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Local Authority 2014 Quality Assurance Reporting under the Public Spending Code

The Public Spending Code (the Code) was developed by the Department of Public Expenditure and
Reform (D/PER) and it applies to both current and capital expenditure and to all public bodies in
receipt of public funds. According to D/PER, the Code brings together in one place details of the
obligations of those responsible for spending public money.

As local authority funding derives from a number of sources, including grants from several
Government Departments, it was decided that the Chief Executives of individual local authorities
should be responsible for carrying out the quality assurance requirements in Part A04 of the Code
and that their reports should be submitted to NOAC for incorporation in a composite report for the
local government sector.

Accordingly, NOAC wrote to the Chief Executives of the 31 local authorities on 12 March 2015 (letter
attached as Appendix 1) outlining the quality assurance requirements under the Code and
requesting the submission of the reports in respect of 2014 by end May 2015. This deadline was
subsequently extended to 30 September 2015 on foot of difficulties being experienced by local
authorities in meeting the original deadline as outlined by the authorities’ Heads of Finance. The
extended deadline was largely met by the 31 authorities.

Subsequently, NOAC was provided by the Chair of the Heads of Finance Association with a copy of a
Guidance Note for the local government sector on the quality assurance requirements of the Code
that was developed by the CCMA (County and City Managers’ Association) Finance Committee to
assist local authorities in carrying out the exercise and which was disseminated in July 2015.

The Quality Assurance reporting requirement consists of the following 5 steps:

1. Draw up an inventory of projects/programmes at the different stages of the Project Life
Cycle under the headings of (a) expenditure being considered, (2) expenditure being
incurred and (3) expenditure that has recently ended in respect of all capital and current
expenditure projects to a value greater than €0.5m. (Routine administrative budgets already
in place are not included in the inventory as only new or extended current expenditure to
the value of €0.5m or greater will be subject to the application of the Code.)

2. Confirm publication on the local authority’s website of summary information on all
procurements in excess of €10m related to projects in progress or completed in the year
under review and provide a link to the relevant website location. (A new project may
become a “project in progress” during the year under review if the procurement process is
completed and a contract is signed.)

3. Complete the 7 specified checklists. Only one of each type of checklist per local authority is
required and not per each project/programme. The completion of the checklists is to be
based on an appropriate sample of the projects/areas of expenditure relevant to that
checklist.

4. Carry out a more in-depth review of selected projects/programmes, such that over a 3-5
year period, every stage of the project life-cycle and every scale of project will be subject to
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a closer examination. In addition, over a 3 year period, the value of the projects selected for
the in-depth check should be at least 15% of the total value of all projects in the inventory.

5. Complete a short summary report consisting of the inventory, procurement references and
checklists referenced in steps 1 to 3 and the local authority’s judgment of the adequacy of
the appraisal/planning, implementation or review work that it examined as part of step 4,
the reasons why it formed that judgment and its proposals to remedy any inadequacies
found during the entire quality assurance process.

NOAC has received a QA Report from each of the 31 local authorities and reviewed each of these
reports for compliance with the requirements of Part A0O4 of the Code. While the Code requires
certification of the reports by Accounting Officers, this formal position does not exist in the local
government sector. The Chief Executives of 25 of the local authorities have certified that the QA
report submitted to NOAC reflects the authority’s assessment of its compliance with the Public
Spending Code. Of the remaining 6, the Clare County Council and Cork City Council QA reports were
also submitted by their Chief Executives, the Acting Heads of Finance certified the Leitrim County
Council and Limerick City and County Council QA reports, the Deputy Chief Executive certified the
Monaghan County Council report and the Head of Finance emailed the material submitted by Sligo
County Council. The Code also requires that the QA reports are published on the organisation’s
website. At the time of writing NOAC was unable to confirm publication of the QA report on their
website in the case of the following local authorities: Cavan, Cork, Galway, Kerry, Leitrim, Longford,
Mayo, Monaghan, Offaly and Sligo County Councils, Cork and Dublin City Councils and Limerick City
and County Council.

A summary of the outcome of NOAC's review is at Appendix 2. The overall position is as follows:

Step 1: Inventory of projects/programmes at different stages of Project Life Cycle

The requirement to submit an inventory of all projects/programmes costing greater than €0.5m
distinguishing between capital and current expenditure and categorised by expenditure being
considered, expenditure being incurred and expenditure recently ended was met without exception.
The full inventory of all 31 local authorities is at Appendix 3.

None of the 31 authorities included a current expenditure project or programme under
consideration. It seems unlikely, at least in the case of the bigger authorities, that there would not
have been a single instance of either a new revenue programme or an expansion of an existing
programme costing €0.5m or more being under consideration in 2014. It means that the associated
running costs of projects such as the planned €5m extension to Dundrum library, the proposed
library for North Clondalkin and the €7.5m tourism Adare destination plan are expected to be less
than €0.5m per annum. The CCMA Guidelines and statements in some of the QA reports received
suggest that current expenditure under consideration was disregarded for the purposes of the QA
reporting on the basis that, as such consideration is part of the statutory Budget process, the
category is not applicable to local authorities. If so, this interpretation will be taken up by NOAC
with the sector in relation to the 2015 QA report.



The Code requires the inventory to break down capital expenditure being incurred and recently
ended between capital projects and capital grant schemes. However, the inventories returned by
the local authorities did not provide that differentiation, which may be attributable to the fact that
the CCMA Guidelines did not reference the grant schemes category. This will also be raised by NOAC
in the context of the 2015 report.

Step 2: Publish Summary Information on Procurements in Excess of €10m

The Code requires public bodies to publish summary information on their websites of all
procurement in excess of €10m. Local authorities were required to furnish NOAC with a link to
Although 20 of the 31 local
authorities had no procurement that met this criterion, several of these have now set up a

where this summary information on procurement is available.

procurement page within their websites. Louth County Council confirmed that it published details
on its website of its sole procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 but did not provide a website link.
Sligo County Council made no reference to procurement in its report. The table below sets out the
local authorities who had procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 and the relevant web page link
supplied:

Cavan County Council www.cavancoco.ie/Default.aspx?StructurelD str=466

Cork City Council www.corkcity.ie/services/finance/procurementoverlOmillion/

Cork County Council

www.corkcoco.ie/co/web/Cork%20County%20Council/Departments/Finance/Pu
blic%20Spending%20Code

Dublin City Council

www.dublincity.ie/PublicSpendingCode

DLRCC

www.dlrcoco.ie/aboutus/councildepartments/financeandit/publicspendingcode/

Galway County Council

www.galway.ie/en/services/more/publicspendingcode/

Kerry County Council

www.kerrycoco.ie/en/allservices/publications/procurements/

Roscommon County
Council

http://www.roscommoncoco.ie/en/Services/Finance/Miscellaneous Documents
/Public-Spending-Code-Corp-HQ/

Westmeath County
Council

www.westmeathcoco.ie/en/ourservices/finance/procurementover10million/

Step 3: Completion of 7 Checklists

The requirement to complete and submit a set of 7 self-assessment checklists was fulfilled by all
local authorities, except for Wexford County Council who did not submit Checklist 7 and Wicklow
County Council who did not submit a Checklist 3. However, consistent with the fact that no
programmes/projects were included in the inventory for the current expenditure under
consideration category, 30 authorities completed Checklist 3 as ‘Not Applicable’ —the sole exception

was Limerick City and County Council. Similarly, apart from Galway City Council and Limerick City
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and County Council who both submitted a completed Checklist 7 (recently ended current
expenditure programmes), Checklist 7 was also completed as ‘Not Applicable’. A number of
authorities made the point that some of the questions are not appropriate to the types of
expenditure occurring in local authorities as not all expenditure, particularly revenue, is procured
spend.

The completed checklists are at Appendix 4 with Part | containing the checklists for Carlow to Laois
County Councils and Part Il containing those for Leitrim to Wicklow County Councils. D/PER revised
the checklists during 2015 and the local authorities were advised that the revised versions were
available from NOAC. The checklists in Appendix 4 are a mixture of the two versions.

Step 4: Carry out an in-depth review of selected projects/programmes

All local authorities, with the exception of Clare, Mayo and Sligo County Councils, have indicated that
the in-depth review was carried out and have provided information pertaining to the reviews for the
purposes of step 5. Mayo and Clare County Councils indicated that arrangements were being made
for in-depth reviews in future years. NOAC queried with Sligo County Council the failure to include
in its QA report any reference to an in-depth review but, as at the time of writing, had not received a
response.

Step 5: Complete a short summary report consisting of the inventory, procurement references and

judgment of the adequacy of the appraisal/planning, implementation or review work examined by

the local authority in step 4

This report and associated appendices as compiled by NOAC comprises the summary Quality
Assurance report in respect of 2014 for the local government sector. The summary of the local
authorities’ judgments of the adequacy of the appraisal/planning, implementation or review work
that they examined for the in-depth review, the reasons why they formed those judgments and their
proposals to remedy any inadequacies found during the entire quality assurance process follows:

Carlow County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €53.8m Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€3.4m representing 6% of the total project
inventory.

Project: 24 Houses at Moneybeg, Bagnelstown

Outcome:
Project as reviewed was compliant with the Code; however, it has only incurred €486 expenditure
on tender advertising costs to end 2014.

Conclusion:

As the project is in its infancy with the request for approval to go to tender only issued on
11/08/2015, a risk identified was that the project may not be delivered as intended. Internal Audit
recommends that this project be chosen again for in-depth check in 2017 when it should be
completed. A greater awareness of the PSC will need to be fostered in the LA in 2015 and 2016.




Cavan County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€182,237,175.19 Project 1: €19,795,322

Project 2: €561,964

Representing 11.20% of the total project
inventory

Projects:

Project 1: N55 Corduff to Killydoon Improvement Scheme — appraisal/planning/design stage
Project 2: Construction of 5 Housing units — Derrylurgan, Ballyjamesduff — all phases of completed
project

Outcome:

The two reviewed projects provided satisfactory assurance of compliance with the Code. Some
recommendations included: improve the system for monitoring the flow of key decisions; clearly
document decisions on cost over-runs and ensure potential cost over-runs are identified on the risk
register; for monitoring purposes consider setting future deliverable dates; assess from a risk and
benefit perspective all possible project options with costing comparison to ensure VM.

Conclusion:

Recommendations for future QA reports include:

Staff training on the Code is key to ensuring greater understanding, proper compliance and best
practices with regard to file and record management.

Where existing spot checks are in place by the Internal Auditor, they should continue.

Letters of assurance of compliance with the PSC should be sought on an annual basis from the Heads
of each Section.

Clare County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €335.8m Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: ?

The programmes reviewed account for approx.
5.7% of the total project inventory.

Projects:

Outcome:

Clare County Council stated that ‘The type of checks required by the PSC QA have not previously been
included for review in the annual audit plan. This will be addressed in future audit plans with a view
to achieving the recommended check of 5% of items on the inventory.......However reviews were
carried out that address aspects of the Implementation stage in respect of a capital project and a
current expenditure program. In overall terms the in-depth check confirmed that there was assigned
responsibility for delivery of the programmes and an appropriate structure to monitor and manage
the implementation phase’.

Conclusion:

It was noted that the first year collating the QA report was burdensome but it is envisaged that the
administrative burden will ease as the process becomes embedded over time. Areas that need to be
addressed include: clarity to be obtained on the roles and associated responsibilities under the PSC
of bodies involved in the Voluntary Housing programme, greater focus required on the
measurement of outcomes of programmes, training to be requested from D/PER on the context of
the checklist questions, and PSC in-depth checks to be included in future Internal Audit Plans.




Cork City Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €253,178,745 Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€22,102,483 representing 9% of the total project
inventory.

Projects:

Housing Voids Programme 2015 — repair of 290 vacant units (€8.75m)
Landfill Void Space Contract 9 (€10.01m)

New Hollyhill Library (€3.25m)

Outcome:
The review and supporting documentation supplied revealed no major issues that would cast doubt

as to Cork City Council’s compliance with the PSC. However, key Internal Audit findings were: Each
member of the management team should prepare and certify Step 3 self-assessment checklists each
year for the programme of projects for which they are responsible; Whole Life Cycle Costs should be
formally addressed and incremental commitments considered when preparing the initial costed
brief for all proposed projects; Project proposals should incorporate a formal articulation of general
uncertainties and the extent to which a suggested project is sensitive to variations over a range of
key assumptions; and Management should account for retentions on its capital projects.

Conclusion:

The following actions will be taken arising from the QA process:

o Raise awareness of obligations under the PSC with all project/programme owners

° Include rolling in-depth checks as part of the Internal Audit annual programme of audits

o Increase focus on project performance indicators, effective monitoring of projects with quicker
corrective action and post project reviews

o Implement the findings that arose during Internal Audit’s in-depth reviews

Cork County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €817,411,110 Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€28,827,298, representing 7.5% of the total
project inventory

Projects:

Bitumen Purchase Contract (€5m) —in progress

Kilnagleary Social Housing (€9m) - planned

Fermoy Social Housing (€1.5m) — in progress

Housing Maintenance (€9.1m) —in progress

Clonakilty Overlay Project (€2.88m) - complete

Kinsale-Blarney Restoration Improvement Scheme (€1.347m) - complete

Outcome:

Cork County Council considers that the in-depth checks reveal that the Council is in compliance with
the Code. However, it recognises that certain complex projects have greater cost over-run potential
but is satisfied that its robust appraisal, reporting and control mechanisms allow it to adapt to any
reasonable change in circumstance.




Conclusion:

The Council have identified some areas for improvement —

Capital Project Oversight — consideration will be given to establishing a formal register of all CCC
Capital Projects, which would augment the current register at coding level. Full Final Project Report
is not a specific requirement for internally sourced CCC Capital Project expenditure. Scope and remit
of the Council’s Procurement Unit will be reviewed in the context of the need to oversee and
implement procurement policy on a co-ordinated basis and consideration will be given to preparing
a quarterly report on procurement for Senior Management highlighting framework and related
performance to date. CCC Procurement Policy Document to be reviewed and updated as necessary
to reflect recent changes in procurement practice at national level and best practice in general. The
financial management system Integra will be examined to ascertain if it is feasible to produce
reports on amounts spent each year under each framework agreement in place.

Donegal County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €1,654,712,410 | Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: ?
The value of all the projects reviewed was not
provided.

Projects:

a) Peace lll Programme Priority 1, Theme 1.1 (Declared expenditure of €26.4m but audit examined
transactions amounting to €42.1m)

b) Peace lll Programme Priority 2, Theme 2.1 (LA expenditure amounted to €0.9m, the amount
selected to be examined was €0.37m)

c) Internal Audit Report — Prompt Payments to Suppliers

d) Participation in LGAS report on the Oversight Role of Local Authorities in the Provision of Social
Housing by Approved Housing Bodies

Outcome:

The in-depth check of the 4 projects listed above identified a number of issues, including:

a) documents required for audit purposes to be kept on file and readily available, procedures for
processing certain invoices and for sign-off of evaluations to be amended — these have been
addressed by the Council

b) project governance and change protocol recommendations measures are required to ensure
procedures of partner agencies are in line with programme thresholds

c) an inordinately high level of payment processing errors in a sample of 19,926 payments, payment
processing guidelines not being adequately adhered to in practice.

Conclusion:

Specific in-depth checks for the purposes of the PSC will be included in the Internal Audit Unit’s
annual work programme in future years. The Council is unsure as to the PSC obligations applicable
to external bodies it funds or otherwise works with.




Dublin City Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €1.3bn | Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €15.6m,
representing 1.2% of the total project inventory

Project: Marlborough Street Public Transport (Rosie Hackett) Bridge

Outcome:

The overall finding is that good practice was employed at the implementation stage of the
expenditure life cycle in line with the PSC and the rating given is satisfactory. 3 recommendations
relate to formal designation of appointment to posts of responsibility for projects, recording of
meetings with the sanctioning authority and terms of reference for Steering Committees for capital
projects and will be incorporated into project management guidance within the City Council.

Conclusion:

The checklists and in-depth check have demonstrated a good level of compliance with the PSC, with
no major issues or concerns being highlighted through the process. The Council intends to establish
a Corporate Project Support Office to provide support and guidance for capital projects and ensure
compliance with the PSC. The recommendations of the in-depth check will be incorporated into this
guidance.

Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €50.6m
€560.135m representing 9% of the total project inventory

Project:

Cherrywood SDZ — Kiltiernan Link Road

Outcome:

No specific issues came to light following the in-depth check which found an overall general level of
compliance with the PSC. Two general recommendations that will be implemented were: 1) apply
rigorous oversight throughout the project and make certain to complete a post project evaluation
review, 2) consider the feasibility of providing a CBA within the parameters of a grant application for
funding for a road which may be used for bus lanes and cycling facilities.

Conclusion:

Although this process raised the profile of the PSC among relevant staff, additional work is required
in order to further incorporate the PSC into all relevant activities of DLRCC. The Council is planning
to utilise ICT capabilities to centralise and streamline all areas of monitoring and reporting in
respect of its capital projects onto a single system. This new system will also contain the suite of PSC
requirements, forms and checklists.

Fingal County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €280.3m Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€18.7m representing 6.67% of the total project

inventory
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Projects:

Holywell Link Road (€1.2m) - completed

N3 Mulhuddart Interchange Upgrade (€8.1m) - completed
Royal Canal Cycleway (€9.4m) — phase 1 (of 3) completed

Outcome:

Fingal County Council stated that the in-depth checks of all 3 projects provided satisfactory
assurance of compliance with the Code. While the checks ‘revealed some issues that need to be
addressed’, the Council has not indicated what they are.

Conclusion:

Additional work is required by all sections within the Council to ensure full and substantial
compliance with the code. Training for staff involved in projects subject to the PSC will be kept
under review.

Galway City Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €3.2m,
€96,991,471 representing 3.3% of the total project inventory
Projects:

Project 1: Service Level — HO9 Local Representation (€1.1m)
Project 2: Bodkin Junction, Stage 6 of the N6 Corridor Enhancement (€2.1m out of a total project
expenditure of €14m)

Outcome:

The in-depth reviews revealed no major issues that would cast doubt on the City Council’s
compliance with the PSC. The operation of the Ethics and Disclosure registers could be enhanced by
updating the written procedures. The role of the Management Support Unit will be expanded to
include enforcement of post-project review obligations. A Corporate Policy will be adopted to
require Procedure Documents for all major capital projects.

Conclusion:

The recurring issue arising from the in-depth reviews and from the Local Government Auditor’s
reports is the need to ensure that procedures are updated and standardised throughout the
organisation. A greater level of analysis will have to be applied to revenue expenditures going
forward to confirm that the provisions of the PSC are being effectively and efficiently applied.
Adopted procurement procedures were amended to include the obligation of compiling post-project
reviews on completed capital projects.

Galway County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €1,150.7m | Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €49m
representing 4.3% of the total project inventory (or
8.7% if 3 NRA projects amounting to €588m are
excluded)

Projects:
N84 Luimnagh Realighment Scheme




N59 Moycullen online improvements Clydagh Bridge to Kylebroughlaun

Tuam Town Distribution Network

Outcome:

The Internal Audit found no issues with the documentation for appraisal, planning and
implementation stages of the projects. The projects were initiated prior to the introduction of the

Public Spending Code; however, the controls in place were similar and in line with those contained

within the Code.

Conclusion:

The checklists completed by the Council and its agencies show a high level of compliance with the

PSC and the in-depth checks revealed no major issues which would cast doubt on the Council’s

compliance with the code. Training is required to ensure full implementation of the Code and a

structural approach to the QA process.

Kerry County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €460.7m

Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €36.8m,
representing 8% of the total project inventory.

Projects:

N70 Coad to Nedanone (€1.4m)

N70 Laharn to Muingaphuca (€1.06m)
N71 Looscaunagh Lough PR (€0.86m)

N72 Gortanahaneboy West, P/Overlay (€0.61m)

N21 Castleisland By-Pass (€32.20m)

North Kerry Landfill Capping Phase 9 (€0.71m)

Outcome:

The in-depth review of the 6 projects confirmed that there is, in general, satisfactory compliance

with the requirements of the PSC. However, it is recommended that written procedures clearly

identify the processes and protocols required in relation to retention of documentation and post

project evaluation.

Conclusion:

Overall the QA exercise has provided reasonable assurance to the management of Kerry County

Council that the requirements of the PSC are being met. It is acknowledged that additional
improvements are possible in both the compliance at project level and in the QA exercise.

Kildare County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: € 176.6m

Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €9.7m,
representing 5.5% of the total project inventory

Project: Carlow By-Pass

Outcome:

The Internal Audit Unit (IAU) carried out the in-depth check of the implementation phase of the
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project and verified that the controls in place during the construction of the Carlow By Pass provide
assurance that there was/is compliance with the PSC.

Conclusion:

The Quality Assurance process has provided an opportunity for relevant staff to gain experience and
knowledge in relation to the PSC and the obligations it places on the spending of public monies. Any
shortcomings identified have been addressed and this will continue to be monitored to ensure
continued compliance with the PSC.

Kilkenny County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €156,522,000 Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€4,808,151, representing 3.1% of the total
project inventory

Projects:

Construction of 10 Units at Gaol Road Kilkenny (€1.2m) — under construction

Construction of 6 Units at Rosehill, Kells Road, Kilkenny (€1.1m) — tender stage

Capital Assistance Scheme (CAS) 5 Units at Brooke House, Thomastown (€.094m) — tender stage
CAS 12 Units at Friary Walk, Callan (€1.4m) — under construction

Outcome:

The in-depth checks revealed no major issues that would cast doubt on Kilkenny County Council’s
compliance with the PSC. However, the Council acknowledges that future in-depth checks are
required in different areas and at different stages of the project life cycle.

Conclusion:

Further information sessions with appropriate staff are recommended. Focusing on VFM at all
stages of projects and as part of the budgetary process can ensure high levels of compliance with the
PSC.

Laois County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €340,534,793 Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€23,449,701, representing 6.88% of the total
project inventory

Projects: Portlaocise Main Drainage Scheme — Sewerage Improvement Works Network Contract

Outcome:

The opinion of the Internal Audit section is that the in-depth check of this project reveals substantial
compliance with the PSC. There was a robust system of risk management, control and governance in
place for the duration of the project and key milestones and objectives were met on an on-going
basis. There is a clear audit trail and documentary back-up on file.

Conclusion:

The recommendations from the in-depth review were:

Training should be provided for relevant staff to ensure substantial compliance with the PSCin all
instances. The checklists applicable to the QA report should be used as a reference document for all
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staff undertaking projects to which the terms of the PSC may apply. Adequate levels of site
investigations must be carried out at pre-tender stage for these types of projects to ensure that
realistic tender prices are obtained.

Leitrim County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €35m Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €3.3m,
representing 9% of the total project inventory

Projects:

National Primary Road Maintenance & Improvement including Pavement Overlay between Moher
and Drumgilra (€2.7m) — completed October 2014

Lough Rinn Rowing Course Phase 1 (€0.6m) — centre opened in October 2014, but not complete

Outcome:

The Auditors who conducted the in-depth reviews are satisfied that Leitrim County Council has
engaged with and is implementing the various procedures and checklists stipulated in the PSC and
subject to certain recommendations, satisfactory assurance exists to indicate that the Council is in
compliance with the PSC.

Conclusion:

There is scope for making staff aware of records management requirements of the public spending
code and also of the ways in which projects should be documented and reported, particularly at key
decision points and milestones. Monitoring during implementation stages with regular team
meetings to review progress is vital to ensure timeframes and budgets are met. Also post project
reviews are vital in the whole process.

Limerick City & County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €48.4m
€534.08m representing 9% of the total project inventory
Projects:

City Centre Pedestrianisation (€6.2m)
Operation of Fire Service (€11.9m)
Gortadroma Development Fund (€30.3m)

Outcome:

Deloitte were assigned the task of completing the in-depth checks. Operation of the Fire Service was
noted as being clearly defined and which encompassed a competitive process when spending public
money. In relation to the City Centre Pedestrianisation and Gortadroma Development Fund
projects, Deloitte noted that Limerick City & County Council are not fully compliant with the PSC
requirements. Further work is required to implement all requirements relating to the appraisal,
planning, implementation and post-project review stages of a project life cycle. Management is
committed to implementing changes where appropriate.

Conclusion:
The results of the QA process are satisfactory. It is acknowledged that improvements are possible in
both compliance at project level and in the QA exercise.
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Longford County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €54.4m Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €1.05m,

representing 2% of the total project inventory

Project: N5 Cartronlebagh Pavement Strengthening

Outcome:

The review indicated overall satisfactory assurance that there is compliance with the PSC within
Longford County Council. Two specific recommendations resulted from the review: 1) A specific
Project Manager should be appointed to all projects; 2) a post project review should take place for
all capital projects once they reach conclusion.

Conclusion:
Overall, the QA process has provided reasonable assurance to the management of Longford County
Council that the requirements of the PSC are being met.

Louth County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €461.5m | Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €12.2m,
representing 2.5% of the total project inventory

Project: Ballymakenny Post Primary School — not yet completed

Outcome:
There is a satisfactory level of compliance with the requirements of the PSC.

Conclusion:
Overall the QA process has provided reasonable assurance to the management of Louth County
Council that the requirements of the PSC are being met.

Mayo County Council

Mayo County Council stated that they are liaising with the Internal Auditors to commence a
programme of in-depth reviews on a sample of projects for QA reports in future years.

Conclusion:

Areas noted for improvement are the setting of performance targets for capital projects and
procedures for checking State aid rules. The Council needs to develop a formal process for the
carrying out of post project reviews on completed projects.

Meath County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €409,760,000 Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€25m representing 6.2% of the total project
inventory

Projects:
Remedial Works Townspark Navan (€10m) — construction complete
Meath County Council Corporate Headquarters (€15m) — on-going
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Outcome:

The Internal Audit opinion is that the Remedial Works at Townspark Navan project provides limited
assurance of compliance with the PSC. The review found that the standard of record-keeping was
very poor, cost over-runs were about 8% and there was insufficient documentary evidence of
compliance with procurement requirements.

The in-depth review of the Council Corporate Headquarters provided substantial assurance of
compliance with the PSC.

Conclusion:

Projects selected for review in future years will aim to be more broadly representative of the scale
and nature of the projects that the Council undertakes. All procedures and processes relating to
current and capital expenditure will be re-examined and altered and improved where necessary. All
sections will be made aware of the records management requirements of the PSC and of the way
projects should be documented and recorded, particularly at key decision points and milestones and
will be reminded that the appraisal and planning stages project work should be thorough and robust.
Capital project spending codes will only be created in the financial management system where the
project owner can demonstrate that the PSC requirements will be met in full.

Monaghan County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €97.9m Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €8.8m,
representing 9% of the total project inventory

Project:
Not Specified. However, there is only one project in the inventory valued at €8.8m which is:
Clones Erne East Sports Project

Outcome:

The Internal Audit Unit’s opinion is that the timeframe for carrying out the review was limited but
that the project documentation available provides satisfactory assurance that there is compliance
with the PSC. A formal report has been submitted to the Management Team within Monaghan
County Council that included the following recommendations: (1) ensure relevant staff are aware of
and understand their obligations in relation to the PSC and (2) ensure relevant staff are aware of the
requirement on the Chief Executive to prepare an annual QA report for NOAC.

Conclusion:
Overall the QA process has provided reasonable assurance to the management of Monaghan County
Council that the requirements of the PSC are being met.

Offaly County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €55m Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €3.7m,

representing 6.7% of the total project inventory

Projects:
Birr Active Travel (€1.5m) — under consideration
Kylebeg, Banagher — 24 houses - Phase 1 (€2.2m) — on-going
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Outcome:

The Internal Audit Unit found satisfactory assurance of compliance with the PSC. Recommendations
following the in-depth checks include standardisation of record keeping across the organisation and
that initial appraisals should be clear and well documented.

Conclusion:

The in depth checks carried out on a selection of programmes revealed no major issues that would
cast doubt on the Council’s compliance with the PSC. It is acknowledged that additional staff
training is required in order to ensure that future in-depth checks are suitably detailed to allow an
assessment to be made of compliance with the Code.

Roscommon County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €51.05m,
€462.15m representing 11% of the total project inventory

Project: N5 Ballaghaderreen By Pass

Outcome:

Roscommon County Council have stated that a number of controls were found to be in place that
defined responsibilities and reporting requirements and meetings and project updates appeared to
be regular and structured. The project was subject to cost benefit analysis modelling at different
phases and costs were monitored on a monthly basis. No assessment of the eligibility of the
expenditure was made during the course of the in-depth checking.

Conclusion:

There are areas in the reporting process that require further guidance which would be welcome
prior to preparation of the 2015 QA report. The process highlighted that monitoring and review of
projects is less structured for smaller scale projects and a need to develop further measures around
guantification of outcomes and monitoring effectiveness. The Management Team have agreed to
introduce an Accountability Statement to be signed by each budget holder acknowledging their
obligations and responsibilities.

Sligo County Council

Sligo County Council did not submit a report of an in-depth check of a selection of projects from its
inventory or any conclusions from the quality assurance process.

South Dublin County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €263.1m | Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €16.5m
representing 6.3% of the total project inventory

Project: North Clondalkin Library (€3.7m)

Outcome: The audit opinion is that the controls in place in relation to the governance of the North
Clondalkin Library provide substantial assurance of compliance with the PSC up to this stage of
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delivery of the project.

Project: Energy Efficiency Programme 2014 (€1.7m)

Outcome: Substantial assurance of compliance with the Code with no matters arising.

Project: Villages Initiative 2014-2016 (€5m) — Palmerstown Village

Outcome: Satisfactory assurance of compliance with the PSC. Matters arising: cost over-run due to
additional works.

Project: Grange Castle Central Carriageway (€3.2m)

Outcome: Satisfactory assurance of compliance with the PSC. Matters arising: A Chief Executive’s
Order that appointed the Consulting Engineers made no reference to agreed fees or costs —fees
should be clearly set out and included in Orders when appointing consultants.

Project: Playground Development 2014-2016 (€1.8m)

Outcome: Satisfactory assurance of compliance with the PSC. Matters arising: the need for a
formal project risk management process to incorporate the risk associated with play spaces.

Project: Multimodal Access to the Basketball Arena (€1.1m)

Outcome: Satisfactory assurance of compliance with the PSC. Matters arising: final fees paid to the
Consulting Engineers exceeded the original approved fee and the requisite Chief Executive’s Order to
authorise the additional fee payment is being prepared retrospectively.

Conclusion:

The experience from the in-depth reviews will be raised at Management Level with a view to
improving assurance in respect of the level of compliance from satisfactory to substantial and a
more structured and formal approach to the process will be developed.

Tipperary County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €261.7m | Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €11m,
representing 4.2% of the total project inventory

Projects:

2 Projects were chosen for review but the description provided in the QA report is not clear or
specific enough to identify which projects from the inventory were subjected to an in-depth check.
Project 1 is a capital building project taken on by Tipperary County Council. Project 2 is a capital
project under consideration relating to a road realignment.

Outcome:

The in-depth checks carried out by the Internal Audit Section indicated inadequate compliance with
the PSC in the case of Project 1 and adequate compliance with the PSC in the case of Project 2. The
Project 1 finding was mainly due to a lack of documentary evidence on file regarding the appraisal
process and the planning and design phase. A number of recommendations were accepted by
management in relation to decisions to retain existing service contractors and clear documentation
of the lead up to such decisions.
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Conclusion:

Overall the QA process has provided the management of Tipperary County Council with reasonable
assurance that the requirements of the PSC are being adhered to. Training will be provided on the
requirements of the PSC where necessary and greater emphasis on the importance of compliance
with the PSC will need to be communicated to relevant staff.

Waterford City & County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €210.3m | Value of Project Subjected to In-Depth Check: €3m,
representing 1.4% of the total project inventory

Project: 20 Houses at Ballinroad, Dungarvan, Co Waterford

Outcome:

The conclusion from the in-depth check is that there is satisfactory compliance with the PSC in
relation to the project reviewed, which is in the very early stages. It is recommended that this
project be chosen for review again in 2017.

Conclusion:
Although there is a good level of compliance with the Code, there are areas that can be improved.

Westmeath County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €869m | Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €23.4m,
representing 3% of the total project inventory

Projects: Athlone Art Gallery €4.2m - completed
N4 The Downs Grade Separation €19.2m — on-going

Outcome:

4 recommendations resulted from the in-depth checks: 1) Introduce generic milestones/
performance indicators for all capital projects. 2) Develop a policy that ensures at least 5% of
projects <€20m are subject to a post project review - the remaining projects should be subject to an
in-house review. 3) Introduce a template ‘Capital Project File’ with the PSC in mind that can be used
for all capital projects. 4) In framing policy on capital projects, the Council should issue clear
guidance with regard to ‘Grant Approval Date’ and ensure no expenditure prior to that date is
claimed from the Sanctioning Authority.

Conclusion:

The in-depth checks carried out revealed no major issues that would cast doubt on Westmeath
County Council’s compliance with the PSC. The Council will work to address the issues that arose in
the in-depth checks.

Wexford County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €320.8m | Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check: €11.7m
representing 3.6% of the total project inventory
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Projects:

8 House Scheme Shana Court (€1.2m) — Satisfactory Compliance — 0 recommendations

Special Needs (9 houses) Ballyowen, Gorey (€1.2m) — Satisfactory Compliance — 0 recommendations
Sheltered Housing at Kilanerin (€0.6m)— Satisfactory Compliance — 0 recommendations

10 Housing Units at Riverchapel (€0.6m)-— Satisfactory Compliance —0 recommendations

Active Town Travel Scheme (€0.6m) — Satisfactory Compliance — 0 recommendations

Collection System Extension (€7.5m)-— Partial Compliance — 1 recommendation

Outcome:

There is in general satisfactory compliance with the PSC with only one specific recommendation
arising in relation to the Collection System Extension which is a Water Services Project. The
recommendation relates to the post project review and the need to agree who is responsible for
carrying it out - Irish Water or the local authority.

Conclusion:
Overall the QA exercise has provided reasonable assurance to the management of Wexford County
Council that the requirements of the PSC are being met.

Wicklow County Council

Total Value of Project Inventory: €599,673,395 Value of Projects Subjected to In-Depth Check:
€19.5m representing 6.8% of the total project
inventory (excluding 3 completed road schemes
totalling €311.7m)

Projects:
Oldcourt Energy Efficiency Scheme Phase 1 (€4.8m)
Housing Construction Programme — Murphy Lands, Kilbride, Bray (€14.7m)

Outcome:
Oldcourt Energy Efficiency Scheme Phase 1 —the controls in place for the governance of this project

give satisfactory assurance of compliance with the PSC. There were 3 recommendations for this
project: 1) Bray Municipal District to continue its rigorous scrutiny and oversight of the project; 2)
all necessary post project evaluations should be undertaken as appropriate; 3) appropriate
procurement practices for the appointment of consultants are to be followed.

Housing Construction Programme — Murphy Lands, Kilbride, Bray — the controls in place for the

governance of this project give substantial assurance of compliance with the PSC. This is an on-going
project at an early level of implementation. There is a risk that compliance with the PSC may
decrease when consultants and contractors are engaged to deliver the project. It is recommended
that the Housing Directorate continue its rigorous oversight of the project.

Conclusion:

The in-depth checks carried out reveal no major issues that would cast doubt on Wicklow County
Council’s compliance with the PSC. In order to meet PSC requirements in future years the Council
needs to continue its rigorous scrutiny and oversight of projects and programmes, ensure that all
necessary post project evaluations are undertaken as appropriate, follow appropriate procurement
practices and ensure that the necessary project management requirements are undertaken.
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APPENDIX 1

To all Chief Executives

12 March 2015

Dear Chief Executive,

| refer to the letter of 13 January 2014 from Marita Gonsalves of the Department of the
Environment, Community and Local Government’s Evaluation Unit regarding Public Spending Code
obligations of local authorities and their subsidiary bodies. | understand that the manner of
application of the Public Spending Code to the local government sector has been the subject of
discussions subsequent to the issue of that letter. NOAC, which was established in July 2014, now
has a role in the Quality Assurance process under Part A04 of the Code: ‘Quality Assurance
Compliance with the Code’.

The Public Spending Code is available at http://publicspendingcode.per.gov.ie/ and detailed
guidance on the Quality Assurance process is at http://publicspendingcode.per.gov.ie/A04-Value-
for-Money-Quality-Assurance-Requirement/. This summarises the 5 steps in the procedure as:

A

Draw up inventories of projects/programmes at the different stages of the Project Life Cycle. It is
expected that the Organisation’s Finance Unit is best placed to draw up this inventory. They may
have to consult with others to ensure that they have the full picture on projects that are at the
appraisal/planning stage i.e. have yet to incur expenditure. The person responsible for the
Quality Assurance process should be satisfied that they have a full and complete inventory.

The Organisation’s Finance Unit should publish summary information on its website of all
procurements in excess of €2m, related to projects in progress or completed in the year under
review. A new project may become a “project in progress” during the year under review if the
procurement process is completed and a contract is signed. Department’s should also publish
details of the website references where its agencies have placed information on procurements
over €2m.

Complete the checklists contained in this guidance document. Only one of each checklist per
Department/Agency is required. Checklists are not required for each project/programme. The QA
process is based on a sample.

Carry out a more in-depth check on a small number of selected projects/programmes

Complete a short summary report for the Department of Public Expenditure & Reform. The
report, which will be generated as a matter of course through compliance with steps 1-4, involves
minimum administrative burden and should be submitted by the end of February in respect of the
previous calendar year.

In the case of the local government sector, the report under step 5 is to be submitted by the Chief
Executive of the local authority to NOAC. NOAC will then issue an overall report based on its review
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of the 31 local authority reports. In summary, therefore, the Quality Assurance process requires a
yearly report from each Chief Executive consisting of an inventory of all expenditure, the website
references where procurements in excess of €2m were published, the 7 completed checklist
documents and a summary of the findings and lessons learned from an in-depth analysis of selected
projects/ programmes.

The Evaluation Unit’s letter of 13 January 2014 outlined the requirements and Public Spending Code
website links applicable to steps 1, 2 and 3 (inventory, procurement and checklists). In relation to
step 4, the Code requires this in-depth check to be carried out on projects/programmes to the value
of at least 5% of the total value of all projects in the inventory. However, to allow flexibility, the 5%
minimum can be achieved as an average over a 3-year period. The Code envisages that over a 3-5
year period, in-depth checks should have covered all 4 stages of a project life-cycle (appraisal,
planning/design, implementation and review post implementation) and all scales (small, medium,
large) of projects. The in-depth check looks in detail at the quality of the appraisal, planning or
implementation work done. This may mean:

- examining a Cost Benefit Analysis for a large project,

- an appraisal of a project under the €20m threshold,

- looking at how the outputs and outcomes for a current expenditure programme are defined
and whether the data exists for on-going monitoring and evaluation

- examining how a large project was managed or

- looking at a post-project review

and making a judgment on whether the CBA, post-project review etc. was of an acceptable standard.
The check looks at how the decision was made initially, whether it was soundly based, whether it
was well managed and reviewed in more depth when necessary, and may highlight deficiencies in
compliance with the Code.

The summary information on the in-depth check that will be contained in the Chief Executive’s
report to NOAC is to include the local authority’s judgment on the adequacy of the appraisal/
planning, implementation or Review work that it examined, the reasons why it formed these
judgments and its proposals to remedy any inadequacies found during the Quality Assurance
process.

Notwithstanding the requirement in the Code for the Quality Assurance summary report to be
submitted by the end of February in respect of the previous year, the date being set by NOAC for
receipt of the report in respect of 2014 is 31 May 2015 in order to allow sufficient time for the in-
depth checks to be carried out where these have not already been done. Your co-operation with
this extended deadline will be appreciated. The reports should be forwarded by email to

info@noac.ie.

Yours sincerely,

Pat McLoughlin
Chairman
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APPENDIX 2

NOAC Public Spending Code Quality Assurance Reports for Local Authorities - Compliance Checklist

Local Authority |Step 1: Step 2: Online Publication of Summary Information of all Procurements in Excess of Step 3: 7 Checklists Step 4: In-Depth Check |Step 5:
Project €10m Completed on selected projects/ Summary
Inventories programmes Report
Carlow Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Cavan Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
Clare Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes No Yes
Cork City Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
Cork County Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
Donegal Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Dublin City Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
DLRCC Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
Fingal Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Galway City Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Galway County |Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
Yes There is a link provided and they state that there is detail of 2 projects in excess of €10m. |Yes Yes Yes
Kerry However, the link currently contains no information.
Kildare Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Kilkenny Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Laois Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Leitrim Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Limerick Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Longford Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Louth Yes Louth have stated that they published details of the one project that exceeded €10m on |Yes Yes Yes
their website. However, no link is provided
Mayo Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes No Yes
Meath Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Monaghan Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Offaly Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Roscommon Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
Sligo Yes No information provided Yes No No
SDCC Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Tipperary Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Waterford Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2014 Yes Yes Yes
Westmeath Yes Yes - link provided Yes Yes Yes
Wexford Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes, except Checklist 7 Yes Yes
Wicklow Yes Link provided although no procurement in excess of €10m in 2014 Yes, except Checklist 3 Yes Yes
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1 APPENDIX 3

2 NOAC Public Spending Code Quality Assurance Reports for Local Authorities - Collated Inventories

3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered

4 Current Capital

>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m

6 |carlow County Council

7 |Housng & Building

8 |14 Houses, St Patricks Park, Tullow € 1,700,000.00

9 |24 Houses, Moneybeg, Bagnalstown € 3,400,000.00

10 |s Apartments, Maryborough St, Carlow €1,000,000.00

11 |15 Houses, Leighlinbridge €2,000,000.00

12 |6 Houses Bagnelstown €800,000.00

13 Maintenance/Improvement LA Housing €1,900,000.00
14 Support to Housing Capital Programme €1,600,000.00
15 |RrAS Programme €5,100,000.00
16 |Housing Loans €1,000,000.00
17 |Road Transportation and Safety

18 Ballinacarrig Roundabout €800,000.00

19 |Ns Road Maintenance & Improvement €600,000.00
20 Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,600,000.00
21 |Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €5,900,000.00
22 |public Lighting €700,000.00
23 |water Services

24 |water Supply €2,500,000.00
25 |waste Water Treatment €2,100,000.00
26 |Development Management

27 |Development Management - Planning €800,000.00
28 Community & Enterprise Function €700,000.00
29 |Economic Development & Promotion €1,000,000.00
30 |Environmental Services

31 |iandfill Operation & Aftercare €4,400,000.00
32 |street Cleaning €600,000.00
33 Operation of Fire Service €2,600,000.00
34 |Recreation and Amenity

35 Operation of Library & Archival Service €1,500,000.00
36 |outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €900,000.00
37 Operation of Arts Programme €1,100,000.00
38 Agriculture, Education, Health and Welfare

39 |Education Support Services €600,000.00
40 |miscellaneous Services
41 |Administration of Rates €4,300,000.00
42 |Local Representation/Civic Leadership €900,000.00
43 |Motor Taxation €600,000.00
44 |Agency & Recoupable Services €1,100,000.00
45
46 |cavan County Council
47 |Housng & Building
48 |cConstruction of 5 units Derrylurgan Ballyjamesduff €561,964.00
49 |Energy Retrofit Programme 2015 €1,036,029.00

2014 Allocation - Housing Adaptation Grant Schemes for Older People and

50 |People with Disability €1,304,688.00
51 |House Purchases 2014 €787,148.00

52 |A01 Maintenance/Improvement of LA Housing €1,936,517.00
53 |A07 RAS Programme €2,903,753.00
54 |Mullagh - Const. of 6 units €660,000.00

55 |House Purchases 2015 €900,000.00

56 |Energy Retrofit Programme 2015 €600,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

57

Voluntary Housing Capital Assistance Scheme

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€901,798.00

€5-€20m

€20m plus

58

Road Transportation and Safety

59

Correvan to Kiltomulty

60

N38 Virginia to Maghera Village Pavement Overlay

61

N3 Belturbet to Aghalane

62

Shannow to Ballinagh

63

Ballyconnell Relief Road

64

Road Realignment at Corduff to Ballytrust

65

Belturbet to Ballyconnell Realignment N87

66

Butlersbridge/Belturbet

67

Corduff to South of Killydoon

68

Dundavan Mullaghoran Realignment Scheme N55

69

Cavan Town Smarter Travel

70

Cavan Eastern Town Centre Access

71

BO1 NP Road Maintenance and Improv

72

B02 NS Road Maintenance and Improv

73

BO03 Regional Road Maintenance and Improv

74

75

76

77

78

79

BO04 Local Road Maintenance and Improv

BO5 Public Lighting

B09 Maintenance and Management of Car Parking
B11 Agency & Recoupable Services

N3 Virginia Main Street Safety Scheme

Multi -storey car park Cavan Town

€615,000.00

€6,682,962.64

€46,343,054.99
€19,795,322.00
€7,897,647.00
€857,897.00
€9,189,455.00

€1,242,336.08
€631,252.74
€3,851,248.00
€9,586,841.00
€586,248.95
€902,101.45
€1,005,335.00

€731,199.00
€982,941.00
€800,005.00
€900,833.00
€7,197,381.00
€2,662,198.00
€2,046,904.00

80

Water Services

81

82

83

84

85

2014 Annual Rural Water Capital Allocation Programme
Capital Replacement Fund Grant Aid - Group Water Schemes
C01 Operation and Maintenance of Water Supply

C02 Operationa nd Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment
CO05 Admin of Group and Private Installations

€1,393,577.38

€2,286,739.00
€1,954,630.00
€3,946,956.46

€575,000.00

86

Development Management

87

88

90

91

Harnessing Natural Resources

Geopark

D02 Development Management

D06 Community and Enterprise Function
D09 Economic Development and Promotion

€3,064,000.00
€1,137,355.91

€859,867.05
€1,166,177.00
€968,122.00

92

Envir | Services

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

Mullagh Landfill

Corranure Landfill Cell 3 Capping

Kingscourt Landfill

Corranure Cell 4 Development

EO1 Operation, Maintenance and Aftercare of Landfill
EO7 Waste Regulations, Monitoring and Enforcement
E11 Operation of Fire Service

E13 Water Quality, Air and Noise Pollution

Virginia Fire Station

Remediation of Cootehill Landfill

€800,000.00
€900,000.00

€731,000.00
€710,466.00

€633,900.00
€501,859.99
€3,578,128.00
€601,366.72

€2,595,525.00
€2,659,561.41

103

Recreation and Amenity

104

105

106

F02 Operation of Library and Archival Service
FO5 Operation of Arts Programme
Virginia Library

€3,543,147.00

€1,637,727.00
€1,213,806.00

107

Agriculture, Education, Health and Welfare

108

109

GO04 Veterinary Service
GO5 Educational Support Services

€556,300.57
€852,268.85

110

Miscellaneous Services
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3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
111 [Purchase of Plant 2014 €726,505.85
112 |Belturbet Courthouse Development Association €1,100,000.00
113 |HO3 Administration of Rates €2,555,151.40
114 |H09 Local Representation/Civic Leadership €1,439,773.51
115 |H10 Motor Taxation €713,525.24
116 |H11 Agency & Recoupable Services €1,005,335.00
117
118 |clare County Council
119 [Housing & Building
120 [a01 Maintenance/Improvement LA Housing €3,200,000.00
121 |a02 Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer €700,000.00
122 |ao03 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase €700,000.00
123 |A05 Administration of the Homeless Service €600,000.00
124 |A06 Support to Housing Capital & Affordable Scheme €800,000.00
125 |A07 RAS Programme €3,600,000.00
126 ]aos Housing Loans Programme €1,100,000.00
127 |A09 Housing Grants €1,900,000.00
128 JHouse Construction Clonlara €3,300,000.00
129 |Remedial Works Kilrush Housing Estate €3,000,000.00
130 ]energy Efficiency Works 2014 €500,000.00
131 |vacant Stock Returns 2014 €1,100,000.00
132 ]voluntary Housing Kilmaley €2,400,000.00
133 |cuan an chlair - Housing Cahercalla €2,100,000.00
134 JRoad Transportation & Safety
135 |Ennis Flood Relief Scheme €4,000,000.00
136 ]2014 storm Damage Repair Works €17,600,000.00
137 |shannon Bridge Crossing 2006 Onwards €40,000,000.00
138 |Limerick Northern Distribution road €140,000,000.00
139 |Fior Uisce Aughanteeroe Flood Relief Extension Works €1,200,000.00
140 ]ooolin Pier Development €6,000,000.00
141 |Bo3 Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement €3,900,000.00
1472 |B04 Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €16,900,000.00
143 805 Public Lighting €1,900,000.00
144 |B09 Maintenance & Management of Car Parking €1,200,000.00
145 12014 - N67 Mackinish Overlay €500,000.00
146 |water Services
147 [co1 Operation & Maintenance of Water Supply €6,700,000.00
148 |co2 Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment €4,000,000.00
149 |co3 collection of Water & Waste Water Charges €1,600,000.00
150 ]cos Admin of Group & Private Installations €1,400,000.00
151 |coe Support to Water Capital Programme €600,000.00
152 |pevelopment Management
153 |po1 Forward Planning €1,300,000.00
154 |po2 Development Management €1,500,000.00
155 |po3 Enforcement €1,300,000.00
156 |pos Tourism Development & Promotion €6,000,000.00
157 |p0o6 Community & Enterprise Function €700,000.00
158 |po9 Economic Development & Promotion €1,100,000.00
159 |other Projects
160 [Ennis Market €1,800,000.00
161 |Burren Tourism Conservation - EU LIFE Project €2,200,000.00
162 |Clare County Council Playground Grant Scheme €2,200,000.00
163 ]Environmental Services
164 |eo1 Operation, Maintenance & Aftercare of Landfill €1,700,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
165 |E02 Op&Maint of Recovery & Recycling Facilities €1,700,000.00
166 |05 Litter Management €900,000.00
167 |E06 Street Cleaning €1,700,000.00
168 |E07 Waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement €700,000.00
169 |e10 Safety of Structures & Places €800,000.00
170 |E11 Operation of the Fire Service €4,000,000.00
171 |e12 Fire Prevention €800,000.00
172 |E13 Water Quality, Air & Noise Pollution €900,000.00
173 [Recreation & Amenity
174 |county Library €8,500,000.00
175 |ro1 Operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities €1,800,000.00
176 |Fo2 Operation of Library & Archival Service €4,100,000.00
177 |F03 Op,Maintenance & Implementation of Outdoor Leisure Areas €2,000,000.00
178 |ros Operation of Arts Programme €1,200,000.00
179 |Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
180 |Go4 Veterinary Service €600,000.00
181 |G05 Educational Support Services €2,000,000.00
182 |Mmiscellanous Services
183 |H03 Administration of Rates €8,400,000.00
184 |H09 Local Representation/Civic Leadership €2,000,000.00
185 |H10 Motor Taxation €1,400,000.00
186
187 |cork City Council
188 |Housing & Building
189 [27 Washington St & 5/6 James St €610,000.00
190 Housing Voids Programme 2015 €8,750,000.00
191 Doughcloyne Inn Lease €2,430,000.00
192 |cAs - Galtan Properties 12/13 €1,330,000.00
193 |st Anthony's Group HSG Scheme €4,350,000.00
194 ]cork North West Rgeneration Project €12,490,000.00
195 |Fabric Upgrade & Job Stimulus €5,800,000.00
196 |Burkes Ave/Gerald Griffin Street €3,100,000.00
197 |Lovers Walk Farranree Turnkey €540,000.00
198 |Glen PH.2 BLDG & Commun Centre €6,400,000.00
199 |spring Lane Electrical Upgrade €640,000.00
200 [3 infill Units Churchfield €540,000.00
201 Revolving Fund Vacant Houses €620,000.00
202 |void Recovery Programme €4,410,000.00
203 |Greenvale Boreenmanna Rd Calf €640,000.00
204 |Maintenance of LA Housing €13,460,000.00
205 |Traveller Accommodation Management €960,000.00
206 |service Support Costs €1,730,000.00
207 |Assessment of Housing Needs, Allocation & Transfers €600,000.00
208 | Debt Management & Rent Assessment €630,000.00
209 Housing Estate Management €2,220,000.00
210 |service Support Costs €3,490,000.00
211 JHomeless Service €5,280,000.00
212 |Loan Charges €1,420,000.00
213 |RAS Operations €7,510,000.00
214 |Loan Interest & Other Charges €1,060,000.00
215 |pisabled Persons Grant €2,150,000.00
216 McSwiney Hall Refurbishment €550,000.00
217 Relocate, Conveyance Fit Out €720,000.00
218 |Refurb Flats Spriggs Road €4,900,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
219 |Road, Transport & Safety
220 |skehard Rd Church Rd Junction Improvement €5,000,000.00
221 |Bandon/sarsfield Rd Flyover €50,000,000.00
222 |cornmarket Streetscape & Canopy €2,620,000.00
223 |Green Route-Model Farm Road €1,950,000.00
224 |quay Wall Remedial Works €1,000,000.00
225 |skehard Road Realignment €1,890,000.00
226 |Blackrock Harbour Remediation €1,500,000.00
227 |Boreenmanna Road Realignment €790,000.00
228 |cork Cycle Network €1,960,000.00
229 Jiack Lynch Tunnel Upgrade €8,550,000.00
230 kyrls Quay Realignment Project €1,140,000.00
231 |Parnell Place Improvement Scheme €2,710,000.00
232 |Kent Station to City Centre €1,700,000.00
233 ]cycle Route UCC to City Centre €2,250,000.00
234 ]Ballyvolane to City Cen Cycle €650,000.00
235 |Hollyhill Access Road €2,600,000.00
236 City Centre Management Plan €920,000.00
237 |Update of CASP Transport Model €540,000.00
238 |Barrack St Renewal Phase Ii €1,200,000.00
239 |cork City Bridges Rehabilitation €1,260,000.00
240 | NP General Maintenance €2,110,000.00
241 JLocal Road Surface/Reconst./Overlay €550,000.00
2472 |Local Roads General Maintenance €5,880,000.00
243 |service Support Costs €1,320,000.00
244 |public Lighting Operating Costs €1,720,000.00
245 |public Lighting Improvement €1,090,000.00
246 |raffic Management €2,030,000.00
247 |Traffic Maintenance €800,000.00
248 |service Support Costs €1,950,000.00
249 |school Wardens €610,000.00
250 |Maintenance & Management of Car Parks €1,660,000.00
251 Parking Enforcement €840,000.00
252 |service Support Costs €1,730,000.00
253 |Administration of Roads Capital Programme €1,050,000.00
254 |shandon Area Street Scape Renew €4,440,000.00
255 |Barrack Street Public Realm Proj €740,000.00
256 |water services
257 Jwater Plants & Networks €8,430,000.00
258 |service Support Costs €980,000.00
259 Jwaste Plants & Networks €12,380,000.00
260 |service Support Costs €530,000.00
261 |corporate & External Affairs Programme
262 |North Mon Project €4,000,000.00
263 |New Hollyhill Library €3,250,000.00
264 |National Diaspora Center €1,000,000.00
265 |Elizabeth Fort €2,280,000.00
266 |purchase of 1 Lapps Quay €870,000.00
267 |pevel
268 Stapleton House, Oliver Plunkett Street €660,000.00
269 |8-9 Parnell Place €1,250,000.00
270 |Boole House Redevelopment Project €610,000.00
271 |statutory Plans & Policy €820,000.00
272 |Planning Control €1,370,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
273 |service Support Costs €660,000.00
274 |Tourism Promotion €790,000.00
275 |Economic Development & Promotion €1,160,000.00
276 Enterprise, Job & Innovation €680,000.00
277 [Environmental Services
278 Development of Marina Park €510,000.00
279 |Landfill Void Space Contract 9 €10,010,000.00
280 |Mardyke Gardens €2,600,000.00
281 |Lee Rowing Club Slipway €600,000.00
282 |Electricity Generation @ Kinsale Rd Landfill €1,600,000.00
283 |Fitzgerald's Park Playground €610,000.00
284 |Event Centre €21,500,000.00
285 |Landfill Operations €1,290,000.00
286 |service Support Costs €520,000.00
287 |Recycling Facilities Operations €1,230,000.00
288 |street Cleaning €5,730,000.00
289 |service Support Costs €1,330,000.00
290 |Mmaintenance of Burial Grounds €1,090,000.00
291 |operation of Fire Service €14,260,000.00
292 |service Support Costs €1,090,000.00
293 |Fire Prevention & Education €1,220,000.00
294 |Leisure Facilities Operations €1,050,000.00
295 |Library Service Operation €4,760,000.00
296 |service Support Costs €1,790,000.00
297 |Parks, Pitches & Open Spaces €6,960,000.00
298 |service Support Costs €1,610,000.00
299 |operation of Arts €1,420,000.00
300 |Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
301 Payment of Higher Education Grants €1,500,000.00
302 |Mmiscellaneous Services
303 |BPI CRM Initiative €5,000,000.00
304 |pebt Management Service Rates €720,000.00
305 |Refunds & Irrecoverable Rates €7,050,000.00
306 |service Support Costs €530,000.00
307 |coroner Fees & Expenses €650,000.00
308 Representational Payments €510,000.00
309
310 ]cork County Council
311 |Housing & Building
312 [Masseytown Social Housing €1,000,000.00
313 |Kilnagleary Social Housing €9,000,000.00
314 ]clonakilty, Beech Grove Social Housing €8,000,000.00
315 Ballincollig, Poulavone Social Housing €8,000,000.00
316 |county Hall Motor Tax Building €1,200,000.00 €600,000.00
317 Jcounty Hall Teagasc Buidling €1,000,000.00
318 |Maintenance & Improvement of LA Housing €9,191,635.00
319 Housing Assessments, Allocations & Transfers €1,241,425.00
320 Housing Rent Administration €1,467,964.00
321 Support to Housing Capital Programme €3,334,735.00
322 |RAS Programme €8,600,877.00
323 |Housing Loans €5,783,179.00
324 |Housing Grants €5,441,557.00
325 |rermoy, Oliver Plunkett Hill Social Housing €1,500,000.00
326 Capital Assistance Scheme Renovations Sheltered Housing €1,450,000.00
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327

328

329

330

331

332

333

334

335

336

337

338

339

340

Ordinary Social Housing Scheme AIB properties
Camden Fort Meagher Renovation

Part V Affordable No 1,2,4 The Nest

Part V Social 5 Units Spittal Cloyne

Part V Affordable 3,5,7,8 Gagganstown

Part V Affordable 5 Units Grillough Lismire
Part V Affordable 7 Units Greenane Kanturk
Housing Miscellaneous

Social Leasing Scheme 1-6 Copper Point
Social Housing 3 Units Cois Maigh

Part V Affordable 16 Units Maple Woods
Social Leasing Scheme 31 Units Maple Woods
Energy Efficiency North

Voids Programme

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€1,058,500.00
€1,500,000.00

€565,000.00
€615,000.00
€719,688.00
€934,371.00
€1,335,000.00
€531,900.00
€1,475,836.00
€1,230,000.00
€2,630,174.00
€2,268,268.00
€527,000.00
€574,080.00

341

Road Transportation & Safety

342

343

344

345

346

347

348

349

350

351

352

353

354

355

356

357

358

359

360

361

362

363

364

365

366

367

368

369

370

371

372

373

374

375

376

377

378

379

380

Skibbereen Flood Relief Scheme
Bandon Flood Relief Scheme
Haulbowline Remediation

N25 Castlemartyr East

N25 Killeagh Village

N72 Killetra Pavement Strengthening

N72 Lacknamona to Carrig, Templenoe Pavement Strengthening

N72 Carrig to Ballygriffin Realignment

NP Road Maintenance & Improvement

NS Road Maintenance & Improvement
Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Traffic Management Improvement

Road Safety Promotion & Education

Car Parking

Support to Roads Capital Programme
Agency & Recoupable Services

Haulbowline Remediation Phase 1

Macroom Streets Pavement

Buttevant Street Design

Buttevant North N20 Realignment

Cork Road Rehabilitations

Mallow Street Scape & Urban Design
Ballyvourney Macroom Ballincollig Design
Clonakilty Town Resurfacing & Drainage
Carrigaline Western Relief Road

Bantry Relief Road

Killeagh Village Pavement Strengthening
Mallow Boardwalk

Kinsale Long Quay Carpark

N22 Ballyvourney Macroom

N28 Cork Ringaskiddy

N20 Buttevant Street
Blarney-Macroom-Bandon-Kinsale Surfacing Contract
Cobh & East Cork MD Surfacing Contract
Kanturk-Mallow-Fermoy MD Surfacing Contract
Ballincollig Carrigaline MD Surfacing Contract
Sheeps Head Sea Wall Rehabilitation Project

€1,200,000.00
€2,200,000.00

€800,000.00
€1,550,000.00
€3,500,000.00

€13,400,000.00
€10,000,000.00
€10,000,000.00

€7,000,000.00

€8,000,000.00
€764,936.00
€3,571,541.00
€543,665.00
€2,027,956.00
€1,000,000.00
€10,640,790.00
€2,417,000.00
€1,650,756.00
€1,500,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€900,000.00
€150,000,000.00
€130,000,000.00
€4,000,000.00
€1,347,298.00
€1,849,455.00
€1,347,654.00
€845,376.00

€896,805.00
€967,095.00
€21,406,932.00
€36,922,318.00
€4,962,419.00
€506,775.00
€506,166.00
€2,100,338.00
€1,052,240.00
€1,056,374.00

€502,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
381 |Clonakilty Town Overlay €2,880,000.00
382 |west Cork MD Surfacing Contract 2015 €1,254,748.00
383 |Fermoy North Flood Relief Scheme €38,700,000.00
384 |clarkes/Moneygourney Road Improvement Scheme €649,000.00
385 |NTA Carrigaline Green Route Ph2 €950,000.00
386 |Ballinascarthy N71 Road Strengthening €947,917.00
387 |scart-Kildorrerry N73 Pavement Strengthening €676,014.00
388 |cork Harbour Main Drainage Scheme €5,956,639.00
389 |cobh Landslide Programme €1,285,006.00
390 |water Services
391 |water Supply €23,077,041.00
392 |waste Water Treatment €9,013,983.00
393 |collection of Water Charges €805,988.00
394 |public Conveniences €955,806.00
395 Group Scheme Administration €889,993.00
396 |Agency & Recoupable Services €2,738,412.00
397 |Local Authority Water €798,228.00
398 | Development Contributions - Sewerage S48 Clonakilty €1,000,000.00
399 |pistrict Metered Areas €576,857.00
400 Jclonakilty Sewerage Scheme €4,934,965.00
401 |waste Water Treatment €921,685.00
402 |pe
403 |Forward Planning €2,067,076.00
404 Development Management €6,369,413.00
405 Planning Enforcement €787,854.00
406 |industrial & Commercial Facilities €714,794.00
407 |Tourism Development & Promotion €839,577.00
408 |commercial & Enterprise Function €590,489.00
409 |unfinished Housing Estates €571,242.00
410 |Economic Development & Promotion €5,036,343.00
411 Heritage & Conservation Services €625,572.00
412 JAgency & Recoupable Services €791,475.00
413 |Economic Development Fund €1,000,000.00
414 |pevelopment Charges Holding Fund €1,000,000.00
415 Development Contributions - Parking Midleton €1,170,000.00
416 |North vacant Property Programme €619,606.00
417 |Purchase of Former Radon Building in Mallow €570,000.00
418 |economic Development €951,932.00
419 JEnvironmental Services
420 JLandfill Operation & Aftercare €4,102,420.00
4271 |Recovery & Recycle Facility Operations €6,292,686.00
422 |Litter Management €1,146,806.00
423 |street Cleaning €1,542,299.00
424 |waste Regs, Monitoring & Enforcement €1,073,841.00
425 |Mmaintenance of Burial Grounds €2,616,633.00
426 Safety of Structures & Places €1,660,756.00
427 |operation of Fire Service €11,933,845.00
428 |Fire Prevention €869,172.00
429 |water Quality,Noise & Air Pollution €1,263,530.00
430 |purchase of 4 Fire Appliances €1,200,000.00
4371 |Recreation & Amenity
432 [milan Expo Building Relocation €1,000,000.00
433 |Library Services €3,000,000.00
434 |Mobile Library €750,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
435 |punmanway Swimming Pool €5,000,000.00 €5,100,000.00
436 |Leisure Facilities Operation €1,878,932.00
437 |operation of Library & Archive €7,262,655.00
438 |outdoor Leisure Areas Operation €3,198,933.00
439 |commercial, Sport & Recreation Development €1,895,450.00
440 Operation of Arts Programme €1,313,863.00
441 Operation & Maintenance of Piers & Harbours €768,265.00
4472 |Ballinascarty/Courtmacsharry Greenway €1,000,000.00
443 |spike Island Renovation €1,500,000.00
444 |council Construiction West Cork Arts Centre €1,875,260.00
445 |Baltimore Harbour Pier Upgrade €1,375,260.00
446 |National Disability Strategy €516,061.00
447 |Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
448 |Veterinary Services €2,214,932.00
449 |educational Support Services €3,928,930.00
450 |Miscellanous Services
4517 |Profit & Loss Machinery Account €6,561,822.00
4572 |profit & Loss Stores Account €832,426.00
453 |Administration of Rates €18,329,434.00
454 |0peration Morgue/Coroner Costs €582,683.00
455 JLocal Representation/Civic Leadership €3,266,449.00
456 |Motor Taxation €2,733,786.00
457 |Agency & Recoupable Services €11,002,787.00
458 Corporate Building Costs €7,907,616.00
459 |General Corporate Services €3,514,954.00
460 |ict €3,827,383.00
461 |Human Resource Function €4,144,905.00
462 |Finance Function €2,052,958.00
463 |pensions & Lump Sum Costs €18,127,647.00
464 |IT Infrastructure Refresh €1,000,000.00
465 |Purchase of Machinery Yard Plant Wst €590,000.00
466 |North Cork Plant Replacement €2,788,000.00
467 |Purchase of Machinery Yard Plant North Cork €824,000.00
468 |purchase of Machinery Yard Plant South €664,000.00
469
470 |Donegal County Council
471 |Housing & Building
472 Maintenance/Improvement of LA Housing €4,712,742.00
473 Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer €1,246,597.00
474 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin €1,123,488.00
475 |support to Housing Capital & Affordable Programme €1,841,042.00
476 |RAS Programme €3,360,778.00
477 |Housing Loans €1,377,991.00
478 JHousing Grants €815,884.00
479 |ponegal Women's Voluntary Housing V24 Refuge €822,608.00
480 |Anvers Voluntary Housing €710,000.00
481 |Lettermacaward 13 Houses €2,700,000.00
482 County House Renovations Phase 2 €600,000.00
483 |pungloe 30 Houses €4,947,000.00
484 Newtowncunningham 14 Social Houses €1,308,000.00
485 |Rroad Transportation & Safety
486 |N56 Pavement Strengthening (Duncan's Bridge) €830,000.00
487 INP Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,416,981.00
488 |NS Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,623,913.00
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489

490

491

492

493

494

495

496

497

498

499

500

501

502

503

504

505

506

507

508

509

510

511

512

513

514

515

516

517

Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Maintenance & Management of Car Parking
Support to Roads Capital Prog

National Roads Office Administration
N14/N15 to A5 Link

N14 Letterkenny to Lifford

N56 Mountcharles to Inver

N15 Ballybofey/Stranorlar Bypass

N13 Stranorlar to Derry

N15 Lifford to Stranorlar/Ballybofey

N56 Ltterkenny Relief Road (Bonagee Link)
Clar Barnes Realignment Scheme
Ballyshannon/Bundoran Bypass

N14 Letterkenny to Lifford

N56 Mcharles to Inver

N56 Dungloe to Glenties

N56 Coolboy Kilmacrennan Realignment 2011
N15 Blackburn Bridge Realignment Scheme
N56 Crolly to Dore Jct Realignment

Port Bridge Roundabout

Wild Atlantic Way

Cockhil Bridge

National Cycle Network: Donegal

Imp South Donegal Northern Route Contract 4
Tirlin to Drumnaraw School N56

N56 Fanaboy Upper

Annual Bridge Strengthening Programme

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€18,400,000.00
€154,000,000.00
€25,700,000.00
€191,000,000.00
€430,900,000.00
€166,500,000.00
€22,500,000.00
€38,000,000.00
€83,307,302.00
€3,580,501.00
€8,411,371.00
€72,000,000.00
€9,800,000.00
€7,940,000.00
€761,751.00
€1,200,000.00
€770,000.00
€3,000,000.00

€13,075,922.00
€22,095,862.00
€2,494,098.00
€995,752.00
€926,811.00
€1,815,291.00

€507,000.00
€7,495,000.00
€2,215,217.00

€626,613.00
€2,000,000.00

518

Water Services

519

520

521

522

523

524

525

526

527

528

529

530

531

532

533

534

535

536

537

538

539

540

541

542

Operation & Maintenance of Water Supply
Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment
Collection of Water & Waste Water Charges
Support to Water Capital Programme

Bunbeg Derrybeg Sewers

Lough Mourne Water Con Pipe Replacement
Townawilly GWS upgr 2003

Rural Water DBO 2003

Malin Sewerage Scheme

Lough UNSHN WS SCH

Laghey Drain Network

BallyShannon Sewerage Scheme Major
Rossnowlagh Sewerage Scheme

Killybegs Sewerage Scheme

Bundoran Sewerage Scheme

Letterkenny SS Enlargement

Lough Mourne Intake Raw Water Main

Non Domestic Metering Project

Goldrum Water Treatment Works Filter Upgrade
St Johnston SS Small 2002

Donegal Bay Group DBO

Dungloe/Glenties SS DBO Major Capital Construction
Dgl Bay Group B Const Bund Kilb Glen Convoy
Donegal Towns & Villages Sewerage Schemes

€3,015,000.00
€749,205.00
€658,206.00
€964,691.00

€14,311,961.00
€3,652,037.00
€898,260.00
€1,637,563.00

€3,147,000.00
€3,044,000.00
€1,161,000.00
€9,318,000.00
€6,161,000.00
€20,377,000.00
€1,400,000.00
€42,850,000.00
€12,800,000.00
€9,255,000.00
€544,613.00
€738,535.00
€33,407,000.00
€1,291,000.00
€2,298,000.00
€1,104,000.00
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543

544

Letterkenny Sewerage Scheme
Tully GWS Up GR 2003

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€1,012,000.00

€1,375,000.00

545

Development Management

546

547

548

549

550

551

552

553

554

555

Rural Development Programme

IDA - Roads & Services Upgrade Works

Forward Planning

Development Management

Enforcement

Tourism Development & Promotion

Community & Enterprise Function

Economic Development & Promotion

Lifford Urban Renewal 2009

Harbour Development Scheme/Marine Leisure & Tourism

€12,900,000.00

€500,000.00

€717,899.00
€2,561,162.00
€994,623.00
€1,083,989.00
€3,031,592.00
€1,978,073.00

€633,327.00
€705,000.00

556

Envir | Services

557

558

559

560

561

562

563

564

565

566

567

568

569

570

571

Ballyshannon Fire Station

Bundoran Fire Station

Glencolmcille Fire Station

Lifeboat Berth at Buncrana

Groyne at Magheraroarty

Answer Project

Operation, Maintenance & Aftercare of Landfill
Operation & Maintenance of Recovery & Recycling Facilities
Litter Management

Safety of Structures & Places

Operation of Fire Service

Water Quality, Air & Noise Pollution

Coastal Protection

Moville Fire Station

Complete Info Systems Sanitary

€800,000.00
€800,000.00
€800,000.00
€500,000.00
€500,000.00

€2,000,000.00

€1,992,684.00
€527,836.00
€1,177,306.00
€586,489.00
€5,606,027.00
€563,759.00
€562,423.00

€1,008,565.00
€534,316.00

572

Recreation & Amenity

573

574

575

576

577

578

579

580

581

582

583

584

585

586

587

588

589

590

Leenan Pier

Gola Island Pier

Donegal Town Branch Library

Operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities
Operation of Library & Archival Service
Operation, Maintenance & Improvement of Outdoor Leisure Areas
Operation of Arts Programme

Operation & Maintenance of Piers & Harbours
Rathmullan Pier Refurbishment

Rannagh Pier

Sail West INTERREG IV A

Riverlinks Project

Termon Project Pettigo PEACE IlI

The Termon Project - Adopt

Greencastle Harbour & Breakwater Project
Ballybofey/Stranorlar Leisure Centre

Sliabh Liag Communications & Marketing
Barrack Hill Phase 1 Construction

€1,000,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€1,800,000.00

€2,600,000.00
€2,800,000.00
€5,949,211.00
€1,878,277.00
€7,435,456.00
€509,879.00
€40,000,000.00
€7,500,000.00
€5,000,000.00

€1,400,576.00
€3,516,876.00
€2,162,178.00
€1,903,474.00
€1,715,261.00

€626,074.00

591

Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare

592

593

Veterinary Services
Educational Support Services

€600,820.00
€2,634,914.00

594

I Services

595

596

SICAP
Profit/Loss Machinery Account

€1,480,935.00

€6,028,853.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

597

598

599

600

601

602

603

604

605

606

607
608

Administration of rates

Local Representation/Civic Leadership
Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable Services
Freshwater Pearl Mussel Project
Ballynacarrick Phase 1&2 Restoration
Storm Damage 2014 Programme
Spaceial NorthWest INTERREG IVA
Reconciliation through the Riverine IFI
Ardara 2001-2006 Programme

Dublin City Council

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5 -€20m

€20m plus

€2,300,000.00
€1,916,501.00
€700,000.00

€9,946,825.00
€1,508,134.00
€1,927,192.00
€6,018,538.00

€507,458.00
€952,199.00
€602,123.00

609

Housing & Building

610

611

612

613

614

615

616

617

618

619

620

621

622

623

624

625

626

627

628

629

630

631

632

633

634

635

636

637

638

639

640

641

642

643

644

645

646

647

648

649

650

St Bricans Park

Special Needs Adaptation Traveller Accommodation
Feasability of Land for Development - Travellers
Kylemore Grove Rebuilds

St Margarets Park Day House Upgrade
Longfields Supported Temporary Accommodation
Demolition Contract No 9 BRL

Maintenance & Improvement of LA Housing
Housing Assessment Allocation & Transfer
Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin
Housing Community Development Support
Administration of the Homeless Service
Support to Housing Capital & Affordable Programme
RAS Programme

Housing Loans

Housing Grants

Redevelopment of Buttercup Park

Maxwell Road

Charlemont Area Urban Framework Plan
Dominick Street

Croke Villas

Dolphin House

St Theresas Gardens Redevelopment
Purchase of Houses

Refurbishment Costs Purchased Property
Vacant Houses

Energy Efficiency Works

Crampton Buildings Redevelopment

Pyrite Capital Cost Centre

Regulatory Building Standards

Fall Arrest Systems

Cluid Emerald

Chas Fr Scully House Construction

Calf Funding - Voluntary Leasing Projects
Sophia 61/61 Sean McDermott Street

HM Extensions

Priory Hall Security & Misc Charges

Sillogue 4 Pyrite Remedial Works

Liberty House Phase 2

St Michaels Estate 4 Acre Site Phase 1
Bluebell Road Completion Contract

€1,788,724.00
€800,000.00
€3,100,000.00
€550,000.00
€2,500,000.00
€700,000.00
€3,600,000.00

€8,800,000.00
€2,338,887.00
€11,800,000.00
€27,399,999.00
€11,725,000.00
€18,500,000.00
€17,200,000.00
€6,000,000.00
€2,550,000.00
€21,400,000.00
€5,955,947.00
€5,500,000.00
€4,119,675.00
€500,000.00
€500,000.00
€5,292,692.00
€17,296,613.00
€10,000,000.00
€616,672.00
€900,000.00
€35,854,776.00
€1,200,000.00

€61,000,000.00
€5,700,000.00
€9,400,000.00
€20,900,000.00
€56,100,000.00
€8,000,000.00
€25,600,000.00
€16,900,000.00
€10,900,000.00

€15,400,000.00
€25,250,000.00
€4,000,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

651

652

653

654

655

656

657

658

659

660

Thomas Davis Street West Inchicore

Bunratty Road Phase 2

Fr Scully House Rent

The Finglas Womens Centre

Balcurris Park Phase D

Sillogue Avenue Drainage

District Heating - Satellite Boiler Plants
Infrastructure Taking in Charge Works

Demolition Completion Works Site Reinstatement
Coultry 6 Housing Park & Roads

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€3,390,367.00
€4,276,408.00
€4,230,118.00
€834,580.00
€1,905,023.00
€350,000.00
€2,911,561.00
€837,918.00
€1,327,504.00
€602,000.00

661

Road, Transport & Safety

662

663

664

665

666

667

668

669

670

671

672

673

674

675

676

677

6/8

679

680

681

682

683

684

685

686

687

688

689

690

691

692

Blackhorse Avenue Sec 2 Roads Improvement Scheme
Newcomen Bridge Widening

Royal Canal North Strand - Phibsborough Road
Royal Canal Premium Cycle Route Phase 2

Liffey Cycle Route

Chapelizod Bypass Bus Lane Widening - NTA Design
Replacing Public Lighting Poles

Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement

Local Road Maintenance & Improvement

Public Lighting

Traffic Management Improvement

Road Safety Promotion/Education

Maintenance & Management of Car Parking
Support to Roads Capital Prog

Agency & Recoupable Service

Kilmainham Civic Space

Transport Assett Management System
Refurbishment of Footpaths

Swords Road QBC

S2S Cycle/Walkway Scheme Bull Road to Causeway Rd
Construction Supervision Grafton Street Works
Rialto Area Improvement Scheme

Thomas St/James St QBC Enhancement Scheme
Road Markings

Real Time Passenger Information

Marlborough St Public Transport Priority Bridge
Purchase Parking Meters

Tolka Valley Park & Cycle Track

Lincoln Place Traffic Management

Southside Traffic Management to Facilitate LUAS Broombridge
Custom House Quay Contra Flow Bus Lane

€2,000,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€3,500,000.00
€4,400,000.00

€2,300,000.00
€3,000,000.00

€13,000,000.00

€2,300,000.00
€3,925,398.00

€500,000.00

€410,000.00
€6,600,000.00
€3,000,000.00

€910,000.00
€4,200,000.00
€3,150,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€7,500,000.00
€22,400,000.00
€9,600,000.00
€17,700,000.00
€3,200,000.00
€11,800,000.00
€3,400,000.00
€3,300,000.00

€15,600,000.00
€1,456,422.00
€3,865,622.00
€1,127,221.00
€2,800,000.00
£600,000.00

693

Water Services

694

695

696

697

698

699

700

701

702

703

704

Dublin Flood Early Warning System
Sandymount Flood Defences Phases 1&2
Poddle River Flood Alleviation

Operation & Maintenance of Water Supply
Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment
Collection of Water & Waste Water Charges
Agency & Recoupable Services

Eastern River Basin District Study

Dodder Flood Risk Management River Dodder
S2S Phase 1

Clontarf Flood Relief

€1,032,000.00
€3,350,000.00
€4,000,000.00

€15,750,000.00
€1,151,000.00
€7,000,000.00
€4,200,000.00

€40,500,000.00
€38,300,000.00
€900,000.00
€3,800,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

705

706

707

708

Dodder Flood Works Phase 2 to 9
Campshires Flood Protection Project
River Wad Study & Const Works
Flood Resillient City

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€6,200,000.00

€2,330,000.00
€4,000,000.00
€3,000,000.00

709

Development Management

710

711

712

713

714

715

716

717

718

719

720

721

722

723

Henrietta Street 1916
Forward Planning
Development Management
Enforcement

Operation & Maintenance of Industrial Sites & Comemrcial Facilities

Tourism Development & Promotion
Community & Enterprise Function
Building Control

Economic Development & Promotion
Heritage & Conservation Services
Refurbishment Works on Markets Phase 1
Expansion of Bike Scheme

Ballymun Shopping Centre

Dublin Docklands Wayfinding Scheme

€2,000,000.00

€2,350,000.00
€2,000,000.00
€5,200,000.00

€4,600,000.00
€5,700,000.00
€2,600,000.00
€8,100,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€2,200,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€4,900,000.00
€2,300,000.00

€715,437.00

724

Envir | Services

725

726

727

728

729

730

731

732

733

734

735

736

737

738

739

740

741

742

743

Ballymun Boilerhouse Project

Street Sweepers

Operation, Maintenance & Aftercare of Landfill
Operation, Maintenance of Recovery & Recycling Facilities
Provision of Waste to Collection Services

Litter Management

Street Cleaning

Waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement
Safety of Structures & Places

Operation of Fire Service

Fire Prevention

Water Quality, Air & Noise Pollution

Agency & Recoupable

District Heating Project

Slaney Road Waste Depot

Waste to Energy Plant Const

Purchase of Fire Appliances

Thermal Treatment Plant at Poolbeg
Acquisition of Site at Strand St

€3,644,745.00
€4,500,000.00

€12,000,000.00
€657,175.00
€4,397,885.00
€1,800,000.00

€6,000,000.00
€3,400,000.00
€5,700,000.00
€3,500,000.00
€36,800,000.00
€4,100,000.00
€4,000,000.00
€111,400,000.0
€2,100,000.00
€1,000,000.00
£700,000.00

€91,774,502.00
€1,872,750.00

744

Recreation & Amenity

745

746

747

748

749

750

751

752

753

754

755

756

757

758

Exemplar Energy Projects

Markievicz Works

Bull Island

Chamber/Weaver Park

Mountjoy Square Conservation Plan

Merrion Square Tea Rooms & Conservation Plan
SDZ Chocolate park

Operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities
Operation of Library & Archival Service

Operation, Maintenance & Improvement of Outdoor Leisure Areas

Community Sport & Recreational Development
Operation of Arts Programme

Leisure Centre Programme of works
Ballyfermot Leisure Centre

€570,000.00
€750,000.00

€900,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€1,400,000.00
€750,000.00

€6,000,000.00

€816,667.00
€30,000,000.00

€9,100,000.00
€23,600,000.00
€22,800,000.00
€16,000,000.00
€9,000,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

759

760

761

762

763

764

765

766

767

768

769

770

Kevin Street Library Refurbishment

St Annes Park

Parnell Sq Cultural Quarter
Refurbishment of Richmond Barracks for 1916 Comm
Grafton St & Environs

Parks Sports Capital Project

Parks Pavillion Projects

Upgrade of stand-alone Swimming Pools
Libraries RFID Project

Willie Pearse Park

Rathmines Library Disability Works
Herbert Park Tea Rooms

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€3,800,000.00
€1,335,759.00
€2,500,000.00
€3,500,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€2,000,871.00

€553,443.00

€2,673,813.00
€754,602.00
€1,800,000.00
€1,059,863.00
€750,000.00

771

Operation/Maintenance Piers & Harbours

772

Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare

773

774

Veterinary Service
Education Support Services

€700,000.00
€4,300,000.00

775

Miscellaneous Services

776

777

778

779

780

781

782

783

784

785

786

787

IS Infrastructure Project

Administration of Rates

Franchise Costs

Operation of Morgue & Coroner Expenses
Operation of Markets & Casual Trading
Local Representation/Civic Leadership
Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable Services

New Morgue

Mansion House Refurbishment

Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council

€4,310,000.00

€50,500,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€3,600,000.00
€1,400,000.00
€4,600,000.00
€11,100,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€2,000,000.00
€689,000.00

788

Housing & Building

789

790

791

792

793

794

795

796

797

798

799

800

801

802

803

804

Glendruid Glen Dwellings

Cromlech Close Kilternan

Rochestown House Phase 2 Block 1

A01 Maintenance/Improvement LA Housing
A02 Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer
A03 Housing Rent & TP Administration

A04 Housing Community Development Support
A05 Administration of the Homeless Service
A06 Support to Housing Capital&Affordable Programme
AO07 RAS Programme

AO08 Housing Loans

A09 Housing Grants

Rochestown House Refurb & Construction
Pearse Street Dwellings

St Nathy's House Energy Works

Monkstown Avenue

€800,000.00

€4,034,000.00
€3,977,000.00
€8,721,000.00
€1,376,000.00
€1,487,000.00

€648,000.00
€1,779,000.00
€3,642,000.00
€8,335,000.00
€2,229,000.00
€1,269,000.00

€1,025,000.00
€18,694,000.00
€925,000.00
€524,000.00

805

Road Transportation & Safety

806

807

808

809

810

811

812

Bracken Link Road

Brennanstown Road

Cherrywood SDZ - Kiltiernan Link Rd

Cherrywood SDZ - Bray walking&cycling link
Cherrywood SDZ - Sandyford BD walking&cycling link
Clay Farm Permeability Pedestrian Link to Luas
County Bike Scheme

€1,000,000.00

€800,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€500,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€6,100,000.00

€50,600,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

813

814

815

816

817

818

819

820

821

822

823

824

825

826

827

828

829

830

831

832

833

834

835

836

837

838

839

840

841

842

843

844

845

846

847

Deepwell, Blackrock Pedestrian/Cycle Link

Dublin Road, Bray

Kiltiernan/Glenamuck LAP assoc. works

M50 Traffic & Demand management measures
Monkstown Village - Traffic Improvement Scheme
N11 Junction Upgrades

N11 Loughlinstown Roundabout Interim Works
Rochestown Avenue

Strategic Transportation Studies

Dun Laoghaire Town Centre Parking & VMS signs
Sandyford UFP Traffic mgmt/Sustainable Travel
Shanganagh Road Interim Works

Stillorgan Village Movement Plan

Traffic /Road Safety Improvement Schemes

Traffic Demand Management Measures Countywide
Buron Hall Road Extension

ESB Link Road

Frascati Road Blackrock

Leopardstown Link Road & Roundabout Reconfiguration
Traffic Improvement Schemes (walking & cycling)
DMURS Minor Junctions etc

Foxrock Village Carpark

Greenways

Pottery Road

Safety - Accident Investigations Prevention & 30kph Zones
Blackglen Road (including Lamb's Cross) Interim Works
BO3 Regional Roads - Maintenance & Improvement
BO04 Local Road - Maintenance & Improvement

BO5 Public Lighting

B06 Traffic Management Improvement

BO8 Road Safety Promotion/Education

B09 Maintenance & Management of Carparking
B10 Support Roads Capital Programme

B11 Agency & Recoupable Services

Braemor Road Enhancement Scheme 2013/14

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€750,000.00

€5,000,000.00
€500,000.00
€1,050,000.00
€2,500,000.00
€500,000.00

€500,000.00
€500,000.00
€3,600,000.00

€3,500,000.00

€500,000.00

€5-€20m

€7,000,000.00

€8,000,000.00

€14,000,000.00

€9,951,000.00

€20m plus

€3,000,000.00
€7,600,000.00
€4,000,000.00
€8,000,000.00
€9,000,000.00
€1,050,000.00
€650,000.00
€950,000.00
€18,000,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€24,800,000.00

€3,074,000.00
€9,949,000.00
€5,282,000.00
€4,141,000.00
€1,106,000.00
€2,647,000.00
€1,142,000.00

€587,000.00

€3,782,000.00

848

Water Services

849

850

851

852

853

854

WSIP Carysfort/Marretimo Stream

Minor Drainage Improvements SW

Old Conna Ave Drainage Scheme

C01 Operation&Maintenance of Water Supply

C02 Operation&Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment
C06 Support to Water Capital Programme

€8,600,000.00
€10,000,000.00
€1,568,000.00

€5,311,000.00
€6,444,000.00
€531,000.00

855

Development Management

856

857

858

859

860

861

862

D01 Forward Planning

D02 Development Management

D03 Enforcement

D06 Community&Enterprise Function
D08 Building Control

D09 Economic Development&Promotion
D10 Property Management

€2,065,000.00
€4,477,000.00
€790,000.00
€675,000.00
€887,000.00
€2,222,000.00
€866,000.00

863

Environmental Services

864

865

866

Dublin Region Waste to Energy Facility
Smart Bins
Waste Management Settlement

€16,340,000.00
€1,775,000.00
€636,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

867

868

869

870

871

872

873

874

875

876

Deansgrange Cemetry Projects

EO1 Operation, Maintenance & Aftercare of Landfill

E02 Op&Maintenance of Recovery & Recycling Facilities
E04 Provision of Waste to Collection Services

EO5 Litter Management

EO6 Street Cleaning

EO7 Waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement

E09 Maintenance & Upkeep of Burial Grounds

E11 Operation of Fire Services

Shanganagh Special Works

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€1,075,000.00

€4,926,000.00
€1,603,000.00
€780,000.00
€1,553,000.00
€5,679,000.00
€803,000.00
€1,989,000.00
€13,887,000.00

€1,313,000.00

877

Recreation & Amenity

878

879

880

881

882

883

884

885

886

887

888

889

890

891

892

893

894

895

896

897

898

899

900

901

902

Blackrock Baths

Dundrum Library Extension

Glenalbyn Pool

Shanganagh Castle Preliminary Works

Dun Laoghaire Baths

Dub Laoghaire Baths Interim Works Phase 1
Marlay House & Park Phase 4

Marlay Park Courtyard Phase 2

Park Lodge Peoples Park

Quinn's Road Shankill Indoor Sports Hall
Uplands Projects

Dun Laoghiare Harbour Badeschiff Project
Estate Management

Lexicon - Central Library&Cultural Centre
Samuel Beckett Civic Campus Phase 1

FO2 Operation of Library & Archive Service
FO3 Operation, Maintenance , Improvement of Outdoor Leisure Areas
FO4 Community Sports & Recreation Development
FO5 Operation of Arts Programme

FO6 Agency & Recoupable

Marlay Park Tamplins Cottage

Purchase of Fernhill House & Gardens
Marlay Park

Loughlinstown Pool & Centre Upgrade

Dun Laoghaire Bowling Club

€600,000.00
€5,000,000.00

€500,000.00
€2,750,000.00

€11,663,000.00

€600,000.00

€1,940,000.00
€523,000.00
€750,000.00
€2,526,000.00
€1,550,000.00
€660,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€1,879,000.00
€43,648,000.00
€16,212,000.00

€6,811,000.00
€11,595,000.00
€2,504,000.00
€2,756,000.00
€1,322,000.00

€587,000.00
€4,276,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€7,922,000.00
€1,415,000.00

903

Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare

904

GO5 Educational Support Services

€1,374,000.00

905

Miscellaneous Services

906

907

908

909

910

911

912

913

914
915

Blackrock Main Street Frascati Public Realm
Cabinteely Public Realm

Central Dun Laoghaire Public Realm
Cornelscourt Public Realm

Dalkey Squareabout Public Realm
Monkstown Village Public Realm

Stillorgan Village Pubilc Realm

Ballyogan Depot

Fingal County Council

€1,000,000.00
€500,000.00
€800,000.00
€500,000.00
€650,000.00
€1,050,000.00
€760,000.00

€16,417,000.00

916

Housing & Building

917

918

919

920

Cappagh Group Housing
Parslickstown Gardens
Collinstown Replacement
Castleknowck/Mulhuddart Site

€1,500,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€2,000,000.00
€1,100,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

921

922

923

924

925

926

927

928

929

930

931

932

933

934

935

936

937

938

939

940

941

942

943

944

945

St Brigid's Lawn, Porterstown

NCT Site Ballymun

St Philomen's Park, Ballycoolin

Meakestown Close, Finglas

Part Affordable Housing

Corduff Additional Works

St Mary's

Moyne Park Baldoyle

Estate Management Pre-let repairs

Estate Management Central Heating

Estate Management Contract Painting
Estate Management Upgrading Works - Window & Door Replacement
Estate Management Insulation & Ventilation
Santry Demesne

Tyrrelstown CLSS

Ladyswell CLSS

Maintenance & Improvement of LA Housing
Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer
Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Administration
Housing Community Development Support
Administration of Homeless Service

Support to Housing Capital Programme

RAS Programme

Housing Loans

Housing Grants

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€600,000.00
€800,000.00
€500,000.00
€800,000.00
€1,400,000.00
€1,300,000.00

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€1,200,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€2,800,000.00

€500,000.00

€500,000.00
€1,200,000.00

€800,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€3,500,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€10,400,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€1,300,000.00
€1,900,000.00
€1,800,000.00
€2,500,000.00
€13,800,000.00
€5,400,000.00
€2,100,000.00

946

Road Transportation & Safety

947

948

949

950

951

952

953

954

955

956

957

958

959

960

961

962

963

Addition Bridge Rehabilitation

Royal Canal Cycleway Phase 2&3

Kilshane Cross

Footbridge at Porterstown Level Crossing
N2-N3 Tyrellstown to Cherrywood Interchange
Holywell Link Road/Holywell Pedestrian Link
Bridge at Back Road, Malahide

Mulhuddart Interchange Upgrade

Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Traffic Management Improvement

Road Safety Promotion & Education

Car Parking

Support to Roads Capital Programme

Royal Canal Cycleway Phase 1
Ongar/Littlepace Cycle Scheme

€1,200,000.00

€600,000.00
€500,000.00

€7,900,000.00

€600,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€600,000.00
€8,100,000.00

€7,200,000.00
€7,500,000.00
€4,400,000.00
€1,800,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€800,000.00
€2,700,000.00

€1,500,000.00
€700,000.00

964

Water Services

965

966

967

968

969

Portrane Canal Works (Surface Water)
Water Supply

Waste Water Treatment

Collection of Water & Waste Water Charges
Support to Water Capital Programme

€500,000.00

€15,100,000.00
€11,900,000.00
€600,000.00
€1,200,000.00

970

D.

971

972

973

974

Forward Planning

Development Management
Enforcement

Industrial & Commercial Facilities

€3,600,000.00
€5,500,000.00

€800,000.00
€2,200,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
975 Community & Enterprise Function €1,900,000.00
976 |Building Control €1,100,000.00
977 |Economic Development & Promotion €2,300,000.00
978 Property Management €1,500,000.00
979 |Environmental Services
980 |New Burial Ground at Balgriffin (Cemetry Extension) €1,900,000.00
981 |Emergency Coastal Protection Works €600,000.00
982 |Balleally Landfill Restoration & Development €4,800,000.00
983 |Nevitt Landfill €2,800,000.00
984 |Landfill Operation & Aftercare €6,700,000.00
985 |Recovery & Recycling Facilities Operations €3,300,000.00
986 |waste to Energy Facilities Operations €1,000,000.00
987 |Litter Management €1,000,000.00
988 |street Cleaning €5,800,000.00
989 |waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement €1,100,000.00
990 |Mmaintenance of Burial Grounds €2,300,000.00
991 Safety of Structures & Places €1,400,000.00
992 |operation of Fire Service €18,300,000.00
993 |water Quality, Air and Noise Pollution €1,100,000.00
994 |Recreation & Amenity
995 |Lusk Integrated Facility (DOES) €1,100,000.00
996 |Balbriggan Swimming Pool €800,000.00
997 |st catherine's Park €700,000.00
998 Tyrellstown Park €1,000,000.00
999 Kellystown/Porterstown School Site €1,400,000.00
1000] castlelands Recreation Centre €800,000.00
1001 Kinsealy/Melrose Community Projects €1,900,000.00
1002]8remore All-weather Facility €1,100,000.00
1003|Balbriggan Community College Sports Hall €900,000.00
1004 ponabate Library €700,000.00
1005]Leisure Facilities Operations €2,100,000.00
1006]operation of Library & Archival Service €11,600,000.00
1007|outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €15,300,000.00
1008] community Sport & Recreational Development €3,200,000.00
1009 Operation of Arts Programme €4,600,000.00
1010]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1011|educational Support Services €2,000,000.00
1012]miscellaneous Services
101 3|Refurbishment of County Hall €900,000.00
1014]Administration of Rates €12,300,000.00
1015]Franchise Costs €900,000.00
1016]Local Representation/Civic Leadership €2,100,000.00
1017]Agency & Recoupable Services €1,200,000.00
1018
1019]Galway City Council
1020]Housing & Buildi
1021]maintenance of LA Housing €6,072,238.00
1022 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin €743,922.00
102 3| administration of Homeless Service €1,843,905.00
1024]support to Housing Capital Programme €689,802.00
1025]RrAS Programme €6,123,576.00
1026]Housing Loans €1,824,436.00
1027]Road, Transport & Safety
1028]Lough Atalia Bridge Works €2,000,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1029|N6 Corridor Enhancement €14,000,000.00
1030]Rregional Roads Maintenance & Improvement €3,006,720.00
1031 |Local Roads Maintenance & Improvement €3,199,595.00
1032]public Lighting €1,538,085.00
1033|1raffic Management Improvement €2,443,851.00
1034]car parking €1,087,287.00
1035]Galway Airport Joint Purchase €628,650.00
1036]water Services
1037]water Supply €2,822,330.00
1038 waste Water Treatment €1,103,741.00
1039|collection of Water & Waste Water Charges €1,223,929.00
1040]Galway Main Drainage Stage 4 €4,850,000.00
1041 Development Management
1042 Development Management €1,187,973.00
1043 Community & Enterprise Function €577,000.00
1044]envir | Services
1045|Landfill Operation & Aftercare €528,059.00
1046]street Cleaning €2,194,190.00
1047|maintenance of Burial Grounds €618,417.00
1048 operation of Fire Service €4,228,382.00
1049]Provision of Waste to Collection Services €1,125,960.00
1050]Recreation & Amenity
1051 Ballinfoyle/Castlegar Neighbourhood Centre €6,000,000.00
1052] westside Sports Campus S.Quirke Road €1,750,000.00
1053 Leisure Facilities Operations €1,654,967.00
1054] operation of Library & Archive Service €1,584,739.00
1055|outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €2,953,251.00
1056 Community Sport & Recreation Development €2,060,528.00
1057 Operation of Arts Programme €3,907,001.00
1058 Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1059]GTU Fisheries Field Greenway €1,056,895.00
1060]Miscellaneous Services
1061]Administration of Rates €7,851,092.00
1062]Local Representation & Civic Leadership €1,126,350.00
1063]Agency & Recoupabel Services €1,384,600.00
1064
1065] Galway County Council
1066]Housing & Building
1067 Maintenance/Improvement LA Housing €3,883,000.00
1068 Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer €506,000.00
1069 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin €585,000.00
1070]support to Housing Capital & Affordable Programme €856,000.00
1071]RrAS Programme €3,248,000.00
1072]Housing Loans €1,015,000.00
1073]Housing Grants €592,000.00
1074]Housing Purchase €2,567,000.00
1075]energy Efficiency 2014 €524,000.00
1076]voids Programme €1,227,000.00
1077]Housing Grants €1,282,000.00
1078]|Road Transportation & Safety
1079]N66 Gort to Peterswell Section 2 €1,561,000.00
1080]N63 West Approach - Newbridge Pav REHABGC €1,320,000.00
1081]N63 Laughil Pavement Strengthening €1,442,000.00

1082

N17 Milltown Pav & Traffic Calm

€1,010,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1083 N18 Creganna Mor to Hillpark €1,266,000.00
1084]NP Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,102,000.00
1085|Ns Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,765,000.00
1086]Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement €7,615,000.00
1087|Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €21,988,000.00
1088|public Lighting €991,000.00
1089]maintenance & Management of Car Parking €881,000.00
1090]support to Roads Capital Prog €857,000.00
1091 ]Agency & Recoupable Services €505,000.00
1092]cAP-NRDO Admin Costs €3,938,000.00
1093|Rehab of Gal, Sligo & Mayo Bridges €2,265,000.00
1094]|m17/N18 Gort - Tuam €262,315,000.00
1095|N17 carrownurlaur Realignmnet €4,341,000.00
1096]N59 Moycullen Bypass €12,028,000.00
1097]Ns59 clifden to Oughteard €6,467,000.00
1098| N84 Luimnagh Realignment Scheme 11/7878 2011-12 €5,013,000.00
1099]N59 Letterfrack Pavement Repair/Rehab GC/13/9982 €815,000.00
1100]Galway Bridge Rehabilitation GC/13/10187 €1,984,000.00
1101]cAP Galway City Bypass €8,400,000.00
1102]cAP - N59 Bunnakil to Claremount €2,531,000.00
1103]cAP - N59 Moycull Online Improv Clydagh BR-Kylebroug €6,000,000.00
1104 cAP - Athenry Northern Ring Road (IDA D/C) 2006 €3,082,000.00
1105|cAP - BMW Urban Renewal Pedestrian Access Tuam €752,000.00
1106]car- N6 Galway to East Ballinasloe €225,454,000.00
1107]cAP - N18 Gort-Crusheen €185,160,000.00
1108 cAP - N6 Ballinasloe to Athlone €177,289,000.00
1109]N17 Castletown Realignment GC/11/8640 €6,860,000.00
1110]N63 Abbeyknockmoy Overlay 11/7915 2011-12 €2,548,000.00
1111|cAP - oranmore Transport Hub, Garraun, Oranmore €1,574,000.00
1112]cAP - N18 Ardrahan to Clarinbridge PAV €1,298,000.00
1113]cAP - N18 Carrowkeel to Rocklands PAV €843,000.00
1114]water services
1115]operation & Maintenance of Water Supply €7,252,000.00
1116 Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment €2,415,000.00
1117|admin of Group & Private Installations €3,447,000.00
1118 Support to Water Capital Programme €1,450,000.00
1119]cAp - DBO Bundle No 2 €23,963,000.00
1120]cAP Tuam Town Distribution Network €38,033,000.00
1121]planning & Development Management
1122]Forward Planning €816,000.00
1123 Development Management €2,269,000.00
1124]enforcement €630,000.00
1125|Tourism Development & Promotion €751,000.00
1126 Community & Enterprise Function €950,000.00
1127|Eeconomic Development & Promotion €1,260,000.00
1128 Heritage & Conservation Services €601,000.00
1129]Environmental Services
1130]op & Maintenance of Recovery & Recycling Facilities €621,000.00
1131]Litter Management €939,000.00
1132]street Cleaning €1,203,000.00
1133]maintenance & Upkeep of Burial Grounds €557,000.00
1134 Safety of Structures & Places €749,000.00
1135]operation of Fire Service €10,273,000.00
1136]Fire Prevention €678,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

1137

1138

1139

1140

Water Quality, Air and Noise Pollution

CAP- Intervention at Greenstar Kilconnell Landfill
CAP - Energy Savings Fund

CAP - Landfill Site Pollboy-BTC

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€662,000.00

€2,909,000.00
€740,000.00
€23,053,000.00

1141

Recreation & Amenity

1142

1143

1144

1145

1146

1147

1148

1149

1150

1151

1152

1153

1154

Operation of Library & Archival Service

Op, Maint & Improv of Outdoor Leisure Facilities
Commnuity Sport and Recreational Development
Agency & Recoupable Services

CAP - Greenstar Projects Fund

CAP - Playgrounds

CAP - Ballinasloe Library BTC
Agri/Edu/Health/Welfare

Land Drainage Costs

Operation & Maintenance of Piers & Harbours
Veterinary Service

Educational Support Services

CAP - Dunkellin River & Aggard Stream Flood Relief

€4,740,000.00
€705,000.00
€544,000.00
€1,785,000.00
€916,000.00
€814,000.00
€3,425,000.00

€509,000.00
€2,758,000.00
€822,000.00
€3,195,000.00
€432,000.00

1155

Miscellaneous

1156

1157

1158

1159

1160

1161

1162

1163

1164
1165

Profit/Loss Machinery Account

Administration of Rates

Local Representation/Civic Leadership

Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable Services

CAP - Plant Fixed Assets

CAP - Capital Building Fund Council Chambers New
CAP - Purchase of Galway Airport

Kerry County Council

€1,701,000.00
€7,090,000.00
€1,276,000.00
€2,042,000.00
€1,287,000.00
€4,661,000.00

€528,000.00

€651,000.00

1166

Housing & Building

1167

1168

1169

1170

1171

1172

1173

1174

1175

1176

1177

1178

1179

Voluntary Housing Hawley Park
Voluntary Housing Oakwood Village
Maintenance & Improv of LA Housing
Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer
Housing Rent & TP Admin

Administration of Homeless Service
Support to Housing Capital Programme
RAS Programme

Housing Loans Programme

Housing Grants

Mitchels Integrated Services Building TTC
Energy Efficiency Retro Programme

SEAI Better Energy

€3,360,000.00
€2,150,000.00
€5,790,000.00

€890,000.00
€1,170,000.00

€950,000.00
€1,430,000.00
€6,640,000.00
€1,680,000.00
€2,200,000.00

€4,280,000.00
€540,000.00
€540,000.00

1180

Road Transportation & Safety

1181

1182

1183

1184

1185

1186

1187

1188

1189

1190

N86 Lispole to Mountoven

Tralee Northern Ring Road Development

N70 Killorglin Southern Approach Strengthening
Castlemaine to Milltown

Tralee Bypass Bealagrellagh

N86 Tralee An Daingean KY/09/4743

N69 Listowel Bypass

N21 Castleisland Bypass

N70 Sneem to Blackwater

N86 Annascaul to Gortbreagoge

€5,000,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€7,000,000.00

€7,500,000.00

€93,380,000.00
€69,360,000.00
€40,800,000.00
€32,200,000.00
€8,500,000.00
€8,350,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1191N70 Kilderry Bends Improv Scheme 2012 €7,000,000.00
1192]N69 Rea to Tullig Realignment Sch €6,220,000.00
1193 Releagh to Letterduane Pav rehab 2013 €3,430,000.00
1194|N70 Loher €2,090,000.00
1195]tarbert Ballylongford Road Improv Scheme €1,500,000.00
1196]N71 Muckross Rd, Killarney €900,000.00
1197]N70 Sneem to Drimnabeg €750,000.00
1198]N70 Gleensk €650,000.00
1199]n70 Dromcunnia €600,000.00
1200]n70 Milltown Village Pavement Repair & Overlay €530,000.00
1201|NP Road - Maintenance & Improvement €920,000.00
1202]Ns Road - Maintenance & Improvement €2,230,000.00
1203 Regional Roads - Maintenance & Improvement €7,680,000.00
1204]Local Road - Maintenance & Improvement €18,810,000.00
1205]public Lighting €2,050,000.00
1206] Maintenance & Management of Car Parking €1,640,000.00
1207]supports to Roads Capital Programme €2,690,000.00
1208] Agency&Recoupable Services €610,000.00
1209]N70 Coad to Nedanone C'Cove PR design €1,400,000.00
1210]N70 Laharn to Muingaphuca €1,060,000.00
1211]N71 Looscaunagh Lough PR €860,000.00
1212]N72 Gortanahaneboy West P/Overlay €610,000.00
1213]pingle Relief Road €6,240,000.00
1214} water Services
1215]water Supply €9,240,000.00
1216]waste Water Treatment €3,550,000.00
1217|collection of Water/Waste Water Charges €1,450,000.00
1218]operation & Maintenance of Public Conveniences €850,000.00
1219]admin of Group & Private Water Installation €1,000,000.00
1220]support to Water Capital Programme €950,000.00
1221 Development Management
1222]Forward Planning €990,000.00
1223 Development Management €2,920,000.00
1224]enforcement €1,290,000.00
1225|Tourism Development & Promotion €950,000.00
1226 Community & Enterprise Function €660,000.00
1227|Economic Development & Promotion €1,540,000.00
1228]Eenvir | Services
1229]Restoration of Historic Lands €1,680,000.00
1230]Kenmare Fire Station €1,200,000.00
1231|nkL Integrated Constructed Wetlands for Lechate Treatment €800,000.00
1232]capping of Phase 9 €710,000.00
123 3] Landfill Operation & Aftercare €3,010,000.00
1234]Recovery & Recycling Facilities €780,000.00
1235|Provision of Waste to Collection Services €580,000.00
1236]Litter Management €530,000.00
1237]street Cleaning €1,460,000.00
1238 waste Regs, Monitoring & Enforcement €550,000.00
1239 Maintenance & Upkeep of Burial Grounds €1,090,000.00
1240 Safety of Structures & Places €890,000.00
1241 ]operation of the Fire Service €5,470,000.00
1242]Fire Prevention €670,000.00
1243]water Quality, Air, Noise Pollution €930,000.00
1244]Recreation & Amenity




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1245]south Kerry Greenways €3,910,000.00
1246|Active Travel Town Tralee €2,270,000.00
1247 Operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities €550,000.00
1248 operation of Libraray & Archival Services €3,710,000.00
1249|outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €3,610,000.00
1250 Operation of Arts Programme €940,000.00
1251]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1252 Operation & Maintenance of Piers €2,110,000.00
1253]coastal Protection €1,330,000.00
1254]veterinary Services €730,000.00
1255|Educational Support Services €2,300,000.00
1256]Mmiscellaneous Services
1257]Administration of Rates €10,440,000.00
1258]Local representation & Civic Leadership €2,090,000.00
1259]Motor Taxation €1,610,000.00
1260]Agency & Recoupable Services €3,570,000.00
1261
1262]Kildare County Council
1263]Housing & Building
1264]social Construction Programme €2,500,000.00
1265]House Purchases €2,400,000.00
1266]cLss Goodwill Housing Co-Op Society Ltd £€500,000.00
1267 Maintenance/Improvement of LA Housing €6,400,000.00
1268 Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer €500,000.00
1269 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin €800,000.00
1270 Housing Community Development Support €800,000.00
127 1| Admin of Homeless Services €1,100,000.00
1272]support to Housing Capital & Affordable €3,800,000.00
1273]RrAS Programme €6,400,000.00
1274 Housing Loans Programme €2,900,000.00
1275]Housing Grants €2,000,000.00
1276]Road, Transport & Safety
1277|National Road Major Works Programme €2,400,000.00
1278] Athy Southern & Northern Ring Roads €1,000,000.00
1279]carlow By-Pass €9,700,000.00
1280]NRDO Post 2012 Admin Costs €1,900,000.00
1281 Leinster Bridge Strengthenings 2012 €1,800,000.00
1282 Newbridge Inner Relief Road €1,300,000.00
1283 Nass Ring Road Projects €6,900,000.00
1284 sNNR Enfield Edenderry €4,400,000.00
1285 Regional Roads - Maintenance & Improvement €6,700,000.00
1286]Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €14,500,000.00
1287]public Lighting €3,600,000.00
1288]traffic Management Improvement €1,000,000.00
1289|Road Safety Promotion/Education €1,000,000.00
1290]maintenance & Management of Car Parking €1,700,000.00
1291 ]support to Roads Capital Programme €3,400,000.00
1292 water services
1293]Eexpansion Leixlip Treatment Works Phase 4 €500,000.00
1294]capital Project Team Admin €500,000.00
1295]operation & Maintenance of Water Supply €5,200,000.00
1296 Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment €5,700,000.00
1297|collection of Water/Waste Water Charges €600,000.00
1298|support tp Water Capital Programme €1,400,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1299 Development Management
1300]Forward Planning €1,300,000.00
1301 Development Management €3,400,000.00
1302]enforcement €1,000,000.00
1303 Community & Enterprise Function €1,000,000.00
1304 unfinished Housing Estates €700,000.00
1305|Economic Development & Promotion €1,300,000.00
1306 Heritage & Conservation Services €1,000,000.00
1307]€Environmental Services
1308]Landfill Operation, Maintenance & Aftercare €900,000.00
1309]Litter Management €1,300,000.00
1310]street Cleaning €2,300,000.00
1311|waste Regs, Monitoring & Enforcement €14,900,000.00
131 2] maintenance & Upkeep of Burial Grounds €800,000.00
1313 Safety of Structures & Places €700,000.00
1314 Operation of Fire Service €5,500,000.00
1315]water Quality, Air, Noise Pollution €900,000.00
1316]Recreation & Amenity
1317 Operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities €800,000.00
1318]operation of Library & Archival Service €5,900,000.00
1319|outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €1,100,000.00
1320 Operation of Arts Programme €800,000.00
1321]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1322 Veterinary Services €700,000.00
1323|educational Support Services €1,900,000.00
1324]Mmiscellaneous Services
1325]Administration of Rates €16,700,000.00
1326]Franchise Costs €500,000.00
1327|Local Representation/Civic Leadership €2,200,000.00
1328| Motor Taxation €2,100,000.00
1329]Agency & Recoupable Services €1,600,000.00
1330
1331]Kilkenny County Council
1332]Housing & Building
1333|construction of 10 Units at Gaol Road, Kilkenny €1,247,000.00
1334 construction of 6 Houses at Rosehill, Kells Road, Kilkenny €1,131,000.00
1335|cas Project at Brooke House, Thomastown €982,000.00
1336]cAs Project at Friary Walk Callan 12 units €1,490,000.00
1337]st catherine's HS Phase 4 (4 units) €777,000.00
1338]Land Acquisition - Housing €1,000,000.00
1339 maintenance & Improvement of LA Housing €2,860,000.00
1340]RrAS Programme €5,280,000.00
1341]Housing Loans €1,430,000.00
1342]Housing Grants €1,830,000.00
1343]st catherine's HS Phase 1 (2 units) €552,000.00
1344]Retrofitting 2013 Newpark Close €850,000.00
1345]Housing Void Management €1,100,000.00
1346]Housing SEAI Project €2,300,000.00
1347|Purchess of 6 Units @ Avonree Court €639,000.00
1348|Rroad, Transpot & Safety
1349]N24 Mooncoin Pavement Rehabilitation €2,480,000.00
1350]N77 Ballyragget Pavement Rehabilitation €744,000.00
1351]N76 callan Road Realignmnet €7,000,000.00
1352 Kilkenny Northern Ring Road Extension €14,000,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1353|NP Road - Maintenance & Improvement €944,000.00
1354|Ns Road - Maintenance & Improvement €523,000.00
1355 Regional Road - Maintenance & Improvement €3,100,000.00
1356]Local Road - Maintenance & Improvement €11,240,000.00
1357]public Lighting €1,200,000.00
1358]car parking €563,000.00
1359]Agency & Recoupable Services €1,000,000.00
1360]«kilkenny Central Access Scheme €16,700,000.00
1361]Medieval Mile/High Street €1,370,000.00
1362 Graiguenamanagh Urban & Village Renewal €502,000.00
1363]N77 Ballynaslee Realignment €6,000,000.00
1364|Thomastown Urban & Village Renewal €889,000.00
1365]KBC Pedestrian Bridge - DCS 2006 €690,000.00
1366]KBC High Street Rehab 2013 Phase 1 €586,000.00
1367]Tourism Public Realm Ssection C €521,000.00
1368|n77 Hennebry's Cross to Ardaloo €1,327,000.00
1369]N25 New Ross By Pass Residual Work €743,000.00
1370]water Services
1371 water Supply €4,700,000.00
1372 waste Water Treatment €2,300,000.00
1373|admin of Group & Private Installations €904,000.00
1374]pe
1375]Forward Planning €517,000.00
1376 Development Management €1,390,000.00
1377]€enforcement €582,000.00
1378]tourism Development & Promotion €744,000.00
1379 Community & Enterprise Function €741,000.00
1380]economic Development & Promotion €1,230,000.00
1381]st Marys Complex €5,800,000.00
1382]Recreation Capital Grants Fund €815,000.00
1383]Environmental Services
1384]Graiguenamanagh Fs €1,300,000.00
1385]Recovery & Recycling Facilities Operations €741,000.00
1386|street Cleaning €954,000.00
1387]operation of Fire Service €3,900,000.00
1388|Recreation & Amenity
1389]county & City Library Build Costs €4,500,000.00
1390]Replacement Track Scanlon Park €600,000.00
1391 |Recreational & Amenity Grant Scheme €750,000.00
1392]thomastown Library & Community Arts Centre €550,000.00
1393|Traveller Horse Project €500,000.00
1394 operation of Library & Archival Service €2,700,000.00
1395|outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €1,570,000.00
1396|Library at Ferrybank €1,600,000.00
1397]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1398 Veterinary Service €551,000.00
1399|educational Support Service €1,200,000.00
1400]miscellaneous Services
1401]st Francis Abbey Site €12,300,000.00
1402]Administration of Rates €3,500,000.00
1403|Local representation & Civic Leadership €1,200,000.00
1404]Motor Taxation €913,000.00
1405]Agency& Recoupable Services €1,230,000.00
1406]Better Energy Communities Programme 2014 €650,000.00




B

C

D

1407
1408

Local Authority

Laois County Council

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

1409

Housing & Building

1410

1411

1412

1413

1414

1415

1416

1417

1418

1419

1420

1421

1422

1423

1424

1425

1426

1427

1428

Conniberry Way 33 Houses

Shannon Street, Mountrath

Pattison Mountmellick

Maintenance & Improvement LA Housing
Housing Rent & TP Administration
Support to Housing Capital Programme
RAS Programme

Housing Loans Programme

Housing Grants

Clodigh Way, Clonaslee

House Purchase 2014

Respond Development Abbeyleix

Cluid Development Colliers Lane

Part V Cillbeg Manor, Stradbally

Group Scheme Portarlington

House Purchase 2010

Transfer of unsold affordable Houses to Permanent Housing Stock
Cluid CAS Acquisitions 2012

Cluid Dev, Clanmalire

€4,385,265.00
€1,025,300.00
€1,029,095.00

€704,736.00
€1,993,848.00
€1,047,661.00
€8,339,496.00

€2,879,441.00

€509,962.00
€1,448,554.00
€1,630,550.00
€2,202,829.00
€1,082,397.00

€766,376.00
€846,246.00
€2,616,530.00
€825,751.00
€600,641.00
€7,013,235.00

1429

Road, Transport & Safety

1430

1431

1432

1433

1434

1435

1436

1437

1438

1439

1440

1441

1447

1443

1447

1445

N80 Coolnagowle to Maidenhead Scheme
Portlaoise Southern Circular

Portlaoise Junctions Upgrade

NS Road Maintenance & Improvement
Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Support to Roads Capital Programme
Agency & Recoupable

Portlaoise to Castletown/Cullahill

N7 Castletown to Nenagh

Ext of Carlow Northern Relief Road
Payments Renewals

Specific Imp Grant Borris Road Portlaoise
Durrow Urban & Village Renewal

N80 South, Coolanowle - Stradbally

€750,000.00

€5,000,000.00
€5,000,000.00

€34,237,000.00
€78,678,000.00
€2,640,000.00
€520,000.00
€4,753,000.00
€750,000.00

€1,000,210.00
€3,690,409.00
€5,521,350.00
€1,231,350.00
€518,107.00
€674,199.00

€857,000.00

1446

Water Services

1447

1448

1449

1450

1451

1452

1453

1454

1455

1456

Operation & Maintenance of Water Supply
Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment
Water Conservation Stage 3 Adv Rehab Works
Portlaoise Main Drainage

Network Laois Group Towns Sewerage Scheme

DBO Laois Grouped Towns Sewerage Scheme
Portlaoise Mmel WSIS adv works RAL

Laois Towns & Villages WW Imp Scheme

Portlaoise Main Drainage - Togher

Takeover of Ballyfin GWS

€2,350,000.00
€23,450,000.00
€14,747,000.00
€25,838,000.00
€1,967,000.00

€3,079,903.00
€1,627,931.00

€42,183,000.00
€2,251,000.00
€575,522.00

1457

Devel

1458

1459

Development Management
Economic Development

€1,013,125.00
€804,143.00

1460

Environmental Services




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1461 |Landfill Operation & Aftercare €1,757,149.00
1462]Litter Management €508,504.00
1463 operation of Fire Service €3,715,215.00
1464|Fund for Reinstatement of Landfill €1,144,000.00
1465]«kyletalesha Landfill €2,010,000.00
1466]Kyletalesha Cell 12 €4,246,000.00
1467|Kyletalesha Cell 15 €2,418,000.00
1468|Recreation & Amenity
1469 Operation of Library & Archival Service €1,929,591.00
1470]community Sport & Recreational Development €507,397.00
1471 Operation of Arts Programme €959,517.00
1472 Donaghmore Workhouse Restoration Project €910,000.00
1473|Portlacise New Branch Library Main Street €3,200,000.00
147 4]Proposed Council Offices & Library €700,000.00
1475]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1476 Veterinary Services €505,412.00
1477|educational Support Services €1,267,839.00
1478]Miscellaneous Services
1479]Administration of Rates €4,127,460.00
1480]Local Representation/Civic Leadership €1,159,947.00
1481]Motor Taxation €747,370.00
1482]Agency & Recoupable €2,521,529.00
1483
1484]Leitrim County Council
1485]Housing & Building
1486 Improvements to LA Housing €1,500,000.00
1487 Maintenance/Improvement LA Housing €1,600,000.00
1488] Support to Housing Capital Programme €600,000.00
1489]RrAS Programme €500,000.00
1490]Road, Transport & Safety
1491]N16 Cornacloy to Sradine Phase Il €3,000,000.00
1492] community Improvement Schemes (Non-National Roads) €600,000.00
1493|NP Road Maintenance & Improvement €2,700,000.00
1494]Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement €3,900,000.00
1495|Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €5,300,000.00
1496 Agency & Recoupable Services €900,000.00
1497]water Services
1498 water Supply €1,900,000.00
1499| waster Water Treatment €1,400,000.00
1500]pe
1501]pevelopment Management - Planning €600,000.00
1502 community & Enterprise Function €600,000.00
1503 Economic Development & Promotion €1,000,000.00
1504]envir | Services
1505 Energy Efficiency Programme €600,000.00
1506]operation of Fire Service €2,000,000.00
1507]Recreation & Amenity
1508|const. of New Branch Library €500,000.00
1509 Operation of Library & Archive Service €1,400,000.00
1510]outdorr Leisure Areas Operations €500,000.00
1511 Community Sports & Recreation Development €600,000.00
1512]operation of Arts Programme €700,000.00
151 3] Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1514]Educational Support Services €600,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

1515

Miscellaneous Services

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

1516

1517

1518

1519

Administration of Rates
Local Representation/Civic Leadership

Limerick City & County Council

€900,000.00
€1,100,000.00

1520

Housing & Building

1521

1522

1523

1524

1525

1526

1527

1528

1529

1530

1531

1532

1533

1534

1535

1536)

1537

1538]

1539

1540

Regeneration Construction Schemes

Other Regeneration Projects

Regeneration Southside Environment & Small Cap Works
Regeneration Southside Environment & Small Cap Works Pro2
Regeneration Pilot Energy Upgrade

Regeneration Demolitions

Regeneration Refurbishment & Remodelling
Maintenance/Improvement of LA Housing

Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin

Housing Community Development Support
Administration of the Homeless Service

Support to Housing Capital Programme

RAS Programme

Housing Loans Programme

Housing Grants

Agency & Recoupable

Planned Maintenance Programme

Regeneration Vizes Court 29 Units

Regeneration Southhill Sheltered Accomodation

2014 Limerick City Energy Efficiency Programme

€16,510,000.00
€5,500,000.00

€600,000.00
€600,000.00
€600,000.00
€2,300,000.00
€3,300,000.00

€5,700,000.00
€1,100,000.00
€500,000.00
€3,200,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€800,000.00
€670,000.00
€2,200,000.00
€1,700,000.00

€500,000.00
€4,700,000.00
€6,300,000.00

€900,000.00

1541

Road, Transport & Safety

1542

1543

1547

1545

1546

1547

1548

1549

1550

1551

1552

1553

1554

1555

1556

1557

1558]

1559

Road Design & Construction

City Centre Pedestrianisation

National Primary

Regional & Local Roads

Southern Green Route Construction
Coonagh to Knockalisheen

Smarter Travel

NP Road Maintenance & Improvement

NS Road Maintenance & Improvement
Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Traffic Management Improvement

Road Safety Promotion/Education
Maintenance & Management of Car Parking
Regeneration Capital Flood Remedial Works
City Quays Improvement Works

Office Fitout Patrick Street

€2,900,000.00

€2,200,000.00

€6,200,000.00
€7,300,000.00

€3,800,000.00
€5,700,000.00
€3,900,000.00

€1,300,000.00
€500,000.00
€6,500,000.00
€13,500,000.00
€2,700,000.00
€900,000.00
€500,000.00
€900,000.00

€1,100,000.00
€5,700,000.00
€700,000.00

1560

Water Services

1561

1562

1563

Water Supply
Waste Water Treatment
Admin of Group & Private Water Installation

€9,200,000.00
€3,500,000.00
€1,100,000.00

1564

D.

1565

1566

1567

1568

Economic Development Initiatives
Tourism Walkway Kilmallock

Tourism Adare Destination Plan
Development of Service Enterprise Sites

€3,200,000.00
€500,000.00

€900,000.00

€7,500,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1569]structures Cat 5 Urgent Repair €2,100,000.00
1570]Forward Planning €1,400,000.00
1571]pevelopment Management Planning €1,400,000.00
1572]Planning Enforcement €500,000.00
1573|tourism Development & Promotion €2,800,000.00
1574]community & Enterprise Function €600,000.00
1575|Economic Development & Promotion €1,500,000.00
1576]Property Management €800,000.00
1577]Agency & Recoupable Services €7,200,000.00
1578]Gortadroma Development Fund €303,000,000.00
1579]Environmental Services
1580]Historic Unlicenced Landfills €500,000.00
1581|Fire Equipment €5,400,000.00
1582]Landfill Operation & Aftercare €5,400,000.00
1583|Recovery & Recycling Facilities €700,000.00
1584 provision of Waste to Collection Services €600,000.00
1585]Litter Management €800,000.00
1586|street Cleaning €3,400,000.00
1587 waste Management Planning €700,000.00
1588| maintenance of Burial Grounds €900,000.00
1589 Safety of Structures & Places €2,800,000.00
1590] operation of Fire Service €11,900,000.00
1591 water Quality, Air, Noise Pollution €800,000.00
1592]Agency & Recoupable Services €2,600,000.00
1593|Recreation & Amenity
1594 Leisure Facilities Operations €900,000.00
1595 Operation of Library & Archival Service €3,500,000.00
1596]outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €1,700,000.00
1597 Operation of Arts Programme €1,100,000.00
1598 Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1599 Veterinary Services €900,000.00
1600]Educational Support Services €2,200,000.00
1601]miscellaneous Services
1602]Administration of Rates €10,100,000.00
1603|Local Representation/Civic Leadership €2,000,000.00
1604 Motor Taxation €900,000.00
1605]Agency & Recoupable Services €1,600,000.00
1606
1607]Longford County Council
1608 Housing & Building
1609]capital Repairs €800,000.00
1610]Disabled Grants State Amount 80% €596,000.00
1611]Ballymahon OPDs €876,000.00
1612]remedial Works Tromra Road Granard €1,622,000.00
1613 Maintenance/Improvement of LA Housing €2,020,000.00
1614 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin €1,010,000.00
1615 Support to Housing Capital Programme €782,000.00
1616]RrAS Programme €1,633,000.00
1617]Housing Loans €695,000.00
1618|capital Repairs 2014 €727,000.00
1619]pisabled Grants State Amount 80% 2014 €532,000.00
1620]Road, Transport & Safety
1621]Ns5 cartronlebagh €1,050,000.00
1622]Bridge Strengthening €1,230,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1623|N4 Lacken Pavement Phase 1 €1,580,000.00
1624]NP Road Maintenance & Improvement €676,000.00
1625|Ns Road Maintenance & Improvement €676,000.00
1626 Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,420,000.00
1627|Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €5,560,000.00
1628|public Lighting €800,000.00
1629]Maintenance & Management of Car Parking €856,000.00
1630} water Services
1631]s5 villages Sewerage Scheme DBO £10,480,000.00
1632]operation & Maintenance of Water Supply €3,154,000.00
1633 Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment €1,664,000.00
1634 Agency & Recoupable Services €545,000.00
1635 Development Management
1636 Development Management €682,000.00
1637|Economic Development & Promotion €590,000.00
1638|Envi | Services
1639]Fire Station Lanesboro €1,056,000.00
1640]itter Manaegment €550,000.00
1641]street Cleaning €552,000.00
1642 waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement €565,000.00
164 3] operation of Fire Service €2,010,000.00
1644]Recreation & Amenity
1645 Operation of Library & Archival Service €1,603,000.00
1646|Granard Library €854,000.00
164 7|Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1648]educational Support Services €502,000.00
1649 miscellaneous Services
1650]Administration of Rates €2,243,000.00
1651 |Local Representation/Civic Leadership €1,243,000.00
1652 Agency & Recoupable Services €814,000.00
1653
1654]Louth County Council
1655]Housing & Building
1656]Mell Phase 2 €3,600,000.00
1657|8 classroom Primary School at Ardee €2,800,000.00
1658| Mell Phase 1 (50 houses) €9,000,000.00
1659 Regeneration Works Scheme Coxs Demesne €8,400,000.00
1660] Moneymore Build to Lease - 5 CAS Units £€700,000.00
1661 Maintenance/improvement LA Housing €6,400,000.00
1662]Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer €700,000.00
1663]Housing Rent & TP Administration €900,000.00
1664 Housing Community Development Support €600,000.00
1665 Administration of Homeless Service €1,200,000.00
1666 Support to Housing Capital Programme €1,800,000.00
1667]RAS Programme €3,500,000.00
1668 Housing Loans Programme €1,500,000.00
1669]Housing Grants €1,700,000.00
1670|seafield Road €7,000,000.00
1671|Road, Transport & Safety
1672|pundalk Western Infrastructure Route €142,000,000.0
1673]cavan/Dundalk R178 €25,000,000.00
1674|N52 Mapastown Bridge €2,000,000.00
1675]N52 Stephenstown to M1 €6,000,000.00
1676|st Dominicks Bridge Refurbishment €500,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

1677

1678

1679

1680

1681

1682

1683

1684

1685

1686

1687

1688

1689

1690

1691

1692

1693

1694

1695

1696)

1697

1698

1699

1700

Hill Street Junction

VMS - Verbal Message Sign

Surface Water Scheme

Greenway Routes

Ash Walk to N52 - Ardee Master Plan

Ardee By Pass

N53 Barronstown to HBX

N2 Blakestown Cross

Drumleck to Castlebellingham

N52 Realignment Design & Construction
Narrow Water Bridge Project

Port Access Northern Cross Route
Greenway Cycle Route

Bellurgan Embankment Improvement Works
NS Road - Maintenance & Improvement
Regional Roads - Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road - Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Traffic Management Improvement

Road Safety Engineering Improvement
Maintenance & Management of Car Parking
Support to Roads Capital Programme
Agency & Recoupable

Post Primary School Ballymakenny New Build

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€1,200,000.00
€500,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€4,500,000.00
€800,000.00

€2,600,000.00
€1,700,000.00

€5-€20m

€12,900,000.00

€20m plus

€700,000.00
€2,000,000.00
€56,400,000.00
€50,000,000.00
€900,000.00
€2,300,000.00

€12,200,000.00

€600,000.00
€2,700,000.00
€9,300,000.00
€1,900,000.00
€500,000.00
€700,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€500,000.00
€800,000.00

1701

Water Services

1702

1703

1704

1705

1706

Water Conservation Phase 3

Water Supply

Waste Water Treatment

Ccollection of Water & Waste Water Charges
Support to Water Capital Programme

€2,700,000.00

€4,100,000.00
€2,600,000.00
€500,000.00
£700,000.00

1707

Development Management

1708

1709

1710

1711

1712

1713

Forward Planning

Development Management Planning
Enforcement

Community & Enterprise Function
Unfinished Housing Estates
Economic Development & Promotion

€1,300,000.00
€1,700,000.00
€600,000.00
€700,000.00
€900,000.00
€3,100,000.00

1714

Envir | Services

1715

1716

1717

1718

1719

1720

1721

1722

1723

1724

Whiteriver Landfill Site - Development of Phase V

Landfill Renewable Energy Project & Ancillary Works
Landfill Operation & Aftercare

Operation & Maintenance of Recovery & Recycling Facilities
Litter Management

Street Cleaning

Waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement
Maintenance & upkeep of Burial Grounds

Operation of Fire Service

Water Quality, Air, Noise Pollution

€1,200,000.00
€3,000,000.00

€900,000.00
€500,000.00
€1,100,000.00
€1,700,000.00
€600,000.00
€700,000.00
€8,400,000.00
€1,100,000.00

1725

Recreation & Amenity

1726

1727

1728

1729

1730

Carlingford Library

Redevelopment of Sports Centre 2012
Operation of Library & Archival Service
Outdoor Leisure Areas Operations
Community Sports & Recreation Development

€1,100,000.00

€1,200,000.00

€3,100,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€1,100,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

1731

Operation of Arts Programme

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€1,800,000.00

1732

Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare

1733

1734

Veterinary Services
Educational Support Services

€600,000.00
€2,200,000.00

1735

Miscellaneous Services

1736

1737

1738

1739

1740

1741
1742

Profit & Loss Machinery Account
Administration of Rates

Local Representation/Civic Leadership
Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable

Mayo County Council

€1,300,000.00
€10,000,000.00
€1,400,000.00
€1,100,000.00
€3,600,000.00

1743

Housing & Building

1744

1745

1746

1747

1748

1749

1750

1751

1752

Foxford Housing VDP Scheme

Convent Site, Westport

Maintenance & Improvement of LA Housing
Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer
Support to Housing Capital Programme

RAS Programme

Housing Loans Programme

Housing Grants

CAS Clar ICH 36 houses at Mayfield Claremorris

€1,000,000.00
€4,000,000.00

€2,779,851.00

€506,070.00
€1,507,874.00
€6,539,985.00
€1,827,164.00
€2,992,347.00

€5,060,745.00

1753

Road, Transport & Safety

1754

1755

1756

1757

1758

1759

1760

1761

1762

1763

1764

1765

1766

1767

1768

1769

1770

1771

1772

1773

1774

1775

1776

1777

1778

1779

1780

1781

N60 Heathlawn

N26 Clonagullane Bridge

N59 Coolcran, Outskirts of Ballina

R311 Rehins Newport Rd Cast

R319 Tonragee, Achill Sound

N5/N26/N58 Turlough to Bohola

N5 Bohola to Westport Design

N59 Westport to Mulranny

N59 Improvements at Mulranny

N60 Balla/Claremorris Heathlawn

N60 C/Bar/Balla Realignment

N84 Pavement Works Hundred Acres, Shrule
N84 Thomastown

Rossow Bends

Monasteries on the Moy

CPO Land at Kilbride Swinford

NP Road Maintenance & Improvement

NS Road Maintenance & Improvement
Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Maintenance & Management of Car Parking
Support to Roads Capital Programme
Agency & Recoupable Services

R335 Bunowen Bridge Louisburgh

N59 Bangor Sth Pave Repair Overlay

N59 Carrowkill to Dooleeg

Mulranny to Bellaveeny Rehab

€800,000.00

€5,000,000.00
€10,000,000.00

€513,830.00
€1,453,733.00
€1,211,674.00
€7,234,127.00
€5,518,629.00
€1,007,916.00
€1,161,636.00
€481,074.00
€409,442.00
€589,586.00
€907,468.00
€138,653.00
€514,927.00

€1,072,474.00
€1,320,729.00
€6,276,140.00
€21,815,080.00
€1,590,838.00
€1,038,809.00
€1,856,573.00
€1,248,142.00

€666,033.00
€504,570.00
€967,454.00
€703,119.00

1782

Water Services

1783

1784

Rural Water DBO Bundle 1A
Capping of Cell 3A Rathrooeen Contract No.8

€500,000.00

€5,500,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1785]killala Sewage Scheme €1,711,122.00
1786]GWsS Treatment DBO €38,260,393.00
1787|wp4 - Ballyheane, Taugheen, Ballycastle-Rehab st3WC €931,585.00
1788]DB0 enabling/Advance works €6,410,106.00
1789]cT2 Bna & Knockmore + WPS Kiltimagh Rehab €1,749,268.00
1790]Lough Mask Treatment Plant Upgrade €7,904,461.00
1791]LMRWSS Ext Ballinrobe to Kilmaine €785,782.00
1792]rishtown Gws €476,952.00
1793|sEPIL Development works €12,928,347.00
1794 construction of Cell No. 3B at Rathroeen €1,087,793.00
1795]0peration & Maintenance of Water Supply €9,131,814.00
1796]0peration & Maintenance of Waste Water Supply €5,608,868.00
1797|collection of Water & Waste Water Charges €1,109,484.00
1798]Admin of Group & Private Installations €4,295,012.00
1799 Support to Water Capital Programme €1,729,420.00
1800]Agency & Recoupable Services €544,209.00
1801]Gws Treatment DBO contract 1 €29,075,702.00
1802 Cong WS Extension €1,165,449.00
1803]LMRWSS - Kilmaine Rehab Works €597,215.00
1804]pe
1805]Forward Planning €566,890.00
1806 Development Management €2,474,600.00
1807]€enforcement €514,246.00
1808| Community & Enterprise Function €1,604,896.00
1809]Economic Development & Promotion €2,979,412.00
1810]smt Travel - Greenways 2014 €858,079.00
181 1]Environmental Services
181 2] coastal Protection at Carrowholly €800,000.00
1813 Operation, Maintenance and Aftercare of Landfill €4,283,349.00
1814]Litter Management €643,570.00
1815]street Cleaning €1,211,070.00
1816]Maintenance & Upkeep of Burial Grounds €629,910.00
1817 Safety of Structures & Places €593,802.00
1818 Operation of Fire Service €5,207,318.00
1819]Fire Prevention €589,606.00
1820 water Quality, Air & Noise Pollution €988,849.00
1821]Agency & Recoupable Services €5,840,482.00
1822]Recreation & Amenity
182 3|castlebar Pool & Outdoor Pursuits Academy €11,000,000.00
1824]sEAI Frenchport Pier Project €8,000,000.00
1825]Riverwalk Castlebar €1,099,470.00
1826 Greenway Castlebar to Islandeady Link €774,898.00
1827]Greenway Castlebar to Turlough €837,509.00
1828]operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities €2,669,120.00
1829 Operation of Library & Archival Service €3,026,475.00
1830 Operation, Maintenance & Improvement of Outdoor Leisure Areas €1,930,210.00
183 1] community Sport & Recreational Development €1,182,382.00
1832 Operation of Arts Programme €1,871,177.00
1833 Operation & Maintenance of Piers & Harbours €537,931.00
1834]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1835]veterinary Service €873,941.00
1836|Educational Support Services €2,466,579.00
1837]miscellaneous Services
1838]spirit of Place Downpatrick Head €686,833.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

1839

1840

1841

1842

1843

1844

1845

1846

1847
1848

Acquisition of Volex Building

Profit & Loss Machinery Account
Profit & Loss Stores Account
Administration of Rates

Local Representation/Civic Leadership
Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable Services

Town Hall Westport

Meath County Council

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€630,046.00

€6,398,379.00
€1,725,795.00
€6,481,233.00
€1,896,637.00
€1,266,098.00
€4,703,549.00

€800,589.00

1849

Housing & Building

1850

1851

1852

1853

1854

1855

1856

1857

1858]

1859

1860

1861

1862

1863

1864

1865

1866

1867

Bettystown Phase 1 - 16 houses

Summerhill - 14 Houses

Athboy Phase 1 - 30 Houses

Kells - 40 Houses

St Francis Park - 10 Houses

Remedial Works - Townspark Navan

Tuath Housing Association, Knightsbridge, Trim - 6 Units
STEER Voluntary Housing Body, 24 Units Long term Lease
St Brigid's Villa's Navan - Refurbishment Scheme

Capital Assistance Scheme, North&East Housing Association, Carrick Street
Kells

Energy Upgrade 2013 Job Stimulus Phase 1
Develoopment of Private Sites at Carlanstown
Maintenance & Improvement LA Housing

Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin

Support to Housing Capital Programme

RAS Programme

Housng Loans Programme

Housing Grants

€4,000,000.00

€3,500,000.00

€7,700,000.00
€6,600,000.00
€7,800,000.00

€10,000,000.00
€1,530,000.00
€3,500,000.00
€750,000.00

€710,000.00
€2,800,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€5,390,000.00

€890,000.00
€2,380,000.00
€3,240,000.00
€2,150,000.00
€1,100,000.00

1868

Road, Transport & Safety

1869

1870

1871

1872

1873

1874

1875

1876

1877

1878

1879

1880

1881

1882

1883

1884

1885

1886

Traffic Calming Schemes Slane and Navan
Curtis's Cross Pavement Overlay

N2 Slane ByPass

N2 Thurstianstown Pavement Overlay

N51 Athboy Scheme 2012

N51 Dunmoe Realignment Phase 2

East-West Interconnector Project 2012 - Ratoath
Trim Navan Drogheda Cycleway Phase 1 & 2
Navan Cycle Network Development - Johnstown
Main Street Ashbourne Phase 1

NP Road - Maintenance & Improvement

NS Road - Maintenance & Improvement
Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement

Public Lighting

Maintenance & Management of Car Parking
Support to Roads Capital Programme

Agency & Recoupable Services

€2,140,000.00
€680,000.00
€50,000,000.00
€1,280,000.00
€2,190,000.00
€8,530,000.00
€1,030,000.00
€20,000,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€3,500,000.00

€720,000.00
€530,000.00
€8,130,000.00
€14,120,000.00
€2,240,000.00
€560,000.00
€1,380,000.00
€3,340,000.00

1887

Water Services

1888

1889

1890

1891

Navan & Mid Meath Water Supply
Ashbourne/Rathoath/Kilbride Sewerage Scheme
Oldcastle Sewerage Treatment Works

Major Grouped DBO 8 Scheme

€49,710,000.00
€16,560,000.00

€9,000,000.00
€69,300,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1892 optimisation of Aeration System at Navan Waste Water Treatment Plant €1,270,000.00
1893 Countywide Water Conservation Project €3,200,000.00
1894 water Supply €5,840,000.00
1895]waste Water Treatment €4,690,000.00
1896] collection of Waste Water Charges €770,000.00
1897 Support to Water Capital Programme €870,000.00
1898 Agency & Recoupable Services €520,000.00
1899 Development Management
1900]Rredevelopment of Civic Space Kennedy Road Navan €6,400,000.00
1901]Navan Town Park €2,000,000.00
1902]Forward Planning €840,000.00
1903]pevelopment Management - Planning €2,870,000.00
1904 Community & Enterprise Function €1,200,000.00
1905|Economic Development & Promotion €830,000.00
1906]Envir | Services
1907|Flood Relief Northlands Bettystown €500,000.00
1908 Acquisition of Burial Grounds €1,300,000.00
1909]street Cleaning €1,520,000.00
1910 waste Regs, Monitoring & Enforcement €3,390,000.00
1911 Safety of Structures & Places €530,000.00
1912 Operation of Fire Services €4,310,000.00
191 3] water Quality, Air, Noise Pollution €550,000.00
1914]Recreation & Amenity
1915 Operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities €1,120,000.00
1916]operation of Library & Archive Services €3,530,000.00
1917|outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €740,000.00
1918] Operation of Arts Programme €620,000.00
1919]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1920 Veterinary Services €720,000.00
1921 educational Support Services €1,740,000.00
1922]miscellaneous Services
192 3| Meath County Council Civic Headquarters €15,000,000.00
1924 Administration of Rates €6,600,000.00
1925|Local Representation/Civic Leadership €1,930,000.00
1926|Motor Taxation €1,550,000.00
1927]Agency & Recoupable Services €1,630,000.00
1928
1929] Monaghan County Council
1930]Housing & Building
1931]Latlurcan Glen & Close - 16 Houses €2,600,000.00
1932]purchase of Housing Stock €3,000,000.00
1933|curtain st Housing Development €1,680,000.00
1934 Mmaintenance/Impovement €2,060,000.00
1935]RrAS Programme €1,630,000.00
1936 Housing Loans Programme €780,000.00
1937]Housing Grants €1,470,000.00
1938|Road, Transport & Safety
1939]N2 Derryilan - Tullyvin R/B Surfacing €1,900,000.00
1940 Monaghan to Emyvale Phase 2 €5,500,000.00
1941 Monaghan to Emyvale Phase 3 €8,500,000.00
1942]Bends Mon - Emyvale Phase 4 €5,400,000.00
1943|N12 Tamlet Nth Mon area €1,900,000.00
1944|NP Road Maintenance & Improvement €610,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
1945 Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement €4,110,000.00
1946]Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €7,790,000.00
1947]public Lighting €750,000.00
1948 Agency & Recoupable Services €2,100,000.00
1949 water Services
1950 Repayment of HFA Water Services Loans €5,090,000.00
1951 ]operation & Maintenance of Water Supply €2,250,000.00
1952 Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment €2,020,000.00
1953|admin of Group & Private Water Installation €2,710,000.00
1954]pevel
1955]clones Erne East Blackwater - INTERREG €1,680,000.00
1956 Development Management €1,080,000.00
1957 Community & Enterprise Function €2,920,000.00
1958]Eeconomic Development & Promotion €1,410,000.00
1959]Agency & Recoupable Services €750,000.00
1960]Eenvir | Services
1961 Operation Maintenance & Aftercare of Landfill €3,870,000.00
1962] operation of Fire Service €2,600,000.00
1963 water Quality, Air and Noise Pollution €860,000.00
1964]Recreation & Amenity
1965|clones Erne East Sports Project €8,800,000.00
1966]0peration of Library & Archival Service €2,200,000.00
1967 Operation of Arts Programme €1,500,000.00
1968 Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
1969]Educational Support Services €830,000.00
1970]Miscellaneous Services
1971|Local Representation/Civic Leadership €1,180,000.00
1972 Motor Taxation €810,000.00
1973]Agency & Recoupable €4,010,000.00
1974
1975| offaly County Council
1976]Housing & Building
1977|Maintenance & Management of LA Housing €2,100,000.00
1978]Housing Rent & TP Admin €1,000,000.00
1979 Support to Housing Capital Programme €1,600,000.00
1980]RrAS Programme €2,600,000.00
1981]Housing Grants €800,000.00
1982]kylebeg Banagher €2,200,000.00
1983 Development of Lands at Clonminch €3,800,000.00
1984|Road, Transport & Safety
1985|Ns Road Maintenance & Improvement €3,000,000.00
1986]Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement €4,100,000.00
1987|Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €5,500,000.00
1988|water services
1989 water Supply €3,000,000.00
1990]waste Water Treatment €1,800,000.00
1991|admin of Group & Private Water Installation €800,000.00
1992|p
1993|Forward Planning €600,000.00
1994 Development Management €1,600,000.00
1995 Community & Enterprise Function €500,000.00
1996|Economic Development & Promotion €700,000.00
1997]Environmental Services
1998|Landfill Operation & Aftercare €900,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

1999

2000

2001

Provision of Waste Collection
Waste, Regs, Monitoring & Enforcement
Operation of Fire Service

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€1,000,000.00

€500,000.00
€2,700,000.00

2002

Recreation & Amenity

2003

2004

2005

Operation of llbrary & Archival Service
Operation of Arts Programme
Clara Swimming Pool Refurb/Upgrade

€1,100,000.00

€2,100,000.00
€600,000.00

2006,

Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare

2007,

Educational Support Services

€900,000.00

2008

Miscellaneous Services

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015
2016

Birr Active Travel

Profit/Loss Machinery Account
Administration of Rates

Local Representation/Civic Leadership
Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable Services

County Council

€1,500,000.00

€800,000.00
€4,200,000.00
€1,200,000.00

€700,000.00
€1,100,000.00

2017,

Housing & Building

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

Support to Housing Capital Programme
Maintenance/Improvement of LA Housing
Voluntary Housing Scheme Croghan
Roscara Housing Association

Voluntary Housing at the Maples, Lisroyne
Construction of Houses at Torpanbeg

RAS Programme

Housing Loans Programme

Housing Grants

€8,145,000.00

€2,326,000.00
€652,000.00
€625,000.00
€804,000.00

€1,768,000.00

€2,875,000.00

€582,000.00

2027,

Road, Transport & Safety

2028

2029

2030

2031

2032

2033

2034

2035

2036

2037,

2038

2039

2040

2041

NP Road - Maintenance & Improvement
NS Road - Maintenance & Improvement
N61 Rathallen/Treanargy

N60

Regional Roads - Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road - Maintenance & Impovement
Old Tuam Road Development Works
Road Widening Monksland

Public Lighting

Road Safety Engineering Improvement
N5 Ballaghaderreen ByPass

N5 Ballaghaderreen to Longford

N60 Oran

N61 Coolteige Phase 1 Realiognment

€9,416,000.00
€1,310,000.00

€1,075,000.00
€1,044,000.00

€51,047,000.00
€210,000,000.00
€9,275,000.00
€9,743,000.00

€606,000.00
€768,000.00

€4,812,000.00
€10,207,000.00

€763,000.00
€733,000.00

2042

Water Services

2043

2044

2045

2046

2047

2048

2049

2050

2051

2052

Water Supply

North East TRSS

Four Regional Water Supply Schemes
West Roscommon Water Supply
Waste Water Treatment

Town & Village SS

Upgrade Cortober System

Subsidy to GWS & Administration
Capital Grants Group Schemes

Rural Water DBO

€4,062,000.00
€18,196,000.00
€1,124,000.00

€30,230,000.00
€954,000.00
€8,759,000.00
€5,011,000.00
€33,602,000.00

€448,000.00

€1,815,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

2053

2054

2055

2056

Rural Water Network Conservation
Support to Water Capital Programme
Agency & Recoupable Services

Local Authority Water & Sanitary Services

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€514,000.00
€604,000.00
€745,000.00

€605,000.00

2057,

Development Management

2058

2059

2060

2061

Forward Planning

Development Management

Planning Enforcement

Economic Development & Promotion

€1,386,000.00
€1,402,000.00
€619,000.00
€728,000.00

2062

Envir | Services

2063

2064

Recovery & Recycling Facilities Operations
Operation of Fire Service

€699,000.00
€2,728,000.00

2065

Recreation & Amenity

2066)

2067,

2068

2069

Leisure Facilities Operation

Operation of Library & Archive Services
Outdoor Leisure Areas Operations
Operation of Arts Programme

€750,000.00
€1,415,000.00
€569,000.00
€870,000.00

2070

Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare

2071

Educational Support Services

€1,414,000.00

2072

Miscellaneous Services

2073

2074

Administration of Rates
Local Representation/Civic Leadership

€3,347,000.00
€1,127,000.00

2075

Corporate

2076

2077,
2078

Corporate Headquarters

Sligo County Council

€14,596,000.00

2079

Housing & Building

2080

2081

2082

2083

2084

2085

2086

2087,

2088

2089

Housing Construction: Fr Flanagan Tce

CAS Scheme; Nazareth House

Housing Acquisitions

Cranmore Regeneration Masterplan
Maintenance/Improvement LA Housing

Support to Housing Capital Programme

RAS Programme

Housing Loans Programme

Housing Grants

Housing Const - 18 Houses Mopuntain View, Tubercurry

€3,300,000.00
€6,600,000.00
€500,000.00
€20,000,000.00

€2,700,000.00
€1,090,000.00
€3,410,000.00
€1,470,000.00

€790,000.00

€2,700,000.00

2090

Road, Transport & Safety

2091

2092

2093

2094

2095

2096

2097,

2098

2099

2100

2101

2102

2103

2104

2105

2106

N4 Cloonamahon - Castlebaldwin

N16 Gortnagrelly

Active Travel Towns

N4 Hughes Bridge Widening

Western Distributor Road

Eastern Garavogue River Bridge & Approach Roads
N17/R294 Roundabouts

N17 Thornhill Bridge

NP Road Maintenance & Improvement
Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement
Public Lighting

Road Safety Engineering & Improvement
Support to Roads Capital Programme

Agency & Recoupable Srevices

N4 Realignmnet - Ardloy

N59 Farranyharpy to Ballygreighan

€2,500,000.00

€100,000,000.0

€4,000,000.00
€3,000,000.00
€12,000,000.00
€18,000,000.00
€1,100,000.00
€500,000.00

€2,270,000.00
€3,800,000.00
€570,000.00
€510,000.00
€590,000.00
€1,850,000.00

€2,400,000.00
€9,900,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
2107]Water Services
2108 water Supply €3,580,000.00
2109]|waste Water Treatment €940,000.00
2110 Agency & Recoupable Srevices €640,000.00
2111 Development Management
2112]Forward Planning €700,000.00
2113 Development Management €900,000.00
2114]Enforcement €600,000.00
2115 Community & Enterprise Function €600,000.00
2116|Economic Development & Promotion €1,100,000.00
2117]environmental Services
2118|Remedial Works on Structures in Graveyards €750,000.00
2119]street Cleaning €600,000.00
2120 Operation of Fire Services
2121]Ballymote Fire Station €1,300,000.00
2122]Recreation & Amenity
2123 Operation of Library & Archival Service €2,000,000.00
2124]outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €700,000.00
2125 Operation of Arts Programme €800,000.00
212 6| Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
2127|Educational Support Services €700,000.00
2128]Mmiscellaneous Services
2129]Border Uplands Project ICBAN €600,000.00
2130 PEACE Il Phase 2 €2,400,000.00
2131]profit & Loss Machinery Account €2,060,000.00
2132 Administration of Rates €3,830,000.00
2133]Local Representation/Civic Leadership €2,020,000.00
2134]Motor Taxation €990,000.00
2135
2136|Ssouth Dublin County Council
2137|Housing & Building
2138]st Marks Clondalkin €2,400,000.00
2139]suncroft Infill Scheme €2,200,000.00
2140]Redevelopment of Belgard Road €600,000.00
2141 maintenance & Management of LA Housing €14,500,000.00
2142 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase €2,100,000.00
2143 Housing Community Development Support €4,900,000.00
2144] Administration of Homeless Service €1,900,000.00
2145]support to Housing Capital & Affordable Programme €4,700,000.00
2146]RAs Programme €22,600,000.00
2147|Housing Loans €2,600,000.00
2148]Housing Grants €2,000,000.00
2149]window/Door Replacement 2014 €500,000.00
2150]€nergy Efficiency 2014 €1,700,000.00
2151]cluid Adamstown €500,000.00
2152]bublin Simon Community Rosse Court €800,000.00
2153|Road, Transport & Safety
2154]Ns Road Maintenance & Improvement €600,000.00
2155 Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement €2,600,000.00
2156]Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €11,900,000.00
2157]public Lighting €4,900,000.00
2158 Traffic Management Improvement €2,100,000.00
2159]Road Safety Engineering Improvement €1,500,000.00
2160]Rroad Safety Promotion/Education €1,400,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
2161 Maintenance & Management of CarParking €900,000.00
2162]support to Roads Capital Programme €1,600,000.00
2163]Tallaght - Templeogue Cycle Route €3,000,000.00
2164]willsbrook Road Cycle Track €3,700,000.00
2165]Vvillage Initiatives 2014/2016 €5,000,000.00
2166]Pedestrian & Cyclebridge at Dodder Valley €1,600,000.00
2167|River Dodder Cycle & Pedestrian Route (Dodder) €2,400,000.00
2168|st Enda/Grange Rd to Loreto Park/Nutgrove €1,700,000.00
2169]Tallaght - Ballyboden Walking & Cycling Route €2,200,000.00
2170]N4 to City Cycle Scheme €6,000,000.00
2171]Tallaght to Liffey Valley Cycle Scheme €3,700,000.00
2172]Green School Cluster €600,000.00
2173]Grange Castle Central Carriageway €3,200,000.00
2174 Multimodal Access to Basketball Arena €1,100,000.00
2175]water services
2176]0peration & Maintenance of Water Supply €4,400,000.00
2177 Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment €3,900,000.00
2178]collection of Water & Waste Water Charges €500,000.00
2179 Support to Water Capital Programme €600,000.00
2180]LA Water & Sanitary Services €2,400,000.00
2181 Development Management
2182]Tourism Strategy Fund €500,000.00
2183|Forward Planning €2,900,000.00
2184 Development Management €2,600,000.00
2185]Eenforcement €900,000.00
2186]Building Control €700,000.00
2187 Operation, Maintenance of Industrial Sites & Commercial €1,200,000.00
2188]Tourism Development & Promotion €700,000.00
2189 Community & Enterprise Function €1,100,000.00
2190]€economic Development & Promotion €2,700,000.00
2191 Property Management €1,500,000.00
2192]€envir | Services
2193]Pavillions Programme €600,000.00
2194]operation, Maintenance & Aftercare of Landfill €8,100,000.00
2195]0peration & Maintenance of Recovery & Recycling Facilities €2,300,000.00
2196 Operation & Maintenance of Waste to Energy Facilities €800,000.00
2197]Provision of Waste to Collection Services €2,000,000.00
2198]Litter Management €1,400,000.00
2199]street Cleaning €5,800,000.00
2200]waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement €1,000,000.00
2201]maintenance & Upkeep of Burial Grounds €1,400,000.00
2202 Safety of Structures & Places €500,000.00
2203]0peration of Fire Service €1,780,000.00
2204 Operation, Maintenance & Improvement of Outdoor Leisure Areas €12,700,000.00
2205|Recreation & Amenity
2206|North Clondalkin Library €3,700,000.00
2207 Operation & Maintenance of Leisure Facilities €1,700,000.00
2208] community Sport & Recreational Development €8,000,000.00
2209]Playground Development €1,800,000.00
2210 Operation of library & Archival Service €9,400,000.00
2211 Operation of Arts Programme €1,400,000.00
2212]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
2213 veterinary Service €1,600,000.00
2214]Educational Support Services €2,100,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure

being considered

Current

Capital

2215

Miscellaneous Services

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

2216

2217

2218

2219
2220

Administration of Rates
Franchise Costs
Local Representation/Civic Leadership

Tipperary County Council

€25,000,000.00
€600,000.00
€1,100,000.00

2221

Housing & Building

2222

2223

2224

2225

2226

2227

2228

2229

2230

2231

2232

2233

2234

2235

2236

2237

2238

6 Houses at Cabragh Bridge Thurles

10 Houses Glencarrick Roscrea
Redevelopment of Carrick MD Offices
Window Replacement County Hall 2012
Energy Efficiency Works LA hses South Tipp
Housing Acquisitions Recoupables (11 Hses Thurles)
Maintenance & Improvement

Housing Assessment

Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Admin
Community Development & Support
Homeless Service

Support to Capital Programme

RAS

Housing Loans

Housing Grants

Suir Island Acquisition and Development
New Offices Tipperary Town

€800,000.00
€1,600,000.00
€3,300,000.00

€600,000.00
€600,000.00
€1,300,000.00

€900,000.00

€5,900,000.00
€900,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€600,000.00
€500,000.00
€2,200,000.00
€9,800,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€1,500,000.00

€6,000,000.00

2239

Road, Transport & Safety

2240

2241

2242

2243

2244

2245

2246

2247

2248

2249

2250

2251

2252

2253

2254

2255

2256

2257

2258

2259

2260

2261

2262

2263

N24 Knockacurra Pavement Reconstruction
Active Travel Towns Thurles

Cycle Lanes Clonmel

Development of Ormond Castle Bus Carpark Carrick
Pavement Strengthening Tipp Town Davitt Street
Active Travel Towns Clonmel

Arrigans Boreen Realignment 2015

Ballyhusty Realignment

Thurles Relief Road

Road Realignment at Latteragh

Congar Ballyluskey Realign NTCC

Lismalin Bridge

Gaulross Pavement Strengthening 2014

Traffic Calm N74 Thomastown Southtipp
Borrisokane Suurface Water Drainage Scheme
N65 Lehinch Pavement Strengthening & Stabilisation
Clonmel to Carrick-on-Suir Greenway

NP Road Maintenance & Improvement

NS Road Maintenance & Improvement

Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & Improvement

Public Lighting

Car Parking

Agency & Recoupable

€500,000.00
€500,000.00
€600,000.00
€700,000.00
€800,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€1,600,000.00
€2,800,000.00
€5,000,000.00

€8,000,000.00

€500,000.00
€600,000.00
€600,000.00
€800,000.00
€900,000.00
€900,000.00
€1,900,000.00

€1,100,000.00
€900,000.00
€9,500,000.00
€21,900,000.00
€2,200,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€1,200,000.00

2264

Water Services

2265

2266

2267

Fethard Mullanbawn Spring Upgrade Works
Clonmel Regional Water Supply Scheme North Reservoir

Ardfinnan/Burncourt Ballylooby Springs and Drumroe and Kilroe Reservoirs

€800,000.00
€2,000,000.00

€2,000,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
2268|Clonmel Regional Water Supply Scheme Watermain & Borehole Graigue €2,100,000.00
2269 Nenagh Water Main Rehabilitation & Nenagh S$ Advanced Network Works €3,500,000.00
2270 Nenagh Wastewater Treatment Plant & Network €4,000,000.00
2271]Thurles RWSS Contract No.2 DBO €12,300,000.00
2272 Water Conservation Phase 3-Fethard Southipp €4,600,000.00
2273]Burncourt & Fethard Water Treatment Plants €12,400,000.00
2274]Thurles RWSS Contracts No 1 €13,800,000.00
2275 Water Supply €8,600,000.00
2276|Waste Water Treatment €4,100,000.00
227 7]Collection of Water & Waste Water Charges €900,000.00
2278 Admin of Group & Private Installations €700,000.00
2279]support to Water Capital Programme €1,000,000.00
2280 Local Authority & Sanitary Services €500,000.00
2281]Newport Water Supply Scheme Stage 2 €7,000,000.00
2282 Development Management
2283]auestem Development €3,000,000.00
2284|Forward Planning €1,100,000.00
2285 Development Management €2,100,000.00
2286]Enforcement €1,300,000.00
2287 Community & Enterprise €1,300,000.00
2288 Economic Development & Promotion €1,700,000.00
2289 Heritage & Conservation Services €600,000.00
2290]Agency & Recoupable €700,000.00
2291 ]Envir | Services
2292]Donohill Landfill Rehabilitation €500,000.00
2293]Rathcabbin Vermicomposting Site Clearance €2,000,000.00
2294|Refurbishment of Templemore Fire Station €900,000.00
2295] Landfill Operation & Aftercare €2,200,000.00
2296|Recovery & Recycling Facilities €900,000.00
2297|Litter Management €900,000.00
2298|street Cleaning €1,500,000.00
2299 Maintenance of Burial Grounds €1,400,000.00
2300 Safety of Structures & Places €700,000.00
2301 Operation of Fire Service €7,000,000.00
2302 water Quality, Air & Noise Pollution €700,000.00
2303 Agency & Recoupable €500,000.00
2304]Extension to Lisboney Burial Ground €1,200,000.00
2305]Recreation & Amenity
2306] Leisure Facilities Operation €2,100,000.00
2307]0operation of Library & Archival Service €4,600,000.00
2308 outdoor Leisure Areas Operation €2,300,000.00
2309 Operation of Arts Programme €1,200,000.00
2310]Agency & Recoupable €1,100,000.00
2311]Thurles Town Park €2,000,000.00
2312]|Town Park & Leisure Centre Upgrade Nenagh €2,200,000.00
2313]|Refurbishment and extension to the library HQ at Castle Avenue €3,000,000.00
2314 Library Square Enhancement €4,000,000.00
2315]Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
2316|veterinary Service €1,200,000.00
2317]Educational Support Services €2,100,000.00
23 18] Miscellaneous Services
2319]John Higgins Site €500,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
2320 Acquisition & Development of Kickham Barracks Clonmel €2,500,000.00
2321]Property Purchase at Roscrea Business Park €500,000.00
232 2] clonmel Chamber/Cust Service Desk Works €600,000.00
232 3] Administration of Rates €5,000,000.00
2324]Franchise Costs €500,000.00
2325]Local Representation/Civic Leadership €3,200,000.00
2326 Motor Taxation €1,600,000.00
2327 Agency & Recoupable Services €4,700,000.00
2328
2329|waterford City & County Council
2330]Housing & Building
2331]|Development of 20 Houses Ballinroad €3,000,000.00
2332 Development of 16 Units Dungarvam €2,200,000.00
2333]Respond St John's College €9,500,000.00
2334]vacant House Programmes €1,800,000.00
2335} window/Door Replacement Programme €1,300,000.00
2336|chairman's Arch New Build €2,600,000.00
2337]Housing Energy Efficiency Scheme €1,500,000.00
2338 Housing Construction Former Cinema Site Dungravan €2,200,000.00
2339]Mmaintenance & Improvement of LA Housing €5,100,000.00
2340 Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer €600,000.00
2341 Housing Rent & Tenant Purchase Administration €900,000.00
2342 Housing Community Development Support €600,000.00
2343 Administration of Homeless Service €1,700,000.00
2344 Support to Housing Capital Programme €1,800,000.00
2345]RAS Programme €5,500,000.00
2346 Housing Loans Programme €2,800,000.00
2347|Housing Grants €1,700,000.00
2348|Road, Transport & Safety
2349 Dungarvan Town Centre Public Realm €3,000,000.00
2350]Procurement National/Reg Winter Maintenance Rock Salt €14,000,000.00
2351]sustainable Transport Projects €7,400,000.00
2352]|Northern Inductrial Estate Roundabout €600,000.00
2353]Greenway €10,700,000.00
2354|NP Road Maintenance & Improvement €600,000.00
2355]Ns Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,000,000.00
2356 Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement €4,800,000.00
2357|Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €14,800,000.00
2358|Public Lighting €2,000,000.00
2359]raffic Management Improvement €600,000.00
2360]Road Safety Engineering Improvement €900,000.00
2361]car parking €1,300,000.00
2362]Agency & Recoupable Services €4,200,000.00
2363]Abbeyside Waterfront Development €700,000.00
2364]Airport cPO €600,000.00
2365]water services
2366]|water Supply €8,000,000.00
2367|Waste Water Treatment €2,600,000.00
2368 Support to Water Capital Programme €1,800,000.00
2369]Agency & Recoupable Services €1,400,000.00
2370]waterford City Flood Alleviation Scheme €16,200,000.00
2371 water Conservation Stage 3 €600,000.00
2372 Water Services Electrical Upgrade Works €500,000.00

2373

D.




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
2374 Development Management €1,900,000.00
2375]Tourism Development & Promotion €1,000,000.00
2376 Community & Enterprise Function €1,000,000.00
2377]Economic Development & Promotion €2,500,000.00
2378 Heritage & Conservation Services €1,100,000.00
2379)Viking Triangle Phase 2 €2,000,000.00
2380]€environmental Services
2381|Recovery & Recycling Facilities Operations €900,000.00
2382]Provision of Waste to Collection Services €3,500,000.00
2383|street Cleaning €3,200,000.00
2384 waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement €500,000.00
2385]safety of Structures & Places €800,000.00
2386 Operation of Fire Service
2387|Fire Station Kilbarry 2007 €8,000,000.00
2388|Recreation & Amenity
2389]Leisure Facilities Operations €600,000.00
2390 Operation of Library & Archival Service €3,800,000.00
2391]outdoor Leisure Areas Operations €1,800,000.00
2392] community Sport & Recreational Development €1,100,000.00
2393 Operation of Arts Programme €2,300,000.00
2394 Agency & Recoupable Services €1,000,000.00
2395]sports Hall/Library Campus NW Suburbs €5,500,000.00
2396 Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
2397|Coastal Protection €2,400,000.00
2398|Veterinary Service €700,000.00
2399]€educational Support Services €1,000,000.00
2400]Holy Ghost Building Project €2,800,000.00
2401]miscellaneous Services
2402]profit & Loss Machinery Account €500,000.00
2403 Administration of Rates €6,200,000.00
2404]Local Representation/Civic Leadership €1,800,000.00
2405 Motor Taxation €1,300,000.00

2406

2407

h County Council

2408

Housing & Building

2409

2410

2411

2412

2413

2414

2415

2416

2417

House Const. Estates

Energy Efficiency Measures 2014

Ennell Court Development 2012 - 2014
Maintenance & Improvement of LA Housing
Administration of Homeless Service

RAS Programme & Longterm Leasing
Housing Loans

Housing Grants

Completion of Unfinished Housing Estates

€4,200,000.00

€900,000.00
€900,000.00

€1,200,000.00

€1,400,000.00

€800,000.00
€3,700,000.00
€1,300,000.00
€1,100,000.00

241 8|Energy Efficiency Programme Phase 1 €1,000,000.00
2419|Road, Transport & Safety

2420|Ns Road Improvement Works €2,300,000.00

2421 Kinnegad Roundabout €500,000.00

242 2| church Street Enhancement Scheme €3,000,000.00

2423 Cycleway Bridge Across the Shannon, Athlone €4,000,000.00

2424

2425

2426

2427

N4 The Downs Grade Separation
N6 Phase | Kinnegad to Kilbeggan
Kinnegad/Enfield

SG Garrycastle Bridge

€19,200,000.00
€223,300,000.00
€62,500,000.00
€5,100,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

2428

2429

2430

2431

2432

2433

2434

2435

2436

2437

2438

2439

2440

2441

2442

2443

2444

2445

2446

2447

2448

2449

2450

2451

N6 Phase Il Kilbeggan to Athlone

N52 Carrick Bridge to Clonfad

Athlone ByPass Overlay & Rehabilitation
N52 Rathconnell to Macetown Realignmnet
N4 Strengthening Leinster Bridges

N52 Killynan Pavement Overlay

NRDO Salaries & Staff Costs

Meath Border to Mullingar Cycleway
Mullingar to Longford Border Cycleway
Mullingar - Athlone Railway Cycleway

N52 Killynan Nth Pavement Overlay
Ardmore Road School and Accommodation Works
Railway Field Road, Athlone

NS Road Maintenance & Improvement Works
Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement
Local Road Maintenance & improvement
Public Lighting

Support to Roads Capital Programme
Athlone ByPass Junction Upgrade
McKneads/Kinnegad N4 WH

Clonmore Link Road & Bridge

Robinstown Link Road

O'Connell Street Car Park

Main Street Regeneration Scheme

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€241,500,000.00
€17,600,000.00
€10,000,000.00
€5,000,000.00
€1,700,000.00
€500,000.00

€1,900,000.00
€700,000.00
€7,000,000.00
€500,000.00
€5,500,000.00
€8,000,000.00

€1,700,000.00

€1,300,000.00
€2,900,000.00
€5,500,000.00
€1,200,000.00

€800,000.00

€2,900,000.00
€27,400,000.00
€14,800,000.00
€5,800,000.00
€900,000.00
€1,100,000.00

2452

Water Services

2453

2454

2455

2456

2457

2458

2459

2460

2461

2462

2463

2464

2465

Mains Rehabilitation Mullingar ERDF
Athlone Sewerage Scheme Phase 1
Portloman WTP O & M Contract

Lough Owel Abstraction/Royal Canal

Mains Rehabilitation Athlone ERDF
Ballykeeran/Glasson/Coosan SS

Mullingar Sewerage Improvement Scheme
Water Supply

Waste Water Treatment

Water Metering Project Inst of Bulk Meters
Serviced Land Initiative Rochfortbridge
Mains Rehab Gaybrook/Miltownpass/Lynn Cross
Mains Rehabilitation Coosan

€3,100,000.00
€4,000,000.00
€1,800,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€800,000.00
€10,300,000.00
€51,500,000.00

€1,400,000.00
€1,300,000.00

€2,200,000.00
€8,300,000.00
€2,200,000.00
€1,100,000.00

2466

Development Management

2467

2468

2469

2470

Mullingar Cycleways

Public Realm & Enhancement Mullingar
Economic Development & Promotion
Enforcement

€1,600,000.00
€3,000,000.00

€900,000.00
€500,000.00

2471

Envir | Services

2472

2473

2474

2475

2476

2477

2478

2479

Compulsory Purchase Marlinstown Landfill
Marlinstown Landfill Remediation

Fire Service Equipment Replacement & Upgrade
Litter Management

Street Cleaning

Safety of Structures & Places

Operation of Fire Service

Cornamagh LAP Infrastructural Work

€700,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€5,000,000.00

€800,000.00
€800,000.00
€500,000.00
€2,800,000.00

€2,100,000.00

2480

Recreation & Amenity

2481

Waterfront Projects Athlone

€1,000,000.00




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

2482

2483

2484

2485

2486

2487

Athlone Regional Sports Centre
Regional Leisure Facility Robinstown
Leisure Facilities Operations
Operation of Library & Archival Service
Outdoor Leisure Areas Operations
Operation of Arts Programme

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€2,000,000.00
€20,000,000.00

€1,400,000.00
€1,600,000.00
€800,000.00
€800,000.00

2488

Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare

2489

Educational Support Services

€800,000.00

2490

Miscellaneous Services

2491

2492

2493

2494

2495

2496

2497

2498

2499

Profit & Loss Machinery Account

Jack McCormack Project

Castle Development

Administration of Rates

Local Representation & Civic Leadership
Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable Services

Burgess Park Development
Construction of Art Gallery

€800,000.00
€4,300,000.00

€2,200,000.00

€3,700,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€500,000.00
€1,600,000.00

€500,000.00
€4,200,000.00

2500

Central Charges

2501

2502

2503

2504

2505

2506

2507

2508
2509

Corporate Buidling Costs

General Corporate Services

Information & Communication Technology
Human Resource Function

Finance Function

Pensions & Lump Sum Costs

Municipal Districts

Wexford County Council

€1,400,000.00
€700,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€600,000.00
€900,000.00
€4,000,000.00
€1,400,000.00

2510

Housing & Building

2511

2512

2513

2514

2515

2516

2517

2518

2519

2520

2521

2522

2523

2524

2525

2526

2527

2528

2529

2530

2531

Improvements to LA Housing

Purchase of Land for Future Housing
Taghmon (16 Houses) new build

Ard Aoibhinn Capital Assistance Scheme
Special Needs Accommodation Programme
8 House Scheme Shana Court
Voids/Preletting Programme

Special Needs (9 house) Ballyowen Gorey
Capital Assistance Programme Rathangan
House Purchases

Energy Efficiency 2014

Sheltered Housing at Killanerin

10 units at Riverchapel

Maintenance & Improvement of LA Housing
Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer
Housing Rent & TP Administration

Housing Community Development Support
Support to Housing Capital Programme
RAS Programme

Housing Loans Programme

Housing Grants

€3,000,000.00
€2,200,000.00
€1,800,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€1,200,000.00
€1,200,000.00

€900,000.00

€6,000,000.00

€2,300,000.00
€1,300,000.00
€600,000.00
€600,000.00

€5,200,000.00
€1,000,000.00

€800,000.00

€600,000.00
€2,100,000.00
€5,800,000.00
€1,900,000.00
€2,000,000.00

2532

Road, Transport & Safety

2533

2534

2535

Gorey to Enniscorthy Residual Network (2015)
New Ross By Pass Residual Network (2015)
N11 Enniscorthy By Pass (Land &Ass Costs)

€3,400,000.00
€2,400,000.00

€58,500,000.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
2536]New Ross By Pass (Land & Ass Costs) €27,000,000.00
2537|Gorey to Enniscorthy Residual Network (2014) €3,600,000.00
2538 New Ross By Pass Residual Network (2014) €2,300,000.00
2539]Active Town Travel Scheme €600,000.00
2540|NP Road Maintenance & Improvement €1,400,000.00
2541 |Regional Roads Maintenance & Improvement €2,800,000.00
2542]Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €19,400,000.00
2543]public Lighting €1,400,000.00
2544 maintenance & Management of Car Parking €1,200,000.00
2545] Agency & Recoupable Services €900,000.00
2546]water services
2547 Wexford Village Sewerage Schemes €10,000,000.00
2548|Enniscorthy SS - Network €5,500,000.00
2549|Fethard on Sea €5,000,000.00
2550]minor Capital Works & Programme €2,500,000.00
2551} water Conservation Phase 3 €2,000,000.00
2552|New Ross WS - Upgrade to WTP €1,200,000.00
2553 Enniscorthy & Sow RWSS €1,000,000.00
2554 Enniscorthy Flood Relief & New Bridge €35,000,000.00
2555]Enniscorthy SS - DBO €10,600,000.00
2556]Gorey Regional Water Supply €7,000,000.00
2557]Pipeline Rehabilitation €2,000,000.00
2558 water supply €5,400,000.00
2559 waste Water Treatment €2,300,000.00
2560] collection of Water/Waste Water Charges €900,000.00
2561]Admin of Group & Private Water Installation €800,000.00
2562 Support to Water Capital Programme €1,700,000.00
2563 collection System Extension €7,500,000.00
2564 Development Management
2565]Forward Planning €800,000.00
2566]Development Management - Planning €2,100,000.00
2567 Planning Enforcement €1,000,000.00
2568 Community & Enterprise Function €900,000.00
2569]Economic Development & Promotion €2,100,000.00
2570]€environmental Services
2571]General Harbour Improvements €4,500,000.00
2572 coastal Protection Works €2,300,000.00
2573]Holmestown Landfill - Capping €800,000.00
2574]courtown Harbour Works €1,200,000.00
2575]Landfill Operation & Aftercare €2,700,000.00
2576|Recovery & Recycling Facilities €1,000,000.00
2577|Litter Management €600,000.00
2578|street Cleaning €1,600,000.00
2579]Waste Regs, Monitoring & Enforcement €600,000.00
2580 Safety of Structures & Places €900,000.00
2581 |operation of Fire Service €3,900,000.00
2582 water Quality, Air, Noise Pollution €700,000.00
2583 Operation of Piers & Harbours €700,000.00
2584|Recreation & Amenity
2585 Operation of Library & Archival Service €3,800,000.00
2586]0utdoor Leisure Areas Operations €1,400,000.00
2587 community, Sports & Recreation Development €900,000.00
2588 Operation of Arts Programme €600,000.00
2589 Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare




B

C

D

Local Authority

Expenditure being considered

Current

Capital

2590

2591

Veterinary Services
Educational Support Services

>€0.5m

Capital Grant
Schemes > €0.5m

€0.5-€5m

€5-€20m

€20m plus

€600,000.00

€2,000,000.00

2592

Miscellaneous Services

2593

2594

2595

2596

2597

2598

2599

2600

2601

2602

Gorey Incubation Centre

Riverchapel Community Complex
Profit/Loss Stores Account
Administration of Rates

Operation of Markets & Casual Trading
Local Representation/Civic Leadership
Motor Taxation

Agency & Recoupable Services

Wicklow County Council

€500,000.00

€600,000.00

€700,000.00
€3,100,000.00
€2,700,000.00
€1,500,000.00
€1,700,000.00
€4,400,000.00

2603

Housing & Building

2604

2605

2606,

2607

2608

2609

2610

2611

2612

2613

2614

2615

2616

2617

2618

2619

2620

2621

2622

2623

2624

2625

2626

2627

2628

2629

2630

2631

2632

2633

2634

2635

2636

2637

Avondale Business Park

Dunlavin Industrial Park

Baltinglass Industrial Park

Kish Lands Arklow

Wicklow County Campus - Infrastructural Work
Housing Const. Brewery Bends Rathdrum
Housing Const. Mountain View Blessington
Housing Const. Sutton Villas

Housng Const. Scouts Den Blessington
Housing Const. Farrankelly Greystones
Housing Const. Ballinahinch Ashford
Housing Const. Three Trouts Greystones
Housing Const. Emoclew Road Arklow
Housing Acquisition Programme

Housing Const. Whitehall Baltinglass
Housing Const. Carrigoona Bray

Housing Const. Dunlavin

Housing Const. Murphys Site Bray

Housing Const. Sheephouse Arklow
Housing Const. Lott Lane Kilcoole

Housing Const. Convent Lands Wicklow
Glending Remediation Scheme

Energy Efficiency - Fabric Upgrade Works
Pre-letting Repairs

Housing Adaptation Grant Scheme

Cedar Court, Bray

Oldcourt Energy Efficiency Works Bray
Maintenance & Improvement LA housing units
Housing Assessment, Allocation & Transfer
Housing Rent Tenant Purchase Admin
Support to Housing Capital & Affordable Housing
RAS Programme

Housing Loans

Energy Upgrade Works Sycamore Drive

€2,500,000.00
€2,000,000.00
€1,000,000.00
€2,000,000.00
€3,200,000.00
€3,200,000.00

€900,000.00

€900,000.00
€3,900,000.00
€2,700,000.00
€2,800,000.00
€4,000,000.00
€2,800,000.00
€4,000,000.00

€5,000,000.00
€5,000,000.00

€8,500,000.00

€14,700,000.00
€8,600,000.00
€9,200,000.00
€13,600,000.00

€4,950,000.00
€2,900,000.00
€1,021,084.00

€756,041.00
€4,802,927.00
€4,853,539.00

€5,020,922.00
€583,343.00
€861,397.00
€1,170,945.00
€5,635,979.00
€961,530.00

€537,322.00

2638

Road, Transport & Safety

2639

2640

2641

2642

2643

Knockroe Bed Reallignment
Newtownmountkennedy/Ballinabarny

N11 Ballynabarny/Arklow RIS

Wicklow Town Port Relief Road & Port Access
NS Road Maintenance & Improvement

€800,000.00

€192,286,935.00
€54,403,509.00
€65,000,000.00

€1,086,448.00




A B C D E F
3 |Local Authority Expenditure being considered
4 Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Grant €0.5-€5m €5-€20m €20m plus

5 Schemes > €0.5m
2644 Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement €6,042,780.00
2645]Local Road Maintenance & Improvement €9,320,266.00
2646]Public Lighting €1,881,989.00
2647|Traffic Management Improvement €2,431,247.00
2648 Maintenance & Management of Car Parking €1,118,710.00
2649]support to Roads Capital Prog. €648,972.00
2650]water services
2651 0operation & Maintenance of Water Supply €4,294,659.00
2652 Operation & Maintenance of Waste Water Treatment €2,922,602.00
2653 Support to Water Capital Programme €664,981.00
2654 Development Management
2655]Forward Planning €517,189.00
2656 Development Management €2,283,175.00
2657]enforcement €1,197,379.00
2658]Environmental Services
2659 Operation, Maintenance & Aftercare of Landfill €7,876,605.00
2660]0peration & Maintenance of Recovery & Recycling Facilities €1,444,885.00
2661]street Cleaning €1,152,507.00
2662|waste Regulations, Monitoring & Enforcement €1,013,266.00
2663]Maintenance & Upkeep of burial grounds €623,708.00
2664 0peration of Fire Service €5,200,855.00
2665]Recreation & Amenity
2666 Ballynagran Environmental Fund €1,055,000.00
266 7] Wicklow Library €5,000,000.00
2668|Arklow Library €5,800,000.00
2669]0peration of Library & Archive Service €2,840,445.00
2670 Operation, Maintenance & Improvement of Outdoor Leisure Areas €1,950,995.00
2671]community Sport & Recreational Development €582,404.00
2672 Operation of Arts Programme €675,184.00
2673]operation/Mai Piers & Harbours
2674]Avoca River (Arklow) Flood Relief Scheme €14,000,000.00
2675]River Dargle Flood Defence Scheme €46,000,000.00
2676|Agri/Educ/Health/Welfare
2677 Veterinary Service €767,681.00
2678|Educational Support Services €1,280,184.00
2679]industrial Development
2680]Industrial Sites Rathdrum €2,600,469.00
2681]Miscellaneous Services
2682]Administration of Rates €7,220,313.00
2683]Local Representation/Civic Leadership €1,485,820.00
2684] Motor Taxation €1,087,052.00
2685 Agency & Recoupable Services €5,269,071.00
2686|Machinery Yard €3,291,081.00
2687

2688




" APPENDIX 4

Checklists

PART i

. Carlow County Council
Cavan County Council
~ Clare County Council
Cork City Council
Cork County Council
Donegal County Council
_ " Dublin City Council
Din Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council
' Fingal County Council
Galway City Council
Galway County Council
Kerry County Council
Kitdare County Council
Kilkenny County Councit
Laois County Council






Carlow County Council

CHECKLIST 1 '_Gé'xiéifal"Oﬁfi_g'a'f'tién's not specific to §ﬁd_ivi_du_él p’rpjéﬁs[praéra'mme's

Self-

Compliance -

Discussion/Action .

Requiired

Does the Department ensura, on an cngoing basis that
appro?;ia_t_e people within é?&e Department and in its
agencies are aware of the requ?rem'enté of the Public
Sperding Code? . o |

W Assescod

2014 is the first year of the
PSC in Local Government
and all relevant staff have

been natified of their
obligations under the PSC

Has there been participation by relevant staff in external
training on the Public Spending Code? {i.e. DPER}

N/A

No training has been
provided to date that we
-are aware of

Has internal training on the Public Sperding Code been
provided to relevant staff?

2014 is the first year of

PSC. Training needs will

need to be identified in
- due course.

: Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type
of project/programme that your Department is respensible
for? i.e. have adapted sectorsl guidelines been developed?

Yes, A guidance document
has been developed for
the QA adapting the PSC
to Local Government
Structuras end approach,

Has t?‘;e:LD*;ai Authority in its rofe as Sanctioning Authority

' satisfied itseif that agencies that it funds compiy with the

Publiic Sgéndiﬁg Ccée?'_

N/A

Carlow Co. Co. dogs not
actasa sanctioning
authority to other sgencies
aver the value of €500K

Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance
exerci_ses_--{ind._ old Spot-Checks) been disseminated,
| where appropriate, within the Department and to your

agencies?

N/A

2014 is the first year of the
QA requirement.

{1 Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance
exercises been acted upon?

N/A

2014 is the first year of the
QA requirement.

Hag an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance
Report been submitted to the National Oversight Audit

Commission?

Yas this report is the
submission to NOAC,

Was the required sample subjected to a more in-depth

Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process

A housing development at
appraisal/design Stage

Has Chief Executive signed off on the information © be
published to the website?

Yes as per page 2 of this
document




was under consideration in the past year,

Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme that is or

Capital Expenditure being considered - Appraisal and Comment/Action
Approval T «  Required
29
[ ]
womo
o= o
<=
= E S
o M
RO
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all projects » €5m N/A Al projects are< £5M
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect of each 4 Councll use
capital project or capital programme/grant scheme? appraisa! designed in
accordance with Dept
guidelings
. Was a CBA/CEA complated for &!l projects exceeding €20m? N/A All projects are<
£20M
Was the appraisal process commenced at an zarly stage to facilitata 4 Yes for il farge scale
decision making? (L.e. prior to the dedision) Projacts
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the Sanctioning Authority 4 Yes approval is
for all projects before they entered the Planning and Design Phase always sought from
, the sanctioning
{e.g. procurement)? authority,
If 3 CBA/CEA was required was it CEEU for their view? N/A N/A )
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more than €20m7? N/A MiA
Were all projects that went forward for tender in line with the 4 Yes if applicable to
Approval in Principle and if not was the detalled appraisal revisited the relevant project.
and a fresh Approval in Principle granted?
Was approval granted to proceed fo tender? 4 Yes approval sought
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 Yes
"Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? MN,!A Not applicable to
Local Government
“Wera the tenders received in fine with the Approval in Principle in 4 Yes and post tendaer
terms of cost and what is expected to be deliverad? approvat is sought
Were Performance Indicators specified for each project/programme Y For Roads its accident
which will allow for the evaluation of its efficiency and reduction/iand use
; ) planning and for
| effectiveness? housing is tenang
take up
Have steps been put in place to gather Perfarmance Indicator data? 2 Yes for roads projects




‘Checklist 3: - ;uew Current axpeﬂditure o? 'expan'sicn of é:!dstiﬁ_g cur_re;it ex:g'}ehﬁi‘{ufe uncfér'coﬁs}derazéﬁﬁ

Have steps been puf in place to gather Performanse Indicator
data? ‘

Curreﬁt Expend:ture being mns;dered Appra:sa! Cemmentiﬁ\ctmn
and Appraval L Rec;mred .
28
g g%
|21 1
[ 51
<< B -
w E S
8 m©
&S e
Were ohjectives dearly set? N/A No programmes
refevant to PSC in
2014
Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? NiA No programimes T
' - relevant to PSCin
;2014
Was an appropriate appraisal methoed used? MN/A No prégramme&
C . ' relevant to PSCin
2014
Was a busmess case incorperating financlal and ec&namrc N/A No programmes
apprazsai prepared for mew current expenditure? ' relevant to PSCin
2014
Has an’ assmssment of lkely demand for the new N/A No programmas
: schameischeme extension been estimated based on empzr;cai relevant to PSCin
2014
; ewdence7 -
Was'the _requéred approval granted? ' N/A No programmes
B T ' relevant to PSCin
2014
| Hasa sunset clause been set? N/A No programmes
relevant to PSCin
2014
Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? N/A No programimes
- o ' relevant to PSC in
2014
Have the ‘methodology and data collection requirements for N/A No programmes
| the pilot been agreed at the outset of the scheme? r&ievag;iipsc in
If putsourcing was invelved were Procurement Rules comphied N/A No programmes
' with? : relevant to PSCin
. 2014
Were Performance Indicators specified for each new current N/A No programmes
expenditure proposal or expansion of existing current ze%evar;:gtf;i}st &
expanditure which will allow for the evaluation of its efficiency
and effectiveness?
M/A No programmes

refevant to PSCin
014




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring expenditure

during the year under review.

Incurring Capital Expenditure Comment/Action
2 - Required
w O
wow
2E°
oo -U‘
f2e
“ B S
rg
&S 2
Was a contract signed and was it in line with the approval in principia? 4 Reference & Houses
Borris Co. Carlow
Did management boards/steering committees meet reguiarly? 4 Meetings held monthly o
Were  Programme  Co-ordinators  appointed  to  co-grdinate 4 Director of Services /
implementation? Senior Executive
Enginesr and Senior
Executive Qfficer
Were Project Managers, responsible for defivery, appointed and were the 4 Senior Executive -
Project Managers at 2 suitable senfor level for the scale of the project? Engineer and Senior
Executive Officer
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing implementation 2 Mo but variations
against plan, budget, timescales and quality? identified as they arise
Did the profect keep within its financial budget and its time schedule? 4 Projects within budgst or
acceptable limit (1.5%;)
as agreed with DECHILG
Wﬁ?&igudgets have to be adjusted? 3 On Occasion with prior
approval from the
DECHLG
Were decisions on changes to budgets / time schedules made promptiy? 4 Yes
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the viability of the project No No
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? {exceeding budget, lack of
progress, changas in the environment, new evidence) '
If circumstances did warrant questioning the viability of a project was the N/A NIA
oroject subjected to adeguate examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the Sancioning Ai;thc'i:éi;;?ml a ”’Kgﬁééé‘éié’s’@'é‘é}é’éé;éé% “
fram funding body In the
casa of variancas
Were any projects terminated because of deviations from the plan, the N/A NAA
budget or because droumstances in the environment changed the need
for the investment?
Far significant projects were quarterly reports on prograss submitted to M/A BiA

the MAC and to the Minister?




‘Checklist 5: - For Current Expenditure

Incurring Current Expenditure = Comment/Action
' % 8 ¥ Required
[ i
a g
) == ;:
4; B~
v B
T K
W
Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Yes. Spending Programme
. . ; Defined as part of the
7
expenditure? 41 Annual Budget Process
Are autputs well defined? Naticnal KPI's are in place
: 3 for Local Governmant
Are outputs quantified on a reguiar basis? KPI's zre estabiished each
o ' 31 year for specific services
Is there a method for monitoring effidency on an ongoing Yes Budget performance
basis? 5 and i‘-@.em_tcr.;ng is in place
Are gutcomes well defined? The development of the
annual service plang will
3 | enhance this measurement
-Are outcomes guantified on a regular basis? The development of the
- : - annual service plans will
3 | enhance this measurement
Are unit costings compiled for performance monitoring? Yes Partly (ref Unit Costing
' : 2 in FMS).
is there .2 method for monftoring effectiveness on an Yes a method is in place o
onaoing basis? monitor effectiveness { ref.
soing ’ Team Development Plans
& Personal Development
3 plans)
1 Is there an annual process in place to plan for new VFMs, Currently there is not a
I - s plar in place to conduct
FPAs and evaiﬁatlsns, _F_PAS nat relevant to Local Authorities. VEM exercisss,
| VFM = Value For Money 1
How many formal VFMs/FPAs or cther evaluations been No VFM evaluations have
. ; - been conducted during
completed in the year under review? I014. VFM exercices have
been conducted in
0 previous years
Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in 2 timely manner? Where conducted findings
are disseminated to s in
4 question.
Is there & process to follow up on the recommendations of In fellowing Internal Audit
previous VFMs/FPAs and other evaluations? rem;ssgi:rf;;c::ifeinade
2 praviously underiaken,
How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs and other Yes
evaluaticns informed resource allocation decisions? 3




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the vear or if capital programmas/grant

schemes matured or were discontinued.

Capital Expenditure Completed Comment/Action

T o | Reguired

o ¥

§E°

N owm

<5 g

sE%

n o
How many post project reviews were completed in the year under n None
review?
Was a post project review completed for ali projects/programmes N/A N/A
exceading €20m?
If sufficient time has not elapsed to aliow a proper assessment of 2 Mot yet however pravious
benefits, has a post project review been scheduled for a future Past Project Raviews were
data? assessed and tender

documentation subsequently

up-dated — this procass is

continuat
Were lessons leamed from post-project reviews disseminated within 4 Improvements in process ars
the Sponsoring Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority? noted and taken into account

by Councit on fubure projects

Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies practices in light of MNfA N/A

lessons learnad from post-project reviews?

Were profect reviews carried out by staffing resources independent 1] Current staffing levels not

of project implementation? availabla 1o allow this




Chetkﬁst 71 - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their plannad tmsframe

during the year or were discontinued.

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of | ., ﬁg Comment/Action
its planned timeframe or {ii) Was discontinued a8 4 Required
gE9
i o
T aec
= B g
g o
¢ W
Were reviews carried out of current expendiure programmes MNfA No programmes relevant to |

that matured during the vear or were discontinued? PSCin 2014

Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the R/A No programmes relevant to

programmes were effective? PSC in 2012

Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A No programmes refevant to

programmes were efficient? PSCin 2014

Have the condusions reached been taken into account in M/A No programmaes relevant to

related areas of expenditure? PSCin 2014

Were any programmes discontinued following a review of a NIA Mo programmes refevant to

current expenditure programme? PSCin 2014

Was the review commenced and completed within a period ¢f N/A No programmes ralevant to

& months? PSCin 2014

{@) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set cut below:

i, Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
Il.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
. ML Broadly compliant = a score of 3

(b} For some questions, the scoring mechanism is not always strictly relevant. tn these cases, it is appropriats o
mark as N/A and provide the required information in the commentary box as approgpriate.

{c} 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
cutputs for those questions which address compliance with appraisal / evaluation requirements i.e. the annusl
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews.






Checkhst 1

Cavan Ceuntv Counca!

General thgatlons not spec:f‘ ic to mdmduaE pro;ectsiprogrammes

| Dogs - the - Depariment .“ensure,

on an
ongoing basis that - appropnate peopfe

12014 is the first year of the PSC in Local

Government, however all relevant staff &

| CHK1.8

| CHK1.10

CHK1.1 within the Department and’in its agencies 3 agencies have been notified of their
: are aware of the. requrrements of the Public . obEigations under ihe PSC :
1 Spending Code? .- - '
o _ Has there been pammpatnon by reEevant No Training prcvnded for Local Govemment
.| CHK1.2 staff in external training on the Public N/A sector to date o :
1 N Spendmg Code (i.e. DPER)
: - - 2014 is f:rst year of PSC and trammg
CHK1.3 Has lntemaf training ‘on the Public needs, if any, have yet to be identified. A’
: Spending Code been provaded to relevant 3 revised National QA Guidance document
staff'? . . has’ been’ developed and cnrculateci to aEI
relevant staff & agencies. 5
R Has ihe Pubizc Spendsng Code been 2014 is first year of PSC and while’ the e
‘| CHK1.4 adapted for the type of project/programme revised National QA Guidance is being = =
|- that your Department is responsibie for? i.e. 3 : _comphed with, Local sectoral guidelines = -
‘| have - .adapted sectoraf guidelines been | have as yet to be developed, which will, if
_deve}oped’? necessary, be done in line with re}evant
: ' : trammg :
. _Ha_s the Depanment in its role as _ S ' RS
“HCHK1.5 | Sanctioning Authority satisfied itself that N/A 1 All Grants are approved and awarded in~ 7
R ‘| agencies that it funds comply with the | accordance w:th the reEevantschemes o
‘| Public Spending Code?
foe _ 2014|5the first year of the PSC in deaf
|Have rtecommendations from previous Government, so no previous QA's, _
|:Quality Assurance exercises {incl. old Spot- N/A However in the past where our Internal .. -
|'Checks) -been disseminated, where Auditor has carried out spot checks (on :
| appropriate, within the Local Authority and services), repods and recommendations i
| to your agencies? would have been sent to the relevant pany o
oL s for review and apphcatson S
R 1 Have “recommendations from  previous :
- CHK1.7 Quality Assurance exercises been acted N/A 2014 is the first year of the QA requ;rement-i
' upon? - :n LocaEGovemment B
R “1'Has “an annual Public Spending Code
| CHK1.8 ‘Quality Assurance Repoﬂ been submitted 4 Yes-—Report submttted
o ¥ to NOAC’? :
PRI P ; "_Was the reqmred sample subjected to a -
.. 7|'CHK1.8 | 'more’in-depth’ Review i. e. as per Step 4 of 4 Required Sample reviewed
R 1 the QA process? ' '
Has the’ Accounting Officer signed off on
the - information  to be pubhshed to the 4 Yes. CE has signed off

) webs;te'? .

O.;"..Not"Done 1= <50% compliant; 2

< B0-75% Comphant 3 >75%: Compl;ant 4 =100%:



Checklist 2: — to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme /
grant scheme that is or was (being considered / under consideration) in the past year.

L Gelfe
.Assessed SR EE el
Comphance mment/Action Required
Ratlng g liiitdlinb o
Was a Prehmlnary Appralsal undertaken 4 Yes — Appraisals where undertaken as and
CHK2.1 | for all projects > €5m )
when required and sent io the relevant
Sanctioning Authority for approval
Was an appropriate appraisal method 4 Yes — Appraisals conducted in accordance
CHK2.2 used in respect of each capital project or . o "
capital programme/grant scheme? with the Sanctioning Authorities
requirements.
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all
CHK2.3 projects exceeding €20m? CBA = Cost N/A N/A
Benefit Analysis , CEA = Cost
Effectiveness Analysis
CHK2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at Yes ~ Appraisals are sent to the relevant
an early stage to facifitale decision 3 sanctioning Authorities well in advance to
making? (i.e. prior {o the decision) facilitate decision making.
Was an Approval in Principle granted by Where this is a requirement, ali necessary
CHK2.5 the Sanctioning Authority for all projects 4 approval is sought, and only when approval
before they entered the Planning and in principle  is granted <can the
Design Phase (e.g. procurement)? project/programme proceed.
If a CBA/CEA was required was it
CHK2.6 submitted to the CEEU for their view?
CBA = Cost Benefit Analysis, CEA= N/A N/A
Cost Effectiveness Analysis
CEEU = Central Expenditure Evaluation
Unit,
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects
CHKZ.7 | costing more than €20m? NDFA = N/A N/A
National Development Finance Agency
Were all projects that went forward for
CHK2.8 tender in line with the Approval in
Principle and if not was the detailed 4 Yes
appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in
Principle granted?
Was approval granted to proceed fo 4 Yes - where applicable
CHK2.9 tender?
Yes - Tenders are carfried out in
CHK2.10 | Were Procurement Rules complied with? accordance with EU directives and National
4 Guidelines
Were Stale Aid rules checked for all
CHK2.11 | supports? N/A N/A
Were the tenders received in ling with the
CHK2.12 | Approval in Principle in terms of cost and NIA N/A
what is expected {o be delivered?
Were Performance indicators specified for
CHK2.13 | each project/programme which will aliow N/A N/A
for the evaluation of its efficiency and
effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather
the Performance Indicator data'?

CHK2.14

Self—Assessed Ratmgs‘ p

N/A

N/A

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% comphant 2 - 50-75% Compl;ant 3.> 75% Comphant d-— 100% Comphant o




Checkhst 3 New current expendlture or expansxon of exnstmg current expendtture

bemg considered / under consideration

Expenditure
- | T N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in2014 -
CHK3.1 Were objectives clearly set? : : : : Lo
E | Are obj_ectsves measurabfe in quantitative N/A No p'rogrémmés' relevant to PSC in'2014
CHK3.2 terms? . . R KRR
i Was -an appmprtaie appraif&af method N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in'2014
CHK3.3 | used? | o PRI SR IR
_ Was a busmess case rncorparatmg financial N/A No programmes relevant to PSC 56'2014 7
CH'KB 4' and economic apprausal prepar@d for new _ R o . HERR
A current expenditure? -
- .| Has an assessment of likely demand for the NJA No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
CHK3.5 ‘| new scheme/scheme extension been ' D . _ _ Do
. :esttmated based on emplncal ewdence"r‘ '
CHK3.6 W_as _th_e requ_ired apprc_waﬂ granted? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
- CHK3.7 | Has a sunsef clause been set? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
~CHK3.8 | Has a date -been set for the pilot and its No programmies relevant to PSC in2014 5
' : evaluat:on’? : R
. . § o . N/A B
CHK3.9 - _Have the methodology and data collection Na programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
B requirements for the pilot been agreed at BT e
the outset of the scheme? N/A el
CHK3.10 | If —.outsourcing was involved were No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014 .
' Procurement Rules comp!led with? N/A _ SRS
CHK3.11 Were F’erformance Indicators specified for No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014 .-
' each new current expenditure proposal or N/A ' R
expansion  of -existing current expenditure /
|- which . witt allow “for the eva_fuataon of its
. | -efficiency and effectiveness? :
CHK3.12 | Have steps been put-in place to gather the N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2094 . -
e ?en‘ormance lndicator data'r‘ : RS




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that

Incurring Capital Expenditure

were incurring expenditure during the year under review.

- Rating: -

Compliance |

_Comment/Action Required

Was a contract signed and was it in line

Yes ~ Contract signing is required for large

CHK4.1 with the approval in principle? 4 scale capital projects
CHKA.2 Did " manag?meni! | boardsf;t?eer;ng 4 Yes — Regular Meetings did take place
. committees meet regularly as agresd? (Monthly, Quarterly. and Annually)
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed 4 Yes - as and when required
CHK4.3 to co-ordinate implementation?
CHK4.4 Were Project Managers, responsible for 4 Yes ~ Project Managers appointed are
delivery, appointed and were the Project usually at a senior level.
Managers at a suitable senior level for the
scale of the project?
Were manitoring reports prepared regularly, 4 Yes and reported to relevant Sanctioning
CHK4.5 showing Implementation against plan, ) .
budget, timescales and quality? Authority as and when required
Did the project keep within its financial 3 Some budget adjustments / time extensions
CHK4.6 budget and its time schedule? .
reguired
CHKA.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? N/A Where applicable Budgets are adjusted in
’ accordance with Sanctioning Authorities
approval
Were decisions on changes to budgets/time N/A Decisions on changes to budgetsitime
CHK4.8 schedules made promptly? schedules are usually made promptly
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning
CHKA4.9 the viability of the project and the business
case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, N/A N/A
lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence)
CBA = Cost Benefit Analysis, CEA=
Cost Effectiveness Analysis
if circumstances did warrant guestioning N/A N/A
CHK4.10 | the viability of a project was the project
subjectad to adequalte examination?
If costs increased was approval received : ;
CHK4.11 | from the Sanctioning Authority? NIA ¥here applicable approval is sought
Were any projects terminated because of
CHK4.12 | deviations from the plan, the budget or
because circumstances in the environment NIA N/A
changed the need for the investment?
For significant projecis were quarierly N/A Where applicable and if required quarterly
CHK4.13 | reporis on progress submitted to the MAC reports on progress will be submitted to the

{Management{ Team) and {0 the Minister?

MAC (Management Team) and to the
Minister

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant -




Checklist 5: - For cdrre_nt ex';_ie_nditdre being _i_n_c'ei're:d

Are there clear objectives for all areas of

Yes — Spéndmg'Progra"mme'deF ned as part

CHK5.1  the
' current expenditure? of annual budgeting process, takmg into
R account relevant grant schemes and -
allocations. Goals and activities are also
identified in the councils business plan, _
and individual department programmes (: e
the read works programme)
CHKS5.2 Are outputs well deﬁn.ed? 4 Yes - eutputs usuaEEy def ned in the o
: relevant statutory regulat:ons/acts scheme °
or programme B .
~CHK5.3 .| Are outputs c;uantlf’ ied on a regular 4 Yes — dependmg on the scheme/
: basis? pragramme, Financial/activity reports and
KPI's may be issued fo the relevant .. _
Sanctioning Authorzty month}y, quarterly or :
annually . :
CHK5.4 | Is there -a -method for monitoring 4 Yes ~ Through various statistical repio'rts e
-] sfficiency on an ongoing basis? Depariment reports, databases (Roadmap),'_
' § Personal Devefopment Plans and KPE 5
CHK5.5 | Are outcomes well defined? 4 Yes - Various Schemes, Programmes
' - Bepartment Circulars, £U and Nataonal
requaremems must all be met,
CHK5.6 | Are outcomes quannf ed on a regular 4 YesmCaptured on relevantdepartment
‘| basis? : returns, KPl's elc
CHK5.7 |is there a methoed for monitoring 4 Yes — Audits, Financial System,
effectiveness on an ongoing basis? Department Reports, National Service = .+
' ' Indicators, Monthly Progress Reports to
Councilors and KPl's.
How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other
. |'evaluations been completed in the year N/A N/A
CHK5.8 . "under rewew'? .
SV VEM Value for Money, FPA =
Focused Policy Assessment
CHK5.9 Is there an annual process in plan to
N/A N/A
plan for new VFMs, FPAs and
evaluations?
GHK5.10 Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in
L e N/A N/A
a timely manner?
CHKS.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
. . N/A N/A
recommendations of previous
VFMs/FPAs and other evaluations?
CHK5.12 How have the recommendations of
: N/A N/A

VFMs, FPAs and other evaluations

infarmed resource allocation decisions?




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects (Ended) - were completed during the
year or if capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were

discontinued.

el - }'
Assessed

- Capital Expenditure coirﬁbléiéd'--f;_ Comment/Action Required .
Ratmg
<=4

CHK&.1 How many post-project reviews were 3 Past Project Reviews are undertaken on an
completed in the year under review? ongoing basis

CHK6.2 Was a post project review completed for /
all  projects/programmes  exceeding N/A N/A
€20m?

CHK6.3 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow . iowed and tored
a proper assessment of benefits has a 3 Projects are reviewed and monitored on a
post project review heen scheduled for a regular basis. Post Project Reviews are
future date? conducted as and when required.

CHK6.4 Were lessons fearned from post-project ) )
reviews  disseminated  within  the 3 Usually lessonsfissues that arise over the
Sponsoring  Agency and to the project are communicated back to the
Sanctioning Autharity? Sanctioning Authority for their information.

Where required end of project feedback is
also given.

CHKB.5 Were changes made to the Sponsoring . . .
Agencies practices in light of lessons 4 Where possible, practices are amended in
learned from post-project reviews? view of lessons learned

CHK&.6 Was project reviews carried out b

brol Y N/A No

staffing resources independent of
project impiementation?

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done 1. <50% complaant 2 50~75% Comphant 3 > ?5% Comphant 4 100% Complaant




Checkhst 7 - to be completed if current expendature programmes that reached the
end of thenr planned t:meframe dunng the year or werg dlsconimued

CHK7.1

Were reviews carried out of current
expenditure programmes that matured
during the year or were discontinued?

No programmes relevant {o PSC in 2014

CHK7.2

Did those reviews reach conclusions on
whether  the programmes  were
effective?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

CHK7.3

Did those reviews reach conclusions on
whether the programmes were efficient?

N/A

No pragrammes relevant to PSC in 2014

CHK7.4

Have the conclusions reached been
faken into account in related areas of
expenditura?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 201_4

CHK7.5

Were any programmes discontinued
following a review of a current
expenditure programme?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

CHK7.6

Was the review commenced and

| completed within a period of 6 months?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Self-As _"_'essed__Ratmgs

0- Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 -

:Compliant, 4 —100% Complian







Clare Co'a_mtv Council

Qoes the LUcaI Authorsty ensure cm an ongnmg bas:s that

| Al relevant staff have bean notified

a;}propnate ;Jeopée within the Local Authority and in its ) of their obligations under the PSC
agencies are aware of the requ:rements of the Public : S
Spending Code?
2 | Has there been participation by ralet:rant staff in external No Tra'i'ni_h'g provid.ed' for Local
training on the Public Spending Code {i.e. DPER) Government sector to date.
' o : o o Training neads, if any, have yet to be
3 | Has|Internal training on the Public Spending Code been identified, Guidance document has
provided to relevant staff? been developed and circulated
4 | Has th'e Public Spending Code been adapted f{‘:»r t'he type A guidance dotument has been
of project/programme that your Local Autherity is deveio'ped'far the QA adapting the
responsible for? i.e. have adapted sectoral gmde!mes PSC to Local Government structures
been developed? and approach.
. Further work is required to clarify the
5 | Hasthe Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning Authority exact role of the bodies involved in
satisfied itself that agencies that it funds comply with the Voluntary Housing i.e. The
Public Spending Code? Department, the Council and
Voluntary Housing bodies
& Havé recommendations from previous Quality Assurance
exercises {incl. old Spot-Checks) been disseminated,
where appropriate, within the Local Authority and to your
agencies?
7 1 Have recommenddations from previous Quality Assurance
exercises been acted ugon?
8
Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance
Report been submitted to NGAC? Yes — Report submitted
5
Was the required sample subjected to a more In-depth
Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process? Required Sample reviewed
10

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the information
to ke published to the website?

Yes. CE has signed off

| self-Assessed Ratings:0 - Not Doneg,; 1-<50%c




Checklist 2: — to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme
that is or was under consnderat:on in the past year. CLARE COSNTY COUNCIL

Appralsaf and ' Self-Assessed 1| Comment/Actlon Raqmred
f Comptcance Ratmg s
1 .
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all 4
projects > €5m
2 Was an appropriaie appraisal method used in respect 3
of each capital project or capital programme/grant
scheme?
3
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding €£20m? N/A
4 Was the appraisal process commanced at an early stage to 3
facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to the decision}
? Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they 4
entered the Planning and Design Phase (e.g.
procurement)?
6 if a CBA/CEA was reguired was it submitted to the
CEEU for their view? N/A
7 Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing maore N/A
than €20m?
8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in line 3
with the Approval in Principle and if not was the
detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in
Principle granted?
? Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 4
10 o P
Were Procurement Rules complied with?
Y| Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 4 This was checked for relevant
projects
12 Wers the tenders received in line with the Approval in 4
Principle in terms of cost and what is expected to he
delivered?
13 Were Performance Indicators specified for each 2
project/programme which will allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?
14 Have steps been put in place to gather the 2
Performance Indicator data?
. | Self-Assessed Ratings: 0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 160% Compliant

PSC Checldist 2014



. Checicltst 3 New Current expendlture or expanszon of ex;stmg cua’rent expendlture under
onside ; ' S CLARE COUNTY COUNCIL S o

"'CB' Ehe’ht/hbt?é’n-héq:ﬁ'ifédﬁ?'

Were objectives clearly set? NJA No programmes relevant to PsC
' - in 2014
2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
| in 2014 |
3 Was an appropriate apprais_al methed used? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC '
' in2014 . '

4 Was a business case incorporating financial and N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
economic appraisal prepared for new current : iﬁ 201'4 S S
expenditure? _

5 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new N/A No programmes relevant to PSC -
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on i '2014 : T
empirical evidence? : : '

6 Was the required approval granted? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC L

' in 2014 8
7 Has a sunset clause been set? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC :
' in 2014 i
8 Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
in 2014 B

] Have the methodology and data collection N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
reqwrements for the pilot been agreed at the outset in 2014 : RN E
ofthe 5cheme?‘ .

10 if outs_qurcing was involved were Procurement Rules N/A No programmes refevant to PSC o
complied with? in 2014 S

11 : Were Performance Indicators specified for each new N/A No programmes relevant to PSC -
current expenditure proposal or expansion of existing in 2014 : '
current expenditure which will allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?

12 | Have steps been put in place to gather the N/A No programmes relevant to PSC

Performance Indicator data?

in 2014

< 50% complan

Self-Assessed Ratings: 0 - Not Done, 1-

5 Compliant, 3

> 759

_Cé:}nép_lia!it 4 -4:_1{50'% ‘Compliantit

PSC Checklist 2014




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring

expenditure during the year under review, CLARE COUNTY COUNCIL

incurring Capital Expenditur

‘Comment/Action Required

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

approval in principle?

2 Did management boards/steering commitiees meet 3
regularly as agreed?

3 Woere Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 3

ordinate implementation?

4 Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, 3
appointed and were the Project Managers at a
suitable senior level for the scale of the project?

5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing 3
implementation against plan, budget, timescales and
quality?

6 Did the project keép within its financial budget and its 3
time schedule?

7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3

8 Were decisions on changes to budgets/time schedules 3
made promptly?

9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the N/A

viabilty of the project and the business case incl.
CBA/CEA? (exceeding hudget, lack of progress,
changes in the environment, new evidence)

10 tf circumstances did warrant questioning the viability N/A
of a project was the project subjected to adequate
examination?

11 if costs increased was approval received from the 4
Sanctioning Authority?
12 Were any projects terminated because of deviations N/A

from the plan, the budget or because circumstances
in the environment changed the need for the
investment?

13 For significant projects were quarterly reporis on N/A
progress submitted to the MAC (Management Team)
and to the Minister?

Self-Assessed Ratings: 0 - Not Done, 1« < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compliant

PSC Checklist 2014



'Checkhst 5 FDF Curreﬂt Expendlture

Are there clear ob;ectwes for all areas of current
expenditura?

Yes. Spending Programme

Defined as part of the Annual
Budget pmcess Annual Serwce
Plans{Water) Road works
pmgrams Regional Waste
Managemen% Plans (RWMP) etc +
Legislation & Standards '

Are outputs well defined?

National KPls are in place for
Local Government, Dutputs

| quantified across each Service

Level as part of Budget Process,
Annual Service Plans (Water),"
Road works programs, RWMP
etc. Legislation & Standards also
have to be complied with.

Are outputs guantified on a regular basis?

KPis are established each year for
specific services. Reguiar
management & progress

meetlngs and smplementatlon of ﬁ :

PMDS are examplesof - .
monitoring efficiency tools used.
Annual reports & returns. '

Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
ongoing basis?

Yes Budget performance and

monitoring is in place {as above). |
Annual reports & returns. Audits - | -

including by external agencies.

Are outcomes well defined?

The further development of the
Annual Service Plans will enhance
this measurement. Also S
Corporate Plan/Roads
plans/Budget Report/Annual
Reports/Development Plan/
meetings with Dept/NRA

Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

The further development of the
Annual Service Plans will enhance
this measurement. Also Annual
reports & returns & mid year
reviews.

Is there 2 method for monitoring effectiveness on an
ongoing basis?

All expenditure is evaluated
annually across these Service
Levels as part of Budget Process +
Also Annual reports & returns,
midyear reviews, networks &
awards

How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other evaluations
been completed in the year under review?
{Focused Policy Assessment)

This council has co-operated in all
the VFM studies and subsequent
progress reviews issued hy the
Department of the Environments
VFM unit as requested —
including, In 2014, progress
report no.6 issued on VFM Report
no.28 Management of Sickness
Absence in Local Authorities.

PSC Checklist 2014




Is there an annual process in plan to plan for new

There is an internal audit

other evaluations informed resource allocation
decisions?

g

VFMs, FPAs and evaluations? planning process which will be
utilised to include VFM reviews in
future plans.

1g | Have ali VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely
manner?

11 is there a process to follow up on the There is an internal audit process
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs and other to follow up recommendations
evaluations? which will include VFM reviews

12 How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs and

| seff-Assessed Ratings: 0 - Not Done, 1- < 50% compliant; 2 - 50-75% Compliarit, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compliant -

PSC Checldist 2014




Checkhst 61 - to be compieted if capstal pro;ects were compieted durmg the year or sf capntat
programmes/grant schemes matured or were dnscontmued o g ; : e

nt/Action Required

i How many post- prmect reviews were completed in 2 Some post pi’DJECt rewews not

the year under rewew'-’ yet due for completion
2 Was a . post  project review completed for aEi

projects/prograrnmes exceedang £20m? N /A
3 i siifﬁcient time has not elapsed to allow a proger

assessment of benefits has a post project review been a

scheduled for a future date?

: T : Some post project review's'ﬁf;t :
14 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews : S
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to 9
the Sanctioning Authority?

yet due for completion

Some post project reviews not |

5 Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies :
yet due for completion.
practices in tight of lessons Eearned from post- pmJer.t 3
rewews?
& Was project reviews carried out by staffing resources

mdependentofprmectlmptementatlon? : S 2

PSC Checkiist 2014



Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their

planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

B : r ached.the end of. |ts
_fplanned t;meframe or (n) Was dlscontmued "

e Seif-Assessed :
Compilance Ratmg

'_Cﬁfﬁm’ent/}é‘\c‘tiﬁn Required

No programmes relevant to PSC

1 | Were reviews carried out of current expenditure in 2014

programmes that matured during the year or were N/A
discontinued?

No programmes relevant to PSC

2 | Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the .
in 2014

programmes were effective? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

3 | Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the .
in 2014

programmes were efficient? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

4 | Have the conclusions reached been taken into .
in 2014

account in related areas of expenditure? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

5 | Were any programmes discontinued following a in 2014

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

6 | Was the review commenced and completed within a in 2014

period of 6 months? N/A

Self-Assessed Ratings: 0 - Not Done, 1-<50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3->75%Comp§|a nt, 4= 100% Compliant

PSC Checklist 2014



Cork City Council

Checklist 1: Generail Obligations not specific to individual projects/programmes

t specific to individual

General Obligations

projects/programmes.

|| Comment/action Required

Does the Department ensure, on an ongoing basis that

2014 is the first year of the

appropriate people within the Department and in its PSCin Local Government and
agencies are aware of the requirements of the Public alt relevant staff & agencies
. have been notified of their

Spending Code? o
ohligations under the PSC

Has there been participation by relevant staff in external N/A No Training provided for Local

training on the Public Spending Code? (i.e. DPER) Government sector to date

Has internal training on the Public Spending Code been 3 2014 is the first year of BSC

provided to relevant staff? and training needs, if any, has
yet to be identified. Guidance
document has been
developed and circulated

Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type of 4 Yes. A guidance document has

project/programme that your Department is responsible for? heen developed for the QA

i.e. have adapted sectoral guidelines been developed? adapting the PSC to Local
Government structures and
approach

Has the Department in its role as Sanctioning Authority N/A No projects relevant to the

satisfied itself that agencies that it funds comply with the BSC

Puhiic Spending Code?

Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance Yas Recommendations are

exercises {incl. old Spot-Checks) been disseminated, where notified to relevant parties for

appropriate, within the Depariment and to your agencies? review and application

Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance N/A 2014 is the first year of the

exercises been acted upon? QA requirement in Local
Government

Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance 4 Yes- Report Submitted

Report been submitted to the Department of Public

Expenditure & Reform?

Was the required sample subjected to a more in-depth 4 Required Sample reviewed

Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the information to 4 Yes. CE has signed off

be published to the website?

Se|f~ Assessed Ratmgs

0+ Not Dane 1 <SO% Comphant 2 SO 75% Comphant 3 >75% Cnmphant 4 100% Comphant"




Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital

programme/grant scheme that is or was under consnderatmn in the past year.

Capltai Expendature bemg conmdered Apprmsal and Self-- _
psene | commansctonnies
' Rating, '
S | 04 HERN :
Was a Preliminary Appraisai undertaken for all | 4 Some of 2014 projects have not yet
projects > €5m prograssed
4
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect
of each capital project or capital programme/grant
scheme?
N/A
Was a2 CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding
£20m?
a
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early
stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to the
decision}
3 One project had approval in principle
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the granted verbally only
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the Pianning and Design Phase (e.g
procurement)?
N/A
If a CBAJCEA was required was it submitted to DPER
{CEEV) for their views?
N/A
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more
than £20m?
4
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?
4
Was approval granted to procead to tender?
4
Were Procurement Rules complied with?
N/A Projects did not involve the provision of
Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? support
3 in some instances certain costs were
Were the tenders received in line with the Approval greater than estimated.
in Principie in terms of cost and what is expected to
be delivered?
3 in the majority of projects
Were Performance Indicators specified for each
project/programme  which  will  allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveneass?
3 Steps will be put in place

Have steps been put in place to gather Performance
indicator data?

Self- Assessad Ratings:

0~ Not Done, 1 - <50% Compliant, 2 — 50-75% Compliant, 3 - »75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100% Compliant




Checklist 3: - New Current expenditure or expansion of existing current expenditure under

consideration

‘| Comment/Action Required

Current Expenditure being considered - Appraisal and Approval

Were objectives clearly set?

No programmes refevant to

PSCin 2014

Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A No programmes relevant to
PSCin 2014

Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No programmes relevant to
PSCin 2014

Was a business case incorporating financial and economic appraisal N/A No programmes relevant to

prepared for new current expenditure? PSCin 2014

Has an assessment of likely demand for the new scheme/scheme N/A No programmes relevant to

extension been estimated based on empirical evidence? PSCin 2014

Was the required approval granted? N/A No programmes relevant to
PSCin 2014

Has a sunset clause been set? N/A No programmes relevant to
PSCin 2014

Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? N/A No programmes relevant to
PSCin 2014

Have the methodology and data collection requirements for the N/A No programmes relevant (o

pilot been agreed at the outset of the scheme? PSCin 2014

If outsourcing was involved were Procurement Rules complied N/A No programmes relevant {o

with? PSCin 2014

Were Performance indicators specified for each new current N/A No grogrammes relevant to

expenditure proposal or expansion of existing current expenditure PSCin 2014

which will allow for the evaluation of its efficiency and

effectiveness?

Have steps been put in place to gather Performance Indicator N/A No programmes relevant fo

data?

PSCin 2014

jSetf— Assessed Ratmgs e

O NotDone 1 <50%Comp!|ant 2 50-75%Comp}zant 3 >75%Ccmpfzant 4 100%Compttant ::_':_-f--:”'




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that

were incurring expenditure during the year under review.

incurring Capital Expenditure Self- Comment/Action Required .~
Compliance
Rating: .
0-4
Was a contract signed and was it in line with the | 3 In general contracts have been signed
approval in principle? where projects have reached that stage.
Did management boards/steering committees | 3 Yes in the case of all larger projects
meet regularly as agreed?
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- | 2 Largely yes for Housing Projects but not
ardinate implementation? for Roads projects
Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, | 4
appointed and were the Project Managers at a
suitable senior level for the scale of the project?
Were maonitoring reporis prepared regularly, | 3 Adeguate Monitoring reporting could be
showing implementation against plan, budget, improved
timescales and quality?
Did the project keep within its financial budget | 2 Projects did exceed their financial
and its time schedule? budget and time schedule in a number
of cases
Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2 Budgets had to be adjusted in a
significant number of cases
Were decisions on changes to budgets / time | 3 in most cases that required change,
schedules made promptly? decisions were made promptly
Did circumstances ever warrant gquestioning the | Yes For example certain Housing projects
viability of the project and the business case incl. were revised to achieve SHIP
CBAJCEA? [(exceeding budget, lack of progress, ohjectives
changes in the environment, new evidence)
If circumstances did warrant questioning the | Yes
viability of a2 project was the project subjected to
adequate examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the | 3 in certain cases cost increasas were
Sanctioning Authority? subnitted as part of the Final Account.
Were any projects terminated because of | 3 No projects were terminated but
deviations from the plan, the budget or because changes were made to some projacts
circumstances in the environment changed the due to changes in circumstance such as
naed for the investment? in a Housing project a number of
properties were moved from the
project as the works required were
found to deviate from the originally
planned works,
For significant prolects were quarterly reports on | 3
progress submitted to the MACL and to the
Minister?
Have steps been put in place to gather the | 1 This is an area that will be targeted for
Performance indicators data?

future projects.

Self- Assessed Ratings:

0— Not Dane, 1 —<50% Compliant, 2 — 50-75% Compliént, 3 - >75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100% Compliant




Checldist 5: - For Current Expenditure

Incurring Current Expenditure

Comment/Action Required .

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current
expenditure?

Yes. Spending Programme
Defined as part of the Annual Budget
process

Are outputs well defined?

National KPIs are in place for Local
Government

Are outputs quantified on a reguiar basis?

KPls are established each year for
specific services

Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
ongoing basis?

Yes Budget performance and
monitoring is in place

Are putcomes well defined?

The development of the
Annual Service Plans will
enhance this measurement

Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

The development of the
Annual Service Plans will
enhance this measurement

Is there a method for monitering effectiveness on
an ongoing basis?

Annual reporting on Service
Levelindicators

Have wmany formal VFMs/FPAs or other
evaluations been completed in the year under
review?

FPAs are not applicable to the

LG Sector and VFM evaluations are
carried out under the annual budget
Process

Is there an annual process in place to plan for new
VFMSs, FPAs and evaluations?

FPAs are not applicable to the

LG Sector and VFM evaluations are
carried out under the annual budget
Process

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely
manner?

FPAs are not applicable to the

LG Sector and VFM evaluations are
carried out under the annual budget
Process

Is there a process to foliow up on the
recommendations of previous VFMs/FPAs and
other evaluations?

FPAs are not applicable to the

LG Sector and VFM evaluations are
carried out under the annual budget
Process

How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs
and other evaluations informed resource
altocation decisions?

FPAs are not applicable to the
LG Sector and VFM evaluations are
carried out under the annual budget

Self- Assessed Ratmgs

.'0 Not Done 1 <50% ﬁbmb[;ant 2 50~75% Comphant 3 >75% Comphant 4 100% Comphant

process




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or

if capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued,

independent of project implementation?

Capital Expenditure Completed. . Self-. - Comment/Action Required .
L oo Assessed R s

Compliance

Rating:

0'4 '::- :

0 All projects less than €5m and
How many post project reviews were completed in some of these projects date back a
the year under review? good number of years

N/A
Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding £20m?

3 in the case of projects where final
if sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper certificate only recently issued
assessment of benefits, has a post project review reviews have been scheduled
been scheduled for a future date?

1 No formal dissemination of lessons
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews learned from post project reviaws
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to in place, Post project reviews is an
the Sanctioning Authority? area that needs to be formalised

and refined.

1 Yes but not in any formal or
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies structured way. Ensuring that
practices in light of lessons learned from post-project practices are amended to reflect
reviews? lessons learned will become part

of formal procedures
Was project review carried out by staffing resources 0 independent reviews to be built

into procedures

Self- Assessed Ratings:

o= Not Done 1~-<50% Cofnpi;ant 2~50-75% Comphant 3- >75% Complmnt 4-100% Comphant :




Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their

planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Were reviews carried out of current expenditure N/A No programmes relevant
programmes that matured during the year or were to PSCin 2014
discontinued?

Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A No programmes relevant
programmes were effective? to PSCin 2014
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A No programmes relevant
programmes were efficient? to PSCin 2014
Have the conclusions reached been taken into account in N/A No programmes relevant
related areas of expenditure? to BSCin 2014
Woere any programmes discontinued following a review of N/A No programmes relevant
a current expenditure programme? to P5Cin 2014
Was the review commenced and completed within a N/A No programmes relevant

period of & months? to PSCin 2014







Cork County Council

These checklists summarise Cork County Councils compliance with Pub!i;: Spending Code
requirements. Please note that no new Current Programmes were entered into or existing
Current Programmes finished during the reporting period with expenditure in excess of

£500,000.

Checklist 1

General Obligations not specific to
1 individual projects/programmes

Self Assessed
Compilance Rating 0-4

Comment/Action required

Does the Local Authority ensure, on an ongoing
basls that appropriate people within the Local
Authorty and in its agencies are aware of the
requirements of the Public Spending Cade?

2

Senior management staff and
heads of function are aware of
the PSC requirements.

Has there been participation by relevan! staff in
axternal tralning on the Public Spending Cude
1 (i.e. DPER) : -

Senior Finance staff have
attended briefings on the PSC.
However, no specific training
has been provided to LA’s in
terms of implementation.

1 Has intemal fralning on the Public Spending
| Code been provided to relavant stafi?

Consideration is being glven to
developing an internal guidance.
document,

Has the Pubtic Spending Cade been adapted for
1 the type of projectiprogramme that your Local

1 Authority is responsible for? 1.e. have adapled

- guidelines been developad?

1 Has the Tacal Authority in its rele as Sanctioning
| Authority satisfied iself thal agencies that it
i funds comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

This has not arisen as no CCC
funded agency project is
>€500k

1 Have recommendations from pravicus Quality

‘| Assurance exercises (incl. old Spot-Checks) been
| disseminafed, where appropriate, within the Local
Authority and to your agencies?

Yes, internal Audit
recommendations and other
efficiency reviews are
circulated.

Have recommendations from pravious Quality
Assurance exercisas been acted upon?

Yes, these are put in place

“Has an annual Public Spending Cade Qualily
Assurance Report been submitted 1o the National
Oversight and Audit Commission (NOAC)?

where feasible.

Was the required sample subjected fo a more
indepth
Reviewi.e. as per Step 4 of the OA process?

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the
information {o be published to the website?

Self-Assessed Ralings:

0 - Not Dane, 1 - < 50% comptliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compiant




Checklist 2: ~ To be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant

scheme that is or was under consideration in the past year,

Capital Expenditure being considered —
Appraisal and Approval

Self Assessed
Compliance Rating 0-4

Comment/Action required

Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken faor
all projects > £om

2

Appraisals are carried out by
other funding bodies at this
funding level. CCC participates

|.in these appraisals however.

Parformance indicator data?

Self-Assessed Ratings:

Was an appropriate appraisal method used 4 Yes, co-ordinated with relevant
in respect of each capitai project or capital funding bod
pragrammelarant schema? unding boay.
Was a CBA/CEA completed for ali projects 3 Carried out by and in
exceeding €20m? , . . .

¢ conjunction with other funding

bodies
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early 4 Yes — This is a standard project
stage to fadilitale decision making? {i.e. prior to .
the decision) requirement
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the 4 Yes - This is a standard project
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before .
they entered the Planning and Deslgn Phase requirement
{e.0. procurement)?
if a CBAJCEA was required was it submitted N/A - Carried out by other
to the CEEU for their view? . . .
bodies/agencies which then
. provide funding to CCC,
Were the NDFA Consulted far projects N/A Carried cut by other
costing more than €£20m? . . .
I badies/agencies which then
| | provide funding to CCC.
Wers alt projects that went forward for a4
tender in ling wilh the Approval in Principle
and if not was the detatied appraisal
revisited and a fresh Approval in Principle
granted?
Yas approval granted to proceed to tendar? 4 .
Were Procurement Ruies complied with?
“Were State Ald ndes checked forali.

supporis?
Ware the tenders received in fine with the 3
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and
what Is expecled to be delivered?
Were Performance indicators specified for ¥ |
each project/programme which wilt allow for
the evaluation of its efficiency and
sfactiveness?
Have sleps been put in piace H{fﬁﬁ?er the 4

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Complant, 4 ~ 100% Compliant




Checklist 3: — New Current Expenditure or expansion of existing current expenditure

under consideration

Current Expenditure being considered — | Self Assessed CommentfAction required
Appraisal and Approval Compliance Rating 0-4

Were objectives clearly set? ' N/A No relevant prajects
Are objectives measurabla in guantitative terms? N/A No relevant projects

Was an approgriate agp!aisai rathod used? ' .N /A No relevant projects
Was a husiness case incerporating financial and N/A No relevant p'ro}ects
aconomic appraisal prepared fcr new currant ;
expenditure? - S
Has an assessment of hkeﬂy demaﬂd for the new N /A No relevant pru}ects

schemalscheme extension heen estimated based
on empircal evidence :

Was the required approval granted? o N/A No relevant projects
Has a sunset clause been sef? ; N/A | No relevant projects
Has a date been set for the piot and its evaluation? | N/A No relevant projects
‘Have the methedology and data colleclion N/A No reievant projects
requlremenis for the pilot been agreed at the outset / ) proj
of the scheme? : '
i outsourcing was mvo}ved wera Pmcurement fules A No relevant projects
1 compliad with? N/ proj
| Were Performance mdzcators specified tor each new N/A ' No relevant projects

current expenditure proposal or expansion of
exsting cument expantlture ‘which will allow for the
1 pvaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?

1 Performance indicator?

1 Have steps been pulin place to gather the N/A No releva.nt projects

1 Self-Assessed Ratings:
0- Nol Done 1. <50% cnmpilant 2 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compttant 4- 100% Cnmphant




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects programmes that were

incurring expenditure during the year under review

Incurring Capital Expenditure

Self Assessad
Compliance Ratlng 0-4

Comment/Action required

YWas a contract signed and was i in line with tha
approval In principle?

4

Standard for all projects

Did management boards/steering 4 Yes where in place

committeas maet reqularly as agreed?

Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 4 Where appropriate

ordinate implementation?

Were Project Managers, responsible for 4

delivery, appointed and were the Project

Managers at a suitable senior level for the scale of

the projact?

Waere monitoring reporis prepared regulady, 4 i

showing implementatlon against plan, budget,

tirmestales and quality?

Did the project keep within its financial 3 - Some variance due to

budget and its time schedula? . .

g uncertainty about underlying

infrastructure for example

(id budgels have to be adjustad? 3 Yes

Were decisions on changes io budgels/ime 4 Likelihood of budget change

schedules mada promptly? . .\ .

pramety was predictable in certain

Cases.

Did circumstances ever warrant quesilaning the No. Cost changes where

viability of the project and the husiness case incl. . .

CBAICEA? (exceeding budget, lack of progress, considered as possible and

changes in the envirgnment, factored into initial appraisals

new evidenca)

If clrcumstances did warrant questioning the viablilty | /A

of a project was the project

subjacted to adequate examination?

i costs increased was approval received from the 4 - Yes, as a matter of procedure o

Sanctloning Authority?

Waera any projects terminaled betause of deviations ‘No.

from the plan, the budget or because circumstances

in the envirenment changed the need for the

invastmeant?

For significant prejects were quarterly A This would have been carried

raporis on prograss submitted to the MAC and to
the Minister?

Seif-Assessed Ratings:

out by Funding bodies/agencies
‘with CCCinput

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compllant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




Checklist 5: - For Current Expenditure

recommendations of preveeus VPMSIFPAS and
other evaluations?

incurring Current Expenditure Self Assessed Comment/Action reguired
' Campliance Rating 04 ' '
Are there clear objectives for all areas of current a Yes as part of Budgeting and
expenditura? o ORI
: Business Planning process
Are outputs well defined? 3 Yes, national and internal
lndlcators are in pIace for a
SIgntﬁcant amou nt of actl\nty
Ara oulputs quantified on a regular basis? 3
I5 there a method for monitoring efficiency on an 3
t ongoing basis?
1 Are outcomes well defined? 4
Are outcomes guantfied on a regular basis? 4
15 there a method for monitoring effectiveness onan | g Typically well established for
angeing basis? . . " .
o infrastructure projects in
: particular
| How many s'crmai VFMsIFPAs or olher evaluations .
| been completed in the year under review? .
Is there an annual process in plan to plan for new 2 CCC carries out internal reviews
-] VFMY s, FPAs and evaluations? . .
and audits on a regular basls.
. : This incorporate VFM elements
‘| Have all VFM's/FPAs been pubhshed in a timaly
manner?
ts there a process o fol[ow up on the : )

How have the recommendations of VFM's, FPAs
and other evaluations infurmed resource aliocation
decisicns?

Significant internal
restructuring has taken place in
recent years on foot of VFM
exercises.

Self—Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compliant




Checklist 6: - To be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if

capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.

Capital Expenditure Completed

Self Assessed
Compliance Rating (-4

Comment/Action required

“How many post-project reviews were
compieted in the year under review?

Carried out where specifically
required by funding bodies.

Was a post project review compieted for all
projects/programmes exceeding E20m?

Funding requirement

If sufficient ime has not elapsed to allow a
propar assessment of bensfits has a post
project raview been scheduled for a future
date?

N/A

Were lessons leamed from post-project
reviews disseminated within the Sponsorng
Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes

Wera changes made to the Sponsoring
Agencies practices in light of lessons leamed
from post-project reviews?

Yes

Was project review carmied out by staffing
resourcas independent of project
implementation?

Yes

Self-Assessad Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compllant, 4 ~ 100% Compliant




Checklist 7: - To be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Current Expenditure Completed Self Assessed Comment/Action required
o . Compliance Rating 0-4
Waere reviews carfed out of curent expenditure N/A Not applicabie in this return
programmes that matured during the year or wers .
discontinued? penod :
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the | /A Not a ppficable in this return
programmes wera effectiva? .
: period
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the | p/a Not applicable in this return
programmmes were efficient? .
. period
Have the conclusions reached been taken inlo N /A Not applicable in this return
account In related areas of expenditura? -,
o period
Waere any programmes giscontinued following & N/A Not applicable in this return
raview of a curment expenditure programme? .
period
Was tha review commencad amd completed withina | /p Not applicable in this return

perod of 6 months?

period

Self-Agsessed Ratings:

o - Not Daone, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant







Donegal County Council

Checkllst 1 -~ To be completed by All Local Authorities

Daes the Local Autﬁorh:y énsure, on an on"g'o'lﬁg basis that 201415 the first v}ear of the PSCn

appropriate people within the Local Authority and In its total Government. Advice on the PSC
agencles are aware of the requirements of the Publk 2 has heen Issued through ling
Spending Code? . S management.,

Has there been partl.c[pat}on by relevant staff in external Na'Tralnlng p'rovlded for Local
training on the Public Spending Code (Le. DPER} N/A Government sector to date.

2014 is first year of PSC and training
Has Internaj training on the Public Spending Code been needs, If any, -hava yet to be

provided to relevant staff? 2 [dzntifled. A Guidance document has
been developed and circulated within
the sector.

Yes. A guidance document has been
Has the Puhlic Spending Code been adapted for the type of develaped for the QA process,

project/programme that your Local Authority Is responsible 4 adapting the PSC to Local

for? 1.e. have adapted sectoral guidelines been developed? Government structuras and

appreach.
Has the Local Authority In its role as Sanctioning Authority 0 Requiremenis are not clear In this
satisfled itself that agancles that it funds comply with the regard. It Is not clear If an obligation
Pukllc Spending Code? exlsts in terms of those agencies
recelving less than €500k per

project/fannum. for the purposes of
clarification, no external agancles
have been advlsed of the PSC to date.

Have recommendatlons from previpus Quality Assurance 4 2014 Is the first year of the QA

exerclses {incl. ald Spot-Checks) been disseminated, where requirement In Local Government.
appropriate, within the Local Authority and to your Audit recommendations & findings
agencies? and the results of simllar exercises

are communicated to refevant staff.

2014 Is the first year of the QA

Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance N/A requirement in Local Government

exercises been acted upon?

Has an annua! Public Spending Code Quality Assurance 2014 is the first year of the QA
Report been submitted to NOAC? 4 requirement in Local Government.
: This report is being submitted 1o
NOAC,
Was the required sample subjected to 2 more In-depth 2014 1s the first year of the QA
Revlew 1.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process? 1 requirernent in Local Government. It

Is intended to achleve the required
5% over the next 3-years In line with
the terms of the PSC,

Has the Accounting Officer signed oif on the Information to 4 Yes. CE has signed off,
he publlshed to the webslte?




Checkilst 2: - to he completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme

that is or was under co nmderatuon in the past year.

Was a Preliminary Appralsal undertaken for all projects >
€5m

Only the ‘Rural Development
Programme’ relevant to this
question. The RDP Is allacated from
central funds.

Was an appropriate appraisal method used In respect of
each capital project or capital programme/grant scheme?

Capital appraisal may take place at
{ocal level or externally by the
sanctioning agency depending on
funding and nther considerations.

Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding €20m?

N/A

Was the appraisal process commenced at an early stage to
facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to the declslon}

Capital appraisal may take place at
local level or externally by the
sanctioning agency depending an
funding and other consideratlons.

Was an Approval In Principle granted by the Sanctloning
Authority for all projects befare they entered the Planning
and Design Phase (e.g. procurement)?

Capital appraisal may take place at
laca! level or externally by the
sanctioning agency depending an
funding and other considerations.

If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to the CEEU for
thelr view?

N/A

Was the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more than
£20m?

N/A

Were all projects that went forward for tender in line with
the Approval in Principie and if not, was the detalied
appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in Principle
granted?

N/A

Projects still under conslderation

Was approval granted to proceed to tender?

N/A

Projects still under consideration

Were Procurement Rules complied with?

N/A

Projects still under consideration

Wera State Aid rules checked for all supports?

N/A

Mot applicabla to Local Government

Were the tenders received In line with the Approval in
Principle in terms of cost and what Is expected to be
delivered?

N/A

Projects still under consideration

Were Performance  Indigators  specified for  each
project/programme which will allow far the evaluation of its
efficlency and effectiveness?

N/A

Projects still under consideration

Have steps been put in placa te gather the Performance
Indicator data’?

LTt Ay 8"»:“ R L
Salf:Assess R; ings:

_‘1 ‘J.m. v ,‘"u

0- Not Dongs - < 50% complian ,

Projects still undar conslderation




Checklist 3: -~ New Current expendlture ar expansion of existing current expendkture under

considaration

Were objég:t{vés clearly set?

No programmes

relevant to PSC’

Performance Indicator data?

N/A in 2014
No programmes relevant to PSC
Are gbjectives measurable In quantitative terms? N/A in 2014 : :
o o ' No programmes relevant to PSC
Was an a.ppropriate apprajsasl method used?l N/A in2014 e
o S No programmes relevant to PSC
Was a business case incorporating financial and ' '
: T : . N/A in 2014
economic . appraisal prepared for new current
expendlture? o
Has an assessment of IIkeiy demand for the new N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
scheme/scheme axtansion been estimated based on
empirical evidence? : in 2014
. _ : L No programmes relevant to PSC
Was Fhe r.gqulrediapproval gmnted? N/A in 2014
R o No programmes relevant to PSC
Hasa sunset cIause bgs_-n_ set? N/A in 2014
| Has a__._d_a__.:e been set for the pilot and its evaluatien? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
in 2014 '
Have the methodology and data collection N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset.
of the scheme? in 2014
No programmes relevant to PSC
| If nutsourr.lng was Invelved were Procurement Rules N/A In 2014
: complied with?
No programmes relevant to PSC
Were Performance Indicators specified for each new
N/A in 2014
current expenditure proposal or expansion of existing
current expenditure which will allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?
Mo programmes relevant to PSC
Have steps been put in place so gather the N/A in 2014




Checklist 4: - Complete If your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were Incurring

expenditure during the year under review

Comment '-Ai_i:tion‘ Reguired

Was a contract signed and was 1t in llne with the 3 1t Is normal practice to sign contracts

approval In principle? for majar capltal projects, and that
they be in line with the approvalin
principle,

Did management boards/steerlng committees meet 3

regularly as agreed?

Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Divisional Managers coordinate

ordinate implementation? delivery of all projects within thelir
Service Division,

Were Project Managers, responsible for dellvery, 3 It Is normal practice that

appointed and were the Project Managers at a responsibility for overseelng/

suitable senior level for the scale of the project? coordinating the delivery each capital

project I5 assigned to a staff member
of appropriate grade.

Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing 3 froject progress is tracked and
implementation against plan, budget, timescales and regular project meetings are hald
guality? Invalving Council representatives,

Cantractor representatives and,
where relavant, Consultant

representatives.
Did the project keep within its financial budget and its 2 Maost projects, once they go to
time schedule? construction, stick as close as

practica! to budget and time
schedule, glven their nature,

Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2 On some occaslons budgets have to
be adjusted to meet contingencies,
but changes are kept to a minimum.

Were declslons on changes to budgets/time schedules 2 Such decisions are usually made
made promptly? as soon as practical.
Did clrcumstances ever warrant questioning the No

viahillty of the project and the buslness case incl
CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack of progress,
changes in the environment, new evidence}

if crcumstances did warrant questioning the viability N/A
of a project was the project subjected to adequate
examinatlon?

If costs Increased was approval recelved from the 3
Sanctloning Authority?
Were any projects terminated because of deviations No

from the plan, the budget or because circumnstances
in the environment changed the need for the
investment?

For significant projects were guarterly reports on N/A
progress submitted to the MAC (Management Team)
and to the Minister?

BOAR R A N Ty

Anxiet

I50:75%




Checkiist 5 For Current Expendlture

Yes. Spending Programme

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 4
expenditure? befined as part of the Annual
Budget process.
Are outputs well defined? 3
Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 The annual SP:rvIce Indicators
monltar activity levels for a range
of local government services,
Is there a method for monlto}ing effidency on an 2 ves, Bud.get performance and
ongolng basis? : monitoring is In place. Internal
Audit Unit and Value for Money
Committee are established.
Tha development of the Annual
Are outcomes well defined? 2 Service Plans will enhance this
measurement
: The development of the Annual
Are outcomes quantlified on a regular basis? 2 Service Plans will enhance this
measurement
Yes Budget performance and
is there a method for monitoring effectiveness on an 2 monitoring is in place. Internal
ongolng basls? Audit Unit and Value for Money
' Committee are established.
Includes Internal Audit Reports
I:ow mamyl fcn;jmlaEU\]IFI\/'is/FPAii or til{:her? evaluations 6 and perlodic reports to the VFM
ean completed in the year under review Committee
15 there an annual process in ptace to plan for new VFMs,
FPAs and evaiuations? Yes Internal Audit Work Programme
and periodic reports to the VFM
Committee
Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely manner? N/A
Is there a process to follow up on the recommendations of Yes Internal Audit Implementation &
previous VPMs/FPAs and other evaluations? Progress Report
Yes Through consideration by Senior

How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs and other

evaluations !nﬁ:rmed resource allocation decisions?

Management




Checkilst 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital
prograrnrnes/grant schemes matured or were dlscontmued

How many post-project reviews were completed in 0 No formal PPR documents were

the year under review? cited by respondents, This does
not mean however that post
project reviews do not take place
In other forms.

Was a post project review completed for all N/A

projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper 0

assessment of henefits has a post project review been

scheduled for a future date?

Were lessons learned from posi-project reviews 0

disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

the Sanctioning Authority?

Woere changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies 0

practices in light of lessons learned from post-project

reviews?
Muiti-annual projects would have

Were project reviews carried out by staffing resources 1 such reviews carried out, but not

independent of project implementation? necessarily during the year In
question

‘Sel-f-Asses.sad Raﬁngz' Al

RIS

-0~-HNot Uone; i-'<50% comphant, z~50-759e, Camp ,a.-.ﬂ 3;%}'75'_ Ttend]




Checklist 7: - to be compieted if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their

Were reviews carried out of current expenditure

planned tlmeframe durmg the year or were dlscontmued

No proprammes relevant ta PSC

N/A in 2014
programmes that matured durlng the year or were / "
discontinued?
No programmes relevant to PSC
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A in 2014
programmas were effective?
) Na programmes relevant to PSC
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A in 2014
programmes were efficdent?
. fusi ched b ‘ : No programmes relevant to PSC
Have the conclusions reache een taken into
N/A 201
account In related areas of expenditure? / n 2014
: No programmes ralevant to PSC
Were any programmes discontinued following a .
. N/A in 2014
review of a current expenditure programme?
: No programmes relevant to PSC
Was the review commenced and completed within a N/A in 2014

period of 6 manths?

Notes:

(a) The scaring mechanism for the above tables is set out below

L Scope for significant Improvements = a score of 1
It Compliant hut with some improvement necessary = a score of 2

1k, Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

{b) For some questions, the scoring mechanism Is not always strictly relevant. In these cases, it is

appropriate to mark as NfA and provide the required Information In the commentary box as

apprepriate.

{c} The focus should be on providing descriptive and contextual Information to frame the compliance

ratings and to address the issues ralsed for each question.

It is also Important to provide summary

details of key analytical outputs for those questions which address compliance with
appraisal/evaluation requirements i.e. the annual number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project

reviews,







Dublin City Council

Checklist 1:
prograrnmes

General

Obligations not specific to

individua! projecis or

General Obligations not specific to
individual projects/ programmes

Self-Assessed
Compllance Rating:

Conunent/Action Required

the information o be published to the

hvebsite?

84
Does the jocal avthodly ensure, on an Al relevant siaff have been made
ongoing basis that appropriate people aware of the PSC through recenily
within the local authorty and in s 3 developed Gy Councit inlermnal
agencies are aware of the requirements quidelines for capital projects and
of the Public Spending Code? through the process of completion
o this report.
Has there been participation by retevant No training provided to local
staff in external training on the Public N/&, government sactor ko date
Spending Code? (e, DPER)
Has internal fraining on the Publig 2014 is the first year of the PSC sg
Spending Code been provided to 2 training needs have yet to be
relevant stafi? dentified. Staff are aware of the
P50 as per the sbove
Has the Public Spending Code been Yes, internal guidelines for capital
adapted for the type of 4 projects  have bDeen  developed
project/programme that  your  local along with the guidance notes
authority is responsible for? ie. have issued by the Finance Committee of
adapted guidelines been developed? COMA
Has ‘the local authorty in its role as 2014 is the first year of the QA/PSC
ISanctioning Authority satisfied itseli thay 2 process for the City Council and the
agencies that it funds comply with the main focus has been on infernal
Public Spending Code? ’ lEwareness
iave recommendations from previous 2014 is the first year of the QA/PSC
Cuality Assurance exercises (incl oid MNiA nrocess for the City Coundil
Spot-Checks) been disserminated, where
appropriate, within the local autherity and
\o your agencies?
Have recommendations from previous 2014 is the first year of the QA/PSC
Quality Assurance exercises been acted A nrocess for the City Council
Lipon? '
Has an annual Public Spending Code Yes, completed repart submitted.
Cuality  Assurance  Report  been 4
submifted o the National Oversight and
Audit Commission (NOACY?
Was the required sample subjected o & The 5% wili be met over the 2014-
more in-depth Review i.e. as per Siep 4 2 2018 period as per the Public
of the QA process Spending Code
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on 4 Yes, the Chisf Exgculive has signed

off

Seli-Assessed Ratings: 0 - Kot Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 — 506-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75%

Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant



Checidist 2:  Capital expenditure being considerad in 2014

To be completed in respect of capital projects or programme that is or was under
consideration in the past vear

Capttal Expenditure being Self-Asgsessed Comment/Action Raguired
considered ~ Appraisal and Compliance Ratling:
Approval 0-4
Was a Praliminary Apprasal 4
underiaken for ail projects > £5m
Was an appropriate appraisal method 3

used in respect of each capital project
or capital programme/grant scheme?

Was a CBA/CEA completed for gl MiA, No projests excaedead this amount
projects exceeding €20m7
Was tha appraisal DIDCass 4

commenced at an esarly siage o
facilitaie decision making7{is prior io
the decision)

Was an Approval in Principle granied 4
by the Sanclioning Authonty for al
projecis  before  they entered  the
Flanning and Design Phase? {(eg

procuramant)

i a CBACEA was required was It NiA No projects required CBAJCEA
submitied to the CEEU far their view?

Ware the NDFA Consulted for projects N7A Mo projects exceeded this amount
cosling more than €20m7?

Were all projects that went forward for 4

tender in line with the Approval in
Principle and if not was ihe detailed
appraisal  revisidled and a  iresh
Apnroval in Principle granted?

Was approval granted 1o procssd 1o 4

tender?

Were Procurement Rules complied 4

with?

Were Stete Aid ruies checked for all NA Not applicable o] Local
SUpROns? Government

Were the tenders received in line with 4

the Approval in Principis in lerms of
cost and whal 8 axpected io be
dalivarad?

Weare Perormance Indicators specified 2
for each projsctiprogramme which will
aliow for the avaluation of iis efficiency
and effectivensss?

Have steps baen pul in place to aather 2
the Performancs indicalor data?

Seli-Assessed Ralings:
0 - Mot Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, Z - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100%
Compliant




Checklist 3: Current expenditure being considered in 2014
New current axpenditure or expansion of existing current expenditure under consideration

Current Expendiiure being
considered ~ Appraisal and

Self-Assessed

Compliance Rating:

Comment/Action Required

Approval 0.4

Weare objectives clearly sel? NIA No programmes relevant o the
P80 in 2014

Arg objectives  measwrable  in NiA No programmes relsvant o the

guanhitative termg? PSCin 2014

Was an approorigle appraisal method NiA No programmaes relevant o the

used? PSC In 2014

Was o business case incorporating BHA, No programmes relevant to the

financial and economic  appraisal P3G in 2014

prapared for new current expanditure?

Has an asssessment of lkely demand NiA No programmes relevant fo the

for the new scheme/scheme exiznsion PEC in 2014

besn estimated based on empirical

evidence?

Was the required approval granted? N/A No programmes relevant o the
PSC in 2014

Has a sunset clause baen set? MIA Mo programmes relevant o the
PECin 2014

Has a date besn sel for the piiot and N/A No programmes relevant to the

its evaluation? PSC in 2014

Have the methodology and data Ni& No programmes relevant to the

collection requirements {or the pilot PSCin 2014

bhezen agreed af the outse! of the

scheme?

it outsourcing was involved were N No programmes relevant to the

FProcurement Rules complied with? PSCin 2014

Were Performance Indicalors specified NIA No programmes relevant o the

for each new current expenditure PSCin 2014

proposal or expansion  of  existing

current expendifure

Have steps been put in place o gather NIA Mo programmes relgvant (o the

the Parformance Indicator data?

PSC in 2014

Self-Assessed Ratings:

{ - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-78% Comptliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 - 100%

Complhant




Checklist 4. Capital Projects incurring expenditure during 2014
Complete ¥ your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring
expenditure in the year undear review

Incurring Capital Expenditure Self-Assessed Comment!Action Reguired
Lompliance Rating:
G-4
Waz a contract signed and was i in 4
e with the approval in princisie?
Did management  boards/stearing 4
commitieas meet regularly as agreed?
Were Programme Co-ordinators 4
appointad 1] co-ordinate
impleamentation?
Were Project Managers, responsible 3

for defivery, appointed and were the
Project Managers at a suilable level for
the soale of the project?

Were moniloring  reports  preparad 3
regularly,  showing  knplementation
agains! plan, budgel tmescales and

qually?

Did the project keap within iis Bnancial 3

budge! and its Hime schedula?

Did budgets have {o be adjusted? 2 Y a5
Ware desisions on changes o budgsls 3 Yes
or {ime schadules made promptiy?

Did  clroumstances ever  warrant MIA

guashonng the visbilily of the project
and e busingss case  incl
CBA/CEA{exceeding budgel lack of
progress, changes in the exiemnal
erwirpnment, naw evidence;

H  circumnstances did warrant B/A

quastioning the viabl y of a projsct

was the prolect subjecied o 2 eqsa;e

examinalion?

i costs incressed was  approval 4

received  from the  Sanclioning

Authority?

Were any projects terminated bacsuss 4 No

of devigtions from the plan, the budgst
or because cicumstances in the
environmeant changsad the nead for the
invesiment?

For significant projects wers
iw

rierly 4 Updaiss are pmv'deﬁ o t‘h:’a
reports on progress submit i

]

qua
e 1o reevant agencies and lo BMT g

MAC and to the Minister? requirad
Seif-Assassed Ratings:
0 - Not Done, 1- < 80% complan, 2 - 30-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100%

Compliant



Checklist 5:
For current expenditure

incurring current expenditure in 2014

incurring Current Expenditure

Self-Assassed

Comment/Action Required

of VFMs, FPAs  and
evalyations informed
aliocation decisions?

other
resource

Compliance
Rafing: 04
Are there clear objectives for alf 3 = Annual Statutory Budget process
areas of current expenditure? = Corparste plan & Service plans
= PMDS/ Team Development Plans
+  Risk Management
Are ouiputs well defined? 3 = National KPi's
s Dublin City Councit KPI's
s Team Development plans{TDOP} & Personal
Devejopment plans (FDP) targets
Are outputs guantified on 2 3 » Quarterty budget monitoring and reporting
regular basis? = Quarierly reporting fo Department of
Envircnment In areas of Payroll Spending,
Borrowings, Capital & Revenus Income
and Expenditure, Debtors and changes in
Greater Government Borrowings
s Strategic Policy and Area Committees
reporting
e Malf yearly review of TOP and PDP
¢ Annual Report
Is there a method for moniloring 3 « Procurement monitoring
efficiency on an gngoing basis? » Shared sarvices review
= Internal and External auditors
= Quarterly budget reporting
= Planned services / function reviews
Ara ouicomes well defined? 2 « Targats are defined in the Annual
Budget, Corporate Plan, Service Plans
and Team plans
Are oulcomes quantified on a 2 = Annual Report & Annual Budgels
reqular basis? o Quarterly Budget Monitaring
« SPC reporting at least 4 times per year
s internal Audit Committes at least 4 psr year
l& there & method for monitoring 2 s Combination of alt above
effectiveness  on  an  ongoing « Formal reviews of some of DCC
basis? Departments / functions
How many formal VFMs/FPAs or 2 o VFM — 2 conducted by internal audit
other evaluations been completed b Transformation agenda ~ number of reviews
| in the year under review? angoing
Is there an annual process in plan 2 = included as part of Team Development Plans
to plan for new VFMs, FPAs and = included in Audit Plan
evaluations?
Have ali VFMs/FPAs been 2 Yes, where appropriate
pitblished in a timely manner?
is there a process to follow up on 3 = incleded as part of Team Davelopment Plans
the recommendations of pravious «Formal follow up by internal audit to review
VPMs/FPAS and other implementation of audit recommendations
evaluations?
How have the recommendations 2 s included as part of Team Development Plans

= [ncorporated into decision making process




Checklist 6: Capital expenditure completed during 2014
To be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or f capital
programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinuad

Capital Expenditure Completad Seif-Assessed CommentiAction Reguired
Compliance Rating:
0-4

How many post-project reviews were 2 Of the projects sampled, more
complatad in the year undar revisw? than hall have either completed or

arg  considering  post  project

raview
Was & post project review complated MNIA Of the projects sampled, post
for all projecis/iprogrammas exceeding project review under discussion
€20m7 and {o be scheduled
it sufficient timz has not elapsed i 2 Of the projects sampled, post
allow a proper assessment of benefits project review under discussion
has a post project review  been and to be scheduled
scheduled for a fulure date?
Were lessons  leamsd  from  poste 4 Yes, where review has bsen
project reviews disseminaied within the compiatad.
Sponsoring Agency  and  to the
Sanchioning Authority?
Were changes made 1o the Sponsoring NiA NiA
Agencies practices in light of lessons
lzarnad from post-project reviews?
Was project review carried out by 4 Of tha projects that have been
staffing  resources  independent  of reviewed a@n independent revisw
project implementation? was commissionad

Seli-Assessed Ratings:

8 - Not Done, 1 - = B0% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 - 100%

Compliant




Checklist 7 Capital Projects under consideration in 2014

To be completed i current expenditure programmes reached the end of their planned
timeframe duwring the year or were discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached
the end of its planned timeframe or

Seli-Assessed
Compliance Rating:

Comment/Action Reguired

compieted within a period of &
months?

(it} was discontinued G-4
Were reviews carried out of curent MIA Mo programmes relevant to the
expandifure progremmes that maturad PEC In 2014
during the yvear or ware discontinusd
Did those reviews reach conclusions NS No prograrmmes relaverd to the
on whether the programmes wers PSC in 2014
effectiva?
Did those raview reach conclusions on N No programmes relevant to the
whether  the  programmes  were FPSCin 2014
efficient?
Have the conclusions reached bean N/A No programmes relevant (o the
faken info account in related areas of PEC In 2014
axpenditurs?
Were any programmes discontinued NiA No programmes relevant fo the
fullowing a raview of a current PSCin 2014
axpenditure programme?
Was the review commenced and N/A No programmes refevant o the

P&EC in 2014

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0-Not Done, 1-<50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 - 100%

Compliant







Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council

Chatk!:st 1 Tﬁ be comp!eted by Atl Lor:al Authﬁrst:es

Ganera! Obligations not specmc to
_individual projects/programmes

C "mentJAc‘hen '

information to be published to the websita?

1 ‘Does the Local Authority ensure,.on an ongoing 2 The requirements of the Public ;
_ ‘basis that appmpnate p&aple ‘withie the Local ’ Spendmg Code brgught io the
~i Authority and in its agencies are.aware of the attention of mievaﬂt staff in
requsrements of the ?ubtsc Spandmg Code? 2014. ;
Has thera baaﬂ partsmpatmn by refevant staff in 0 Trammg requestad None -
external tralning on the Pub!sc Spendmg Cade Provided. On-going raquests o
(i.e. DPER} : : from relevant staff for externai
trammg :
Has Internai t;-ammg on the Public S;:Jeﬂdmg 2 Ali documents, gundetmes and
Cade been prmwded to re!evant stafﬁ notes issued by NOAC were
supplied to the relevant staff.
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for p A specific Guidance Note was
the type of project/programme that your Local deve!nped for the Local -
Authority is responsible for? i.e. have adapted Government Sector in relation
guidelines been developed? to the QA process. New
I e ' | structures being put in place to-
help adapt guldelines for DLR.
1 Has the Local Au!:hnnty i Its role as Sanctioning n/a
Authcrlty satisfied itself that agencies that it i
'funds comply W|th the Public Spendlng Code?
Have feccmmendatlsns fmm pravious Quality 2 Dissemination of
Assurance exercises (incl. old Spot-Checks) recommendations is usual,
been’ dtsseminated where appropriate, within :
1the E_oca! Authnnty and fo your agencias?
Have recnmmendatmns fram previous Quality 2 In the main,
Azsurance exercises been acted u;:xen'?
Has an anrwal Pubhc: Spending Code Quality 4 Yes - Submitted
.1 Assurance Report been submitted to the . . .
i ‘National Oversight and Audit Commtssmn
(NOACY?
Was the reguired sample subjected to a more 4 Yes - In-depth review carried
in- depth Review Le. as per Stap 4 of the QA out
pmceas?’ i
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Yes,

Self-Assessed Ratings-

0 - Not Done, 1 -« 50% compliang, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Cmm itant, 4 - ma i Cz}msisaﬁt

PSC Quality Assurance Report For 2014 DLR



Chacklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projscts or capital
programme/grant scheme that is or was under consideration in the past year.

Capital Expenditura being ccnsmered -
5Appre§5al and Approvai =

Sa!f—%sessad

Cammantmcucn

Was a Pr&iéménary Appraésai undertaken for

all projects » £5m

MNeeds Assassments and

Business Cases used when
making preliminary appraisal
of projects.

Was an appropriate appralsal method used
in respect of each capital project or capital
programme/grant scheme?

Yas,

Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m?

A cost benefit analysis is not 2
raquirement when developing
a planning schame for a
Strateglc Development Zone,

Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making?
{i.e. prior to the decision)

Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before
they entered the Flanning and Design Phase
{e.g. procurement)?

Approval In Principle required
for Houslng Grants.

If a TBAJ/CEA was required was it submitted
to the CEEU for their view?

n/a

Were the NDFA Consulted for projects
costing more than €20m?

n/a

Were all projects that went forward for
tender in line with the Approval in Ponciple
and if not was the detailed appraisal
ravisited and a fresh Approval in Principle
granted?

nfa

Was approval grantad to proceed to tender?

Were Procurement Ruies complied with?

Wera Stata Ald rules checked for 3l
supporis?

Were the tenders raceived in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and
what is expected o be delivered?

nia

Were Performance Indicators specified for
each project/orogramme which wilf allow for
the evaluation of its efficiency and
effectiveness?

Have steps been put in place to gather the
Performance Indicator data?

Self-Assessed Ratings:
£ - Not Dong

1« = 30% complant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Comollant, 4 - 100% Comsliant

PSC Quality Assurance Report for 2014 DIR



Chezkiust 3: - few Current expend;ture or expansnnn nf ex:stmg aurrent

: -expenditure under conszderatien. '

;Current Expendrture being cans:dered

Perfarmance Indicator data"

Were objectives clearly set? g . 2014 Expenditure was '
: ' | considered as part of 2013
ﬁudget pmc:&ss
Are objeci_::ves measurabée in qaanmatwe nia 2014 Expendztu re was .
terms? considered as part of 2013
Budget process.
"Was an appropriate appraisal method used? n/a 2014 Expenditure was
: ' - ; considered as part of 2013
e : Budget process.
Was & business case incorporating financial n/a -5 2014 Expenditure was
and economic appraisal preparad for new : cgngdered as part of 2013
current expe_ndizure? ' Bucfget process.
1 Hasan assessment of likely demand for the n/a 12014 Expendltum wasg | ;
{ new scheme/sqheme extension been _ 'mns]de;—ed as part af 2013
.1 estimated based on empirical evidence? Budget pmcesg :
Was'the required approval granted? n/a 2014 Expenditure was
: considered as part of 2013
Budget process.
Has & sunset clause been set? nfa 2014 Expenditure was
: REEERE | considered as part of 2013
Budget process.
Has a date been set far the pilot and its n/a 2014 Expenditure was
evaluatian? ccns:dereci as part of 2013
Budget process.
Have the methodology and data collection /e 2014 Expenditure was
requirements for the pilot been agreed at considered as part of 2013 :
th@ QUtEEt Of the scheme? - Budget process :
1IF eutsourcmg was Invoived were nfa 2014 Expenditure was
i Procursment Rules cempilad with? considered B85 "part of 2013
] Budget procass.
1 Ware Performance Indicators specified for nja 2014 Expenditure was
i each new current expenditure proposal or considered as part of 2013
| expansion of existing current expenditure Budget process.
which will allow for the evaluation of its _
efficiency and effer:;iveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather the n/a 2014 Expendiiure was

considered as part of 2!313
Budget process.

Self-Assessed Ratings:

O - Hot Banez 1 - < 50% campliant, 2 - 58-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, # - 100% Compilant

BSC Guality Assurance Report for 2014 DLR




Checklist 4; - Complete if your organisation had capital projecis/programmes
that were incurring expenditure during the year undesr raview,

Incurring Capital Expenditure .| Seif-Assassed
: Complianca
Bating:

Was the contract signad and was It In Hine with 4 Yas,

the approval in principle?

Did management boards/steering commitiees 4 Yes. Management Team and

meet regularly as agreed? Public Infrastructure
Steering Commities held
regu}af meetings.

Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to 4 Yes,

co-ordinats implementation?

Wera Programme Mangers responsible for 4 Yes,

delivery, appointed and were the Project

Managers at a suitable senior lavel for the

scale of the project?

Were monitoring reporis prepared regularly, 3 High compliance,

showing implaniation against plan budget,

timescales and quality?

Did the project keep within iis financial budget 3 Maiority did.

and its time scheduls?

Did budgets have to be adjustad? 3 Al times,

Were decisions on changes to budgets/time 2 In the main.

schedules made promptly?

Did circumstances ever warrant questioning n/a Did not arise,

tha viability of the project and the business

case incl. CBAJCEA? {axceading budget, lack of

progress, changes in the anvironment, new

evidence}

If circumstances did warrent quastioning the n/a Did not arise.

viability of a proiect was the project subjacted

to adequate examination?

{f costs increased was approval received from 4 Yes.

the Sanctloning Authority?

Were any projects terminated because of n/a Did not arise,

deviations from the plan, the budgst or

because chroumstances in the environment

changed the need for the investment?

For significent projects were quarterly reports 4 MT receives monthly

an prograss submitted to the MaC reports and reports

{Management Team) and to the Minister? submitted to sther Bodies
as reguired,

Splf-Assessed Ratings:

G- Mot Done, 1 - < 30% compllant, 2 - 80-7%% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

P50 Quatity Assurance Report for 2004 DLR



Checkllst 5: - Fur Current Expend;ture

'--Em:urrm Current Ex &ndrmrﬁ Cammen%mcﬂan

Are there clear objectives for all areas of 3 Cutlined in Annual Budget,
current expenditure? : | Department Business pians,
: ‘1 Annual works programmas,
Service Dehvery Plan aﬂd
Perfarmance indicators.

Are outputs well defingd? 3 Budget Rev:ew, SRR
Cnrrespondence with users
| {CRM), Corporate Plan - Action
1 Plan 2015 - 20193, PMDS,
Annual Repcr‘c & Perfurmanc&
Endlcatars Re;mrt

" i Are cutputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Targets Goais & Objectwes are

' estabhshed at the start of each
year and are monitored on an
on-going and continuous basis
throughout the year through
reguiar scheduled meetings and
through continuous contact
with relevant staff within

departments.
Is there 2 method for manitaring efficiency 3 Agresso Financis! Management
on an ongoing basis? _ Systam, Stakeholder Meatings,

Correspondence with users ;
{CRM}, Corporate Plan ~ Action
Plan 2015 ~ 2019, PMD5,
Annual Report & Performance
Indicators Report

Are putcomes well defined? 3 Yes irt the Departmeant Business
' Pians, Annual Works
Programmes and the Service

Delivery Plan
Are oulcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 Through regular reviews of
performance.
Is thare & method for monitoring 3 Structured departmental
effectiveness on an op-going basis? meetings held to assess and !

review performance against
targets, goais & objectives,
The Naticnal Performance
Indicators the Council’s
performance is measured

5- against other authorities, The

Council's Service Delivery Plan
i also specifies objectives for the
: Departinent.

PSC CQusality Assurance Report for 2014 DLR



How many formal VFMs/FPAsS or other o nfa
evaluations been completed in the year
under review?

{Focussed Policy Assessment)

s there an annual process in plan to plan ] n/a
for new ViMs, FPAsS and evaluations?

Have afi VFMs/FPAS been published in 3 iy n/a
timely manner?

Is there a process to follow up on the g nia
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs and
other evaluations?

How have the recommendations of 0 n/a
VFMs, FPAs and other evaluations informed
rasource allocation decisions?

Self-Assessed Ratings:
D - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Comoliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

BSC Guality Assarance Report for 2014 DIR




:Checkilst 6: - to be cumpleted 1f capltas pro}ects were camp!eteé durmg the
year or if capztei prngrammes!grant schemes matumd or Were dzsccntmuad,

= "Saif-Asaassad

mmantmc.tx_)r}

rescurces independent of ;Jroject
smpzementatmn?

How many post-project raviews wers Informal post-project
completed in the year under review? review carrled out on
: projects but limited full
revaaws camad OUE

Was 8 post project review completad for all /a ! No prcuects over €2{}m to
:pro;ec:ts!pmgrammes excaedmg €20m‘? rev:ew B

CLIF sufficient time has not _eiapsed to aliow a 4
-proper assessment of benefits has a post
project review been schaduled for a future
date7

| Were iessmns learned fmm post-project 4
reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring
Agenty anci to the San{;tianmg Autharsty?

1Were changes made to the Sponsoring 4
Agencies practices in light of lessons
ieamed frcsm post project rewew57

: Was projact review carried out by staffing i Many of the reviews were

carried out by project staff.

Seif—Assessed Ratings:

g- Nﬁt Darze 1« < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

PSC Quality Assurance Report for 2014 DLR




Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached
the end of their planned timeframe during the yvear or were discontinued.

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the - | ' Seli-Assessed = Cs:mmanUActmn
end of its planned timsfmma or (:i} Was_. - Compliance. e
_discnnﬂnued L o " Rating

e e -4 R
Ware reviews carréed out of, current nfa Mo services ceased in 2014
expanditure programmas that matured

during the year or were discontinued?

Did those reviews reach conciusions on nfa No services ceased in 2014
wheather the programmes were effective?

Did those raviews reach conclusions on n/a Mo services ceased in 2014
whether the programmes wera efficient?

Have the conclusions reached bean taken nfa No services ceased in 2014

into account in related areas of

expenditura?

Woers any programmes discontinued n/a Mo services ceased in 2014
following a review of a current

expenditure

programme?

Was the review commenced and n/a No services ceased in 2014
completed within a pertod of 6 months?

Belf-Assessed Ratings:

9 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compllant

PSC Quality Assuranze Report for 20004 DIR




Fingal Countv Council

: Cfx_ec_kiist 1 - To be completed by All Local Authorities

| individual projects/] programmes ::

Self Asﬁessed

Comment/Action Required

Does the Local Authority ensure, on an ongoing
basis that appropr:ate pmple within the Local
Authunty and in its agencies are aware of the
requirements of the Public Spending Code?

2014 is the first jyear of the PSC in
Local Government and all reievant
staff have been notified of their

| obligations under the PSC

Has there been participation by relevant staff in
external training on the Publzc Spending Code
{i.e. DPER} .

N/A

No Training provided for Local
Government sector to date.

Has Internal training on the Public Spending
Code been provided to relevant staff?

2014 is first year of PSC agﬁd
training needs, if any, have yet to’
be identified. Guidance document
has been developed and circulated

Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
4 the type ‘of project/pmgramme that your Local
§ Authority is responsible for? ie. have adapted
guidelines been developed?

Yes. A guidance document has
been developed for the QA aspect,
adapting the PSC to Local
Government structures and
approach.

Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it
funds comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

No Projects relevant to the PSC

Have recommendations from previous Quality
Assurance’ exercises {incl. old Spot-Checks) been
disseminated, where appropriate, within the Local
Adthority and to your agencies?

N/A

2014 is the first year of the QA
exercise in the Local Government
sector

Have recommendations from previous Quality
Assurance exercises been acted upon?

N/A

2014 is the first vear of the QA
requirement in Local Government

Has an annua% Publzc Spendmg Code Quality
Assurance Report been submitted to the National
Oversight and Audit Commission {(NOAC)?

Yes — Report submitted

Was the required sample subjected to a more in-
depth Review i.c. as per Step 4 of the QA process?

Required Sample reviewed

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the
information to be published to the website?

Yes. Chief Executive has signed off




Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital

.Capital _Expendxture : being .

cons:dered '

Erogramme / grant scheme that is or was under cons:deratmn m the past year

Self Assessed.

expected to be delivered?

'Appralsai and Approva e ' Cnmpliance : ent/Action Req uiir't:d'
: i “Rating: - S T R
Q4"

Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for ali )
projects » €5m 3 One project >€5m.
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of each capital project or capital 3 Yes. .
programme/ grant scheme?
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects No projects listed at this level.
exceeding €20m? N/A
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early
stage to facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to 3 Yes. In conjunction with the
the decision) relevant government body/agency.
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they 4 Required to secure Grants
entered the Planning and Design Phase (e.g.
procurement)?
If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Na projects listed at this level.
the CEEU for their view? N/A

R , N i i i .
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects cesting o projects listed at this level
more than €20m? N/A
Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and if not was 4 Tenders were in Hne with
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh 1
Approval in Principle granted? approvals.
Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 4 Yes
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 Yes
Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A N/A in Local Government
Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is 4 Yes

Were Performance Indicators specified for each
project/programme which will allow {or the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?

Projects under consideration. No
performance indicators specified as

yet.

Have steps been put in place to gather the
Performance lndicator data?

Projects under consideration. No
performance indicators specified as

vet.




ompiian i 1(}0 H Comphan

Checkhst 3: — New Current expendﬁure or expansmn of ex1st1nff current expendlture

under con51derat10n

Comment/Action Required

Were objectives clearly set?

Performance Indicator

N/A
Are obgechves measurable in quantitative N/A
terms?
| Was an _appropriate appraisal method used? N/A
| Was a business case incorporating financial N/A
and economic appraisal prepared for new
current expenditure?
| Has an a_séeésineht of likely demand for the N/A
new = scheme/scheme  extension  been
| estimated based on empirical evidence?
Was the .ré_q'uired approval granted? N/A
| Has a sunsét clause been set? N/A
| Has a date been set for the pilot and its N/A
evaluation?
Have the methodology and data collection N/A
| requirements for the pilot been agreed at the
outset of the scheme?
1 outsourcing — was involved  were N/A
Procurement Rules complied with?
Were Performance Indicators specified for
each new current expenditure proposal or N/A
expansion of existing current expenditure
which will allow for the evaluation of its
efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been puf in place to gather the N/A

. 50-75% Compliant, 3

1t 4 2 100% Compliant:




Checlklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that

were mcurrang expendlture durmg the year under review.

{Managemoent Team) and to the Minister?

"Incurnng Capltal Expenditure : SelfAssessed R e
. . . : Comphance Comment/Action Required
:Ratlng . T
C o : 0-4
Was a contract signed and was it in line with
the approval in principle? 3 Yes where appropriate
Did management boards/steering 3
committees meet regularly as agreed? Yes where appropriate
Were F.)rogra.mme Co—ordi_nators appointed to 3 Internal Co-ordinating Team in
co-ordinate implementation? .
place in most cases.
Were Project Managers, responsible for
delivery, appointed and were the Project o .
Managers at a suitable senior level for the 3 Intern.al Co-ordinating Team in
scale of the project? place in most cases.
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan,
budget, timescales and quality? 3 Progress Reports were prepared
in most cases
Did the project keep within its [inancial 3 In most cases
budget and its time schedule?
Did budgets have to be adjusted? Yes.
Were decisions on changes to budgets/time 3 Ves
schedules made promptly?
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning
the viability of the project and the business N
case incl. CBA/CEA? {exceeding budget, lack o
of progress, changes in the environment,
new evidence)
Il circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project was the project N/A
subjected to adequate examination? /
If costs increased was approval received from 4 YVes. This would be a
the Sanctioning Authority? .
requirement for grant approval
Were any projects terminated because of
deviations from the plan, the budget or N
because circumstances in the environment ©
changed the need for the investment?
For signiflicant projects were quarterly Updates are provided to the MT
reports on progress submitted to the MAC .
4 and Council on a monthly and

quarterly basis and to relevant

Self- Assessed Ratmgs.

0- Not Dorie, 1 - < 50% {:amphant 2 - SO 75% Cemplsant 3-> 75"

bodies periodicaliv, as required.

Comphant 4-100% cOmphan: o




Checklist 5: - For Current Expenditure

Comment/Action Required

Are there clear objectives for all areas of

FPAs and other evaluations informed
resource aliocation decisions?

\r er : 4 | Yes. Spending Pragr'axnﬁle
current expenditure? Defined &as part of the Annual
s ' : Budget process. '
Are outputs well defined? 3 | National KPIs are in place for
| Local Government
Are oﬁtputs quanfified ona regular basis? 3 KPls are established each year
for specific services
Is there a method for monitoring efficiency 4 Yes 'Bud.get Ipe‘rformance and
| on an ongoing basis? moenitoring is in place.
. The development of the Annual
Are outcomes well defined? 2 Service Plans will enhance thls
: measurement’
: _ The development of the Annual
Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 Service Plans will enhance this®
: measurement :
- | Is there a method for monitoring 4 Yes. Spending Programme
effectiveness on an ongoing basis? defined as part of the Annual
: . : : Budpget process,
How many formal VFMS/FPAS ar other N/A
evaluations been comple{ed in the year
: uncier review?
Is. there an annuai process in place to plan N/A
i for new VFMS FPAs and evaluations?
Have ali VFMs/FPAs been published in a N/A
timely manner?
1 Is there a process to follow up on the N/A
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs
1 and other evaluations?
How have the recommendations of VFMs, N/A

< 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant; 3 = >.75% Complian

100% Compliant




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if

capxtal programrnes / grant schemes rnatureci or were dlscontmued

' Capltal Expend;ture Completed . :' s .:3.

| Comment/Action Required

How many post-project reviews were
completed in the year under review?

bo

Two completed projects
recorded for 2014 inventory

Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

N/A

If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a
proper assessment of benefits has a post
project review been scheduled for a future
date?

N/A

Were lessons learned f{rom post-project
reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring
Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority?

N/A

Were changes made to the Sponsoring
Agencies practices in light of lessons learned
from post-project reviews?

N/A

Was project review carried out by staffing
TesouUrces independent of project
implementation?

N/A

Self Assessed Ratlngs

0- Not Dnne, 1'- < 50% !:omphant 2 50 759 6 Comphant 3-> 75 o C.o.rﬁpliéir'lt, 4 - IOO%ICOHEblién.t :




Che_c'klist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end

of their planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Comment/Action Requir

) ) No programmes relevant to PSC
Were reviews carried out  of, current in 2014
expenditure programmes that matured N/A n

during the year or were discontinued?

No programmes relevant to PSC

Did those reviews reach conclusions on .
in 2014

whether the programmes were effective? N/A

No programmes reievant to PSC

Did these reviews reach conclusions on .
in 2014

whether the programmes were eflicient? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

Have the conclusions reached been taken in 2014

into account in related areas of expenditure? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

. i
Were  any programmes discontinued in 2014

following a review of a current expenditure N/A
programrme?

No programmes relevant to PSC

Was the review commenced and completed in 2014

within a peried of 6 months? N/A

?'.'SelI‘»As:' essed Ratings

{} ‘Not -Dc‘me, 1.-<50% ompliant; 2 ~ 50:75% Compliant 3 -5 750 » Compliant; 4 --100% Compliant

Notes:
{a) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below@
L Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
II.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
I1I.  Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

(b) 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.

{c} The focus should be on providing descriptive and contextual information te frame the
compliance ratings and to address the issues raised for cach question. It is also
important to provide summary details of key analytical outputs for those questions
which address compliance with appraisal/evaiuation requirements i.e. the annual
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews.






Galway City Council

Checklist 1~ General Obligations on Galway City Council

Does the  Local Auihomy ensure on an
ongoing basis that appmpnaie people within
the ‘Local Authority and in its agencies are
aware of the réqalremcﬁis of the Pubhc
Spending Code" :

' '*{)14 is the first year ofil:ie
PSC in Local Government.
All relevant stalf & _awf:jms
have been notified of their
obligations under the PSC.

Has ihcrc been parti(,ipatfon by relevant staff
in ‘external training on the Pubhc Spending
Code (i.c. DPER) :

N/A

No Training provided for
Local Government sector m
2014,

Has Internal 'tréinirig' on the Public Spending
Code been provided to relevant staff?

2014 is the first PSC year.
Training needs have yet to
be identified. Guidance
document being developed.

Has the Public Spending Code been adapted
for the type of project/programme that your
Local Authority is responsible for? ie. have
: adapt{:d guidelines been developed?

Yes. Guidance document
being developed for the QA,
adapting the PSC to Local
Government structures.

Has - ihe Local Authority in its role as
Sanctioning Authority satisfied itself that
agencies that it funds camply Vvitb the Public
Spending Code?

NIA

No Projects / Programimes
relevant to the PSC.

Have 'récommenéa{ions from previous Quality
Assurance exercises (incl. old Spot-Checks)
been ‘disseminated, where appropriate, within
the Losal Authority and to your agencies?

N/A

2014 is the first year of the
PSC in Local Government.

i Have rECOMmdations from previous Quality
1 Assurance exercises been acted upon?

N/A

2014 iz the first year of the

PSC in Local Government.

Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality
| Assurance “Report been submitted to the
National Oversight and Audit Commission
(NOAC)?

2014 is the first yéa'r that a
PSC QA Reportis to be
submitted to NOAC.

Was the required sample subjected {o a more
in-depth Review 1.e. as per Step 4 of the QA
process?

Required Sample reviewed.

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the
information to be published to the website?

N/A

No website publication
required as no Procurements
were over €1{. '

|"8eli-Assessed Ratings:
g=NotDone s < 50% 'compliant 2

Y Compliani:d = :’:rﬁ o'Comyshan

A00% Compliant




Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of eapital projects or eapital
programume/grant scheme that is or was under consideration in the past year.

'Capita[ Expendltufe bemg consxdered -

Seif-Assessed

Performance Indicator data?

Compliance ' | C_nmnﬁént!Act_?éh’ _F:Eé'q'ﬂi.reﬁ '
Appralsa! ami Approva Rgt”;gi : . S
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all N/A Single new project —
projects > €5m estimated expend €2m.
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in 4 Feasibility study
respeci of each capital project or capital including business case.
programume/grant scheme?
Was a CBA completed for all projects exceeding N/A Single new project —
€20m? estimated expend €2m.
Was the appraisal process commenced at an 4 Feasibility study in 2014,
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e.
prior io the decision)
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the 4 Approval in principie from
Sanctioning Authority for all proiects before Dept of Transport and
they entered the Planning and Design Phase (e.g. elected council,
procurement)?
If a CBA / CEA was required was it submitted N/A
to the CEEU for their view?
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing N/A
more than €20m?
Were all projects that went forward for tender in 4 Tenders in line with
fing with the Approval in Principle and if not Approval in principle,
was the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh
Approval in Principle granted?
Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 4 Approval in principle
granted in advance.
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 Procurement procedure
documents in place.
Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 4 Checked before getting
approval in principle.
Were the tenders received In line with the 4 The tenders were as
Approval in Principle In terms of cosi and what expected,
is expected to be delivered?
Were Performance Indicators specified for cach 0 Essential infrastructure.
project/pregramme  which will allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather the 0 Essential infrastructure.

Self-Assessed Ratings: -

{0« Mot Dong, 1 - = 50% camp |ant 2. 5{)-?5% Complsans 3->75% Comphant 4 - 189% Ccmplfam




Checkhst 3: ~New Cuarrent expenditure or expan&ion of existing current expenciituzg.
under mnq;ﬁeratmn :

g Seit—Assessed

Were objectives clearly set? No new National

o S Initiatives or new current
expenditures were being
considered in 2014.

Are ob_;ectwes measurable in quantitative N/A
terms?
g Was an apprbpriate appfaisal method used? N/A
| Was a business case incorporating financial N/A

and -economic appraisal prepared for new
current expenditure?

Has an assessment of likely demand for the N/A
new - scheme/scheme ' extension  been
esumaied based on empirical evidence?

Was the required app_rﬁval granted? N/A

| Has a sunset clause been set? N/A

Has = date been set for the pilot and its N/A
evaluation?

Hav'e'the_ methodology and data collection N/A
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the
outset of the scheme?

If  outsourcing . }%a_‘s involved  were N/A
Procurernent Rules complied with?

Were Performance Indicators specified for N/A
each new current expenditure proposal or
expansion of existing current expenditure
which will allow for the evaluation of its
efficiency and effectiveness?

| Have steps been put in place to gather the N/A
Performance Indicator?

<B0% t;cmgézam 2 50755 Compliant. -



hecklist 4: — Complete if your organisation had capital progectsiprogmmmes that

were incurring expenditure during the year under review,

Seif-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure .~ Cogi;:tw}ia'ncé_ | Comment/Action Required -
gk has ottt n b ating: zommenyaction Required:
_ . S 0-4 o Sl

Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 4 Capital projects have

approval iz principle? approval in principle prior
to incurring expenditure.

Did management boards/steering  committees 4 Management Team assigned

meet regularly as agreed? for each capital project.

Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 4 Designated Co-ardinator

ordinate implementation? appointed each time, usually
at Director of Service level,

Were Project Managers, responsible for 4 Senior Engineer or SEO

delivery, appointed and were the Project staff manages every capital

Managers at a suitable senior level for the scale project.

of the project?

Were monitoring reports prepared  regularly, 4 From weekly site meeting,

showing implementation against plan, budget, to monthly reports to Senior

timescales and quaiaty‘? Management.

Did the project keep within its ﬁzwmml budget 3 Some overruns on approved

and its time schedule? budgets were declared,

Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Adjusted for overruns,

Were decisions on changes to budgetsitime 4 Prompt decisions on

schedules made promptiy? budgets part of regular
financial reporting.

Did circumstances ever warrant guestioning the i Capital projects deemed

viability of the project and the business case cssential part of

incl. CBA/CEA? (cxceeding budget, lack of infrastrueture delivery,

progress, changes in the environment, new

evidence)

If circumstances did warrant questioning the 1 Projected deemed to be

viability of a project was the project subjected 1o essential infrastmcture,

adequate examination?

if costs incressed was approval received from 3 Sanctioning suthority

the Sanctioning Authority? appraised of expenditures,

Were any projects terminated because of 0 Did not apply during 2014,

deviations from the plan, the budget or because

circumstances in the environment changed the

need for the investment?

For significant projects were quarierly repors on N/A Not applicabie in 2014,

progress submitted fo the MAC and to the
Minister?

Self-Assessead Ratirigs: .

.- Not Done, 1 -< 50% ccmp!aané 2 5. ‘?5?& Compham 3-=75% {:amp uam 4- 1{}0% Ccmp!iai“!t




Checkdlist 5: ~ Incurring Current Expenditure

ng Current Exnend

‘Comment/Action Reqi

FPAs and other evaluations informed
resource allocation decisions?

Are ﬂﬁ:r_c; “clear obj ectives for all areas of The majority of Service
current expenditure? Levels have stated
. operational objectives.
Are outputs well defined? 3 Key Performance Indicators
S Y and objective targets. -
Are outputs @antiﬁed on a regular basis? 3 Quartérly féporfs to SPCs
- : . and to elected Council.
Is there a method for monitoring efficiency 3 Monthly and quarterly
on an .'ongoigg hasis? Financial Reporting.

1 Are o_utcohiéé well defined? 3 KPIs and monitoring.

Are buzcmnés'qéaﬁtiﬁeé on a regular basis? 3 Monthly and quarterly KPI
' S ' and objective reporting.

] Is :there a method for monitoring 3 Monthly and quarterly KPI
effectweness on an ongoing basis? and objective reporting.
How tnany formal VFMs/FPAs or other t A limited number of Service
evaluations : been compietcd in the year Levels reported Value for
m}der rev]ew'? : i ) Money during 2014,

Is the_r_e an ‘annual process in plan to plan for 1 The application of the PSC
new YFMs, FPAs and evaluations? will increase the number of
R S VFMs / FPAs performed.
Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in & 4 Where completed, the VEM

tintely manner? was published promptly.

Is there a process to follow up on the 1 A limited number of Service
recommendations of previous VFMsfFPAs Levels reported Value for
and other evaluations? Money during 2014,

How have the recommendations of VFMs, 1 A limited number of Service

Levels reported Value for
Money during 2014,

“Self-Assessed Ratings: i
‘0% Nat Dc;me, 1< 60% compliant, 22 50: 75% Com

tiant 4 100% Compliant




Checklist 6: — to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or
if capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.

TR Self-Assessed | . T
Capital Expenditure Completed Cogliz}iaﬂce Comment/Action Required

o ating: o . B
' ' 0-4
How many post-project reviews were 0 No completed project was
comapleted in the year under review? reviewed in 2014,
Was a post project review completed for all N/A Completed projects did
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? not exceed €20m.
If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a 0 One project was asset
proper assessment of benefits has a post acquisition; Sccond
project review been scheduled for a future project was transferred to
date? Irishh Water; and the third

sponsored an external
agency.

Were lessons learned from post-project N/A Not applicable as no
reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring reviews were completed
Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority? in 2014.
Were changes made to the Sponsoring N/A Not applicable as no
Agencies  praclices in light of lessons reviews were completed
learned from post-project reviews? in 2014,
Was project review carried out by staffing N/A Not applicable as no
TESOUICES independent of  project reviews were completed
implementation? in2014.
Self-Assessed Ratings:::

0 - Not Done, 1 < = 50% camp tiant, 2 aG 75% Compliant,

3 > 759 Comaliant, 4— 100% Compliant &




Checkdist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the
end of their planned timeframe during the vear or were discontinued.

Comment/Acticn Required .

Were reviews carried out of, current
expenditure  programmes  that matured
during the year or were discontinued?

Public Service was
discontinued.

Did those reviews reach conclusions on
whether the programimes were effective?

Unable to cdmpeie with
Private Sector services,

Did those teviews reach conclusions on
whether the programmes were efficient?

Unable to compete with
Private Sector services,

| Have the conclusions reached been taken
| into account in related areas of expenditure?

Service discontinued on
economic grounds.

i Were any programmes - discontinued
| following a review of a current expenditure
programme?

Service discontinued on
economic grounds.

Was the review commenced and completed
within a period of 6 months?

Longer lead-time required
to complete.

S Assessed Ratings
O-Not Done == 50% compt

-50-75% Complant, 3

Nofes: .

: '_(cs) The scoring rmechanism for the above tables is set cut below
- L. Scope for significant improvements = a score of |
L Compliant but with some improvement necessary = o score of 2

B,  Broadly Compliaont = ascore of 3
V. Fully Compliant = a score of 4

{b] For some questions, the scoring mechanism was not always sirictly
relevant.  In these caosses, it wos appropriate fo mark as N/A and

provide the required information

appropriate.

in the commentary box os

The focus was on providing descriptive and contexiugl information to frame
the compliance ratings and to address the issues raised for each question.






Galway County Council

Gamay Cuuz‘z%j Couneil’s Cﬁ@mpﬁeé Set of Checklists
© Based on responses to the samples taken:
Che{kizsi I

Qeﬂemi {}hhg&iwm m}t s;}emf‘e: to mdméaai prt;;ccis@mwzmmes

: Seifﬁssessed ST
Hef ' ("‘emriai {)bi;gatmns ot speufa: o m{imdua‘i Compliance CCComment/Action Reguired
pmj{m{s;pmgmmmes : : . Rating: Lo :
D{:aﬁs ihf.‘ 'Org&nisatiﬁn Cnsure, On An ongoing 2014 1s she first year of the PSC in Local
basis that appropriate  people  within  the Gm&mmm! Currently brmf"m" staff on .
CHELL Organisation and in ifs agencies are aware of the G iy Gbimamm '
requirements of the Public Spending Code?
Has there been participation by relevant staff in No - Training  provided  for  Local
CHEKLZ external training on the Public Spending Cods g Government sector (o date,
fi.c. DPER) o :
. 2G14 45 first year of PSC and tramming
CHIK1.3 | Has Internal training on the Public Spending needs,have yet 1o be identified, A revised
T Caode been provided 1o relevant staff? g National QA Guidance document fias been
REEER o developed and circulated to all relevant
staff & agenciss. S
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for 3014 45 first year of PSC and while the
CHK1.4 | the iype of projectprogramme  that  your revised National QA Guidance is being
o Grpanisation is responsible for? Le. have adapied 0 cmxipheé with, Local sectoral guidelines
sectoral puidelines been develaped? have as vet o be developed, which will, il
s ' necessary, be done in line with relevant
. training. o
Has ‘the Organisation i 13 role as Sanctioning A _ .
CHEK1.5 | Auvthority satisfied itself that agencies that it Na No Prajccts refevant to the PEC currently
funds comply with the Publie Spending Code?
: : S : ' 2014 18 the first year of the PSC i Lmai
CHELE | Have recommendations from previous Qual i;y ﬁmemmcnt s0 no previous QA'S
Assurance exercises {incl. old Spol-Checks) bee NA However in the past where our internal
disseminated, where appropriate, within me{{}ml r‘«‘&udzmr has carried out spot checks {on
Autherity and to vour agencies? services), ‘reports and recommendations’
: C : would have been sent fo the relevant umz
for review zn{é application
Have recommendations from previcus Quality s
CYK1,7 | Assurance exercises been acted upon? MA Irziem;ﬂ Audit recommendations have been
; o L gcted upon. :
Flaz ap aznnual Public Spending Ceode Quality :
CHELg | Assurance Repon been submitied 1o NOAC? 4 Heport submitied for 2014
Was the required sample subjecied o a more I
CEE1g o odepth Review be as por Siep 4 of the QA 4 Reguired Sample reviewed
process?
Has the Accounting Officer signed off oo the
CHRe o information 1o be published to the website? 4 Yes. CF has signed off

Self-Assessed Ratings:
§ - Not Donie, 1+ < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-7

3% Compliang, 3 - 75

% Compliang, 4 ~ 100% Compliant




Checklist 2:
To be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme / grant scheme that
is or was under considerstion in the past vear.

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Ref Capital  Expenditure being  considered - Eating: Comment/Action Heguired
Appraisal and Approval 8.4
e SRS R - - — -
) Was # ‘if,t,i.immar} Appraisal undertaken for all NiA Mo projeci in this category over £3m
CHRIL arosecis = £3m B
Was an approprisle appruisal method used i 4
CHE2.2 respect of each capital projest or  caphal
programme/grant scheme”?
i i Y P Y : i vhi .
) Was a CBA}C}:A completed for all projects MA Na project in this category over €20m
CHEIS exceading £20m? CBA = Cost Beuelit Auslysis,
CEA = Cost Eifectiveness Analysis B
CHEZY Was the appraissl process commenced at an early RA Refer 1o CHK 2
stage to facilitate decision making? (e prior o
the decision)
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the 4 Yes
CHE2LS Sanctioning Authornity for all projects before they
entered the Planning and Desipn Phase {eg,
procurementy?
) if 2 CBA/CEA was roquired was it subnutied 1o WNiA No project in this category over £20m
CHEZE the CEEL for their view?
TBA = {Cost Benefit Analysis , CEA = Cost
Effectiveness Analysis
CELU = Central Expenditure Evaluntios Unit,
Were the WDFA Consulted for projects costing WA Mo project in this category over £20m -
CHE2T more  than  €20m7  MNDFA = Natlonal a?m*. ver sl major NBA  projecis
Pevelupment Finance Agency compligd.
fere o evisein Hhs i e RS e twpirler 13 . o ) .
o Were all projects thar went Torward o );«zu;amr i 4 Full Tender Process complied with
CHEZE line with the Apgproval in Principle and if not wore
the de Zaais_d appraisal  revigited m.ii a friosh
Approval in Princinle granipd?
CHE29 Was approval granted o procesd o tender? 4 Yes
N sages Teg o 3
{CHKZ.18 Were Procurement Rules complied with’ 4 Full Tender Process complied with
Were State Ald rules checked for all supporis? 3 We understand that this applies to Grants
CHEZ11 which are subject to separate Audin
Fore 2 tenders agmitrenrl g e wiath the . . T S
) Werp 12‘5\,_ ienders receive d n e with the 4 Fult Tender Process complied with
CHEZ Anproval in Princi pa@ in torms of cost and what i
S +d to be delivered?
) :‘«z&'réf)?"ii Performance Egzg';Ei:,:r:ff“zs‘s fip’w,im { 4 st for sach project
CHKZ13 proicedprograms which will allow
evaluation of is efficiency snd effectiven )
i Hove steps been i 2 No pechanism i place
CHREZ I Performance In”if‘:ii@{ data?

COmgoing monuoring performed

Sell-Assessed Ratings:

§ - Nen Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 7 - 50-73% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100% Compliant




Checklist 3

‘New current e&pméimre or

expgmmﬁ of €X§S§mﬁ’ azzrrwt ex

Crirrant Expﬁmhmre beme wngzdere& -

enditure ‘under consideration

Self-Assessed

Performance Indicator {iaza‘?

HE Compliance Comment/Action Required
' Agxpralsai zmd %g;}rm al Raémg : o
: 6.4
, o ) NiA Mo programmes relevant to PSC m 2014
CHIG Were obiectives clearly set?
o Are  objectives mz‘fasﬂrabic-. i quantitative MiA Ne programames relevant 1o PSC i 2044
CHE32 terms? S " : R :
' Was an a;;gzm;m:a & ‘jg}m ‘“%32 mizthod used? MA Mo programmes relevant o PSC in 2014
CHEJS S : i
. Waz a %31“‘““5% case incorporating financial and HA o programmes relevant o PSC in 2014
—_— efonomic appraisal gjrnp&r%ﬁ for new current T .
CHES. expenditure?
i Has an ?S*Gbsm‘*” of likely demand for the new MNiA No programmes relevant o PSC in 2014
CHE3.S || scheme/scheme extension ‘besn estimated bmé o _ : _ .
: 1 on empmml evidence?
CHEZLS & as the reg mwd approval granted? A No programmes relevant 1o PSC in 7014
CHE3.7 Has a sunset clause been set? KA No programmes relevant to PSC in 3014
CHKLE Has ».date been set-for the pilot and i No programumes relevant to PSC in 2014
Lo 1 evaluation? : NA o o
CHK39 Have the methodolopy end data collestion No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
requirementy oy the pi é:sf” been agreed at the NiA
. outset of the scheme? e
IR . g invnlved swers Dene
CHE319 if outsourcing was zzmgh,\.d were Progurgment Mo programmes relevant to PSC i 2014
1 Kules complied wuh?
iy - : . MA
CHK3.11 Were Performance Indicators specified for each No programmes relevan: 1w PSC in 2014
nEW CUrTent {fx{mndﬁufa proposat o7 expansicn A T .
of existing current e\ptzzé;mm which will allow o
Em‘ the eovaluation of its  eofficiency and
effectiveness? '
> -3 ¢ Y M s Yoz - v . o : £
CHEK3.12 Have sieps been put in place fo gather the NOA No programmes relevant 6 PSC in 2014

SﬁifwAgsesged Rsi’mgs

| 6-Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-7 75% {L‘ﬁmp%mm 3-> 755 u&m pliant, 4 — 100% Compliant




Checklist 4: -
Complefe if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring
expendifure during the vear under review,

Self-Assessed
Ref Incarsing Capiis! Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:
uuuuuu £ 4
Fog o S - ; i1} ) .
o Was a contract signed and was it in Lhne with the 4 Contracts wers awarded and siened
CHELL approval in principle?
following procurement tender
COmpRItions.
) Did manngement boards/steering committees 4 Mo formal Steering Commitiee’s in pizzge
CHE4Z meet regularly as agreed?
- however regular meetings take place 10
revisw ongoing contracts by app opriate
partizs. In of NRA projcos
formal Steering Commitices are in place,
Vors Prisor o Conilinatngs anainied .
o Were Programme Co-orhinators appoinied 1o 4 Formal programime  co-ordinniors  are
CHK43 co-ordinae implementation? .
appoinied.
CHEAA Were  Project  Managers,  responsible for 4 Formal project managers are appomied.
delivery, appointed and  were the Projeos
Managers at a suitable semior level for the suake
B of the project?
Were monitoring repors prepared regularly, o Progress reports reviewed  at regular
CHE4S showing bnplemeniation againgl plan, budeey, Management Team Meetings — Monthly
timescales and gualiny? meenngs of the Steering Commitiee
include propgress repons,
Didd the pmjeui keep within its finnncim! budset 4 Yoy
CHE4S and its ime schadyte?
i Did budgets have tobea 3 ted? 4 Yes - with consent of relevant bady
CHELT
W{::f: decisions on chan g 25 10 budgelsitime A Yes
CHKAE schedules made prompily?
E}‘f% circumsiances ever warmant questioning the Yes Economic & Environmenta! conditions
CHE4S wbility of the projeat Md the business casc dietsiedichangod progression
%z;s:f%. CHA/CEAT (exceading budgel, lack of
propress, changes in zéz-,u environment, new
evidence}
CBA = Cast Benefit Analysis, (FA = Cust
Eilectiveness Analysis
X Yes als were corned out
CHE4.18
. ;3
CHE 11
) Yes i Y ar
CHE4.12 it
circumstances in the enviromment J;zzgs, the Rk
nged for the invesunent?
For significant projecs were quarterly reports 4 Progress reports were sent 1o DECLO

CHE4L13

o progress osubmitied  to the  MAC

{(Manazement Team) and to the Minister?

Self-Assessed Ratlnps:

ot %”"%mg

This aeik

i - < 50% compliant, 2 « 50-75% Comphant, 3 - > 73% Comphiz

¢, 4 - 100% Complian?




Checkdist 5:

For current expenditore being incurred

Heli-Assensed

decisions?

Hef No. Incurring Current Expenditure Complisnce Comment/Avtion Regulred
s R Hating: o ' :
: g.4- T
CHES.® Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 4 Yes, as per Budget I—’emn and
exgmné%mrc? Amm; BLI*!H" 55 Pla
CHES.Z Are oumputs well deflined? 4 Matignal KPUs are in place for
' Galway County Council
CHES3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes
CHES4 Is there a ‘method [or monitoring efficiency on an 4 Yes, based on reguler reviews
ongaing basis? ' of business plan,  Bnancial
reporting, and SMT Meetings
FWS reviews on budgsts v's
actual '
o Are ouicomes well defined? 3 Outcomes are considered -as-
TCHESS ' part of the business plan
obiectives
3 Cuteomes are directly
- {HES.6 Arg outcomes quaniifisd on & regular hagis? mzasured & correlated b:ﬁ:l«, o
e‘cpenéimre nputs
3 Yes, based on regular reviews
CHEST Is there a method for MONoring effectivensss on an of -business plan, financial
anpoing basis? ' reporting, and SMT Mestings. -
HGW many formal VEMsTPAS or other ev ala.a%mm 3 Mo formal VEM/FPA Carried
been completed in the year under review? out - Ongeing anneal EA
CHESS VYFM = Yalue for Money, i? A = Focused Policy programme  ig place  whith
«&ssnssmem mncludes VFM's, L
ic there an annual process in place 1o plan for new 3 Fhis would form part of the
CHESSY YEMs, FPAs and evalnations? ntermal Audit | work
PIOZIanune.
Have all VFMs/FPAs buen published in 2 Umely 3 Mo formal VEMFPA Camred
CHEA8 manner? ot ~ Ongoing anpual A
programme in place
Is there 2 process to follow up on  the 3 Adl previous andd reports are
CHKESIY recommendations of previows VEMe/TPAS and other reviewed for comphiance.
cvaluntions?
How have the recommendations of VEMs, FPAs and 3 Yes as per LA roports
CHRES.12 other ewvaluations  informed  vesource  allocation

Self-Assessed Ratings:

§ - Not Done, 1 - < 30% compliant, 2 - 50-739 qCamphz%;n% 3 .= 759

C(;mpiéam! 4 - 100% Compliant




Checklist 6:

To be completed if capital projects (Ended} - were completed during the year or if capital
programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.

Sel-Assessed
Hel No, Capital Expenditure Complated Compliange Comment/Action
Rating: Heguired
-4
How many post-project reviews were completed D In the mein ne formal post
in the yvear under review? proigct reviews are camied out
except in the case of the mamn
CHEG.1 NRA  projects. Op some
projects such ss the Tuam
Town Distribunton Network,
this project novaied to IW ip
2034, All fnal settlement
pavmends with the contmctor
were made by IW direct and
all post project sctions will
fall 1o IW 1o imitste and
W aciion.
~ E Project reviews carried oul
5.2 Was a post project review completed for al : ;
CiKs %zaj, a }3931 project review i:i?;:ﬁ}lswfﬁ for all for NRA projects
projecis/programmes exceeding £20m7
o - - D
CHEL3 If sulficient time has oot elapsed to allow &
N ¥
proper assessment of bonelits has a post project
review been scheduled for a future date?
il
CHEed Were lessons leamed from posi-proiest reviews
Ccmamnriatard g1t i el ;
1355 i {11 SIS i AMECNCY a:
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and
to the Sanctioning Authority?
0
CHEGLS Were changes made 1o the Sponsoring Agencics
peactices an Hght of lessons learned from post-
nrojest reviews?
it
CHESRS Was profect reviews cartied oul by staffing
FESOUTERS : of project
uniplemen
Seif-Assessed Rutfings:
- Mot Done, 1 - < 30% compliant, 2 - 30-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100%
Compliant




Checklist 7;

To be completed if curvent expenditure programmes

that mas%mﬁ the emi of E?é}ezr p%amied nméfmme during the year or were digwﬁfﬂmﬁd

Self-Assessed
Ref Mo, Cﬁrfﬁ%i premﬁaiiire &i?xaz {i} rmched the emi of C(}mghagce - Comment/Action Reqmwd
1%5 ;ﬂsﬂmed tzmeﬁ'ame or {u} Wag fizsmﬂ%mne& Hating:
- g
CHET. Were reviews carried ouwt of current expenditure N - _ evan
programmes that mawred during the year or were A BB prOgranines relevant o
discontinued? BEC in 2014
CHR7.Z Did these roviews reech conclusions on whether the N N E
; i VLYY 113585 rEISVAaD
programmes were effective? A N progranunes relevant 1o
PECin 2014
CHE7.3 Pad those reviews reach conclusions on whether the /A N |
cgrammes relevant 1o
programmes were efficient? B NG programmes reievant o
BS5C in 2014
CHETS Have the conclusions reached been taken o A w { _
; : T R Mo prog 25 relevs g
account in related arcas of expendinre? A O programmes relevant (o
P5C in 2014
CIHEKT.5 Were apy programmes discontinued following = N/A N |
5 s . s In e B slevant o
review of a current expenditure programme? . e progiammes goiovant k&
BECin 2014
CHETS Was the review commenced and completed within a .
NiA No programmes relevant 1o

period of & months?

PSC i 2014

Self- %5595*58;! Rfiimg,s*

{ - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Cofﬂplzam 4 - 100% Compliam







Kerry County Councii

Cheakixst 1

{;ﬁne;‘ai Qbhgdtwns not spec;f}{: te Imhwdu"ii Fre;es:ts or Proarammeg
C’heckhsi 1-To be completed by All Local Authorities . : L

| Does the Local Autﬁorit} ensure, on an ongjﬁlhb basts 3 1 2014 is the first year of the PSC in Local
that appropriate people within the Local Authority and Government and all relevant staff have
in its agencies are aware of the requlremen%s of the been notified of their nbllga!mns unde
Pubilic Sper‘;dmg, y Code? : the PSC '
Has there been participation by reievanf staff in N/A No Training pmvid.mi for Local
external trammg on the Public Spundmé, Code (i.e. Government sector to date.
DPER) ' '
Has 1nterm§ training on the Public Spending Code 3 Cuidance  document  has Been
been provided to relevant staff? developed and circulated. Training has
' ' been given to Heads of Business Units.
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the 4 Yes, A g"uid.anée document has been
type of pm}ect/probramm_e that your L(nf?ai {-\uthorsl:y developed for the QA adapting the
is responsible for? ie e. have adapted guidelines been 1 PSC to Local Government structures
dueloptd? : I D - and approaches. It has been agreed by
CCMA and circulated (o all Local
Authorities.
Has the Local Auihonty in'its” ruk as Sam:tmn;ng) N/A Na TFrojects relevant to the PSC
Authority satisfied itsclf that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?
Have ecommmddhom from previous Quality N/A 2014 is the first year of the QA exercise
Assurance exercises {inc. old Spot-Checks) been | in the Local Gm emnment sector
disseminated, where appropriate, within the Local
Au%hor:tv and o your a gencms"’
Have | recommenéatmns fmm ~previous  Quality N/A 2014 is the first year of the QA
Assunme exercises been acted uporﬂ . requirement in Local Government
Has an annua§ Public Spendmg Code Quaisz} 4 Yes - chart submitted
Assurance Report been submiited fo the National
Oversight and Audit C‘omsmssmn {NOAT)?
Was the required sample subjected to a more m—dcpth 4 Required Sample reviewed
Review Le. as per Step 4 of the QA pmcs.s‘;’
Has the Accounting Ofﬁccr sigred off on the 4 Yes. CE has signed off
mfsrmatmn to be publlsiwd to thew me Le?
Seif—Assessed Rating ' bl
0-Not {)Gne, 1= 50% col 75% Compliantd = 100% Compliant

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014




Checklist 2 - Capital Expenditure Being Considered

Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme that is or

was undu constd{,ratlon in the past year

Self-Assessed -

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

Cap:tal Expendlture hemg cnnsadered Appmlml ' i 'l" : B SRR
Dol and Appmvai : +{ Compliance " Comment/Action Required
Waf; a Prfhmmary Apprmfml undertaken for all 2 Projects in this category are typicaily at
projects > €3m . ; o
the very carly stages of consideration
and have not reached the stage of
preliminary appraisal.
Was an appropriate 'apprmsal n‘wllmd used in respect 4 Yes. In refation to one specific
of each capital project or capital programme/ grant o )
scheme? qualifying project.
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding N/A No projects at this level
€20m?
 Was the appraisal process commenced at an early stage 4 Yes. In relation to one specific
to facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to the decision) qualifying project.
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the 2 Yes. In relation lo one specific
Sanctioning Auathority for all projects before they - ;
} ualifying project.
entered  the Planning and  Design  Phase (e AHATEYIRG pra
procurement)?
If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to the N et B :
) A The onky projects listed at this level are
CEEU for their view? / 'P .] . '
under the direction of other bodies
who complete the appraisal.
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more N/ A The only projects listed at this level are
than £20m? N
under the direction of other bodies
whao complete the appraisal.
Woere all projects that went forward for tender in line N/A No project at tender stage.
with the Approval in Principle and if not was the
detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in
Principle granted?
Was approval granted to proceed to tender? N/A
Were Procurement Rules complied with? N/A
Were State Ald rules checked for all supports? N/A N/ A in Local Govemment
Were the tenders received in line with the Approval in N/A No tenders as vet

Were  Performance  Indicators specified  for  cach Not as yet
project/programme  which  will  allow  for  the

evaluation of its efficiency and effecliveness?

Have steps been put in place to gather the Performance Notas yet

[ndicator data?

Self-Assessed Ratings: - i
0= Not Done, 1~ < 50% camphant,

5075% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014




Checklist 3 - ﬁurrent Expeﬁdstnre Being Considered
Checklist 3: - New Current expendsture or expanswn of exxstmg, current expend:ture under consideration

Were objectives clearly set?

No pmgrammee; relevant to PSC in 2014

Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Was an ép'p}o'primé appfai_sal method _us'ec.i?

N/A

No pmgrﬁmm@s relevant to PSC in 2014

Was a business case incorporaling financial and
economic “appraisal prepared for mew current
expend:ture’

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
- scheme/scheme extension been est}maied based
on empmcal evidence?

NJA

No_programmes refevant to P5C in 2014

Was the_iéquired approval graﬁi_ed_? i

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Has a sunset clause been set?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

| Has a date heen sel for the pllot and its
evaluatmn" :

N/A

No programmes relevant to P5C in 2014

Have the methadology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the
oulset Gf the scheme?’

N/A

No programmes relevant lo PSC in 2014

If outsourcmg was involved were Procurement
Rules complied with?

N/A

| No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Were '{’erfmrmame Indicators spe{:lﬁed for each
new current expendtlure proposal or ‘expansion
of existing current expenditure which will allow
for the evaluation of its efficiency and
effectiveness?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Have steps been put in place to gather the
Perfamlame Indicator

No programmes relevant to P5C in 2014

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014 -~




Checklist 4 ~ Incurring Capital Expenditure

Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/ programmes that were incurring expenditure

during the year under review,

-+ Incurring Capital Expenditure -0 : é __Ass‘_essa_-;{_ ST T
B TTEIER T TR T ompliance . " Comment/Action Required
. . R " Ratirig: Comment/Action Required —
Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 1 Yes for all projects where a conlract
approval in principle? has been awarded.
Did management boards/ steering committees 4 Yes where appropriate
meet regularly as agreed?
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 4 Yes. All programmes are managed
. e ation? . .
ordinate implementation? and developed by Senior Engineer
or Senjor Executive Officer.

Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, 4

appeinted and were the Project Managers at a

suitable senior level for the scale of the project?

Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, 4 Progress Reports were prepared

showing implementation against plan, budget, ) .

k : where appropriate

timescales and quality?

Bid the project keep within its financial budget 3 Yes. Ongoing

and its time schedule?

Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Yes. In accordance with agreed
procedures of sanctioning
Authority.

Were decisions on changes lo budgets/time 3 Yos

schedules made promptly?

Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the 4 No

viability of the project and the business case incl

CBA/CEA? {exceeding budget, lack of progress,

changes in the environment, new evidence)

If circumstances did warrant questioning the N/ A N/ A

viability of a project was the project subjected to

adequate examination?

If costs increased was approval received from the 4 Yes. This would be a requirement

. H M e 7

Sanctioning Authority? for grant approval

Were any projects terminated Dbecause of 4 No

deviations from the plan, the budget or because

circumstances in the environment changed the

need for the investment?

For significant projects were quarterly reports on 4 Yes, where required.

progress submitted to the MAC {Management
Team} and to the Minister?

Self-Assessed Ratings: .-

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014

0 Not Done, 1= <350% coripliant, 2- 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 ~100% Compliant.




Checklist5-1n surrmg ﬁurrem E*{pen diture

Checkiist 5: - For Cnrrent Expenditure

Se}f-Asses d

omment/Aclion

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current

expenditure?

.| as part of the. Annual Budgel _

Yes, Spending Programme Defined

process.

Are outputs well defined?

National KPls are m p]ace for Local
Government

Are outputs quahtified on a regular basis?

KPls are establashed each year for
specific services

Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
| ongoing bagis?

| monitoring is in place.

Yes Budgel; performance and

Are oulcomes well defined?

T'h'e'dev'elopmeﬁt of the Annual
Service Plans will further enhance
the measurement of outcomes.

Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

The development of the Annu_ai
Service Plans will further enhance
the measurément of ouicomes.

Is there a method for momlormg effectiveness on
an ongomg basis?

Yes. Spendmg Programme defined
as part of the Annual Budget
pmcess

How many formal VFEMs/FPAs or other
evalualmns been Lompieled in the year under
revmw”

' Govemment '

Na tlona] KPIs are in ;ﬂace for Local

Is there an annual process in plan te plan for new
VFMS, I"PAS ancl ev aluations? . '

VFM is an integral part of Kerry
County - Council's operah’hg
environment,

Haveall VF’\IS/FPAE. been pubhshed in a timely
manner?

VFM is an integral part of Kerry
County  Council’s operating
environment.

Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs and
other evaluations?

VFM is an integral part of Kerry
County Council's  operating
environment.

How have the recommendations of VFMSs, FPAs
and other evaluations informed resource
allocation decisions?

environment.

VFM is an integral part of Kerry
County Council's operating

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014



Checklist 6 - Capital Expenditure Completed
Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital programmes/grant
schemes malured or were discontinued,

Gl L " 'Self-Assessed _ R _ :
| ColelbpendireComplated | SRR | Commenyacion Roguired
How many post-project reviews were completed
in the year under review?
) ) N/A No projects in excess of €20m
Was a post project review completed for all
projects/ programmes exceeding €20m?
If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a N/A
proper assessment of benefits has a post project
review been scheduled for a future date?
N/A
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsering Agency and
to the Sanctioning Authority?
N/A
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies
practices in light of lessons learned from post-
project reviews?
N/A
Was project review carried out by staffing
TESOUTCEs independent of project
implementation?

Self-Assessed Ratings: 00

0 - Not Done; 1+ <50% compliant, 2- 50-75% Compliant, 3 -> 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant =

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014



Checklist 7 - Current Expenditure at end of planned timeframe or discontinued
Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their planned timeframe
during the year or were discontinued.

diture that (i) reached the end of 1 5 essed. - S :
eframe or (if) Was'discontinued ‘Complian omment/Action Reqidred

Were reviews carried out of, current expenditure N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in

programmes that matured during the year or 2014
were discontinued?

Did those reviews reac_th conchusions on whether N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in
the programmes were effective? 2014
Did those reviews reafh conclusions on whether N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in
the programmes were efficient? 2014

] Ay f
Have the conclusions reached been taken into N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in
account in related areas of expenditure? 2014

Were any programmes discontinued following a No programmes relevant to PSC in

| review of a current e_xpendimre programme? N/A 2014

No programmes relevant to PSC in

Was the review ‘commenced and completed
within a peried of 6 months? _ N/A 2014

(a) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below@
I Scopefor sigﬁificaut improvements = a score of 1
I.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a scora of 2
1. Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

(b} For some qu'estions, 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 confextual 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 for those questions which address compliance with appraisal/evaluation requirements
ie the annual number of CBAs, VIMs/FPAs and post project reviews.

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014






Kildare County Council

“Checkdist 1 f..'t'as be completed by all Local Authorities

Genera! obhgatmns notspecefsc ta :ndmduai Self-Assessed : R
CGompiiance Comment/Action Required
prolestsfpregrammes Ratin g 04 ; ST _

1 Does the Local Authority ensure c;m an cngning hasis that 2014 is the first year thal this new Quality |
appropriate peop!a within the Loca! Authority and its Assurance Pff?i:edﬂf_? applies lo the Local
agencies are aware of the zeqwrements of the public Gavemment Seclar.’ Frosedures have ..
spen dt ng code? . 3 now been put in plac'e o ensura that

appropraate pecgie are aware ef the
' reqm:amenis of the Public Spandmg
S o Cede '_ L
| Has there been participation by relevant staff in external Ne external raining has been made
.| training on the Ppbiiq' Sﬁarﬁd_ing Cﬁdé (i.e. DPER) NI A avasEat}!e for the Loca Govemment sectnr
S S : since new DA reqmremenis wera
R s o _ introduced. '
I'Has miemai tra:mng on the Public Spending Code been Internal briefings have been provided m
. prgvgdad to fa;evam & aff? a Sen ior persannei and information
FE : _ ragardmg the PSC reQunremems
: S : _ cm:ulaiecf !o budgel holders. _

| Has the Public Spending Code been adapted far the type of Yes — a guidance document has been I

' prc]éclfp'fbgr:'ama‘r;e__iha_'_l your 'Lo'b'a_l Aui_hc;i_ty is responsible 4 developed for the Quality Assurance [

| for? ie. have adapted sectoral guidelines been developed? process adapling the PSC for the Local S

1 e e o Govemmenl sector. -

_ : Has the Locat Authority in its role as Sanctioning Authority In 2014 l?%ere were no agencies lhat wera .
S satlshed itself that agancles that it funds camply w;th the N/A in r_ecfetp_i. of funds in excess of 5509,509- 1
?ubl:c Spendrﬁg Code : wo This situation wifl cortinue to be
momtared
Have recammeridaticms irom prev;aus Quai::y Assuraﬂca 20141is the E:rsi year thal this new Qualﬁzy :
exermses (mcl old spot cheeks) been dsssemmated where N/A Aﬁﬁumﬂﬁe PH?CEdWE applies o the _l-ocaf o
ap;nmpnaza wxzhm the _Lm_;a_l _A_uthanty and to your agencies? G“"'emmem Seclion therefore no '
_ prewnus QA exercises exisl.
Have reaummendatrons from prewmzs Cnua!lty Assurance 2014 g the first year that {his new Quai;ty
exercises heen agged upgﬂ‘? _ N/A Assurance pmcedure apphes to the Local
Govemment Sechen therafore no

_ previous QA exercises axist
Has an annual Public Spend:ng Code Quali ty Assurance Yes - report submitted
He;:ﬁrt bsen submitted tc} NOAC’F ¢
Was the required sample subjected to a mare in-depth Yes - Requirad sample ravigwed
raview, i.. as per Step 4 of the QA process? !

Has ihe Accounting Officer signed off on the 3nfcrmai:on o Yes - the Chiel Executive has signed off.
be published o the websile? )

Self-Assessed Ratmgs

G~ not d:}ne, 1-<5 ocomp!iant 2 - 80-75% compiaant

3« >75% com_pliant;

4 -~ 100% compliant
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Checklist 2 ~ to be completed in respect of capital project{s) or capital programme(s)/grant

scheme(s) that is/are or was/were under consideration in 2014

Capital Expenditure being considered;

Self-Assessed

Appraisal and Approval Compliance Commen¥/Action Required
Hating 0-4
Was a prefiminary appraisal undertaken for all projects » €5 A There were no projecis » €5 million
million? under consideration in 2014
Was an appropriaie appralsal method used in respect of 3 Yes ~ in conjunction with the relevant
sach capital project or capital programme/grant schema? government body / agency.
Was a CBA/CEA compleled for all projects excesding £20 NIA There were no projecis exceading
miillion? €20 million
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early stage to Yes - in conjunction with the relevant
facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to the decision) 3 government body / agency.
Was an approval in principle granted by the Sanctioning Yes — approval would be required in
Authority for all projects balore they entered the Planning 4 order {o secure {grant} funding from
and Design phase (e.g. procurement}? the relevant government body /
agency.
i a CBA/CEA was required was it submitied to the CEEU for There wera no projects which
their view? N/A required a CBA/CEA under
consideration,
Were the NDFA consulied {or projects costing more than £20 N/A Thare were no projacts costing more
million? than €20 millicn under consideration.
Were all projects that went forward for tender in line with the Mo projects under consideration wend
approval In principle and i not was the detailed appraisal NiA forward for tender.
revisited and a iresh approval in principle granted?
Was approval granied o proceed to tender? N/A No relevant projecis
Were procuremant rules comphed with? N/ Mo relevant projecis
Ware State Ald rules checked for all supporis? N/A Mol applicable to Local Government
Were the tenders received in ling with the approvai in bi/A No relevant projecis
principle in terms of cost and what is expecied lo be
delivered?
Were perdormance indicators specified for sach O po
projectprogramme which will aliow for the evaluation ol ils
gfliciency and effeciiveness?
Have steps besn put in piace 1o gather the performance O No

indicater data?

Self-Assessed Ralings:

0-notdone; 1-<50% compliant; 2 - 50-75% comnplian; 3 - >75% compliant; 4 - 160% compliant
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Checkhst 3 new. Curreni Expendsmi‘e oF expaﬁsmn of exsstmg curmnt expendlture under

ﬁons;derai‘tﬁn o
Current Expenﬁsmre bemg consadered Seif-Assessed : L
Compllance Comment/Action Required
Appraisa and Apprcvai Rating 04 : S o
Ware objectives :céeariy._sat? ' ._ 4 NIA. ' Nb prégfammes relevant to PSQ E_n
Are objectives measurable in guantitative terms? : N/A NO pragrammas relavant to PSC un':-"_
| R L U 2014 .
Was an appropriate _appraisg! melﬁ_cﬁ_ _us:_ad? - ’ N/A Mo pragrammes relevant ta ?SC m_ B
W_?'_S a?}*‘-_"*”??% ;gase _Ir;:u::grporgt_i_r}g fingqcéai agd aconcGmic _ WA No programmes relevant io PSC in
appraisal prepared for new current expenditure - ' -1 2014 R
Has an assessment ef likely demand for the new No prograrmmes relavant o F__SC in
scheme:‘scheme extenseon been esismaied based on N/A | 2014 : o
empsnca! ewdence'? B IR . . o o _ )
| Was the requ:red apprava% gran!ed'? o A No pragrammes ralavant 1o PSC in gz
. .. TR RS --. .. 2014 o
= Has a sunsét p%aﬁse. beé_n s_et.? S : No programmes relevant to PSCin -
i R i b N 2014 ;
| Has a_'dgte bE_ééﬂ_ _set for the _p.ilc_n _agd its évﬁ!uaiigra_? N/A | No pragrammes relevant to PSC :n:--'_. R
. 2014 :
e : i’fave the methodoiﬂgy and data collectson reqmrements tor NIA No programmes relevant io PSC in._ u
' the pxlot been agreecf at the oﬁ!set of the schame 2014 ; ' h -
'_ I ouzsourcmg.was mvulved were procuramem ru!es compitaci N/A No programmes refevant to F‘SC in ._ : '

: wnh‘? o o : _ 2014 ' _

Were perfennaﬂce indlcatars specifted for each new current 1 No pzcgrammes reievant zo PSC in o s
expend;ture pr0p05a§ or expanston of emsi ng current NIA 2014 '
expandlture whlch will aiiaw for, lhe eva!uaimn cf its efficiency

L a;’zd ef#eclweness'? SR - _ _ o

Have steps beeﬁ put in placa to gather the peﬁnﬁnance _ NA No programmes relevant to PSCin . 1§ :

X mdeca:or data? .. . . : C _ 2014

I'8e ii«Ass&ssad Hatmgs _ . .

8 nm% done, ;_‘i _~__<50 scom;:sélan% 2 50 75% comphan% 3- :575‘35 campﬁanl - 'EOEJ% ccmplsant
— e s
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Checklist 4 — to be completed if Kildare County Council had capital projects/programmes

that were incurring expenditure during 2014

Sell-Azseszsed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating 0-3

Was a conlract signed and was i in iine with the approval in 3 Yes, whers appropriale.

principle

Did management boards/slesning commitiess mael regulasly as 3 Yes, where appropriaie

agresd?

Wars programme co-ordinalors appainted to co-ordinate Yas; in mosl cases internal

imptemeantalion? 3 projectprogramme co-ordinators were
pui in placs.

Were project managers, responsible for delivery, appointed and Yes; in most cases project managers at

were the project managers at a suilable senior level for the scale of 3 an appropriataly suitable senicr lavel

he project? wera put in place

Waere monHoring reporis prepared regularly, showing 1 Progress was reporied on a reguiar basis

implemantation against plan, budgs!, timescales and qualily? in mast cases -~ formally and informally

Did the project keep within s financial budget and s time Yes in mosl cases — variations from the

schedula? 3 original budgets and timescales were
agreed with the relevant govemment
bodyfagency.

Did budgeis have o be adjusied? 3 Yas — up and down

Ware dacisions on changes 10 budgels/lims schedules made 3 Yes

promptly?

Did circumstances evar wamant guestioning the viability of the No

project and the business case incl. CBA/CEAT {exceading budget,

lack of prograss, changes in the environment, new evidence}

if circumstancas did warran? questioning the viability of a project NiA

was the projecl subjecied o adequales examinalion?

i cosls increased was approval received lrom the SBanctioning Yeos - approval would be required In gidar

Authority? 4 o draw down {grant} unding from the

relevant governmerd body / agency.

Were any projects lemminated because of deviations from the plan,
the budget or because circumsiances in the environment changed
the need for the Investmant?

Mo

For significan! projects were quarsdy reporis on progress
submitied to the MAC {Mansagemen! Team) and io the Minisier?

Updates wera providad (o the CounciV's
Management Team and Councllon a
monihly basis and o the relevant
govemment boty /agency periodically or
as reguired,

Self-Assessed Ratings:

O —~notdones; 1-<50% compliant; 2 - 50-75% compliant; 3 - »75% compliant; 4 — 100% compliant
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Checkiist 5 —for Cu:z”ent'ﬁxpehditure

Incurring Current Expenditure

Self-Assessed

Compliance

Rating 04

'Cém'méﬂt?ﬁzc_!'ibﬁ Ré'q.uEred

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current expenditure?

4

Yes; spanding pregramime defined as

-part of the Rﬁaual Budget process

Are oulputs well defined?

National KFls arg in piaca far Loeat
Govemmeni

Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

KPis are estabhsh&d each year for
spece&m services -

is there & method for monitoring efficiency on an ongoing basis?

Yes budga! p@riormam:e and mamtmmg
ts Inplace | '

Are pulcomes well deflined?

The deue!opmem of the Amuaf Servncsa e
PIans w:El enhance lhns measurement

" Are outcornes guantified on a regular basis?

The development of the Annual Semce
F’lans will anhance this measurem&nt

1 Is there a methed for monitoring effectiveness on an ongeing basis?

Yes; spnndmg programme defmed as
part of tha Annual Budget prccess

Haw many fmmai VFMs/FE"As or athar evaiuakﬂﬂs have bean
' cr.)rrplelad n Ehe year umies review '

MN/A

Mot entirely relavant to Local Gsvemmenl :

_ sectnr TheCuunm%slntemaEAuést

Team carry out VEM rew&ws and
Evafuahans and their rez:ommendairﬂns
arg cwculalad 0 Mar&agemant Team anci _
the Audit Commities. The Local '
Govemmant Audsior also carrias out VFM :
audits. '

| is there an annaai process in plan to p!an for new VFMs, FPAs and
| evaluations?

MIA

Managamant Team agrees the Internal -
Audit Plan on an annual basis and the
work plan genaraily includes a VFM
raviaw/audit.

.| Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a imely manner?

NIA

Nat enlirely ralevant to Local Government
Sestor, ie, VEMs/FPAS are not published
by Kitdare County Council. Internal Audit
VFM reviews/audits ars eonsiderad by "
Managemant Team and the Audit
Committes.

Is there & process to folicw up on the recommendalions of previous
VFMs/FPAs and other evaluations?

N/A

Mot entiraly relavant to Local Gevernmant
Seclor. intermnal Audil VFM
reviews/audits ara considered by
Management Team and the Audi
Committes and the agreed
recommendations are implamentad.

How have the recommendations of VFMS, FPAs and other

evaluations Enfcrmeﬂ resource aliccation decisions?

NiA

Mol relevant to Local Government Sactor.

Seifvassassed Fia!ings E

0 - nat zinne, T- <50% ::Bmp%;an! 2 50-?5 acnmpi;ant 3-:475% carf:pﬂar%t‘

] Quahty Assurance Repurt [PSC} 2014 |

3~ 100% comptan




Checklist 6 — to be completed if capital projects were completed during 2014 or if capital

programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued

: Sel-Asspased
Capital Expenditure Completed Complianca Commeant/Action Required
Rating 0-4
How many posl-project reviews wers compleled in the year : N/A Mo projecis relavant to PSC in 2014
under review? ’
Was a post-project review complated for all ? NIA Mo projects relevant to PSC in 2014
projecls/programmes exceeding £20 million?
if sulficient time has not elapsed to aliow a propar No projects relavant to PSC in 2014
assessment of benefits has a post-project review baen N/A
scheduled for a future date?
Were lessons iearned from post-project reviews No projects relevant to PSC in 2014
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and io the N/A
Sanctioning Authorlty?
Wers changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies practices in NA No projec!s relavant to PSC in 2014
light of lessons learned from post-project reviews?
Were project reviews carried out by statfing resources NIA Nao projecls ralevant ic PSCin 2014
indspendent of project implementation?

Self-Assassed Hatings:
0 -notdone; 1-<50% compliant; 2 - 50-75% compllant; 3 - »>75% compliant; 4 — 100% compliant
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Checklist 7 - to be completed if current expenditure programmes reached the end of their

‘planned timeframe duﬁr‘;_g 2014 or were d%sgtﬁ;nﬁnﬁ&d

Current expenditure that “reached the end of

Saﬁ-Asséssgd

_ o : Compliznce Comment/Action Required
its planned timeframe or “was discontinued Rating 0-4
Ware rgviews cgrriad ot of current egpengﬁ%ture programmaes NUA No programmes refevard 1o PSC in
ihat maiurad during the year or wers discontinued? 2014
Did ;hosg raviews reach (ﬁancluséons on whether the N/A Mo programmes relevant to PSC in
programmes were efiective? _ 2014
Did those reviews regch g_onci_us%cm Qn whether the NIA No programmes relavant to PSC in
programmes were efficient? ' 2014
Have the_cqn;%ysiopg'reacheé been taken in o account in NIA No programmas relevant to PSC in
related areas of expenditure? ' 2014
W_ar_a any p{ggrammes discontinuad following a review of a A No programmes relevant to PSC in
current expenditure programmes? 2014
Was thé review comm.encefd and completed within a period N/A Mo programmes ralevant to PSC in

of & months?

2014

Sell-Assessed Ratings:

0~ not dane; 1 - <50% compliant; 2 - 50-75% compliant; 3 - »75% compliant; 4 - 100% compliant

JQuality Assurance Repa PC 2014 ] |







Kilkenny County Council

Checklist 1 - To be completed by All Local Authorities

_Ganeml Obligatians e
individual pza}cctaf progmmmes

mment/Action Required

Does Lhe I.m:ai Aushonty ensure, on an ongmng
basis -that appropriate pwple within the ‘local
Authority ‘and in - itsagencies . are ‘aware of the
.reqn:rcments of the E’ubhc Spendmg Code?

{2014 is the first year of the PSCin~
E Local Government and all faievant
letaff agenties have been notsﬁed

of thelr ob!:gatmns under the ?SC

. Has there bee:n pan:cnpauon by rciwam smﬂ' in
| external training on the Public Spendmg Cuode
{ie. DPE.R) s

N/A

- [No training provided for Local
: Gnvernment Sector to date

Has ' Imemaj irammg on the Pubhc Spcnthng
Code been provided to refevant staffp .

2014 is the first year of P5C and
detai!ed training needs have yet to
be identified. The guidance
document has been developed and
cnrcufated The coordmator made a
presentat;on to managem&nt and
some other senior staff

Has tim Pubhc Spendmg Code been adapied for
the ‘type of project/programme  that your Local
Authority is responsible for? ie. have adapted
| guidelines been developed?

Yes.A guidance document has

|been developed for the QA
_jadapting the PSC to Local
~ (Government structures and

approach

| Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that §
funds comply with the Public Spending Code?

/A

No single project is relevant to the

Have mcummcndamna from prevmus Quality
1 Assurance’ exercises (incl. old Spot-Checks) been
disseminated, where appropriate, thhm the Local
Authorit}; and to your agencies?

Any feedback and :
recommendations are notified to
relevant parties for review and
information on future projects

Have rcccminendations fr m ‘previous Quality
Assurance exercises been acted upo_n? .

N/A

2014 is the first year of the QA
requirement in Local Government,

4
Has -an annual - Pubhc Spendmg Cedc Quahty

Assurance Repor been submitted to the Natonal
Oversight and Audi Commission {NOAC)?

Yes report submitted.

Was the réqiiired sample subjected to a more in-
depth Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process?

Sampte returned. Kilkenny County
CouncH are aware that an average
sample of 5 %must be achieved in
2014-2016

Has’ thé Acmﬁnﬁhg Officer signcd. off on the
in{u_nnation to bt: pubﬁshcd to the website?

Yes. CE has signed off

Eelfa.suued Rati.ngs

0-Not Donc. T S enaliat B ST Cumpiiant 3.5 75% Compliant. 4 - 100% Campliant SR




Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital
programme/grant scheme that is or was under consideration in the past year.

Capital Expenditure being considered - | SelfAssassed | = - ' _
Appmiaai and Approval o %ﬁl’uﬂc’ Comment/Acton Required -
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for P Appraisals are undertaken for any
all projects > €5m project of this size.
Was an appropriate appraisal method used B Kilkenny County Council apply
in respect of each capital project or capital Rppropriate appraisal methods
programme/grant scheme? subject to the guidelines and
requirements of each programme
) N/A No project exceeding €20 million
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
excecding €20m?
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early # Yes
stage to facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to
the decision)
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the [* Yes
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before
they entered the Planning and Design Phase
(e.g. procurement)?
If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted [N/A N/A for 2014
to the CEEU for their view?
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects N/A N/A for 2014
costing more than €20m?
Were all projects that went forward for ¢ Yes
tender in line with the Approval in Principle
and if not was the detailed appraisal
revisited and a fresh Approval in Principle
granted?
Was approval granted to proceed to tender? P Yes
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 Yes
Were State Aid rules checked for aill /2 Not applicable to Local
supports? Government
Were the tenders reccived in lne with the B Yes
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and
what is expected to be delivered?
Were Performance Indicators specified for [3 Yes.Each project that has gotten to
each project/programme which will aliow for Tender stage would have a
the evaluation of its efficiency and detailed specification including an
effectiveness? expected time scale for completion
of a project
2 Fach project leader would be

Have steps been put in place to gather the
Performance Indicator data?

PSC - Quality Assurance Requirement{Guidanca Ndte for Local Author

expected to review the progress of

F[ e Project in compatison with
matsa! targets.




Checkﬂst 3: —~ New Current expendtmre or expans:on of ex:stmg current

expendlture under consideration

Current :Exp nditare be: _
Apprﬂsaland_&ppmnl

No programmes re[evant to PSC in

Were objectives clearly set? 014
. N/A No programmes relevant o PSC in
| Are ob_;ecuves meaﬁurabie in - quanutat:ve 2014 L
terms? o
TR : o N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin
1 Was an apprqpr_iat_e appraisal method used? bo14
N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin

‘| Was a busmess case mcorperatmg financial
and economic - appraisal prepared for new
: c:urremexperu:lltzn'e3

2014

| Has an assess'rﬁe'n't' of likely demand for the
new  scheme/scheme extension = been
_ estu‘nated based on empmcal cwdcnce?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin
2014

. S : _— N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin
Was the required appro_va] granted? bo1a
S o NSA No programmes relevant to BSCin
Has a sunset clause been set? 201 a :
: ' ' : MN/A No programmes relevant to PSCin
{1 Has a , date been set for the ptlot and its ho14
evaluanon‘r’ ' -
NSA No programmes relevant to PSC in

Have the m&thodology and data collection
reqmrements for the pi ot been agreed at the
putset of the scheme?

2014

N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in
If outsourcing was  involved were h014
Procurement Rules complied with?

N/A No programmes refevant to PSCin

Were Performance Indicators specified for
each new current expenditure proposal or
expansion of existing current expenditure
which will allow for the evaluation of its
| efficiency and effectiveness?

2014

Ty

PSC—Quality Assurance Requirement (Guigdang

e Note for Local Aughorities)




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that
were incurring expenditure during the year under review,

Incurring Capital Expenditure BelfAssessed | o .
- Compliance ymriten ' '
“Rating; | Comment/Actlon Required.
Was a contract signed and was it in line with |4 Yes contracts in place
the approval in principle? underpinning capital expenditure
Did management boartds/steering 3 Relevent teams within
committees meet regularly as agreed? departments meet on a regular
basis.
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to 3 Project coordinators were
co-ordinate implementation? lppointed for all projects
Were Project Managers, responsible for 3 Staff at the appropriate level are
delivery, appointed and were the Project given responsibility for specific
Managers at a suitable senior level for the . .
scale of the project? projects or a specific prc;gram me
of works e.g works within a
specific town or viliage,
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, |3 Management accounts are
showing _ implementation _ against  plan, produced monthly which measure
budget, timescales and guality? . .
expenditure against budget.
Returns are made and updates
produced to the DOEHLG and
other relevant 3" parties
Did the project keep within its finapcal ] One project has incurred
budget and its time schedule? significant extra costs and an
Itered time schedule due to 3rd
arty protests.
Did budpgets have to be adjusted? 2 pee previous response
Were decisions on changes to budgets/time 3 [Yes,10 the best knowiedge
schedules made promptly? available, changes in budgets and
schedules have beenmade ina
timely manner.
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning |No
the viability of the project and th business
case incl. CBA/CEA? {exceeding budget, lack
of progress, changes in the environment,
new evidences)
If circurmstances did warrant questioning the |Ng
viability of project was the project
subjected to adequate examination?

PSC—Quality Assurance Requirement {Guidance Note for Local Authorities}




Checklist 5‘ For Current Expend;ture

: mcuxring Curre :It mpenditnm

Comment/Action Reguired

| Are there clear objectives for all areas of
current expenditure? :

' department

Yes. Annual spending programme
reflects core ob;ect:ves of each '

Are outputs well defined?

) Budget Rewews

Yes. Annual Service Plans and

Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

Yes, by way of annua! service
indicators, departmental returns
and internal reviews

Isthere g method for momtcnng efﬁcxency .
on an ongomg basis? S

Yes by way of periodlic reviews by
Department and frequent '
reportmg to outside agenc:es such
|as NRA,trish Water EPA and FSAI

1 Are outé:omes well daefined?

INot always clearly defined e.g..
what is {mpact of good quahty
water oF village renewal works on
jeconomy of communities.

. | Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

Kilkenny County Council Annual
Report.There are also a number of
independent assessments where
the performance of KCC has been a
major contributor to positive
outcomes e.g.IBAL liiter

eneres ] :

Istheren methnd far mamtonng
effectweness on an ongomg basis?

Meetings with and reports to
DOEHLG and to outside agencies
such as NRA, Irish Water EPA and
FSAl.Reviews of results e, g
tonnages col lected

How many farmai VFMs/FPAs or other
evaluations been completed in the year
under review?

2014 is tha first year of the current
PSC.With increased awareness of
the requirements, Kilkenny County
Council will pﬁoritise_ complying
with all relevant aspects of same,

Is there an annual process in plan to plan
for new VFMs, FPAs and evaluations?

The drawing up of the annual
service plan will form the basis of

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published ina
timely manner?

N/A

future evaluations

Lt el Y e @ o . A v as



Is there a process to fullow up on the 2 Any feedback and

recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs recommendations are notifled to
and other evaluations? relevant parties for review and

information on future projects
How have the recommendations of VFMs, F See previous answar

FPAs and other evaluations informed
resource allocation decisions?




Ci}.eck]jst 6: - to be completed if capitai projects ware compieteci dunng the year or if
f.,apziai programmes /grant schemes maturf:d or wer*e chsccmtmued

ent/Action Required -

How many -pos_t-project reviews  were
completed in the year under review?

A pust project review would not
- normally take place the year of

compietton

| was ._a post ‘project ré\}ieﬁv _corﬁplctéd for all
| projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

No pm]e{:t wathm this category

| If sufficient time has not elapsed io allow a
‘I proper assessment of benefits “has a post
project review been schﬂduied for a future
date’«’ :

relevant aspects of same

2014 is the first year of the QA
requlrement in Loe:al Gcwemment
Kilkenny County Council will
orioritise comp!ymg with all

Were. Iésﬁons" learned from post-project
1 reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring
Agency and to the Sanctlomng Authonty’-"

~IKilkenny County Council fully
lengaged with any post project
feviews carried out by sanctioning

Authorities,e.g. the NRA

Were cha.nges méde to the Sponsoring
: 'Agencms practices in light of lessons learned
from post project re'news?

No individual project comes within
the range of this return

Was pm}ect review carried out by taffing
resources - independent of project
. :mplementation? :

: Balf Aaussed Ra.tiny

0 Not Donc, 1 % 508 mmphanl: 2 50—75%

>75% Compliant, 4 ~100% Compliant .

P5C=Quality Assurance Requirement {Guidance Note for Local Authorities)



Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the

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

Current Expenditure that {i} reached the Self-Assessed
end of its planned timeframe or (M) Was | Compliasce | comment/Action Required
discontinued Rating:
0-4

N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in
Were reviews carried out of current h014
expenditure  programmes that matured
during the year or were discontinued?

NSA No programmes relevant to PSCin
Did those reviews reach conclusions on b014
whether the programmes were effective?

N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin
Did those reviews reach conclusions on b014
whether the programmes were efficient?

N/A jNo programmes relevant to PSCin
Have the conclusions reached been taken 014
into account in related areas of expenditure?

N/a No programmes relevant to PSCin
Were  any  programmes  discontinued D014
following a review of a current expenditure
programme?

N/A NG programmes relevant to PSCin
Was the review commenced and completed

s . 2{114

within a period of 6 months?

8elf-Asscssod Ratings: S : L
0 - Nat Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, @ - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 758 Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

Notes:
{8} The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below@
I, Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
iI.  Com liant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
i, Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

th} For some guestions, 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 approprate.

{c} The focus should be on providing descriptive and contextual information to frame the
compliance ratings and to address the issues raised for esch question. It is also
important to provide summary details of key analytical outputs for these questions
which address compliance with appraisal/evaluation requirements i.e. the annual
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews.

P5C~ Quality Assurance Requirement {Guidance Mote for Local Authorities)




Laoils County Council

| CHECKLIST 1 General Obligations not specific {:o_'ind'ivi.t_iu'é_a_! _prqjeéts]p_rogrammes B

publiéhed to the website?

E
W
e
My
Does the Department ensure, on an ongoing basis that 3 2014 is the first year of the
appropriate ';Jédpie within the Department and in its PSC in Local Government
and all reEevant staff have
agencues are aware of the requfrements of the Public been notified of their
Spend:ng Code? obhgamons under the PSC
Has there been partnmpat:on by reEevant staff in external N/A No tralning has been
trammg oR the Public Spending Code? (i.e. DPER) ' provided to date that we .
gt are aware of
Has _internai trair}ing on the Public Spending Code been 3 2014 is the first year of
provided to relevant staff? PSC. Training needs will
_ : need to be ldentnﬁed in
due course.
| Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type 4 Yes. A guidance document
of praject/programme that your Department is responsible has been developed for
g e ' 4 : | quidelines been developed? the QA adapting the PSC
| for? l.e..haye adapte sectora. guidelines been developed? to Local Government -
Structures and approach.
Has the Lo_caE Authority in its role as Sanctioning Authority N/A Laois Co. Co. does not act
| satisfied itself that-agencies that it funds comply with the as a sanctioning authority
. . d de? to other agencies over the
Public Spending Code?. value of €500K
Have re_commencf_ations fr_om previous Quality Assurance N/A 2014 is the first year of the
| exercises (indl. old 'Spot-Checks) been disseminated, QA requirement.
where appropﬂate, _wnthm the Department and to your
agencies? -
Have _rec:omr_nendations from previous Quality Assurance N/A 2014 is the first year of the
exercises been acted upon? QA requirement.
Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance 4 Yes this report is the
Report been submitted to the National Oversight Audit submission to NOAC.
Commission?
Was the required sample subjected to 2 more in-depth 4 Review carried out on
Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process Partlacise Main Drainage
Network Scheme
Has Chief Executive signed off on the information to be 4

Yes as per page 2 of this
document :

Self-Assessed Ratmgs

0 — Not Done, 1-<50% compliant, 2 — 50-75% Compliant, 3 >75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compiaant




was under consideration in the past year.

Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme that is or

‘Capital Expenditure being considered . . | Comment/Action
- Appraisal and Approval @Y
S ‘UEo|,
. S n oM
[ 6.'
<aoc
w B
ot
@S
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all projects > €5m N/A All projects are <€hm
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect of each N/A All projects are <€5m
capital project or capital programme/grant scheme?
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding €20m? N/A All projects are
<€20mi
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early stage to facilitate N/A
decision making? (i.e. prior to the decision)
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the Sanctioning Authority 4 Approval granted by
for all projects before they entered the Planning and Design Phase Management and
Elected Members.
(e.g. procurement)?
If a CBAJCEA was required was it CEEU for their view? N/A
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more than €20m? N/A
Were all projects that went forward for tender in line with the 4 Yes, if applicable to
Approval in Principle and if not was the detailed appraisal revisited the relevant project
and a fresh Approval in Principle granted? To be tendered in
2015/2016
Was approval granted to proceed to tender? N/A No decision to tender
until Departmental
apnroval received and
funding put in place
Were Procurement Rules complied with? N/A No spend accrued,
Were State Aid rules checked for all suppé&éﬁ’w N/A Not applicable to local
Government,
Were the tenders received in line with the Approval in Principle in N/A
terms of cost and what is expected to be delivered?
Were Performance Indicators specified for each project/programme N/A
which will allow for the evaluation of its efficency and
effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather Performance Indicator data? N/A

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 -~ Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 >75% Compliant, 4 —~ 100% Compliant




Checklist 3: - New Revenue expenditure or expansion of existing revenue expenditure under consideration

Comment/Action
Were objectives clearly set? No programmes
o relevant to PSC in
2014 '
Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? ‘- N/A No programmes
relevant to PSC in
2014
Was an appropriate appraisal mathod used? N/A No programmes
' relevant to PSC in
2014
Was a -business case incorporating financial and economic N/A No programmes
appréis_af'p'répar_ec_l for new revenue expenditure? ;‘E:‘::a”t to PSCin
Has an assessment of likely demand for the new N/A No programmes
Sr:h_eme/scheme extension been estimated based on empirical ;‘Z’i:ant to PSCin
ev_i_d'ehc:e? '
Was the required approval granted? N/A No programmes
G ' relevant to PSC in
2014
Has a sunset clause been set? _ N/A No programmes
' ' | relevant to PSCin
2014
Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? N/A No programmes
o : refevant to PSCin
2014
Have the methodology and data collection requirements for N/A No programmes
the pilot been agreed at the outset of the scheme? relevant to PSC in
S T 2014
It outsourcing was involved were Procurement Rules complied N/A No programmes
with? ' relevant to PSCin
2014
Were Performance Indicators specified for each new revenue N/A NG programmes refevant
expenditure proposal or expansion of existing revenue expenditure to PSC in 2014
which wilf allow for the evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been puf in place to gather Performance Indicator N/A No programmes
data? refevant to PSCin
2014

Self-Assessed Ratings:
0 - Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 >75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring expenditure

during the year under review.

the MAC and to the Minister?

Incurring Capital Expenditure = - Lo | Comment/Action’
B R I : E * _Ref;uirgd_-:_';
. o
§E°
o .U.'l
T eE
- £ 5
6 @
®Sa
Was a contract signed and was it in line with the approval in principle? 3 Yes
Did management boards/steering committees meet regularly? 3 Meetings held monthly
Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, appointed and were the 3 Yes at Senior Executive
Project Managers at a suitable senior level for the scale of the project? Engineer and Senior
Executive Officer.
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing implementation 3 Roads projects monitored
against plan, budget, timescales and quality? by NRA. In respect of
the other schemes, site
meetings were held and
monthly progress reports
prepared.
Did the project keap within its financial budget and its time schedule? 2
Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 On accasion with prior
approval from NRA or
DECHLG
Were decisions on charges to budgets / time schedules made promptly? 3 Yes
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the viability of the project N/A No
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack of
progress, changes in the environment, new evidence)
If circumstances did warrant questioning the viability of a project was the N/A
project subjected to adequate examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the Sanctioning Authority? 3 Approval sought from
funding body in case of
variances
Were any projects terminated because of deviations from the plan, the NA
budget or because circumstances in the environment changed the need
for the investment?
For significant projects were quarterly reports on progress submitted to 3 Submitted to Senior

Management team

Seif-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 -<50% compliant, 2 ~50-75% Compliant, 3 >75% Compliant, 4 - 160% Compliant




Checkllst 5: For Revenue Expend:ture

T?Incurr:ng Revenue' Expendlture

n;m s

Are  there clear objectives for all "argas of revenue
expenditure? ' :

Yes.-.Spendiﬁg P_ragramme
Defined as part of the
Annual Budget Process

Are outputs well defined?

National KPI's are in place
for Locat quernment

Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

KPI's are established each
year for specific services

Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an ongeing
basis?

Yes Budget performance
and Monrtonng is m place

Are outcomes well defined?

The development of the
annual service plans will
enhance this measurement

Are cutcomes quantified on a regular basis?

The development of the
annual service plans will
enhance this measurement

Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness on an

ongolng basrs

Yes, through internal audit,
procurement and ongoing
management of budget

How _many formal VFMs/FPAs or cther evaluations been

completed in the year under review

VFM’s have been carried
out on 16 of the 28
projects cited in the last
couple of years

Is there an annual process in place to plan for new VFMs,
FPAs and evaluations? (FPAs
Authorities)

not relevant to Local

VFMs is part of the internal
Audit process and new
VFM's will be carried out
annually.

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely manner?

All reports issued to
Management team and
Audit Committee.

Is there a process to follow up on the recommendations of

previous VFMs/FPAs and other evaluations?

Follow up reports are
issued to management
Team and audit committee
on a regular basis.

How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs and other

evaluations informed resource allocation decisions?

Recommendations of VFMs
are considered by
management in the
allocation of resources

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 -~ Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2 ~ 50-75% Compliant, 3 >75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compliant




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital programmes/grant

schemes matured or were discontinued.

of project implementation?

Capital Expenditure Completed - - oo | Comment/Action
/L C R
<3 g
& E 5
T
n U
How many post project reviews were completed in the year under 1 LCC acts as project
review? implementer for NRA roads
projects. Not required for
Housing acquisitions
Was a post project review completed for all projects/programmes N/A
exceeding €20m?
If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper assessment of 1
benefits, has a post proiect review been scheduled for a future
date?
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews disserninated within 1 Improvements in process are
the Sponsoring Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority? noted and applied to future
projects.
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies practices in light of 1
lessons learned from post-project reviews?
 Were project reviews carried out by staffing resources independent G Revenue staffing levels are

not sufficient to cater for this.

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 — Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 >75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100% Compliant




Checklist 7:-to be comp!eted if revenue expendsture programmes that reac:hed the end of their planned

tlmeframe durmg the year or were dlscontmued

‘Revenue Expendlture that (l) reached the end of | 5 I Comment/Action: =
:lts planned timeframe or:(u):Was d:scontmued ;%f'é'._
:.-::3.:..: :
Fa oty
e
Were reviews carried out of revenue expenditure programmes N/A No programmes relevant to
that matured during the year or were discontinued? PSCin 2014
Did these reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A No pregrammes relevant to
programmes were effective? PSCin 2014
Did those_reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A No programmes relevant to
programmes were efficient? PSCin 2014
Have the conclusions reached been taken into account in N/A No programmes refevant to
related areas of expenditure? PSCin 2014
Were any programmes discontinued following a review of a N/A No programmes relevant to
revenue expenditure programme? PSCin 2014
Was the review commenced and completed within a period of N/A No programmes relevant to
I moﬁths? PSCin 2014
Self-Assessed Ratings:
0 - Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 >75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

; -_-Notes:

‘(a) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below:

l.  Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
il.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
fli.  Broadly compliant = a score of 3

{b) 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 to provide summary details of key analytical
outputs for those questions which address compliance with appraisal / evaluation requirements i.e. the annual
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews.






APPENDIX 4

Checklists

PART I

Leitrim County Council
Limerick City and County Council
Longford County Council
Louth County Council
‘Mayo County Council
Meath County Council
Monaghan County Council
Offaly County Council
Roscommon County Council
Sligo County Council
South Dublin County Council
Tipperary County Council
Waterford City and County Council
Westmeath County Council
Wexford County Council
Wicklow County Council






Leitrim County Council

Ch_eckiist 1 — to be completed by All Local Authorities

Does the Loca! Author;ty ensure on an S RS e S
| ongoing bams that appropriate peopte 4 Management Team informed
within the Local Authority and in its
| agencies are aware of the requlrements - Senior Management all informed
of the Public Spendeng Code? '

Has there been .'p_articipation by relevant
- 1 staffin external training on the Public - Through H.O.F. Assoc,
+ Spending Code (i.e. DPER)

: Has Internai tramlng on the Public
gtg%r%dmg Code been provided to re]evant 1 Training needs being identified

Has_'_' the Fublic Spending Code been
| adapted for the type of project/programme

that your Local Authority is responsible for?
: “have “adapted guidelines been o
developed’?

Has the Local Authority in its role as
Sanctlomng Authority satisfied itself that
- 1 agencies ‘that it funds comply with the
] Public’ Spendlng Code? 4

Have recommendations from previous
| Quality Assurance exercises (incl. old
Spot-Checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the Local Authority
and to your agencies? ,
4 At that time

Have recommendations from previous
Quality Assurance exercises been acted 4 On- Going
upon?

Public Spend Code compliance [Type text]



Has an annual Public Spending Code
Quality Assurance Report been submitted
to the National Oversight and Audit
Commission (NOAC)? 0 First Time 2015

Was the gequget:g sampie subjecteg toa
more in- depth Review i.e. as per Step 4
of the QA process? 0 As Above

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on
the information to be published to the 0 As Above
website?

‘Self-Assessed Ratmgs G R
0- Not Done 1 -<50% comp!lant 2 50 75% Compllant 3. 75% Comptlant 4—— 100%

Public Spend Code compliance [Type text] 151



Checkhst 2: —to be completed in respect of capata! prmects or caplta] programme/grent

scheme that is or was under conSIderatlon in the past

year.

1 "Wwas'a Prehmmary Appransa! undertakera fer all prejects
>€5m

Appraisal set out

Was an appropnate eppralsaE method used in respect of
each capital pmjeci or capata! programme!grarat scheme?

Yes — In conjunction with relevant
government body/agency.

Was a CBA/CEEA comp!eted for ali pl"OjeE:tS exceeding
o €20m'7

No projects listed at this level

'Was the appraisal process commenced at an early
stage 10 famhiate decrsron making? (1 e. prior {o the
' deczsron)

Was an Approval in Principle granted by the Sanctioning
Authonty for all projects before they entered the Planning
: end Desngn Phase (e.g. procurement)?

Iifa CBA/C&A was required was it submitted to the
' CEEU for their view?

Not applicable

Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more than
: ' €20m"?

No projects at this level

Were all projects that Weni forward for tender in line with
' the Approval in Principle and if not was the detailed

- appraasal re\nsnted and a fresh Approval in Principle

! granied7

Tenders were in line with approvals

Was approifal granted to proceed to tender?

Mes

‘Were Procurement Rules complied with?

Yes

Were Siate Ald rules checked for all
© supports®?

Not applicable

Were the tenders received in line with the Approval in
Principle in terms of cost and what is expected to be
delivered?

Projects under consideration have not gong|
o tender stage.

Fublic Spend Code compliance [Type text]




Were Performance Indicators specified for each 4
project/programme which will allow for the evaluation of
its efficiency and effectiveness?

Have steps been put in place to gather the Performance
Indicator data?

.'Self-Assessed Ratmgs : S R e
'0.- Not Done, 1 - < 50% compllant 2 - 50-75%  Compliant, 3. >'75% ‘Compliant, 4—100% 'Compsia'nt

Public Spend Code compliance [Type text]




‘Checklist 3: - New Current expenditure or expansion of existing current expenditure under consideration

Comment/Action Required

Applicable

Were objectives clearly set? - Net. | No programmes relevant to
B ' ' Applicable | PSCin 2014 - '
| Are abjectives measurable in quantitative terms? - Not .} No programmes relevant to
T e Applicable PSC in 2014
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? Not . - No'pr_ogz_‘a_mmes relevantto .
o S I ‘Applicable _PS_C in 201_4 - :
Was a business case ancorperat:ng fmancsaE and economlc appralsaE Not . No programmes relevant to
prepared for new current expendnure? Applicable PSC in 2(314
Has an assessment of llkeEy demand fer the new scheme/scheme Not No programmes relevant ta _
extens:on been estlmated based on empmcaE ewdence? | Applicable _PSC in 2014
Was t_h'e required _appr_oveE_gran_ted? TiNot No programmes relevant to
EN o BRI ' Applicable | PSCin 2014 ;
Has a sunset clause been set? - Not No programmes relevant to
' R AppEacable _ P_S(_Z_ in 2014 :
Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? Not No programmes relevant to
IR SR AL ' R Applicable | PSCin 2014 '
Have the methadc]ngy and data collection requirements for the Not No programmes relevant to
ptEot been agreed at the outset of the scheme? ' Applicable | PSCin 2014
- |f outsourcmg was ;nvo]ved were F’mcurement Rules complied Not -1 No programmes relevant to _'
W|th"-" : AppElcabEe | .PSCin 2014 :
: ‘Were - Performance indlcators specified for each new current 'Not No programmes relevantto |
L expendlture proposal or expansion of existing current expendrture Applicable | PSCin 2014 '
which - will aEEow for ‘the evaluatlon of lts efficiency and | - :
| effectiveness? :
Have steps been put in place to gather Performance Indicator Not No pmgram_mes relevant to
data? : : PSCin 2014

| ::SeEf« Assessed Ratigs = s
O Not Done -1 SO%CGmpE:ant 2= SD 75%

5% Compllan, 3->75% Compln, 4~ 1005 Compllart




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were
incurring expenditure during the year under review.

progress submitted to the MAC and to the
Minister?

Incurring Capital Expenditure = Self- Comment/Action Required .~ . & -0
L T Assessed S
Compllance
Rating: = .
0-4
Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 4 Yes
approval in principle?
Did management boards/steering committees 4 Yes
meet regularly as agreed?
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 4 Internal and external co-ordinating team
ordinate implementation? in place
Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, 4 Internal and external co-ordinating team
appointed and were the Project Managers at a in place
suitable senior level for the scale of the project?
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, 4 Progress reports preparecf
showing implementation against plan, budget,
timescales and quality?
Did the project keep within its financial budget 3 in most cases
and its time schedule?
Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 In some cases
Were decisions on changes to budgets / time 4 Yes
schedules made promptly?
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the 4 No
viability of the project and the business case incl.
CBA/CEA? {exceeding budget, lack of progress,
changes in the environment, new evidence)
If circumstances did warrant questioning the Yes
viability of a project was the project subjected to
adequate examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the 4 Yes
Sanctioning Authority?
Were any projects terminated because of 4 No
deviations from the plan, the budget or because
circumstances in the environment changed the
need for the invesiment?
For significant projects were guarterly reports on 0 Ongoing reporting to Management

teams and to the Council as reguired.

Self- Assessed Ratmgs

0~ Not Done, 1— <50% Comp]nant 2 SO 75% CompEtant 3 >75% Compltant 4 100% CompE:ant




‘Checklist 5:- For Current Expenditure

Spending Programme set out as .

Are there c.le.a.r eb]éctn.r_é's. for all areas of
' ‘part of the Budgetary process.

*current expenditure?

Are outputs well _deﬁned? 3 - ‘| Performance Indicators in place.
Are outputs quantified on aregular basis? | 4 Performance Indicators in place. ]
Is there a method for monitoring efficiency o 4 Budget performance ongoing .

on an ongoing basis?

Are outcomes well defined? 3
Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 4
Is there a method for monitoring a Ongoing budgetary performance

effectiveness on an ongoing basis?

How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other 4 One per month

evaluations been completed in the year : '
‘under review?

Is theré_ an annual process in plan to plan 4

for new'VFMs, FPAs and evaluations?

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published ina 4
' _ -'timeiy'mann_er?
Is there a process to follow up on the 2 Not clear of relevance to Local
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs Authority
* and other evaluations?
- How have the recommendations of VFMs, o2 Not clear of relevance to Local
- FPAs and other evaluations informed ' 1 “Authority

“resource allocation decisions?

Public Spend Code compliance [Type text]



Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if
cap1ta} pronrammesf grant schemes matured or were discontinued

SeltAssessed |
Compltance C'dmm'_'e"r'ztlActinh ‘Required
Ratmg e L

How many post-project reviews were completed in
the year under review? N/A

Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A

If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper
assessment of benefits has a post project review
been scheduled for a future date?

N/A
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority?

N/A
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies
practices in light of lessons learned from post-
project reviews?

N/A
Was project review carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation?

N/A

Self-—Assessed Ratmgs L
0 - Not Dona 1 -<50% comp]:ant 2 50—75% Compt:ant 3 > 75% Comptiant 4 — 100% :

Public Spend Code compliance [Type text]



Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached
the end of their planned timeframe durmg the year or were dsecontmued

| Were | reviews carr:ed out of, current
expenditure programmes thet matured dunng
the year orwere daseontznued’?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 20_14

TN/A
| Did those reviews reach conclusions on Do
G whether the progremmes were effectlve'P N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
-_: Dld those reviews reach conc!usaons on o : o
whether the programmes were efﬁment'? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
| Have the conchs&ons reached been taken, : ;
“1'into account |n related areas of expend:ture7 N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
= -Were_ eny.p.regrahﬁrhe_e discontinued foliewtng a _ ' s
-+ review of a current expenditure programme? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014
- ‘Was the review commenced and completed
' W|thm a per;od of 6 months'? N A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014 .

Public Spend Code compliance [Type text]







Limerick Citv and Countv Council

Checklis
General Obligations not specificto Ind

i
vidual Projects or Programmes

Checldist 1 ~ To be completed by All Local Authorities

Does the Local Authorily ensure, on an ongoing basis
that appropriate people within the Local Authority and

in Hs sgencies are aware of the requirements of the 3 Procedures and Thresholds” adapted
Public Spending Code? policy document and informad of any
updates, :

Allapprovers on Agresso have been
circulated with a copy of "Procurement

Has there been participation by relevant staff in

" Atleast 50% of all approvers have
attended training with Achilles

external training on the Public Spending Code {ie. 2 Training.
DPER)
o ] Identified as @ requirement

Has iﬂt‘iﬁxﬁfﬁ[ training on the Public Spending Code Programme being developed for 2016
been provided to relevant staff? 1 :

. ) ) Carporate Procurement Policy being
H_d,‘«} the {u.binxr: sz}m:uhng Eoci‘e been ada—pmd for L}‘%f‘ prepared for adoption by Management
F}-pe of pral:y;eshtj programime that your LGE.'QT 5xsthorxt:,= 1 Team in September 2075,
is responsible for? fe. have adapted guidelines been
developed?
Has the Local Authority in i#ts role as Sanctioning Ad hac in nature af present.
Authority satisfled itself that agencies that @t funds i Prograrame being developed for 2016

comply with the Public Spending Code?

Have recommendations from previous  Quality
Assurance exercises (incl. old SpotChecks) been
disseminated, where appropriate, within the Logal
Authority and to vour agencies?

As discovered in ad hoc enquiries

1 above. Commitied o meeting
compliance obligations as progress is
made on points above,

Local Government and Internal Audit

Have recommendations from  previous  uality 2 1 queries dealt with
Assurance exercises been acted upon? '
Has an amnual Public Spending Code  Quality
Assurance [Report been submitled to the National { First Report.
Oversight and Audit Commission (NCACY

! Was the required sample subjected to a more in-depth

. Review ie. as per Step 4 of the QA process? 1 Reguired Sample reviewad
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Mo such project.

information to be published to the website?

50-75% Compliant, 3> 75% Complisnt 45




Checklist 2 ~ Capital Expenditure Being Considered
Checkdist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital proiecis or ca 1%ai rogramme/grant scheme that
P P piial proj plial prog B

is 0f was under cm\s;demtmn m the pa’it year.

Se}f~Assessed i

of each capital project or capital programme/grant
scheme?

: Czspitai Ex;}an. lf:um bemgcnns;dered Apprmsal S i LaimL
. and Appmv;ﬂ Compixam:e 7 Cominent/Action Required
-4 ¥
Was a Preliminary Appraisal wnderiaken for all
. i 3
projects » €3m
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect 5

Was a UBA/UUA completed for all projects exceeding

Have steps been put in place to gather the Performance
Indicator data?

: N/A
2007 N/
Was the appraisal process commenced al an early stage
. to facilitate decision making? (ie prior to the decision} 4
D Was an Approval in Principle  granted by lhe
: Sanchoning Authority for all projects before they 4
Centered  the Planning  and Desipgn Phase  [eg
o procarpmenty?
i s CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to the A
(,FEJ for their view? e
| Ware the NDFA Consulied for projects costing more )
© N/A
o than E20m7 /
i Were all projects that went forward for tender in line
Cwith the Approval In Principle and i not was the 4
? detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in
| Prindiple granted?
| Was approval niﬂd to procead to fender? 4
Procure ;mﬂ'&f Rsaf s complied i&;:h?’ 4
State Akd roles checked 1§ ?&é 51%?’“;’%;?%’3 3
¢ Were the tenders received in line with the Approvalin
?:;;!a:p fe in terms of cost and what is expected 1o be 3 :
SO FS U iy
Were Performance };ﬁdzmmfs S?‘“Llflé"d fﬁr earh
i project/programme which  will  allow  for  the 3
evaluation of its efficiency and sffectiveness?
e e

‘Self-Assessed Ratings:

0-NotDong, 1-<50% mzﬁplsant 2 5&?’5%Csmpimn% 3 5 75% C{}mph&ni 15100% (,ampizam




Checklist 3 - Curvent Expenditure Being Considered
Checklist 3: - New Current expendifure or expansion of existing current expenditure under

consideration
| Were objectives ciearly set? 4
Are objectives measurable in quantitabve terms? 3
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 5
Was & business case incorporating financial and 3
economic appraisal prepared for new current
expendifure?
Has an assessment of likely demand for the new 4
schems/scheme extension been estimated based | )
on empirical evidence?
Was the required approval granted? 4
Has a sunset clause been set? N/A
Has a date been set for the pilot and i 3
evaluation?
Have the methodology and data collscHon 4
Crequirements for the pilot been agreed at the
i cutset of the scheme?
If outsourcing was involved were Procursment 4
Rules complied with?
Were Performance Indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion 3
of existing current expenditure which will allow
for the evaluabdon of s efficency  and
effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place lo gather the
Performance Indicator 3

Self-Assessed Rabings:
0= NotDone, 1-<50%




Checklist 4 - Incurring Capital Expenditure
Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capztai projects/ programmes that were incurring

expendxmre durmg ti‘;e year under rev;ew

S : SeiﬂAsses&ed i
Incum gCapi%al Expend ure c L R T b s
; emphance S R ST
: “Rating i ‘Comment/Actinn Required -
. S Lo -4 - : ’
Was a contract signed and was it in Une with the
approval in principle? 4
- Did management boards/ steering committzes 4
. meet regularly as agreed?
- Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 4
ordinate implementation?
Were Project "v%an%a,ﬁ }espoﬁs* ble for dﬁiwera 4
appuinted and were the Project Managers ata
suitable senior level for the scale of the project?
Were monitoring  reporis prepared  regularly, 3
- showing implementation against plan, budget,
¢ Hmescales and quality?
~ Did the project keep within its financial budget 1
and its ime schedule?
[~ . . z
| Did budgets have lo be adjusted?
- Were decisions on changes o budgets/time 3
| schedules made promptly?
id circumstances sver warrant queslioning the MN7A
viability of the profect and the business case incl
CBA/CEAY (exceeding budget, lack of progress,
changes in the environment, new evidengey 1 -
If circumstances did warrant questioning the NAA
viability of a project was the project subjected to
adequate examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the 4
- Sanctioning Authority?
Were atyy  projects  terminated  because of | N/A
deviations from the plan, the budgst or because |
cirrumstances in the environment changed the |
nead for the investment? '
For significant projects were quarterly reports on N/A
progress submitted to the MAC {(Management 3
Tenmiand o the Minister? §
:
Seif-Assessed Ratmvs




Checkiist 5 - Incurring Current Expenditure
Checklist 5: - For Current Expenditure

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 5
- expenditure? ¢

Are outputs well defined? 3
Are pubputs guantified on a regular bagis? 2
Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an z
ongoing basis?

Are outcomes well defined? 3
Are putcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3
Is there a methoed for monitoring effectiveness on 3
an ongoing basis?

How many formal VEMs/FPAs or other 3
evatuations been completed in the year under

review?

Is there an annual process in plan to plan for new g8
VIMs, FPAs and evaluations?

FHave all VFMs/FPAs been published in a mely ' g
manner?

Is there a process to follow up on the 0
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs and

other evaluations?

How have the recommendations of VEMSs, FPAs 3]
and other evaluations informed resource

allgcation decisions?
‘Self-Assessed Ratings:
D= Not Doneg, 1= < 50% compliant, 25 50-75% Compliant 3 -5




Checklist 6 - Capital Expenditure Completed
Checklist & - to be completed if capifal projects were completed during the year or if capital

programmes/ grant schemes matured or were discontinued,

Was project review carried cut by stalfing
FESOUTCES independent ol projoct
implementation?

el e e e Galfe Assessed T p RO TR
Coo Lapital Expenditue Completed | o Ra%;iﬁg- i (e Comment/Action Hequired
2
How many post-project reviews werg compleied
. in the year under review?
M/A
Was a post project review completed for all
projects/ programmes exceeding €20m?
) 1
If sufficlent tme has not elapsed o allow &
proper assessment of benefits has a post project
review beon scheduled for a future date?
3
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and
to the banctoning Authoriby?
i
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies
praciices in Hght of lessons learned from post-
project reviews?
th

Self-Assessed Ratings: .

0- Not Dore, 1 - < 50% complinnt, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




Checkdist 7 - Carrent Expenditure atend of p

discontinued
Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their

plansed timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Ianned tmeframe or

ent Expenditire that (i
red timef

Were reviews carried out of, current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or
were discontinued?

.

. , . 2
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective?

. . . e}
Did thoss reviews reach conclusions on whather
the programmes were efficient?
. . . 3
Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure?

0

Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme?

Was the review commenced and completed
within a period of 6 months?

{#} The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out belowd

I Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1

Ii.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2

Hi.  Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

(b) 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.

{c} The focus should be on providing descriptive and contextual informaton to frame the

compliance ratings and to address the issues raised for each question. It is also important to

provide summary defails of key analytical outputs for those questions whick address

complignce with appraisal/evaluation requiremients ie. the annual number of CUBAs,

ViMs/FPAs and post project reviews.






tongford County Council

Checklist 1 - General Obligations not speuﬁ(, to Inc&w;dual Pr{}; ects or

Programmes

Checklist 1 'I‘o be completed by AH Locai Authorities _

Geneml Ohligations not specific te individual i Self Assessed B e e
: projectsl programmes : : Compliance - Comment/Action Required -
g A g
Does the Local Authority ensure, on an ongoing 2014 is the first year of the PSC in
basis that approprigte people within the Local Local Government and ali relevant
Authority and in its agencies are aware of the 3 staff & agencies have been notified
yequirements of the Public Spending Code? of their obligations under the PSC
Has there been participation by relevant staff in No Fraining provided for Local
external training on the Public Spending Code N/A Government sector to date.
{i.e. DPER)
' . . , 2014 is first year of PSC and
Has Internal t.rammg on the Public Spending training needs, if any, have yet to
Code been provided to relevant staff? 2 be identified. Guidance document
has been developed and cireulated
Yes. A guidance document has
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for been developed for the QA adapting
the type of pm_lcct/pmgiamme that your Local 4 the PSC to Local Government
Authority is responsible for? i.e. have adapted structures and approach.
guidelines been developed?
Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority safisfied itself that apencies that it N/A No Projects relevant to the PSC
funds comply with the Public S8pending Code?
Have recomm_endations from previous Quality 2014 is the first year of the QA
Assurance exercises (incl. old 8pol-Checks) heen N/A exercise in the Local Government
disseminated, where appropriate, within the Local sector
Authority and to your agencies?
. , ) 2014 is the first year of the QA
Have recommendations from previous Quality N/A requirement in L};cal Gov&rancnt
Assurance exercises been acted upon?
Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality
Assurance Report been submitted to the National 4 Yes — Report subimitted
Oversight and Audit Commission (NOAC)?
Was the required sample subjected o a more in-
depth Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process? 4 Requiired Sample reviewed
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Yes. CE has signed off
information to be published to the website?
Self-Assessed Ratings: : ' C ' BEEE -
0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% comphant 2 50 T5% Cornpllant 3 ->75% Complsant 4 - 100% Cumphanl o

P5C -~ Quality Assiance Report




Checllist 2

~ Capital Expenditure Being Considered
Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme that
is or was under considexatmn in the past year,

Capital Expenditum bcing eonsidered -
: . Appralsal anzl Appmvnl

Sclfnﬁssessed
_Compl_iance_ ;

" Rating: . .

0-4

Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all

© Comment/Action Required -

The only projects listed at this level

projects > €5m N/A are under the direction of other
bodics who complete the appraisal,
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in ] . .
respect of each capital project or capital 4 Yes. In conjunction with the
programme/ grant scheme? relevant government body/agency.
Was a CBAJCEA completed for all projects The only projects listed at this level
exceeding €20m? N/A are under the direction of other
o bodies who complete the appraisal.
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early . ) .
stage to facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to 4 Yes. In conjunction with the
the decision} relevant government body/agency.
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they 4 Required to secure Grants
entered the Planning and Design Phase (e.g
procurement}?
Il a CBAJCEA was required was it submitted to
the CEEU for their view? N/A
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing
mare than €20m? N/A
Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and if not was N/A
the detailed appraisal revisited and a [fresh
Approval in Principle granted?
Was approval granted to preceed to tender? 4 Yes
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4

Yes

Were State Aid rales checked for all supports?

N/A inn Local Government

Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what s
expecicd Lo be delivered?

Were Performance Indicators specified for each

Projects not yel sl tender stage

project/programme which will allow for the No
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?

Have steps been put in place to gather the

Performance Indicator data?

Self-Asscssed Ratings:.

| Ne

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% comphant 2 - 50-75% Complmnt 3->T75% Complzant 4 - IOO% Comphant .

PSC - Quality Assurance Report




Checklist 3 - Current Expenditure Being Considered

Checklist 3:

~ New Current expenditure or expansion of existing current expenditure under

conmdemtxon e . _
Current Expendxture belng considered ~". SelfAsseSSed _' I T R
A.pj)rai_ al and Appmval e Compliance -1 i Comment/Action Required =
L Rating. S T e R T T T
£ I _ R
W biecti loart o N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
ere objectives clearly se / in 2014
Are ohjectives measurable in guantitative N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
terms? in 2014
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
inn 2014
Was a business case incorporating financial N/A Ne programmes relevant to PSC
and economic appraisal prepared for new in 2014
current expenditure?
Has an assessment of likely demand for the No programmes relevant to PSC
; N/A .
new  scheme/scheme  extension  been inn 2014
estimated based on empirical evidence?
. No programmes relevant to PSC
Was the requived approval granted? N/A .
in 2014
No programmes relevant to PSC
Hes a sunset clause been set? N/A .
in 2014
Has a date been set for the pilot and its N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
evaluation? in 2014
Have the methodology and data collection N/A No programines relevant to PSC
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the in 2014
outset of the scheme?
) . No programmes relevant to PSC
If  ountsourcing was involved  were N/A in 2014
Procurement Rules complied with? mn '
Were Performance Indicators specified for No programmes relevant to PSC
each new currﬁ:z}t 'expenditure propossid or N/A in 2014
cxpansion of existing current expenditure
which will allow for the evalualion of its
efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather the No pregrammes relevani to PSC
Performance Indicator N/A

in 2014

Self-Assessed Ratings: .

g - Not Dane, 1-< 50% ccvmphant 2 50 75% Comp!lant 8 > 75% Compitani 4 100% Comphant

PSC - Quality Assurance Report




Checklist 4 - Incurring Capital Expenditure
Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/ programmes that were incurring

expenditure during the year under review.,

S_éli‘—ﬁéééssed

reports on progress submitted to the MAC
{Management Team) and to the Minister?

.In'cinr'_ring Capitai__E:_':pe'ndi_tﬁre" : R T T T A e r
R T A A Compliance.. | .. Comment/Action Requnired :
' Rating: S L
: S : . A : L R 25T
Was @ contract signed and was it in line with
the approval in principle? 4 Yes where appropriate
Did management boards/steering 3
committees meet regularly as agreed? Yes where appropriate
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to a4 Intemail(;t;ﬁrdinating Peam in
co-ordinate implementation?
T place.
Were Project Managers, responsible for 4 Internal Co-ordinating Tcam in
delivery, appointed and were the Project 1
Managers at a suitable senior level for the place.
scale of the project?
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, 3 Progress Reports were prepared
showing implementation against plan, . "
budget, timescales and quality? 10 MOSL cases
'Did the project keep within its financial 4
budget and its time schedule?
Did budgels have o be adjusted? Yes. Up and down.
Were decisions on changes to budgets/time 4 Yes
schedules made promptiy?
Did circumstances ever warrant questioniﬁé
the viability of the project and the business
case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack
of progress, changes in the environment, No
new evidence]
I circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project was the project N/A
subjected to adequate examination? '
Il costs increased was approval received from 4 Yes. This woulcﬁaé a
the Sanctioning Authority? .
requirement for grant approval
Were any projects terminated because of
deviations from the plan, the budget or
because circumsiances in the environment
changed the need for the investment? No
For significan{ projects were quarterly | 4 Updates are provided to the MT

and Council and to relevant bodies
periodically, as required.

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compiiaht; 2 - 50«75% Com

pliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant * °

PSC ~ Quality Assurance Report




Checklist 5 - Incurring Current Expenditure
Checklist 5; - For Current Expenditure

i ._Inél.air;f_ing Current _Exp_éﬁditu_re R .-_S_élf-ﬁ_z:sé:é's'séd N I IR S S
B T N U U S e Compliance S - Cpm.mgnt]Actign quuired
oo Rating: o ] oo T
LI L i i
Ave there clear objectives for all areas of 4 Yes. Spending Prograrmme
current expenditire? Defined as part of the Annual
Budget process,
Are outputs well defined? 3 National KPIs are in place for

Local Government

3 KPIs are established each year

Are oulpuis quantified on a regular basis? o .
for specific services

Yes Budget performance and

Is there a method for monitoring efficiency 3 e
monitoring is in place.

on an ongoing basis?

The development of the Annual

Are outcomes well defined? 3 Service Plans will enhance this
measurement
The development of the Annual
Are cutcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 Service Plans will enhance this
measurement
Is there a method for monitoring 2 Yes. Spending Programme
effectiveness on an ongoing basis? defined as part of the Annual

Budget process,

National KPls are in place for

fi " o .
How many formal VEMs/FPAs or othet Local Government

evalnations been completed in the year
under review?

Is there an annnal process in plan te plan Not clear of relevance to Local
for new VFMs, ¥PAs and evaluations? Government. VEM reviews are
completed

Have all VFMs/I'PAs been published in a Not clear of relevance to Local
timely manner? Government

Is there a process o follow up on the Not clear of relevance to Local
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs Government

and other evaluations?

How have the recommendations of VFMs, Not clear of relevance to Local
FPAsg and other evaluations informed Government

resource allocation decisions?

Self-Assessed _Re_;tiz}g__s: S i . - S _
0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100% Compliant

PSC - Quality Assurance Report -




Checldist 6 ~ Capital Expenditure Completed
Checklist 6: - to be compilcted if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital
programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.,

: 'Cag.ﬂt'al E}iﬁénd_{tu_ré Ct_:m'pléted.' . _ ' Sal_f-_As'séssed. S o B
R AR oo Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: Lo T
0-4
. . Only one completed project
Ilow many post-project reviews were fed for 2014 inventor
completed in the year under review? recordea lor mventory
X . N/A
Was a post project review completed for all
projects/ programmes exceeding €20m?
. . N/A
If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a
proper assessment of benelits has a post
project review been scheduled for a future
date?
Were lessons learned from post-project
revicws disseminated within the Sponsoring
Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority? N/A
Were changes made to the Sponsoring
Apencies practices in light of lessons learned
from post-project reviews? N/A
Was project review carried out by staffing
resources independent of project
implementation? N/A
Self~Assissed Ratings:_ T
0 - Not Dsne, 1 - < B0% .CGmpﬁ.ﬂn.i', 2 - 50-75% Compliﬁni, 3 - > 75% Comﬁiiant, A EOO% Compliant .

P5C - Quality Assurance Report




Checklist 7 - Carrent Expenditure at end of planned timeframe or discontinued
Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their planned
timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Current I:xpendlture that {ij reached the end Self .ﬂsssassed '

of ats planned timeframe or {u) Was' © il Complance 'Cm;z_n_x.ent'[ﬁ;{t'i.én R_ei;ﬁiréd
' discontizmed ST Ratings B S R

Were reviews carried out of, current No programmes relevant to PSC

expenditure programmes that matured in 2014
during the vear or were discontinued? N/A

Did those reviews reach conclusions on No programmes relevant to PSC

whether the programmes were effective? in 2014

N/A
Did those reviews reach conclusions on No programmes relevant to PSC
whether the programmes were efficient? in 2014

N/A
Have the conclusions reached been taken No programmes relevani to PSC
into account in related areas of expenditure? in 2014

N/A
Were any programmes  discontinued No programmes relevant to PSC
following a review of a current expenditure N/A in 2014
programme?

Was the review commenced and completed No programmes relevant to PSC
within a period of 6 months? N/A in 2014

Self-Agscased Ratings: R :
0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50 75% Comphant 3-» ?5% Qomphani 4 IOO% Cnmph.mt

Notes:

{a} The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below{@
L Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
If.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
IlI.  Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

(b} 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 to provide
summary details of key analytical outputs for those questions which address compliance with
appraisal/evaluation requirements i.e. the annual number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project

reviews.

PSC - Quality Assurance Report m







Louth County Council

' L Checklist 1
Generai Ob!:ga’nons noi speclf:c to lndmdual Projects or Pregrammes

Chackkst 'l To be completed by All Loca! Authon:ies

& eneral Obligations not speciﬁc eo indivlduai .' Seif—Assessed i
T 'pro]ectsfpmgmmmas Compiiance oo Comment/Action Required 0
: ; i Raﬂng I e T
N4
Does me Local Authnnty ensure, cm an ongelng basis 2014 is the first year of the PSC in
that appropriate people within the Local Authority and in Local Govemnment and all relevant statf
its agencies are aware of the requsrements of the Pubiec 3 & agencies have been notified of their
Spenqu Code? obligations under the PSC
Has there been partlelpa!ncn by re!evant staff in No Trainihg provided for Local
external training on ihe Public Spendmg Cﬂde {i.e. N/A Govemment sector to date.
DPER}
2014 is first year of PSC and trainin
Has Intemal training en the Public Spending Code been needs, if any,yhave yet 1o be identiriedg.
provided to relevant statf? 2 Guidance document has  been
: developed and circulated
Yes. A guldance document has baen
Has the Public Spending Cods been adapled for the deve,opgd for the QA adapting the
type of project/programme that your Local Authority is 4 PSC to Local Governmant structures
responsible for? i.e. have adapted gufdehnes been and approach,
deveioped?
Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied ilself that agencies .that it funds N/A No Profects relevant to the PSC
comply with the Public Spend ng Cude'?
Have racommendalmns from prewdus Quality 2014 is the first year of the QA exerclse
Assurance -exercises {incl. old Spo!-Checks) bean N/A in the Local Govemment sector
disseminated, where sppropriate, within the Local
Auihomy and {o your agencies? _
L 2014 is the first year of the QA
Have recommgnd_atmns from previous Quality N/A requirement in Local Government
Assurance exercises been acled upon’?
Has an annual Pulblic Spending Code Quality Assurance
Report been submitted to the National Overstght and 4 Yas — Report submitted
Audit Commission (NOAC)?
Was the required sample subjected o & more in-cfept'h
Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process? 4 Required Sample reviewed
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the information 4 Yas. CE has signed off
1o be published to the website?

- Sell-Assessed Ratings: .=

0 -'Not Done, 1~ < 50% conﬁ:l?ani 2 50~"f5% Compiianl 3 >"?5% Ccmp!iam 4 100% Complzant

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014




Checklist 2 — Capital Expenditure Being Considered

Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital pregramime/grant scheme that is or was

under consideration in the past year.

Capital Expenditure baing considered - Appraisal Selt-Assessed
and Approval c°é“§:;“g"f“ Comment/Action Required
0-4
Z‘Iggﬁa; Preliminary Appraisal undeniaken for all projects The only projects fisted at this level are
N/A under the direction of other badies who
completa the appraisal.
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect of Yes. In conjunction with the relevant
each capital project or capltal programme/grant .
schame? 3 govemment body/agency.
g%sm s; CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding The only projects listed at this levef are
N/A under Ihe direction of other bodies who
compiete the appraisal.
Was the appraisal process commenced al an early o
stage to facilitale decision making? {i.e. prior to the 4 Yes. In conjunction with the refevant
deaision) govemment body/agency.
Was an Approval in Principle granied by the Sanctioning
Authorty for all projects before they entered the 4 Required to secure Grants
Planning and Design Phase (e.9. procurement)?
!(f;gagg ?gg}i;?v?fﬁ? required was it submitted to the The only projects listed at this level are
N/A under the direction of other bodies who
completa the appraisal.
;ﬁ:{:eé%igom Consulted for projects costing more The only projacts listed at this level are
N/A under the direction of other bodies who
complete the appraisal.
Woere all projects that went forward for tender in line with
the Approval in Principle and i not was the dgtagled 4 Tenders were in line with approvals.
gppraisal rovisited and a fresh Approval in Principle
granted?
Was approval granted {o proceed to tender? 4 Yes
Were Progurement Pules complied with? 4 Yes

Were State Aid rules checked for all suppons?

N/A in Local Government

Were the tenders received in Hne with the Approval in
Principle in terms of cost and what is expecied 1o be

delivered? Yes
Were Performance indicators specified for sach

project/programme which will allow for the evaluation of No
its efficiency and effectiveness?

Have steps been put In place o gather the Performance

indicator data? No

Self-Asaessed Ratings:

0 - Not Dona, 1 - < 50% eompliant, 2 - 50-75% Compllant. 3 - > 75% Comgpliant, 4 — 100% Compliant

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014




Checklist 3 — Current Expenditure Being Considered

Checid:st 3 New Current expendtiure or expans;on of exlstzng current expend:ture under conszderatlon

: and Appmval .

Cufrant Expanditura ba!ng considered Apprai : a!

Self- -
Assessed
Compilance

Rating
0-4

-- ¢¢fﬁ'm%_":4fé¢?i6..' R?quﬁ!réﬂ, -

Were objectives clearly set?

N/A

i No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?

N/A

No programmes relovant to PSC in 2014

‘Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Was a business case incorporating financial and
aconomic appraisal prepared for new current
expendftu;e? :

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been esnmated based
on empirical evidence?

N/A

No programmes refevant to PSC in 2014 |

Was the required app_rciya! granted?

N/A

Nao programmes relevant to PSC In 2014

Has a sunset clause been set?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in
2014 '

Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the
outset of the scheme?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in
2014

IF outsourcing was involved were Procurement
Rules complied with? - - -

N/A

No programmes relavant to PSC in 2014

Were Performance Indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure which will allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?

N/A

No programmes relavant to PSC in 2014

Have steps been put in place to gather the
Performance Indicator |

N/A

No programmas relavani 1o PSC in 2014

Sell-Assessed F!aﬂngs

0- Not Dune. 1< 50% comg}ﬁant 2 50 75% Complianh

35 75% Complant, 4 - 100% Compllant

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014




Checklist 4 — incurring Capital Expenditure
Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring expenditure during
the year under review,

Incurring Capital Expendliture Sgi'r:sﬁ:ﬁzgd
Rating: Commant/Action Required
-4
Was a contract signed and was it In ling with the
approval in principla? 3 Yas where appropriate
Did management boards/steering commitiees 3
meet reguiarly as agreed? Yes where appropriate
Were Pragramme Co-ordinators appolnted to co- 0 Internal Co-ordinating Team in

ordinate Impiementation?
place In most cases.

Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, 3 Internal Co-ordinating Team in
appointed and were the Project Managers at a
suitable seniar level for the scale of the project?

Were monitoring reporls prepared regularly, 2 | Progress Reports were prepared in
showing implementation against plan, budget,

limescales and quality?

place in most cases.

most cases

Did the project keep within its financial budget and q In most cases
its time schedula?

Did budgets have to be adjusted? Yes. Up and down.

Were decisions on changes to budgets/time ) Yas
schedules made promplly?

Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project and the business case incl,
CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack of prograss,

changes in the environment, new evidence) & No
it circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project was the project subjected to N/A

adequate examination?

If costs increased was approval received from the 4 | Yes. This would be a requirement
Sanctioning Authority?

for grant approval

Were any projects terminated because of
deviations from the plan, the budget or because No
circumstances in the environment changed the
need for the Investment?

For significant projects were quarterly reports on 4 ipdates are provided to the MT and

progress submitted to the MAC {Management Council on & monthly basis and 1o

Team) and to the Minister? relevant bodies periodically, as
requirad.

Seli-Assassed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-76% Compliani, 3 - > 75% Compliamt, 4 — 100% Complant

SC - Quiality Assurance Report for 2014



Checklist 5 - Incurring Current Expenditure

Checkﬂst 5: - For Curreni Expendlture

an ongoing basis?

tm:urring Current Expendstufe S Sg:::ﬁ:ﬁﬁzd E T e T
PERTEEA T : : Ra‘ling’ oo Comment/Action Required
Are there clear objectives for all areas of current . Yes. Spending Pragramme Defined
expenditura’? as part of the Annual Budgst
process.
Are outputs well defined? a3 National KPIs are in place for Local
Government
Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 KPls are established each year for
specific services
is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an 3 Yes ‘{taquet‘ pirfoi:ggnce and
ongoing basis? monitoring is in place.
o The development of the Annual
Are outcomes well defined? 3 Service Plans will enhance this
measurermnent
The developmant of the Annual
Are outcomes guantified on & regular basis? 3 Service Plans will enhance this
= measurement
Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness on 3 Yeas. Spending Programme defined

as part of the Annual Budget
process.

How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other
evaluations been completed in the year under
review?

National KPls are in place for Local
Government

is there an annual process in plan to plan for new
VFMs, FPAs and evaluations?

Not clear of relevance o Local
Government. VFM reviews are
complsted

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely
manner? '

Not clear of relevance to Local
Governmeant

is there a process to follow up on the
recomnmendations of previous VPMs/FPAs and
cther evaliuations?

Not clear of relevance to Local
Government

How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs
and other evaluations informed resource
allocation decisions?

Not ciear of relevance o Local
Government

Seli-Assessed Ratlngs‘

D - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compiiant 2 50-75% Compiiam 3~>75% Com@iam 4 100% Cnmp!aant B

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014




Checklist 6 - Capital Expenditure Completed
Checklist 6: - o be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital pragrammes/grant
schemes matured or ware discontinuad.

Seil-Assesaed
Caphta! Exponditure Completed Cogna;t:!l:‘?w Comment/Action Required
0-4
. X . Only one completed project

How many post-project reviews were completed in .
the year under review? racorded for 2014 inventory
Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

N/A
if sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper
assessment of benefits has a post project review
been scheduled for a future date? N/A
Were lassons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agancy and to
the Sanctioning Authority? N/A
Were changes made {0 the Sponsoring Agencies
practices in light of lessons learned from post
project reviews? N/A
Was project review caried out by staffing
rosources independent of project Implementation? A
Self-Assessed Ralings:
¢ - Not Dons, 1 - < 50% compiiant, 2 - 50-75% Compllant, 3 - > 75% Compllant, 4 - 100% Cempliant

PSC - Quality Assurance Reportfor 2014



Checklist 7 - Current Expenditure at end of planned timeframe or
discontinued
Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their plannad timeframe
during the year or were discontinued,

6urrant Expendltura thai ([) raachad tha end of its Sali’—Asaessed ; T I
ptanneﬂ timeframe or (li} Was dfacun:lnued Compt!ﬁnca _j- i Comment/Action Required
o ahad | e ﬁating i ORI TR
ﬂ 4 S
Were reviews carried out of, current expenditure No programmes relevant to PSC in
programmes that matured during the year or were 2014
discontinued? N/A
Did those raviews reach conclusions on whether No programmes relevant to PSC In
the programmes were effective? 2014
N/A
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether No programmes relevant ta PSC in
the programmes were efficient? 2014
N/A
Have the conclusions reached been taken into No programmes relevant to PSC in
account in related areas of expenditura? 2014
N/A
Were any programmes discontinued following a No programmes relevant to PSC In
review of a current expenditure programma? N/A 2014
Was the raview commenced and completed within No programmes relevant lo PSC in
a period of 6 months? N/A 2014
Seif-Assesssdﬁatings B L R R Pl B P T
0 - Not Dona 12 50% comp!lant 2 50-75% Comphant 3 :-75% Compﬂant 4 100 Compilant

Notes:

{(a) The scoring machanism for the above tables is set out below@
. Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
jl.  Gompliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
Hf.  Broadly Compliant = a scora of 3

{b) For some questions, the scoring mechanism is not always strictly retevant. In these cases, itis appropriate to
mark as N/A and provide the required information in the commentary box as appropriate.

{c) The focus should be on providing descriptive and cortextual information to frame the compiiance ratings and
to address the issues raised for each guestion. 1tis also impaortant to provide summary details of key analytical
outputs for those questions which address compllance with apprafsal/evaiuation requirements i.e. the annual
nurmber of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews.

SC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014






Mavo County Council

Checklist 1:
General Obligations

Ganerai,ﬂbt:gatmns nut s;sec:af ic ta mé; v

i Assesse:ﬁ

g;é:_t;zézf ; : : - Camphance _

|comment/Action Required

pmjectsfSemces Rating: 0-4
Does the Local Authority enswre, on an ongoing 2014 is the first year of the OA
biasis that appropriate people within the Local process. Senior Management
Authority and its agencies are awares of the team hriefed on the
regidrement of the Public Spending Code? irequirements of the code.
Has there been participation by relevant staff in Trairing to be provided as
externat training in the Public Spending Code? GHappropriate
Has internal training on the Public Spending Code Training to be provided as
been provided to relevant staff? Olappropriate
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the
type of project/service that your Local Autharity is
responsible for ? Le. have adapted puidelines hoen Guidance Notes has been
daveloped? 3iprepared for the LA
Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds No agencies funded inexcess of
comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A £0.5m
Have recommendations from previous Quality
Assurance exercises {inch Spot-Checks) been Spot check reports and
disseminated, where appropriats, within the Local recommendations issued and
Authority and to vour agencies, 4icopted to appropriate staff.
Have recommendations from previous Quality This is the first year of the QA
Assurance exercises been acted upon? Ziprocess
Has an annuat Public Spending Code Quatity
Assurance Heport been submitted to the National
Oversight and Audit Commission {(NOACY? 4i¥es

In-depth review to be
Wwas the required sample subjscted to 3 more in- undartaken by the Councils
depth review La, as per Step 4 of the OA process? Olinternal Auditors
Has the Accounting Ufficer signed off on the Mo procurements in exgess of

information to be published to tf’se we%:;s:te"?‘
Self- Assessed Ratings: .~ . '

0-Not Dcsne 1-<50% Ccmphant 2- 56»»?5% cﬂm;aizant,s :»75% csmplfant zli m{}% t&mpimnt

N/A

€1{'}m




Checklist 2
Capital Projects or Capital Programme/Grant Schems Under Considaration

Capital Expenditure Being Considered - Appraisal
and Approval

Self-
Assessad
Compliance
Rating: -4

Commant/Action Required

Was a Preliminary Appraizal undertaken for all

Details of 38 Prefiminary
apprasals o be fon
documented. Appralsals for sl

Roads projects carried out by the
MRA and Irish Waler for Samitary

proiects » £5m7? 2i8arvicas proacis
Appraisals carried oul by the
Was an approntiale agzg;;raasaé migthod used in MEA for Roads orojects and irish
respect of each capital project or capital Water for Sanitary Services
ORI Jaeant Sﬁi“eéf%“aéz’ dinroeols
Was a (BASCEA comploted for all projects
gxcaading £20m? MNiA No Projecis in excess of £20m
Was the anpraisal process commencad 8t an sarly
stage (o favilitate decision making? {La. prinr o the
degisinn} A¥es
Was an A;imfff,v” it Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for 2l projects befors they Roads Projects and Sanitary
anterad the Blanping and Design Phase? (ap Servipes require prior approval
prooureamentd dibefore proceeding
I 2 CBA/CEA was required was i submitted 1o the
CEEL for thelr vigw? M4 Mo Frolects
Ware the NDFA consulterd for profects costing more
than £20m? Ni& Ho Projects in excess of £20m
Were 36 projecss thay went forward for terdder in
fee with ab i1 Pringipts and i notwas the
detailed apprs sited and a fresh Approval In
Brincple gran 3i¥es
Awaiting fing
Was the approval granted (o proceesd to tender? 2Ip0ieTLs
' o N procurement underiaking
untit approval 1o proseed
received from Grant Ald
Were Progurement Hules complied with? NEA Department

formal Procedures 1o be

regevan from Grant Ald

catars specified for sach Forma! Procedures 1o be
et/ pe e which will allow for the develnped on Performance
evaluation of g efficiency and effectiveness? (iindicators for Qapital Prolects
put in place to galher (he
Perios o indicator data i3t

Self- Assessed Ratings:

{ - Mot Done, 1 - «<50% Compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - »75% Compliant, & - 100% Compliant




Checldist 3:
New Current Expenditure or Expansion of Existing Current £xpenditure under Consideration

_ - - ERE . ASSE$S&£§
Current Expenditure Bemg'ﬁons:derezf ﬁpprmsal tempizanr:e P e
and’ ﬁppr@yai i SR Rat;ng Q.t; Cﬁﬁﬁméﬁtfﬁiﬁﬂﬁ;ﬁ&t}ﬁifﬂd

Ware objzctives cieariy set‘3 M/A NiA
Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?  [N/A NfA
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A N7A

Was a business case incorporating financial and
economic appraisal prepared for new current
expenditure N/ N/A
Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based

on empirical evidence? N/a MN7A
Was the required approval granted? M/A N/A
Has a sunset clause bean spt? N/A MN/A
Has & date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? [N/A KA

Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the

outset of the scheme? NSA N/A
if putsourcing was invioved were Procurement
Rules complied with? N/ A N/A

Were Performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure which will allow for the

svaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness? nNfA N/A
Have steps been put in plance to gather the

Per?armame ndicatﬂrs? ﬁfﬁ; fxi,f;f\

G Not i)ane, 1 *:50% &}mp!sant Z- 59'75% Compi;ant 3. :«‘?5% {fompitant 4 16{}% {:ﬁm;? saﬂi‘




Checklist 4;
Capital Projects or Capital Programme/Grant Scheme incurring expenditure

Incurring Capital Expenditure

Self-
Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 0-4

Comment/Action Required

Was a contract signed and was it in line the
Approval in Principle?

Contracts in places for Capital
proiects

Did management boards/steering commitiess meest
regulariy as agreed?

Regular Review meetings held
with NRA for Roads projects and
irish Water for Sanitary Services
projects

Were Programme Co-Ordinstors appointed to co-
ordinate implementation?

Budget holder appointed with
responsipility for the project

Were Project Managers, responsible for defivery,
appointed and were Project Managers at a suitable
senior jevel for the scale of the project?

Project Manager consists of
Councils staff and where
renuired external consuliants.

Wers monitoring reports prepared regularly
showing Implementation against plan, budget,
timascales and quality?

2014 was the first vear of the QA
orocess. Formal monitoring
reporis to be devised,

Did the project keep within its financial budget and
i1s time schedule?

Some Rpads projects deferred

Flunti 2015

{¥d hudgets have to be adjusted?

i

Ware dacigions on changes to budgets/time
schedulas made prompthy?

Yes, gudgets reviewsd monthly
and changes made promptly

Did circumstances ever warrant gquestioning the
viabiity of the project and the business case incl
CBAJCEAY {exceeding budgeat, lack of progress,

changes in the environmeant, new svidence) N/A Mot for 2014

# circumstances did warrant questioning the

viability of the prolect was the project subjested to

adeguate examination? MN/A Mot for 2014

o creased was approval received from the Department advised of any
sanchioning Authority? Aincreases in Ccosts

Wers any projects terminaled becauss of

deviations from the plan, the budget or begause

circumstancas in the environment changed the

need for the investment? NiA No projects arminated

For significant projects were guarierly reports on

progress submitied to the MAC and to the

Minister? MN/A No projects inexcess of £20m

Self- Assessed Ratings;

0 - Not Done, 1 - <50% Compliant, 2 - 50-75% Comnpliant, 3 - »75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




Checklist 5:

Current {Revenue} expenditure

incurring Current [Revenue) Expenditure

{Compliance |
“{Ratingr0-4

Cotnment/Action Reguired

Are there clear ohiectives for all areas of current
expenditura?

Yes. Some objectives set out by
statute

Are outputs well defined?

Yes,

Are outputs guantified on a regular basis?

Guantified &5 part of the annual
budgetary process

iz there a method for monitoring efficlency on an
ongoing basis?

Performance indicators have
been developed for the sector

Are outcomes well defined?

Performance indicators have
been developed for the sector

Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

Ouantified as part of the annual
hudgetary process

is there a method for monitoring effectiveness on
an ongaing basis?

Performance indicators have
been developed for the sector

How many formal VEM 's/FPA’s or other evaluations
have been completed in the yvear under review?

VFM studies carried out by the
VFM unit of the Local
Government Audit Service.

is there an annual process in plan 1o plan for new
YEMs, FPAs and evalustions?

VFM studies carried out by the
VFM unit of the Local
Government Audil Service.

Have all VFMs/FPAS been published i 3 timely
manner?

Ai¥es

Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPA's and
gther evaiuations?

Formal process to be
documentad,

How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPA's and
ather evaluations informed resource allocation
decisions?

Self- Assessed Ratmgs* S

*{es whem apgrﬁprsatm

0- Not. i}one,l - <50% ﬁomp!;ant 2 50»75% tamphant 3 >?§% Compiaaﬁt 4~ 1{}{3% ﬁomplaant




Checklist 6:
Capital Projects or Capital Programme/Grant Schema that are matured/discontinued

Salf-
Assessed
Compliance
Capital Expenditure Compleled Rating: 0-4  Comment/Action Required
2014 was the first year of the QA
How many post project reviews were completed in process. Formal process of Post
the year undar review? Oiproject reviews to be establishad
Only one projects completed in
Was a post groject review completed for all excess of £20m. Post project
projects/programmes exceeding £€20m Oireview 1o be complated.
if sufficient time has not elansad 1o allow & proper
assessment of benefits has 3 post project review
been scheduled for a future date? 2{¥es
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? 2{¥es
Was project review carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? 3i¥es

Self- Assessed Ratings:
0 - Not Done, 1 -<50% Compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - »75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




Checklist 7:
Current {Revenue) expenditure reached end of planned timeframe or discentinued

{:ufrent {Revenue} ex;&endeture ti’sa; {z} rea::hed the .ﬁss&ssed :

emf ofits pfaﬁﬁe&_tsmeﬁame cr {u} was '_j.*' Campisance SR G
discontinued i  ating 08 Coéﬁﬁ}é’nt}ﬁétiéﬁ%'.Ré'ﬁ!:i?'réé i
Were reviews carz’sed aut c»f current expem}ature

programmes that maturad during the year or ware

discontinued? N/A MiA

(gl those reviews reach conclusions on whether the

programmes were effective? MiA M/A

Did thase reviews reach conclusions on whether the

prografmmes were efficient? N/A M/ A

Have the conclusions reached been taken into

account in related areas of expenditure? N/A MNIA

Were any programmes discontinued following a

review of a current {revenus} expenditurs

programme B/A B/A

Was the review commenced and completed within

a pariod of & months? N/A B/A

Seifn Assessed Ratmgs : - : : L SR
0-Not Bone, 1:2<50%: Eomphant 2 SS 75%’5 Campi:ant 3 ->75% Compilant 4 19&% Cnmpixant'







Meath County Council

Checklist 1 - To be ¢nggﬂe‘te& by All Local Authorities

Gens hligations not  speci
thdividusl prajects/ proprarmes

Comment/ Sction Begu

T Does the Local Authority ensure, on an ongoing
basis that appropriste people within the Local

2014 is the first vear of the PSC in
Local Government and all relevant

Authority and in its agencies are aware of the 3 sisll & apencies have been notified
requirements of the Public Spending Code? of their obligations under the PSC
Has there been participation by relevant siafl in Mo Tralning provided for Local
external training on the Public Spending Code N/A Government ssetor (o date.
fi.e. DPER)
o . . 2014 is first year of PSC and
Hes Internal training on the Public Spending training nesds gf- anv, have vet o
Code been provided to relevant staff? 3 be identificd. Guidance document
has been develoned and circulated
. . . . Yes, A guidance document has
Has the Public ;ng:ndmg Code been adapted for been develeped for the QA adapting
the type of project/programme that your Local 4 the PSC 1o Loeal Government
Authority is responsible for? Le. have adaptled structures and approach.
guidelines beon developed?
Has the Local Authority in its role as Banctioning
Authority satisfied itsell that sgencies that iz /A Mo Projects relevant (o the PSC
funds comply with the Public Spending Code?
Have recommendations from provious Quality 2014 is the first year of the QA
Assurance exercises (incl old Spot-Checks) been N/A exercise in the Local Government
disseminated, where appropriate, within the Local sector
Authority and (0 your agencies?
. . . 2014 is the frst year of the QA
Have recammez}datmns from previous Quality Nfa requirement in Local Government
Assurance exercises been acted upon?
Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality
Assurance Report been submitted to the National 4 Yes ~ Report submicied
Oversight and Audit Commission (NOAC?
Was the required sample subjecied to a more in-
depth Review Le. os per Step 4 of the QA process? 4 Reguired Sample reviswed
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Yes, CE has signed off

information to be published to the website?

Beif-Assessed Ratings:
‘0~ NotDone. 1= < 502

Hepmpliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 32 >75% Compliant 4 2 100% Compliant -




Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital
_programme /grant scheme that is or was under consideration in the past vear.

Capital Expenditure being consldered - | Self-Assessed
Appralsal and Approval Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:
L0-4%

Was a Preliminary Appraisal underisken for all
profecis = €5m 3

Was an approprisie appraisal mothod used in ) ) )
respect of each  capial  project  or  capiin) A Yes. In conjunciion with the

programme/grant scheme? relevant government body/agenoy.

Was a CBAJCEA completed for all projecis
exceeding €20m? M/A No projecis Hsted al this level

Was the appraisal process commenced at an early

siage to facilitate decision making? fi.e. prior o 3 Yes, In conjunction with the

the decision) relovant government body faponoy.

Was an Approval in Principle grapled by the

Sanciloning Authority for all projects before they 4 Required 1o secure Granis
entered  the Planning snd Design Phase [eg.
procurementy?

e CBAJCEA woy required was it submitted o ) ‘
tho CEBL for their vigw? H MNiA Mo projecis lsied at this level

Were the NDFA Consulied for proiects cesting
mare than €20m7? H/A Mo projects Hated at this jevel

Were all projects thet went forward for tender in

fine with t?!ﬁ Appr@vgﬂ in Priz:zz:;ipif: and if not wus 4 Tenders were in line with

the detalicd appreisal revisited and 2 fresh i :

Approval in Principle granizd? Approvas.
— o e e M e o 6t - §

Was npproval granted 1o proceed (o tender? 4 Ves

Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 Yes

Were State Ald rules checked for oYl supports? NjA N/A 1o Local Government

Were ihe londdors rogeived in Bne with  the
Approval in Principle in terms of cos
expecied 10 b deliversd?

sl what is | Mia Projects under consideration have

conded Lo tender slage,

Were Performanee Indicators spo el for pnoh | Al Dreeris under consitderaiion arc f
project/programumie which  will allow e the MNiA capital projects and do not lead to
evaluation of its cificieney and effcctivenoss? :

ongaing eificiencies,

Have steps been put In plece to gather i%‘z{‘:? All projects unider consideration are
Performance Indicator data? N/A

capital projects and do not fead Lo

aripoing efficioncies.

Beli-Assessed Ratings:

9 - Not Done, 3 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - = 78% Complinnt, 4 - 100% Compliant

Checklist Mastsr 2014



Checklist 3: - New Current expenditure or myansgcm of eustmg current

ex enditure under consideration

W biect least o N/A No programmes relevant to P3C
ere objectives clearly sets in 2014
L ) o MNo programmes relevant to PSC
Are gobjectives measurable in gquantitative N/A in 2014
terms? i
L . No programmes relevant to PSC
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A .
in 2014
. . . i Ne programmes relevant to PSC
Was a business case incorporating finaneial N/A in 2014
and economic appraisal prepared for new n
current expenditure?
i No programmes relevant to PSC
Has an assessment of likely demand for the N/A i 2014
new  scheme/scheme  extension  been in
egtimated based on empirical evidence?
. No programmes relevant to PSC
Was the required approval granted? N/A .
in 2014
No programmes relevant to PSC
Has a sunset clause been set? N/A .
inn 2014
Has az date heen set for the pilot and its M/A No programmes relevant to PSC
evaluation? in 2014
Have the methodology and data collection N/A No programmes relevant to PSC
requirements for the pilet been agreed at the in 2014
putset of the scheme?
i . . No programmes relevant to PSC
I ouisourcing was  mvolved  were N/A in 2014
Procurement Rules complied with? n
Were Performance Indicators specified for No programmes relevant to PSC
each new cur'f&z}i: ‘exp@ndimre pmpnsa’,% or N/A in 2014
expansion of existing current expendifure
which will allow for the evaluation of its
efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather the ) No programmes relevant to PSC
Performance Indicator N/A in 2014
;_SeH‘ .&ssasaed R&tinga"' : i G .
0 = Not Done. 1< < 50% compliant, 2 <'50-75% Comphiant. 3 - 57 Compliant. 4 =100% Compliant = =

Checklist Master 2014



Checkilist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that

were mcurring expenditure during the year under review.

ang o the Minisier?

Incurring Capitsl Expenditure Sclf-Assessed
Compliance CommentfAction Required
Rating:
8-4
Was g contract signed and was it in line with
the approval in principle? : 3 Yes where appropriate
B mansgement basrds ) steering . 3 e e
comsnitiees meet regularly as agreed? Yes where appropriate
Were ?rogra}*nme Cﬁ»nréi;natms appointed 1o 3 Internal Co-ordinating Team in
co-ordinate implementation? .
place in most cases,
Were Project Managers, responsibie for
delivery, appointed and were the Project o .
Managers at a suitable senior level for the 3 Internal Co-ordinating Team in
seale of the project? place in most cases.
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, : 0 7
showing implerneniation  agsinst  plan, - )
bucdget, timescales and quality? 3 Progress Reports were prepared
in most cases
Did the p!”lﬂjfii"t keep within s [lnancial 3 In oSt cases
budget and its time schedule?
Did budgets have to be adjusted? Ves.
Were decisions on changes to budgets/time 3 Vos :
schedules made promptly?
| Did cireumstances ever warrant questioning
the viability of the project and the business N
case incl. CBAJCEA? {exceeding budget, lack ¢
of progress, changes in the environment,
new evidence)
1 circumstances did warrant quéstiﬁﬁgng the |
viability of a project was the project| N/A
subijected to adequale examination? i - N/
If costs increased was approval received from ' 4 YVes. This 1;ouid i}& é """""""""
the Sanctioning Authority? f . .
: requirement for grant approval
Were any projects terminated because of |
devialions Irom the plan, the budget or N
broause circumstances in the environment | s
: changed the need for the investment?
‘ For significant  projects | were guarierly Updates are provided to the MT
reports on progress submitied o the MAC " o
: 4 andg Coungli on a monthiy basis

and {0 relevant bodies
perodizally, as reguired,

Seif-Assessed Ratings:

© - Mot Done, 1 - < 50% comgpliang, 2 - 50-78% Compliang, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




. Cheelilist 8: - For Current Exvenditure

Are thers clear obijectives for all areas of

current expendifure?

Yes. Spending Programme
Defined as part of the Annual
Budget process,

Are culputs well defined?

National KPis are in place for
Locel Government

Are outputs quantified on a regular basgis?

KPls are established each yvear
for specific services

is there a method for monitoring efficiency
on an ongoing basis?

Yes Budget performance and
monitoring is in place.

Are putcomes well defined?

The development of the Annual
Service Plans will enhance thia
measurernent

Are outcomes quantifiied on a regular basis?

The development of the Annual
Service Plans will enhance this
measurement

Is there a method for monitoring
effectiveness on an ongoing basis?

Yes, Spending Programme
defined as part of the Annual
Budget process.

How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other
evaluations been completed in the vear
under review?

National KPls are in place for
Local Government

Is there an annual process in place to plan
for new VFMs, FPAs and evaluations?

Not clear of relevance to Local
Government, VFM reviews are
completed

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a
tirnely manner?

Not clear of relevance to Local

Government

Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs
and other evaluations?

Mot clear of relevance fo Losal
Government

How have the recommendations of VFMs,
FPAs and other evaluations informed
resource allocation decisions?

Mot ciear of relevance to Local
Covernment

hi4 - 100% Compliant

Checldist Master 2014




Checklist 6: - {0 be completed if capital projects were compieted during the year or if
capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued,

Capitel Expenditure Completed

Belf Assessed
Complinnce
Rating:
o.4

Comment/Action Required

How many post-prolect  reviews  were
completed in the vesr under review?

Was & posit project review completed for all
projecis/ programmes exceeding €20m7?

Mo completed projects included

in 2014 inventory

i sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a
| proper assessment of benefits has a post

project review been scheduled for a future
date?

N/A

reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring
Agency and to the Sanclioning Authority?

Were lessons learned from  post-project

Were changes made to the Sponsoring
Agencies practices in lighi of lessons learned
frem post-project reviews?

Was project review carried out by staffing
TESCUTTES independent of project
implementation?

N/A

nN/A

N/A

Seli-Assessed Retings:




Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the

_( emi of their ::s}anned txmcfram& dnrm the /Ear or were dismnhnued

Camme t/Act] I:E;é_éuiféd

. _ No programmes relevant to PSC
Were reviews carried out of current i 9014
expenditure  programmes that matured N/A =

during the year or were discontinued?

No programmes relevani to PSC

Did those reviews reach conclusions on .
in 2014

whether the programmes were effective? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

id thoss reviews reach conclusions on .
in 2014

whether the programmes were efficient? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC

Have the conclusions reached been taken .
in 2014

into account in related areas of expenditure? N/A

. ) Mo programmes relevant to PSC
Were any  programmes  discontinued

. . R iy 2
foliowing a review of a current expenditure N/A in 2014
programme?
) No programmes relevant to PSC
Was the review commenced and completed in 2014
within a period of & morths? N/A n

E.Seﬁ-gssgssedﬁatmga”" : : e . ]
o Not Done. 1 - < 50% comaliant 2 - 50-75% Cam’*ham 3= :»7:39 Cumﬁizam 4«—188% Camﬁimm

Notes:
{a) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out belowgl
I Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
I, Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
Hi.  Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

{b) For some questions, the scoring mechanism is not always strictly relevant. In these
cases, it is appropriate fo 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 guestion. It is also
mmportant to provide summary details of key analytical outputs for those questions
which address compliance with appraisal/evaluation requirements i.e. the annual
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews,

Checkdist Master 2014






Monagh n County Council

Checklist 1— General Oblagat;ons not specsfic to 1nd;vndual Pro;ects or Programmes

Checktlst i: General Obllgatlons not speczf" cto mdwldual pro;ects/ programmes

Does the Local Authority ensure, on an ongoing basis that

3 2014 is the first year of the
appropriate people within the Local Authority and in its PSCin Local Government and
agencies are aware of the requirements of the Public all relevant staff have been
Spend'ihg Code? ' notified of their ob]iga_tions
under the PSC

Has there been participation by relevant staff in external N/A No Training has been provided -

training on the Public Spending Code? (i.e. DPER) for the Local Government

' sector to date

Has internal training on the Public Spending Code been 1 Training is scheduled tobe

provided to relevant staff? : undertaken internally in Q4 of .|
2015

Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type of 4 Yes. A guidance document has

project/progi’émme that your Local Authority is responsible been developed for the QA

far? i.e. have adapted guidelines been developed? adapting the PSC to Local

: : Government structures and

Approach

Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning Authority N/A Ne individual projects

satisfied itself that agencies that it funds comply with the sanctioned by the LA reached -

Public Spending Code? the expenditure threshold

- relevant to the PSC

Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance N/A 2014 is the first year of the QA

exercises (incl. old Spot-Checks) been disseminated, where exercise in the Local

approprtate within the Local Authorsty and to your - Government sector

agencies? :

Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance N/A 2014 is the first year of the QA -

exercises been acted upon? exercise in Local Government -

Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance 4 Yes - Report Submitted

Report been submitted to the National Oversight and Audit

Commission (NOAC)?

Was the required sample subjected to a more in-depth 4 Required Sample reviewed

Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the information to 4 Yes. Deputy CE has signed off

be published to the website?

Self— Assessed Ratmgs
0 Not i:)one




Checklist 2 — Capital Expenditure Being Considered

Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital

programme/grant scheme that is or was under consuderatlon m the past year

tndicator data?

:Capltal Expendlture bemg consadered Appralsal and Self- B B
_.Approval | ' ) _ésasnii)sislce CDmment/Act!onReqU"'Ed
'Ranﬂg T R
_ _ -y _ . g

Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for ali N/A Appraisal completed by relevant
projects > €5m government body/agency
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect 3 Yes. In conjunction with the relevant
of each capital project or capital programme/grant government body/agency.
scheme?
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding N/A No projects identified in this category
£20m?
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early 3 Yes. In conjunction with the relevant
stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to the government body/agency.
decision)
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the 4 Required to secure grants
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the Planning and Design Phase (e.g.
procurement)?
If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to DPER N/A
{CEEU) for their views?
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more N/A
than €20m?
Were all projects that went forward for tender in line 4 Tenders were in line with approvals.
with the Approval in Principle and if not was the
detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in
Principle granted?

4 Yes
Was approval granted to proceed to tender?

4 Yes
Were Procurement Rules complied with?

N/A N/A in Local Government

Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?
Woere the tenders received in line with the Approval 4 Yes
in Principle in terms of cost and what is expected to
be delivered?
Were Performance Indicators specified for each 3 Maonaghan Stat process In place
project/programme  which  will  allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather Performance 2 As above

Self- Assessed Ratings:

0 Not Done, 1= <50ACOmp||ant 2-50-75% Comphant 3 >7S%Comp!:ant 4 IOD%Comphant




Checklist 3 — Current Expenditure Being Considered

ChECkllS‘t 3: - New Current expendlture or expansmn of existing current expenditure under

consideration

sing considered - Appraisal and Approval.

irrent Expenditure’|

‘Comment/Action Required

data?

Were objectives clearly set? N/A No programmes re!evant to _
' : ' PSCin 2014
Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A No pregrammes refevant to
PSCin 2014
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No programmes relevant to
' ' PSCin 2014 ' o
Was a business case incorporating financial and economic appraisal N/A No programmes relevant to
prepared for new current expenditure? PSCin 2014
Has an assessment of likely demand for the new scheme/scheme N/A No programmes relevant to
extension been estimated based on empirical evidence? PSCin 2014 '
Was the required approval granted? N/A No programmes relevant to
: PSCin 2014
Has a sunset clause been set? N/A No programmes relevant to
' PSCin 2014
Hasa date_been set for the pilot and its evaluation? N/A No programmes relevant to
R ' PSCin 2014
Have the methodology and data collection requirements for the N/A No programmes relevant to
| pilot been agreed at the outset of the scheme? PSCin 2014
If outsourcing was involved were Procurement Rules complied N/A No programmes relevant to
with? PSCin 2014
Were Performance iIndicators specified for each new current N/A No programmes relevant to
expenditure proposal or expansion of existing current expenditure PSCin 2014
which will allow for the evaluation of its efficiency and
effectiveness?
Have steps 'b_een put in place to gather Performance indicator N/A No programmes refevant to

PSCin 2014

50-75% :__Com_-pl_iant,:'3:'_-.->7S%:C0_mp1i'an_t'; 4=100% Complian




Checklist 4 — Incurring Capital Expenditure

Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that

were incurring expenditure during the year under review.

progress submitted to the MAC and to the
Minister?

Incurring Capital Expenditure = Self-- - 1| Comment/Action Required: =0 it
B T I TS ._Assessed B T N T R e
_Compinance
Ratlng
0 -4
Was a contract signed and was it in ling with the 4 Yes where relevant
approval in principle?
Did management boards/steering committees 3 Yes where relevant
rmeet regularly as agreed?
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 internal Co-ordinating Team in place in
ordinate implementation? maost cases,
Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, 4
appointed and were the Project Managers at a
suitable senior level for the scale of the project?
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, 3 In most cases
showing implementation against plan, budget,
timescales and quality?
Did the project keep within its financial budget 3 In most cases
and its time schedule?
Did hudgets have to be adjusted? Yes On occasion.
Were decisions on changes to budgets / time 3 Yes
schedules made promptly?
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the Yes See below
viability of the project and the business case inch.
CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, fack of progress,
changes in the environment, new evidence)
If circumsiances did warrant questioning the 4 Yes. Review carried out if circumstances
viability of 2 project was the project subjected to warranted, e.g. where property
adequate examination? purchase deifayed.
If costs increased was approval received from the 4 Yes.
Sanctioning Authority?
Were any projects terminated because of Yes House purchase may not always
deviations from the plan, the budget or because progress due to changing circumstances
circumstances in the environment changed the
need for the investment?
For significant projects were guarterly reports on 3 Renorts produced through the

Monaghan Stat process

Self- Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, ¥~ <50%C6mphant 2-50- 75% Compliant, 3 — >75%Comphant 4~ 100%Comptlant




Checklist 5 — Incurring Current Expenditure

Checklist 5: - For Current Expenditure

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 3 Yes. Spending Programme
expendlture? : : Deﬁned as part of the Annua| Budget
process. .
Are outputs well defined? 3 _Natlonai KPIs are in place for Local
e . S Government
Are outputs gquantified on a regular basis? 3 Monaghan Stat process in place.
Is there a method for monitoring effc:ency on an 3 Monaghan Stat in place. Budget
. ongo:ng basis? performance and monitoring is in
; place - '
Are outcomes we!i defined? 3 Monaghan Stat process in place. The'
- development of the Annual Service
Plans will enhance this measurement
Are outcomes guantified on a regular basis? 2 Monaghan Stat process in place, The
' ' development of the Annual Service
Plans will enhance this measurement
Is there a method for monttorang effectweness on 3 Yes. Spending Programme defined as
an ongomg basrs? part of the Annual Budget process.
Monaghan Stat in place.
Have many formal VFMSs/FPAs  or other
evaluations been completed in the year under N/A
review?
Is there an annual process in place to plan for new
VEMs, FPAs and evaluations? N/A
Have ‘ali VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely
manner? N/A
Iis there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous VFMs/FPAs and N/A
other evaluations?
How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs
and other evaluations informed resource N/A

allocation decisions?




Checklist 6 — Capital Expenditure Completed
Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or

if capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.

Capital Expenditure Completed. - 0 o Self-.: .7 | Comment/Action Required-
S e pssessed |
-Cb?ﬁp_!_iaija_\fe'_“' R

N/A No projects identified in this
How many post project reviews were completed in category in 2014
the year under review?

N/A No projects identified in this
Was a post project review completed for all category in 2014
projects/programmes exceeding £€20m?

N/A No projects identified in this
if sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper category in 2014
assessment of benefits, has a post project review
been scheduled for a future date?

N/A No projects identified in this
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews category in 2014
disseminated within the Sponsaring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority?

N/A No projects identified in this
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies category in 2014
practices in light of lessons learned from post-project
reviews?

N/A No projects identified in this
Was project review carried out by staffing resources category in 2014
independent of project implementation?

Se!f— Assessed Ratings:
0~ Not Done, 1~ <50% Comphant 2 50 75% Compilant 3 >75% Comphant 4 100% Complzant




Checkiist 7 — Current Expenditure at end of planned timeframe or discontinued
Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their
planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Were reviews carried out of current expenditure N/A No projects identified in
programmes that matured during the year or were this category in 2014
discontinued?

Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A No projects identified in
programmes were effective? this category in 2014
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the N/A No projects identified in
programmes were efficient? this category in 2014
Have the conclusions reached been taken into account in N/A No projects identified in
related areas of expenditure? this category in 2014
Were any programmes discontinued following a review of N/A No projects identified in
a current expenditure programme? this category in 2014
Was the review commenced and completed within a N/A No projects identified in
period of 6 months? this category in 2014

Notes:

{a) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below:

I, Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
li.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
i, Broadly compliant = a score of 3

{b) For some guestions, 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.

{c} 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 for those questions
which address compliance with appraisal / evaluation requirements i.e. the annual
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews.






Offaly County Council

Self-Assessed ?atzms

G ~ Mot Done, 1-= 50% z:mﬁpi a{zt 250 75% Compliant, 3 = 75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compliant

C?&eck!ist Li-tobe wmp%ete& by all Local Authorities

General Obligations not specificto i ﬁz Adual Sl CComment/Action
}rt,;m:xa,fgmgramﬁ 25 o . _ © 1 jAssessad %«Eequk’ed '
' ' C{ﬁm;}% ance '
:T}z.a,mg* 3
3
£
ant staff o the external
Has Ingernal T G
Sprovidad
Has i%ze ?u%‘ﬁ Spending Code bagn adapted for the type of ; LA don farL A% -
aes e : pret Hipe o developed fuly 2013
;-ﬁm,,r:’i e th ::%z y Tt P e e o HORS
. have
g Auths 3
:aiis,‘ ;a:»ﬂt‘tu& agengies thal i funds comply witd ?utﬂ ¢
Aspending Coda?
[Have recomime ndations from 4
exercizes {incl bld Spot-Check s} té“;r dissamninated, Where
appropriate, within the Local A i
Havers cammeﬁdat’é&_m‘frm‘n g:erey%s;ass' Cuality Azsurance 4
mxsrrises boen acted upon®?
Has 1 vanayal Public Spandi syranos Repngd 4
nean siibrmitted to the' National Cversight aﬁts' Auddit
Commission?
J#vas the required sample subjected to a more in-depth Review 4
i.e a3 per Step 4 of the OA process
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the information to ba 4
pubitished 1o the website?

- Public Spending Code: QA Report 2014
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Checkdist 4; ~ Complate i your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurning

expenditure during the vear under review.
Incurring Capith] Expenditure

Comment/Action
Taouired

- Public Spending Code: QA Report 2014




Checklist 5 ~ For Current Expenditure

.
+F surrent

“How many format VEMs/FPAs or other evaluations been
completed in the year under review?

Lk

; Funding Agency
Aldits carrled outon a
regular Dasis (NRA and the
DTTAS)

{is there an annual process in plan to pian for new VFMs,
- |FPAs and evaluations?

- Public Spending Code: QA Report 2014
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Checklist 7: — to be complated if current expenditure programmes that reachsd the end of th

timeframe during the vear or ware discontinued,

Commentfaction
Reguirnd

- Public Spending Cod






Roscommon County Council

As requ:red in the PSC the fo!tawmg hagh level sheckhsts have been compieted by the'

Authorsty

'.Capztai Expendnture completed
'_'Current Expendsture compieted

o~ msﬂ B s

General Obhgat:ons not spec:ﬁc to individual projects/programmes
Cap;tal Projects/Capital Grant Schemes being considered
Current Expendlture being considered

"'Capita! Expendrture being mcurred

:'-Current Expend;ture bemg incurred

Cheéi;l_isf i- General Qb!igat_ions n_at speciﬁc'to individual prbjéct_sfprbgra_mmes

: ':General Obligatmns ot specif‘ c tu indwidu

Does the’ Department ensure, on an ongoing
bams that appropnate pecpte within the

2014 is the first year of the
PSCin Local Government.

All rélevant staff have been

Department is responsible for? i.e. have
adapted sectoral guidelines been developed?

_ Department andin its agencies are aware of 3 notified of their obligations
| the requ:rements of the Pub!ac Spendmg Und_er'the PSC. A formal
Code? : | procedure will be
: introduced to inform
agencies of their
obligations. '
: No Training provided for
Has there been part:c:pat:en by relevant staff Local Government sectorto
EERL external training on the Publ:c Spendmg N/A date. '
' Cc}de{le D?ER) L
| 2014 is first year of PSC.
Has Intemal trammg on the Pub!uc Spendmg Following on from _.
Code been provided to relevant staff? 2 completion of the QA
' o report, training needs have
been identified and steps
will be taken to address.
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted Yes. A guidance document
for the type of project/programme that your 4 has been developed for the

OA adapting the PSC to
Local Government
structures and approach.




Has the Department in its role as Sanctioning 2 A formal procedure will be

Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it developed and relevant

funds comply with the Public Spending agencies will be contacted

Code? in this regard and requested
o submit relevant
assurance.

Have recommendations from previous Recommendations from

Quality Assurance exercises {incl. old Spot- 4 previous External Audits &

Checks) been disseminated, where Checks are notified to

appropriate, within the Local Authority and relevant parties for review

to your agencies? and application.

Have recommendations from previous N/A 2014 is the first year of the

Quality Assurance exercises been acted QA requirement in Local

upon? Government

Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality

Assurance Report been submitted to NOAC? 4 Yes — Report submitted

Was the required sample subjected to a

more in-depth Review i.e. as per Step 4 of - 4 Required Sample reviewed

the QA process?

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Yes. CE has signed off

information to be published to the website?

Self-Assessed Ratings:

G - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 — 100%

Compliant




checkhst 2: wCapttal prajects or capltat pragramme/grant scheme that is or was under

cons:darat:on in the past year

. Capata[ i itire e
1 Appraisa

""__'_:f~ﬁ.ssessed . R e

2 Required

Wasa Prei:mmary AppralsaE undertaken for

Appralsal was undertaken &

and if not was the detailed appraisal
revisited and a fresh Approval in Principle
granted?

3
all projects > €5m project brief prepared for
fundmg Dep_artment '
Was an appropr:ate appratsaI method used 3 Yes, Appraisal was
in respect of each capital project or cap|tal undertaken & project brief
programme/grant schemeT’ prepared for funding
SRR I Department

Was a CBA/CEA completed fc}r all projects N/A N/A
exceedmg €20m? :

| Was the appraasal process commenced at an 3 Yes a_nd_'htfief sent to
early stage to facilitate decrston makmg? {i.e. ‘| Department for approval
prmr to the dec;saon) : R :
Was an Approval in Prmcuple granted by the N/A Project is not yet at this
Sanctmmng Author:ty for all projects before stage
they entered the Pianmng and Deslgn Phase
{eg. procurement)?

1ifa CBA/C?A 'was re_quifed was it submitted N/A N/A
to the CEEU for their view?
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects N/A N/A
costing more than €20m?
Were all projects that went forward for Project is not yet at this
tender in line with the Approva!l in Principle N/A stage




Project is not yet at this

Was approval granted to proceed to tender? N/A stage

Project is not yet at this
Were Procurement Rules complied with? N/A stage
Were State Aid rules checked for all N/A Not applicable to Local
supports? Government
Were the tenders received in line with the N/A Project is not yet at this
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and stage
what is expected to be delivered?
Were Perfarmance indicators specified for Project is not yet at this
each project/programme which will allow for stage
the evaluation of its efficiency and
effectiveness?
Have steps heen put in place to gather the N/A Project is not yet at this

Performance indicator data?

stage

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 — 100%

Compliant




Checklnst 3 - New Current expendrture or expanszon of ex:stmg current expendlture under

'consnderat:on S

No programmes relevant ta _

requirements for the pilot been agreed at
the outset of the'scheme?

| Were o&ject?ves clearly set?
o : PSC in 2014
| Are ob}ective_s'rheé_sprable in quantitative N/A | No programmes relevant to
| terms? 1 PSCin 2014 '-
Was an appfoprfate "appraisal mét"hod'used? _ N/A o 'Né' p’rpg:’"_a_'rn_mes relevant_to_'{
IR P _ A bt iiania _
- Was a bus:ness case mmrporatmg fmanc:ai N/A - No programmes relevant to
and economic apprassal prepared for new : PSC in 2014
3 current expendtture’?
- Has an assessment oflakely demand for the N/A : No programmes relevant to |
| new scheme/scheme extensmn been ' ' PSC in 2014
' esttmated hased on empmcal ewdence?
| Was the required approval granted? N/A No 'p'r'cifgram'mes relevant to
| - o PSCin 2014
Has 3 sunset clause been sat? N/A : 'Nf_:)'pr_pgr.ém'mes're!evén{ to
. | PSCin 2014
1 Has a date been set for the ptlot and its N/A No programmes relevant to
evaluatmn? PSCin 2014 :
Have the methodology and data collection N/A No programmes relevant to

PSCin 2014




If outsourcing was involved were | N/A No programmes relevant to
Procurement Rules complied with? PSCin 2014

Were Performance Indicators specified for N/A No programmes relevant to
each new current expenditure proposai or PSCin 2014

expansion of existing current expenditure

which will allow for the evaluation of its

efficiency and effectiveness?

Have steps been put in place to gather the N/A No programmes relevant to

Performance Indicator data?

PSCin 2014

Self-Assessed Ratmgs.

(} ‘Not Done, i- < SO% compl:ant 2 50 75% Compllant 3.5 75% Compllant 4 — 100%

Comphant

Checklist 4: - Capital projects/programmes that were incurring expenditure during the year

under review.

Incurring Capltal Expenditure

Selfn_Assesséd

Compliance Comment/Aétién Required
Rating: : '
0-4
Was a contract signed and was it in line with 4 Yes contracts in place
the approval in principle?
3 Generally yes. Formal
Did management boards/steering meeting schedule for larger
committees meet regularly as agreed? projects.
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed 3 Yes ca-ardinators appoéﬂ-ﬁggu
to co-ordinate implementation? commenstrate with the
scale of the project.
Were Project Managers, responsible for 3 Yes project managers/staff

delivery, appointed and were the Project
Managers at a suitable senior level for the
scale of the project?

at appropriate grades
appointed to projects
commensurate with the
scale of the project.




Were mmmtormg reports prepared regularly,

In general rhbn'itéking '

subjected to adequate examination?

showing amplamentation against plan, 2 reports were prepared For
' budget, tamescaies and guality? all Iarge scale projects
formal mnmtormg was
| conducted showing
- ampiementatlon aga:nst
criteria [:sted For smaller
' prOJects, process was Iess
formalised in that _
budgets/projects were of a
| smaller scale, and more
mformal dsscusssons about
progress would occur
durmg mplementation
. phase WE“ develop &
| introduce a more
structured system of
documentmg / monitoring
smaller scale projects.
| Did the pro;ect keep within its financial 3 Yes generally
budget and its tlme schedule? '
T prrmectbudgetswere
- | Did budgéts have .t_é_;'_be adjusted? 3 ' requ;red to be amended
: S Change Orders were used.
Were decisions on changes to budgets/time 3 | Yes changes made in a
schedules _r'n'édé promptly? timely manner
Did circ'u'mstah't':es ever warrant questioning Yes On occasion. Project using
i the wabillty ofthe prJECt and the business Authority’s own resources.
case incl. CBA/CEA? {exceeding budget, lack '
of progress ‘changes in the environment,
1 new ewdence)
i If circumstances did warrant questioning the : Project adequately
viability of a project was the project Yes examined & approved by

members before
proceeding




If costs increased was approval received
from the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes

(Obtained approvals from
Sanctioning Agency

Were any projects terminated because of
deviations from the plan, the budget or
because circumstances in the environment
changed the need for the investment?

No

For significant projects were quarterly
reporis on progress submitted to the MAC
{(Management Team} and to the Minister?

Yes

Where applicable this was
done e.g. NRDQ projects

Self-Assessed Ratings. BN

G Not Done, i- < 50%.comphant 2 50-75% Cc:mpllant 3 :-75% Complsant 4 100%

Compliant .

Checklist 5: - For Current Expenditure being incurred in the year under review

Incurring Current Expenditure Self-Assessed .
Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: '
0-4
Are there clear objectives for all areas of 4 Yes. Spending Programme
current expenditure? defined as part of the
Annual Budget Process,
Are outputs well defined? 3 Yes. Natignal KPU's are in
place for Local Government
Are outputs guantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes. National KPI's are
prepared annually.
Is there a method for monitoring efficiency 3 Yes monitoring and budget

on an ongoing basis?

performance is in place.




‘| Are outcomes well defined?

FPAs and other evaluatlons informed

o resourceallocatlon deczs:ons?

2 The tntrcductlon of the
Annual Serwce Pians will
increase the def‘mt;on of
outcomes ' :
Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 The introduction of the
' ) Annual Service. Pians will
| increase the def:netton of
outcomes
| Isthere a meihéd_f@{nﬁbﬁitqring_ 2
| effectiveness on an ongoing basis?
How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other 0. - | Noformal VFM/FPAs have
-| evaluations been compIeted in the year | taken place in 2014.
1 under review? 1
Is there _aﬁ annual process in plan to plan for 0. No formal plan. Can
new VFMs, FPAs and evaluations? | consider as part of the
' . ' development of the Annual
Internal Audit Plan
Have all VFMS/FPAS been publashed ina i_\!/a o
t:mely manner? '
' Is there a process to foliow up on the N/a
recommendatlons of previous VPMS/FPAS
and other evaluatnons? :
How bave”the.fecommendations of VFMs, N/a

Self-Assessed Ratmgs

'0 Not Done, 1_ < 50% complaant 2 - 50 75% Comphant 3-> 75% Compl:ant 4 — 100%

Compl:ant




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital
programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Completed " Compliance | Comment/Action Required
o co Rating: AR R
04
How many post-project reviews were N/A No programmes relevant to
completed in the year under review? PSCin 2014
Was a post project review completed for all N/A No programmes relevant to
projects/programmes exceeding £20m? PSCin 2014
If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a N/A No programmes relevant to
proper assessment of benefits has a post PSCin 2014
project review been scheduled for a future
date?
Waere jessons learned from post-project N/A No programmes relevant to
reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring PSCin 2014
Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority?
Were changes made to the Sponsoring N/A No programmes relevant to
Agencies practices in light of lessons learned PSCin 2014
from post-project reviews?
No progrﬁ}nmes relevant to

Was project reviews carried out by staffing N/A PSCin 2014

resources independent of project
implementation?

‘Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Comp%i_ant, 4 — 100%

Cemg}[ant




Checkiist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Were reviews camed out of current N/A No programmes relevant to
expeneﬁture programmes that matured PSCin 2014
during the year or were discontinued?
Did those reviews reach conclusrons on N/A No programmes relevant to
whether the programmes were effecttve? PSCin 2014
Did those reviews reach cbn_c'lus_io_ns on N/A No prog?ammes relevant to
whether the programmes were efficient? PSCin 2014

| Have the conclusions reached been taken N/A | No programmes relevant to
into account in related areas of expenduture? PSCin 2014
Were any programmes dtscontmued N/A No programmes relevant to
followmg areviewof a current expenditure PSCin 2014
programme?
Was the review commen_'éed and completed N/A No programmes relevant to
wi_thin a pe’ri_od of 6 months? PSCin 2014

'_Self~Assessed Ratings S LI '
0 --Not Done, 1 =3 50% comphant 2 50—75% Compf:ant 3 > 75% Compl;ant 4 100%
_ Compleant : e :

Main issues arising from Checklist Assessment

The completed checklists show the extent to which the Authority believes it complies with
the Public Spending Code. Overall, the checklists show a good level of compliance in many
areas with need for additional training and introduction of more formalised processes in
other areas to meet the requirements of the PSC.






Sliga County Council

 Checllist 1 - To be completed by All Local Authorities

Does the Local Authority ensure, on an : © 1 2014 s the first year of the
ongoing basis that appropnate people within 2 ,
the Local Authority and in its agencies are
aware of the requirements of the Public
Spending Code?

PSC in Local Government and
all releva nt staff & agenues
have been notified of their .
obllgatlons under the PSC

No Training provided for
Has there been part1c1pat10n by relevant staff N/A . Local Government sector to

in external training on the Public Spending date.
Code (i.e. DPER} '

- 1| 2014 is first year of PSC and

training needs, if any, have

yet to be  identified.

| Guidance document has been _
| developed and circulated

Has inte_mai training on the Public Spending 2
Code been provided to relevant staff

Has the PU.th Spending Code been adapteﬂ ' Yes. A gﬁidance document
for the type of pro_lect/programme that your = 4 has been developed for the
Local Authority is responsible for? i.e. have " | QA adapting theF;’SC to Local
| adapted sectoral guidelines been developed? apting '
S ST T Government structures and

approach.
| Has the Local Authority in its role as : N/A No Projects relevant to the
| Sanctioning Authority satisfied itself that . _ PSC : :
agencies that it funds comply with the Public :
Spendmg Code?
_ Have recommendatlons from prevmus Quality ' Recommenda.t'ions are
Assurance exercises {incl. Old Spot-Checks) Yes - notified to relevant parties

been disseminated, where appropriate, within

.the Local Authonty and to your agenc1es? for ’_e‘”_e.w and ap .p !lcatzon..

L ST N 2014 is the first year of the
Have recommendations from previous Quality N/A QA requirement in Local

Assurance exercises been acted upon? Government

Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality 4 2014 report submitted
Assurance Report been submitted to NOAC?

Was the required sample subjected to a more

in-depth Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA 0

process?

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the N/A Not for advertising

_mformatlon to be published to the website?

PSC checkl_ist 2014




Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital
programme/grant scheme that is or was under consideration in the past year.

g considered

':_Appraisal‘ aud Approiral

: .Comment/Actlon“- '::
; 'Required G

Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all
projects » €5m

Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of each capital project or capital
programme/grant scheme?

Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m?

Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e.
prior to the decision)

Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before
they entered the Planning and Design Phase
{e.g. procurement)?

If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the CEEU for their view?

Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing
more than €20m?

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?

Was approval granted to proceed to tender?

Were Procurement Rules complied with?

Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?

N/A

Not Applicable to Local
Government

Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what
iz expected to be delivered?

Were Performance Indicators specified for each
project/programme which will allow for the
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?

Have steps been put in place to gather the
Performance Indlcator data"

Se}f Assessed Ratmgs' o

0 Not Done, 170°<50% Comphant 2. SO 7 :)% Comphant 3 - >75"o Comphant 4 100% Compilant

PSC checklist 2014




:Checkhst 3 New Current expenchture or expansmn of emstlng current

expenchture under conmderatzon

Were db_jectiv.es cleariy set?

No programmes relevant to

Performance Indicator data?

N/A PSCin 2014
No programmes relevantto
| Are ObJECtIVBS measurable in quant1tat1ve N/A PSCin 2014 '
terms? : I
R - S : No programmes relevant to
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A PSC in 2014
, No programmes relevant to
: Was a busmess case 1ncorp0ratmg ﬁnanmal N/A PSC in 2014
| and economic appraisal’ prepared for new T
current expendlture? ' :
' No programmes relevant to
Has an assessment of likely demand for the N/A PSC in 2014 '
new scheme/ scheme extension been
estimated based on empirical evidence?
o I O R A R ORI No programmes relevantto -
‘[ ‘Was the required approval granted? N/A PSCin 2014 '
Lo : No programmes relevantto |
Has a sunset clause been set? N/A PSCin 2014 '
' : ' : No programmes relevant to
- Has a date been set for the pllDt and ltS N/A PSCin 2014
eva.luatlon? - s
' T : No programmes relevant to
. Have the methodclcgy and data collection N/A PSCin 2014
: requlrements for the pilot been agreed at the '
| outset of the scheme? :
: - o No programmes relevant to
If outsourcmg was 1nvolved were Procurement N/A PSCin 2014 -
Rules comphed with?
| Were Performance Indicators specified for
each new current expenditure proposal or N/A No programmes relevant'tc
‘expansion of exlstmg current expendlture PSC in 2014
which will allow for the evaluation of its
efficiency and effechveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather the N/A No programmes relevant to

PSCin 2014

PSC checklist 2014




Checklist 4: - Complete if yoﬁr organisation had capital projects/programmes
that were incurring expenditure during the year under review (2014)

Inc m.l.l_gj'C'api.tal:_Expe_nditur_e.

Comment/ Actmn :

Was a contract signed and was it in line with
the approval in principle?

Did management boards/steering committees
meet regularly as agreed?

Were Programime Co-ordinators appeinted to
co-ordinate implementation?

Were Project Manages, responsible for
delivery, appointed and were the Project
Managers at a suitable senior level for the
scale of the project?

Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

showing implementation against plan, budget,

timescales and quality?

Did the project keep within its financial
budget and its time schedule?

Did budgets have to be adjusted?

Were decisions on change to budgets/time
schedules made promptly?

Did circumstances ever warrant questioning
the viability of the project and the business
case incl. CBA/CEA? {exceeding budget, lack
of progress, changes in the environment, new
evidence)

I circumstances did warrant guestioning the
viability of a project was the project subjected
_to adequate examination?

[f costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Were any projects terminated because of
deviations from the plan, the budget or
because circumstances in the environment
changed the need for the investment?

For significant projects were quarterly reports
on progress submitted to the MAC
(Management Team) and to tbe Mmlster‘?

Self Assessed Ratlngs." LT

0 — Not Done 1 - <50% Comphant 2- 50 75% Comphant 3- >75‘/o Cemphant 4 - 100% Comphant

PSC checklist 2014




Ch:eck'.iist' 5: - For Current 'Eﬁpéﬂditﬁ,re' E

Are there clear objectives for all areas of
current expenditure?

| Yes. Spending Programme 3

Defined as part of the
Annual Budget pmcess

Are outputs well defined?

Natlonal KPIs are in p}ace
for Local Government

Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

| KPIs are established each

year for specific services

Is there a method for monitoring efﬁmency on
an ongomg basis?

Yes Budget performance

and monitoring is in place. -

| Are outcomes Weli_deﬁned?

The develépment of the
Annual Service Plans will
enhance this measurement

Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

The development of the

.| Annual Service Plans will

enhance this measurement

; Is there a method for momtormg effectweness
_on an ongomg bams';'

Yes Budget performance

| and monitoring is in place. |

How many formai VFMs/FPAs or other :

| evaluations been completed in the year under N/A
review? - : .
(Focused Polmy Assessment)

Is there an annuai process in plan to plan for N/A
new VFMS FPAS and evaiuat10ns° R
Have all VFMs/ FPAS been pubhshed ina N/A
timely manner? .
Is there a process to follow up on the N/A
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs and

| other evaluations?
How have the recommendations of VFMs, N/A

FPAs and other evaluations informed resource
allocation decisions?

PSC checklist 2014




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year
or if capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.

..EAssessed i
: __Comphance
Rating: 0 - - 4

Capital Expenditure Completed.

How many post-project reviews were
completed in the year under review?

Was a post project review completed for all
projects/ programmes exceeding €20m?

If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a
proper assessment of benefits has a post
project review been scheduled for a future
date?

Were lessons learned from post-project
reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring
Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority?

Were changes made to the Sponsoring
Agernicies practices in light of lessons learned
from post-project reviews?

Was project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project
implementation?

'Self~Assessed Ratings. S Gl B __
0= Not Done 1 -<50% Comphant 2 SO 75% Compl:ant 3 - >75% Compl;ant 4 = 100% Comphant

PSC checklist 2014




-Checklzst 7: - to be compieted if current expenditure programmes that reached the

end of their pianned tlmeframe durmg the year or were discontinued.

Were reviews carried out of current

No programmes relevant to

-} within a period of 6 months?

expenditure programmes that matured during N/A PSCin 2014
the year or were discontinued?
. o N . No programmes relevant to -
Did those reviews reach conclusions on N/A PSC in 2014
whether the programmes were effective? / n <
Did th X h lusi No programmes relevant to
i ose reviews reach conclusions on ,
whether the programmes were efficient? N/A PSCin 2014
. ) : ) No programmes relevant to
Have the conclusions reached been taken into N/A PSC in 2014
account in related areas of expenditure? / mn
No programmes relevant to
| Were any programmes dlscontmued following N/A PSC in 2014
a review of a current expendxture programme'J / mn
W h S ' d and leted No programmes relevant to
as the review commenced and complete N/A PSC in 2014

LCompliant;

100% Compliant

4 -

. Notes:

(a)' The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below:

L Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1

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

111.  Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

{b) 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,

{c) 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 for those questions

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

number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews.

PSC checklist 2014







South Dublin Countv Council

_ Checklist 1 - _’I‘__d_ be completed by _Ail'ﬁocai_Authbrigtie_s'_

Does :the Local ‘Authority ensure, on an ongoing 3
bams that - appmpnatf: people within the Local
Auther:ty and in -its agencies are aware of the
reqmrements of the ?ubhc Spendmg Code?

2014 is the first year that SDCC
has undertaken F3C requzrements
Relevant work areas have been
notified of the:r G‘{Jhgahons under
the PSC

'been prowded to relevant staﬂ' ?

Has there been partlmpatmn by relcvant siaff in N/A Not aware of any spcc;fw extemal
extemal training on the Public Spendmg Code : training s;:vemﬁcally provided for
1 fice. DPERJ B the Local Government secmr to
“date. '
Has Intemal trammg on the Pubhc Spending Code 2 Guidanee decuments circulated but

no - formal - internal ‘rrammg
arganised. "Need for training to he
reviewed post-completion of return.’

Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the 4
type of pmject/’pregramme that your Local
Authonty is ‘responsible ‘for? e, have adapted
guzdehnes been deveioped?

1 Yes. ‘A guidance document issued -

by Finance Committee of CCMA
was developed, for the QA /PSC 1o
Local Government stmczures and
approach.

Has the Local Authorzty in its role as Sanctioning N/A
: Authomty satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code? '

No relevant projects.

.| Have recommendations ~ from - previous  Quality N/A

.| Assurance exercises [mci ald Spo‘{ Checks) been
' cilssemma{ed where appropriate, within the Local
Authority and to vour agencies?

. PSC process for South Dublm

2014 is the first year of the QA /

County Council

| Have “recommendations from previous Quality N/A
Assurance exercises been acted upon?

2014 is the first year of the QA /
PSC process for South Dublin
County Council

Has -an 'annual : Public ‘Spending Code Quality 4
Assurance Report been submitted to the National
Oversight and Audit Commission {NOAC)?

Yes. Completed PSC report
submltted

| A sample in excess of the required

' mformatmn to be pubhshed to the websme?

Was the required sample subjected to 'a more in- 4
depth Review i.e.as per Step 4 of the QA proccss? 3% of inventory was reviewed.
'} Has “the “Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Yes. Chief Executive has signed off.

' f';SelfAs essed Ratings:

75% Compliant. 4.~ 100% Compliant

0= NotDone, 1:-'< 50% compliant. 2~ 50-75% Compliant,'3



Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital
programme/grant scheme that is or was under consideration in the past year,

: Capxtal Expenditure '

ing . considered . -

Self Assessed =

project/programme  which wili allow for the
evaluation of its cfficiency and effectiveness?

: Appraisal and Appm : o Ccmpl:ance

L 2 s Ratmg

Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all N/A

projects > €5m

Was an appropriate appraisal method used in 3 Yes., Through Part 8 process and
respect  of ecach capital project or capital also in conjunction with the
programme/grant scheme? relevant Sanctioning Authority,
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects N/A

exceeding €20m?

Was the appraisal process commenced at an early 4 Yes - Through Part 8 process and
stage to facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to also in conjurniction with the

the decision) relevant Sanctioning Authority..
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the 4 Yes - all projeects are submitted to
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they Sanctioning Authority for Approval
entered the Planning and Design Phase [e.g. In Principle either individually or
procurement)? as part of a programme.

If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to the N/A

CEEU for their view?

Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing N/A

more than €20m?

Were all projects that went forward for tender in 4 Yes, Tenders proceed in

line with the Approval in Principle and if not was accordance with approval received
the detatled appraisal revisited and a fresh from Sanctioning Authority
Approval in Princinle granted?

Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 4 Yes

Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 Yes

Were State Aid rules checked for all suppor{s? 4 Yes where applicable

Were the tenders received in line with the Approval 3 Revised costings submitted to

in Principle in terms of cost and what is expected Sanctioning Authority where

to be delivered? required.

Were Performance Indicators specified for each 2

Formal processes being developed

Have steps been put in place to gather the
Performance Indicator tiata’-’

v

Formal processes being developed

SelfAssessed Ratmgs o '. R
0- Not Done, 1« < 509 ’o(:omphant 2 SU

75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant -




Checkilst 3: —New Current expenditure or expansmn of existing current
expendlture under consrtderation : : - ' '

| Were objectives clearly set? N/A Per ‘CCMA Finance Commlttee
guidance, all current (revenue)
categorised as = expenditure
belng mcurred for 2014.
Are objf:ctwes measurable in guantitative N/A As above
terms? : : o
Was an appmpriate 'appraisai method used? N/A As abaove
Was a business case incorporating {inancial N/A As above
and .economic appr&usal prepareci for new ' : :
current expenditure? - :
Has an assessment of likely demand for the N/A As above
new ;- Scheme/ scheme . extension  been ' '
estlmated baseci on empu‘;ca} evxdence?
I Was'the reqmred approval granted? N/A As above
Has a sunset clause been set? N/A As ahove
Has -4 ciate been "set for th& pilot and its N/A As above
evaluation?
Have the" methodoiogy and data collection N/A As above
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the
outset of the scheme?
If outsourcing was involved were Procurement N/A As above
Ratles complied with? .
Were -Performance Indicators specified for N/A As abaove.
each mnew. current expenditure proposal or
expansmn of: exsstmg current expenditure
which will allow for .the evaluation of its
| efficiency and effectiveness?
| Have ‘steps -been put in place to gather the N/A As above
Performance Indicator 5




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that

were incurring expenditure during the year under review.

Insuring Capiat Epondiare

Was a contract signed and was it in line with

Yes

on progress submitted to the MAC and to the
Minister?

4

the approval in principle?

Did management boards/steering 4 Yes

committees meet regularly as agreed?

Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to 4 Yes

co-ordinate implementation?

Were Project Managers, responsible for 4 Yes. Generally at senior and

delivery, appointed and were the Project middle management levels.

Managers at a suitable senior level for the

scale of the project?

Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, 4 Regular monitoring and

showing implementation against plan, progress reporting carried out

budget, timescales and quality?

Did the project keep within its financial 3 Some revised costings required

budget and its time schedule? for projects

Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Some revised costings required
for projects.

Were decisions on changes to budgets/time 4 Yes

schedules made promptly?

Did circumstances ever warrant questioning N/A No

the viability of the project and the business

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

of progress, changes in the environment, new

evidence}

If circumstances did warrant questioning the N/A N/A

viability of a project was the project subjected

to adequate examination?

If costs increased was approval received from 4 Yes- sanction from Sanctioning

the Sanctioning Authority? Authority for increased costs for
projects is mandatory for
getting grant approval

Were any projects terminated because of N/A

deviations f{from the plan, the budget or

because circumstances in the environment

changed the need for the investment?

For significant projects were quarterly reports 4 Considered regularly by CE &

Management Team. Quarterly
reports submitted to Council &
Area Commitiee meeting,

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% combliaﬂt, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - IOD%.Cc)mpliant




: Ché_._ck__'l_is_"t_ 5: —_.F_or Current Expcnditﬁre

FPAs and other evaluations informed
resource allocation decisions?

Are’there clear ~objectives for all areas of 4 Yes: Annual Budget process
current expendnure? : examines and. identifies current
expenditure objectives
Are outputs well defined?- 3 National Performance .|
Indicators and Annual Service
Plan provide defined outputs.
Arec cutputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 National Performance .-
R : : : ' Indicators, Annual Serwce Plan
reports and regular
management repﬂrts quantlf}
[ outputs.
] Is there a method for monitoring efficiency 3 Efficiency monitored agamst
| on an-ongoing basis? o budget by QFS and in
TR o conjunction with output
measures.
Are outcomes well defined? 3 Annual Service Plan reports
o S o and monthly management
| reports include defined
: - : outcomes.
Are outcomes guantified on a regular basis? 3 Annual Service Plan reports
oL o and monthly management
reports include quantified
outcome reporting.
.|.Is there a method for momtormg 3 Yes - measured against Budget,
K .effectweness on an ongomg baSIS? through ‘Annual Service Plan
S . reports and other lregular
S reporting measures.
How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other N/A Lack of specific formal
evaluations been completed in the year VFMs/PPAs etc. that are
1 under review? applicable to local authority
' ' : revenue budget expedniture
Is there an annual process in plan to plan 3 Various audit and other
for néw VFMs, FPAs and evaluations?
Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a N/A Lack of specific formal
timely manner? VFMs/PPAs etc. that are
applicable fo local authorify
: revenue budget expedniture
Is there a process to follow up on the 3
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs
and other evaluations? .
How have the recommendations of VFMs, 3

v, Compliant




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or
if capital programmes/grant schemes matured or were discontinued.

‘Capital Expenditure Completed - “Self-Assessed | o0 o .
R .| Compliance. | comment/Action Required
B B -

How many post-project reviews were a Post  project reviews  are

completed in the year under review? undertaken organisationaily in
respect of all capital projects.

Was a post project review completed for all N/A

projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a N/A

proper assessment of benefits has a post

project review been scheduled for a future

date?

Were lessons learned from  post-project 4 Post project reviews undertaken

reviews disseminated within the Sponsoring by senior staff and submitted to

Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority? Sanctioning  Authorities as
required.

Were changes made to the Sponsoring 3 Post project reviews Inform

Agencies practices in light of lessons learned future projects,

from post-project reviews?

Was project review carried out by stafling 3 Post project reviews undertaken

'S_.eif-ﬁ_s'.t’::és.s'é(.l. Ratings R

resources independent of project by Departmental management

implementation? team {some of whom would be
involved in project
implementation}.

0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant; 2 -~ 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant. 4 = 100% Compliant - =~




Checklist 7: - to be completed if current expenditure programrﬁes that reached the
end of their planned timeframe during the year or were discontinued.

Were Tteviews carried out of, current N/A Per CCMA Finance Commitice

expenditure programmes that matured guidance, all current (revenue)
during the vear or were discontinued? categorised as  expenditure
being incurred for 2014,

Did those reviews reach conclusions on N/A As above

whether the programmes were effective?

Did those reviews reach conclusions on N/A As above

whether the programmes were efficient?

Have the conclusions reached been taken into N/A As above

account in related areas of expenditure?

Were any programmes discontinued following N/A As above

areview of a current expenditure programme?

Was the review commenced and completed N/A As above

Notes:
' (a) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below@
: I.  Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
- Il Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
. HI. Broadly Compliant = a score of 3

{b) For some gquestions, the scoring mechanisr 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.

{c) The focus should be on providing descriptive and contextual information to frame the
-~ compliance ratings and to address the issues raised for each guestion. It is also
important to provide summary details of key analytical outputs for those questions
which address compliance with appraisal/evaluation requirements i.e. the annual
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews,






Tipperary County Council

Checklist 1 - General Obligations n_é_i: specific to Individual Projects or Programmes

Checklist 1: ~ to be completed by ail Local Autharities

General Dbligations aot specaffc m mdwsdua .

Comment/Action Regquired

to be published to the website?

';:m;acts/pmgrammes S
e} .
§ :::..'t"f.q ?’s
Does the LA /Depariment ensure, on an engoing basis 2614 is the first year of the
that appropriate people within the LA /Department and PSC in Local Government and
| in its agencies are aware of the requirements of the 3 ali relevant staff & agencies
i Public S;}endmg Code? : : have heen notified of thair
obhigations under the PSC
Has there been participation by relevant staff in external N/A Mo Training pmy‘sded for Local
tra:mng on the Public spending Code {i.e. DPER} Government sector to date
£ Has Internal training on the PubEac Spendmg Code been 2014 s the firat year of PSC
provided 1o rEEevant staff? : and training needs, if any,'
3 1 have yet {o be identified.
Guidance document has been
developed and circulated,
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type Yes. A guidance document has
of project/programme that your Department is been developed for the QA
responsible for? Le. have adapted guidelings been 4 adapting the PSC to tocal
“developed? ' ' Government structures and
- . approach,
Has the LA / Department in its role as Sanctioning Mo Projects relevant to the
Authmrty satisfied t&:selfthat agencies that it funds RSB PSC
. comply with t?’i@ public :
Spending Code?
Have recammendatmns from previous Quality Assurance 2014 is the first year of the
'exermses {incl. old Spot-Chacks} been disseminaiad, MR guality assurance axercisg in
wherg appropriate, within the LA / Department and to Local Authorities.
your agencies? _ _
Have recommendations frem previous Quality Assurance 2014 is the first vear of the
exarcises been acted upon? N/A 0A requirement in Local
: o ' Government
Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance Yes — Report submitted
Report been submitted to the National 4
Oversight end Audit Commission (NOAC)?
Was the required sample subjected to a more in-depth 4 Requirad Sample reviewsad
Review e, as per Step 4 of the QA process 7
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the information 4 Yes, CE has signed off

salf-Assessed Ratings; © - Not Done, 1- < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Ccmpiiaét




Tipperary County Council - Annual Q

uality Assurance Report 2014

Checklist 2 ~ Capital Expenditure Being Considered

Chacidist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/prant scheme that Is or was under

consideration in the past year.

. Capltal Expenditure being considered - Appraisal
¢ and Approval

Cammgmi’éiféien feguired

g9
£ 8 £
G238 &
Was a Prafiminary Appraisal undertaken for ali 4 Three projecis wars appraised in
projects » €5m conjunction with other bodies,
Was an appmprzetg apprasvsai meznarii used in in conjunciion with othar bedies for
respect of each capital project or capital 3 .
) Expenditure » €5m
programme/grant schemae? 3
: ; R -
ggg;icaa completad for all projects adcesding NJA No projects > £20m
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early . I -
stage to facilitate decision making? {Le. prior to the 3
Mdedsion) e
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for st projects before thay 4 Approval required to enable future grant
entered the Planning and Design Phase {e.g. draw downs.
procurement)? S P }
if a CBAJCEA was required was it submittad 1o the N/A
CEEY for thelr view? -’
Wara the NDFA Consulled for projects costing more N/A
than €£20m7? R
Were all projects that want forward for tender in
line \iwti‘s the Aippmvaf ;‘n Principle and if not was ‘the 3 Not in aif cases
detatted aporaisal revisited and a fresh Approval in
Principle granted? .
Was approval granted to procesd 1o tender? 4 Where required approval was granted.
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 L
Were State Ald rules checked for ail sa.sppsrb MR Not upp zt:abae t0 Local Government
Were the tendess racaived in fine with the Approvai
in Principle in terms of cost and whal is expacted 1o 3
be delivergd?
Wera Performance indicators spacified for gach
rojectfprogramme which wifl aliow Tor the 1
evai stion of its effsc,semy and effectivensss?
Have sians been iH in nlacs io gﬁ,%"ef the 5 B
| Performance indi ator daga?

S@fﬁsgg%xd Ratings: 5 Not Da,m 1. 25

;3‘5:3%%, 3.5 75% {Z{}’mxzm{ 4-

- 100% ‘;G?‘”‘yg ant




Tippgréry County Council — Annual Quality Assurance R:zpsm 2014

Checldist 3 ~ Current Expenditure Being Considered

Checldist 3; - New Current expenditure or expansion of existing current expenditure under consideration

Current Expenditure being considered - Appraisal and Approval -~ 7 - * . 'Comment/Action
S B . i Required .
gesl
ke
885
: g : . : o T BT :
Were objectives clearly set? _ o No programmes
' ' N/A relavant ta PSCin
_ _ 2014 o
Are objectives measurable In quantitative terms? Mo programmes
L ’ nN/A relevant te PSCin
. - : 2014 -
| Was an appropriate appraisal method used? . No pragrammes
' NFA relevant to PSCin
Was a business case incorporating financial and economic appralsal _ Mo programmes
prepared for new current expenditure? N/A | relevant to PSCin
_ T ' 2014
Has an assessment of likely demand for the new scheme/schems No programmes
extension been estimated based on empirical evidence? N/A refevant to PSCin
o Pl ' ' 2014
Was the required approval granted? _ No programmes
. S /A relevant to PSCin
[ N—— S w3 i s m 3 IR S— 2(}14
Has a sunset clause been set? : Mo programmes
PR - M8 relevant ta PSCin
- 2014
Has & date been set for the pilot svaluation? No programmes
' S N/A relevant to PSC in
_ - _ 2014
¢ Has the methodology and data collection reguirements for the pifot M progranmmas
| evaluation been apreed at the cutset of the stheme? M/A relevant to BSCin
TR . : : 20514
if outsourcing was involved were Procurement Rules complied with? No programmaes
o i i : N/A relevant to PSC in
o 014
Were Performance Indicators specified for sach new current Mg programmes
expenditure proposal ar expansion of existing current expenditure which N/A refevant to PSC A
wili allow for the evaluation of its efficienty and effectiveness? 2014 '
Have steps been put In place to gather the Performance Indicator data? Mo programmes
: M/A refevant to PSCin
2014

Self-Assessed Ratings: 0 - Not Done, 1- < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Comptiant




Tipperary County Council -~ Annual Quality Assurance Report 2014

Checklist 4 — incurring Canital Expenditure
Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring expenditure during the
year under review,

Incurring Capital Expenditure Salf-Assassed
: o Compliance .. Comment/Action Required
CRating: oo s
Was a coniract signed and was It in line with the
approval in principie? 4 ¥as where appropriate
Did managemeant boards/steering commitiess mest
regularly as agresd? Yes wherg appropriate
Were Programma Co-ordinators eppointed to co- 3 Project Manager / Co-ordinators, - In-

ordinate imolementation?
" ® house [ external 1o overses the

uuuuu project,
Ware Project Mar;age;s, responsible for delivery,
appointad and were the Project Managers al a ‘ e
E;_ﬁab?e senior feve! for the iz:a%e of %;?1; project? ? Yes in respect of mﬁsiprc}gekts
Were manitoring reports prepared regularly, showing Manitoring v budgets and timefines on
implemeniation against plan, budget, timescales and 3 most projects
L L N S
Did the project keep within iis financial butgst and i3 3 Mot on all projects
time :C%}EGL‘EEQ? 1 €T 4 A€ 4 308 0 4 Y6t . O A .7 el A A 5.1 PR 0.0 o L .1 KA 0311 1.1 118,381 .81 30 P V11333,
Did budgets have 1o be adjusted? Yes some project budgets varied due

S to ehanges in circumstances,

Ware dacisions on changes to budgets/time schedules 3 Yoo

_made promptly? SN BN
Did circumstiances ever warrant guestioning  the

viability of the project and the business case Ingl.

CBAJCEAT [exceeding budget, lack of progress, Ho
changes in the environment, new evidence)

If clrcumstances did warrant guestioning the viability

of & pf{}jéd was the project subjected to adeguate N/A

If costs mtmased was approval received from the a : Yes, o enable future grant draws.
Sanctioning Aythority? e

Were any projects terminated bﬂczme nf deviations
( from the plan, the budget or because droumsiances N
the environment changsd the need for the

" Updates t5 Mgt Taam and at Cous

| mastings.

Seff-Assessed Ratings: 8- Mot Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




Tipperary County Council - Annual Quality Assurance Report 2014

Checkiist 5 ~ Incurring Current Expenditure

Checklist 51 - For Currant Expenditure

Incurring Current Expenditure Lo Comment/Action
e e T PR o Ré:c;'uia;-é_d _ _
B .§ & R
P
_ _ o _ : o o : o
Are there clear objectives For ali areas of current expenditure? Yes. Spending
i o Programme Defined as
4
part of the Annual
. Budget Process
Are outputs well defined? i National KPls are in
’ 3 piace for Local
o Gavernment
Are gutputs guantified on a regular basis? 3 KPis are established gach
o o ' C o year for specific services
is there s method for monitoring efficiency on an ongoing Yes Budget performance
basis? ' 3 i and monitoring is in
B ) place.
Are outcormes well defined? The development of the
B : 5 Annual Service Plans will
enhance this
measurement.
"} Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? : The development of the
L ' ' ' 5 | Annual Service Plans will
enhance this
e measyrement.
1 s there & method for monitering effectiveness on an angoing 4 As part of the Annual
hasis? ' ' - Budget process.
How many formal VEMs/FRAS ar other avaluations been 3 Mationa! KPS in place for
4 completed in the year under review? _ . Local Gavernment.
1 Is'there an annusl protess in plan to plan for new VFMs, FPAs | VERM part of Audit
| and evaluations? Programme in Local
P ' Authorities
| Have all VFMs/FPAs bean published in a timely manner? Not clear on relevance (o
; : ' Locat Government.
Is there a process to follow up on the recommaendations of Mot clear on relevance to
previous VEMs/FPAE and other evalustions? tocal Government,
How have the recommendations of VEMSs, FPAs and other Mot clear on relevance to
¢ evaluations informed rescurce allocation decisions? Local Government.

Self-Assessed Ratings: § - Mot Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Dompliant, 4 - 100% Compliant




Tipperary County Council - Annual Quality Assurance Report 2014

Checklist & — Capital Expenditure Completad
Chacldist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed durlng the year or if capital programmesfgrant schemes
matured or were discontinued,

Capital Expenditure Completad Self-Assassad _
' ' Compliance Comment/Action Required

Rating: S - Sl
0-4

How many post-project raviews were completed in 7 projects wn%zia«ted in yesr under
the year under review? raview, One building project fing
paymeant in 2004 and review carried
out in 2013, The Water project will be

| reviewesd by Irish Water,

Was a post prodect  review  compleiad for all

H : B i 20m?
projects/programmes excasding £20m3 sz% 4

Review completed in 2013 for building

e §§apseéul'{égﬁg\}: rionar SR
assessment of benefits has a post project revisw been
schaduled for a future date?

project, W to review the watler

projact

Ware lessons learned from postorojsct rovisws
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority?

Ware changes made (o the Sponsoring Agencies |
practices in Hght of lessons learned from post-project

Yes in raspect of building praject

) 4 Yes where applicable.
D reviews? RE
| Was project review carried putl by staffing resources
indzpandent of project implementation? o No

Seif-Assessed Rarines: O - Not Done, 1-< 30% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Caompliant




Tipperary {Z{mxity Couneil ~ Annual Qual ity Assurance Report 2014

Chackli %%': 7~ Current iﬁ?ﬁnﬁit&ifé at ﬁmi m‘ planned timeframe or ézgtmimued
{‘;hﬁcki:st 7i-to be completed if current &xpéﬂd;tura programmes that reached the end of thelr planned tmeframe

gﬁurmg the year or ware discontinued.

Cur:em E‘xpendature that {i) reachad zhe end of its ;: aﬂnad T : : CsmmenzfAct
mefs‘ame or (aa} Was d:swntmued . . : Rec;mred
. R~ .
38
§ o
<o g
53
Ao e BN
Were reviews carr:eﬁ gut of, current experzd;tum programmas Mo programmaes

that matured during the year or were n/A refevant to P5E in 2014
discontinued? :

Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the Mo programmes

programmes were effective? N/A relevant 1o PSC in 2014
Did thase reviews reach canclusions on whether the N/A No programimes

programmes were efficient? _ relevant to PSCin 2014
Have the conclusions reached been taken into account in H/A No programmes

1 related areas of expenditure? , relevant to PSC in 2014
: Were any programmes discontinued following a revisw of a NIA No programmes

i current expenditure programme? relevant to PSC in 2014
¢ Was the review commenced and completed within a period of h/A No programmes

6 manths’? relevant to PSCin 2014

SeEf—Assessad Ratings: 0 - Not Done, 1 - < 50% cemphant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - > 75% Compliant, 4 ~ 100% Compiiant






| Discussion/Actio

n

Does the Department ensure, on an ongaing basis that

2014 is the 1% year of the PSC

be published to the website?

appropriate people  within the Deba_rt_m_ent and in its in Local Government and all
agencies are aware of the re'qui_rem'en%s of the Public relevant staff & age_nc;ées have
Spending Code? ' : been notified of their .
obligations under the PSC.
Has there been: participation by relevant staff in external | N/A No training provided for Local
| training on t_'he Public Spending Code? (i.e. DPER) Government s_ectér to date.
Has internal training on the Public Spending Code been | 3 2014 is the 1% year of PSC
provided to relevant staff? ' and training needs, if any
R “have yet to be identified,
Guidance document has been
developed and circulated,
. Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the type | 4 Yes, A guidance document has
: of_prbject/p’rogramme that your Depariment is responsible been developed for the QA,
| for? i.e. have adapted sectoral guidelines been developed? adopting the PSC to Local
o ' : ' ' Government structures.
’| Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning Authority | N/A For relevant agencies
| satisfied itself that agencies that it funds comply with the
| Public Spending Code?
Have _re_comrnendations from previous Quality Assurance | n/a 2014 is the 1° year of the PSC
exercises '(:EncI. old Spot-Checks) been disseminated, in Local Gavernment
| where appropriate, within the Department and to your
agencies?
Have recommendations from previous Quality Assurance | n/a 2014 is the 1% year of the PSC
exercises been acted upon? in Local Government
Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance | 4 Yes- report being submitted as
Report been submitted to the National Oversight Audit part of this process
Cormmission?
Was the required sample subjected to a more in-depth | 4 A housing development at
Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process approval stage
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the informationto | 4 Yes as per page 2 of this

document




was under consideration in the past year.

Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme that is or

Capital Expenditure being considered - Appraisal and | - -.Comment/Action
Approval R B - « Réqui_l_‘ed' -
R o n @ :
wom oo,
v} th
TecE
5 5%
S w o
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all projects > €5m n/a
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect of each 3 In accordance with
capital project or capital programme/grant scheme? dept guidelines
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding €20m? n/a
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early stage to facilitate 3 Yes for all large scale
decision making? (i.e. prior to the decision) projects
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the Sanctioning Authority 4 Yes approval always
for ail projects before they entered the Planning and Design Phase sought from
sanctioning authority
{e.g. procurement)? :
If a CBA/CEA was required was it CEEU for their view? n/a
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more than €20m? n/a
Were all projects that went forward for tender in line with the 4 If applicable
Approval in Principle and if not was the detgiled appraisal revisited
and a fresh Approval in Principle granted?
Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 4
Woere Procurement Rules complied with? 4
Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? n/a n/a tc Local
Governemnt
Were the tenders received in fine with the Approval in Principle in 4
terms of cost and what is expected to be deliverad?
Were Performance Indicators specified for each praject/programme 3 For housing it is
which will allow for the evaluation of its efficiency and tenant take up
effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather Performance Indicator data? 2 In prograss




Checklist 3: - New Current expenditure or expansion of existing current expenditure under consideration

Were objectives clearly set? nfa No programmes
' : o relevant to PSC in
- 2014
Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? R i nfa No programmes
' : relevant to PSC in
2014 '
Was an appropriate appraisal method used? n/a No programmes
B relevant to PSCin
2014
Was a business case incorporating financial and economic | n/a . | No programmes
appraisal prepared for new current expenditure? relevant to PSC in
e B 2014
Has an assessment of likely demand for the new | n/fa No programmes
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on empirical ;E:J"i:a”t to PSCin
evidence? '
Was the required approval granted? nfa No programmes
S ' relevant to PSC in
2014
Has a sunset clause been set? n/a No programmes
' ' : relevant to PSC in
2014
Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? n/a No programmes
' ' o relevant to PSC in
2014
Have the methodology and data collection requirements for | n/a No programmes
the pilot been agreed at the outset of the scheme? relevant to PSC in
2014
1 If outsourcing was invalved were Procurement Rules complied | n/fa No programmes
with? relevant to PSCin
o 2014
| Were Performance Indicators specified for each new current | n/fa Na programmes
expenditure proposal or expansion of existing current ;%i?:ant ta PSCin
expenditure which will afiow for the evaluation of its efficiency
and effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place o gather Performance Indicator n/a No programmes
data? relevant to PSC in
2014




Checklist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/programmes that were incurring expenditure

during the year under review.

Incurring Capital Expenditure : "0 ooowoooi | CommentfAction
L F v |Reauired
A R
U oo
womg o,
7 ] o™
< &0 -
w E 3
0
é Sz
Was a contract signed and was it in line with the approval in principle? 4 Yes where appropriate
Did management boards/steering committees meet reguiarly? 2 Yes where appropriate
Were  Programme  Co-ordinators  appointed to  co-ordinate 4 Project Manager / Co-
implementation? ordinators, in-
house/external to
oversee the project.
Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, appointed and were the 4 Senior Executive
Project Managers at a suitable senior level for the scale of the project? Engineer/Senior
Executive Officer
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing implementation 3 Variations identified as
against plan, budget, timescales and quality? they arise
Did the project keep within its financial budget and its time schedule? 3 in most situations
Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 On occasion with prior
approval from the
DECHLG
Were decisions on changes to budgets / time schedules made promptly? 3 Yes
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the viability of the project nfa
and the business case incl, CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack of
progress, changes in the environment, new evidence)
If circumstances did warrant questioning the viability of a project was the n/a
project subjected to adequate examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the Sanctioning Authority? 4 Approval soughgt.
Were any projects terminated because of deviations from the plan, the n/a
budget or because circumstances in the environment changed the need
for the investment?
For significant projects were quarterly reports on progress nfa

submitted to the MAC & the Minister




Checklist 5: - For Current Expenditure

ng Current Expenditure

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current

expenditure?

Yes Spending programme

definesd as part of the
annual budget process

[ Are outputs well defined?

KPIs are in place for Local
Government sector, -

| Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

KPIs are established each
year for specific services

Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an ongoing

basis?

Performance against
budget is continuously

maonitored.

Are outcomes well defined?

As applied to annua!

service plan

‘| Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness on an

ongaing basis?

Part of ongeing monitoring
process

.| How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other evaluations been

‘| completed in the year under review?

These are compiled by
VFM unit in Dept of
Environment. Also Internal
Audit function within
Council carry out audit
programme throughout

year.

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely manner?

For Dept

Is there a process {o follow up on the recommendations of
previous VFMs/FPAs and other evaluations?

Recommendations are
followed up

How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs and other

evaluations informed resource allocation decisions?




Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital programmes/grant

schemes matured or were discontinued.

Capital Expenditure Completed =~ .~ - .~ = 1 . | Comment/Action
S e : ' I Required =
W t ] A :
g E©
wom .,
L )
Tac
w E S
]
R 338 -
How many post project reviews were completed in the year under 1 Council in midst of Merger
review? process
Was a post project review completed for all projects/programmes n/a
exceeding €20m?
If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper assessment of 3 on material proijects
benefits, has a post project review been scheduled for a future
date?
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews disseminated within 3 Experience would frame
the Sponsoring Agency and to the Sanctioning Authority? approach for future projects
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies practices in light of 3 Where applicable

lessons learned from post-project reviews?

Were project reviews carried out by staffing resources independent 0

of project implementation?




Checklist 7: - to be compieted_if current expenditure programmes that reached the end of their pl_an'_ned_ timeframe

during the yeér or were discontinued.

“that (i) reached the end of | 5

‘Current Expenditure J Comment/Action
its planned timeframe or (ii) Was discontinued Required
Wé.r.e.reviews carried out of current expenditure ?)fbgfémmas No programmes relevant to
that matured during the year ar were discontinued? PSC in 2014
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the | n/a No programmes relevant o
programmes were effective? ' PSCin 2014
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the | n/a No programmes relevant to
programmes were efficient? PSCin 2014
Have _the conclusions reached been taken into account in | n/a No programmes relevant to
related areas of expenditure? PSCin 2014
Were any programmes discontinued following a review of a | n/a No programmes relevant to
current expenditure programme? PSCin 2014

| Was the review commenced and completed within a period of | n/a No programmes relevant to
& months? PSC in 2014

'Notés:

(a) The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below:

I. Scope for significant improvements = a score of 1
-1l Compliant but with some improvement necessary = a score of 2
. Broadly compliant = 3 score of 3

(b} 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.

{c) 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 for those guestions which address compliance with appraisal / evaluation reguirements i.e. the annual
number of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post project reviews,






Westmeath Countv Council

Checklist 1: General _Dbi_igatienﬁ Not Speeific to Iddiu?dl.iéi_'?rdjects_/ Programmes

Does'the Departm'ent ensure, on an ongoing basis
that approprlate peopie within the Department and in

' E.ocai chernment and ail relevant

2014 is the ﬂrst year of the PSC in

En'for'rrsa_tion to be published to the website?

1 its agencles are aware of the requlrements of the -'_3- staff & ager_}c:_es have been notified of
Public Spending Code? : their obligations under the PSC
Has there been partlmpanon by relevant staff in No Training bmvided for Local
external training on the Public Spendmg Code {i.e. N/A | .
chern ment secior to date
DPER]
| 2014 is flrst year of PSC and trammg
Has Internal training on the Public Spendmg CGcie 3 needs, xfany, have yet to be identified.
| baen pruwded to relevant staff? Guidance document has been
: developed and circulated
Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the Yes. A guidance document has been
type of praject/programme that your Department is 4 developed for the QA adapting the PSC
responsible for? i.e. have adapted sectoral guidelines ta Local Government structures and
been éeve!aped? ) approach
) Heﬁ t_he Dehartment in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds 4
comply with the Public Spending Code?
| Have recommendations from pravious Quality
As_suran_ce exercises {incl. ofd Spot-Checks) been 4
1 disseminated, where apprepriate, within the Local
Authority and to your agencies?
Have'r'ecammenda'tiens from previous Guality N/A 2014 is the first year of the QA
g A_séufaﬂce exercises bean acted upon? requirement in Local Government
Has an annual Pu_.blic Spending Code Quality .
Assurance Repbrt been submitted to NOAC? 4 Yes - Report subrel{ted
Wéé't?\e required sample subjected te a more in- L S
depth Review j.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process? 4 Required Sample reviewed
H - . . . .
as the Accounting Qfficer signed off on the 4 Yes. CE has signed off

.éso% EDmphant- 2.50.75% c:nmpssam-- 3

f.n .Nut Done,z

> 5% Compliant, 4 —100% Compi

iant:

(A Report for 2014 on Public Spending Code



Checklist 2: Capital Projects or Capital Grant Schemes Being Considerad

Indicator data?

_ SRioh ' i i . Self-Assessed e S _
C it IE dt b id d A I d . | L B e S
api a xpen i ure eing consi ere . ppra:sa an ; Comp“arll:? " Comment/Action Required -
Approval Rating: - B P DL ST S
T aia L
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all projects
> €5m :
Was an appropriate appraisal method used in respect of
each capital project or capital programme/grant 2
scheme?
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding
N/A
€20m?
Was the appraisal process comemenced at an early stage
to facilitate decision making? {i.e. prior to the decision) 2
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the Sanctioning
Autherity for all projects before they entered the 2
Planning and Design Phase {e.g. procurement)?
If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to the CEEU
L N/A
for their view?
Were the NDFA Consulted for projects costing more
than €20m? N/A
Were all projects that went forward for tender in ine
with the Approval in Principle and if not was the
detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Appraval in N/A
Principle granted?
Was approval granted to proceed to tender? &
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4
Woere State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not applicable to Local Government
Were the tenders received in fine with the Approval in
Principle in terms of cost and what is expected to be 4
delivered?
Were Performance indicators spacified for each
project/programme which will aliow for the evaluation 2
of its efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been put in piace to gathar the Performance 5

Self—Assesseé Ratmgs L

0- Nm i}one, 1:<50% comphant 2 50«75% Cumphant 3 >75% Comp!aant 4= 100% Comnhant

QA Report for 2014 on Public Spending Code




Checklist 3: Current Expenditure Being Considered

N programmes relevant to PSCin

Perfarmance Indicater data?

Were abjectives clearly set? N/A
2014
Are objectives measurable in quantifative terms? N/A No programmes re!gvant toPSCin
2014
| Was an appropriste appraisat method used? N/A No programmes fale\{aﬂt to PSCin
2014
Was a business case incorporating financial and ' : .
) ) No programmes relevant to PSCin
economic appraisal prepared for new current N/A
expenditure? 014
Has an '_assessment of likely demand for the new No programmes relevant to PSC in
scheme/scheme extension been estimated hased on N/A prog
empirical evidence? 2014 )
Was the required approval granted? N/A No.pmgrammes relevant to PSCin
2014
Has a sunset clause been set? N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin
: i 2014
Has a date been set for the pilot and its evaluation? N/A Na programmes refevant to PSCin
. 2014
Have the methodclegy and data collection - -
_ requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset N/A No programmes relevasjt to PS.C n
| of the schema? 2014
If_outsourcéng was invoived were Procurement Rules No programmes relevant to PSC in
complied with? NI 2014 '
Were Performance Indicators specified for each new
j current expenditure propasal or expansion of existing No programmes relevant to P5Cin
current expenditure which will allow for the N/A 2014
evaluation of its efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been put in place to gather the N/A No pregrammes relevant to PSCin

2014

50-75% Comphant, 3~ > 75% Copipli

0% Complian

QA Report for 2014 on Public Spending Code




Checklist 4: Capital Expenditure Being Incurred

'!'n:i:i.'l.';rin_g.'cép:_i'té'l_: Expenditure.

[ Self-Assessed -
Compliance Rating::

. comment/Action Required . -

0-4
Was a contract signed and was it in ine with the
approval in principle? 4
Did management hoards/steering commitiees meet
regularly as agreed? 4
Were Programme Co-ordinators appeinted to co-
ordinate implementation? 4
Were Project Managers, responsible far delivery,
appointed and were the Project Managers 3t a 4
suitable seniar level for the scale of the project?
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, showing
implementation against plan, budget, timescales and 3
quality? ‘
Did the project keep within its financiat budget and its
time schedule? 3
Did budgets have to be adjusted? 4
Were decisions on changes to budgets/time schedules 3
made promptly?
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project and the business case inch. N/A
CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack of progress,
changes in the environment, new evidence)
If circumstances did warrant questioning the viability
of & project was the project subjected to adequate N/A
examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the
Sanctioning Authority? 4
Woere any projects terminated because of deviations
from the plan, the budget or besause circumstances
in the environment changed the need for the N/A
investrment?
For significant projects were guarterly reports an
progress submitted to the MAC (Management Team} N/A

and to the Minister?

Self-Assessed Ratings:

0 - Not Done, 1- < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - » 75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compliant =

(JA Report for 2014 on Public Spending Code




Checkiist 5: Current Expenditure Being Incurred

omment/Action Required

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current

Yes, Speﬁd%ng Prd.gramme defined as

decisions?

: 4
expenditure? part of the Annual Budget_pmcess.
| Are outputs well defined? 3 Nat:cr;al I(Pis are in piace for Local
Gouernment
. . p
Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 KPls are estahlsshed each year for
! specific services

ts there a method for monitaring efficiency on an 4 Yes, performance measuremem

ongoing basis? monitoring and re;mrtmg is in place.
The davémpment of the Annual

Are cutcomes well defined? 2 Service Plans will enhance this

' measurement.
o The development of the Annual
Are gutcomes guantified on a regutar basis? 2 Service ?ians wil enhance this
- me_asurement
Is %hefe a met?md for monitoring effectweness on an Monthly Manag-ement_ﬁeport,
: 3 | Monthly Council Meetings, Quarterly

ongoing bas:s'? i : : ; )
Finance Committee Meetings.

How many formal VFMs/FPAs or other evaluations

been completed in the year under review? (Focused N/A

Policy Assessment}

is _th_e.re an annuat process In plan to plan for new N/A

VEMs, FPAs and evaluations?

Have all VFMs/FPAS been published in a timely N/A

mémner?

ts there a process to follow up on the

recommendations of previeus VPMs/FPAs and other N/A

evaluations?

Haw have the recommendations of VFMs, £PAs and

other evaluations informed resocurce aliocation N/A

QA Report for 2014 on Public Spending Code




Checklist 6: Capital Expenditure Completed

_._e f;_As'ées_'seJ_
Compliance Rating;

. _Cb'r_nmént/Ac.t:.ibn Required .~

0-4
How many post-project reviews were comgpleted in 2
the year under review?
Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding £20m? N/A
If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a proper
assessment of benefits has a post project review been N/A
scheduled for a future date?
Were lessons [earned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to 4
the Sanctioning Authority?
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies
practices in light of lessons learned from post-project N/A
reviews?
Was project reviews carried out by staffing resources 4

independent of sroject implementation?

Se!f-A'Es'é_és_éd Ra'ti_hg.s'_.; i L

0 Not Done, 1 - < 50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 + > 75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant -~ = 71

QA Report for 2014 on Public Spending Code




Checklist 7: Current Expenditure Completed

Were reviews carried out of current expenditura .
. Mo programmes refevant 1o PSCin

programmes that matured during the year or were N/A
discontinued? 2014
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the No programmes relevant to PSCin
programmes were effective? N/A 2014
Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the No programmes relevant to PSCin
programmes were efficient? N/A 2014

| Have the conclusions reached been taken into /A Ne programmes relevant to PSCin
account in related areas of expenditure? / 2014

| Were any programmes discontinued following a No programmes refevant to PSCin
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A 2014
Was the review commenced and completed within a No programmes relgvant to PSCin
period of 6 months? N/A 2014

'{ Seif-Assessad Ratings:

-75% Compliant, 3 -

>75% Compliant,

00% Complia

| 0-Not Done, 1+ <50% compliant, 2 -

QA Report for 2014 on Public Spending Code







Wexford County Council

' : ~Checklist 1 >
Generai Obhgations not spec:ﬁc to Indlmdual Pro}ects or Programmes '
Checklist1-Tobe completed by All Local Authorities f :

Does the Local Authority e'nistiré, ‘on an ongoing basis 2014 is the f'rstyear of the PSC mLocaI
thatapprupnate people within the Local Authority and Govemment and all relevant staff &
| in its agencies -are ‘aware of the requtrements of the 3 agencies have been notified of their
Public Spendmg Code" : obligations under the PSC
| Has there been parhélpatlun by relevant staff in No Training provided for Local
external I;ralmng ont the Public Spendmg Code (i.e. N/A Government sector to date,
' DPER)
' ' 2014 is first year of PSC and training
Has Intemal I:rammg on the Public Spendmg Code needs, if any, have yet to be identified.
_ beerl prowded to relevant staff? 3 Guidance ~ document has  been
' - developed and circulated
' Yes. A guldance document has been
Has the Pubhc Spendmg Code been adapted for the developed for the QA adapting the
type of pro}ect/programme that your Local Authority 4 PSC to Local Covernment structures
is responsnble for? i.e. have adapted gu:dellnes been and approach.
developed" _' S
: Has the Local Authonty in its role as Sanctioning
Aul.honty ‘satisfied itself that agencies that it funds N/A Ne Projects relevant to the PSC
comp[y wrth the Pub]ic Spending Code?
Have l.'ecc'rmmeﬁd'ahons' from prev:ou.s Quality 2014 is the first year of the QA exercise
Assurance . exercises *(incl. old Spot-Checks) been N/A in the Local Governmen| sector
| disseminated, where appropriate, within the Local '
Author_lt} and to your agencies?
o L . 2014 is the first year of the QA .
Have re_co_rr_lmfandatlons from previous Quality N/A requirement in Local Government
Assurance exercises been acted upon? S
Has an ai_'m_u._a] Fublic Spending Code Quality
Assurance ‘Report been submitted to the National 4 Yes - Reporl submitted
Oversight and Audit Commission (NOAC)?
Was the réquired sample subjected to a more in-depth
Review i.e. as per Step 4 of the QA process? 4 Required Sample reviewed
Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Yes. CE has signed off
infermation {o be published to the website?

PSC - Quality Assurance Reportfor 2014 "~




Checklist 2 - Capital Expenditure Being Considered

Checklist 2: - to be completed in respect of capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme that is or was under

consxderahon in the past year

Cap:hﬁ szpendliure bmng cnnsad&md Apprmsa! ':_ Seif As&eﬁ&ed _ R P L L
and Appmv&l Compliance _ Cumment/Action Required
Rat_mg . R R R
-4
The only projects lsted at this level are
Was a Preliminary Appraisal undertaken for all ] P .i . .
projects > €5m N/A under the direction of other bodies
who complete the appraisal.
w iat isal method used i t
as af appropriate appraisal meliod used m respec 3 Yes. Inconjunction with the relevant
of each capital project or capital programme/grant
scheme? government body/agency.
The only projects listed at this level are
Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects exceeding vP _i ] .
€20m? N/A under the direction of other bodies
who complete the appraisal.
Was the appraisal process commenced at an early stage ) . ‘
to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to the decision) 3 Yes. Inconjunction with the relevant
government body /agency.
Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they 4 Required to secure Grants
entered the Planning and Design  Phase (eg.
precurement)?
The only projects listed at this levelare
If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to the R ye -5 . .
CEEU for their view? N/A under the direction of other bodies
who complete the appraisal. B
The only projects listed at this level are
Were the NDFA Consulled for projects costing more . Y o) )
than €20m? N/A under the direction of other bodies
who complete the appraisal.
Were all projects that went forward for tender in line
with the Approval in Principle and if not was the 4 Tenders were in line with approvals,
detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval in
Principle granted?
Was approval granted to procead to tender? 4 Yes
Were Procurement Rules complied with? 4 Yes
Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A in Local Governmend
Were the tenders received in line with the Approval in
Principle in terms of cost and what is expected to be 4 Yes
delivered?
Were Performance Indicators specified for each
project/programme  which  will allow for the No
evaluation of ity efficiency and effectiveness?
Have steps been put i place to gather the Performance
Indicator data? No

Self-Assessed Ratings: -

0~ Not Dona, 1-<50% Lompixam:, 2- 50~ 5% Cd.m.piia'n:i}. 3->75% Cnmphant 4 - 100

C ampbani

PSC - Quality Assurance Report for 2014 -



ﬁ%i%%i?xéiﬁ 3~ Curr w% ?ﬁ%g}%g{%;mw %Eﬁmg Céﬁggéu”@{%

Checkdist 3: ~ New Current expendlhzre or expansmn of existing current expenditure under consideration

Were objectives clearly set?

| No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2014 | -

Was an aéprépriaté aépraisal method _uéed?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Was a business case incorporating financial and
.| economic -appraisal prepared for new ‘current
. expend:lure?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Has an assessment of likely demand for the new

: scheme/scheme extension been eshmated based_

on empxr;cal evidence?

N/A

| No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014 | -

' W_air_.' the requir_ed approva] granted?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Has a sunset clause been set?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Has a date been set for the pilot and Hs
evaluatmn? '

N/A

No prﬂgra_:_ﬁmes relevant to PSC in 2014

_Have the methodology and data ccllect:on
2 requxrements for the pilot been agreed at the
outset of the scheme'?

No prc)_g'fgimrﬁes.relevz.int to PSC in 2014

I t}utsourcmg was mvnlved were Procurement
Rnles comphed with?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2014

Were Performance Indicators specified for each
néw current expenditure proposal or expansion
of exmtmg current expenditure which will allow
for - the” evaluation of its ‘efficiency and
effectiveness? B o

N/A

No progré_mmes_ relevant to PSC in 2014

Have steps been put in place to gather the
E’u‘l’ormance Indxcator

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2014
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Checklist 4 — Incurring Capital Expenditure

Checkdist 4: - Complete if your organisation had capital projects/ programmes that were incurring expenditure

durmg the year under rewew

Incumng Capxiai Expendjture

Se!fnﬁssessed

C Compliance” R
: Rat"m P . ?ommgntﬁkx_;‘mn"{{eqx_z;ted-
e P ERAE _ .
Was a contract signed and was it in [ine with the
approval in principle? 3 Yes where appropriate
Did management boards/steering comrnittees 3
meet regularly as agreed? Yes where appropriate
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Internal Co-ordinating Team in
ordinate implementation? place in most cases
Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, Internal Co-ordinating Team in
appointed and were the Project Managers at a place in most cases
suitable senior level for the scale of the project? 3 '
Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, Progress Reports were prepared in
showing implementation against plan, budget, most cases
timescales and quality?
Did the project keep within its financial budget in most cases
and its time schedule?
Did budgets have to be adjusted? Yes. Up and down.
Were decisions on changes to budgets/tme 3 Yes
schedules made prompily?
Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project and the business case incl.
CBA/CEA? (exceeding budget, lack of progress, N
changes in the environment, new evidence) N
If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project was the project subjected to N/A
adequate examination?
If costs increased was approval received from the 4 Yes. This would be a requirement
Sanctioning Authority? for grant approval
Were any projects terminated because of '
deviations from the plan, the budget or because No
circumstances in the environment changed the
need for the investment?
For significant projects were quarteriy reporls on Updates are provided to the MT and
pfggg'gz,(, gubml{[ed to the MAC Council on amanthi} !:'!HSES and o
oy and to the Minister? 4 relevant bodies periodically, as

_Sslf~Assessed Kahngs*

0'~Not Done, T+< 50% wmpbant 2 50»?5% (,mnpia;int 3 B ?5 T Lf;mphant, 4 gl

requi red.

)% Campliant © =
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“Imcurring Current Expenditure

'C’heck!xst 5: - For Current Expendﬁure

Are there clear objectives for all areas of current

1 Yes, Sp'endihg Preéfamme Defined

i evaluations been completed in the year under
rev1ew? :

expeaditure? as part of the Annual Budget
3 process.
Are outputs well defined? 3 National KI’Is are in place for Local
. Govemment
Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 KPls are estabhshed each year fm
_ : - speaflc servaces
Is there é' method for monitoring efficiency on an 3 Yes__[}_u d..ge_t_ P E,rf m_" lrnance and
ongoing basis? : rn_om__to_r;_n.g 15 In place.
_ : The development of the Annual
| Are outcomes well defined? 2 Service Plans will enhance thxs
' ' measurement
R o The development of the Annual
'| Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 Service Plans will enhzmce this
‘o ' ' s measurememt
Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness on 4 Yes, Spending Programme defined
‘an ongoing basis? as part of fhe Axmual Budget
Lo process.
How many forma] VFMS/ FPAs or other 3 Nah(}n_al KPIs are in place for Local

Government

' Is there an annual process in plan to plzm for new
' VYMS, F PAS and evaluahons?

Not clear of relevance to Local
Government.  VFM reviews are
completed .- ' '

Have all VFMS/ FPAs been pubhshed m a hmely
manner? :

Not "clear ‘of relevance to Local
Government

Is t_here & pr_dc_éss to follow up on the
recommendations of previous VPMs/FPAs and
othér evaluations?

Not ';:Iéar"of relevance to Local
Government

How have the recommendations of VFMs, FPAs
and other e{raluations informed resource
al%ocahcn decmmns?

Not clear of relevance to Local
Government
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Checklist 6 - Capital Expenditure Completed

Checklist 6: - to be completed if capital projects were completed during the year or if capital programmes/grant

schemes matured or were discontinued.,

Ca?iﬁal Ex'pﬂn.d.i&m'_é Cdm.p.if.’.teci' '

S'el_f_'—Asse's_ségii
Compliance
Rating:

Comment/Action Réquifed

How many post-project reviews were completed
in the year under review?

COnly one completed project
recorded for 2014 inventory

Was a post project review completed for all
projects/ programmes exceeding €20m?

N/A

If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow a
proper assessment of benefits has a post project
review been scheduled for a future date?

Issue has arisen in terms of

responsibility post Irish Water take

over of Water Services
Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and N/A
to the Sanctioning Authority?
Were changes made to the Sponsoring Agencies
practices in light of lessons learned from post- N/A
project reviews? /
Was project review carried out by staffing
resources independent of project .
N L N/A
implementation?

_Selé_!iés{eséeﬁ Réﬁ;ﬁgs:_" S

0~ Mot Done, 1 - < 50% u;mphan% 3. 50.75% Cjefﬁﬁlissat; 3.5 75% C‘é:z;r.l.ﬁii'ahit, 4-100% Compliant -~

T e i ain
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Wicklow County Council

:théa_cklist 1?_ té 'b'e é’d&;ﬁ]etéd by’ all Local Authorities

Genera! Obhgat:ons not spemﬂ: to mdwldua! prcjects /
. programmes -

Self-

Assessed
Ccmphance

Rating 0-4

Comment / Action Required

Does the Local Autho’rity éh'sisi'e, on an ongoing basis
that approprtate peopfe within the Local Authority and
inits agencses are aware of the requ:rements of the

: 'Pubhc Spendeng Code?

1

| Thisis the fi_rst_'yé_a'r.uf

reporting under the PSC

Has there been pérticipétion by relevant staff in
_externa] training on the Public Spendmg Ccde {i.e:
DPER) :

It was requested nattanaf!y
through the Heads of Finance
Group’ but_tra_mmg wasnot
made available by external
groups. This is being pursued.

Has fnternal training on the Public Spendmg Code been
prcvsded to reievant staff? : -

Those staff tasked with
collating the Quality Assurance
aspect attended a briefing
session ran by Head of Finance
Group, Further training is
requir’ed for all budgé_t hoEderé.

Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for the

‘| type of project / programme that your Local Authority is
responsnble for? ie.have adapted guidelines been
-deveiuped’ -

Heads of F;nance Working
Group deveioped guidelines for
Local Authont:es on'the
Quality &ssuraﬁce Aspect of
the PSC. Afurther body of
work is required on PSCin
con;unctlon w:th {)epartment
of Environment, Commumty &
Local Govemment as the lead
Deparment

Has the Local Authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

NA

Not applicable for the yearin
question as no funding over
€0.5m was granted to bodies in
WCC role as Sanctioning
Authority




Have recommendations fraom pravious Quality NA This is the first year of
Assurance exercises {incl, old spot-checks) been reporting under PSC
disseminated, where appropriate, within the Local

Authority and to your agencies?

Have recommendations from previous Guality NA This is the first year of
Assurance exercises been acted upon? reporting under PSC
Has an annual Public Spending Code Quality Assurance | 4 Yes submitted

Report been submitted to the National Oversight and

Audit Commission (NOAC)?

Was the required sample subjected to a more in-depth | 4 Sample of approx. 6.7%
review, i.e., as per Step 4 of the QA process?

Has the Accounting Officer signed off on the 4 Signed by Chief Executive

information to be published on the website?

Self Assessment Ratings:

0 —Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2 — 50-75% Compliant, 3 - >75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

Checklist 2 - tc be completed in respect of Capital projects or capital programme/grant scheme that is

under consideration for the years 2015/2016/2017.

Capital Expenditure being considered - appraisal & Self- Comment / Action Required
approval Assessed
Compliance
Rating 0-4
Was a Praliminary Appraisal undertaken for all projects | 3 This is the first year the PSC
»£5m came into effect and therefore
projects/approvals preceding
this date are in accordance
with the relevant
Departmental guidelines
Was an appropriate appraisal method used inrespect of | 3 Appropriate appraisal methods
eath capital project or capital programmea/grant : have been applied {0
schema? profect/schemes. Itis
important to note that
projecis/approvals preceding
this date are in accordance
with the relevant Sanctioning
Authority guidelines
Was a CBA/CEA complated for all projects excesding MNA 2014 is the first year of the QA

€20m?

process and no projects or




programmes exceeding £20m
are under cansnderat;en Itis
mpor’tant 1o note that
appraisal is carr;ed Qut on
those projects below £20m in
accordance with Sanctioning
Authority guidelines.

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

Was _t'hé zj_pp'rais_.a_f process commenced at an early stagé: 3 F’reEammary appraasals are

to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to the decision) carried out in accordance with
R o the Sanct:_on_mg Authorities
guidelines where appropriate

Was an'Approva! in Principfe granted by the Sa nc‘smmng 3 ApproVSE 'fo'r 'furidi'ng was .

| Authority for all projects before they entered the : granted by Sancilcnmg

Pfannmg and Desrgn Phase {e.g. procurement) Author:taes where app{oprlate _

fa CBA/CEA was requnred was it submttted to the CEEU | NA NA

for thear wew? '

Were the NDFA_ consulted for projects costmg more NA No contracts over £20m under

| than €20m? consideration

: Were alf pro}ects that went forward for tender in line 3 Projects under consaderatson _
wath the Approvai in Principle and if not was the for the year under review have '
detalied appra:sai rewsnted and a fresh Approvaf in not yet gone to tender.

Prmczpte granted? However, thase projects that
‘have reached preparatlcn for
tender stage are in ]me with
the approvatin prsnc:ple

| Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Where appropnate appmval
o T - to proceed to tender has been
granted or h_as b_ee_rs requ_ested
by spn'nsoring agency

Were procurement rules complied with? 3 ' Where approprlate

' SR T ' : procuremeni ru!es have been
complied wath ' As projects are
under consideration, not alt
have reached tender stage.

Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? MNA NA

Were the tenders received in line with the Approval in NA Projects are under

consideration and the tender
process has not yet been
completed




Were Performance Indicators specified for each 2 Standard performance

project/programime which will allow for the evaluation indicators are included in

of its efficiency and effectiveness? contracts where appropriate.
Functional performance
models should also be
developed.

Have steps been put in place to gather the Performance | 3 Procedures are in place to

indicator data? monitor and assess
performance indicators where
appropriate

Self Assessment Ratings;

@ - Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2 - 50-75% Compliant, 3 - >75% Compliant, 4 - 100% Compliant

Checklist 4 — Complete if your Directorate had capital projects/programmes that were incurring

expenditure in 2014

Capital Expenditure Incurred 2014 Self- Camment / Action Required
Assessed
Compliance
Rating 0-4
Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 3 Signed contracts are in line with
approval in principle? the approval in principles where
appropriate.
Did management boards/steering commitiees meet 3 Meetings took place in
regularly as agreed? accordance with contract
management and performance
as appropriate
Were Programme Co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Programme co-ordinators where
ordinate implementation? appointed where appropriate
Were Project Managers, responsible for delivery, 3 Project Managers are appointed
appointed and were the Project Managers at a al a suitable senior level where
suitable senior level for the scale of the project? appropriate in accordance with
the scale of the projects
Were monitoring reports preparad regularly, showing | 3 Monitoring reports are prepared
tnplementation against plan, budget, timescales and
quality?
Did the project keep within its financial budget and its | 3 in general

time schedule?




pmgresﬁ submitted to the MAC and to the Minister?

Did budgets hav'e to be adjusted? 3 Any adjustments carried out
were done in a structured
manner

Were decisions on changes to budgets / time 3 Yes responses to changes in

schedules made promptly? budget and time schedules are

2 ' made in a timely manner
| Did circu:rﬁstancés éver warfant questioning the Yes In some circu;ﬁs’iaﬁces where
vaabll:ty of the project and the business case incl. funding was an issue, projects

CBAJCEAY (exceedmg budget Eack of progress, were re-sceped

change in the env;ronment new evadence) '

if czfcumstances did wafa‘ant quest:onmg the viability Yes Re-scoping and revised feasibility

of a pmject was the pijECt subjected to adequate studys were examined

exsmmation? - : :

if _ccsts i_nc_raza'sed was abprovat received from the Yes Where appropriate revised

.| Sanctioning Authority? : approval was received / has been
S . requested

Were any prmects terminated because of deviations | No

from the plan, the budget or because cnrcumstances

in the enwronment changed the need for the

mvestmem:?

For 'signjfétant projects were quarterly reports on NA

'SelfAssessment Ratings

{J Nat Done,:l. <59% compllant 2- 50-75% Comphant,3 >75% {:ompllant 4 100% Comphant

: Che_ckles_t 5=~ Current (Revenue) Expenditure 2014

Current (Re@e’n"ué}“?xpé'ﬂdi_t_t.ire_'iriéii?rac_i_2_(_}14 ' 'S_é_ff-" o _Cofr{mén_t/ _A_:;tidri_ Required
ST T A e | 4'353?_5_5_9:(3. T
Compliance
Rating0-4 |-
Are there clear abjectives for all areas of current 4 Yes there are clear objectives for
{revenue) expenditure? all areas of revenue expenditure
Are outputs well defined? 3 Cutputs are generafiy welt
defined
Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes outputs are quantified on a

regular basis where appropriate




is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an 3 Yes there are performance

ongoing basis? indicators for measuring
efficiency where appropriate

Are outcomes well defined? 3 Outcomes are generally well
defined

Are outcomes quantified on & regular basis? 3 Outcomes are quantified on a
regular basis, particularly in cases
where there are national
performance indicators set

Is there a method for monitoring effectivenessonan | 3 Effectiveness is monitored on a

ongoing basis? regular basis, particularly in cases
where there are national
performance indicators set

How many formal VFMs/FPAs or ather evaluations NA Revenue expenditure is subject

have been completad in 20147 to an audit by the Local
Government Auditor. The Audit
on the Annual Financial
Statement for 2014 is not yet
complete

Is there an annual process in place to plan for new NA Revenue expentditure is subject

VEMs, FPAs and evaluations? to an audit by the Local
Government Auditor. The Audit
on the Annual Financial
Statement for 2014 is not yet
complete

Have all VFMs/FPAs been published in a timely NA Once the Local Government

manner? Auditor has finalised their review,
the Annual Financiaf Statement is
presented to the Councillors in a
timely manner.

is there a process to follow up on the Yes Recommendations by the Auditor

recommendations of previous VFMs/FPAs and other are taken into consideration

evaluations?

How have the recommendations of VEMs/FPAs and MA Revenue expanditure is subject

other evatuations informed resource aflocation
decisions?

to an audit by the Local
Government Auditor. The Audit
on the Annual Financial
Statement for 2014 is not yet
complete




Se!f Assessment Ratmgs

9 th Dsne,z <5(}% comphant 2 50~?5% Comphant 3- >?5% Comphant 4 100% Comphant

Checkl:st &=tobe comple‘zed if cap[tal projects were campieted durmg 2014 or sf cap!taf
prugrammes/grani‘ schemes matured or were d:scantmued dur:ng 2014

Copital Expenditure Completed 2014

o :saEfu-

: _Assessed

g -Campilance
-Ratmg 0- 4

= Comment / Action Required

How many post—pmject revaews were ccmplet&d in
_ 2014?

. NA.

On'e' cé'piiaf scheme was
compfeted and the post- pro;ect

. revsew is not yet complete

' W&s a post progect review compieted for all pro;ects/ '

programmes exceedmg €£20m?

NA

Théc_apital ;chéme_ completed

| did not exceed €20m

stufﬂr:,lent tlme has not elapsed to aliow 8 proper
assessment of benefts hasa post project review been

scheduled for a futm‘e date?

1ves

Yes scheme included — scheme

. | requires a minimum of one year
‘after complete date to assess the

benefit of the :mprovement

: works

Were lessons fearned from post prOJect rewews
| disseminated w:th:n the Sponsormg Agency and to
the Saﬂctmnmg Authority?

INA

_No_t yet complete

Were changﬁs made to the Sponsormg Agenc:es in

- fight of Eessons learned from post—project revnews?

| While the formai post project

review is not yet complete,

| lessons learned from this project
| have resulted in improvements
1/in grant application process for

future projects.

Was project review carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation?

Project mplementatmn carried
out by Contractor. Evaluation of
works by SEAl. Post project
reyiew is being conducted by
WCC staff.

Self Assessment Ratmgs

0- Not Done, 1 <5G% ccmplfant 2 50175% Compllant 3- >?S% Comphant, 4 200% Comphant




Checklist 7 - to be completed if current (revenue} expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during 2014 or were discontinued

Current {revenue)} expenditure that {i} reached the Self- Comment / Action Required
end of its planned timeframe or {li} was discontinued | Assessed

Compliance

Rating 0-4
Were reviews carried out of, current {revenue) NA Mone ended in 2014

expenditure programmes that matured during 2014 or
were discontinued?

Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the NA None ended in 2014
programmes were effective?

Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether the NA None ended in 2014
programmes were efficient?

Have the conclusions reached been taken into account | NA None ended in 2014
in related areas of expenditure?

Were any programmaes discontinued following a NA None ended in 2014
review of a current (revenue} expenditure

programme?

Was the review commenced and completed within a NA None ended in 2014

period of 6 months?

Seif Assessment Ratings:

0~ Not Done, 1 - <50% compliant, 2~ 50-75% Compliant, 3 - >75% Compliant, 4 — 100% Compliant

Notes:

a} The scoring mechanism for the above tables is set out below:
a. Scope for significant improvements = score of 1
b.  Compliant but with some improvement necessary = score of 2
c. Broadly compliant = score of 3
b} For some guestions, the scoring mechanism is not always strictly relevant. In these cases, it is
appropriate to make 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. 1t is also important to
provide summary details of key analytical outputs for those questions which address compliance
with appraisal/evaluation requirements, i.e., the annual numbers of CBAs, VFMs/FPAs and post
project reviews.

3o



