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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 2021 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 
 

The complete inventory is contained in Appendix 1. 

 
The Inventory contains 366 projects across the three categories and is comprised of a total value 

of €4,846,500,108. The inventory was compiled using the format recommended in the PSC and in 
the guidance note from the CCMA.  The list contains relevant services from the Council’s Annual 

Financial Statement 2021 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 2021 

Number of Projects by Category 

 Expenditure 
Being 
Considered 

Expenditure 
Being Incurred 

Expenditure 
Recently Ended 

Total 

Current 

Expenditure 

 

0 

 

57 

 

0 

 

57 

Capital 
Expenditure 

 
72 

 
208 

 
29 

 
309 

Total 72 265 29 366 
   

Projects by Cost 

 Expenditure 

Being 
Considered 

Expenditure 

Being Incurred 

Expenditure 

Recently Ended 

Total 

Current 
Expenditure 

 
 

 
€1,165,043,000 

 
 

 
€1,165,043,000 

Capital 

Expenditure 

 

€528,855,060 

 

€3,028,726,419 

 

€123,875,629 

 

€3,681,457,108 
Total €528,855,060 €4,193,769,419 €123,875,629 €4,846,500,108 
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Summary of Procurements in excess of €10m 

In compliance with Step 2 of the QA process, there were 15 procurements in excess of €10m 

which relate to projects which are included on the Inventory for 2021. 
 
Thirteen procurements were already listed and have been updated to reflect transactions in 2021. 
 
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. 
 

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 and 4 shows a high level of compliance with the code 
and identifies some improvements necessary in terms of quality reporting and keeping within 
financial budgets and time schedules.  It is expected that improvement will continue and will lead 
to broad compliance with the code.  Checklists 6 shows a satisfactory level of compliance.  
Improvements are still required regarding ex-post evaluations 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. 
 

http://www.dublincity.ie/PublicSpendingCode
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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 2021 by conducting in-depth 
checks into two capital projects and one Revenue project.  
 

 In-depth check of O’Devaney Gardens Housing Project    Capital 

 In-depth check of Dublin District Heating System     Capital  

 In-depth check of Administration  of Homeless Services    Revenue 

 

O’Devaney Gardens Housing Project is a project at the incurring stage.  The project has a 
budgeted capital spend in 2021 of €125.5m. (Overall Cost of the Social and Affordable Housing 

€206,468,146) 
 

Dublin District Heating System is a project at the incurring stage. The project has a budgeted 
capital spend of €73m. 

 
Administration of Homeless Services is current or revenue expenditure with a total budgeted 

direct cost of €212,986,990 in 2021. The Inventory amount for A05 are actual expenditure figures 
inclusive of service support costs. 
 
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 O’Devaney Gardens Housing Project is that the system of controls 
established for the management of the O’Devaney Gardens project provide limited assurance that 

the objectives associated with sound project management will be achieved.  The rating of Limited 
Assurance was given.  

 
13 recommendations in total were made (six of High priority and seven of Medium priority. The 

Chief Executive has indicated that he does not agree with the overall rating. He has accepted 8 of 
the 13 recommendations contained in the Internal Audit report as follows;  

 
1. Management should identify the phases for the remainder of the project in line with the 

classification set out in the Public Spending Code, and manage the remaining phases in line 
with the provisions of the Code (priority: Medium) 

 
2. The Final Business Case is updated and re-appraised so that it re-evaluates the project 

based on the current scope of work. The updated Business Case should include a Benefits 
Realisation Plan and Shadow Pricing evaluation as laid down in the 2019 PSC. (priority: 

High); 

 
3. Management should develop and document a Programme Logic Model for the O’Devaney 

Gardens project. (priority: Medium); 
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4. Management should prepare a Project Brief, as required by the 2019 Code. (priority: 

Medium). 
 

5. Management should prepare an appropriately detailed Project Execution Plan, in line with 
the Public Spending Code. (priority: Medium). 

 
6. Project expenditure should be tracked against a budget and KPIs measured. The capital 

budget should also be up to date in terms of funding applied for/received and spent, 
stored centrally and summarised and updated regularly when changes occur. Currently this 

information is stored in different documents. (priority: High); 
 

7. Changes to scope, budget or schedule should be tracked in a change log and the issues and 
risks should be captured within the plan and the logs updated regularly and include 
mitigation and who on the team is responsible or accountable.  Project reports should 
include an update on the status of key issues and risks. (priority: High) 

 

8. All recommendations (excluding the recoupment of contracting authority initial costs) 
should be applied to all DCC Housing Schemes where applicable. (priority: High) 

 
The other recommendations are as follows: 

 
1. Utilise a central repository for project documentation. (priority: Medium); 

 
2. Management should update the project governance document and the governance of the 

project accordingly: Project phasing should be included and lis ting of the documents and 
guidelines needed to meet the 2019 PSC standard. (priority: High); 

 
3. Project KPIs should be included in the Execution Project Plan. These should include metrics 

of project performance that will be regularly checked and reported on in the project 
reports e.g., metrics in relation to meeting the schedule and metrics in relation to 
expenditure and capital spending. The plan should outline how the metrics will work and 

how they will be implemented. This will enable performance measurement of the 
execution of this project and similar projects in the future (priority: Medium); 

 
4. Project reports should report on the execution of the plan, and the agreed metrics or KPIS. 

Risks and issues monitoring should be included in the project reports and significant 
changes to budget, schedule or scope also reported upon. All projects must be monitored 
on an on-going basis to ensure that they are completed to the required cost, quality and 
time/schedules and progress is on track. Ongoing monitoring and reporting should be 

considered essential during the Implementation Stage and would require a greater level of 
detail than what is currently provided. The frequency of reporting should be at least 

monthly. Reporting should include budget and costs, delivery programme, and tracking of 
benefits. Reporting should highlight the overall status of the project and provide on-going 

evaluation and monitoring information based on appropriate measurements adopted.  
(priority: High); 
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5. Evidence of recoupment of the Contracting Authority initial costs. The recoupment of 
Contracting Authority initial costs including site costs should be evidenced in the project 

documents to show the net transfer of funds between DCC and the Developer. These 
amounts are not clearly tracked. The fact that the Developer will pay the site costs is in a 

lengthy development agreement, and the funding amounts that DCC will pay the 
Developer are also stored in multiple changing documents. (priority: Medium); 

 
The Chief Executive has indicated that he does not accept these recommendations. His positon is 

that; 
 

 DCC Housing & Community Services Department have established filing procedures in 
place. This project followed these. A dedicated Housing Land Initiative shared drive was set 

up for the purposes of storing files and relevant project documentation. 
 

 The project was not subject to the Public Spending Code (2019) compliance stages , as the 

project pre dated the PSC. In 2015 DCC established a multi-disciplinary working group for 
the purposes of progressing this project (and two others) through DCC’s Housing Land 
Initiative (HLI) structure that followed its own established compliance structure in 
compliance with relevant procurement strategy. An extensive Corporate Governance 
Structure was adopted and the Housing Land Initiative (HLI) Project Board was set up in 

2017 with agreed terms of reference.  A Process Auditor is appointed to the Project in 
accordance with the Department of Finance Guidelines. 

 

 Board meetings occurred at the relevant milestones to record progress and inform 
direction in line with project goals and objectives. There are also fortnightly HLI 
Implementation Team meetings. The HLI Implementation Team meet fortnightly with the 
Developer’s project team and a smaller Risk Register workshopping meeting occurs 

fortnightly between DCC and the contractor for purposes of reviewing and updating the 
Risk Register for the Construction stage of the project. 

 
 As outlined above the Project Board is convened at relevant milestones to report on 

progress, to outline future actions and to obtain ‘sign-off’ for same. Meetings are minuted 

and circulated. The relevant stakeholders are reported to up to four times per month. 

Ongoing close monitoring of issues is reviewed in these meetings and reported on. 
 

 The Development Agreement is a legally binding contact between DCC and the Developer. 

The Developer’s Consideration is defined and outlined as €7,000,000 + VAT therein. The 
terms of payment are set out under Clause 6.1.1. a., b. and c. The Housing Department 
cannot alter this agreement.   

 
The overall finding for the Dublin District Heating System the structures and processes which the 
Council has put in place in respect of its management of the DDHS project provide limited 
assurance in relation to the achievement of system objectives. The rating of Limited Assurance 
was given.   
 
11 recommendations in total were made; of which six are of High priority, four of Medium priority 
and one of Low priority. The Chief Executive has indicated that he does not agree with the overall 
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rating. He has accepted 6 of the 11 recommendations contained in the Internal Audit report as 
follows: 

 
1. Management complete a Programme Logic Model as soon as possible.  (priority: Medium); 

 
2. Management develop a suite of SMART objectives for the proposed project, and establish a 

framework for gathering sufficient information to allow for ongoing monitoring and 
management of the project’s performance against the objectives identified. (priority: 

Medium);  
 

3. That a suitable suite of both financial and non-financial performance should be 
documented for the DDHS. As the scheme progresses, there will be opportunities to review 

the formal mechanisms to monitor and evaluate progress regarding attainment of delivery 
timeframes and milestones. (priority: High); 

 
4. Management review the anticipated costs for the DDHS and update these where 

necessary, to ensure that they remain appropriate in an inflationary and volatile economic 

environment. (priority: High); 
 

5. The reporting framework for the DDHS should be enhanced to include (for example) 
checking for conflicts of interest, overall status and progress indicators, programme 

risks/issues, status of financials, forward plan and progress against timetables . (priority: 
Medium; 

 
6. Management should implement an improved system of version control for the project 

governance framework, incorporating an audit trail of: what changes have been made who 
made the changes; who approved the changes and when the changes were implemented. 

(priority: Low); 
 

The other recommendations are as follows: 

1. The SAR should be enhanced to ensure it complies with the format and content specified in 
the Public Spending Code. These details (updated where necessary) will also be required 

for population of the Preliminary Business Case. (priority: Medium);  
 

2. The project governance framework should be enhanced to provide greater detail on 
interaction between the Project Board and Project Team, and on communication with the 

sponsoring agency. The various DCC roles on the Project Team should be listed and 
allocated in the Project Governance Arrangement/Resource Structure details. (priority: 

Medium); 

 
3. The project governance arrangements documented for the DDHS should be enhanced to 

prescribe the continuing responsibilities of DCC in any future collaboration with a joint 
venture partner for the development. (priority: Medium); 

 
4. Management should fully populate the DDHS Project Risk Register as soon as possible, and 

regularly review and monitor it as part of the on-going governance process. As stated 
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above, a robust framework should be documented. Management should also ensure that 
details of relevant risks are captured in the Preliminary Business Case. (priority: High); 

 
5. Management responsible for the DDHS should ensure full compliance with CPSO reporting 

requirements as a matter of urgency. (priority: High); 

 

The Chief Executive has indicated that he partially accepts recommendation 1 and he does not 
accept recommendations 2, 3, 4, and 5. His position is that the project was not subject to the 
Public Spending Code (2019) compliance stages, as it pre dated the  PSC (2019). It was initiated 
approximately 15 years ago when the Dublin Waste to Energy plant was first proposed. His 
position in relation to the recommendations is as follows: 
 

 While he accepts certain points in the recommendations are valid he considers that these 

changes are more appropriately reflected elsewhere. He also feels that there are a limited 
number of options available to Dublin City Council in respect of the stated objectives, 
namely Dublin City Council is not a traditional utility provider and the realisation of our 
objectives is predicated on the higher level policy analysis , which has been undertaken by 
the DECC, SEAI and our energy partner Codema.   
 

 The Governance document for the project, sets out the roles and responsibilities of the 
Approving Authority, the Sponsoring Agency, the Project Board and Project Team, including 
the associated members of the respective governance teams. In addition the document 
sets out the associated meeting and communications protocols.  The governance 
document can be updated to reflect the meeting schedules of the Project Board and Team. 

 
 The governance framework already considers this requirement via the Shareholder 

Agreement and the associated approvals process for this key document.  
 

 The auditor has noted that: ‘from our review that the Risk Register presented to us for the 
DDHS is in draft template form, and has not been formally implemented or approved.’ The 

Risk Register is already in place and is monitored by the Project Team and reported to the 
Project Board.  The management team accepts the recommendation to capture these 

issues in the PBC.   
 

 The Project Team is currently issuing the appropriate reports to the CPSO. 

 

The overall finding for Administration of Homeless Services that the system of controls 
established by DCC for the programme provide limited assurance that the objectives associated 
with sound programme management and PSC compliance will be achieved. The rating of Limited 
Assurance was given.  
 

8 recommendations in total were made, of which three are of High priority and 5 are of Medium 
priority. The Chief Executive has indicated that he agrees with the overall rating. He has also 

accepted 7 of the 8 recommendations contained in the Internal Audit report as follows; 
 

1. Management should perform formal periodic evaluations of the Programme as specified in 
the Code. (priority: High); 
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2. All information pertaining to individual services, their funding application documents, SLAs, 

and expenditure tracking is stored centrally. (priority: Medium); 
 

3. Management update the PLM and include the SMART objectives.(priority: Medium);  
 

4. That all contracts with service providers are stored and made available for future audit 
within a contract register. (priority: Medium); 

 
5. That the service reviews should be available, including details of remediation steps takes. 

Similarly, we recommend that management undertake an annual programme review 

outlining findings and improvement steps to be taken at the programme level. The annual 

review can inform the annual planning process and inform the action plan.  (priority: 

Medium); 

 

6. The 2021 Homelessness Protocol recommends the introduction of a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) to be used to define the relationships between DCC as lead and the 

other three housing authorities in the Dublin region. This document was not provided to us 

during the course of our work, and we recommend that it should be put I place going 

forward, in line with the 2021 Protocol. (priority: High); 

 

7. The funding checklists should be incorporated into the SLAs with signed agreement from 

service providers to complete the actions on the list and service providers should agree to 

submitting a checklist sign off upon completion. This document was not provided to us 

during the course of our work, and we recommend that it should be put in place going 

forward, in line with the 2021 Protocol. (priority: Medium); 

 

The other recommendation is as follows: 

8. There is a lack of SMART objectives evident in the PLM or elsewhere. The Principles outlined 

in the 2021 Protocol should be modified and used in the Action Plan and PLM. Objectives 

should have associated key actions that need to be undertaken to achieve the objective in a 

particular timeframe, with a measurement target built into the objective; These SMART 

objectives should be used and outcomes measured and reported on within the Action plan 

and PLM. (priority: High); 

 

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

 The priority rating seems high given the detail in the Homeless Action Plan, which is the 
statutory plan that local authorities must use for Section 10 funding. It contains detailed 
objectives, owners, target outcome and timelines that accord with the principles for 
funding as set out in Housing for all and the Protocol letter. The principles suggested are 
clearly evidenced in the Homeless Action Plan. He cannot see the analysis of the Homeless 
Action Plan that underpins this finding. 
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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 two new procurements in excess 

of €10m requiring publishing for 2021, with one completed in 2020 therefore there are a total of 
15 being published in 2021.  

 
The PSC QA Report for 2020 has been published on the website. 

 
The PSC QA Report for 2021 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

e
ss

e
d

 

C
o

m
p

li
an

ce
 

R
at

in
g:

  1
 - 

3
  

Comment/Action 

Required 

Q 1.1 Does the organisation ensure, on an ongoing basis, that 

appropriate people within the organisation and its agencies 

are aware of their requirements under the Public Spending 

Code (incl. through training)? 

3 

 

 

Q 1.2 Has internal training on the Public Spending Code been 

provided to relevant staff? 

3 

 

 

Q 1.3 
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type of 

project/programme that your organisation 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 

Q 1.4 Has the organisation in its role as Approving Authority 

satisfied itself that agencies that it funds comply with the 

Public Spending Code? 

3 

 

 

Q 1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA reports (incl. spot 

checks) been disseminated, where appropriate, within the 

organisation and to agencies? 

3  

Q 1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA reports been 

acted upon? 

2  

Q 1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report been 

submitted to and certified by the Chief Executive Officer, 

submitted to NOAC and published on the Local Authority’s 

website? 

3  

Q 1.8 Was the required sample of projects/programmes subjected 

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

3  
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Q 1.9 
Is there a process in place to plan for ex post evaluations? 

Ex-post evaluation is conducted after a certain period has 

passed since the completion of a target project with 

emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of the 

project. 

2 DCC Governance 
procedures have 
been in place since 
2015. A key part of 
these procedures is 
the carrying out of 
post project 
reviews at the 
completion of 
projects. 

Q 1.10 

How many formal evaluations were completed in the year 

under review? Have they been published in a timely manner? 

N/A 8 Project Reviews 
have been carried 
out in 2021 in line 
with the DCC 
governance 
procedures. These 
projects were less 
than €5 million in 
value. These 
reviews were 
submitted to the 
CPSO and 
disseminated into 
lessons learned 
document. The 
Lessons learned 
document is shared 
on the DCC 
Intranet. 

Q 1.11 

Is there a process in place to follow up on the 

recommendations of previous evaluations? 

3 

 

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. 

Q 1.12 How have the recommendations of reviews and ex post 

evaluations 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

e
ss

ed
 

C
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 1
 -

 3
  

Comment/Action 
Required 

Q 2.1 Was a Strategic Assessment Report (SAR) completed for all capital 

projects and programmes over €10m? 

3  

Q 2.2 Were performance indicators specified for each 

project/programme which will allow for a robust evaluation at a 

later date? 

Have steps been put in place to gather performance indicator 

data? 

3  

Q 2.3 Was a Preliminary and Final Business Case, including appropriate 

financial and economic appraisal, completed for all capital 

projects and programmes? 

3  

Q 2.4 Were the proposal objectives SMART and aligned with 

Government policy including National Planning Framework, 

Climate Mitigation Plan etc?  

3  

Q 2.5 Was an appropriate appraisal method and parameters used in 

respect of capital projects or capital programmes/grant schemes? 

3  

Q 2.6 Was a financial appraisal carried out on all proposals and was 

there appropriate consideration of affordability? 

3  

Q 2.7 Was the appraisal process commenced at an early enough stage 

to inform decision making? 

3  

Q 2.8 Were sufficient options analysed in the business case for each 

capital proposal? 

3  

Q 2.9 Was the evidence base for the estimated cost set out in each 

business case? 

Was an appropriate methodology used to estimate the cost? 

Were appropriate budget contingencies put in place? 

3  

Q 2.10 Was risk considered and a risk mitigation strategy commenced? 

Was appropriate consideration given to governance and 

deliverability? 

3  

Q 2.11 Were the Strategic Assessment Report, Preliminary and Final 

Business Case submitted to DPER for technical review for projects 

estimated to cost over €100m? 

N/A  

Q 2.12 Was a detailed project brief including design brief and 

procurement strategy prepared for all investment projects? 

3  
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Q 2.13 Were procurement rules (both National and EU) complied with? 3  

Q 2.14 Was the Capital Works Management Framework (CWMF) properly 

implemented? 

3  

Q 2.15 Were State Aid rules checked for all support? 3  

Q 2.16 Was approval sought from the Approving Authority at all decision 

gates? 

3  

Q 2.17 Was Value for Money assessed and confirmed at each decision 

gate by Sponsoring Agency and Approving Authority? 

3  

Q 2.18 Was approval sought from Government through a Memorandum 

for Government at the appropriate decision gates for projects 

estimated to cost over €100m? 

N/A  
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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 
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Comment/Action 

Required 

Q 3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3  

Q 3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3  

Q 3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and economic 

appraisal, prepared for new current expenditure proposals? 

3  

Q 3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 3  

Q 3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all 

projects/programmes exceeding €20m or an annual spend of 

€5m over 4 years? 

3  

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

Q 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  

Q 3.8 Have the methodology and data collection requirements for 

the pilot been agreed at the outset of the scheme? 

3  

Q 3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted for approval to 

the relevant Vote Section in DPER? 

N/A  

Q 3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new 

scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on empirical 

evidence? 

3  

Q 3.11 Was the required approval granted? 3  

Q 3.12 Has a sunset clause been set? N/A  

Q 3.13 If outsourcing was involved were both EU and National 

procurement rules complied with? 

3  

Q 3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each new current 

expenditure proposal or expansion of existing current 

3  
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expenditure programme which will allow for a robust 

evaluation at a later date? 

Q 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  
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Comment/Action 

Required 

Q 4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the Approval given at 

each Decision Gate? 

3  

Q 4.2 Did management boards/steering committees meet regularly as 

agreed? 

3  

Q 4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-ordinate 

implementation? 

3  

Q 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  

Q 4.5 

Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing 

implementation against plan, budget, timescales and quality? 

2 Plan, budgets and 
timescales are 
constantly monitored 
& reported. Quality is 
monitored on an 
ongoing basis but 
generally only 
reported at the end. 

Q 4.6 

Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep within their 

financial budget and time schedule? 

2 As much as possible. 
Construction Inflation 
cause by COVID/ War 
in Ukraine including 
global supply chain 
issues, depleted 
labour force are 
causing ongoing 
issues. 

Q 4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?  3  

Q 4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time schedules made 

promptly? 

3  

Q 4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the viability of the 

project/programme/grant scheme and the business case 

3  
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(exceeding budget, lack of progress, changes in the environment, 

new evidence, etc.)? 

Q 4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the viability of a 

project/programme/grant scheme was the project subjected to 

adequate examination? 

3  

Q 4.11 If costs increased or there were other significant changes to the 

project was approval received from the Approving Authority? 

3  

Q 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 
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Comment/Action Required 

Q 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 

Q 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 

Q 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 

Q 5.4 

Is there a method for monitoring 

efficiency on an ongoing basis? 

 

3 

 Procurement monitoring 

 Shared services review 

 Internal Audit Reviews 

 Local Government Audit 

 Quarterly budget  reporting 

 Planned services / function reviews 

 Monthly meetings 



    
 

46 
 

Q 5.5 

Are outcomes well defined? 

3  Targets are defined in the Annual 

Budget, Corporate Plan, Service 

Plans and Team plans 

 Annual plans 

Q 5.6 

Are outcomes quantified on a regular 

basis? 

 

3 

 Annual Report 

 Annual Budgets 

 Quarterly Budget Monitoring 

 SPC reporting 

 Audit Committee 

Q 5.7 Are unit costings compiled for 

performance monitoring? 

3  Budget Monitoring 

 KPI’s 

 Unit Costing where appropriate 

Q 5.8 Are other data complied to monitor 

performance? 

3 

 

 TDP/PDP 

 VFM 

 All relevant matrix and reviewed 

Q 5.9 
Is there a method for monitoring 

effectiveness on an ongoing basis? 

3 

 

 Combination of all above 

 Formal reviews of some of DCC 

Departments / functions 

 Reports and Team Meetings 

Q 5.10 
Has the organisation engaged in any 

other ‘evaluation proofing’ of 

programmes/projects? 

3 

 

 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 in the year under review. 

  

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed 
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Comment/Action 

Required 

Q 6.1 How many Project Completion Reports were completed in the 

year under review? 

2 6 project completion 
reports submitted to 
CPSO in 2021. 

Q 6.2 Were lessons learned from Project Completion Reports 

incorporated into sectoral guidance and disseminated within the 

Sponsoring Agency and the Approving Authority? 

3 Lessons  learned 
updated and shared on 
the CPSO Lessons 
Learned Register. 

Q 6.3 How many Project Completion Reports were published in the 

year under review? 

N/A  

Q 6.4 How many Ex-Post Evaluations were completed in the year under 

review? 

3  

Q 6.5 How many Ex-Post Evaluations were published in the year under 

review? 

1 Not published 

Q 6.6 Were lessons learned from Ex-Post Evaluation reports 

incorporated into sectoral guidance and disseminated within the 

Sponsoring Agency and the Approving Authority? 

3  

Q 6.7 Were Project Completion Reports and Ex-Post Evaluations carried 

out by staffing resources independent of project 

implementation? 

2  

Q 6.8 Were Project Completion Reports and Ex-Post Evaluation Reports 

for projects over €50m sent to DPER for dissemination? 

N/A  
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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 
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Comment/Action 

Required 

Q 7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure 

programmes that matured during the year or were 

discontinued? 

N/A  

Q 7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the 

programmes were efficient? 

N/A  

Q 7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the 

programmes were effective? 

N/A  

Q 7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into account in 

related areas of expenditure? 

N/A  

Q 7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a review of a 

current expenditure programme? 

N/A  

Q 7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources independent 

of project implementation? 

N/A  

Q 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. 
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 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  

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. 


