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1.0   Introduction 

Dublin City Council has completed this Quality Assurance (QA) Report as part of its ongoing 

compliance with the Public Spending Code (PSC).  The Public Spending Code aims to ensure that the 

State achieves value for money in the use of public funds. 

 

The report presents the results of each of the 5 steps of the QA process, as set out below, and aims 

to gauge the extent to which the Council is meeting the obligations set out in the Public Spending 

Code. 

 

The Guidance Note issued to the Local Government Sector by the Finance Committee of the County 

and City Management Association has been used to complete the QA process in Dublin City Council. 

 

The Quality Assurance process consists of 5 steps; 

 Step 1 – Drawing up the inventories of projects/programmes at different stages of the 

Project Life Cycle that have a total project cost in excess of €500,000.  The three sections of 

the inventory are expenditure being considered, expenditure being incurred and 

expenditure recently ended. 

 Step 2 – Publish summary information on the City Council’s web-site of all procurements in 

excess of €10m, related to projects in progress or completed in the year under review. 

 Step 3 - Completion of the 7 checklists contained in the Public Spending Code in respect of 

expenditure at the different stages.  One of each checklist per Local Authority is required.  

Checklists are not required for each project/programme. 

 Step 4 – A more in-depth check of a small number of projects / programmes based on criteria 

established within the Public Spending Code. 

 Step 5 – Completion of a report for the National Oversight and Audit Commission (NOAC) 

which will be generated through compliance with steps 1 to 4 and to be submitted by the 

end of August in respect of the previous year. 
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2.0   Expenditure analysis 

2.1   Project/Programme Inventory 

The Project Inventory sets out the list of all projects with activity in 2019 and which have a total 

project life cost of €500,000 or more.  As specified in the PSC QA Requirements Guidance Note for 

the Public Sector, capital projects which have been listed in previous PSC reports in the Expenditure 

Being Incurred category remain in this category year on year until the project is complete.  The 

inventory is broken down into capital and current expenditure and consists of three categories: 

 Expenditure being considered 

 Expenditure being incurred 

 Expenditure recently ended 

As per the template provided to Dublin City Council, Capital Expenditure in the being considered 

category is further broken down into value bands of €0.5m - €5m, €5m-€20m and €20m plus. 

The complete inventory is contained in Appendix 1. 

The Inventory contains 303 projects across the three categories and is comprised of a total value of 

€3,319,042,929.  The inventory was compiled using the format recommended in the guidance note 

from the CCMA.  The list contains relevant services from the Council’s Annual Financial Statement 

2019 in respect of the current expenditure and a list of relevant capital projects/programmes 

extracted from the Council’s Financial Management System, with information verified by project 

owners, for capital expenditure. 

Summary of Project Inventory 2019 

Number of Projects by Category 

 Current 

Expenditure 

Capital 

Expenditure 

Being Incurred 

and Recently 

Ended 

Capital Expenditure being 

considered 

Total 

No. of Projects   €0.5-

€5m 

€5m-€20m  €20m 

plus 

 

Expenditure Being 

Considered 

 

 

 44 

 

9 

 

3 

 

56 

Expenditure Being 

Incurred 

56 148    204 

Expenditure 

Recently Ended 

  43    43 

Total 56 191 44 9 3 303 
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Projects by Cost 

 Current 

Expenditure 

Capital 

Expenditure 

Being 

Incurred and 

Recently 

Ended 

Capital Expenditure being considered Total 

 

Projects   €0.5m-

€5m 

€5m-€20m Over €20m  

Expenditure 

Being 

Considered 

  91,021,426 97,262,244 94,500,000 282,783,670 

Expenditure 

Being 

Incurred 

975,141,000 1,868,532,050    2,843,673,050 

Expenditure 

Recently 

Ended 

 192,586,209    192,586,209 

Total 975,141,000 2,061,118,259 91,021,426 97,262,244 94,500,000 3,319,042,929 

 

2.2 Summary of Procurements in excess of €10m 

In compliance with Step 2 of the QA process, there were 14 procurements in excess of €10m which 

relate to projects which are included on the Inventory for 2019. 

There were four procurements already listed that have been updated to reflect transactions in 2019. 

All this information can be found on the DCC website at the following location; 

http://www.dublincity.ie/PublicSpendingCode along with a copy of this report. 

  

http://www.dublincity.ie/PublicSpendingCode


    
 

7 
 

3.0  Assessment of Compliance 

3.1 Checklists and Findings 

Step 3 of the Quality Assurance process involved the compilation of a number of checklists, seven 

in total. 

Checklist 1:  General Obligations not specific to individual projects. 

Checklist 2:  Capital Projects under consideration. 

Checklist 3:  Current Expenditure under consideration. 

Checklist 4:  Capital Expenditure incurring expenditure 

Checklist 5:  Current Expenditure programmes incurring expenditure 

Checklist 6:  Capital Expenditure recently ended. 

Checklist 7: Current Expenditure recently ended. 

The completed checklists for Dublin City Council are contained in Appendix 2. 

The checklists were completed based on checklists returned for a random selection of projects 

under each of the 3 categories, where appropriate, explanatory comments are provided, in addition 

to self-assessed scores. 

For both capital and current expenditure, the checklists indicate a satisfactory level of compliance 

with the requirements of the PSC and there are indications that there is scope for further 

improvement in certain aspects.  No serious issues or concerns were evident during the completion 

of this step of the QA process. 

Checklist 1 indicates a high level of compliance with the PSC in terms of provision and development 

of appropriate guidelines and awareness in the organisation, with the addition of the establishment 

of a corporate governance structure for capital project expenditure and a Project Manager Network. 

In relation to capital expenditure, Checklist 2 shows a good level of compliance with the code and 

identifies areas of improvement in terms of establishing and gathering information on performance 

indicators.  It is expected that improvement will continue through the Corporate Project Support 

Office and will lead to broad compliance with the code regarding performance indicators.  Checklists 

4 and 6 show a satisfactory level of compliance.  Improvements are still required regarding post 

projects reviews and these are being addressed through the corporate governance structure for 

capital projects, revised guidelines and the Corporate Project Support Office and related Project 

Manager Network. 
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  3.2 In-depth Check 

The PSC – QA requirements state that the value of projects selected for in-depth review each year 

should be at least 1% of the total value of revenue and 5% of the total capital value on the project 

inventory and can be achieved over a 3 year period.  It also states that over a 3-5 year period all 

stages of the project life cycle and every scale of project should have been included in the in-depth 

check. The Internal Audit Unit addressed these requirements for 2019 by conducting in-depth 

checks into two capital projects and one that has both capital and revenue elements. 

 In-depth check of Dalymount Park Redevelopment  Capital 

 In-depth check of the Delivery of Social Housing through  

Approved Housing Bodies, facilitated by Dublin City  

Council        Capital & Revenue 

 In-depth check of the Appraisal, Planning and  

Incurring Expenditure of the Phase 2 Volumetric  

Rapid Build Housing (Bundle 1)     Capital 

Dalymount Park Redevelopment Project is project at the incurring stage.  The project has a 

budgeted capital spend of €35.6m.  

Delivery of Social Housing through Approved Housing Bodies, facilitated by Dublin City Council is 

a project at all stages of spend, across a variety of projects and has a budgeted capital spend of 

€158.7m and a 2019 AHB Revenue Expense mostly included within Revenue Code A07 RAS and 

Leasing Programme of €45.7m.  

The Appraisal, Planning and Incurring Expenditure of the Phase 2 Volumetric Rapid Build 

Housing (Bundle 1) is project at the incurring stage.  The project has a budgeted capital spend of 

€82.3M for Phase 2 (Bundle 1). 

The overall objective of the audits was to ascertain if the management of the spending was in 

compliance with the Public Spending Code (PSC).  Formal reports on the in-depth reviews have been 

completed and submitted to the Chief Executive. 

The overall finding for the Dalymount Park Redevelopment Project is that work carried out to date 

for the Appraisal and Planning/Design Stages of the project complies with the requirements of the 

Public Spending Code, for the areas examined and the rating of Satisfactory was given. One 

recommendation was made, which has been accepted by the Chief Executive as follows:  

 All contracts should be sent for sealing by the Law Agent. 

The overall finding for the Delivery of Social Housing through Approved Housing Bodies, facilitated 

by Dublin City Council complied with some, but not all, of the areas examined under the 

requirements of the Public Spending Code and the rating of Needs Improvement was given.   
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The Chief Executive has indicated that he agrees with the overall rating. He has also accepted 5 of 

the 10 recommendations contained in the Internal Audit report as follows:  

 Housing Department should complete the outline cost analysis and consider same.  

 The Housing Department should liaise with the Finance Department to develop Oracle 
reports that capture all Capital and Revenue costs for Housing Projects, so that Housing 
Project costs are readily available on an ongoing basis. 

 That DCC should take minutes of all meetings with AHBs in relation to projects.  

 The Executive Manager to confirm to Internal Audit that AHB properties have been included 

on the Open House Management System (OHMS) and that there will be ongoing capture of 

AHB property changes on OHMS.  

 Comprehensive DCC CAS and CALF procedures should be put in place and documented. 

 

These recommendations are being implemented. In relation to 2 of the remaining 

recommendations he accepts the recommendations but has advised that there are significant 

resource constraints, which will delay full implementation. These recommendations are as follows: 

 

 In respect of CALF properties, Housing Management to obtain the Annual report on the 

condition of properties. 

 Housing Management to devise a policy on inspection regime for relevant AHB properties. 

 

In relation to the balance of the recommendations he has advised that while he is sympathetic to 

what the recommendations are intended to achieve there are political sensitivities in relation to the 

recommendations and he does not propose to implement them at this stage. These 

recommendations are as follows: 

 

 When considering options for social housing delivery using LA property, there should be 
documentation of the rationale for going the AHB route versus the main alternatives for 
social housing provision in any given situation. 

 Market value of sites should be available and considered for comprehensive costing of 
projects.  

 DCC should always seek recovery of the market value of DCC sites provided to AHBs for social 
housing. 

 

The overall finding for The Appraisal, Planning and Incurring Expenditure of the Phase 2 Volumetric 

Rapid Build Housing (Bundle 1) was that the Appraisal, Planning and Implementation Stages of the 

Volumetric Phase 2(Bundle 1) addressed some but not all of the requirements of the PSC for the 

areas examined. The rating of Needs Improvement was given. The Chief Executive has indicated 

that he agrees with the overall rating. He has also accepted 3 of the 4 recommendations contained 

in the Internal Audit report as follows  

 A Steering Committee and/or formal Project Board should be put in place for large Housing 

Projects. 
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 A formal project reporting process should be put in place for recording detail on individual 

Housing Projects  

 Regulatory approvals should be obtained from the Sanctioning Authority for all projects. 

 

The other recommendation is as follows: 

 

 In the interest of enhanced Governance and Project oversight, the H&CS Department 

projects should be brought under the DCC Corporate Project Governance Board and Capital 

Project Support Office.  

 

The Chief Executive has indicated that he does not accept this recommendation. His positon is that 

housing capital projects are subject to very considerable oversight including a staged approval 

process by the Department of Housing, Local Government & Heritage. If housing capital projects are 

brought under the DCC Corporate Project Governance Board and Capital Project Support Office it 

will require additional resources, involve a degree on unnecessary replication and delay the delivery 

of high priority social housing projects.  

 

 

 

4.0   Addressing Quality Assurance Issues 

Formal Capital Project Governance procedures were implemented in Dublin City Council in 2017.  A 

capital project governance structure is now in place where a Corporate Project Governance Board 

supported by a Corporate Project Support Office provide oversight of capital projects across the 

organisation.  Improved capital project approval and monitoring processes are in place. 

The Corporate Project Support Office provides support and guidance for capital projects and 

encourages compliance with the PSC. 

The recommendations of the In-depth Checks have been incorporated into the Project Governance 

Guidelines within the City Council.  

A training programme is delivered to Project Managers on an ongoing basis.  “Project Manager 

Network” events take place two to three times a year which focus on compliance with the PSC, 

Capital Project Governance and sharing “lessons learned”. 

 

 

 5.0   Conclusion 

The City Council has completed the necessary steps in the QA process and has prepared the required 

Inventory showing all relevant expenditure. There are 10 new procurements in excess of €10m 

requiring publishing for 2019, bringing it to a total of 14.  
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The PSC QA Report for 2018 has been published on the website. 

The PSC QA Report for 2019 will also be published on the website in due course.  The checklists and 

in-depth checks have demonstrated a satisfactory level of compliance with the Public Spending 

Code, with some issues or concerns being highlighted through the process.  Areas for improvement 

identified in this report will be incorporated into the project governance within the organisation and 

progress monitored so as to ensure high compliance with the PSC within the City Council. 
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Appendix 2: Completed Checklists 

Dublin City Council 

Checklist 1 – To be completed in respect of general obligations not specific to individual 

projects/programmes 

General Obligations not specific to individual projects/ 

programmes 

Se
lf

-A
ss

es
se

d
 

C
o

m
p

lia
n

ce
 

R
at

in
g:

  1
 –

 3
 Discussion/Action 

Required 

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going basis, 

that appropriate people within the authority and its agencies 

are aware of the requirements of the Public Spending Code 

(incl. through training)? 

3  

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been provided 

to relevant staff within the authority? 

3  

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type 

of project/programme that your local authority is 

responsible for? i.e., have adapted sectoral guidelines been 

developed? 

3 Governance Guidelines 

have been produced and 

are available to all staff on 

DCC intranet 

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning Authority 

satisfied itself that agencies that it funds comply with the 

Public Spending Code? 

3  

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA reports (incl. 

spot checks) been disseminated, where appropriate, within 

the local authority and to agencies? 

3  

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA reports been 

acted upon? 

2  

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report been 

certified by the local authority’s Chief Executive, submitted 

to NOAC and published on the authority’s website?  

3  

1.8 Was the required sample of projects/programmes 

subjected to in-depth checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 

3  

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post 

evaluations/Post Project Reviews? 

Ex-post evaluation is conducted after a certain period has 

passed since the completion of a target project with 

2 New DCC Governance 
procedures have been in 
place since 2017.  A key 
part of these procedures is 
the carrying out of post 
project reviews at the 
completion of projects. 
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emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of the 

project. 

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review evaluations have 

been completed in the year under review? Have they been 

issued promptly to the relevant stakeholders / published in a 

timely manner?  

N/A 3 post project reviews were 
carried out for projects in 
2019 in line with the DCC 
Governance procedures.  
These projects were less 
than €20 million in value 
and do not meet the 
criteria requiring publishing 
of project reviews. 

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the recommendations 

of previous evaluations/Post project reviews? 

 

 

2 

A DCC Project Manager 
Network is in place since 
2018.  This facilitates 
communication between 
the Corporate Project 
Governance Board, the 
Corporate Project Support 
Office and Project 
Managers corporately.  
One of the key functions of 
the network is the 
communication of lessons 
learned and identification 
of areas of improvement. 

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous 

evaluations / post project reviews informed resource 

allocation decisions? 

N/A  
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Checklist 2 – To be completed in respect of capital projects/programmes & capital 
grant schemes that were under consideration in the past year 
 

Capital Expenditure being Considered – Appraisal and 

Approval 

 

Se
lf

-A
ss

es
se

d
 

C
o

m
p

lia
n

ce
 

R
at

in
g:

 1
 -

 3
 

Comment/Action Required 

2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all projects 

> €5m? 

3  

 

2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect 

of capital projects or capital programmes/grant schemes? 

3 

 

 

2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding 

€20m? 

3  

2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an early 

stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to the 

decision) 

3  

2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the 

Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they entered 

the planning and design phase (e.g. procurement)? 

3  

2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to the 

relevant Department for their views? 

3  

2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing more 

than €20m? 

2 Adhering to DHPLG 

guidance on CEAs for 

housing projects 

2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in line 

with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was the detailed 

appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in Principle 

granted?  

3  

2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3  

2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3  

2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 3  
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2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the Approval 

in Principle in terms of cost and what is expected to be 

delivered? 

3  

2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each 

project/programme that will allow for a robust evaluation 

at a later date? 

2 Further work is being 

advised in this area 

2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather performance 

indicator data? 

2 Ongoing through the CPSO 
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Checklist 3 – To be completed in respect of new current expenditure under consideration in 

the past year.  

Current Expenditure being Considered – Appraisal 

and Approval 

 

Se
lf

-A
ss

e
ss

e
d

 

C
o

m
p

lia
n

ce
  

R
at

in
g:

  1
 -

 3
 

Comment/Action 

Required 

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3  

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3  

3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and 

economic appraisal, prepared for new current 

expenditure? 

3  

3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 3  

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all 

projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m 

over 4 years? 

3  

3.6 Did the business case include a section on piloting? N/A  

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current spending 

proposals involving total expenditure of at least €20m 

over the proposed duration of the programme and a 

minimum annual expenditure of €5m? 

 

N/A 

 

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection 

requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset of 

the scheme? 

2  

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted for 

approval to the relevant Department? 

N/A  

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new 

scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on 

empirical evidence? 

2  

3.11 Was the required approval granted? 3  
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3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06, 4.2 

of the Public Spending Code) been set? 

2  

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement 

rules complied with? 

3  

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each 

new current expenditure proposal or expansion of 

existing current expenditure programme which will 

allow for a robust evaluation at a later date? 

3  

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather 

performance indicator data? 

3  
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Checklist 4 – To be completed in respect of capital projects/programmes & capital grants 

schemes incurring expenditure in the year under review 

Incurring Capital Expenditure  

 

Se
lf

-A
ss

es
se

d
 

C
o

m
p

lia
n

ce
 

R
at

in
g:

 1
 -

 3
 

Comment/Action Required 

4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 

Approval in Principle? 

3  

4.2 Did management boards/steering committees meet 

regularly as agreed? 

3  

4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-

ordinate implementation? 

3  

4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery, 

appointed and were the project managers at a suitably 

senior level for the scale of the project? 

3  

4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing 

implementation against plan, budget, timescales and 

quality? 

3  

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep within 

their financial budget and time schedule? 

2 Further work required by 

implementing Project 

Managers with the support of 

Corporate Project Support 

Office 

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?  

2 Further work required by 

implementing Project 

Managers with the support of 

Corporate Project Support 

Office 

4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time 

schedules made promptly? 

3  

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the 

viability of the project/programme/grant scheme and the 

business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack of 

progress, changes in the environment, new evidence, 

etc.) 

3  

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the viability 

of a project/programme/grant scheme, was the project 

subjected to adequate examination? 

3  
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4.11 If costs increased was approval received from the 

Sanctioning Authority? 

3  

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes 

terminated because of deviations from the plan, the 

budget or because circumstances in the environment 

changed the need for the investment? 

3  
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Checklist 5 – To be completed in respect of current expenditure programmes incurring 

expenditure in the year under review 

 

Incurring Current Expenditure 

 

Se
lf

-A
ss

es
se

d
 

C
o

m
p

lia
n

ce
 

R
at

in
g:

 1
 -

3
 

Comment/Action Required 

5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of 

current expenditure? 

 

3 

 

 Annual Statutory Budget process 

 Corporate plan 

 Service plans 

 PMDS / Team Development Plans 

 Risk Management 

 SLA Agreements/Annual service plans 

which include KPI’s 

5.2 Are outputs well defined? 

 

3 

 National KPI’s  

 Dublin City Council KPI’s 

 Team Development plans(TDP) & 

Personal Development plans (PDP) 

targets 

 SLA Targets 

5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 

 

 

 

3 

 Quarterly budget monitoring and 

reporting 

 Quarterly reporting to DHPLG on Payroll, 

Borrowings, Capital & Revenue Income 

and Expenditure, Debtors and GGB 

 Strategic Policy and Area Committees 

reporting 

 Half yearly review of TDP and 

PDP/Monthly Monitoring 

 Annual Report 

 KPI’s 

 Department Statistical Returns 

 Regional Steering Group 

 LGMA 

5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency 

on an on-going basis? 

 

3 

 Procurement monitoring 

 Shared services review  

 Internal and External auditors 

 Quarterly budget  reporting 

 Planned services / function reviews 

 Monthly meetings 
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5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 

3         Targets are defined in the Annual 

Budget, Corporate Plan, Service Plans and 

Team plans 

 Annual plans 

5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 

 

3 

 Annual Report 

 Annual Budgets 

 Quarterly Budget Monitoring 

 SPC reporting  

 Audit Committee  

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance 

monitoring? 

2  Budget Monitoring 

 KPI’s 

 Unit Costing where appropriate 

5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor 

performance? 

3 

 

 TDP/PDP 

 VFM 

 All relevant matrix and reviewed  

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring 

effectiveness on an on-going basis? 

3 

 

 Combination of all above 

 Formal reviews of some of DCC 

Departments / functions 

 Reports and Team Meetings 

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other 

‘evaluation proofing’1 of programmes/projects? 

2 

 

 External review is part of sectoral 

efficiency programme 

 European evaluation 

  

 

  

                                                           
1 Evaluation proofing involves checking to see if the required data is being collected so that when the 
time comes a programme/project can be subjected to a robust evaluation. If the data is not being 
collected, then a plan should be put in place to collect the appropriate indicators to allow for the 
completion of a robust evaluation down the line. 
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Checklist 6 – To be completed in respect of capital projects/programmes & capital grant 

schemes discontinued and/or evaluated during the year under review 

 

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed 

Se
lf

-A
ss

es
se

d
 

C
o

m
p

lia
n

ce
 

R
at

in
g:

  1
 -

 3
 

Comment/Action Required 

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed 

in the year under review? 

 

2 

3 post project reviews were 

carried out for projects in 2019 

in line with the DCC Governance 

procedures.   

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all 

projects/programmes exceeding €20m? 

3 Yes 

6.3 Was a post project review completed for all 

capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) 

had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where 

scheme duration was five years or more? 

n/a  

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant 

schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 

5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 

3  

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a 

proper assessment, has a post project review been 

scheduled for a future date? 

2 Improvement work is currently 

being carried out on this by the 

Corporate Project Support Office 

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews 

disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to 

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant bodies) 

 

2 

Improvement work is currently 

being carried out on this by the 

Corporate Project Support Office  

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of 

lessons learned from post-project reviews? 

2 Improvement work is currently 

being carried out on this by the 

Corporate Project Support Office 
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6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing 

resources independent of project implementation? 

2 

 

Improvement work is currently 

being carried out on this by the 

Corporate Project Support Office 
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Checklist 7 – To be completed in respect of current expenditure programmes that reached 

the end of their planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued 

 

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its 

planned timeframe  or (ii) was discontinued 

Se
lf

-A
ss

es
se

d
 

C
o

m
p

lia
n

ce
 

R
at

in
g:

  1
 -

 3
 Comment/Action Required 

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current 

expenditure programmes that matured during the 

year or were discontinued? 

N/A  

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether 

the programmes were efficient? 

N/A  

7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether 

the programmes were effective? 

N/A  

7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into 

account in related areas of expenditure? 

N/A  

7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a 

review of a current expenditure programme? 

N/A  

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources 

independent of project implementation? 

N/A  

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s 

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? 

N/A  

 

Notes: 

  The scoring mechanism for the above checklists is as follows: 

o Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1 

o Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2 

o Broadly compliant = a score of 3 

 

 For some questions, the scoring mechanism is not always strictly relevant. In these cases, 

it is appropriate to mark as N/A and provide the required information in the commentary 

box as appropriate. 

 

 The focus should be on providing descriptive and contextual information to frame the 

compliance ratings and to address the issues raised for each question. It is also important 
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to provide summary details of key analytical outputs covered in the sample for those 

questions which address compliance with appraisal/evaluation requirements i.e. the 

annual number of appraisals (e.g. Cost Benefit Analyses or Multi Criteria Analyses), 

evaluations (e.g. Post Project Reviews).  Key analytical outputs undertaken but outside of 

the sample should also be noted in the report. 

 

 

 

 


