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This report is one in a series of nine assessing the socio-economic performance of 
individual Gateways as designated under the National Spatial Strategy (NSS) 2002-2020. 
This series serves as both an update and progression of the Gateway Development 
Index (GDI), which was originally compiled and published in 20091. It builds upon the 
initial study using previously established domains and constituent indicators (or suitable 
alternatives where necessary and appropriate), as well as expanding the Index to 
encompass the Hub towns for the first time. Accordingly, the Index is hereinafter referred 
to as the Gateways and Hubs Development Index (GHDI) 2012.

Each report presents the updated findings for the relevant Gateway2 (a Hubs report is 
also available) using the latest available datasets in 2012, in the form of an Index, based 
upon the evaluation of all of the Gateways and Hubs within a series of domains and 
indicators. For reasons of comparability, these datasets were prepared and analysed 
for both 2006 and 2011. The domains and indicators were, for the most part, previously 
defined and used within the GDI 2009 report, while some minor adjustments have 
been introduced3. It is important to note that the geographic boundaries upon which 
the indicators are formulated have changed in all cases. It should also be noted that 
although both the GDI 2009 and the GHDI 2012 utilise largely the same indicators, 
they are however not directly comparable due to changes in the boundaries of the 
various Gateways and Hubs as defined by the CSO POWSCAR dataset. The GHDI 2012 
therefore will compare the performance of the Gateways and Hubs in 2011 and 2006 by 
retrospectively applying the new framework to the GDI 2009. This is set out in the series 
of reports. In addition,the findings of a comprehensive perception survey complement 
the detailed domain analysis. 

It should be noted that, for the purposes of the GHDI study (which is primarily tasked with 
measuring and monitoring the economic and social performance of each Gateway given 
the context of their prescribed NSS role, and the EU Co-Financed Regional Operational 
Programme investment), two ‘Zone’ boundaries have been determined to further inform 
the analysis, these are defined in such a manner that: Zone 1 reflects the urban cores, i.e. 
the relevant cities and towns and their environs as defined by the CSO (2011); and, Zone 
2 consists of the wider Gateway catchment or functional area, where in excess of 20% of 
the residents in employment commutes to the urban core (Zone 1) to work. The Zone 2 
areas may extend beyond the administrative boundaries of each Gateway settlement. 
In many cases, this has resulted in large parts of the surrounding rural hinterland also 
being included within the study area, which reflects the influence and economic reach 
of the Gateways. Accordingly, the population findings within Gateway reports should not 
be directly compared with Regional Planning Guidelines (RPG) population targets (as set 
out within the RPGs and development plans). 

1 Available at: http://www.bmwassembly.ie/publications/other_reports/BMW_GDI_Report.pdf  and
http://www.seregassembly.ie/images/text_pages/11497_SE_GDI_Report.pdf
2 Reports have been compiled for each of the nine Gateways, with a single report to include all of the Hubs, 
and a summary Gateway and Hubs Development Index Report 
3 A new domain, ‘Crime’ replaces ‘Social Facilities and Networks’ as a measure of human capital. The 2009 GDI 
domain ‘Social Facilities and Networks’ was largely based on crime statistics in any event. In addition, some 
minor indicator adjustments have been introduced to some indicators within domains.
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The CSO derived boundaries of cities/towns (Zone 1) will not always capture the full 
extent of the influence of the Gateway/Hub as a number of large employment nodes 
are located outside of the defined boundaries e.g. Dublin Airport and Shannon Industrial 
Zone. CSO POWSCAR data is used in the Index to ensure and enable consistency of 
analysis across all Gateways and Hubs. However anomalies such as those identified 
may arise.

It should be noted that the remit and scope of this report is focused upon examining the 
economic and social performance of both the Gateways and Hubs and does not seek 
to catalogue or identify all investments delivered under national, regional and local 
investment programmes (information which is publicly available). 

The reports are the outputs to a study which is co-funded by the European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF) under the Regional Operational Programmes 2007-2013 
undertaken on behalf of the Border, Midland and Western Regional Assembly and the 
Southern and Eastern Regional Assembly by Future Analytics Consulting, in conjunction 
with Behaviour and Attitudes. A steering committee, consisting of representatives as 
listed in Appendix 1 from the following bodies guided the overall study.

A series of stakeholder workshops were organised by the BMW and S&E Regional 
Assemblies, and conducted with the assistance of Future Analytics Consulting and 
Behaviour and Attitudes (a list of those who attended is set out in Appendix 2). The 
feedback from these workshops was instrumental in informing the compilation and 
presentation of the final reports. The Steering Committee would like to sincerely thank 
all those who attended the workshops and contributed to the overall project outputs.
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As with many of the towns and cities designated as Gateways under the National 
Spatial Strategy (NSS) 2002-2020, Galway fulfils a number of roles. It is the primary 
urban centre within the province of Connaught, it is the main urban area of the county 
of Galway, and it is the primary economic driver of the West Region. These roles are 
recognised by the designation of the city as a Gateway within the National Spatial 
Strategy 2002-2020. Galway has gained an international reputation for being an 
attractive cultural centre, and this is a reputation which Galway has sought to exploit 
in order to attract important international investors to the area. The North Galway 
town of Tuam was also designated under the NSS as a Hub town with the vision that 
it will both assist in building links between the Gateways of Galway and Sligo, while 
also developing as a town. Galway has a high level of influence over the neighbouring 
hub town of Tuam. Given this close relationship the GHDI report on the Tuam Hub is 
appended to this report (see Appendix 4).

As with other developing Gateways, there are several important factors that have 
driven economic growth. Among these is the prominence of high levels of educational 
attainment amongst the labour force and high level of knowledge generation. Both 
characteristics are supported by the activities of two important third level institutions, 
namely NUI Galway and Galway-Mayo Institute of Technology (which together 
had 22, 969 students enrolled in 2011). Based on the availability of a highly skilled 
workforce, Galway’s Zone 2, over many years, has been able to establish itself as 
a centre of excellence for a range of international firms, particularly in the medical 
and biomedical sector, but also in the information and communication technologies 
sector.  

As with most of the designated Gateways, the transport infrastructure linking Galway 
has improved since the NSS was originally published in 2002. There are a wide variety 
of transportation modes available to and from Galway including road and rail based 
public transport. Galway Airport remains an infrastructural asset but currently does 
not have commercial flights, while Shannon Airport is approximately one hour away. 
Galway Harbour Company, one of the five smaller State-owned commercial port 
companies, is a bulk port primarily catering for liquid-bulk products such as petroleum 
importation, storage and distribution4. In addition the National Ports Policy noted the 
of the return of cruise tourist traffic to Galway Harbour in 2012.

In the 2009 Gateway Development Index5, Galway was found to have been performing 
very well, both on a national level and in comparison with the other designated 
Gateways, with an overall score of 6.06. The Gateway achieved particularly high 
scores in the Knowledge and Innovation, Social Facilities and Infrastructure domains. 
However, relative weaknesses were also identified, especially in terms of the Natural 
and Physical Environment and the Transport and Connectivity Domain. In the 2012 
GHDI, the Galway Gateway returned a score of 5.9, which although indicative of a slight 
decline, illustrates that the Gateway retained an above average overall performance.

4 Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport (2013). National Ports Policy 2012.
Available at: http://www.transport.ie/upload/general/13776-NATIONAL_PORTS_POLICY_2013-1.PDF 
5 In order to facilitate comparison between the GHDI 2012 and the GDI 2009, the 2009 Index has been 
remapped across the 2011 Census boundaries to produce a comparative Index. 
6 The 2009 GDI can be accessed at: http://www.bmwassembly.ie/publications/other_reports/BMW_GDI_
Report.pdf
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The boundaries of the Galway Gateway have been defined using Central Statistics 
Office (CSO) Place of Work, School or College Census of Anonymised Records 
(POWSCAR) data (used under Licence) derived from the 2011 Census. Each Gateway 
is divided into two specific Zones for analysis, with Zone 1 defined as the city, legal 
town or small town and environs (as defined by the CSO, 2011), while Zone 2 has 
been defined as consisting of District Electoral Divisions (DEDs) where in excess of 
20% of the resident population in employment commutes to the Gateway urban 
core (Zone 1) for work. The use of POWSCAR data facilitates an understanding of 
the functional area of the Gateway, to examine its economic reach and to ascertain 
how it is acting as a driver of growth based on its NSS-identified role. Although the 
Gateway boundaries were defined from POWSCAR data, for the purposes of this 
analysis, data for travel to schools and colleges was not utilised. The rationale for 
this was to replicate as closely as possible the approach taken in the previous GDI 
boundary definitions as the travel to schools and colleges was not included in the 
POWCAR 2006.  

1.2 Use of POWSCAR Data
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 »The extent of the functional area of the Galway Gateway in 2012 remains 
largely unchanged to that identified in 2009;
 »Zone 2 can be seen to encompass a large proportion of Galway county, 
stretching from Loughrea, in East Galway, well into Connemara, in the 
West of the county, and from Gort in the South to Tuam and beyond in the 
North of the county.   



GeoDirectory 2012 is a service, jointly established by An Post and Ordnance Survey 
Ireland, which provides a complete database of all of the buildings in the Republic 
of Ireland and their geolocation details. It holds records for 1.8 million properties. 
The database is regularly updated and no legacy or previous versions are retained7. 
In this case the GeoDirectory 2012 (used under licence), provides a snapshot for a 
particular point in time (Q1 2012). The GeoDirectory 2012 has been utilised in this 
project to determine the level of retail activity and the sectoral base/provision of 
services in the Gateways (and Hubs). 

7 The Q1 2012 version of GeoDirectory 2012 has been be ‘frozen’ such that it can be considered in any 
future review and update of the Gateways and Hubs Development Index.

1.3 Use of GeoDirectory Data
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It is important to establish and review the spatial and socio-economic policy and 
guidance frameworks have had  a bearing on the development and performance 
of the Gateways and Hubs since their roles were established in the National Spatial 
Strategy 2002-2020 (NSS)8 to date. Given that a range of strategic national, regional 
and local-level policies have influenced the performance of these designated 
Gateways and Hubs, understanding their effects, both positive and negative is seen 
as an important step in informing the future direction of regional policy in Ireland. 

Nationally, Gateways are expected to act as strategically placed engines of growth to 
enable their functional regions and by extension the country, to grow to its potential, 
within a national spatial and forward planning framework. With a strategic location 
both nationally and relative to their surrounding environs, Gateways act as the main 
providers of the area’s social and economic infrastructure and support services. 
At a regional level, Gateways are positioned to guide more balanced regional 
development therefore ensuring their continued development and should inform 
capital investment priority decisions. They should facilitate their functional areas 
to harness their potential and provide a framework for coordinating local planning 
(for example, alignment of population targets with Gateways objectives, etc), while 
also strengthening the relationship between urban and rural areas, and promoting 
sustainable forms of development. The Gateways, supported by nine designated 
Hubs, have been the main drivers of the regional economy and in the case of Dublin, 
the  national economy, albeit to different extents.

In terms of the Galway Gateway, the NSS seeks to strengthen the critical mass of the 
Gateway in terms of population, education and job opportunities that are favourable 
to growth. The NSS identifies the potential for combining complementary strengths 
of the Galway and Limerick Gateways to achieve a critical mass on the west coast 
to act as a counterbalance to economic activity in Dublin, with a focus on improving 
roads and public transport links between these Gateways. The designation of Tuam 
as a Hub town was intended to support the process of interaction between Galway 
and other areas to the north, west and northwest9. The Regional Planning Guidelines 
(RPGs) for the West Region 2010-202210 provide the framework for the specific 
development roles and capabilities of all urban centres in the Galway Gateway (and 
the wider West Region, including Counties Mayo and Roscommon). Tuam, as a Hub 
town, has the role of strengthening the links between the Galway Gateway and the 
Sligo Gateway, as well as energising its own catchment area. 

8 Government of Ireland (2002) National Spatial Strategy for Ireland 2002-2020: People, Place and 
Potential. Available at: http://nss.ie/pdfs/Completea.pdf
9 Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (2003) What the NSS means for 
Galway, Summary Page. Available at www.irishspatialstrategy.ie. 
10 West Regional Authority (2010) The Regional Planning Guidelines for the West Region 2010-2022 
Available at
 http://www.galway.ie/en/Business/WestRegionalAuthority/RegionalPlanningGuidelines20102022/

2.0 Policy Context
2.1 The Importance of Policy for Balanced and Sustainable  
 Regional Development
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The longer terms priorities for Galway, as set out in the Gateway Investment Priorities 
Study11, include the need to strengthen the research and innovation capacity of NUIG 
and GMIT and improve linkages to enterprise in the region, more co-ordinated efforts 
to improve the provision of social infrastructure, improved rail links and improvements 
to water services/waste management infrastructure.

National Spatial Strategy 2002-2020
The National Spatial Strategy 2002-2020 was created as the principal national strategic 
planning framework within Ireland12. As outlined above, Galway was designated one 
of nine Gateways, each of which is intended to develop as the primary drivers of 
sustainable economic and spatial development within their region. This has identified 
Galway as the primary driver of development in the West Region. Up until this point, 
both the urban core (Zone 1) and the wider functional area of the Galway Gateway 
(Zone 2) have seen considerable growth in terms of their economy, available facilities 
and infrastructure linkages, while the Gateway population has also expanded. This 
growth and expansion was supported by a series of government-funded investment 
initiatives, such as the National Development Plans and Transport 21, which have 
provided important guidance on where specific infrastructure should be prioritised 
as well as providing the required funding mechanisms.  

The NSS Update and Outlook Report, released in 2010, acknowledged that despite 
the attainment of a certain level of success, specifically in the area of infrastructure 
provision and compliance with the RPGs, a number of issues and challenges to the 
achievement of the wider NSS objectives remain. The most notable of these relate 
to settlement patterns and the way in which much of the development which took 
place in recent years did so in an unsustainable manner, leading to a high level of car 
dependence and the decline of many urban core areas. 

One past policy which had a significant spatial dimension was decentralisation. 
This was a programme to redistribute entire government departments and state 
agencies with large numbers of civil and public servants from Dublin to various parts 
of the country. The distribution did not, however, focus exclusively on relocating 
departments/agencies to the Gateways and Hubs, Ireland’s designated engines for 
growth. Of those departments/agencies that were relocated, 33%13 were relocated to 
the designated Gateways and Hubs, thereby diverting a proportion of development 
beyond those areas. Furthermore, large shares of future phases of decentralisation 
were earmarked to move to towns which did not feature in the NSS. 

11 Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government and Forfás (2006) Implementing the NSS: 
Gateway Investment Priorities Study: Final Report
12 Under the guidance and funding initiatives of the original National Development Plan 2000-2006.
13 Department of the Taoiseach, Department of Education and Skills, Department of the Environment, 
Community and Local Government and Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (January, 2012) Third 
Report of the Organisational Review Programme. Available from: http://per.gov.ie/wp-content/uploads/
ORP-Third-Report.pdf. This percentage is derived from a cursory assessment of the initial phases of 
decentralisation and relating them to their place of destination/relocation.

2.2 Spatial Policy Landscape
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The Department of Environment, Community and Local Government (DoECLG) 
recently announced their intention to undertake a full review of the NSS to be 
completed by the end of 2014 or early 2015. The outcome of this review will have an 
important bearing on the future development of Ireland’s Gateways and Hubs and 
will have implications which inform Ireland’s approach to regional policy14.

Regional Planning Guidelines
The Regional Planning Guidelines (RPGs)15 are an important element in controlling 
how the goals of the NSS are achieved. Unlike the NDP, the RPGs have no financial 
instruments (although they do include a chapter related to regional economic 
strategies), but instead exert their influence through the establishment of an 
integrated regional planning framework by ensuring that city and county councils 
fulfil their obligation that all city and county development plans must be consistent 
with the goals of the RPGs, and, as such, with the NSS. The RPGs were most recently 
updated in 2010 and will be subject to a fundamental review in 2016 following the 
planned reconfiguration of the eight regional authority (NUTS III) regions into 3 
Regional Assemblies in 2014. 

Local and Regional Government Reform
This recently unveiled local and regional government reform measure, contained 
within the reform programme ‘Putting People First: Action Programme for Effective 
Local Government’16, is intended as a comprehensive mechanism for the reform 
of local  government in Ireland. Local and regional bodies are involved in the 
development and implementation of policies and the provision of funds which are 
designed to give effect to the strategic goals of the NSS. The establishment of three 
Regional Assemblies, and the amalgamation of a number of local authorities, as set 
out in Putting People First, will have an important impact in relation to the delivery of 
services and funding, and the creation of policies in support of individual Gateways. 

The three new assemblies will be as follows:

 »Southern Region Assembly which will evolve from the existing Southern and 
Eastern Regional Assembly (consisting of Munster and the south-east counties 
of Carlow, Kilkenny and Wexford);
 »an Eastern and Midland Region Assembly which will be newly established 
(consisting of the province of Leinster other than the south-east counties in the 
Southern Region); and
 »a Connacht-Ulster Region Assembly which will evolve from the existing 
Border, Midland and Western Regional Assembly (consisting of the province of 
Connaught and the counties along the Border with Northern Ireland other than 
County Louth).

14 This announcement was made by Minister for the Environment, Community and Local Government, Phil 
Hogan T.D, at the Regional Studies Association ‘New Regional Governance in Ireland’ Conference held on 
21st January 2013.
15 The West Regional Authority (2010) The Regional Planning Guidelines for the West Region 
2010-2022 are available at: http://www.galway.ie/en/Business/WestRegionalAuthority/
RegionalPlanningGuidelines20102022/
16 Department of Environment, Community and Local Government (2012) Putting People First: Action 
Programme for Effective Local Government. Dublin: Stationary Office. Available at: 
http://www.environ.ie/en/Publications/LocalGovernment/Administration/FileDownLoad,31309,en.pdf   

7



These will assume all of the responsibilities previously held by the eight Regional 
Authorities. Within the context of the NSS, this means that these Assemblies will 
now be responsible for the delivery and administration of regional and economic 
strategies, including the continued management of EU Regional Operational 
Programmes, all of which will be influential in the future development of the 
designated Gateway and Hubs, as well as the continuing implementation of the 
RPGs, which will run until 2016, pending their replacement by the new regional 
strategies mentioned above, the preparation of which will commence in 2014/15.

The Importance of the Regional Development Dimension
The strengthening of regional government is essential to ensure that regional 
imbalances are addressed, and to manage the regional impact of national 
policies and programmes. A regional approach to enhancing competitiveness, 
and addressing the various strengths and weaknesses of individual regions, 
necessitates appropriate regional structures being in place. One example of the 
importance of an effective and efficient approach to regional development is 
seen in the recently published National Strategy for Higher Education, which also 
advocates regional clustering, wherein collaboration is fostered “between clusters 
of geographically proximate institutions, to ensure that individual, enterprise and 
societal needs are addressed in a planned, coherent and efficient way”. The report 
states that the clustering model proposed complements the NSS and will benefit 
from ongoing improvements in regional government structures17. Furthermore, 
Galway has already had considerable success in economic clustering, with a strong 
representation of medical devices and ICT companies located within the Gateway 
catchment area.

The Forfás Regional Competitiveness Agenda West 2010 report explored how 
the West region could continue to develop a competitive environment. The 
report highlighted the vibrant entrepreneurial culture and the strong research 
and development competency as specific strengths. The potential for economic 
development utilising the natural resources for wind, wood and wave energy were 
also highlighted. Key action areas identified in the report are to harness design and 
creative skills and to further develop the innovative and entrepreneurial capacity 
of the region. 

The Atlantic Gateways Initiative18 was launched with the intention of increasing the 
interconnectivity of the four Gateway cities which are located along the Western 
and Southern (Atlantic) coasts of the country (Galway, Limerick, Cork and Waterford, 
along with the Hub towns). It was intended that this approach would allow these 
Gateways to operate as an effective regional counterbalance to the development 
pressure of the Greater Dublin Area (GDA), thus achieving one of the key objectives 
of the NSS. Central to the success of this initiative was the investment in prioritised 
infrastructure links, especially in the area of transport and broadband, all of 
which would serve to nurture and encourage economic growth individually and 
collectively. 

17 Department of Education and Skills (2011) National Strategy for Higher Education, Report of the 
Strategy Group. Dublin: Department of Education and Skills, p.84. 
Available at: http://www.hea.ie/en/national-strategy.
18 Government of Ireland (2006) Atlantic Gateways Initiative: Achieving Critical Mass. Available at: 
http://www.environ.ie/en/Publications/DevelopmentandHousing/Planning/NationalSpatialStrategy/
FileDownLoad,5294,en.pdf. 
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While some improvement in transportation linkages between the four cities which 
comprise the Atlantic Gateways have taken place, there are still significant bottlenecks 
(while it is possible to travel to Dublin non-stop from each one of them via motorway. 
it is not possible to travel between them without having to travel through a number 
of highly congested towns and villages) which are continuing to have a negative 
influence on the success of this initiative.  While the Atlantic Gateways Initiative 
remains a strategic objective under the National Spatial Strategy, the reality is that 
the economic downturn and resultant scarcity of public investment has delayed 
progress on enabling investment, particularly improved transport connectivity.

Planning Legislation
In terms of spatial planning legislative changes, the Planning and Development 
(Amendment) Act, 201019 enhances the objective of supporting economic renewal 
and sustainable development and strengthens the requirement for greater alignment 
between the NSS and RPGs and city/county development plans and Local Area Plans. 
In addition, the requirement by city and county councils to prepare a Core Strategy 
grounded in an evidence-based assessment will augment development plans, while 
ongoing reforms to specific aspects of legislation such as the requirements of ‘Part V’ 
(which relates to social and affordable housing) will ensure that the statutory context 
is relevant and fit-for-purpose.

Resourcing Mechanisms for Spatial Policy
Prior to 2008, there was little by way of dedicated resourcing mechanisms (although 
Gateways were prioritised in Government capital funding programmes) in place to 
drive the implementation of national spatial policy. Furthermore, there has been 
an evident slowdown in the implementation of national economic policy in recent 
years owing to the scale of the prevailing economic conditions faced. One important 
objective in resourcing Gateway development is the compatibility and alignment 
of various programmes. For example, the Human Capital Investment Operational 
Programme 2007-2013 (supported by the European Social Fund) specifically seeks to 
align with the NSS, stating it “...will respect the work to be undertaken in implementing 
the NSS and through financing of projects in each of the regions and will seek to 
contribute where possible to the aims of the NSS”20. The resourcing of Gateway 
development is explored further in the next section.

Prevailing Economic Conditions
The economic circumstances which the country has experienced since 2008 have 
impacted upon all policy decisions, and especially those relating to the allocation 
of funding and investment, such as those required to facilitate the realisation of 
objectives for Ireland’s Gateways and Hubs. Since this time, there has been a series 
of funding cuts and new economic policies, each of which has sought to gain greater 
control over public expenditure. In some cases there has been a direct impact upon 
the implementation (such as in the case of deferrals of infrastructure investment 
programmes) of the NSS as a result of these policies, while in other cases, the impact 
has been indirect (such as reduced funding for health services. ). The cumulative 
effect led to delays in the realisation of NSS objectives within individual Gateways 
and Hubs.

19 Government of Ireland (2010) Planning and Development (Amendment) Act, 2010. 
Available at: http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/pdf/2010/en.act.2010.0030.PDF 
20 Department of Education and Skills (2012) Human Capital Investment Operational Programme 2007-
2013 Supported by the European Social Fund p.57

2.3 Resourcing Gateway Development
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The slower delivery of the strategic goals originally envisaged within each Gateway, 
Hub and for the NSS overall is predominantly arising from the national funding 
restrictions and new government policies introduced in the last number of years. 
The impact is particularly noted in relation to the reduced public investment in 
physical infrastructure. The reduction in revenues which many local authorities have 
experienced due to the collapse in development contributions and a reduced rates 
base have served to further undermine the development of  individual Gateways and 
Hubs already experiencing funding cuts from national funds.

Two National Development Plans (NDPs, those of 2000-2006 and 2007-2013) have 
been in operation since the adoption of the NSS in 2002. The current NDP 2007-
2013, which is, in effect, no longer in operation (and has been taken over by capital 
investment strategies, etc), has been much constrained by the effects of the economic 
downturn in recent years.

The deferral of the Gateway Innovation Fund (GIF) in 2008 has removed a vital 
funding mechanism specifically intended to enable the delivery of necessary flagship 
infrastructure and to aid in the realisation of goals and objectives within the individual 
Gateways. An initial Exchequer provision of €300 million over three years 2008-2010, 
was envisaged for the GIF21. Separately the two Regional Assemblies introduced 
grant schemes to utilise the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) advances 
to the Regional Operational Programmes 2007-2013 to fund a number of Gateways 
and Hubs projects. These schemes funded Gateways and Hubs projects in the BMW 
region providing over €17 million in grant aid and Gateway projects in the S&E region 
with over €11 million in grant aid. The combined investment under both schemes 
across the two regions is €50.5 million.  

Impact on the Galway Gateway
The decline in development and infrastructure funding has impacted upon the 
realisation of the goals of the Galway Gateway in a number of ways, with the most 
notable of these including a suspension of land drainage works, reduced funding for 
tourism projects and delays to water services projects. In addition impacts have been 
experienced the development of two important road infrastructure projects which 
could potentially alleviate traffic congestion in the Gateway. Completion of the M17/
M18 motorway from Tuam to Gort motorway has been delayed for several years and 
has been a constraint to development not only to Galway but to the West of Ireland. 
However, it was recently announced following the securing of funding from the 
European Investment Bank that work will commence on this project before the end 
of 201322.  While the proposed Galway City Outer Bypass has experienced delays.

Gateway Investment
There has been a focus on policies and strategies which have sought to enhance 
the strategic vision of the NSS at the regional and local level (as discussed earlier), 
providing guidance to the relevant authorities on how and where this development 
should take place. Amongst the most notable of these is the Regional Operational 
Programme for the Border, Midland and Western Regional Assembly Area (BMW)23, 
the RPGs for the West Region, the Atlantic Gateways Initiative (AGI) and the relevant 
City and County Development plans and local area plans. Many of these are statutory 

21 Details are available at: http://www.irishspatialstrategy.ie/.  
22 Available at: 
http://www.galway.ie/en/Services/RoadsTransportation/RoadProjects/N17N18GorttoTuamScheme/ 
23 Funding was provided from various EU funds for the 2000-2006 programme and for from European 
Regional Development Funds (ERDF) for the 2007-2013 programming period.
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in nature, and are subject to review and replacement within statutorily defined periods, 
and the manner in which they have sought to fulfil the goals of the NSS has also 
evolved. In this way, resulting policies have been influenced in their development by 
an extensive series of factors. 

The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) co-funded Gateway Grant 
Scheme funding mechanism managed by the Border, Midland and Western Regional  
Assembly24 is designed to assist and support economic, social and environmental 
enhancements within Gateways, with a specific emphasis on regeneration, 
infrastructure, cultural, and sustainable energy projects. Midland and Western 
Regional Assembly25. This scheme is designed to assist and support economic, 
social and environmental enhancements within Gateways, with a specific emphasis 
on regeneration, infrastructure, cultural, and sustainable energy projects. One recent 
project within the Galway Gateway which has received ERDF funding include the 
Seamus Quirke/Bishop O’Donnell Road Transport Corridor26.

The Transport 2127 programme, which ran between 2005 and 2010, has resulted 
in significant improvements in terms of infrastructural connectivity throughout the 
island of Ireland. These infrastructural improvements have led to a much more 
efficient transport system, especially between Dublin and the other designated 
Gateways and Hubs, as well as within the Gateways and Hubs themselves. Transport 
21 projects identified for Galway include the M6 Dublin/Galway motorway, the 
enhancement of the Atlantic Road Corridor, with priority given to the completion 
of the Limerick/Galway section of the N18 to high quality dual carriageway; an 
enhanced intercity rail services on the Galway/Dublin route; a commuter rail service 
between Athenry and Galway; an effective bus based public transport network, and 
continued support for Galway Regional Airport28. However, the pace of infrastructural 
improvements between Gateways, with the exception of links to Dublin, has been 
slow. In October 2011 Galway Airport’s sole remaining operator, Aer Arann, ceased 
commercial operations at the airport. 

In response to the economic downturn, various recovery initiatives and strategies 
have been developed, and subsequently superseded. However, in many cases it is 
noteworthy that such policies have not incorporated an overtly regional dimension, 
notwithstanding the fact that the NSS Update and Outlook report identified that 
successful regional development depends upon effective interaction of policies and 
funding strategies from a wide range of government departments, local and regional 
authorities, and private sector investment. 

The recession has brought with it a vast increase in unemployment levels. Economic 
recovery was predicated upon a reversal of this trend, and an emphasis on sustainable 
economic growth has become a government priority. Upon its release in 2010, the 

24 European Regional Development Fund co-funded Gateway Grant Scheme. Information available at:  
http://www.bmwassembly.ie/gateways/about.html. 
25 European Regional Development Fund co-funded Gateway Grant Scheme. Information available at:  
http://www.bmwassembly.ie/gateways/about.html.
26 Ibid. 
27 Details taken from the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport website. Available at: http://www.
transport.ie/viewitem.asp?id=7048&lang=ENG&loc=1850, 
28 Galway City Council (2011) Galway City Development Plan 2011-2017 (p8). Available at: http://gis.
galwaycity.ie/devplanflipbook/pdf/DevPlan_20112017.pdf
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primary focus of the National Recovery Plan 2011-201429 was to promote nationwide 
economic recovery. This plan sets out a series of reforms of both a fiscal and structural 
nature, designed to make the country more competitive and attractive, and in doing 
so, develop new markets for existing and developing Irish goods, attract additional 
Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) (the Industrial Development Authority advocates 
a regional spread of FDI in Ireland), and make Ireland an attractive place in which 
to do business. However, one constraint of the National Recovery Plan is the lack 
of regional focus. The prioritisation of economic recovery at a national level, while 
perhaps reflective of the scale of the economic difficulty Ireland is in, failed to take 
account of structural weaknesses at a regional spatial scale. In this way, weaker parts 
of the country which were already struggling more than other areas, may not be 
allowed to recover as quickly as they should. It must be noted that in 2012 there has 
been a significant growth in FDI beyond the Dublin region, with the IDA announcing 
the delivery of 12,722 jobs in 2012 alone, representing a net increase of 6,570 for the 
year30, with notable FDI jobs gains in the Dundalk, Sligo, Galway and Limerick areas.   

National Recovery Policy and Investment Framework 
Following on from the National Recovery Plan, the Capital Investment Framework 
2012-201631 was designed to assess the existing and future capacity requirements 
of the Country’s infrastructure, in order to ensure that it is capable of facilitating the 
essential economic growth required to bring the country out of recession. Where 
an infrastructure deficit or funding requirement is identified, the policy states that 
capital will be made available to address this. The primary motivation for this policy 
is to ensure that, in spite of the limited quantity of funding available, necessary 
infrastructure developments and financial support for fledgling businesses will be 
obtainable. 

While the National Action Plan for Jobs published in 2012 seeks to reinforce the 
Government’s role as an employment facilitator rather than as a jobs provider. To 
this end, the Plan identifies seven principal areas on which job creation activities 
will be focused. The objective of these activities is primarily about enhancing the 
ability of Irish business to compete both nationally and internationally, encouraging 
entrepreneurship, identifying new markets, and developing new or as yet under 
developed sectors, while also looking to attract new FDI and incentivise the expansion 
of existing operations, with a specific emphasis on the research sector. The National 
Action Plan for Jobs acknowledges the requirement for a regional focus, and sets 
out individual objectives which encompass a regional dimension; it also makes a 
commitment that government will commit ”...to ensuring that job creation measures 
are targeted in a balanced way across all regions. The IDA is committed to delivering 
50% of investments to areas outside Dublin and Cork”32. However, while the National 
Action Plan for Jobs makes no direct reference to the NSS being a more specific 
set of actions than a broad policy document, the publication of quarterly progress 
reports outline the level of delivery of measures targeted for each quarter, with some 
measures having a regional focus.

29 Government of Ireland (2010) National Recovery Plan 2011-2014, Dublin. Available at: http://www.
budget.gov.ie/RecoveryPlan.aspx
30 http://www.idaireland.com/news-media/press-releases/ida-ireland-client-compan/Index.xml. 
31 Government of Ireland (2011) Infrastructure and Capital Investment 2012 – 2016: Medium Term 
Exchequer Framework, Dublin, Available at http://per.gov.ie/wp-content/uploads/Infrastructure-and-
Capital-Investment-2012-2016.pdf. 
32 Government of Ireland (2012) National Action Plan for Jobs 2012, p 15. 
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The continued pursuance of balanced regional development and the development 
of designated areas to drive regional growth (such as Gateways and Hubs) should 
be seen as an integral part of the economic recovery of the country. One of the key 
lessons which should be learned regarding the period leading up to the economic 
downturn is in the area of the decision making process - poor decisions lead to poor 
outcomes. In many cases, the absence of comprehensive evidence to inform policy 
makers undermined the quality of decision making processes. Policy decisions 
formed on the basis of accruate and reliable information will help to avoid the type 
of poor decisions which have proved so damaging in our recent past, and result in 
more sustainable settlement patterns, economic and regional development. 

The Gateways and Hubs Development Index (GHDI) study represents a valuable 
opportunity to use a comprehensive and accurate evidence base to provide a solid 
foundation on which to make decisions on the development of those Gateways and 
Hubs which are meant to form the key drivers of Ireland’s economic development. 
The manner in which it has been designed and compiled allows for it to be scalable 
from the individual Gateway and Hub level to regional and national levels, as well as 
being intended for ongoing update and renewal. In this way, it can be used to inform 
the formulation and implementation of successor regional development policies. 

At the level of individual Gateways and Hubs, the opportunity to exploit an evidence-
based approach to policy formulation, especially in the formulation of core strategies, 
can result in the more efficient identification of potential barriers and the measures 
capable of addressing them. The insight which the GHDI provides can inform 
regionally specific development agendas and facilitate the identification or core 
strengths or weaknesses that need to be addressed. 

A detailed assessment of the progress of the Galway Gateway, as well as all of the 
other Gateways and Hubs, is seen as a useful tool in the process to determine relevant 
trends and performance measured across a set of socio-economic indicators. In this 
way, the GHDI can play an important part in ensuring a more effective evaluation of 
how Gateways and Hubs are developing. 

2.5 The Importance of the Gateways and Hubs Development  
 Index to Inform Policy
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The analysis of the Gateway is undertaken using a series of eight domains and 
constituent indicators, respecting where possible those originally adopted in the 
Gateway Development Index (GDI) 2009. The Gateways and Hubs Development 
Index (GHDI) 2012 does reflect some minor changes in the suite of indicators used 
compared to the 2009 Index. While a small number of data sources were no longer 
collected additional indicators have been identified at relevant spatial levels which 
serve to further improve the evolution of the Index. The domains and indicators 
consist of:

Interpreting the Analysis
 »The Gateways and Hubs Development Index 2012 – this refers to the compilation 
of a dataset based on data available across all domains to year end 2012, set 
against two geographical zones established using Census 2011 settlement and 
labour market flow data.  
 »The Gateways Development Index 2009 – in order to facilitate comparison 
between the GHDI 2012 and the GDI 2009, the 2009 Index has been remapped 
across the 2011 Census boundaries to produce a comparative Index.
 »Gateway Score (Zone 1 and Zone 2) is calculated based on total figures for the 
combined gateway. Gateway scores may differ from strict averages based on 
the population, size and composition of individual zone characteristics.
 »Comparison of Index Scores Over Time: Care should be taken to note that in the 
comparison of the Index scores, as presented within the summary assessment 
section of each domain assessment, these scores have been calculated 
against the Gateway average for the respective year. As a result the average 
score will change between years. Consequently, improvements over time 
(in raw numbers), may not actually match the pace of improvement for other 
Gateways. 

3.0 Galway Gateway Development Index
3.1 Individual Domain Analysis

14



Indicator Description: Actual change in the number of person’s resident within the 
defined area. This figure consists of the population of the CSO-defined (2011) urban 
cores of the Gateway (Zone 1), and the surrounding area where more than 20% of the 
resident population in employment commute to the Gateway (Zone1) for the purposes 
of work (derived from CSO POWSCAR, 2011) (Zone 2). As a regional growth centre, a 
Gateway’s population should typically grow at a pace in excess of the national growth 
rate (8.24% between 2002 and 2006, and 8.22% between 2006 and 2011).

The population of the Galway Gateway, according to CSO data produced by the 
2011 Census was 185,91334. This population figure has increased by 9.54% on the 
2006 Census figures and by 24.82%  on the 2002  population. The rate of population 
change between 2002 to 2006 and 2006 to 2011 decreased by 4.41%. Population 
increases within Zone 2 account for the majority of this growth. Between 2002-2006 
population growth of 17.17% occurred within Zone 2 in comparison to 9.92% within 
Zone 1. The figures for 2006-2011 show that the pace of population growth within 
Zone 1 had decreased significantly to 5.57%, while growth within Zone 2 remained 
comparatively high at 12.51%. Although both zones continue to demonstrate growth in 
population, there continues to be a sizable gap in growth rates between Zone 1 and 
2. By comparison, the average growth rates for all Gateways were 5.90% for Zone 1, 
12.06% for Zone 2, and 8.44% for the Gateway as a whole.

33 The population share figure was not used in the final compilation in the 2009 GDI report, and was not 
carried out within this report.
34 This figure consists of the population for Galway City and all surrounding areas where more than 20% of 
the working population commute to the Gateway for the purposes of work (derived from CSO POWSCAR, 
2011).

4
3.2.1 Population Growth

3.2 Population33
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Population Growth 
2006-2011

Age Dependency 
Change 2006-2011
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Indicator Description: Indicator Description: The number of those within the age 
cohorts of children 14 years or under and adults 65 years and older, as a proportion of 
the total working population. As regional growth leaders, Gateways should experience 
and attract inward migration of those of working age. Therefore increases in the core 
working age cohorts (here defined as the 15-64 age cohorts) will occur in successful 
Gateways and can be identified by measuring changes in relative age dependency 
rates.

Analysis of the dependency ratio for the Galway Gateway in 2011 reveals that 
35.07% of the population living within the urban area (Zone 1) are classified as being 
dependent. This compares with 32.51% in 2002 and 31.41% in 2006. There has also 
been some minor growth in the dependency ratio within Zone 2, from 52.94% in 2002 
to 49.97% in 2006 and 53.78% in 2011. The overall dependency ratio for 2011 within the 
Galway Gateway is 45.46%36, while the adult and youth dependency rates are 14.77% 
and 30.69% respectively (both of which are below the average for all Gateways of 
17.03% and 32.50% respectively). This dependency ratio is lower than the national 
Gateway average of 49.53%.

35 The age dependency rate variable for the age vibrancy indicator is derived from CSO Census data. It 
should be noted that, in reality, there is likely to be substantial numbers of people aged 15 years and over 
that remain in full time education as well as a significant proportion of those who are aged over 65 and still 
form part of the work force. 
36 This in effect means that for every 100 people within the Gateway, there are 55 within the productive 
age group cohorts and 45 who are in the dependent age group cohorts; these figures do not take into 
account those who are unemployed, disabled or incapable of work for some other reason.

3.2.2 Age Vibrancy of Population35
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 »Under the Population domain the Galway Gateway’s composite Index score 
was 6.0 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.6 the 2009 GDI, this reflects a 
decrease of 0.6.
 »Under the Population domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 1 Index score was 
6.0 the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.3 in the 2009 GDI, this reflects a decrease 
of 0.3. 
 »Under the Population domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 2 Index score was 
in 5.1 the 2012 GHDI compared to 5.6 in the 2009 GDI, this reflects a decrease 
of 0.5. 

The population of the Galway Gateway continued the pre-existing trend of growth 
in the years 2006-2011, albeit at a slower pace than was experienced in 2002-2006. 
The increases in population are most apparent for the Zone 2 area, as has been the 
case since 2002. This trend is contrary to key principles set out in the settlement 
strategies of national and regional panning policy, the NSS, the relevant RPGs and 
the development plans for both City and County, which advocate the strengthening 
of the urban core (Zone 1) through the establishment of critical mass and the 
concentration of services to support growing populations within urban centres. The 
Regional Planning Guidelines for the West Region 2010-202238 set out a growth rate 
for the Galway Gateway of 8.27% between 2006 and 2010. In contrast, within the 
GHDI study, Zone 1 produced a growth figure of 5.57% between 2006 and 2011. It is 
important to note that these figures are not directly comparable due to boundary 
differences, but it is possible to note that the urban core’s (Zone 1) population 
growth rates are less than those in Zone 2. Affordability of housing close to urban 
centres, a preference for single open plot dwellings, and flexible development 
control practices may all have contributed to the rise in the Zone 2 population. 

37 Comparison of Index Scores Over Time: Care should be taken to note that in the comparison of 
the Index scores, as presented within the summary assessment section of each domain assessment, 
these scores have been calculated against the Gateway average for the respective year. As a result the 
average score will change between years. Consequently, improvements over time (in raw numbers), 
may not actually match the pace of improvement for other Gateways. 
38 Available at:
 http://www.galway.ie/en/Business/WestRegionalAuthority/RegionalPlanningGuidelines20102022/

3.2.3 Assessment37
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Age Dependency
2006-2011

Despite an increase in the dependency ratio for the Galway Gateway between 
2002 and 2011, the proportion of dependents remained considerably below the 
average dependency rate for all Gateways. This indicates a higher proportion of 
people from the core working age cohorts living within the Gateway in 2011. This in 
turn is indicative of an elevated rate of inward migration of workers. The migration 
of people of working age to the Gateway can be seen as a positive signal of the 
attractiveness of Galway and its inherent potential as a Gateway. The relatively high 
youth dependency rate, despite being below the average for all Gateways, is also 
further evidence of a naturally expanding Gateway population.
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Indicator Description: The number of Value Added Tax (VAT) registrations by new 
firms per 1,000 of the labour force. Gateways that are developing successfully should 
experience faster growth rates in new firm formations than the national average.

The level of new firm foundation which is evident for 2011 within the Galway Gateway 
shows that there were 7.53 new firms established for every 1,000 employees within 
the Gateway, which is just above the average new firm formation across all Gateways 
of 7.15. This latest figure shows a decline of 4.46 firms per 1,000 employees in 
comparison to the figures for 2006 (11.99 per 1,000 employees)39. The rate of new 
firm formation is largely equal between Zones 1 and 2, with only 0.34 new firms per 
1,000 employees between the two and this serves to illustrate the largely uniform 
nature of new firm formation which occurs in both Zones of the Gateway.

Indicator Description: Analysis of the sectoral base, as an indicator of economic 
activity is informed by the quantity of services within all enterprises of the Gateway, 
and gives a valuable insight into the economic development of the Gateway. Results 
are presented as a percentage of all services within the national economy which 
occur in this Gateway (the share of services in the economy), and compared with the 
percentage of the national population which is present within the Gateway.   

The quality of the sectoral base is calculated based on the share of services in the 
total number of companies using the NACE coding (an EU statistical classification) of 
businesses in the GeoDirectory 2012 (database of all Irish buildings and addresses).

39 It is important to note that this indicator does not account for the scale of operation of the new business 
entity. It includes all new VAT registrations regardless of the size, type or character of the new firm. 

3.3.1 New Firm Formation

3.3.2 Sectoral Base and Provision of Services

3.3 Enterprise and Employment
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There were 119,012 services40 recorded nationally in 2012. The Galway Gateway 
supported 4.19% (4,992 services) of these services with 4.05% of the national 
population. Analysis by Zone indicates that Zone 1 supports 2.12% of services (2,528 
services) with 1.67% of the national population, while Zone 2 supports 2.07% of services 
(2,464 services) with 2.38% of the national population. By comparison, the average 
percentage of services present in all Gateways was 3.68% for Zone 1, 2.18% for Zone 2 
and 5.87% for the Gateway as a whole.

Indicator Description: This indicator relates to the number of persons defined as 
‘unemployed’41 within the Census 2006 and Census 2011 results42. Successfully 
performing/developing Gateways should experience a lower unemployment rate 
than the national average (in 2006 Ireland’s national unemployment rate stood at 4.3%, 
increasing to nearly 19% in 2011).

Unemployment within the Galway Gateway can be seen to have increased in the period 
from 2006 to 2011. In 2006, unemployment within the Gateway stood at 8.56% in Zone 
1 and at 4.92% in Zone 2. The comparable rates in 2011 stood at 18.59% for Zone 1 and 
15.86% for Zone 2. These figures illustrate a 10.03% and 10.94% increase respectively 
across the Zones. Overall, the Gateway experienced an increase of unemployment 
of 10.49% over this period, returning a figure of 17.02% in 2011. By comparison, the 
average unemployment figure for all Gateways for 2011 stood at 19.94%.

40 This includes all service providers as listed within the GeoDirectory 2012, regardless of size, type or 
character of the individual service; it encompasses the following broad categories: Construction, Hotel 
and Services, Transportation, Storage and Communication, Financial Intermediation, Real Estate Activities, 
Public Administration, Education, Health and Social Work, and Other Community, Social and Personal 
Activities. These categories are further subdivided allowing for the accurate characterisation of the service 
provider for the purposes of allocating a NACE Code. 
41 This indicator uses Census derived data instead of the more widely used Live Register data. For the 
scale of this study (assessing small areas), it was judged that the Live Register figures were not spatially 
disaggregated enough to capture unemployment rates at a small scale. The principal reasoning for this 
is that no spatial boundaries have been defined for each Social Area Office. The unemployment figures 
produced here are derived from analysis of Census data at Electoral Division level. The CSO defines 
unemployed people as “Persons who, in the week before the survey, were without work and available for 
work within the next two weeks, and had taken specific steps, in the preceding four weeks, to find work” 
(Central Statistics Office, 2012, This is Ireland: Highlights from Census 2011, Part 2. Appendix 3. P. 
117. Available at: 
http://www.cso.ie/en/media/csoie/census/documents/thisisirelandpart2census2011/This%20is%20
Ireland%20Highlights,%20P2%20Full%20doc.pdf. 
42 The chief difference resulting from this is that the Census records an unemployment rate (based on 
Principal Economic Status) of 19.0 per cent, compared with the official rate (based on International Labour 
Office criteria) of 14.3 per cent, as per the Quarterly National Household Survey. Accordingly, the results may 
appear higher than those typically reported.

3.3.3 Unemployment Rate
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 »Under the Enterprise and Employment domain the Galway Gateway’s 
composite Index score was 5.3 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.2 in the 2009 
GDI, this reflects a decrease of 0.9.
 »Under the Enterprise and Employment domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 1 
Index score was 5.3 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.1 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects a decrease of 0.8.
 »Under the Enterprise and Employment domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 2 
Index score was 5.3 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.1 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects a decrease of 0.8. 

In common with much of the rest of Ireland, the effects of the economic downturn 
have impacted upon the provision of enterprise and employment in the Galway 
Gateway. The decline in the number of new firms applying for VAT registrations in the 
Galway Gateway was evident equally across both Zones 1 and 2, although this decline 
has been slightly less significant in the case of the Galway Gateway when compared 
to the average for all nine Gateways. It is notable that the levels of new firm formation 
are similar in both Zones 1 and 2. In common with all of the Gateways, unemployment 
has also increased significantly since 2006, but is slightly lower in the Galway Gateway 
in comparison with the average for all Gateways, as well as with the national average. 
The Gateways share of services is generally in line with its share of the labour force, 
with both just over 4%. Public perception of the Gateway as place to do business and 
to be employed in is also relatively strong (and aligns with the Gateway average). 

3.3.4 Assessment

Labour Force and 
Unemployment, 2011
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Indicator Description: This indicator observes the percentage of the Gateway’s 
labour force (within the 15 to 64 age cohorts) with a third level education44, thereby 
demonstrating the Gateway’s labour force capacity. A skilled and educated workforce 
is an important element for a successful Gateway, and an essential factor in attracting 
inward investment.

The percentage of the labour force of the Galway Gateway (Zones 1 and 2) who hold 
a third level qualification has demonstrated overall growth of 8.42%, from 29.87 % in 
2006 to 38.29% in 2011, and 13.79% between 2002 and 2011. Although Zone 1 has a 
greater number of people within the labour force with third level qualifications (having 
increased from 35.84% in 2006 to 43.54% in 2011), a slightly faster rate of growth is 
evident for Zone 2, which demonstrated a 9.34% increase (to 34.51%) between 2006 
and 2011. By comparison, the average proportion of third level qualifications within the 
labour forces of all Gateways was 31.07% in 2011.

43 The Graduate Retention Rate was included in the 2009 GDI, but the statistical data required for this 
indicator is no longer available from the Higher Education Authority (HEA).
44 The 2009 GDI used this indicator with a different composition. The ‘Labour Force Quality’ indicator used 
in the 2009 GDI observed the proportion of the adult population (15+ years) with a third level education. The 
current study refines this further to focus on the labour force cohorts (15-64) with a third level education.

3.4.1 Labour Force Quality

3.4 Knowledge and Innovation43

Labour Force 
Quality, 2011
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3.4.2 Third Level Research and Development45

Indicator Description: This indicator quantifies the amount of research and development 
(R&D) financial support generated by third level institutions by Gateways; it is expressed 
relative to the number of third level admissions within the Gateway. Successful 
Gateways will be drivers of innovation, knowledge creation and technology transfer 
and therefore should feature higher levels of funding for research and development 
projects.    

The importance of knowledge and innovation within the Galway Gateway, as 
represented by the substantial percentage of labour force who hold third level 
qualifications, is further reinforced by the large and sustained amount of funding 
invested into research and development. Funding for such projects has risen from 
€4,108 in 2006 to €4,607 in 2008, an increase of €499 per third level admission. The 
stability and large quantities of funding allocations are an excellent indication of the 
health of research and development activities within the Galway Gateway. This trend 
of growth in third level research and development funding has continued, despite the 
effects of the recession. Analysis of the figures produced for 2010 indicates that the 
amount of funding invested in the third level institutions’  research and development 
activities increased marginally to €4,641 per enrolled student, an increase of €34 per 
enrolled student since 2008, and of €533 since 2006. By comparison, the average 
amount of funding per enrolled student for all Gateways in 2010 was €2,405.

45 This indicator consists of the merging of two indicators which featured in the 2009 GDI. ‘Graduate 
Admissions’, the number of third-level admissions as recorded by the Higher Education Authority (HEA), 
and ‘Third-Level R&D, the R&D earnings achieved as recorded by the Higher Education Authority, have 
been brought together to form a single indicator.
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 »Under the Knowledge and Innovation domain the Galway Gateway’s composite 
Index score was 6.4 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.2 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects an increase of 0.2.
 »Under the Knowledge and Innovation domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 1 
Index score was in 6.5 the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.4 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects an increase of 0.1.
 »Under the Knowledge and Innovation domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 2 
Index score was in 6.2 the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.0 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects an increase of 0.2.

Galway can be seen to be performing to a very high standard within both a national 
context and within the context of the nine Gateways, with a substantial proportion 
of the labour force holding third level qualifications (38.29% compared with the 
Gateway average of 31.07%). The differential growth rate in the amount of third level 
qualifications between the two Zones, with Zone 2 demonstrating a marginally higher 
growth rate than Zone 1 (although it should be noted that there was a much higher 
percentage of the labour force with third level qualifications in Zone 1 in 2011) is 
yet another manifestation of the trend of faster labour force growth in the Gateway 
functional area (Zone 2) rather than the urban core (Zone 1). There are two third level 
institutions located in the Gateway, National University of Ireland, Galway (NUIG), and 
Galway Mayo Institute of Technology (GMIT), and between them they accommodated 
22,451 in 2010,  with this figure increasing to 22,969 in 201146. Overall there has been 
an increase of 2,372 admissions since 2006. Funding for third level institution based 
research and development projects per student is now the highest of all of the 
Gateways, having demonstrated continuous growth over the 2006-2010 period.

The perception of the public on the provision of education (primary, secondary and 
third level) and training in the Gateway has improved between 2009 and 2012, with 
relatively high scores across the board for these parameters. 

46 Data relating to third level research and development funding is available for 2010 only; 2011 data is 
available for third level admissions at this stage, although for cross-comparison with the funding data, 2010 
third level admissions rates have been utilised.

3.4.3 Assessment
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Indicator Description: This indicator measures the average biological river water 
quality. River water quality is one method which can be used to measure the level of 
pollution which may be present within each Gateway environment. Assessments of 
river water quality based on biological water quality criteria are primarily undertaken 
at a national level by the Environmental Protection Agency48.

The quality of river water within the Galway Gateway can be seen to be relatively 
good. Expressed on a scale of one to five, with one indicating seriously polluted 
water, and five indicating unpolluted water, the combined Zones 1 and 2 scored four 
out of a possible five overall in 2011.  Analysis of the individual Zones indicates that 
there is less water pollution within Zone 2, which produced a river water quality score 
of four out of five. Zone 1 appears to feature a slightly higher proportion of water 
pollution, having returned a river water quality score of three out of five49. 

Analysis of the results from 2006 indicates no change has taken place in the level 
of river water pollution detected within the Gateway, as the individual Zones and the 
overall Gateway score are the same as those produced in 2011. By comparison, the 
average for all Gateways in 2011 was three for Zone 1, four for Zone 2 and four for the 
Gateway as a whole.

47 A number of additional data sources (to those identified in the 2009 GDI) were examined to establish 
their feasibility as indicators. However, they were found to be unsuitable for varying reasons (such as 
reliability and scale of available data).
48 It should be noted that, due to the nature of rivers, pollution which manifests itself at a particular point 
may not have been generated or entered the water stream at or near that point. 
49 For breakdown of assessment values, see http://www.epa.ie/qvalue/webusers/

3.5.1 River Water Quality

3.5 Natural and Physical Environment47
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3.5.2 Consumable Water Infrastructure

Indicator Description: A successful Gateway should feature reliable water infrastructure 
for supply to residents and industry alike. This indicator uses water source catchment 
data to express the proportion of the population in the relevant Gateway which 
occurs within the catchment areas of water sources on the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) Remedial Action List (RAL)50.The types of sources assessed in this 
manner include public water schemes, public group water schemes and private 
group water schemes originating from surface water, ground water and springs.

Water quality testing is carried out by the Water Services Authorities (WSA) using 
samples taken from various points on the distribution network for households and 
industry serviced by each water source. The results are reported to the EPA, with 
compliance assessed against the standards set out in the Drinking Water Regulations. 
Water sources are listed on the EPA RAL where the infrastructure does not meet the 
necessary standard or upgrades are required51.   

Analysis of the figures for 2011 indicates that there has been no change in the number 
of water sources which were listed on the RAL in comparison to 2008. In 2011, there 
were six water sources within the Galway Gateway which was listed on the RAL, and 
this number remained unchanged in from 2008. However, it should be noted that 
there has been considerable progress made in the intervening period. In 2008, 39.78% 
of the Gateway population occurred within the catchments of water sources which 
featured on the RAL. By 2011, this number had decreased substantially to just 3.80%.

50 Full details of the EPA Remedial Action List are Available at: http://www.epa.ie/downloads/pubs/
water/drinking/Q3%202012%20RAL%20for%20web.pdf
51 A full breakdown of these standards is Available at:  http://www.epa.ie/downloads/pubs/water/
drinking/publicwatersupplieshandbook/Section%202.pdf. 
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Indicator Description: This indicator identifies the percentage of all household 
generated mixed municipal waste which is diverted from landfill for recycling or 
biological recovery52. Good waste management practice, as evidenced by a high 
percentage of waste diversion, will have positive environmental effects for all 
Gateways and their surroundings, as well as functioning as a “test of local authority 
environmental management and responsibility”53.

Analysis of the recovery figures for 2006 illustrates that 31.90% of all household 
waste generated within the Galway Gateway was diverted from landfill for recycling 
or biological treatment. In 2011, this figure had increased to 46.16%, representing a 
considerable increase over this period. Evaluation of the individual Zones illustrates 
that Zone 2 went from 24.55% in 2006 to 41.97% in 2011, whereas the percentage of 
waste diverted from landfill in Zone 1 increased from 50.96% in 2006 to 56.68% in 
2011. These figures compare with an average of 43.19% for all Gateways and a national 
average of 41.41%54. In the 1998 policy document, Changing Our Ways, the Government 
committed to achieving a diversion rate of 50% of household waste within 15 years 
(2013) 55.

 »Under the Natural and Physical Environment domain the Galway 
Gateway’composite Index score was 5.7 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 5.1 in 
the 2009 GDI, indicating an increase of 0.6. 
 »Under the Natural and Physical Environment domain the Galway Gateway’s 
Zone 1 Index score was 5.8 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 5.1 in the 2009 GDI, 
indicating an increase of 0.7. 
 »Under the Natural and Physical Environment domain the Galway Gateway’s 
Zone 2 Index score was 5.3 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 4.7 in the 2009 GDI, 
indicating a decrease of 0.6. 

52 This indicator is based upon data derived from the 2006 and 2011 EPA National Waste Reports. Waste 
recovery percentages have been generated based on County and City council estimates as reported to the 
EPA. The chosen methodology identifies all waste which has not been recovered (recycled or biologically 
treated), and presents it as a percentage of the total of all waste generated (both recovered and residual) 
within the Gateway.
53 Department of the Environment and Local Government (1998) A Policy Statement: Waste Management, 
Changing Our Ways, p. 1., Available at: http://www.epa.ie/downloads/pubs/waste/plans/name,11643,en.
html   
54 Environmental Protection Agency (2013) National Waste Report 2011. Available at: http://www.epa.ie/
downloads/pubs/waste/stats/National%20Waste%202011_web.pdf  
55 Ibid, p. 6. 

3.5.3 Waste Recovery
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Analysis of the performance of the Galway Gateway in the Natural and Physical 
Environment domain shows how the city is performing well, with the benefits of 
infrastructural improvements being clear in the consumable water infrastructure 
indicator. River water quality within the Gateway in 2011 appears to be relatively good, 
although Zone 1 was found to have a moderate level of water pollution based on the 
representative river water samples, but this has not disimproved since 2006. There 
has also been a notable increase in the quantity of household waste recovered in 
comparison with similar figures for 2006. 

Galway’s progress aligns with the broader trend evident for the country, with the 
recession and a marked fall in consumption identified by the EPA as key factors 
in helping to achieve EU waste recovery targets56. Although both Zone 1 and the 
Gateway as a whole produced results in excess of 50%, further improvements 
are required within Zone 2 in order to ensure that the Gateway continues to meet 
the national household waste recovery target, set for 2013. Overall, the public 
perception of the physical environment of the Gateway is in line with the average 
for all Gateways. 

56 Environmental Protection Agency (2013) Press Release Mar 25 2013 EPA report shows that recycling 
and recovery rates are improving Available at: http://www.epa.ie/news/pr/2013/name,51205,en.html. 
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Indicator Description: This indicator is used to measure the proportion of people who 
take advantage of the various sustainable transportation modes including public 
transport, walking and cycling available within the Gateway57. Amongst the key 
features of a successful Gateway will be a good quality public transport network, with 
a high proportion of utilisation amongst residents, and good pedestrian and cycle 
linkages, allowing for an adequate choice in transportation modes. 

The overall percentage of people within the Galway Gateway (Zones 1 and 2) who 
use sustainable transportation modes, such as walking, cycling or public transport 
to get to and from work has declined from 18.12% in 2002 to 17.49% in 2006, and had 
fallen to 14.51% by 2011. The latest decrease was most apparent in Zone 1, where a 
drop of 4.27% in the numbers of people using public transport, walking or cycling 
to work is notable for 2011 (26.47%), based on the comparable 2006 figure (30.74%). 
As can be expected with Gateways which feature a largely rural hinterland (Zone 2 
functional area), the green transport figure for Zone 2 of the Galway Gateway in 2011 
was 6.60%, having declined from 8.04% in 2006. By comparison, the average green 
transport usage across all Gateways was 14.98% in 2011, while analysis by individual 
Zones indicates that 23.37% of people living within Zone 1 use green transport modes 
to travel to and from work, while the equivalent figure for Zone 2 is just 7.60%.

Indicator Description: This indicator is based upon Census respondent’s personal 
experience of the duration of their journey to work58. A successful Gateway will feature 
a higher proportion of people who will live within 30 minutes of their place of work.

The percentage of people living within 30 minutes of their place of work is largely 
stable throughout the Galway Gateway, having demonstrated a very minor decrease 
between 2002 and 2011. In 2002, 61.74% of people within the Gateway (Zones 1 and 
2) lived within 30 minutes of their place of work. By 2006 this figure had declined to 
59.25% and was down to 58.23% by 2011. By comparison, the average percentage of 
people living within 30 minutes of their place of work for all Gateways was 64.22%. 

57 This dataset is derived from CSO Census data.
58 This dataset is derived from CSO Census data.

3.6.1 Green Transport Usage

3.6 Transport and Connectivity

3.6.2 Travel-to-Work Times
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Analysis of the individual Zones shows that there is a significant variation in travel to 
work times between Zones 1 and 2, with 72.46% of people living within Zone 1 and 
48.42% of people living within Zone 2 people experiencing journey to work times of 
less than 30 minutes. 

Indicator Description: This indicator is used to assess the availability of public 
transportation modes within the Gateway. Accessibility and availability of public 
transport which facilitates ease of movement for residents of a Gateway is an 
important consideration.

Accessibility to transport infrastructure within the Galway Gateway has been 
established as 9 out of 10 for Zone 1 and 6 out of 10 Zone 2, giving a combined 
score of 7 out of 10 for both zones. This figure is in keeping with the average public 
transport availability score for all Gateways, which was also 7 out of 10.

59 Pobal (2006) Towards the Development of a Transport Accessibility Index. This Index has not been 
updated for 2011. 

3.6.3 Public Transport Availability59
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Indicator Description: This indicator measures the number of retail outlets60, 
expressing them per 100 households, within the Gateway. The provision of essential 
retail services is an important function of a Gateway, and the resident population 
should thus have access to same. The retail sector plays a major role in attracting 
people to urban centres thus contributing to the overall economic vitality of those 
centres and supporting their role as centres of social and business interaction in the 
community61.

Given that the provision of essential retail services to the Gateway population is an 
important function of a successful Gateway, by investigating the quantity of retail 
business availability, a clear contribution to the determination of Gateway performance 
within the Transport and Connectivity domain can be derived. In general scores at or 
above the average for all Gateways are satisfactory. 

With 65,616 households and 1,472 retail outlets62 within the Galway Gateway in 2012, 
there were 2.24 retail outlets per 100 households. While Zone 1 returns a rate of 
2.71 retail outlets per 100 households, Zone 2 records a rate of 1.90 retail outlets per 
100 households (i.e. there significantly higher rate within Zone 1 of the Gateway in 
comparison with Zone 2). The average for all Gateways in 2012 was 2.37 retail outlets 
per 100 households. 

60 This includes all retail outlets as listed within the GeoDirectory 2012, regardless of size, type or character 
of the individual retail outlets encompassing the following categories: wholesale and retail trade (including 
food and drink, clothing and footwear, accessories, cosmetics, household appliances, furniture, hardware, 
agricultural, textiles, computers, telecommunications equipment, books, music, sporting, games), repair of 
motor vehicles, motorcycles and personal and household goods.  
61 Department of Environment, Community and Local Government (2012) Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 
Retail Planning. Available at: http://www.environ.ie/en/Publications/DevelopmentandHousing/
Planning/FileDownLoad,30026,en.pdf 
62 This includes all retail outlets as listed within the GeoDirectory, regardless of size, type or character of 
the individual retail outlets encompassing the following categories: wholesale and retail trade (including 
food and drink, clothing and footwear, accessories, cosmetics, household appliances, furniture, hardware, 
agricultural, textiles, computers, telecommunications equipment, books, music, sporting, games), repair of 
motor vehicles, motorcycles and personal and household goods.

3.6.4 Retail Activity 
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3.6.5 IT Connectivity 

Indicator Description: This indicator quantifies the percentage of households within 
the Gateway who have (and are utilising) private access to broadband (not including 
dial up internet access)63. A high proportion of broadband accessibility is an essential 
feature of a Gateway.

The percentage of households with private broadband access has grown by 46.64% 
(to 67.28%) since 2006 within the Galway Gateway, based on figures available for 2011. 
In 2006, broadband access was available to 31.54% of households within Zone 1, while 
the equivalent figure within Zone 2 was just 12.01%. In the intervening period between 
2006 and 2011, household access grew to 72.85% for Zone 1 and 63.23% for Zone 2; 
this represents an expansion of 41.31% and 51.23% respectively over both zones. The 
overall average IT connectivity across all Gateways in 2011 was 63.52%; by comparison, 
the EU average for all 27 Member States in 2011 was 67%64. 

 »Under the Transport and Connectivity domain the Galway Gateway’s composite 
Index score was 5.0  in the 2012 GHDI compared to 5.0 in the 2009 GDI, indicating 
no change. 
 »Under the Transport and Connectivity domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 1 
Index score was in 5.4 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 5.9 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects a decrease of 0.5.  
 »Under the Transport and Connectivity domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 2 
Index score was in 5.5 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 4.7 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects an increase 0.7. 

63 ‘Private access’ is defined as those instances where the household has a broadband connection; it is not 
a measure of broadband enablement in a Gateway or Hub i.e. others on the same street or road may decide 
not to subscribe, but could if they so wished.
64 Statistics from Eurostat. Available at: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&l
anguage=en&pcode=tin00089&plugin=0 .

3.6.6 Assessment
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A decade ago in 2002, a relatively high percentage of people lived within 30 minutes 
of their work. This had declined by 2006 and had further decreased by 2011 to 
58.23% which is lower than the national Gateway average and suggests relatively 
high levels of commuting. There are also slightly fewer people cycling, walking or 
using public transport to get to work in comparison with 2002, which may be partly 
explained by the fact that people now live further away from their place of work. 
However, the decrease in green transport usage is most significant for Zone 1, where 
the potential for sustainable modal choices is greatest because people generally 
live closer to their place of work. It should be noted that since 2011 considerable 
progress does appear to have been made in the funding and provision of green 
transport services. For instance the National Transport Authority (NTA) is currently 
seeking a private sector partner to establish a Galway bike scheme, similar to the 
Dublin Bikes scheme65. In addition, recent service improvements to bus routes and 
the introduction of bus lanes has improved accessibility from the suburbs to the city 
centre, particularly on the west side of the city.  

The provision of retail services per 100 households is marginally lower than the 
national Gateway average (although the number of households is higher than in 
many of the smaller Gateways). The Retail Planning Guidelines 201266 advocate a 
sequential approach to locate retail development in the city/town centre, and only 
to allow retail development in edge of centre or out of centre locations where all 
other options have been exhausted. The Gateway has been reasonably successful 
in implementing this principle with more retail outlets per 100 households situated 
in the urban core (Zone 1), than in Zone 2. 

Major advancements in broadband coverage and take-up have benefitted both 
Zones 1 and 2, and this has been well received by the public with 68% of people 
agreeing that this service has improved in the last five years. Further improvements 
in this area are forthcoming with the recently launched National Broadband Plan for 
Ireland67, which sets out targets to achieve broadband download speeds of 70Mbps 
with a minimum of 40Mbps generally available and 30Mbps available in harder to 
reach rural areas. 

65 Further information available at: http://www.nationaltransport.ie/projects-schemes/transport-
projects/public-bikes-scheme-in-regional-cities/.  
66 Department of Environment, Community and Local Government (2012) Guidelines for Planning 
Authorities Retail Planning p.30 
67 Department of Communications, Energy and Natural Resources (2012) Delivering a Connected 
Society – A National Broadband Plan for Ireland. Available at: http://www.dcenr.gov.ie/Communications/
Communications+Development/Next+Generation+Broadband/. 
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Indicator Description: This indicator is a measure of premature mortality within a 
Gateway, and can be used as a measure of the physical health of the population 
and the quality of life within a Gateway. Therefore a lower Years of Potential Life Lost 
(YPLL) score is an indication of a healthy Gateway population.

Years of potential life lost (YPLL69) is a mortality measure. It measures, per 1,000 
people, the total number of years below the age of 79.6 (life expectancy for an Irish 
adult70) that a 1,000‐person group loses. For example, if a person dies before the age of 
79.6 years, they contribute to this sum. If they die after this age, they do not contribute 
to this sum. The YPLL for each 1,000 group of people, averaged across counties in 
Ireland is between 21.95 and 95.00 (combining both 2006 and 2011 data). The national 
average for YPLL has reduced from 59.84 to 55.10 in the period 2006-2011. In terms of 
comparable EU and OECD equivalents the OECD average is 76.7 and 72.6 (2006-2011) 
and EU is 80.5 and 72.0 (2006-2011) 71.

In 2006, the YPLL recorded for the Galway Gateway was 48.38 per 1,000 of the 
population, i.e. ’48.38’ indicates the lost life, in person years, per 1,000 people in 
the Gateway. The recorded YPLL for 2011 was 50.41 per 1,000 of the population, 
representing a slight deterioration of 2.03 years (which is an increase in the premature 
mortality rate). Despite this, Galway has recorded the lowest (best) YPLL rate of all 
the Gateways. By comparison, the average for all Gateways stands at 63.86 years (per 
1,000 of the population).

68 This is a new indicator based on data which was unavailable at the time of the 2009 GDI; information 
from 2006 and 2011was utilised to inform this indicator.
69 YPLL is typically determined per 100,000 of the population, but for the purposes of this study has been 
scaled down to ‘per 1,000 of the population’ for comparative purposes (many Gateways have populations 
less 100,000).
70 The life expectancy for an Irish adult stands at 79.6 years. For the purposes of calculating Years of 
Potential Life Lost, this was rounded to 80 years in this study. Further information is available from the CSO 
Life Expectancy Tables at: http://www.cso.ie/Quicktables/GetQuickTables.aspx?FileName=VSA30.asp&Ta
bleName=Life+Expectancy&StatisticalProduct=DB_VS. 
71. Comparable European and OECD studies which must take into account a wide variety of life expectancies 
selects a more suitable 65 year value. Meaning that in these studies any individual who dies over the age of 
65 does not contribute to the YPLL.  

3.7.1 Mortality68

3.7 Health and Wellness
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3.7.2 Birth Weight

Indicator Description: This indicator measures the average weight at birth of children 
born to parents from the Gateway. The birth weight72 can be used to provide an 
accurate indication of the health and well being of mothers within the Gateway, with 
higher average birth weights seen as being indicative of a healthier population.

Low birth weight is a major public health concern, primarily because babies who are 
born with a low birth weight are at a greatly increased risk of death in the first week 
and the first year of life. Furthermore, low birth weight is associated with a number of 
adverse developmental, educational, behavioural and socio-economic outcomes in 
childhood, adolescence and later life73. Low birth weight is typically considered to be 
those babies born weighing less than 2.5kgs. 

The average birth weight of babies born to mothers who lived within the Galway 
Gateway in 2006 was 3.52kgs; the figure produced for 2011 was 3.47kgs, illustrating 
a decrease of 0.05kgs. The average birth weight in Zone 2 was 3.50kgs, having 
decreased by 0.04kgs on the figure for 2006, but was slightly higher than that 
produced for Zone 1, which at 3.43kg, illustrating a decrease of 0.06kgs between 
2006 and 2011. The average birth weight across all Gateways in 2011 was 3.46kgs.

Indicator Description: This indicator quantifies the number of General Practitioners74 
per 1,000 of the population within each Gateway. This gives an indication of the 
relative access to primary healthcare for the residents of the Gateway, and can be 
used as an indication of the longer term health of the population.

In 2011, the number of General Practitioners (GPs) per 1,000 of the population within 
Zone 1 of the Galway Gateway was 1.72, and was 0.93 GPs per 1,000 of the population 
within Zone 2. This produced an overall figure of 1.25 GPs per 1,000 of the population 
for the Gateway. The 2011 GP provision rate is the highest of all the Gateways (the 
average for all Gateways has been recorded as 0.98 per 1,000 of the population). 

72 Data derived from Health Service Executive datasets
73 Institute of Public Health in Ireland (2006) Unequal at birth:  Inequalities in the occurrence 
of low birth weight babies in Ireland. Available at: http://www.publichealth.ie/publications/
unequalatbirthinequalitiesintheoccurrenceoflowbirthweightbabiesinireland.
74 Data derived from Health Service Executive dataset.

3.7.3 Primary Health Care
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 »Under the Health and Wellness domain the Galway Gateway’s composite 
Index score was 5.9 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.3 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects a decrease of 0.4.
 »Under the Health and Wellness domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 1 Index 
score was 5.8 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.3 in the 2009 GDI, this reflects a 
decrease of 0.5.
 »Under the Health and Wellness domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 2 Index 
score was 5.9 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 5.3 in the 2009 GDI, this reflects a 
decrease of 0.6.

Galway performed well in the Health and Wellness domain with better than average 
scores for all indicators. The Gateway has a lower Year of Potential Life Lost (YPLL) 
than the national Gateway average of 66.63 (per 1000 of the population), with a 
considerable improvement on the 2006 YPLL. Primary health care (represented by 
GPs per capita) is higher than average in the Gateway. Birth weight is also higher than 
average. Health services rated better in the 2012 Perception Survey than they did in 
the 2009 equivalent, as did the perception of general health and well being within the 
Gateway (both of which were the highest of all the Gateways). Health and wellness 
is inextricably linked to the population and so it is essential to consider where the 
population is most concentrated and what areas of the Gateway are experiencing the 
most significant growth levels. As appears to be the case with many of the Gateways, 
the population growth taking place in Zone 2 is much more pronounced than in Zone 
1, contrary to national, regional and local planning policy, which makes the issue of 
health care provision more complex. Furthermore, the age dependency rate is higher 
in Zone 2, which may place an additional strain on health care resources for Zone 2.    

3.7.4 Assessment
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Indicator Description: This indicator quantifies the number of crimes per 100 of the 
population. It contains breakdowns in a number of crime categories76. Crime data 
only includes reported crimes i.e. crimes that become known, or are reported to the 
Gardai. Many crimes are not reported77. Crime negatively affects economic and health 
systems at the national and regional levels. It has been identified as an impediment to 
foreign investment and a cause of ‘capital flight’ and ‘brain drain’78.

Analysis of the crime figures for the Galway Gateway illustrates a decrease in the overall 
crime rate between 2006 and 2011, from 5 (4.92) crimes per 100 of the population, to 4 
(3.58) crimes per 100 of the population. This figure is also constant across both Zones 
of the Gateway and is significantly below the average for all Gateways of 5 (5.32)  
crimes per 100 of the population recorded in 2011.

Further analysis of the crime figures produced for the Galway Gateway indicates that 
there have been declines in many types of offences, but also notable increases in 
others between 2006 and 2011. Amongst the offences which have demonstrated the 
most sizeable decreases in reported occurrences are burglary and related offences 
(down by 16.92% or 132 offences), and theft and related offences, (down by 32.66% or 
819 offences). There was a substantial increase in the number of reported instances of 
weapons and explosives offences (up by 42.86% or 18 offences), and fraud, deception 
and related offences (up by 37.60% or 47 offences).

75 This domain has replaced the Social Facilities and Networks domain which formed part of the 2009 GDI, 
and which was omitted due to a lack of suitable data. This new domain has been included to inform the 
level of human capital which exists within each Gateway. 
76 Crime categories: Murder attempts/threats, assaults and harassments; burglary and related offences; 
controlled drug offences; dangerous or negligent acts; damage to property and the environment; fraud, 
deception and related offences; public order and social code offences; robbery, extortion and hijacking 
offences; theft and related offences; and weapons and explosions offences. The breakdowns do not 
include data on rape, sexual offences and kidnappings due to data protection issues and sensitivity for 
individual victims who might be easily identified were this information published at Garda station level. Also 
excluded is the category of ‘offences against Government, justice procedures and organisation of crime’ 
a category dominated by offences committed by people in custody and those who breach court orders.
77 CSO (2011) Interpreting Crime Statistics, A background Briefing Note. Available at:  http://www.cso.ie/
en/media/csoie/releasespublications/documents/crimejustice/current/interpretingcrimestats.pdf. 
78 UN Habitat (2007) Global Report on Human Settlements, Enhancing Urban Safety and Security: Part II 
Urban Crime and Violence, p.46.   

 

3.8.1 Crime

3.8 Crime75
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 »Under the Crime domain the Galway Gateway’s composite Index score was 
6.5 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.5 in the 2009 GDI, indicating no change. 
 »Under the Crime domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 1 Index score was 6.5 in 
the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.5 in the 2009 GDI, indicating no change. 
 »Under the Crime domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 2 Index score was 6.5 in 
2012 GHDI compared to 6.5 in the 2009 GDI, indicating no change. 

Crime figures for 2011 reveal a small reduction in crimes per 100 of the population 
on 2006 levels and a lower than Gateway average crime rate, which is positive news 
for Galway, with benefits for quality of life and the economy. The reduction is most 
apparent for burglary, theft and related offences. However, certain types of crimes 
have increased in frequency since 2006, most notably fraud, deception and related 
offences. 

3.8.2 Assessment
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3.9.1	 Affluence	and	Deprivation

Indicator Description: This indicator measures demographic growth, social class 
composition and labour market strength to compile a single score for Affluence and 
Deprivation. The measurement of Affluence and Deprivation is an effective method 
of establishing the performance of Gateways, with those featuring high levels of 
affluence viewed as being successful in comparison with those which feature high 
levels of deprivation. An in-depth overview of deprivation and affluence is available 
on the Pobal HP Deprivation Index (Haase and Pratschke, 201280). 

An examination of the Affluence and Deprivation Index for the Galway Gateway 
indicates that there has been an overall improvement in the level of affluence which 
is experienced by residents of the Gateway since 2006. The overall score returned 
by the Gateway in 2011 was 3.75, up by 0.68 from the 3.07 figure produced in 2006. 
Analysis of the individual Zones, illustrates a very high concentration of affluence 
within Zone 1 (3.29 in 2006, 5.30 in 2011) in comparison with Zone 2 (2.89 in 2006 and 
2.53 in 2011), which demonstrated a decline in affluence and this is contributing to a 
widening of the gap between the two Zones between 2006-2011. By comparison, the 
average figures for all Gateways were -0.07 within Zone 1, -0.24 within Zone 2 and 
-0.03 across both Zones in 2011.

 »Under the Affluence and Deprivation domain the Galway Gateway’s composite 
Index score was 6.3 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.3 in the 2009 GDI, indicating 
no change. 
 »Under the Affluence and Deprivation domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 1 
Index score was 6.7 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 6.6 in the 2009 GDI, this 
reflects an increase 0.1.
 »Under the Affluence and Deprivation domain the Galway Gateway’s Zone 2 
Index score was 5.9 in the 2012 GHDI compared to 5.9 in the 2009 GDI, indicating 
no change. 

79 This indicator is based on the Pobal HP Deprivation Index (Haase and Pratschke, 2012). Available at: 
https://www.pobal.ie/Pages/New-Measures.aspx.
80 Ibid. 

3.9	 Affluence	and	Deprivation79

3.9.2 Assessment
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Galway is the most affluent of all the nine Gateways, with a slightly higher affluence 
rating than Dublin. Zone 1 has by far the highest level of affluence demonstrated 
by any Zones of any Gateways. Although the recession has undoubtedly impacted 
upon the success of the Gateway, the Gateway has demonstrated a comparatively 
high level of resilience with the lowest unemployment rates for any Gateway urban 
core (Zone 1) and hinterland areas (Zone 2) in the country. The number of new firms 
established is higher than average which contributes to new job creation, and there 
has also been an increase in the third level educational attainment of the Gateway 
workforce.  

41

Relative Deprivation, 
2011



The Perception study in 2012 involved a common survey across the nine Gateways, 
using on-street interviews with a random sample of the adult resident population in 
each Gateway. All survey interviewing was conducted in October 2012.

The research sample included the main urban zones of each Gateway as well as 
those areas in close connectivity with each urban zone. 

Importantly, the survey fieldwork was structured so that the sample in each Gateway 
is as representative as possible of residents at each location.  

In each Gateway interviewing was spread across at least one full week and was 
structured so that each day of the week and each time of day were represented in 
the survey.

Over 250 interviews were conducted in each Gateway, with over 2,300 interviews 
being conducted in total across the full nine Gateways. The statistical margin of error 
on a sample size of 2.300 is just +/- 2%; the margin of error on a sample of 250 is +/- 
6.2% and +/-0.62 on the 10 point scales. In this survey, any measure for an individual 
Gateway that is within 6% of the survey average is considered to be ‘at the Gateway 
Average’. The survey questionnaire asked Gateway residents to comment on each of 
the following subjects: 

In overall terms, attitudes of Galway residents are positive across the key issues of the 
Gateway survey. 

While awareness of the Gateway idea is at 40%, there is near universal acceptance 
that the concept is a good idea for the town and the surrounding region.

4.0 Galway Gateway Perception Survey
4.1 Introduction

4.2 Findings of Perception Survey 
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However, residents of Galway are not overly likely to perceive that being a Gateway 
has had any practical significance to date. This may in part be driven by particular 
concerns around the social facilities and supports available in the area. While the 
rating of sporting, entertainment and park facilities is on average, residents are less 
likely than average to consider that these facilities have improved over the last five 
years. Indeed, residents are the least likely across all Gateways to suggest sporting 
and entertainment facilities have improved within their area over the last 5 years

In relation to services in the Gateway, Galway gives their health services the highest 
rating across all Gateways. However, residents of the Galway Gateway are also 
relatively less likely to suggest that their services such as shopping and recreation 
facilities have improved over the last five years.

The rating of Education, Skills and Training provision in Galway is more positive. There 
is a strong sense that the provision of secondary/third level education and training 
has all improved in recent years.

Across all Gateways, Galway residents are most likely to agree that their area is an 
attractive and enjoyable place to live and work. 

While such an assessment is naturally driven by a broad range of criteria, it is interesting 
to note that residents also give the strongest rating across the survey to the level of 
local community support and participation. 

As a general rule, the perceptions of those who live in the core Gateway area (Zone 
1) and those from the functional area (Zone 2) of the Galway Gateway wider areas are 
consistently similar throughout the survey. Where differences do emerge they are 
typically focused on a recurring series of issues. Awareness of the Gateway idea for 
example is invariably higher in the Zone 1 area as is the sense that being a Gateway 
is a good idea for the town and has had practical significance to date. On the physical 
environment and services, residents of the core area are typically more positive about 
the provision of ICT and specifically high speed broadband. The same is also true of 
public transport, where residents of Zone 2 are more critical both in terms of overall 
provision and the extent to which it has improved in the last five years. Other than 
this, services in the Gateway are ranked in a very similar manner between the two 
groups of residents. Notwithstanding the frequent uniformity, core Gateway residents 
are likely to deliver a more positive overall cultural assessment than those from the 
wider area, typically perceiving that the Gateway is a relatively more attractive and 
enjoyable place to live and work. 

The results of the perception survey for Galway are provided in the Appendices to 
this report.
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5.0 GDI 2009 Versus GHDI 2012
5.1 GDI 2009 and GHDI 2012: Indices Scores

The composite Index for the Galway Gateway is shown with the bar chart below. 
This shows the composite Gateway and Hubs Index 2012 score compared to the 
2009 Index and how it is performing across the eight domains considered. It is also 
important to note that, within each domain, the indicators are evenly weighted. The 
weighted sum for each domain is then used in calculating the composite Index.
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A summary for the Zone 1 and Zone 2 areas of the Galway Gateway are shown below, 
demonstrating how each Zone is performing across the eight domains is and an 
overall composite score representing the Index score per Zone for 2012 and 2009.
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Appendix 3 - Perception Survey Findings

The colour coding system used in the charts below broadly applies a statistical margin of error  
(+/- 6.2% and +/- 0.62 on the 10 point scales) to provide readers with an immediate assessment 
of how the Gateway performs against the survey average.









Tuam is situated in north County Galway approximately 30 minutes from the Galway 
Gateway. A number of world-class engineering and manufacturing firms have chosen 
to locate in the Tuam Hub including Pulse Engineering, Logstrup Ireland, Transitions 
Optical, Connaught Electrical and Valeo. The recently announced M17/M18 Motorway 
project between Tuam and Gort, which includes a bypass of the town, will bring major 
benefits to the town in terms of transport connectivity. Other notable projects include 
the recent €30 million investment in water and wastewater services.

1.1 Introduction

Appendix 4 - Tuam Hub
1.0 Tuam Hub Development Index



The following points are important to note in interpreting the results presented in 
Section 2 of this report. 

 »Please refer to the Hubs Development Index Report - Review of Socio-
Economic Performance of the Hubs, for the full report on the Tuam Hub and 
information on indicator descriptions and interpreting the analysis. 
 »The Hubs report is supplementary to the series of reports and more detailed 
analysis prepared for in the individual Gateway reports. This reports aims to 
provide a brief statistical overview of the socio-economic performance of the 
Hubs and provide a tool for policy makers.
 » Information on research and development (R&D) and the financial support 
generated by third level institutions (which is included in the Gateway) is not 
provided for in the analysis of the Hubs as only Tralee and Castlebar have 
third level institutes.

The socio-economic performance of the Tuam Hub in terms of the eight domains 
is set out below. Please refer to complete Hubs report for full descriptions of the 
indicators for each domain as set out below. The geographical extent of the Tuam 
Hub (Zone 1 and Zone 2) is illustrated below. 

1.2 Interpreting the Analysis

2.0 Domain Analysis



The population of the Tuam Hub has increased in each census period since 2002.  In 
2002, the population of the Hub was 10,178. In 2011, the population of the Hub was 
12,810, an increase of 12.08% on the 2006 population of 11,429. By comparison, the 
national average for Hubs growth rate between 2006 and 2011 was 8.35%. A higher 
proportion of the Hub population lives in Zone 1, than in Zone 2 (this is the case in each 
census period since 2002). Furthermore, the rate of population growth that took place 
in Zone 1 between 2006-2011 far exceeded that of Zone 2.  

The Regional Planning Guidelines for the West Region 2010-2022 set out a target 
growth rate for the Tuam Hub of 10.40% between 2006 and 2010. Within the GHDI 
study, a 12.08% increase took place between 2006 and 2011. Zone 1 produced a 
growth figure of 19.71%. A 0.53% growth increase took place in Zone 2. It is important to 
note that these figures are not directly comparable due to boundary differences but 
do provide an indication and insight into population trends across the Hub. 

4
Population Growth

2.1 Population



In 2011, the dependency rate for the Hub was 53.03%. The dependency rate is higher 
for Zone 2 than Zone 1. The national average for Hubs dependency rate is 52.96%. In 
2006, the dependency rate was 48.04%. 

 »Under the Population domain, the Tuam Hub’s composite Index score 
was 5.6  in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.3 in comparison with 
the 2009 GDI1.
 »Under the Population domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 1 Index score was 5.0 in 
the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.2 in comparison with the 2009 
GDI2.
 »Under the Population domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 2 Index score was 3.9 in 
the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 1.0 in comparison with the 2009 GDI3.

1 While the Hubs were not assessed in the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an Index score for the 
Hubs for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 
Census boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.

Age Vibrancy of Population

Summary Assessment



In 2011, there were 7.73 new firms founded for every 1,000 employees in the Tuam 
Hub. This is a drop of 4.79 on the 2006 figure of 12.52. This is well above the national 
average for Hubs rate for new firm formations of 6.76.

In 2012, the Tuam Hub had a 0.29% share of services in the economy, which is 
lowest of all the national Hubs. However, Tuam has just a 0.27% share of the national 
population. In comparison, the average percentage of services present in all Hubs 
was 1.19%.

New Firm Formation

Sectoral Base and Provision of Services

2.2 Enterprise and Employment



The 2011 unemployment rate for the Hub was 22.20%, higher than the national average 
for Hubs of 20.07%.The unemployment rate is considerably higher in Zone 1 than in 
Zone 2. In 2006, the unemployment rate for the Hub was 8.40%.   

 »Under the Enterprise and Employment domain, the Tuam Hub’s composite Index 
score was 4.4 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.3 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI4.
 »Under the Enterprise and Employment domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 1 Index 
score was 4.6 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.4 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI5.
 »Under the Enterprise and Employment domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 2 Index 
score was 5.0 in the 2012 GHDI.  This reflects a decrease of 0.3 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI6.

4 While the Hubs were not assessed in the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an Index score for the Hubs 
for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 Census 
boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
5 Ibid.
6 Ibid.

Unemployment Rate

Summary Assessment



In 2011, 25.14% of Tuam’s labour force had a third level qualification, which broadly 
aligns with the national average for Hubs of 25.95%. This represented a 7.83% increase 
on the equivalent figure for 2006 of 17.30%. There is little difference in the third level 
educational attainment rate between Zone 1 and Zone 2 (Zone 1 is marginally higher). 

 »Under the Knowledge and Innovation domain, the Tuam Hub’s composite Index 
score was 4.7 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.3 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI7.
 »Under the Knowledge and Innovation domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 1 Index 
score was 5.1 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 1.4 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI8.
 »Under the Knowledge and Innovation domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 2 Index 
score was 4.6 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.1 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI9.

7 While the Hubs were not assessed in the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an Index score for the 
Hubs for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 
Census boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.

Labour Force Quality

2.3 Knowledge and Innovation

Summary Assessment



Overall, river water quality in the Tuam Hub scored four out of a possible five in tests 
carried out in 2011. In comparison, the average score for all Hubs in 2011 was also 
four out of five.  Zone 2 outperformed Zone 1 with respective scores of four out of 
five and three out of five. 

EPA figures for 2011 indicate that no water sources within the Tuam Hub were listed 
on the EPA Remedial Action List (RAL), which is positive news for the Hub. In 2008, 
there was one water source listed on the RAL.

In 2011, 41.97% of household waste generated in County Galway was diverted from 
landfill for recovery (recycling or biological treatment)10. This represents a significant 
improvement on 2006 when 24.55% of household waste was recovered. The 2011 
recovery rate aligns with the national household waste recovery rate of 41.41% for 
201111. In the 1998 policy document, Changing Our Ways, the government committed 
to achieving a diversion rate of 50% of household waste within 15 years (2013)12.

10 Environmental Protection Agency (2013) National Waste Report 2011. 
Available at: http://www.epa.ie/downloads/pubs/waste/stats/National%20Waste%202011_web.pdf  
11 Ibid. 
12 Department of the Environment and Local Government (1998) A Policy Statement: Waste 
Management, Changing Our Ways, p. 1.Available at: http://www.epa.ie/downloads/pubs/waste/plans/
name,11643,en.html

River Water Quality

2.4 Natural and Physical Environment

Consumable Water Infrastructure

Waste Recovery



 »Under the Natural and Physical Environment domain, the Tuam Hub’s 
composite Index score was 5.6 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 
0.9 in comparison with the 2009 GDI13.
 »Under the Natural and Physical Environment domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 
1 Index score was  5.1 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.6 in 
comparison with the 2009 GDI14.
 »Under the Natural and Physical Environment domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 
2 Index score was  5.6 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 1.1 in 
comparison with the 2009 GDI15.

13 While the Hubs were not assessed in the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an Index score for the 
Hubs for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 
Census boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
14 Ibid.
15 Ibid.

Summary Assessment



Green transport usage has fallen in recent years with 12.34% of the Hub population 
walking, cycling or using public transport in 2011, a drop of 2.02% on 2006 green 
transport usage figure of 14.36%.  Although the 2011 usage rate is relatively low, 
comparatively, the Hub is performing reasonably well in this regard given the national 
average for Hubs usage rate for green transport of 10.59%. 

The number of people who live within 30 minutes of their place of work had reduced 
in 2011 based on 2006 levels. In 2006, 51.96% of people lived within 30 minutes of their 
work place; this had dropped to 50.85% by 2011, which was the lowest of all the Hubs. 
In comparison, the 2011 average percentage of people living within 30 minutes of their 
place of work for all Hubs was 64.57%.

Green Transport Usage

2.5 Transport and Connectivity

Travel-to-Work Times 



The Hub received a score of 5.11 out of 10.00 on the public transport accessibility 
index, which is the second lowest of all the Hubs (for comparative purposes the 
national average for Hubs score is 6.40 out of 10.00). 

At 2.74, the number of retails outlets to every 100 households in the Hub is quite 
low given the national average for Hubs is 3.12. Zone 1 has a significantly higher 
retail outlet to household ratio than Zone 2.  This is a positive finding given that the 
Retail Planning Guidelines 201216 advocate a sequential approach to locate retail 
development in the city/town centre, and only to allow retail development in edge 
of centre or out of centre locations where all other options have been exhausted.

16 Department of Environment, Community and Local Government (2012) Guidelines for Planning 
Authorities Retail Planning p.30 

Public Transport Availability

Retail Activity



The number of households who have (and are utilising) private access to broadband 
(not including dial up internet access)17 has increased considerably in recent years, 
from 13.48% in 2006 to 57.18% in 2011, which is slightly lower than the national average 
for Hubs of 58.05%. 

 »Under the Transport and Connectivity domain, the Tuam Hub’s composite Index 
score was 4.2 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.5 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI18.
 »Under the Transport and Connectivity domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 1 Index 
score was 4.1 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.2 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI19.
 »Under the Transport and Connectivity domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 2 Index 
score was 4.1 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.9 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI20.

17 ‘Private access’ is defined as those instances where the household has a broadband connection; it is 
not a measure of broadband enablement in a Gateway or Hub i.e. others on the same street or road may 
decide not to subscribe, but could if they so wished.
18 While the Hubs were not assessed  in  the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an  Index score for 
the Hubs for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 
Census boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
19 Ibid.
20 Ibid.

IT Connectivity

Summary Assessment



Primary Health Care

In 2006, the Years of Potential Life Lost (YPLL) per 1,000 recorded for the Tuam Hub 
was 74.82 per 1,000 of the population, i.e. ’74.82’ indicates the lost life, in person years, 
per 1,000 people in the Hub. The recorded YPLL for 2011 was 55.04 per 1,000 of the 
population, representing an improvement of 19.78 years and is the lowest (best) YPLL 
recorded out of all the Hubs. This means that those residing in the Tuam Hub now live 
longer lives and comparatively longer than the national average. The 2011 rate is well 
below the 2011 national average for Hubs of 61.31 (per 1,000 of the population). The 
national average for YPLL has reduced from 59.84 to 55.10 in the period 2006-2011. 
In terms of comparable EU and OECD equivalents the OECD average is 76.7 and 72.6 
(2006-2011) and EU is 80.5 and 72.0 (2006-2011).

In 2011, the average baby weight was 3.50kgs in 2011 (the national average for Hubs 
is 3.49kg). In 2006, average weight of babies born in the Hub was slightly higher at 
3.54kgs. 

In 2011, the number of General Practitioners (GPs) within the Hub was 2.11 GPs per 
1,000 of the population. In comparison, the national average for Hubs is 1.06. There are 
3.28 GP’s per 1,000 of the population residing in Zone 1. 

Mortality

2.6 Health and Wellness

Birth Weight



 »Under the Health and Wellness domain, the Tuam Hub’s composite Index 
score was 6.4 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.9 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI21.
 »Under the Health and Wellness domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 1 Index score 
was 6.2 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.7 in comparison with 
the 2009 GDI22.
 »Under the Health and Wellness domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 2 Index score 
was 5.4 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects a decrease of 0.1 in comparison with the 
2009 GDI23.

21 While the Hubs were not assessed in the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an Index score for the 
Hubs for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 
Census boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
22 Ibid.
23 Ibid.

Summary Assessment



The crime rate per 100 of the population was 3 (3.13) in 2011, a slight decrease from 
the 2006 crime rate of 4 (4.03) crimes per 100 of the population. By comparison, the 
national average for the Hubs was 4 (4.18) crimes per 100 of population in 2011. 

Crime figures available for the Hub indicate that there has been a decline in many types 
of offences, but also notable increases in others between 2006 and 2011. Amongst 
the offences, which have demonstrated decreases, the most sizeable decreases in 
reported occurrences are robbery, extortion and hijacking offences (down 100%, or 
from 2 to 0 offences) damage to property and the environment (down 55.77% or 48 
offences) and dangerous and negligent acts (down 51.51% or 25 offences). Offences, 
which have increased include fraud, deception and related offences (up 50% or 3 
offences) and isolated incidents under the weapons and explosive offences category 
(up 124.7% or 6 offences). 

 »Under the Crime domain, the Tuam Hub’s composite Index score was 5.9 in the 
2012 GHDI. This indicates no change in comparison with the 2009 GDI24.
 »Under the Crime domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 1 Index score was 5.9 in the 
2012 GHDI. This indicates no change in comparison with the 2009 GDI25.
 »Under the Crime domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 2 Index score was 5.9 in the 
2012 GHDI. This indicates no change in comparison with the 2009 GDI26.

24 While the Hubs were not assessed in the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an Index score for the 
Hubs for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 
Census boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
25 Ibid.
26 Ibid.

 

Crime

2.7 Crime

Summary Assessment



Affluence and Deprivation
In 2011, the Tuam Hub had a deprivation rating of -2.98 (on the Affluence and 
Deprivation Index). This is slightly improved on the 2006 rate of -3.48. According to the 
index, Zone 1 is more deprived than Zone 2. By comparison, the average Affluence 
and Deprivation figures for all Hubs in 2011 were – 1.59 within Zone 1, -1.77 within Zone 
2 and -1.89 across both Zones. 

 »Under the Affluence and Deprivation domain, the Tuam Hub’s composite Index 
score was 4.3 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.4 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI27.
 »Under the Affluence and Deprivation domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 1 Index 
score was 4.1 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.6 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI28.
 »Under the Affluence and Deprivation domain, the Tuam Hub’s Zone 2 Index 
score was 4.8 in the 2012 GHDI. This reflects an increase of 0.1 in comparison 
with the 2009 GDI29.

27 While the Hubs were not assessed in the 2009 GDI, the 2012 GHDI has derived an Index score for the 
Hubs for 2012 and for 2009, by retrospectively applying the 2012 methodology, mapped across 2011 
Census boundaries, to facilitate a comparative index.
28 Ibid.
29 Ibid.

2.8	 Affluence	and	Deprivation

Summary Assessment



The composite index for the Tuam Hub is shown with the bar chart below. This shows 
the composite Gateway and Hubs Index 2012 score compared to the 2009 Index 
and how it is performing across the eight domains considered. It is also important 
to note that, within each domain, the indicators are evenly weighted. The weighted 
sum for each domain is then used in calculating the composite index.

3.0 GDI 2009 Versus GHDI 2012
3.1 GDI 2009 and GHDI 2012: Indices Scores



A summary for the Zone 1 and Zone 2 areas of the Tuam Hub are shown below, 
demonstrating how each Zone is performing across the eight domains is and an 
overall composite score representing the Index score per Zone for 2012 and 2009.



A summary of the performance of the Tuam Hub in relation to the domains provided 
below.

3.2 Summary of Findings

 »Tuam experienced a considerable expansion in terms of its population 
between 2006 and 2011.
 »The dependency rate for the Tuam Hub broadly aligns with the 
national average for Hubs of 52.96%.

 »Deterioration in the number of new firms founded between 2011 
with 2006 is apparent however the Tuam Hub is performing strongly 
compared to the national average for Hubs.  
 »Tuam has a relatively low share of services in the economy in 
comparison with the other Hubs. 
 » In 2011, the unemployment rate for the Tuam Hub was higher than 
the national average for Hubs (primarily owing to the high rate of 
unemployment in Zone 1). 

 »The number of people who hold a third level qualification in the Tuam 
Hub labour market has increased since 2006 and is broadly in line with 
the national average for Hubs performance rate for this indicator. 

 » In 2011, river water was found to be of good quality status. 
 »There were no water sources listed on the EPA remedial action list 
(RAL) in 2011, which indicates a high standard of water quality in the 
Hub. 
 »The recovery rate for household waste within the Hub was significantly 
higher in 2011 than it was in 2006 (and is marginally higher than the 
national average).

4

Population

Enterprise 
and 
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Knowledge 
and 
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Natural and 
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 »Public transport use, walking and cycling was lower in 2011 than in 
2006 (however, the 2011 rate of green transport use is higher than 
the national average for Hubs).  
 »While more people lived within 30 minutes of their place of work 
in 2011 than was the case in 2006, the rate for this indicator is lower 
than the national average for Hubs.  
 »The Tuam Hub had one of the lowest ratings for accessibility of all 
the Hubs. 
 »The number of retail outlets per 100 households in the Tuam hub 
is quite low. However, on a positive note, there is a considerably 
higher retail unit to household unit rate evident for the urban core 
(Zone 1) than Zone 2. 
 »Although the progress made in terms of the number of households 
with broadband access was evident in 2011, the rate is lower than 
the national average for Hubs for broadband access.

 »The Tuam Hub scored highly in terms of Year of Potential Life Lost 
(best YPLL of all the Hubs).
 »The average birth weight of babies born in this Hub in 2011 was 
broadly in line with the national average for Hubs. 
 »The number of GPs per 1,000 of the population is the highest of all 
the Hubs. However, all GP’s are situated within Zone 1.  

Transport 
and 
Connectivity 

Health and 
Wellness 

Crime 

Affluence 
and 
Deprivation

 »A small decrease in the crime rate per 100 of the population is 
notable for 2011 based on 2006 figures. 

 »According to the Affluence and Deprvation Index, the Tuam Hub is 
slightly less deprived than it was in 2006.



It is apparent that efforts to build the critical mass of Zone 1 have been successful with 
a large growing population living within Tuam urban centre.  

Despite the demonstrated ability of Tuam to attract people to live in the centre, 
opportunities to work in the urban core have fallen significantly since 2006. High 
unemployment and a low share of services in the economy imply a need to diversify 
the economic base of the Hub. Attracting new firms to establish a base in the Hub is 
challenging. However, recent improvements to the town such as upgrading of water 
and wastewater services and improvements to road infrastructure are anticipated to 
encourage/facilitate the future development of Tuam. 

An educated locally based workforce is crucial in attracting new business to locate 
within the Hub. In this regard, the quality of the local labour force, based on the number 
of people with third level qualifications, is reasonably positive (in line with national 
average for Hubs). 

While slightly more people now live within close proximity of their work place (less than 
30 mins), fewer people are now availing of public transport, walking or cycling to work. A 
renewed focus on improving walking and cycling routes and making these options more 
appealing to residents within the Hub is important. In this regard, recently announced 
measures by Galway County Council to introduce six new pedestrian crossings in the 
town centre, and to provide a new 1,800m footpath and cycleway, are welcomed. In 
addition, a walking/cycling strategy, which supports a modal shift in transport and 
healthier lifestyles, is due to be completed by April 2013. Furthermore, an improvement 
scheme for the redevelopment of the Shambles area of Tuam town centre is currently 
at tender stage. This redevelopment project will improve linkages and accessibility to 
the town centre. 

The performance of the Hub in terms of the health and wellness domain indicators 
was quite positive. However, a greater choice and improved accessibility to social and 
recreation facilities will improve the attractiveness of the Hub as a place to live and will 
enhance the quality of life experienced by residents.   

3.3 Assessment
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