanced way, taking into account the regional distribution, size of 

grant and type of project so that the sample is as representative as possible. 
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Conducting Survey A twelve years after the initial grant application has a number of drawbacks, as 

outlined in Appendix 6. Routine data collection during the course of the project or immediately after 

completion would enhance the accuracy of the evaluation process. 

Benchmarking to similar schemes can be a useful tool, but only if the comparators are used to produce 

individual recommendations and are assessed for their applicability to the original policy context. For 

this reason, international comparators are used to suggest elements of best practice that require 

translation to the Irish context.  

Measuring cultural value presents significant challenges to evaluators; the total impact of cultural 

infrastructure is greater than the additional turnover and asset value associated with a given project. 

Facilities that already exist are non-substitutable, which should be taken into account in evaluating 

the impact of a refurbishment or enhancement. These challenges are addressed in Chapter 5. 

This review examined ACCESS II as a scheme in isolation, and developed recommendations based on 

the practices in place in 2007. There have been developments in the management of similar grants by 

the Department in the intervening years. In the final chapter, the current practises of D/CHG are 

shown to reflect a number of this report’s recommendations – see Table 6.1. 

2.6. Literature Review – Comparable Schemes 

The following schemes have been identified as national or international comparators of the ACCESS II 

scheme, and provide examples of best practice. Table 2.1 compares the schemes and highlights their 

relative strengths and weaknesses. Further details on these schemes can be found in Appendix 4. The 

analysis of these schemes informed a series of recommendations for future funding schemes, as 

discussed below. 

2.6.1. Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport (D/TTAS): Sports Capital 

Programme and Large Scale Sport Infrastructure Fund 

The most directly comparable scheme is the Sports Capital Programme (SCP) which has been running 

successfully for the past two decades. Funding is based on a per capita distribution by county as well 

as on points awarded during the assessment process. 

Sports capital funding is now divided into two separate strands for large and small (over/under 

€300,000) grants. Given the extended time-scales for large projects, this represents good practice in 

the provision of capital funding. The Large Scale Sport Infrastructure Fund (LSSIF) was initiated in 2018. 

The LSSIF has a streamed application process that allows funding to be released in stages, giving 

D/TTAS control over the sequencing of projects and input into their design phase. 

2.6.2. Arts Queensland: Arts Infrastructure Fund 

The Arts Infrastructure Fund (AIF) was a funding scheme designed to provide capital funding of up to 

$50,000 for arts organisations in Queensland, Australia. The funding is limited to organisations that 

have previously been awarded grants from the equivalent of the Arts Council (Arts Queensland). 

 

http://www.dttas.ie/sites/default/files/publications/sport/english/sports-capital-programme-2017-review/review-2017-sports-capital-programme.pdf
http://www.dttas.ie/sites/default/files/publications/sport/english/sports-capital-programme-2017-review/review-2017-sports-capital-programme.pdf
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2.6.3. New Zealand Government: Regional Culture and Heritage Fund 

The New Zealand Government’s role in supporting arts infrastructure is to offer funding of last resort. 

Applicants must demonstrate that they have tried and failed to achieve total project funding 

elsewhere before applying to the Regional Culture and Heritage Fund (RCHF). The RCHF’s primary 

focus is to support capital projects outside the main urban centres to support the creation of a network 

of arts, cultural and heritage facilities throughout New Zealand.  

Table 2.1 - Side-by-Side Comparisons of Funding Schemes 

Scheme SCP LSSIF AIF RCHF ACCESS II 

Funding 

Level 

Up to 95% 

(70% in the 

case of LA) 

Up to 70% Up to 50%  Up to 33%  Up to 70%  

Grant Size Local: Up to 

€150,000 

National: Up 

to €300,000 

€300,000-30 

million 

Up to $50,000 

(€30,000) 

No limit €20,000-2 

million 

Granting 

Authority 

Government 

Department 

Government 

Department 

Arts Council Government 

Department 

Government 

Department 

Applicant 

Criteria 

Voluntary and 

community 

organisations, 

sport national 

governing 

bodies (NGBs), 

local 

authorities, 

ETBs and 

schools. 

NGBs (Joint 

applications 

involving 

more than 

one 

organisation 

are 

encouraged). 

Not-for-profit 

arts 

organisations 

that have been 

approved to 

receive Arts 

Queensland 

investment 

since 2015. 

Councils, 

Post‐ 

Settlement 

Entities, 

Charitable 

Trusts, non-

profits. 

Applicants 

required to 

demonstrate 

an 

appropriate 

management 

capacity and 

evidence of 

matched 

funding. 

Project 

Criteria 

Capital 

projects that 

are clearly 

sporting in 

nature and 

that will 

increase 

participation in 

sport or 

improve 

performance. 

 

Large-Scale 
capital 
projects that 
reinforce the 
principles 

outlined in 

the National 

Sports Policy. 

Projects must 

meet the 

needs of 

artists, arts 

and cultural 

workers and 

the 

community. 

Capital 

works at 

performing 

arts venues, 

museums, 

galleries, 

exhibition 

spaces. 

 

Capital 

projects with 

a clearly 

defined arts 

and cultural 

aspect.  
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Other 

Criteria 

All gyms 

funded by the 

programme 

must have 

accessible gym 

equipment. 

Projects need 

to be aligned 

with NPF/PI 

2040 

priorities. 

 

Evidence 

required to 

show how and 

increases to 

operating 

costs will be 

met and 

demonstrate 

project 

management 

capability. 

Shortfall 

funder of last 

resort. 

Financial 

projections 

for running 

costs 

required. 

All facilities 

must be 

universally 

accessible, 

both in terms 

of general 

access and 

participation. 

Transparency Points-based 

system to 

allocate 

funding based 

on application 

and regional 

distribution, 

published 

alongside 

application 

guide. 

Formal 

appeals 

process. 

State-Aid 

conditions 

included in 

scheme 

outline. 

Reporting form 

supplied with 

application 

form, to be 

submitted 

within 50 days 

of project 

completion. 

Information 

relating to 

the 

applicant, 

the 

organisation 

and the 

project can 

be 

published. 

An obligation 

to provide the 

Arts Council 

with the 

information to 

facilitate the 

evaluation of 

outcomes of 

the grant aid 

expenditure. 

Timeline Annual 

funding 

stream. 

Stream 1: 

Within 18 

months. 

Stream 2: 

Arranged on 

an individual 

basis. 

Building to 

commence 

within 6 

months. 

Arranged on 

an individual 

basis. 

Work to be 

started within 

12 months, 

otherwise 

funds may be 

withdrawn. 

Application 

Support 

Seminars, 

webinars and 

advice. 

2 stage 

process, 

advice 

Translation/ 

interpretation 

support, 

application 

advice. 

N/A Advice for 

applicants on 

request. 

Review 

Process 

Annual 

reviews and 

Periodic post-

project 

N/A N/A Monitoring by 

the D/CHG, 
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periodic post-

project 

reviews by 

D/TTAS. 

reviews by 

D/TTAS and 

C&AG audits. 

post-project 

review. 

2.6.4. Benchmarking  

In general, the ACCESS II programme compares well with the benchmarks identified. Areas for 

improvement which should be incorporated in future arts funding schemes include: 

1. Transparency around the reporting obligations arising from the receipt of funding.  

 

2. A higher evidence threshold for partnership organisations and the ongoing running costs 

associated with the improved/new facilities. The Public Spending Code provides guidelines for the 

creation of a business case which could be incorporated into the application process for any large 

capital grants. 

 

3. Applicants should be required to demonstrate project management capability to ensure that 

projects are completed within the allotted time limits. 

 

4. The separation and streaming of large and small grants to reflect the difference in time-scales 

required for the projects should be considered. 

 

5. Increased application support in the form of FAQs and documents on D/CHG’s website, seminars 

and webinars could be made available for future rounds of funding.  

 

These elements of best practise in the provision of capital funding are developed further in the 

recommendations section in the final chapter of this report.  
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Chapter 3: Inputs - Selection Process 

This chapter reviews the selection process that led to the funding awards. This first step in the 

selection process was conducted by D/CHG staff who assessed if the 156 applications11 were eligible 

under the scheme’s guidelines. Eligible applications were then forwarded to a selection committee, 

who assessed the projects based on pre-determined terms of reference, as discussed below. The 

Selection Committee first met in December 2006 and issued their final report in March 2007.  

3.1. Selection Criteria 

Applications were divided into three categories: (1) New Builds, (2) Refurbishments, and (3) 

Enhancements. 

The Selection Committee evaluated the projects based on the following criteria: 

 Local Impact — impact on other similar facilities in the relevant catchment area. 

 Finance — that the project would be in a position to achieve self-financing status in future. 

 Strategic Compatibility— that the project would be compatible with the National Spatial 

Strategy, or with objectives of other Government policies, including the Arts Council’s 

strategy, Partnership for the Arts. 

 Need — address a gap in provision, or address a proven need, within the relevant area. 

Design12 — adhere to high standards in building design.  

This review found that the policy objectives of the ACCESS II scheme were broad with just four over-

arching criteria for scoring the projects, i.e. increase access, financing, sustainability and 

enhancement. A more defined policy with clear measurable objectives would have allowed for the 

development of appropriate performance metrics which would have allowed for a more thorough 

economic assessment of the outputs and outcomes of the scheme. It is recommended that detailed 

strategic objectives be provided for when developing policies and funding programmes which adhere 

to SMART13 criteria to allow for evidence-based post project reviews. Scores were assigned to the 

applications as detailed in the scoring matrix below: 

Table 3.1 – Scoring Matrix 

Criteria Detail Marks Available 

Access/Participation 

The extent to which the application addressed a gap in 

provision, or a proven need, within the relevant area.  

 

Improving and extending access to, or participation in, 

the arts within the catchment area of the relevant 

facility. 

30 

                                                           
11 In the first ACCESS scheme, this step was undertaken by external consultants; bringing this process in-house represented 
savings of both cost and time.   
12 Projects in the refurbishment category were not assessed on design as the works involved were mainly to the interior of 
existing buildings. 
13 SMART criteria: Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant and Time-Bound 
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Financing 

The contribution to the financial viability of the relevant 

facility, and the capacity of the facility to be self-

financing into the future. 

30 

Sustainability 

Compatibility with the National Spatial Strategy, or with 

objectives of other Government policies, including the 

Arts Council's strategy, 'Partnership for Arts'. 

 

Impact on other similar facilities in the relevant 

catchment area. 

10 

Enhancement 

The addition of a new dimension or improving the 

capability of the facility to stage or support arts activities, 

or improving facilities and workspaces for artists. 

10 

Design Adherence to high standards in building design. 20 

TOTAL  100 

 

3.2. Funding Recommendations 

The selection committee recommended €22m in funding for 61 applicants. In the event, the Minister 

at the time awarded a total of €32 million to 63 of the recommended projects in May 2007. In 2008 

an additional €10 million was secured. It was used mainly to increase the number of projects (14 

reserve projects were chosen from the selection committee report) funded rather than increasing the 

size of the grants already assigned. The selection committee report highlighted the fact that funding 

allocations were lower than requested and that additional funds should be used to increase the level 

of grants, especially in the New Build category. The impact of the increase in the number of projects, 

rather than the percentage of funding assigned to each project, on the overall completion rate is 

discussed in Chapter 4. 

 

3.3. Regional Distribution 

Applications were received from all 26 counties and were considered region by region at the Selection 

Committee meetings to ensure a balance was achieved in the final selection. The projects chosen for 

funding are balanced roughly proportionately to the number of applications received from each 

province, as illustrated in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 – Applications and allocations by region 

Region % of allocations % of applications % population14 

Ulster 11 8 6 

Connaught 13 15 12 

Munster 33 33 28 

Leinster (excl. Dublin) 24 25 26 

Dublin 19 19 28 

The distribution of projects reflects the overall national strategy of supporting development outside 

of Dublin. The selection committee’s report states that the Government’s National Spatial Strategy 

                                                           
14 Total Population = 4.2 million, Census 2006. 
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influenced their recommendations. The areas targeted in the National Spatial Strategy 2002-2020 

informed the Selection Committee’s decisions in relation to the geographic spread of projects. Funding 

was provided to projects in three out of the four gateways identified in the NSS. Out of nine hubs, only 

Tuam and Mallow did not have a project approved. Since there were no project submissions from 

either of these towns, and projects in Cork and Galway were approved, it is considered that the 

allocation of funding reflects the priorities laid out in the NSS 2002-2020. 

This approach is aligned with successive government’s priorities of fostering regional development. 

This has been a pillar of national spatial planning for the past number of decades and forms part of 

the Government’s current Project Ireland 2040 National Planning Framework. Map 1 illustrates the 

geographical spread of projects completed under ACCESS II to date. 

Map 1 – Geographical spread of projects completed under ACCESS II to date 
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3.4. Applicant Experience   

In order to assess the scheme from the perspective of the grantees, Surveys A and B collected data on 

the application experience from projects that were funded under ACCESS II.15 Due to the significant 

time which had passed between the completion of projects and the distribution of the survey, a 

significant proportion of respondents were not in a position to answer questions which asked them to 

comment on the application process and so chose the ‘Don’t Know’ option. Furthermore, it is 

noteworthy that even if the respondent had personally completed the application form for ACCESS II 

on behalf of their organisation, the amount of time that had passed since the application made it 

difficult for respondents to provide an accurate response. 

The majority of respondents understood the eligibility and conditions for the payment of funding well, 

however there was less clarity around the criteria used to assess applications. The results of the survey 

suggest that the application form could be made easier to complete, with only 9% of respondents 

finding the application form ‘very easy’ to complete, 8% finding it ‘easy’, and 83% remaining ‘neutral’ 

on the completion of the application form. 

The majority of respondents claimed to receive a timely response from their designated D/CHG Case 

Officer to queries, as shown in Chart 3.1. This represents a positive finding for D/CHG staff, and 

demonstrates that they are engaged and offering a high-quality service to the public. 

Chart 3.1 – Feedback on Case Officer Responses 

 

  

                                                           
15 For questions on applicant experience, the results of Surveys A and B are combined, bringing the total number 
of responses to 19. 

29%

57%

14%

RECEIVED A TIMELY RESPONSE FROM DESIGNATED 
CASE OFFICER FROM D/CHG (EXCLUDING DON'T 

KNOW)

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree
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Chapter 4: Activities - Scheme Management 

4.1. Grant Management Procedures 

The grants, once allocated, were managed centrally by D/CHG’s Arts, Film & Investment (AFI) Unit.  

Table 4.1 – Grant Management Process 

Step 1 A detailed letter of offer was sent to each grantee setting out the terms and conditions of 

the grant aid. The grantee was required to accept the offer within 10 working days. 

Step 2 A designated case officer was assigned to each project and served as the point of contact 

for the grantee throughout the lifetime of the project. 

Step 3 If required, a tendering report was sought in relation to the tendering procedure used by 

the grantee. These were checked for compliance with public procurement rules. 

Step 4 Planning permission details were sought from the grantee, if applicable. 

Step 5 A consultant architect was engaged by D/CHG to assess the design and specifications of 

projects which included building works and to monitor their progress. D/CHG's consultant 

architect made a number of site visits to such projects and provided reports and clearance 

to D/CHG prior to the payment of grant aid. 

Step 6 All payments were made in arrears and on eligible expenditure at a set grant rate. For 

example, if the grant was intended to cover 30% of the total project costs, 30% of each 

invoice was reimbursed by D/CHG. 

Step 7 Before the final payments were issued, documentation was required to verify that the 

works had been completed. 

4.2. Grant Distribution 

Chart 4.1 illustrates the drawdown of grants from 2007 to 2019. As would be expected, the bulk of 

the funding was distributed in the first 3 years of the scheme’s operation, with a peak of just over 

€12m in 2009. The total paid line shows 2 peaks, one in 2009 and a smaller one in 2017. This can be 

explained by dividing the grants into two categories: New builds and Refurbishments/Enhancements. 

New build projects took longer to complete, with 50% being either still active or having had their 

funding withdrawn. In general, the Refurbishment/Enhancement projects drew down their funds at 

an earlier stage. 

The funding distribution is aligned with the completion rate of projects (as shown in Chart 5.1 in the 

next chapter). The spike in 2017/18 follows a review of outstanding projects conducted in 2016 that 

resulted in the withdrawal of a number of grants as well as payments to ensure completion of one 

particular project (the Pálás cinema project in Galway), as discussed in Box 1 at the end of this chapter. 
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Chart 4.1 – Funding Drawdown Timeline 

 
 
In 2016, D/CHG reassessed its outstanding grants and a decision was reached to withdraw nine grants. 

The reasons for these grant withdrawals are presented in Appendix 2. The withdrawal of these grants 

did not occur until a number of years after the sunset clauses were to take effect (2010-2012). It is 

concluded that the operation of sunset clauses needs to be more timely in order for them to provide 

an effective incentive to grantees to comply fully with draw down conditions. 

4.3. Project Completion 

To date, 57 projects have been completed, thirteen have been withdrawn and five remain active. Chart 

4.2 shows the percentage and type of projects completed annually since 2007. The first new build 

project was completed in 2013, by which time 53 refurbishment or enhancement projects had been 

completed. 

Chart 4.2 – Project Completion Timeline 
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11% (8) of projects funded and only 7% (4) of projects completed were new builds. This further 

demonstrates the difference in completion rates between the two broad categories of projects. The 

efficiency of the grants, as measured by the time it took to complete the projects, diverges significantly 

for new-builds (see Chart 4.2). For this reason, this report examines these types of grants separately 

(see Box 1). 

Results from Survey A (completed projects) suggest that there are significant differences in completion 

rates associated with the complexity of the project (New Builds are generally the most complex, 

followed by Enhancements) and those projects which used the services of a professional project 

manager. Table 4.3 shows the mean completion time for these categories of projects: 

Table 4.3 - Mean Project Duration 

Group Mean Duration (months) 

Sample (16) 46 

Projects with a professional Project Manager (8) 40 

Projects without a professional Project Manager (8) 52 

New build projects (2) 65 

Enhancement projects (5) 49 

Refurbishment projects (9) 40 

4.4. Project Duration 

One factor which contributed to the slow rate of drawdown was the difficulty in obtaining matching 

funding caused by the financial crash in 2008 and subsequent recession. While Departmental funds 

were available, some applicants experienced the withdrawal of funding from other sources or were 

forced to reconsider investment in response to overall budgetary cuts. 

This had a large impact on the overall efficiency of the scheme. Given that the original scope of the 

scheme envisaged a two year timeline and five projects have yet to finish their draw-down of funds, 

the scheme as a whole cannot be seen to have operated as efficiently as desired, as it relates to new 

build projects. However, of the successful projects, 58% were completed by 2010 and 85% were 

completed by 2012. This demonstrates that, despite the difficult financial climate, efforts made to 

keep the projects on track were worthwhile. 

Another factor which slowed down the rate of grant uptake was that the level of grant funding 

approved was often far below the amount initially sought. This meant that plans had to be reimagined, 

leading to delays in the contract process. The duration of projects was proportional to the size of the 

grant, with larger grants taking longer to draw down as the complexity of the projects involved made 

the process longer. The decision to approve extra projects rather than offer higher levels of funding 

to the top tier projects contributed to the length of time it took to deliver these projects, although a 

high total project cost was a more significant cause of delays. 

Those projects where a professional project manager was employed took the shortest length of time 

to complete at 40 months as compared with 52 months on average for projects without a project 

manager. This review recommends the use of a professional project manager for all new builds and 

large-scale enhancement projects (over €300,000) requiring construction to minimise risk for the 

exchequer. In this context, a ‘Project Manager’ is to be understood as a construction professional, e.g. 
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architect, quantity surveyor, or engineer; or an individual with a recognised project management 

qualification. Consideration should also be given to requiring the use of the Capital Works 

Management Framework, where appropriate, to provide a structure for the governance of projects. 

In addition, the update to the Public Spending Code – Guide to Evaluating, Planning and Managing 

Public Investment – should be used to frame project management requirements for the arts capital 

schemes. 

4.5. Administration Costs 

The administration costs for the scheme represented approximately 3.4% of the total scheme spend 

of €39 million. This can be broken down as follows: 

Table 4.2 – Administration Costs – 2006-2019 

Category Cost Estimate Details 

Staff Costs16 €1.1 million 
Team (PO, AP, HEO, 2 EOs, CO) working on ACCESS II 

alongside other projects 2006-2019 

Advertising €49,673 Advertising in national and regional newspapers 

Translation €466 Application forms and supporting material 

Printing €4,817 Application forms and guidelines in Irish and English 

Architects €200,580 8 Architects contracted to complete Step 7 in table 4.1 

Total Costs €1.35 million Approximately €18,000 per grant awarded 

4.6. Additional Project funding 

72% of completed projects were completed within or under budget. 16 projects (28%) received funds 

in addition to their original grant approval. Table 4.4 below illustrates that the majority (62.5%) of the 

additional funds assigned to projects was less than 10%. 

Table 4.4 - Additional Project Funding 

Percentage Additional 

Funding Required 

No. of Projects % of Projects Granted 

Additional Funding 

0-10% 10 62.50% 

11-40% 3 18.75% 

Over 50% 3 18.75% 

The total additional allocation of funds to these projects was €7.7 million or just under 20% of the 

total scheme spend. The additional funding to these projects was provided from the €11 million 

                                                           
16 Staff costs calculated based on the formula in Public Spending Code Section E-01, Calculation of Staff Costs, applied to time 
and staff numbers reported by the AFI Unit. 
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withdrawn from projects that were either completed under budget or not completed. Therefore, any 

funding increases to projects were funded from within the overall scheme allocation. 

One finding that emerged from an analysis of additional funding provision was that the projects 

completed within or under budget tended to have been awarded a higher percentage of the total 

funding required for the project from the outset. Chart 4.3 illustrates this relationship between the 

percentage of overall funding provided and successful completion on or under budget.17 Another 

trend evident here is that the lower budget projects were more likely to be completed on or under 

budget than the high-value awards. This shows that the most successful interventions tended to be 

low-value awards funded at, or close to, the percentage sought by the grant applicants. Box 1 

discusses a project with a higher requirement for additional funding, namely the Pálás cinema project 

in Galway. 

Chart 4.3 - Percentage Funding Impacts 

 
 

 

                                                           
17 Two outliers have been removed for ease of illustration. These are the projects with the highest requirements for 
additional funding, and one of them, Pálás, is dealt with in Box 1. 
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Box 1 – Case Study: Pálás, Galway 

D/CHG undertook a post project review of the Pálás cinema project in Galway which was funded 

under ACCESS II. This separate, project-specific review was undertaken to examine the particular 

issues faced by new build projects funded under ACCESS II. Of the eight new build projects granted 

funding, one did not ultimately proceed, four have been completed, and three are ongoing. This 

box presents a summary of the findings of the Pálás review, with a focus on the recommendations 

that are applicable to large-scale and new build projects in general. 

In 2006, Solas applied for a grant of €4m for the construction of an art-house cinema in Galway 

estimated to cost €4.3m, and in April 2007 were awarded a grant of €2m, i.e. 50% of their request 

and 33% of the estimated cost of the building.  

The final cost to D/CHG was €4,268,487 and the project took almost eleven years to complete. The 

cost increases were as a result of a number of issues which arose on the project including: 

 The house adjoining the site becoming unstable, which had to be demolished and rebuilt. 

 The contractor resigning due to project delays and ultimately going into liquidation.  

 Three separate phases of works required instead of one as initially planned. 

 Two periods where the site was closed for extended periods, a 3-year delay between 
2011-2014 and a further 2-year delay between 2015 and 2017. 

 A change in project promoter after Solas was unable to complete the cinema. 

The review concluded that the main problems with the project arose from the fact that the project 

promoter did not have the requisite experience to manage a project as complex as Pálás, and that 

while D/CHG adhered at all stages to the grant funding processes in place at the time, it was 

considered that these were not sufficiently robust in terms of business case appraisal and project 

oversight mechanisms for large capital projects. 

The report recommends that a different grant management framework is applied to large-scale and 

new build projects. Table A provides a summary of the recommendations that inform 

Recommendations 11-15 in Chapter 6 of this report:   

Table A  - Summary Recommendations 

1. All large capital projects where the State bears the majority of the risk should be 
conducted, where possible, on the basis of a strategic partnership with either a local 
authority or, in exceptional cases, with an organisation with a proven delivery capacity.  

2. Large-scale enhancement and new builds could be managed separately from small 
refurbishment grants, using bespoke appraisal, analysis and project-oversight 
mechanisms.  

3. Training in business case appraisal and public spending code should be made mandatory 
for all staff involved in appraising grants.   

4. The Department should seek undertaking from all project promoters that cost variations 
will not fall to be paid by the Department. 

5. The Department should ensure that matched funding is in place prior to grant award and 
no marks should be given in an assessment for predicted fundraising or loans which will be 
used for matched funding. 

6. The practice of paying capital grants in arrears should be continued to best protect the 
exchequer from liability for unapproved expenditure. 

7. Professional project managers should be a requirement for all large capital projects and 
any new build projects where an asset is being created. 
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Chapter 5: Outputs - Project Outcomes 

5.1. Measuring Outputs 

One of the key challenges in providing effective funding to cultural organisations is measuring the total 

impact of facilities. The context of the cultural space needs to be taken into account as the existence 

of dedicated cultural infrastructure has a multiplier effect. Where cultural spaces exist, a creative 

community can flourish.  

 

Initiatives supported by cultural infrastructure are part of a larger eco-system, as highlighted in M. 

Sharon Jeannotte’s (2008) paper “Shared spaces: Social and economic returns on investment in 

cultural infrastructure”. This paper points to the concentration of artists around cultural centres. The 

impact of individual infrastructure projects is hard to disentangle from the general environment and 

usually the impacts are long-term.  

Similarly, Hoegh-Guldberg notes in his paper “Cultural Capital as an Independent Economic Force” 

that: 

“Cultural ambience and other intangible cultural capital have an independent influence on 

future economic sustainability and growth which cannot be explained by technological and 

educational advances.”  

His theory of economic cultural capital, as opposed to the sociological definition of cultural capital, 

emphasises the importance of cultural structures as tangible assets that are not easily substituted. He 

asserts that traditional economic models undervalue cultural spaces and that policy-makers should 

factor in what he refers to as the “substitutability” of iconic cultural spaces when measuring their 

value or impact. The existence of cultural structures adds to the sustainability of communities, by 

creating a vibrant social space and attracting artists and creators. 

This is borne out in the findings from the Review of Arts Centres and Venues report, prepared for the 

Arts Council and the County and City Management Association. One survey respondent remarked that: 

“Belonging to a creative community is important for artists, who often work in isolation, and 

also for management, technical, marketing and administrative staff alike. Most people who 

pursue a career in the arts are motivated by the desire to support or contribute to the making 

of work which will in turn be part of a meaningful experience for the public.” 

 

As previously stated, no performance indicators were developed or monitored for the ACCESS II 

programme. This had made it difficult to accurately assess the outcomes of the scheme.  To ameliorate 

this problem, the Evaluation Unit carried out two surveys of ACCESS II grantees to gather data on the 

outputs of the scheme (see appendix 6 for full details). It is critical that non-NCI Cultural Infrastructure 

grants have built in performance metrics in advance and that a methodology to provide for the 

collection, collation and dissemination of those metrics is established to measure outcomes of 

programmes and feed into future policy objectives. 

 

The outputs of ACCESS II are assessed below by examining the total number of projects completed 

and some of the impacts these projects have had on their cultural ecosystem. The outputs were 
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divided into categories, based on the stated aims of ACCESS II: Sustainability, Economic (direct and 

indirect), Social inclusion, and Participation. 

5.2. Sustainability 

Ireland has an impressive nationwide infrastructure of arts and culture facilities. Most of this is 

operated or owned by our 31 local authorities. The facilities, incorporating art galleries, museums, 

theatres and performance spaces, were financed in large part by capital grants from the relevant local 

authorities and/or D/CHG. Good quality infrastructure is essential to enable arts and cultural centres 

to maintain a high-quality programme of shows, educational work, participation and outreach. If 

buildings are left to deteriorate and, equipment is not kept up to date, this has a negative impact on 

the overall appeal of arts centres and on their ability to retain and attract audiences. Operational costs 

can also be reduced by appropriate and targeted capital investment, for example, through improving 

energy and operational efficiency. 

A recent Review of Arts Centres and Venues, conducted on behalf of the Arts Council and the City and 
County Manager’s Association (CCMA), highlights the challenges faced by arts venues in running their 
venues. The lack of continuity or clarity around the provision of funding was identified as a barrier to 
adequate forward planning by the organisations running arts venues. According to the venue survey, 
performance spaces are considered the best in terms of quality, while non-public and exterior spaces 
are rated relatively poorly. 55% of respondents did not have a regular planned programme for 
investment and strategic and capital investments are made on an ad hoc basis.  
 
A number of issues around the ongoing feasibility of the venues were identified. Some of the concerns 
raised are especially relevant in the context of a new round of capital funding:  
 

 Venue managers find funding applications too complex and uncertainty around the availability of 

capital funding impacts on their ability to make use of the funds available to them. 

 Both local authorities and venues themselves identified a need for professional and creative (e.g. 

artists in residence) staff to improve the quality and sustainability of the venues. 

 Greater alignment between capital and current funding would result in better use of the facilities 

and, thus, the availability of current funding should be assessed when awarding capital grants. 

 
One of the organisations surveyed for this report summed up the challenges faced in meeting their 
capital funding needs: “We generate 100% of our running costs but would be unable to cover small 
capital spending on ongoing upgrading which is a constant in such a busy venue.” Overall, 63% of 
survey respondents believe that their current level of funding is inadequate, as can be seen Chart 5.1 
below: 
 

The results of these two surveys demonstrate that there is a need to provide certainty around the 

future availability of capital funding and to make the application process simpler and more user-

friendly. The long-term sustainability of the projects funded by D/CHG is an essential component of 

the value of the investments made under ACCESS II and needs to be safeguarded to ensure value for 

money. D/CHG has invested over €165m in cultural infrastructure through its various grant schemes 

over the past decade, securing this investment for the long-term is important. 
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Chart 5.1 – Funding Concerns 

 

D/CHG has shifted emphasis away from the construction of new facilities towards securing and 

maintaining existing infrastructure. In line with this approach, the County and City Management 

Association, in collaboration with the Arts Council, have reviewed the nationwide infrastructure of 

venues and arts centres in order to develop a co-ordinated, spatially-informed strategy to support and 

develop infrastructure for the arts. This process has resulted in the Arts Centre Policy and Strategy 

2019, which has designated 24 venues nationwide as "arts centres". This review considers that in order 

to secure D/CHG’s investment to date in cultural facilities, consideration should be given to a 

dedicated funding stream for these facilities which are supported by the Arts Council and the Local 

Authorities as strategic infrastructure. This would ensure coherence between D/CHG’s capital 

investment priorities and the Arts Council and Local Authorities’ current supports for programming 

and operations in these arts centres. 

5.3. Economic Impacts 

The UK’s Department of Culture Media and Sport commissioned a report in 2010 on measuring the 

value of culture. This discussed the existing measures of cultural value. Cultural economists also point 

to the need to account for the non-use value18 of cultural goods in the overall valuation of any given 

government investment in cultural projects.  

This is borne out by attitudes to funding for the arts by a majority of those surveyed in The Arts Council 

commissioned report The Arts in Irish Life, 201619. 59% agreed that “even in current economic 

circumstances local authorities and central government should maintain their level of funding to the 

                                                           
18 Benefits such as the pride people feel towards a local cultural organisation or the importance people attach to the 
existence of heritage, despite it not being a subject of direct interest to them. 
19 A series of audience surveys conducted by Kantar Media on behalf of the Arts Council from 2014 to 2016. 
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arts”. Only 39% of respondents regularly attended arts events in the previous year.    This shows that 

while they do not benefit directly from investment in the arts, a majority still support government 

funding in this sector. 

Direct impacts can be measured by examining the outputs provided by the extra capacity in the 

facilities provided. A number of questions posed in Survey A were designed to capture the impact of 

the improved or newly developed infrastructure. Respondents were asked to rate the impact of the 

funding provided under ACCESS II on a number of performance indicators. Table 5.1 shows the 

indicators and the percentage of responses in the ‘Major Impact’ category. 

Table 5.1 – Impacts on Performance 

Performance Indicator 

Respondents 

who answered 

‘Major Impact’ 

Providing an improved facility 100% 

Providing artists/performers with access to facilities which were previously 

lacking 
88% 

Ability to host new community events 69% 

Contributing to the financial viability of the facility 62% 

Increasing the facility’s earning capacity 56% 

Enabling use of facility for activities which were not possible prior to the 

completion of the funded project 
56% 

Providing access to a facility not previously available to the local community 50% 

Enabling people with a disability to participate in the facility’s activities 50% 

Attracting touring companies to the facility 44% 

 

5.4. Employment Impacts 

Respondents to Survey A reported positive changes in both the numbers of people formally employed 

and volunteers after ACCESS II projects were completed. Out of 16 survey respondents, 44% 

experienced a change in formal employment as a result of the project funded under ACCESS II, while 

25% experienced a change in the numbers of weekly volunteers engaged in their organisation.  

The average changes in formal employment and weekly volunteers across the survey sample can be 

found in Chart 5.2 below. These positive changes in employment and service provision as a result of 

ACCESS II investment highlight the direct economic impact of investment in cultural infrastructure. 
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Chart 5.2 - Increase in Employment and Volunteering 

 

5.5. Social Inclusion and Participation 

One of the stated aims of ACCESS II was to improve social inclusion in the arts. A number of the projects 

funded under ACCESS II contained features to improve their accessibility as well as improve capacity. 

According to The Arts in Irish Life, audiences are more diverse and access has improved since 2014. 

However, in 2016, 60% of people with disabilities still faced difficulties in gaining access to the arts. 

Barriers, especially in relation to cost, prevent people in Irish society from participating fully in arts 

activities. Any new capital funding scheme therefore needs to maintain social inclusion as one of its 

key goals, while the monitoring of audience diversity should form part of the reporting obligations 

linked to grant funding. 

 

Organisations surveyed for this report were asked to enter figures for a number of measures to assess 

facility usage both at the time of the funding application and since the completion of the project 

funded under ACCESS II. Chart 5.3 illustrates the positive average percentage changes reported across 

all measures of project outcomes. 

 

Question 18 of Survey A was designed to capture the impact of the improved facilities on increasing 

social inclusion. 75% of respondents reported that they were able to modify their programming to 

include a wider variety of audiences. Some of the target groups mentioned by respondents were: 

children, young adults, families, older people, artists and migrants.  

One respondent reported that: “the doors have opened for all generations to participate in the 

activities, local, national and international, professional and amateurs alike.” Chart 5.4 illustrates the 

impact on the number of groups provided with access to facilities and the number of hours they are 

provided with access to such facilities per week. 
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Chart 5.3 - Percentage Increases in Facility Usage 

 

 

Chart 5.4 – Group Access 

 
 

This illustrates the impact of investing in our existing cultural infrastructure as it allows operators to 

reach out to a wider variety of audiences and creators. These venues provide opportunities for 

individuals and communities to experience and participate in cultural activities which promote social 

inclusion and cohesion.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.1. Conclusions 

This report analysed the outputs of the ACCESS II scheme and the recommendations contained in this 

report apply to all grants funded under subhead A7 Cultural Infrastructure, apart from those applied 

to the National Cultural Institutions20, which are mainly delivered by the OPW and managed under a 

separate grant framework in the Department. Such grants are referred to as "non-NCI Cultural 

Infrastructure" in this report. 

 

Overall, this review finds that funding provided under ACCESS II positively contributed to the policy 

aims of promoting balanced regional development and increasing participation in, and access to, the 

arts. Participation rates, as captured in successive The Arts in Irish life reports, remain higher in Ireland 

than the EU average, while a majority of Irish people are in favour of Government support for the Arts. 

 

Of the three respondents to Survey B (ongoing projects), two identified the economic downturn of 

2008 onwards as being the primary contributing factor to the delay in project delivery. The impending 

recession and difficult financial climate of subsequent years impacted both on the ability of the 

respondents to secure match funding and on the funding available, inter alia, from the Arts Council 

and across all income streams. The challenging economic climate of the time also led to a change in 

the nature of some of the projects pursued. The feedback from ongoing projects on Departmental 

support is very positive, with all respondents highlighting that D/CHG has been “patient”, “helpful”, 

“professional” and “supportive” throughout the entire process. 

The context of the 2008 recession, as outlined above, is important in understanding both the delays 

to ongoing projects and the withdrawal of funding to 13 projects after they were approved. It is 

noteworthy that securing match funding was not a difficulty identified by any of the respondents to 

Survey A, i.e. the sample of completed projects. To date, 57 projects have been completed, and five 

more are due for completion in the next two years.  

 

6.2. Efficiency and Effectiveness 

The first stage, from advertisement to selection, was conducted very efficiently. Conducting the first 

eligibility assessment in-house streamlined the selection process saving both staff resources and 

money. The Selection Committee then assessed the relative merits of the proposed projects with 

reference to the government’s spending priorities. 

The draw-down of some grants was slow due to a number of factors which impacted the overall 

efficiency of the grant distribution, as discussed in Chapter 4. While some of these were due to 

circumstances outside of D/CHG’s control (such as planning delays, economic recession, legal 

difficulties), there are some areas that could be controlled for in the design of any new funding 

schemes, e.g. longer project completion deadlines for new builds, use of professional project 

managers. In particular, there are lessons to be learned from the decision to allocate grant funding to 

additional projects in 2008, rather than increasing the proportion of funding provided to projects. 

                                                           
20 As defined in the National Cultural Institutions Act, 1997. 
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The level of grant awarded for the majority of projects was considerably lower than the level of grant 

sought, and perhaps the additional funding secured for the scheme may have been better redirected 

to the provision of a grant top-up for existing approved large-scale and new build projects, rather than 

increasing the overall number of grant recipients. 

However, of the successful projects, 58% were completed by 2010 and 85% were completed by 2012. 

This demonstrates that, D/CHG’s efforts to keep the projects on track were worthwhile and the project 

promoters surveyed for this report remarked that their interactions with staff were positive and 

helped them overcome some of the difficulties that arose during the project. 

Under the Public Spending Code, all expenditure should be subject to ongoing monitoring using 

appropriate performance indicators. It would appear that no formal mechanism was in place to 

measure outcomes of the grant funding e.g. increases in audience numbers. It is recommended that 

future schemes should have formal performance indicators in place that are collected routinely to 

ensure that outcomes can be measured. This would enable D/CHG to assess the continued relevance 

of grant schemes. The Evaluation Unit can assist the Arts, Film & Investment Unit in designing data 

collection procedures to help develop a comparable data set for use in the design of future schemes 

and the ongoing monitoring of existing ones. This database could be expanded to enable the collection 

of comparable datasets across D/CHG as a whole, in order to improve the quality of future evaluations.  

6.3. Outputs and Outcomes 

The completed projects have improved both the availability and quality of Ireland’s cultural spaces. 

These projects are widely distributed across the country and represent a mix of large and small-scale 

improvements. 57 improved or new arts centres, theatres, galleries, art studios and creative and 

performance spaces in all regions represents a positive return on investment for D/CHG. 

ACCESS II grant aid has contributed to making these places more accessible and safer for workers, 

volunteers, performers and the general public. However, these spaces continue to face challenges in 

maintaining their vitality. As reported in our survey, 63% face difficulties in maintaining the 

infrastructure provided under ACCESS II. Public investment in these cultural projects needs to be 

sustained in order to secure them for the future. This provision of new and improved infrastructure 

has left D/CHG and other funding bodies such as the Arts Council and Local Authorities with legacy 

commitments to these projects. Survey respondents in both the Arts Council’s Review of Arts Centre 

and Venues and Survey A of this review expressed an inability to plan for their future capital costs due 

to uncertainty around the provision of capital grants. 

The challenges for large-scale (over €300,000) and new build projects were found to be more 

significant than for smaller-scale ones. The planning and oversight mechanisms required to keep these 

two types of projects on time and within budget are significantly different. The Department for 

Transport, Tourism and Sport found it useful to separate their capital grant funding into streams 

(over/under €300,000), with a higher degree of flexibility built into the large-scale funding process. 

Similarly, it is recommended that future arts and cultural capital schemes be separated according to 

project scale to increase D/CHG’s input into the planning and control of projects. An increased level 

of oversight is required for these projects and this finding forms the basis for recommendations 12-15 

below. 
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6.4. Recommendations 

D/CHG is embarking on an ambitious capital programme, Investing in our Culture, Language and 

Heritage, which is a ten year plan setting out the Government’s objectives for capital investment in 

Ireland’s culture, language and heritage. Significant additional capital funding is being provided to the 

Department under the Project Ireland 2040 programme and this report makes recommendations to 

ensure the such capital spending will be used in the most efficient and effective manner possible. 

These recommendations have been developed with a view to achieving the goals set out in the plan, 

in accordance with prudent financial management, as defined in the Public Spending Code. The 

recommendations contained in this report apply to all grants funded under subhead A7 Cultural 

Infrastructure, apart from those applied to the National Cultural Institutions21, which are mainly 

delivered by the OPW and managed under a separate grant framework in the Department. Such grants 

are referred to as "non-NCI Cultural Infrastructure" in this report. 

 

The full value of an evaluation such as the one at hand can only be realised if recommendations are 

followed up on in a timely manner. In this regard, D/CHG has begun to utilise the annual Quality 

Assurance Process (QAP), a requirement under the Public Spending Code, as a means to provide for 

the ongoing monitoring of recommendations contained in Value for Money and Spending Reviews. 

Recommendations which have not been fully implemented are included in the QAP and remain there 

until they have been actioned. This process provides D/CHG with a mechanism to monitor the ongoing 

implementation of recommendations, thereby reinforcing the value of evaluations. Given the passage 

of time since the ACCESS II scheme and improvements to the management of such schemes by the 

AFI Unit a number of the recommendations were found to be either fully or partially implemented 

(see chart 6.1). 

 

Table 6.2 lists the recommendations arising from this review, grouped according to theme and 

indicates the assessment of this review as to the level of implementation to date. Of the 17 

recommendations made in this review, the Arts, Film and Investment (AFI) Unit of the Department 

have fully implemented 29% (5) of the recommendations, a further 47% (8) have been partially 

implemented, while 24% (4) remain to be implemented. This attests to the ongoing commitment of 

                                                           
21 As defined in the National Cultural Institutions Act, 1997 
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the AFI Unit to update and streamline their processes over time and improve delivery, even without 

formal evaluations having taken place. The first column briefly categorises the recommendations, 

which is expanded upon in further detail in the second column. The third column highlights mitigating 

actions which have been taken by D/CHG since the ACCESS II scheme, while the fourth column 

contains live recommendations which will form part of the Quality Assurance Process for the AFI Unit. 
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Table 6.2 – Recommendations 

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE ARTS CAPITAL SCHEMES 

RECOMMENDATION DETAILS MITIGATING ACTION LIVE RECOMMENDATION 

1. Develop separate application 
and management frameworks 
for small- and large-scale 
projects 
 
 
Partially Implemented 

Arts capital schemes should be 

delivered in future as two separate 

schemes, rather than as separate 

streams within the same scheme. 

One scheme should be available to 

small-scale (€300,000 and below) 

refurbishment and enhancement 

projects, which could be streamed.  

 

A separate independent scheme 

should be available for construction 

projects and new build projects in 

excess of €300,000. This would 

allow for different application and 

management frameworks to be 

adopted which would better reflect 

the complexity of large-scale 

construction and new build projects, 

in particular.  

This recommendation has been 

partially implemented as the most 

recent scheme, the Arts & Culture 

Capital Scheme 2016-2018, had 

three different streams with 

different application forms and 

guidelines used for each level of 

grant funding applied for.  

This review concludes that all new 

build projects and significant 

enhancement construction projects  

(over €300,000) should have a 

separate project oversight process 

implemented appropriate to the 

additional complexity of such 

projects.  

 

2. Sunset clauses should be 

implemented 

 

Partially Implemented 

Sunset clauses should be clearly 

defined and implemented and 

should be longer for new build and 

significant enhancement projects 

In the most recent capital funding 

scheme, the Department applied 

sunset clauses on grants 

Despite agreeing to sunset clauses 

in their grant award, a number of 

the larger projects funded under the 

most recent scheme have not yet 
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(over €300,000) to take account of 

factors which could potentially 

contribute to delays, e.g. planning 

restrictions. 

commensurate with the level of 

funding awarded. 

drawn down their funds. Longer 

sunset clauses for more complex 

projects should be considered. 

D/CHG should consider reviewing 

grants every 6 months, and projects 

that have not drawn down after 12 

months should provide a valid 

business case to maintain their 

funding. 

3. Application Process 

 

 

Fully Implemented 

The application process should be 

kept as simple as possible to 

enhance the scheme’s accessibility 

to eligible projects. 

The Arts & Culture Capital Scheme 

2016-2018 simplified the process 

for applicants by requiring 

information commensurate with 

the amount of grant funding sought 

by applicants. 

 

4. Application Support 

 

 

Partially Implemented 

Application support, in the form of 

seminars, webinars and/or FAQs 

should be provided in tandem with 

the launch of any new scheme. 

In the most recent scheme, the 

Department created and regularly 

updated a FAQ document on the 

website. 

A series of webinars or seminars, 

similar to those carried out by the 

Arts Council could be rolled out 

alongside the new scheme. 

5. Appeals Process 

 

 

Fully Implemented 

A formal appeals process for 

unsuccessful applications should be 

established. 

This has been implemented in the 

latest rounds of funding. 

 

6. Match Funding 

 

 

Partially Implemented 

Matched funding should be in place 

at time of application.  

Matched funding is a requirement 

of all grant schemes. 

No marks should be awarded in the 

assessment of grants for matched 

funding coming from loans and/or 

predicted fundraising. 
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7. Environmental Considerations 

 

 

Partially Implemented 

Any capital infrastructure spending 

should have a positive impact on the 

environment. This should form part 

of the scoring criteria for new build 

and enhancement projects in future 

schemes. 

The Arts Capital scheme does 

include scoring criteria for 

sustainable/energy efficient 

projects. 

The Department should consider a 

strategic partnership with the SEAI 

to leverage additional funds for 

environmental upgrades 

MONITORING AND REPORTING RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATION DETAILS MITIGATING ACTION LIVE RECOMMENDATION 

8. Measurable Policy Objectives 

 

 

To Be Implemented 

The policy objectives of the scheme 

were broad with just four over-

arching criteria for scoring the 

projects i.e. increase access, 

financing, sustainability and 

enhancement.  

 A more defined policy with clear 

measurable objectives would have 

allowed for the development of 

appropriate performance metrics. 

Such metrics allow for a more 

thorough economic assessment of 

the outputs and outcomes of grant 

schemes. It is recommended that 

detailed strategic objectives be 

provided for when developing 

policies and funding programmes 

which adhere to SMART criteria to 

allow for evidence-based post 

project reviews. 

9. Reporting Obligations 

 

 

To Be Implemented 

No routine collection of 

performance metrics was put in 

place making measurement of 

outcomes difficult. Performance 

indicators and reporting obligations 

The AFI Unit are preparing a 

Feedback Form to be completed by 

the grantees on the full draw down 

of their grant to collect information. 

The Cultural Division will insert a line 

in the Service Level Agreements 

between the Department and the 

grantee setting it as a condition of 

the funding that the grantee 



42 
 

should be included in all future grant 

schemes and annual data collection 

should form part of the policy cycle. 

The Evaluation Unit will assist with 

this process. 

 

complete any online surveys issued 

by the Evaluation Unit. These 

surveys will be conducted by the 

Evaluation Unit, the Unit will issue 

the surveys and analyse the data to 

provide time-series data.  

10. Updated Public Spending Code 

Guidance 

 

 

Partially Implemented 

All Departmental staff involved in 

the assessment and oversight of 

projects funded under future 

schemes should receive mandatory 

training on the application of the 

Public Spending Code, to ensure the 

strategic objective of achieving 

value for money in public 

investment is embedded in the 

delivery of the scheme. 

Training is provided by the 

Evaluation Unit but it is not at 

present mandatory. 

Public Spending Code training 

should be mandatory for all staff 

involved in grant appraisal and 

management. Bespoke sector 

specific guidance should be 

developed by the Evaluation to 

assist line divisions implement their 

obligations under the Public 

Spending Code. 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN RELATION TO EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 

RECOMMENDATION DETAILS MITIGATING ACTION LIVE RECOMMENDATION 

11. Arts Centre Policy 

 

 

To Be Implemented 

The culture sector has a significant 

existing stock of infrastructure and 

the existing investment by the 

Department should be secured into 

the future. A strategic policy which 

sets out the Department’s policy 

objectives in this area should be 

developed.  

 D/CHG should review the Arts 

Council & CCMA Arts Centre Policy 

and consider developing a strategic 

policy to support priority 

infrastructure for Arts Centres as 

defined by that policy given that the 

Department has already provided 

funding to the majority of these 

centres. 
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12. Prioritisation 

 

 

Fully Implemented 

Projects which enhance or refurbish 

existing infrastructure should be 

prioritised over new build projects, 

unless a gap in infrastructure 

provision can be clearly identified. 

This is reflected in the Department’s 

new capital funding scheme. 

The latest scheme run by the 

Department did not fund any new 

builds, only improvements to 

current infrastructure. 

 

13. Payment of Grants in Arrears 

 

Fully Implemented 

It is recommended that the practice 

of paying grant aid in arrears, unless 

sanction for prefunding is in place, 

should be continued, in order to 

best protect the exchequer from 

liability for unapproved 

expenditure. 

This remains a condition of funding 

under the grants. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LARGE-SCALE (OVER €300,000) AND NEW BUILD PROJECTS 

RECOMMENDATION DETAILS MITIGATING ACTION LIVE RECOMMENDATION 

14. Project Management 

 

 

Partially Implemented 

Applicants should be required to 

designate a project manager for all 

new builds and large-scale 

enhancement projects. In this 

context, a ‘Project Manager’ is to be 

understood as a construction 

professional, e.g. architect, quantity 

surveyor, or engineer; or an 

individual with a recognised project 

management qualification. 

Consideration should also be given 

This recommendation has been 

implemented in the forthcoming 

capital grants scheme. 

The Culture Division should examine 

options to develop a technical team 

e.g. architect, quantity surveyor, 

engineers etc. as appropriate to 

provide an oversight technical 

capacity for all non-NCI Cultural 

Infrastructure grants over €300,000 

and all new build projects.  



44 
 

to mandating the use of the Capital 

Works Framework 

15. Update Grant Management to 

take account of revised Public 

Spending Code 

 

 

To Be Implemented 

In light of the forthcoming update of 

the Public Spending Code22 for 

capital projects, it is recommended 

that the Cultural Division update 

their grant management protocols 

to provide for a separate grant 

management framework for all non-

NCI Cultural Infrastructure projects 

funded under A7 where an asset is 

being created and for enhancement 

projects in excess of €300,000 

requiring construction.  

This should include consideration of 

Departmental technical teams to 

provide additional oversight for 

projects to minimise risk to the 

exchequer. 

It is recommended that large capital 

grants are treated as a separate 

programme and not subsumed as a 

stream within a funding programme 

D/CHG has limited its capital 

funding grants to projects under 

€300,000 in its new scheme. 

In light of the forthcoming update of 

the Public Spending Code23 for 

capital projects, it is recommended 

that the Cultural Division update 

their grant management protocols 

to provide for a separate grant 

management framework for all non-

NCI Cultural Infrastructure projects 

funded under A7 where an asset is 

being created and for enhancement 

projects requiring construction and 

costing in excess of €300,000. 

Consideration should be given to 

those projects being required to 

follow the Capital Works 

Management Framework to ensure 

that appropriate oversight and 

reporting mechanisms are in place 

for large complex projects so that 

the Department has a dedicated 

flow of project information. This 

could include the use of consultant 

Quantity Surveyors, Engineers 

and/or a technical team to provide 

                                                           
22 Forthcoming DPER Public Spending Code update – Guide to Evaluation, Planning and Managing Public Investment 
23 Forthcoming DPER Public Spending Code update – Guide to Evaluation, Planning and Managing Public Investment 
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as this may dilute the appraisal and 

case management approach.  

 

oversight by the Department to test 

the project costs, designs etc.  

16. Economic Appraisal and Cost-

Benefit Analysis 

 

 

To Be Implemented 

Applicants should be directed to the 

Public Spending Code24  guidance 

material on the preparation of a 

business case at the grant 

application stage to ensure 

thorough economic appraisal of 

project costs and benefits, as well as 

economic sensitivity analysis is 

provided in the applications.  

In the recent capital funding 

scheme, the organisations 

partnered with Local Authorities to 

benefit from their expertise in this 

field. 

The Culture Division should ensure 

that all applicants are directed to 

the Public Spending Code guidance 

on preparing a business case to 

ensure that applications include 

sufficient economic and sensitivity 

analysis.  

17. Strategic Partnerships 

 

 

Fully Implemented 

Large capital projects where the 

State bears significant risk should be 

undertaken on the basis of a 

strategic partnership with a local 

authority or with an organisation 

with a proven capacity for delivery. 

This has been implemented in a 

number of large-scale projects. 

 

                                                           
24 PSC – Review of Business Cases – Key Assessment Questions 
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Appendix 1: ACCESS II Grantees 

Grant Awardee Grant Amount Awarded (€) 

Completed Projects 

Abbey Arts & Cultural Centre Ballyshannon, Co. Donegal 100,000 

An Grianán Theatre, Letterkenny, Co. Donegal  65,000 

An Táin Arts Centre, Dundalk, Co. Louth 150,000 

Aras an Oidhreacht, Spanish Point, Co. Clare 113,843 

Backstage Theatre & Centre for the Arts, Co. Longford 299,999 

Ballina Arts Centre, Co. Mayo 1,517,434 

Briery Gap Cultural Centre, Macroom, Co. Cork 30,000 

Cahersiveen Community Resource Centre, Co. Kerry 25,000 

Castalia Arts Centre, Camphill, Co. Kilkenny 150,000 

Cloyne Diocesan Youth Services, Co. Cork 20,000 

Cork Arts Theatre, Cork 150,000 

Cork Opera House, Cork 1,500,000 

Draíocht Theatre, Blanchardstown, Dublin 422,000 

Druid Theatre, Galway 350,000 

Dublin City Council Artists’ Studios, Dublin 600,000 

Dunamaise Arts Centre, Portlaoise, Co. Laois 80,000 

Everyman Theatre, Cork 500,000 

Filmbase, Dublin 362,500 

Firkin Crane, Cork 100,000 

Focus Theatre, Dublin 1,300,000 

Fossetts Circus, Dublin 200,000 

Gallery of Photography, Dublin 437,500 

Garage Theatre, Co. Monaghan 2,144,038 

Glen Theatre, Banteer, Co. Cork 20,000 

Graffiti Theatre Company, Cork 250,000 

Graphic Studio, Dublin 299,999 

Horeswood Parochial Hall, Co. Wexford 21,150 

Íontas Arts & Community Resource Centre, 
Castleblayney, Co. Monaghan 

45,001 

Irish Film Institute, Dublin 1,343,300 

Kiltimagh Town Hall Theatre, Co. Mayo 300,000 

Laharn Community Action Group, Co. Cork 20,000 

Leghowney Community Hall, Donegal 20,375 

Leitrim Sculpture Centre, Co. Leitrim 426,525 

Limerick City Gallery of Art, Limerick 1,460,000 

Luan Gallery, Athlone, Co. Westmeath 650,000 

Mullingar Arts Centre, Co. Westmeath 100,000 

National Sculpture Factory, Cork 276,100 
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Nenagh Arts Centre, Co. Tipperary 652,683 

Pálás, Galway  4,268,489 

Project Arts Centre, Dublin 60,000 

Royal Hibernian Academy, Dublin 2,400,000 

Scotshouse Community Centre, Co. Monaghan 20,000 

St. John’s Square, Limerick 460,000 

St. John’s Theatre & Arts Centre, Listowel, Co. Kerry 72,000 

St. Michael's Hall, Wexford 20,000 

Sweeney Memorial Library, Kilkee, Co. Clare 500,000 

Teach Ceoil, Renvyle, Co. Galway 20,000 

The Ark Cultural Centre, Dublin 20,000 

The Belltable, Limerick 882,000 

The Laois Arthouse and Library, Stradbally, Co. Laois 440,000 

The Linenhall Arts Centre, Castlebar, Co. Mayo 50,000 

The Model, Home of the Niland Collection, Sligo 3,410,000 

Theatre Royal Waterford 3,104,228 

Tipperary Excel, Tipperary 75,000 

Uillinn: West Cork Arts Centre, Skibbereen, Co. Cork 1,606,000 

Waterford Healing Arts Trust, Waterford 238,000 

Wexford Arts Centre, Wexford 868,350 

Grant Withdrawn 

An Daingean Boatyard Arts & Cultural Centre, Co. Kerry 1,500,000 

Artlink, Co. Donegal 570,000 

Bailiebourough Arts Centre, Co. Cavan 350,000 

Droichead Arts Centre, Drogheda, Co. Louth 600,000 

Duncannon Fort, Co. Wexford 375,000 

Lantern Municipal Gallery, Co. Kildare 580,000 

Macnas, Galway 470,000 

Midland Dance Laboratory, Co. Westmeath  890,000 

Roscommon Arts Centre, Co. Roscommon 1,000,000 

Sirius Arts Centre, Cobh, Co. Cork 1,600,000 

Solstice Arts Centre, Navan, Co. Meath 390,000 

The Séamus Ennis Arts Centre, Naul, Co. Dublin 740,000 

Watergate Theatre, Kilkenny 100,000 

Ongoing Projects 

Butler Gallery at Evans’ Home, Kilkenny 2,000,000 

Create, Dublin 299,500 

Siamsa Tíre, Co. Kerry (3 centres) 500,000 

Smock Alley Theatre, Dublin 1,800,000 

Tullamore Arts Centre, Co. Offaly 2,000,000 
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Appendix 2: Funding Withdrawals 
 

Funding Withdrawn 

Grantee Purpose of Grant Total Grant 

Withdrawn 

Reason 

Funding Withdrawn in 2016 

An Daingean 

Boatyard Arts & 

Cultural Centre, 

Co. Kerry 

Construction of an Arts Centre 

in Dingle. 

€1,500,000 The conditions of the 

grant did not include a 

sunset clause. 

Artlink, Co. 

Donegal 

Creating a dedicated centre for 

artists residencies and studios 

at Tullyarvan Mill, Buncrana 

€570,000 Sunset clause effective 

from 31/12/11 

Bailiebourough 

Arts Centre, Co. 

Cavan 

Conversion of an old church to 

artists' studios & event space 

€350,000 Sunset clause effective 

from 31/12/10 

Kildare County 

Council  

Provision of a new venue in 

Naas at Aras Chill Dara Campus 

to house the Lantern Municipal 

Gallery 

€580,000 Sunset clause effective 

from 31/12/10 

Macnas,Galway  Construction of custom built 

space including a rehearsal 

studio 

€470,000 Sunset clause effective 

from 31/12/10 

Fingal County 

Council, (The 

Séamus Ennis 

Cultural Centre, 

Naul, Co. Dublin)  

Construction of a new 

performance venue with 

rehearsal and classroom 

facilities at Seamus Ennis Centre 

€740,000 Sunset clause effective 

from 31/12/10 

Meath County 

Council (Solstice 

Arts Centre) 

Construction and fitting out of 

an extension to Solstice Arts 

Centre, Navan 

€390,000 Sunset clause effective 

from 31/12/10 

Sirius Arts Centre, 

Cobh, Co. Cork  

Redevelopment of Sirius Arts 

Centre 

€1,600,000 Sunset clause effective 

from 31/12/10 
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Droichead Arts 

Centre, 

Drogheda, Co. 

Louth 

Improvements to arts centre.  

Significant work has been 

completed and the centre is 

fully operational 

€257,000 

(€343,000 

drawn down 

out of a total 

grant of 

€600,000)  

  

Sunset clause for the 

remainder effective from 

31/12/12 

Funding Withdrawn 2010/11 

Duncannon Fort, 

Co. Wexford 

Conversion of Burke's House 

into art studios 

€359,899 

(€15,100 not 

repaid out of a 

total grant of 

€375,000 

awarded) 

Project did not proceed.  

 

Midland Dance 

Laboratory, Co. 

Westmeath 

Refurbishment of performance 

spaces 

€890,000 Project did not proceed.  

 

Roscommon Arts 

Centre, Co. 

Roscommon 

Enhancement of existing 

facilities at the Roscommon Arts 

Centre. 

€1,000,000 Project did not proceed.  

 

Watergate 

Theatre, Kilkenny 

Refurbishment to improve 

facilities. 

€57,453 

(€42,546 not 

repaid out of 

total grant of 

€100,000) 

Project did not proceed.  
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Appendix 3: Status of Active Projects 

Active Projects 

Name % Grant Outstanding Status 

Siamsa Tíre, Co. Kerry (3 

centres) 
28% 

Active, most recent payment made in 

June 2019 

Create, Dublin 62% 
Active, drawdown period extended 

until Nov 2020 

Smock Alley Theatre, Dublin 79% 

Project on hold due to archaeological 

issues with site. At present, D/CHG is 

considering withdrawal of remaining 

funds.  

Butler Gallery at Evans’ 

Home, Kilkenny 
85% 

Active, drawdown period extended 

until March 2020 

Tullamore Arts Centre, Co. 

Offaly 
100% 

Awaiting documentation from project 

promoter before new SLA to be 

drawn up; grant extended until Dec 

2020 
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Appendix 4: Scheme Comparisons 

Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport: Sports Capital Programme and Large Scale Sport 

Infrastructure Fund 

The most directly comparable scheme is the Sports Capital Programme which has been running 

successfully over the past two decades. The Programme operated from 1998 on an annual basis up to 

and including 2008. It subsequently ran in 2012, 2014, 2015, 2017 and 2018.  

The similarities between ACCESS II and the SCP are that they are both capital funding programmes 

that required an amount of co-funding and did not provide current funding for the projects after 

completion of the building/restoration works. Current funding sources are available through agencies, 

e.g. Arts Council and Sports Council, private donations, membership schemes, and not directly from 

D/CHG, as in the case of these capital grants. 

A number of features that are present in the SCP and not in the ACCESS II scheme are of interest as 

they can provide signposts to improvements in any future schemes run by D/CHG.  

An appeals process has also been introduced to ensure that funding decisions are transparent and 

accountable. 

The assessment criteria were published on D/CHG’s website: 

 Likelihood of increasing participation  

 Sharing of facilities  

 Level of socio-economic disadvantage in the area of the project (based on the Pobal Index of 
Deprivation)  

 Technical merits of the project  

 Level of own funding available  

 Level of Sports Capital funding allocated in the past 10 years  
  

The focus on regional distribution of funds is similar to that employed by the DTTAS during ACCESS II. 

However, the Sports Capital Programme employs a model that recommends funding based on a per 

capita distribution by county as well as on points awarded during the assessment process. The scoring 

and distribution methods were available for applicants on the website before and during the 

application process. 



This resulted in a transparent distribution method. However, some drawbacks to this method were 

highlighted in the 2017 report, e.g. the formula rewards higher value amounts of funding and this 

could be seen to discriminate against clubs/organisations in disadvantaged areas, and adjustments 

were made to the 2018 round of funding in response. 

The division of the overall fund into regions would be more appropriate in the case of an Arts Capital 

fund such as ACCESS, as the geographic reach of an arts/cultural centre is likely to be greater than that 

of a sports club. The SCP has funded over 10,000 projects since 1998 and received 2,320 applications 

in 2017 alone. This volume of applications makes distribution on a county basis more appropriate. 

http://www.dttas.ie/sites/default/files/publications/sport/english/sports-capital-programme-2017-review/review-2017-sports-capital-programme.pdf
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The Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport has been revising its programmes and demonstrates 

a commitment to evaluating its outputs. After every recent round of the Sports Capital Programme 

(SCP) a review is undertaken by the Sports Capital Programmes Division of the Department of 

Transport, Tourism and Sport with a view to making recommendations on how to improve the process 

for future calls.  

The Sports Capital Programme has used this review process to inform its operation and make the 

programme user-friendly. To this end, applicants were provided with training, both online and via 

seminars, to decrease the number of invalid applications received. They were also given advance 

notice of the call for applications to reduce the number of late applications and resulting complaints.  

Another interesting aspect of the Sports funding model is the division into two separate strands for 

large and small (over/under €300,000). Given the different time-scales linked to large projects, this 

represents good practice in the provision of capital funding. The Large Scale Sport Infrastructure Fund 

(LSSIF) was initiated in 2018 and has some innovative elements that could be adapted to suit an arts 

setting. 

The LSSIF has a streamed application process that allows applicants to apply for funding at the earliest 

stage of project design (Stream 1 – Development Phase) or once the project is ready to begin 

construction (Stream 2 – Delivery Phase. The streaming of applications allows funding to be released 

in stages, giving D/CHG control over the sequencing of projects. It also provides an opportunity for 

D/CHG to ensure that schemes are compliant with government priorities and EU rules (e.g. State Aid) 

at the beginning of the process.  

Under the National Development Plan, €100 million has been allocated to the fund between 2018 and 

2027. In 2019, 72 applications were received with a total value of €172 million sought. The applications 

were published on the DTTAS website within 2 months of the application deadline and this is 

demonstrates a commitment to transparency throughout the process. 

 

Arts Queensland: Arts Infrastructure Fund 

The Arts Infrastructure Fund was a funding scheme designed to provide capital funding for Arts 

organisations in Queensland, Australia. It provided small grants, up to AUD 50,000 per applicant and 

a maximum of 50% of total eligible project costs. Arts Queensland funding is to be matched on a 

minimum 1:1 basis by the applicant through other confirmed funding sources. The funding is restricted 

to capital projects and cannot be used for current funding. 

One interesting aspect from our perspective is that reporting guidelines were included in initial 

application stage. This practice gives the applicants a clear sense of their obligations before funding is 

sought and helps them to shape their application to suit the scheme. The DTTAS have built this in to 

their schemes and it has led to a reduction in the number of unsuitable applications. It is also a good 

practice from a transparency perspective as it allows applicants to understand the process by which 

applications are assessed. 

The funding is limited to organisations those who have previously been awarded grants from the 

equivalent of the Arts Council (Arts Queensland). This is advantageous from the point of view of the 

use of existing relationships and rewarding compliance from previous schemes, i.e. it specifies that 
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applicants must have “satisfied the requirements of any previous Arts Queensland investment”. 

However, this could be seen as a barrier to newer or less established organisations which could lead 

to less diversity within the Arts sector in the region. 

Given the relatively small grant amounts (roughly €30,000) involved, the timeline for drawdown of 6 

months seems to be an achievable target and appropriate to the level of funding provided. 

 

New Zealand Government: Regional Culture and Heritage Fund 

The approach taken by New Zealand to offering funding of last resort represents a different view of 

central government’s role in supporting arts infrastructure. The main difference being that in addition 

to co-funding, the applicants must demonstrate that they have tried and failed to achieve total project 

funding elsewhere before applying to the Regional Culture and Heritage Fund (RCHF)  

There is a greater emphasis on the regional distribution aspect in that the RCHF’s primary focus is to 

support capital projects outside the main urban centres (Auckland, Wellington, and Christchurch) and 

applications from outside the urban centres are given priority in funding allocations. This is to support 

the creation of a network of arts, cultural and heritage facilities throughout New Zealand. To this end, 

grants are provided for infrastructural work and permanent fittings for the purpose of renovating, 

restoring, adding to, and constructing buildings in which cultural and/or heritage activities take place. 

The RCHF requires grant recipients to demonstrate the economic viability and long-term sustainability 

of the facilities to which the grant is to be applied, so as to ensure government funding is going to an 

institution whose operations are sustainable and viable in the long term. Assessment of the 

operational performance of the applicant and their project included evaluation of financial 

performance and position. Documents such as a Project Feasibility Plan, Long-Term Council 

Community Plan, Annual Plans, a Strategic Plan and a Business Plan(s) were required. Furthermore, 

evidence was required to show that any new operating costs arising from the proposed capital project 

can be adequately defrayed by the applicant. Financial projections, for an operating period of between 

three to five years following completion of the project were also taken into account. This level of detail 

in the application process was not required under the ACCESS II scheme. 
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Appendix 5: Methodological Framework 

Research Area Research Questions Methodology 

Strategic 

Objectives/Rationale 

Was the scheme aligned with 

Government or D/CHG strategic 

policy priorities? 

Desk-based research on scope of scheme and 

its relation to Government and D/CHG 

strategies 

Comparative 

experience 

Examine similar funding 

programmes to identify best 

practices. 

Literature review of reports on other funding 

schemes. 

Inputs How much grant funding was made 

available? 

What staff and other resources 

were used? 

What procedures were in place to 

ensure that contracts were 

adhered to? 

Review of evaluation process for applicants, 

including appraisal reports. 

Survey data analysis. 

Activities How were projects assessed and 

selected? 

How was the grant scheme 

managed? 

Were funds allocated and drawn 

down in a timely fashion? 

Review of a selection of projects funded. 

Survey data analysis. 

Outputs How many projects were 

completed? 

Was development supported in a 

balanced way, taking into account 

the need to foster regional 

development? 

How sustainable is the 

programme? 

Benchmarking against international 

comparators. 

Review of applications/awardees. 

Survey data analysis. 

Stakeholder interviews. 

Impacts Was the ACCESS II scheme 

successful in achieving the stated 

aims of the funding programme, 

i.e. promoting social inclusion and 

regional development?  

Can conclusions be drawn which 

are applicable (a) to other projects, 

(b) to the ongoing use of the assets, 

or (c) to associated policies? 

Review of applications/awardees. 

Survey data analysis. 

Review of scheme 

management/implementation. 

Stakeholder interviews. 
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Appendix 6: Surveys 

As part of this review of the ACCESS II scheme, two surveys of projects funded under the scheme were 

conducted in August 2019. In line with the research methodology of the review at hand and the 

Programme Logic Model, the surveys were anticipated to provide greater insight into the efficiency 

and effectiveness with which the scheme was delivered. In particular the surveys were designed to 

ascertain stakeholders’ perspectives on the success of the scheme in achieving its stated aims, namely, 

promoting social inclusion and regional development. The first of these (Survey A) was distributed 

amongst a sample of completed projects funded under ACCESS II, while a second survey (Survey B) 

was distributed amongst ongoing projects. 

The survey questions were developed with regard to these stated objectives and took into account 

lessons learned from existing stakeholder surveys in the arts and culture sector, including the Ex-Post 

Evaluation of Limerick City of Culture 2014 (July 2016), the Review of Arts Centres and Venues report 

prepared for The Arts Council and the County and City Management Association (June 2019), as well 

as the 2018 Spending Review of the Sports Capital Programme (July 2018).  

Survey A contained a total of 29 questions divided into 7 broad sections: Organisation Details, 

Application Process, Project Management, Project Outcomes, Economic Impact, Strategic 

Partnerships & Sustainability and Additional Comments. Survey B contained a total of 16 questions 

divided into the following sections: Organisation Details, Application Process, Project Management, 

and Additional Comments. In both cases, there was also a final, general question on survey follow-up. 

The full details of survey questions can be found from pg. 59. It should be noted that question logic 

was applied in both surveys, which means that not all respondents were presented with the full 

selection of questions (e.g. a negative response to question 9 in Survey A would have moved the 

survey forward to question 11). 

In Survey A, a sample of 20 – out of a total of 57 completed projects – was selected using a purposive 

sampling technique. Such sampling relies on the judgment of the researcher when choosing who to 

ask to participate, with the reviewers in this case choosing a sample which aimed to be as 

representative as possible by accounting for the regional distribution of projects, size of grant awarded 

and type of project funded – see Table A for a breakdown of the sample and Table B for a list of the 

organisations surveyed. In relation to Survey A, it should be considered that there may be an inherent 

bias amongst respondents due to the manner in which the sample was generated. Since only 

organisations which received funding under the ACCESS II scheme were surveyed, the views expressed 

in relation to the application process may be more favourable than those of organisations which were 

unsuccessful in their application for funding. At the same time, it should be considered that the sample 

chosen is justified since unsuccessful organisations would not be able to provide information on the 

impact of their respective projects. Four ongoing projects were contacted to complete Survey B. 

Both surveys were conducted online using the SurveyGizmo platform, with the distribution of the 

survey links beginning on 8th August 2019 and a provisional deadline set for the 30th August 2019. 

This deadline was subsequently extended until the 4th September 2019 to maximize the response rate. 

Since a considerable amount of time had passed since many of the organisations had completed their 

funded projects, the reviewers decided that it would be appropriate to first contact respondents by 

phone to explain the purpose of the survey and to contextualise the purpose of the review for 
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respondents whose successors may have been responsible for the completion of the project in 

question. This phone conversation was also intended to encourage as high a response rate as possible, 

and was followed within minutes by an email with the survey link. In this covering email, a number of 

behavioural insights were employed to increase the response rate, including addressing respondents 

by their first name, keeping the email concise and simple, providing a PDF document outlining the 

information required to complete the survey, and an approximation of how long the survey would 

take. A total of 16 organisations responded to Survey A, representing an 80% response rate, while 3 

organisations responded to Survey B, representing a 75% response rate.  
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Table A: Comparison of Sample with Population 

PROJECT TYPE Population % of Population Sample % of Sample 

New Build 8 10.6% 2 10.0% 

Refurbishment 34 45.4% 9 45.0% 

Enhancement 33 44.0% 9 45.0% 

TOTAL 75 100.0% 20 100.0% 

     

LOCATION Population % of Population Sample % of Sample 

Connacht 10 13.3% 3 15.0% 

Dublin 14 18.7% 4 20.0% 

Leinster (excl. Dublin) 18 24.0% 4 20.0% 

Munster 25 33.3% 7 35.0% 

Ulster 8 10.7% 2 10.0% 

TOTAL 75 100.0% 20 100.0% 

     

AMOUNT OF FUNDING Population % of Population Sample % of Sample 

€0 – 99,999 18 24.0% 5 25.0% 

€100,000 – 499,999 27 36.0% 7 35.0% 

€500,000 – 999,999 14 18.7% 4 20.0% 

€1m+ 16 21.3% 4 20.0% 

TOTAL 75 100.0% 20 100.0% 
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Table B: List of Projects Surveyed 

Ballina Arts Centre, Co. Mayo 

Castalia Arts Centre, Camphill, Co. Kilkenny 

Cork Opera House 

Draíocht Arts Centre, Blanchardstown, Dublin 

Dublin City Council Artists’ Studios 

Everyman Theatre, Cork 

Gallery of Photography, Dublin 

Garage Theatre, Monaghan 

Íontas Arts & Community Resource Centre, Castleblayney, Co. Monaghan 

Limerick City Gallery of Art, Limerick 

Luan Gallery, Athlone, Co. Westmeath 

Mullingar Arts Centre, Co. Westmeath 

Project Arts Centre, Dublin 

St. John’s Square Artists’ Residences, Limerick 

St. John’s Theatre, Listowel, Co. Kerry 

Teach Ceoil, Renvyle, Co. Galway 

The Belltable at the Lime Tree Theatre, Limerick 

The Laois Arthouse and Library, Stradbally, Co. Laois 

The Linenhall Arts Centre, Castlebar, Co. Mayo 

Waterford Healing Arts Trust, Waterford 
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Survey A: Complete Set of Questions 

Organisation Details  

Please provide us with some details on your organisation and the grant funding received under 

ACCESS II. 

 

1) What is the name of your organisation?* 

_________________________________________________ 

 

2) Which strand of ACCESS II did your organisation receive funding under?* 

( ) New build 

( ) Refurbishment 

( ) Enhancement of existing facilities 

 

3) What type(s) of facility did the ACCESS II funding help your organisation to develop?* 

Please select all that apply. 

[ ] Theatre space 

[ ] Performance space 

[ ] Exhibition space 

[ ] Studio space 

[ ] Rehearsal space 

[ ] Dressing rooms 

[ ] Artists' workspace 

[ ] Restrooms 

[ ] Café 

[ ] Equipment (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

[ ] Other (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

 

4) Please indicate (a) the date on which the initial letter of offer was received, and (b) the date on 

which the funded project was fully completed.* 

Date of Initial Letter of Offer: _________________________________________________ 

Date of Project Completion: _________________________________________________ 

 

5) What was the source of your match funding for the project in question?* 

Please select all that apply. 

[ ] Local Authority 

[ ] Fundraising/Philanthropy 

[ ] Financial Institution (e.g. Bank) 

[ ] EU Funding (e.g. Regional Funds) 

[ ] Other Government Departments (please specify): _______________________________________ 

[ ] Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 
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Application Process 

The following questions relate to your organisation's experience of the ACCESS II scheme from 

completing the application form to the draw-down of funds. 

 

6) Were you involved in your organisation's application for funding under the ACCESS II scheme?* 

( ) Yes, I was directly involved in completing the application form 

( ) Yes, I was involved in some aspect of the funded project 

( ) No 

 

7) With regard to the application for funding, please indicate how your organisation found:* 

 
Very 

difficult 
Difficult Neutral Easy 

Very 

easy 

Don't 

know 

Understanding 

the eligibility 

of the project 

to receive 

funding 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Completing 

the 

application 

form 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Understanding 

the criteria 

used to assess 

applications 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Receiving 

information 

from the 

Department 

to make a 

strong 

application 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  
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8) Once the grant was awarded, please indicate the extent to which your organisation would agree 

that it:* 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

Don't 

know 

Understood 

the conditions 

for the 

payment of 

funding, as 

outlined in the 

letter of offer 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Received a 

timely 

response to 

queries from 

its designated 

Case Officer 

from the 

Department 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Had sufficient 

time to gather 

the 

documentation 

required in the 

letter of offer, 

i.e. Legal 

Agreement, 

Costing of 

Works, 

Evidence of 

Match 

Funding, Tax 

Clearance 

Certificate, 

Tender Report 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  
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Project Management 

The following questions relate to the management of your organisation's project following the 

approval of grant aid under the ACCESS II scheme. 

 

9) Did your organisation appoint a professional Project Manager to oversee the funded project?* 

Note: A Project Manager is to be understood in this context as a professional assigned with 

responsibility for the planning, design, specifications and execution of the project until 

completion. 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

 

10) Please indicate which of the following categories of professional Project Manager oversaw the 

management of the funded project.* 

[ ] Architect 

[ ] Quantity Surveyor 

[ ] Engineer (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

[ ] Individual with a relevant Project Management qualification (please specify): _________________ 

[ ] Other (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

 

11) Did your organisation face any of the following difficulties in managing the project once the 

grant had been approved?* 

Please select all that apply. 

[ ] Lack of, or delay in, securing match funding 

[ ] Securing planning permission 

[ ] Engaging experienced personnel to manage the project 

[ ] Completing the required legal agreement with the Chief State Solicitor's Office 

[ ] Completing the tender report for submission to the Department 

[ ] Timely issuing of grant payments by the Department for paid invoices 

[ ] Other (please give details): _________________________________________________ 

[ ] None of the above 

 

12) Please use this space to provide details on how the Department of Culture, Heritage and the 

Gaeltacht could have supported your organisation in overcoming any of the difficulties faced by 

your organisation specified in Q9.* 

____________________________________________  

____________________________________________  

____________________________________________  

____________________________________________  
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Project Outcomes 

The following questions invite you to provide us with feedback on the impact of the funded project 

on your organisation and the wider local community. 

 

13) Please use the following fields to provide information on the extent to which the funded 

project (a) was, on average, used at the time of the funding application, and (b) is, on average, used 

since the completion of the project.* 

In the case of a new build project, enter '0' under 'At time of funding application'. 

Please enter '0' for both columns in any rows that do not apply to your organisation. 

On average, how many... 

 
At time of funding 

application 

Since project 

completion 

...days per week is the facility in use? _________________ _________________ 

...hours per week is the facility in use? _________________ _________________ 

...performances take place in the facility per month? _________________ _________________ 

...exhibitions take place in the facility per month? _________________ _________________ 

...artists/performers make use of the facility per 

month? 

_________________ _________________ 

...people attend/visit the facility per month? _________________ _________________ 

 

14) What would the outcome of the project have been without the provision of ACCESS II funding?* 

( ) The project would have taken longer to complete 

( ) The project would have been scaled back 

( ) The project would not have been completed 

( ) No difference 

( ) Other (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

 

15) Does your organisation provide access to its facilities to other groups (schools, clubs, community 

groups, etc.)?* 
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( ) Yes (please provide details): _______________________________________________ 

( ) No 

 

16) How many organisations accessed your facilities, on average, per week?* 

Before funding: _________________________________________________ 

After funding: _________________________________________________ 

 

17) For how many hours per week, on average, are other such groups provided with access to your 

organisation's facilities?* 

Before funding: _________________________________________________ 

After funding: _________________________________________________ 

 

Project Outcomes 

The following questions invite you to provide us with feedback on the impact of the funded project 

on your organisation and the wider local community. 

 

18) Has the funding enabled your organisation to modify its programming to include a wider variety 

of audiences (for example, children, young adults, families, retired people, migrants, etc.)?* 

( ) Yes (please provide details): _________________________________________________ 

( ) No 

 

19) What impact has the ACCESS II funding made to the following in the case of your organisation's 

project?* 

 
No 

impact 

Minor 

impact 
Neutral 

Moderate 

impact 

Major 

impact 

Don't 

know 
N/A 

Providing an 

improved facility 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Providing access 

to a facility not 

previously 

available to the 

local community 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Providing 

artists/performer

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  
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s with access to 

facilities which 

were previously 

lacking 

Ability to host 

new community 

events 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Enabling people 

with a disability 

to participate in 

the facility's 

activities 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Increasing the 

facility's earning 

capacity 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Contributing to 

the financial 

viability of the 

facility 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Attracting 

touring 

companies to the 

facility 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Enabling use of 

facility for 

activities which 

were not 

possible prior to 

the completion 

of the funded 

project 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

 

20) Did the funding provided under ACCESS II enable your organisation to achieve the project's initial 

objectives?* 
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( ) Yes 

( ) Partially (please provide details): _________________________________________________ 

( ) No (please provide details): _________________________________________________ 

 

Economic Impact 

The following questions relate to the economic impact of the funded project on the local 

community. 

 

21) Has your organisation experienced a change in the number of people (a) formally employed, and 

(b) volunteering on a weekly basis in the facility following the completion of the project?* 

 Yes No 

(a) Formally 

employed 

( )  ( )  

(b) Weekly 

volunteers 

( )  ( )  

 

 

22) Please provide the number of staff formally employed in your organisation before and after the 

completion of the funded project.* 

Before: _________________________________________________ 

After: __________________________________________________ 

 

23) Please provide an approximate number of hours worked per week, on average, by staff formally 

employed in your organisation before and after the completion of the funded project.* 

Before: _________________________________________________ 

After: _________________________________________________ 

 

24) Please provide the number of weekly volunteers in your organisation before and after the 

completion of the funded project.* 

Before: _________________________________________________ 

After: _________________________________________________ 

25) Please provide an approximate number of hours worked per week, on average, by volunteers in 

your organisation before and after the completion of the funded project.* 

Before: _________________________________________________ 
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After: _________________________________________________ 

 

Strategic Partnerships and Sustainability 

The following questions relate to your organisation's strategic partnerships with other funding 

bodies, as well as its current and capital funding needs. 

26) What percentage of your organisation's (a) current and (b) capital funding requirements come 

from the following sources? 

Note: In the case that your organisation does not receive funding from one or more of the 

following sources, please enter '0' in the respective fields. 

 % Current Funding % Capital Funding 

Local Authority _________________ __________________ 

Arts Council _________________ __________________ 

Fundraising _________________ __________________ 

Philanthropy _________________ __________________ 

EU Funds _________________ __________________ 

Education and Training Board (ETB) _________________ __________________ 

Health Service Executive (HSE) _________________ __________________ 

Other Government Departments _________________ __________________ 

 

27) Is your organisation's current level of funding sufficient for it to make full use of the 

new/refurbished/enhanced facility funded by ACCESS II?* 

( ) Yes 

( ) No (please provide details): _________________________________________________ 

28) Please use the space below if you wish to comment on any challenges facing your organisation 

in funding future capital investment. 

____________________________________________  
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____________________________________________  

____________________________________________  

____________________________________________ 

 

Additional Comments 

29) Please use the space below to provide any additional comments you may have on any aspect of 

the ACCESS II scheme. 

____________________________________________  

____________________________________________  

____________________________________________  

____________________________________________ 

 

Further Contact 

30) You have now reached the end of our survey - thank you for taking the time to provide your 

responses. 

Can we contact you again if we wish to clarify any of your responses?* 

Note: You will not be able to change your responses once you submit the survey. 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

 

31) If you wish to provide your email address, please enter below: _____________________ 

 

32) If you wish to provide your phone number, please enter below: ________________________ 
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Survey B: Complete Set of Questions 

Organisation Details  

Please provide us with some details on your organisation and the grant funding received under 

ACCESS II. 

 

1) What is the name of your organisation?* 

_________________________________________________ 

 

2) Which strand of ACCESS II did your organisation receive funding under?* 

( ) New build 

( ) Refurbishment 

( ) Enhancement of existing facilities 

 

3) What type(s) of facility did the ACCESS II funding help your organisation to develop?* 

Please select all that apply. 

[ ] Theatre space 

[ ] Performance space 

[ ] Exhibition space 

[ ] Studio space 

[ ] Rehearsal space 

[ ] Dressing rooms 

[ ] Artists' workspace 

[ ] Restrooms 

[ ] Café 

[ ] Equipment (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

[ ] Other (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

 

4) Please indicate (a) the date on which the initial letter of offer was received, and (b) the date on 

which the funded project was fully completed.* 

Date of Initial Letter of Offer: _________________________________________________ 

Expected Project Completion Date (Original): _____________________________________________ 

Expected Project Completion Date (Current): _____________________________________________ 

 

5) What is the source of your match funding for the project in question?* 

Please select all that apply. 

[ ] Local Authority 

[ ] Fundraising/Philanthropy 

[ ] Financial Institution (e.g. Bank) 

[ ] EU Funding (e.g. Regional Funds) 

[ ] Other Government Departments (please specify): _______________________________________ 

[ ] Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 
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Application Process 

The following questions relate to your organisation's experience of the application and grant award 

stages of the ACCESS II scheme. 

 

6) Were you involved in your organisation's application for funding under the ACCESS II scheme?* 

( ) Yes, I was directly involved in completing the application form 

( ) Yes, I was involved in some aspect of the funded project 

( ) No 

 

7) With regard to the application for funding, please indicate how your organisation found:* 

 
Very 

difficult 
Difficult Neutral Easy 

Very 

easy 

Don't 

know 

Understanding 

the eligibility 

of the project 

to receive 

funding 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Completing 

the 

application 

form 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Understanding 

the criteria 

used to assess 

applications 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Receiving 

information 

from the 

Department 

to make a 

strong 

application 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  
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8) Once the grant was awarded, please indicate the extent to which your organisation would agree 

that it:* 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

Don't 

know 

Understood 

the conditions 

for the 

payment of 

funding, as 

outlined in the 

letter of offer 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Received a 

timely 

response to 

queries from 

its designated 

Case Officer 

from the 

Department 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Had sufficient 

time to gather 

the 

documentation 

required in the 

letter of offer, 

i.e. Legal 

Agreement, 

Costing of 

Works, 

Evidence of 

Match 

Funding, Tax 

Clearance 

Certificate, 

Tender Report 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  



74 
 

Project Management 

The following questions relate to the management of your organisation's project following the 

approval of grant aid under the ACCESS II scheme. 

 

9) Did your organisation appoint a professional Project Manager to oversee the funded project?* 

Note: A Project Manager is to be understood in this context as a professional assigned with 

responsibility for the planning, design, specifications and execution of the project until 

completion. 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

 

10) Please indicate which of the following categories of professional Project Manager oversaw the 

management of the funded project.* 

[ ] Architect 

[ ] Quantity Surveyor 

[ ] Engineer (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

[ ] Individual with a relevant Project Management qualification (please specify): _________________ 

[ ] Other (please specify): _________________________________________________ 

 

11) Was the initial project timeline, as set out in the terms of the grant offer, realistic?* 

i.e. that funded projects be completed by 31st December 2009. 

( ) Yes (please include comment) _______________________ 

( ) No (please include comment) _______________________ 

( ) Don’t know 

 

12) Did your organisation face any of the following difficulties in managing the project once the 

grant had been approved?* 

Please select all that apply. 

[ ] Lack of, or delay in, securing match funding 

[ ] Securing planning permission 

[ ] Engaging experienced personnel to manage the project 

[ ] Completing the required legal agreement with the Chief State Solicitor's Office 

[ ] Completing the tender report for submission to the Department 

[ ] Timely issuing of grant payments by the Department for paid invoices 

[ ] Other (please give details): _________________________________________________ 

[ ] None of the above 
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13) As the project in question is ongoing, please provide us with further details on the challenges or 

difficulties faced by your organisation which have led to the delay/disruption of the project's 

completion.* 

__________________________________ 

 

14) Please provide us with some suggestions as to how the Department of Culture, Heritage and the 

Gaeltacht could have supported your organisation in overcoming any of the difficulties outlined 

above.* 

__________________________________ 

 

Additional Comments 

15) Please use the space below to provide any additional comments you may have on any aspect of 

the ACCESS II scheme. 

__________________________________ 

 

Further Contact 

16) You have now reached the end of our survey - thank you for taking the time to provide your 

responses. 

Can we contact you again if we wish to clarify any of your responses?* 

Note: You will not be able to change your responses once you submit the survey. 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

 

17) If you wish to provide your email address, please enter below: _____________________ 

 

18) If you wish to provide your phone number, please enter below: ________________________ 
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Quality Assurance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Quality Assurance Process 

To ensure accuracy and methodological rigour, the authors engaged in the 
following quality assurance process. 

 

 Internal/Departmental 

 Line management 

 Spending Review Sub-group and Steering group 

 Other divisions/sections – Central Votes Section and the 
Public Service Reform and Delivery Office. 

 Peer review (IGEES network, seminars, conferences etc.) 

 

 External 

 Other Government Department 

 Advisory group 

 Quality Assurance Group (QAG) 

 Peer review (IGEES network, seminars, conferences etc.) 

 External expert(s) 

 

 Other (relevant details) – INSERT 
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