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Appendix 1:

NOAC

The National Oversight and Audit Commission

To all Chief Executives

30 January 2019

Public Spending Code - Quality Assurance Reporting 2018

Dear Chief Executive,

Thank you for submitting the 2017 Quality Assurance (QA) reports required under the Public Spending
Code to NOAC in accordance with the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform (D/PER) extended
deadline of 31 May 2018. The Report, which is published on the NOAC website at http://noac.ie/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/NOAC-Public-Spending-Code-Report-2017.pdf, notes that all 31 of the
authorities met the specified deadline.

As usual, NOAC requests that you review any issues that require a change of practice or other action as
referred to in the in-depth reviews carried out by your authority, or that arose in completing the
checklists and make the necessary arrangements for improvements in those areas. If you are one of the
minority of authorities, who had notyet published the 2017 QAreport on your website, you should now
arrange for itspublication.

The deadline for submission of the 2018 QA report is Friday 31 May 2019. The inventory is to be
completed as EXCEL spreadsheets in the attached format. The 7 checklists in the self-contained
attachmentshould be completed and supplied asaWORD document. Please note the following:

e Only the Excel and Word documents provided by NOAC should be returned completed and they
should be editable with whole unrounded figures recorded i.e. €1,000,058.00 not “€1m”.
Cells and headings should not be amended or moved.


http://noac.ie/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/NOAC-Public-Spending-Code-Report-2017.pdf
http://noac.ie/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/NOAC-Public-Spending-Code-Report-2017.pdf

o Additional cells or headings should not be inserted into the documents. Any additional
information should be provided by way of a detailed note.

¢ Ifthereisnoinformationto provide for a particular question this should be left blank or marked
as n/a whereindicated.

Submissions that do not follow the above will be returned.

Forthe 2018 inventory, the required treatment of capital grant schemes where expenditure relates to
payments on foot of grant applications to the authority is as follows: Where a capital grant scheme is
50% funded by the local authority and 50% funded by government grant, it should be included as a
capital grant scheme and a note should be added beside the inventory item identifying that it is 50%
funded bygovernmentgrant. Where morethan 50% ofthe expenditureisfunded bythe local authority,
theitemshould also beincluded as acapital grantscheme and anote should be added beside theitem
identifying the minority percentage government grant funding. Where more than 50% of the
expenditure is funded by government grant, itis to be included with other capital projects expenditure
and a note should be added beside the item identifying the minority percentage funding by the local
authority.

Please ensurethatthe required documents are submitted by emailto info@noac.ie by the deadline of
Thursday 31 May2019.

Thank you again for your co-operation in this matter.

Yours sincerely,
Michael McCarthy
Chairman

National Oversight & Audit Commission


mailto:info@noac.ie

Appendix 2:

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

Step 1: Step 4: In-Depth Check on
Project Step 2: Online Publication of Summary Information of Step 3: 7 Checklists selected Step 5: Summary
Local Authority Inventories | all Procurements in Excess of €10m Completed projects/programmes Report
Carlow Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Cavan Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Clare Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Cork City Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Cork Co Yes Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
Donegal Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Dublin City Yes No Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
DLR Yes Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
Fingal Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Galway City Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Galway Co Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Kerry Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Kildare Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Kilkenny Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Laois Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Leitrim Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Limerick Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Longford Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Louth Yes Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
Mayo Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Meath Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Monaghan Yes Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
Offaly Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Roscommon Yes Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
Sligo Yes Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
South Dublin Yes Link Provided Yes Yes Yes
Tipperary Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Waterford Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Westmeath Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Wexford Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes
Wicklow Yes No Procurement fell within the category in 2018 Yes Yes Yes




Appendix 3: Summary Inventory

Expenditure

being considered

Current Capital
>€0.5m Capital Capital Projects

Grant

Schemes >

B €0.5 - €5m €5 - €20m €20m plus
Carlow €0 €0 €6,120,000 €7,500,000 €0 €43,815,330 €0 €49,078,639 €0 €0 €10,746,873
Cavan £€665,346 €1,200,000 €30,281,120 €6,963,849 | €251,500,000 £€58,485,586 €3,700,000 €138,470,898 €0 €0 €12,214,451
Clare €4,920,371 €0 | €111,006,469 €21,158,590 €0 €90,285,536 €2,200,000 €343,798,696 €0 €0 €10,052,911
Cork City €4,546,600 €0 | €56,529,001 | €42,540,000 | €190,000,000 | €162,044,315 €0 €300,545,626 €0 €0 | €37,521,644
Cork Co €20,236,251 €0 €73,709,305 €20,866,500 €61,921,028 | €319,096,097 €0 €443,332,030 €0 €0 €79,587,622
Donegal €1,592,392 €0 €72,793,771 €37,352,000 | €202,000,000 | €159,727,934 €0 €820,032,084 €0 €0 €26,725,222
Dublin City €0 €0 €64,153,452 €29,000,000 | €229,502,289 | €916,106,000 €0 | €1,553,051,349 €0 €0 | €235,583,464
Dun Laoghaire Rathdown €9,715,600 €0 €68,057,000 €46,536,700 | €303,975,500 | €179,797,520 €0 €105,201,666 €0 €0 €63,413,057
Fingal €7,570,700 €0 €54,041,000 €52,875,000 €22,145,000 | €229,502,500 €0 €288,516,577 €0 €0 €24,863,326
Galway City €0 €0 €0 €42,900,000 €0 €75,842,685 | €13,000,000 €35,800,000 €0 €0 €0
Galway Co €0 €0 €16,057,786 €20,127,277 €34,200,000 | €112,115,200 €0 €803,592,190 €0 €0 €3,991,910
Kerry €6,864,827 €0 €79,322,863 €29,728,090 €0 | €140,245,158 €0 €347,649,553 €0 €0 €95,256,074
Kildare €0 €0 €63,014,174 €85,769,790 €0 | €155,487,471 €0 €302,306,805 €0 €0 €32,068,287
Kilkenny €0 €0 €74,521,000 €38,761,000 €0 €78,479,929 €750,000 €55,999,004 €0 €0 €55,431,024
Laois €5,700,432 €0 €52,183,275 €74,566,786 €0 €61,924,822 €0 €14,488,199 €0 €0 €11,490,372
Leitrim €0 €0 €9,340,000 €13,900,000 €0 €30,304,381 €0 €41,470,000 €0 €0 €0
Limerick €192,934,174 | €74,685,271 €91,458,406 €69,205,230 €68,200,000 | €515,215,680 | €68,227,668 €307,064,740 €0 €0 €47,691,891
Longford €2,059,452 €0 €21,966,035 €0 €0 €36,987,783 €0 €21,507,717 €0 €0 €5,858,002
Louth €2,100,000 €0 €35,620,000 €47,220,000 | €269,000,000 €97,980,000 | €39,140,000 €135,990,000 €0 | €1,900,000 €1,600,000
Mayo €7,608,915 €0 €71,760,447 | €143,102,449 | €226,000,000 | €144,115,220 €0 €94,407,028 €0 €0 €32,408,616
Meath €9,863,908 €0 €60,390,825 €74,550,000 €88,000,000 | €119,750,592 €0 €291,967,672 €0 €0 €17,966,792
Monaghan €0 €0 €7,730,000 €14,290,000 €25,000,000 €56,408,345 €0 €92,852,406 €0 €0 €4,448,142
Offaly €4,164,287 €0 €16,920,749 €0 €0 €62,609,110 €0 €40,331,310 €0 €0 €1,811,732
Roscommon €1,400,000 €1,000,000 €9,532,457 €18,030,563 €43,527,500 €47,754,318 €1,459,064 €226,092,737 €0 €0 €76,956,097
Sligo €0 €0 | €43,017,129 | €37,269,456 | €854,430,000 | €49,883,233 €0 | €220,627,411 €0 €0 | €12,657,348
South Dublin €13,869,000 | €1,010,000 | €45,480,357 | €49,326,872 €0 | €232,877,532 €0 | €282,737,300 €0 €0 | €68,756,311
Tipperary €12,920,537 €0 €43,996,500 €9,330,000 €0 | €154,380,000 €2,100,000 €136,766,888 €0 €0 €3,825,159
Waterford €8,160,000 €0 €17,680,000 €9,960,000 €0 | €107,380,000 €7,400,000 €158,050,000 €0 €0 €23,760,000
Westmeath €0 €0 €72,093,234 | €105,230,000 €0 €62,341,925 €0 €64,989,219 €0 €0 €10,651,164
Wexford €0 €0 | €133,510,000 €73,000,000 €28,000,000 | €110,617,763 €0 €130,750,000 €0 €0 €40,780,000
Wicklow €0 €0 €44,028,656 €78,368,504 €0 €95,816,711 | €10,402,964 €528,066,909 €0 €0 €2,936,311

Note: The 2017 report confirmed Cork City carried out in-depth checks on 2.45% of its capital inventories, it has confirmed it calculated this incorrectly. The correct percentage was 12.04%.

Note: The 2017 report recorded Laois 2017 current and capital percentages as 8.49% and 1.10% respectively. The correct figures are 1.10% current and 8.49% capital.

Note: The 2016 report recorded Sligo 2016 current and capital percentages as 2.5% and 0% respectively. The correct figures are 0% current and 2.5% capital.




Appendix 4: Checklists

Carlow County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

Relevant staff have been notified of their obligations
under the Public Spending Code

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Training is required. No training has been provided to-
date, when provided will be attended by staff members.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Guidance document developed

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

Carlow County Council does act as a sanctioning
authority to other agencies. Consideration will be given
as how these organisations will comply with the PSC

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

QA reports are issued to relevant sections/personnel

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Where possible recommendations are implemented.
Resource constraints apply in some instances

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Yes

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

N/A

Over recent years no capital projects have been
completed with an annual spend of over €5m

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

N/A

None

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

N/A

No formal post project reviews have been carried out




1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

N/A

No formal post project reviews have been carried out

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m? 3 Preliminary appraisal submitted to the DTTAS
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital Council used appraisal designed in accordance with the
programmes/grant schemes? 3 Department’s Guidelines
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
i ?
exceeding €20m: N/A No project exceeded €20m
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes, all preliminary appraisals were submitted to the
the decision) 3 Department
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 2 Yes
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views? .
N/A No project exceeded €20m
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
?
more than €20m? N/A No project exceeded €20m
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3 Yes
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender?
3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with?
3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?
N/A
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes, post tender approval is sought, ie approval to
expected to be delivered? 3 commence construction
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust Time scale, budget and outcome for tenants is the basis
evaluation at a later date? N/A of evaluation

2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A




Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
d Al |

and Approva Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? There was no new current expenditure under

N/A consideration in the past year
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?

N/A
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure? N/A
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

N/A
3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years? N/A
3.6 Did the business case include a section on

iloting?

p g N/A
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A
3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on

. . 5

empirical evidence? N/A
3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A
3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? N/A
3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

N/A




3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the
. Lo Yes
Approval in Principle?
3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees Meetings held weekly
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- .
Yvere prog , ! POl Design Team — DOS/SEE/SEO
ordinate implementation?
2
4.4 V‘.’e“" project managers, 'respon5|ble for delivery Senior Executive Engineer and Senior Executive Officer
appointed and were the project managers at a and Design Team as appropriate
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3 g pprop
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, Variations agreed, or not, as they arise
timescales and quality? 2
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep Projects within budget or acceptable limit as agreed with
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3 the Department
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? On occasion, with prior approval of the Department
3
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time Yes
schedules made promptly? 3
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding No
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.) N/A
4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was N/A
the project subjected to adequate examination? N/A
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from Approval received from Funding Body in case of
the Sanctioning Authority? variances
3
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
. . N/A
budget or because circumstances in the
environment changed the need for the investment? N/A

10




Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Yes. Spending programme defined as part of the annual
expenditure? 3 budget process
5.2 Are outputs well defined? National KPI’s are in place for Local Government

2
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? KIP’s are established each year for specific services

2
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Yes, budget performance and monitoring of outputs are
on-going basis? 2 in place

Mechanisms and measurements are in place to ensure

5.5 Are outcomes well defined? outcomes are defined (ref Team Development Plans and

2 Personal Development Plans)

. . Yes, out tified (ref T Devel t

5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? es, outcomes are quantified (ref Team Developmen

2 Plans and Personal Development Plans)

7A i i iled f f
5 .re gnlt costings compiled for performance Yes, partly (ref Unit Costing in FMS)
monitoring? 2
. . Yes, a method is in place to monitor effectiveness (ref
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor 'sinp I W (
Team Development Plans and Personal Development

performance?

1 Plans)
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness Yes — See monthly Chief Executives Report and quarterly
on an on-going basis? 2 financial reporting
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other Yes — A system of quarterly progress reports presented to
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2 Council

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
§.1 How many post p.rOJect reviews were completed None. No projects greater than €5m
in the year under review? N/A
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant . .
. . Improvements in process are noted and taken into
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review account by the Council for future projects
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3

11




6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date?

N/A
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to Staff resources are not available to carry out such
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant reviews
bodies) 2
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of .
. . None carried out
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffin
F.J ) view I .u Y I g None carried out
resources independent of project implementation? N/A

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its e e e

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating: 1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

12



Cavan County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—— Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going All relevant staff & agencies are notified of their
basis, that appropriate people within the authority obligations under the PSC, and each Head of Section is
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of required to confirm their compliance by completing an
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3 Annual Assurance of Compliance form.
2018 is the 51 year of the PSC in Local Government.
No Dept Training was provided for Local
Government sector in 2018. However, the PSC, the
QA guidance (version 3) & the relevant changes for
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been 2018 were circulated to all relevant staff & they were
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 instructed & advised on same
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local Where applicable the PSC is adapted, and each Head of
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted Section is required to confirm their compliance by
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 completing an Annual Assurance of Compliance form
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning Yes - each Head of Section is required to confirm their
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds compliance with same in completing an Annual
comply with the Public Spending Code? 3 Assurance of Compliance form.
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA Yes - Quality Assurance (QA) exercises and additional
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where Internal Auditor spot checks (on services), reports &
appropriate, within the local authority and to recommendations have been sent to relevant Sections
agencies? 3 for review & application.
Yes — Internal Auditor still conducts Spot checks outside
of the PSC. Inventory list updated Annually & Assurance
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA of compliance with the PSC sought on an annual basis
reports been acted upon? 3 from the heads of each Section / Departments / Agency
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief Yes — QA Report has been certified by the Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website? 3 authority’s website
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 Yes - Required Sample reviewed
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has Yes — Where Post Project evaluations are part of the
passed since the completion of a target project with process, close out reports, and post project annual
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of progress reports are submitted to the relevant
the project. 2 Sanctioning Authority as and when required.
5 out of the 6 projects/programmes that ended in 2018
(equating to 70% of exp that ended) had a post project
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review review carried out e.g. In depth reviews under previous
evaluations have been completed in the year under QA Reports, verifying Housing improvement Works
review? Have they been issued promptly to the before releasing any grant aid payment, Annual post
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely progress reports, End of year claims and Dept returns,
manner? 3 final/end of year financial reports, close out reports etc
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the While each evaluation/Post Project review is very much
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post project specific, the findings are noted for future
project reviews? 2 consideration.
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1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

Outcomes and Findings have made staff more aware of
the importance of pre-project planning, realistic
budgeting and post project assessment.

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Yes—where applicable, appraisals were uhde.rtaken n
projects > €5m? the format required by the relevant Sanctioning
3 Authority & sent to them for approval
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in Yes — where applicable appropriate appraisals were
respect of capital projects or capital conducted in accordance with the relevant Sanctioning
programmes/grant schemes? 3 Authority guidelines and requirements.
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects Yes — whe.re applicable., a CBA was carried out as part of
exceeding €20m? the Appr'alsal proce'ss, |n.acc9rdance with jche relevant
3 Sanctioning Authority guidelines and requirements
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an Yes — where applicable, an early appraisal was conducted
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to in accordance with relevant Sanctioning Authority
the decision) 3 guidelines, to facilitate decision making.
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the Not Applicable, However historically where this is a
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they requirement, all necessary approval is sought, & only
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. when approval in principle is granted can the
procurement)? N/A project/programme proceed.
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Yes — where applicable the prelirT\inary appraisal stage of
the relevant Department for their views? the CBA Was prepar.ed and submitted to the relevant
3 Sanctioning Authority.
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing .
more than €20m? N/A Not Applicable
2.'8 W?re all projects that w.en't forward‘ for tender in Not Applicable, however historically where applicable,
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was ) - .
. . - projects are tendered in line with approvals & relevant
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval .
in Principle granted? N/A requirements.
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? Not AppIiFabIe, howev'er historically grant approval is
N/A sought prior to tendering.
Not Applicable, however historically where applicable,
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? Tenders are carried out in accordance with EU directives
N/A & National Guidelines
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not Applicable in Local Government
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Not Applicable
expected to be delivered? N/A
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust Not Applicable
evaluation at a later date? N/A
2.14 Have steps t.Jeen put in place to gather Not Applicable
performance indicator data? N/A

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year
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Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |
L Rating: 1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Yes — Projects/programmes have a clear objective
Yes —wh licabl t of Is/ret t
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 €5~ where app |c.a .e as par 0. proposals/returns to
the relevant Sanctioning Authority
. . . . Yes — submissions are made under the relevant grant
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and . .
. . programme to the relevant Sanctioning Authority as well
economic appraisal, prepared for new current 3 N . .
. as being included in the proposed Current Expenditure
expenditure? .
assessed as part of the Councils Budgetary Process.
Yes — isal methods clearly defined by relevant
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 3 es .ap|:.>ra|sa me . 00s clearly defined by refevan
Sanctioning Authority
3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m Not Applicable
over 4 years? N/A
3.6 Did the business case include a section on Not Aoplicable
piloting? N/A P
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the Not Applicable
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset Not Applicable
of the scheme? N/A
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted .
Not Applicable
for approval to the relevant Department? N/A ppll
3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on Not Applicable
empirical evidence? N/A
. Yes — din thi is subject t | and
3.11 Was the required approval granted? 3 es . Spend in this area Is Su Je? ? approva .an
funding from the relevant sanctioning Authority
Not Applicable - The Current Expenditure within the
3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BOG, revenue divisional c'odes and .serV|ce levels are ongoing.
. . However were applicable Projects/ Programmes that are
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? ) . .
outsourced have set service delivery periods and end
N/A dates
. . Yes —wh licable, all t d
3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement es . W ere. applicabie, p.rocuremen procedures were
. . 3 carried out in accordance with the relevant procurement
rules complied with?
rules.
3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of 3 Yes — performance indicators were completed as
existing current expenditure programme which will required.
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?
3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather 3 Yes — performance related data is reported back to the

performance indicator data?

relevant Sanctioning Authority as & when required.

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
41W tract signed and itinli ith th .
as a contract signed and was it in line wi e 3 Yes — Contracts were signed.

Approval in Principle?
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4.2 Did management boards/steering committees

meet regularly as agreed? 3 Yes — where applicable, Regular Meetings did take place
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Yes — where applicable either Council Staff co-ordinated
ordinate implementation? implementation or it was outsourced to Consultants etc.
a4 Were project managers, _respon5|ble for delivery Yes — the Project Managers appointed were Senior Level
appointed and were the project managers at a 3 .
. . . Council Staff.
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, Yes — where applicable regular monitoring and progress
showing implementation against plan, budget, 3 reports were carried out in accordance with the relevant
timescales and quality? Sanctioning Authorities guidelines and requirements.
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep . I
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3 Yes — Projects completed were kept within budget.
Not Applicable, however historically where Budgets need
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? adjusting, it is do.ne in acc.ord.ance with Management .
approval & /or with Sanctioning Authorities approval(if
N/A necessary)
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time Not Applicable, however historically decisions on changes
schedules made promptly? N/A to budgets/time schedules are usually made promptly
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding Not Applicable
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.) N/A
4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was Not Applicable
the project subjected to adequate examination? N/A
Not Applicable, however historically where Budgets need
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from adjusting, it is done in accordance with Management
the Sanctioning Authority? approval & /or with Sanctioning Authorities approval(if
N/A necessary)
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the .
. . Not Applicable
budget or because circumstances in the
environment changed the need for the investment? N/A

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

Yes — there are clear objectives defined as part of the
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 3 Annual Budget process, relevant Grant Schemes &
expenditure? Allocations, SLA's, Annual Work Plans, Strategies, and

Statutory Requirements etc.

Yes — outputs clearly defined in the relevant Statutory

. Regulations / Acts, Databases, SLA's, Schemes or

5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 Programmes, EPA Licences, Annual Service Plans, CE

Monthly Reports, and National set Targets/KPI's

Yes — outputs quantified regularly and reported to the
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 relevant Sanctioning Authority as required e.g.

monthly/quarterly/annually.
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5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
on-going basis?

Yes — through various Databases, & depending on the
Scheme, Programme, SLA, or Project, various types of
Reports, incl Financial/Activity Reports, AFS's, Service
Indicators & KPI’s are issued to the relevant Sanctioning
Authority monthly, quarterly or annually.

5.5 Are outcomes well defined?

Yes — through various Statistical Reports, Sanctioning
Authority Reports, Road Databases, SLA with Irish Water,
EPA Licences, LCDC Reports etc

5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

Yes — They are captured in Statistical Reports, Monthly
Activity Reports, Monthly CE Reports, SLA's, Post
Monitoring Forms, Visitor Numbers to Theatre/Museum
etc, and other relevant Sanctioning Authority Returns,
Surveys, KPI’s etc

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance
monitoring?

Yes — where applicable, unit costings are compiled for
Management and in accordance with the relevant
Sanctioning Authority Reporting requirements ,Returns,
KPI's etc

5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor
performance?

Yes — where applicable, in Financial Reports (AFS) and
various returns to the relevant Sanctioning Authorities as
required.

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness
on an on-going basis?

Yes — through Databases, SLA's, Surveys, Audit and
Reports from the Financial System, Sanctioning Authority
returns & reports, National Service Indicators, Monthly
CE Reports, KPI’s etc.

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

Yes — where applicable, through Databases, Programmes
and National Evaluations. In addition to this we have
Internal Audits, Local Government Audits, Department
Audits. Reports to Sanctioning Authorities, Senior
Management and CE Monthly Reports etc.

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
5 out of the 6 projects/programmes that ended in 2018
(equating to 70% of exp that ended) had a post project
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed review carried o.ut.e.g. In d.epth reviews under previous
in the year under review? 3 QA Reports, \{erlfylng Housmg improvement Works
before releasing any grant aid payment, Annual post
progress reports, End of year claims and Dept returns,
final/end of year financial reports, close out reports etc
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all N/A
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) N/A
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
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6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant

5 out of the 6 projects/programmes that ended in 2018
(equating to 70% of exp that ended) had a post project
review carried out e.g. In depth reviews under previous

resources independent of project implementation?

schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 3 QA Reports, verifying Housing improvement Works
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? before releasing any grant aid payment, Annual post
progress reports, End of year claims and Dept returns,
final/end of year financial reports, close out reports etc
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsgd to aII_ow fora Not Applicable, however historically Post Project Reviews
proper assessment, has a post project review been .
scheduled for a future date? N/A are conducted as and when required.
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews Not Applicable, however historically lessons/issues that
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to arise over the project are communicated back to the
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant Sanctioning Authority for their information and were
bodies) N/A applicable, end of project feedback is also given.
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of Not Applicable, however historically were possible,
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A practices are amended in view of lessons learned
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing Yes — reviews are carried out by either.CounciI Staff or.
3 outsourced to Consultants whose role includes managing

the project in question.

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

. . R . Compliance Comment/Action Required
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued . . / 4
Rating:1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews rea?h. conclusions on whether No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach c'onclu5|ons on whether No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have th lusi hed b taken int .

ave. € conclusions reache .een akeninto No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5W di tinued followi .

. ere any programmes. Iscontinued Toflowing 3 No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews ce_lrrle‘ out by st ‘|ng resources No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 W h de toth isation’ .

.ere.c e.mges made to the organisation S No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Clare County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—— Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority Yes, relevant staff are notified of their obligations under
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of the PSC, though requests for further/additional training
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 2 were made by staff.
Some staff participated in training by DPER in Galway in
June 2016. No DPER/NOAC training has been provided
since 2016. In-house briefing session to senior staff held
March 2017. It is considered that more training is
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been necessary for the local authority context and should be
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 delivered by the DPER/NOAC.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for Yes. A guidance document has been developed for the
the type of project/programme that your local PSC QA process, adapted to local government structures
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted and approach. A revised document issued by the CCMA
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 Finance Committee in February 2017.
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning Since staff of the Council require training on the PSC, it
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds naturally follows that any agency funded by the Council
comply with the Public Spending Code? 2 would similarly require training.
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where Yes, previous recommendations have been submitted to
appropriate, within the local authority and to the relevant sections, though the provision of training
agencies? 3 would enable better dissemination.
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon? 2 Follow up audits would be required to verify this.
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the Yes, full report submitted within the time frame
authority’s website? 3 specified.
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth Yes, in the subject year 2018, the % requirements for in-
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 depth check based on the inventory were exceeded.
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with No projects in the value category requiring post project
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of review. 76% of capital projects on the Clare inventory
the project. 2 are in the <€5m category.
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under No capital project concluded in excess of €20m where a
review? Have they been issued promptly to the post project review would have been required under the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely PSC. 76% of capital projects on the Clare inventory are in
manner? N/A the <€5m category.
Through previous quality assurance, commitment from
management was obtained that personnel carrying out
post project reviews would not be the same personnel as
those who appraised the project in the first instance or
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the who implemented the project. Further training is the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post appropriate means of disseminating the requirement for
project reviews? 2 follow up, particularly in the local authority context of
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many expenditures being under the post-project review
mandatory threshold.

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

Further training is the appropriate means of ensuring
that previous evaluations and reviews inform resource
allocation, particularly in the local authority context of
many expenditures being underthe post-project review
mandatory threshold.

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m? 3 Yes.
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
programmes/grant schemes? 3 department/agency.
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m? 3 Yes.
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
the decision) 3 department/agency.
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
procurement)? 3 department/agency.
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views? 3 Yes.
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m? 3 Yes.
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3 Yes.
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes.
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes.
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 3
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered? 3 Yes.
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each As part of appraisal, most capital projects include
project/programme that will allow for a robust measurable targets and objectives so that outputs and
evaluation at a later date? 2 outcomes can be quantified and evaluated
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data? 2 Yes — see comment above at 2.13.
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Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |
L Rating: 1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? The additional expenditure was agreed as part of the
3 budget process.
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 Yes
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure? 3
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 3
35W i isal leted for all
. asan ecor?omlc appraisal completec for a Where this expenditure category is on the inventory, it
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m refers to expansion of existing brogrammes
over 4 years? N/A P g prog ’
3.6 Did the business case include a section on Nothing at value level requiring a ilot
piloting? N/A J q ga priot.
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
i Is involvi | i f . ", - . .
spending proposals involving tota e>.<pend|ture ofat Expansion /addition to existing expenditure. Nothing at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the .
. . this level of value.

programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset Nothing at value level requiring a pilot.
of the scheme? N/A
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted . .. .

Nothing at value level requiring a pilot.
for approval to the relevant Department? N/A
3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence? 3

Budget adopted by the members. Roads and
3.11 Was the required approval granted? homelessness funding grants/estimates approved by

3 relevant Depts.
3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? N/A
3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with? N/A
3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
i I i f .

new ‘current expendlturg proposal or expans.lon o. 2 Yes, KPIs are applicable
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?
3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather 5

performance indicator data?

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the .
oo Yes, where appropriate.
Approval in Principle? 3
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4.2 Did management boards/steering committees

Yes, where appropriate.

meet regularly as agreed? 3

4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- All capital programmes are managed by programme

ordinate implementation? 3 coordinators at a suitably senior level.

4.4 Were project managers, _respon5|ble for delivery All capital programmes are managed by project

appointed and were the project managers at a . .

. . . managers at a suitably senior level.

suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3

4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

showing implementation against plan, budget, Project reports regularly prepared in most cases

timescales and quality? 3
Where budget over-runs occur, documented

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep ) explanations are available in progress reports and final

within their financial budget and time schedule? reports and in most cases, sanction from the sanctioning
agency is obtained.

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2 Yes

4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time ) Yes

schedules made promptly?

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the

viability of the project/programme/grant scheme

and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding

budget, lack of progress, changes in the

environment, new evidence, etc.) N/A

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the

viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was

the project subjected to adequate examination? N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from ) Yes, this would be a requirement for funding

the Sanctioning Authority? approval/drawdown.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes

terminated because of deviations from the plan, the No

budget or because circumstances in the ’

environment changed the need for the investment? N/A

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Yes. Spending programmes defined as part of the annual
expenditure? 3 budget process.
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National KPI’s are in place for local government
KPI’s are established each year for specific services.
Service delivery plans are reviewed periodically. Regular
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? management and progress meetings and implementation
of PMDS are examples of monitoring efficiency tools
3 used. Annual reports and returns also.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Yes, budget performance and monitoring is in place;, as
on-going basis? .above.. Annual reports and.returns are made. Audits,
3 including by external agencies, also occur.
The further development of annual service plans will
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? enhance this measurement. Also, corporate plans, roads
plans, budget report, annual report, development plan,
3 meetings with the Department/TIl.
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5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

The further development of annual service plans will

enhance this measurement. Also, annual reports and
returns, mid-year reviews and monthly management
reports to the Council.

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance
monitoring?

The Council complies with national performance
indicators in relation to cost per unit and costing is also
carried out by service.

5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor
performance?

Data compiled in each service area, e.g. environmental
monitoring reports under licences, monthly expenditure
monitoring and annual budget and AFS processes
facilitate monitoring. Returns to relevant central
government departments, annual stats and RMCEI.
Library data on usage of facilities.

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness
on an on-going basis?

All expenditure is evaluated annually across these service
levels as part of the budget process and annual reports
and returns, monthly management reports, mid-year
reviews, networks and external assessment of standards.
All items referred to above in this checklist contribute to
ongoing effective monitoring.

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

The Council has co-operated in all the VFM studies and
subsequent progress reviews issued by the Department’s
VFM unit. Under ‘other evaluations’ there were
fourteen internal audit reports in 2018, and a LGA
review. Customer surveys and external assessments are
also done.

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed 1 No project that concluded in 2018 was at the level where
in the year under review? a post project review was mandatory.
6.2 Was a post project reV|ew.compIeted for all N/A — no recent project at this level.
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) . .

. N/A - his level.
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where /A= no recent project at this leve
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m. and grant . 3 year rolling requirement of 5% value of other capital
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 3 roiects was met reviewed
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? proj )

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been 2
scheduled for a future date?
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to -
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant NA in light of comments above.
bodies) N/A
6.7 W h det tices in light of
ere changes made to pra.c ces |.n '8t o NA in light of comments above
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A
6.8 W ject revi ied out by staffi
ere prOJec reviews carrl.e o_u ysta mg. NA in light of comments above.
resources independent of project implementation? N/A
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Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its TN COnMEnt [Action|Reauired

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating: 1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programme completed in 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Cork City Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—— Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of Cork City Council has procedures in place which are in
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3 line with the PSC.

Yes. Cork City Council will endeavour to ensure that all
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been new staff as a result of the boundary extension receives
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 3 training.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 Yes
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A Not applicable
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to Yes, all in-depth check recommendations form part of
agencies? 3 the overall internal audit recommendation tracker.

Recommendations applied to new projects but not
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA retrospectively. Recommendations form part of the
reports been acted upon? 2 internal audit recommendation tracker.
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website? 3 Yes
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth Yes, there were 3 projects and one programme subject to
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 in-depth checking.
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with There is a process is in place for post project reviews.
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of Often post project reviews are a requirement of the
the project. 2 sanctioning authority and are submitted accordingly.
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under Two post project reviews were completed by year end
review? Have they been issued promptly to the (Environment). Further post project reviews delayed
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely mainly due to timing of large scale projects not yet
manner? 2 complete.
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post Recommendations from previous in-depth checks are
project reviews? 3 recorded and tracked by Internal Audit.
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource Resource allocation decisions have been informed
allocation decisions? 2 formally based on recommendations.
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |

and Approva Rating: 1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Yes, preliminary appraisals are required for all capital
projects > €5m? 3 projects.
22W iat isal method used i . . . . .

asan appropna. N appra|sa_ method usedin Some projects (being considered) in the inventory were
respect of capital projects or capital A .

still in the early stages of appraisal.

programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects .
exceeding €20m? 3 Yes for projects over €20m
2.4 Was th isal d at .

asthe appr.a!sa procc_es.s comm.ence . @ arT Yes. An appraisal process must be completed before
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to .

I budgets are allocated. Controlled centrally by Finance.
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they Yes, approval required to enable future grant draw
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. downs.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Yes. as required
the relevant Department for their views? 3 ! q ’
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing Not applicable
more than €20m? N/A PP
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Broadly compliant however there are often delays in
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval seeking documented fresh approvals.
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 3 Yes where relevant
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 W f indicat ified f h ) -
. ere performance in .|ca ors speciiled for eac Overall broadly compliant however further emphasis is
project/programme that will allow for a robust .
. required.

evaluation at a later date? 3
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather Further training required to ensure appropriate data is
performance indicator data? 2 gathered.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval .
PP Rating:1-3
N Set out in the Annual Service Delivery Plan & Budget

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? y &

3 Process.

N . o National and local Service Level Indicators in place and

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? . P

3 are reviewed regularly.
3.3 Was.a busmgss case, incorporating financial and This is considered as part of Annual Statutory Budgetary
economic appraisal, prepared for new current

. Process

expenditure? 3
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

Appraised based on competing priorities in Budgetary

3 Process
3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m Not applicable
over 4 years? N/A
3.6 Did the business case include a section on Not applicable
piloting? N/A
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the Not applicable
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset Not applicable
of the scheme? N/A
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted .
Not applicable
for approval to the relevant Department? N/A
3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on Not applicable
empirical evidence? N/A
3.1 Was the required approval granted? Yes, approved by Council under statutory Annual Budget
3 Process.

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06, Not applicable
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? N/A
3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement .

. . Not applicable
rules complied with? N/A
3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of New current expenditure is relatively rare however
existing current expenditure programme which will indicators will be considered for all current expenditure.
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date? 3
3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather National and local Service Level Indicators in place and
performance indicator data? 3 are reviewed regularly

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the Yes
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees Yes
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Yes, staff at the appropriate level were given
ordinate implementation? 3 responsibility for specific projects.
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery . . .
. . Yes, project managers were appointed appropriate to
appointed and were the project managers at a scale of proiect
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3 project.
L Yes, financial management information was readil
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, . € L . Y
. . . available. Budget vs. Actual and timelines monitored
showing implementation against plan, budget, A .
. . regularly. Quality checks were carried out where
timescales and quality? .
3 practical.
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep For the most part however scope changes & contractual
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3 issues resulted in time/financial implications for specific
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projects.

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?

In exceptional cases.

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

Yes, where necessary.

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Yes, however this is not the norm.

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Yes, where necessary.

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes, approval sought where necessary.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

No, this did not occur.

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Yes. Spending Prograrqrqe I?eflngd as part of the Annual
. 3 Budget process which is in line with the Corporate Plan
expenditure? . .
and Service Delivery Plans.
National KPI in place for Local . Cork
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 5 .atlona F s are in place .or. oca Gpvernment Cor!
City Council also has local indicators in place.
National Service Level Indicators (KPIs) are established
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 2 annually for specific services. Monthly KPI reports are
submitted to Council.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an 5 Annual reporting on National Service Level indicators.
on-going basis? Monthly national and local KPIs reported to Council.
Well defined for certain Programmes, more subjective
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 2 for others. Targets are defined in the Annual Budget,
Corporate Plan and Service Delivery Plans.
Yes f j E i P LA I
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 es for major Current >.<pend|ture rogrammes. Annua
budgets and SPC reporting.
7A i i iled f f . . .
5 Are gnlt costings compiled for performance 2 Unit costing where appropriate.
monitoring?
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor . .
2 Yes for internal reporting purposes.
performance?
5.91sth thod f itoring effecti . .
> there ? me 9 Or monitoring efiectiveness 2 There is a method for certain programmes.
on an on-going basis?
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other 1 There has been no formal 'evaluation proofing' however

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

data is available to allow for future evaluation.
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Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

resources independent of project implementation?

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
.6'1 How many post p.rOJect reviews were completed 2 There were two post project reviews completed.
in the year under review?
6.2 Was a post project rewew. completed for all There were no projects completed that exceeded €20m
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) There were no capital grant schemes completed that
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where exceeded €30m or over 5 years.
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 3 Yes
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been 2 Yes, post project reviews are scheduled.
scheduled for a future date?
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to 5 Yes, it is a requirement of some sanctioning authorities
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant to complete a 'lessons learned'.
bodies)
6.7 Were changes made to prachces Ih light of 2 Lessons learned were taken into consideration.
lessons learned from post-project reviews?
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing 1 Generally no due to resources.

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

. .. . . Compliance Comment/Action Required
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued . - /Acti <
Rating:1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No such programmes in 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether .
- No such programmes in 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether .
. No such programmes in 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into .
. . No such programmes in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5W di tinued followi
. ere any programmes. iscontinued following a No such programmes in 2018
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 W i ied out by staffi
' ere reviews ca_lrrle_ out by sta _mg resources No such programmes in 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 W h detoth isation’
'ere'c e.mges made to the organisation s No such programmes in 2018
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Cork County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
All Senior Management, budget holder and project staff
are aware of PSC requirements. In 2018 a revised
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going Procurement Policy was issued to all staff and the
basis, that appropriate people within the authority document also references the PSC. In 2019 additional
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of training will be provided through Procurement that will
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 2 include PSC training.
DPER provided in-depth briefings to appropriate CCC
staff in April 2016.In 2019 revised training will be
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been provided which will cover PSC and if a need after this
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 exists for further training it will be provided.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted Departments now incorporate PSC compliance into their
sectoral guidelines been developed? 2 existing project management practice.
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning This has not arisen as CCC does not fund external bodies
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds for>€500k. However it will be included in any future
comply with the Public Spending Code? 3 arrangement.
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to Yes, particularly arising from Internal Audit and other
agencies? 2 such Quality Reviews.
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon? 2 Yes these are put in place where feasible
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website? 3 Yes
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 Yes
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of As per the PSC, projects are evaluated and post project
the project. 2 reviews are carried out where required.
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner? 2 Not formally defined or measured.
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews? 2 Depends on case by case
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions? 2 Depends on case by case
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Yes, both to CCC’s internal standards and sanctioning
projects > €5m? 3 body standards.
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital Yes, in co-ordination with sanctioning body standards
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Wa.s a CBA/CEA completed for all projects Yes, in co-ordination with sanctioning body standards
exceeding €20m? 3
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes, as per sanctioning body funding requirements
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Zirt]::::::lnlzi Ap:;t::i:;yaf:; Zlésﬁ;?ic;:sbee(fg.: they Yes, as per sanctioning body funding requirements
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Carried out by other bodies which then provide funding
the relevant Department for their views? 3 to CCC.
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing Carried out by other bodies which then provide funding
more than €20m? 3 to CCC.
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Yes
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 2 Yes
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each Where ?pp‘llcable f_md |de|"1t|f|ablle. cee neleds to apply

. . further indicators in certain project types in light of
project/programme that will allow for a robust . o -
evaluation at a later date? grea.ter understa'ndlng po.st DPER. brleflng. T.hIS

3 particularly applies to projects with qualitative outcomes.

2.14 Have ste!os k.Jeen put in place to gather Yes subject to data availability
performance indicator data? 2

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval .

PP Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 2 Yes
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 2 Yes
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current Yes where relevant
expenditure? 2
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

Yes where applicable

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

Yes where applicable

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

Not applicable to relevant expenditure

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

NA

Not applicable to relevant expenditure

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

NA

Not applicable to relevant expenditure

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

NA

Not applicable to relevant expenditure

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

Yes where applicable

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Yes where involving Sanctioning Authorities.

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

Applied where applicable

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

Yes where applicable

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Yes where applicable

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Yes where applicable

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the .
R Yes where applicable
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committe .
! g rds/steering committees Yes where applicable
meet regularly as agreed? 3
43 W -ordinat inted t - .
. ere.programme Fo ordinators appointed to co Yes where applicable
ordinate implementation? 3
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a Yes where applicable
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, Yes where applicable
timescales and quality? 3
4.6 Did j
6 Di prgjef:ts/pr_ogrammes/grar_mt schemes keep Yes in general
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? ; (s:dc;zasion renegotiation has taken place to stay within
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly?

Yes reasnobly promptly

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Yes where applicable

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Yes where applicable

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes where applicable

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

Yes where applicable

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are th | bjectives for all f t . . .
re. ere clear objectives for afl areas ot curren Yes, as part of Budgeting and Business Planning Process
expenditure? 3
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 Yes including National Performance Indicators
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Yes
on-going basis? 2
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Yes
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance .
L In certain sectors

monitoring? 2
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor

Yes
performance? 2
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness .

. . Yes in most cases

on an on-going basis? 2
’5.10 Ha§ the orga.nls’atlon engaged in any.other Yes in certain sectors
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 3

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required

Rating: 1-3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed Some Reviews take place but no specific organisational
in the year under review? 2 register of same
6.2 Was a post project reV|ew.comp|eted forall None completed in this expenditure bracket
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? 3
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6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

NA

None completed in this expenditure bracket

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

Yes where applicable

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date?

Yes where applicable

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies)

Yes as part of post project review where required.

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

Yes a large number of significant changes have been
made

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation?

Yes in some cases

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

. - R . Compliance Comment/Action Required

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued . P / q
Rating:1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure

programmes that matured during the year or were

discontinued? No

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

the programmes were efficient? No

7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

the programmes were effective? NA

7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into

account in related areas of expenditure? NA

7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a

review of a current expenditure programme? NA

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources

independent of project implementation? NA

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? NA
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Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County
Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—— Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of The requirements of the PSC were brought to the
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3 attention of the relevant staff in 2018.
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been Some internal training has been carried out and further
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 training is planned
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for A specific Guidance Note was developed for the Local
the type of project/programme that your local Government Sector in relation to the QA process. New
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted structures being put in place to help adapt guidelines for
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 dlir.
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A As dIr not a Sanctioning Authority
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to Relevant departments take cognisance of
agencies? 2 recommendations in these reports
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA Relevant departments take cognisance of
reports been acted upon? 2 recommendations in these reports
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website? 3 Yes
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 Yes —in depth review carried out
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post Informal processes have always been in place. Staff
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post departures and retirements have impacted on dir’s
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has capacity and ability to carry out formal reviews. New
passed since the completion of a target project with staff have been recruited so it is anticipated it will be
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of possible to put a system of formal reviews in place during
the project. 2 2019
Informal processes have always been in place. Staff
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review departures and retirements have impacted on dir’s
evaluations have been completed in the year under capacity and ability to carry out formal reviews. New
review? Have they been issued promptly to the staff have been recruited so it is anticipated it will be
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely possible to put a system of formal reviews in place during
manner? 2 2019.
A Corporate Project Governance Board has been
established to provide a governance framework for
capital projects in dlr. It has done considerable work at
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the approval, monitoring and funding stages of projects and
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post post project reviews are now an important focus of this
project reviews? 1 board.
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource Relevant departments take cognisance of
allocation decisions? 2 recommendations in these reports.
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal
and Approval

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating:1-3

Comment/Action Required

2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m?

Needs Assessments and Business Cases used when
making Preliminary Appraisal of projects.

2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital
programmes/grant schemes?

Yes

2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m?

2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to
the decision)

2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?

Yes as required

2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views?

Yes as required

2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m?

2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted?

2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender?

2.10 Were procurement rules complied with?

2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?

N (W W W

2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered?

2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust
evaluation at a later date?

2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
d A |

and Approva Rating: 1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Expenditure considered as part of 2019 Budget process.
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 Yes
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and . .

. - Yes, a robust process is in place to consider any
economic appraisal, prepared for new current . . L

. additional expenditure before it is approved.
expenditure? 2
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

Yes, a robust process is in place to consider any
additional expenditure before it is approved.

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

Yes

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Yes. Approved by Council in accordance with the relevant
statutory requirements.

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Yes

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Systems are in place for gathering of data to assess
effectiveness of schemes where appropriate.

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the Yes
Approval in Principle? 3 )
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees Management Team held mon.thly meetings, Public Realm
meet regularly as agreed? Forum and the Co.rporate Project Governance Board both
3 held regular meetings.
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Yes
ordinate implementation? 3 ’
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a Yes.
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget,
timescales and quality? 3
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep
within their financial budget and time schedule? 2
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4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?

At times.

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

In the main.

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

N/A

Did not arise.

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

Did not arise.

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

N/A

Yes.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

Did not arise.

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Outlined in Annual Budget, Depa.rtmen'F Business plans;
expenditure? AnnL.JaI works programmes, Serwge Delivery Plan, Annual
3 Service Plan and Performance Indicators.
Agresso Financial Management System, Budget Review,
Correspondence with users (CRM), Corporate Plan —
5.2 Are outputs well defined? Action Plan 2015 - 2019, PMDS, Annual Report,
Performance Indicators Report (annual) & Annual Service
3 Plan.
Targets, Goals & Objectives are established at start of
each year and are monitored on an on-going and
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? continuous basis throughout year through regular
scheduled meetings and through continuous contact with
3 relevant staff within departments.
Agresso Financial Management System, Stakeholder
- - Meetings. Correspondence with users (CRM), Corporate
iﬁ:oit:gerbeazigetmd for monitoring efficiency on an Plan — Action Plan 2015 — 2019, PMDS, Annual Report,
Performance Indicators Report (annual) & Annual Service
3 Plan.
Agresso Financial Management System, Budget Review,
Correspondence with users (CRM), Corporate Plan —
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? Action Plan 2015 — 2019, PMDS, Annual Report,
Performance Indicators Report (annual) & Annual Service
3 Plan.
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 Through regular reviews of performance.
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance
monitoring? 3
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor
performance? 2
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5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness
on an on-going basis?

Structured departmental meetings are held to assess and
review performance against targets/goals/objectives.
Through the National Performance Indicators dir’s
performance is measured against other authorities. The
Council’s Service Delivery Plan also specifies objectives
for the Department. Reports through Customer
Relationship Management System (CRM)

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

dir has an Internal Audit Unit in place

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1 -3

Comment/Action Required

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed
in the year under review?

Informal post project reviews carried out on projects

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

N/A

No projects over €20m to review

6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

N/A

No projects in this category

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

Yes.

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date?

Informal post project reviews are being carried out at the
end of construction projects

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies)

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required

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

No services ceased in 2018

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

No services ceased in 2018

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

No services ceased in 2018
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7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into

. . No services ceased in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure?

7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a

. . No services ceased in 2018
review of a current expenditure programme?

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources

. . . . N i din 2018
independent of project implementation? 0 services ceasedin

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?

No services ceased in 2018
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Donegal County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—— Compliance Discussion/Action Required

Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of All senior staff at Divisional Manager level engaged fully
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3 with the process.

IPA Training May 2016 attended by relevant staff. Due to

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been staff movement some additional training may be
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 required.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed? 2 Yes in respect of the QA stage.
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning Requirements are not clear in this regards. The area is
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds still under consideration by the sector. (No project
comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A relevant to PSC)
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to NOAC's report of October 2018 has been shared with
agencies? 3 relevant staff.
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA Enhanced awareness & IPA training will contribute to
reports been acted upon? 2 improvements in compliance over time.
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief Chief Executive has signed off on the 2018 QA Public
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the Spending Code and report has been published on
authority’s website? 3 Donegal County Councils website.
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth Internal Audit completed in-depth reviews for 2018. (see
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 appendices)
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of Yes — where relevant and in the context of Final
the project. 2 Accounts, Departmental Returns and Recoupment
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under Post project reviews normally take the format of final
review? Have they been issued promptly to the account reports, management reports, recoupment
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely claims and other project materials/documents
manner? 2 synonymous with the term ‘Post Project Review’.
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews? 2
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource Through management team discussion and formal
allocation decisions? 2 consideration by senior management.

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

e Corf\pliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
In most cases, external funding is required for projects of
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all this scale. This requires a formal proposal to be made to
projects > €5m? the funding authority (including financial considerations,
3 value-for-money and other impact analysis).
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital All projects appraised appropriately depending on scale
programmes/grant schemes? 3 and individual requirements.
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m? 2 Three projects under consideration exceeding €20m
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to
the decision) 3 Yes.
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3 Yes.
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views? N/A No requirement exists.
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m? N/A No requirement exists.
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? N/A Projects under consideration have yet to reach this stage.
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? N/A
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? N/A
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered? N/A
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust
evaluation at a later date? 2 Requirement/relevance is project-dependent.
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data? 2 Requirement/relevance is project-dependent.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

) Syl ;:snr::alnfg Comment/Action Required
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? Budget increase for specific purposes. Central
3 Government Grants.
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 Yes.
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current Arose due to identified demands and specific objectives
expenditure? 2 (as well as anticipated funding availability).
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

N/A

Expansion of existing work programme. Grant-funded.

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

Expansion of existing programme

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

Yes.

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Statutory Revenue Budget approved by Elected Members
21st November, 2018.

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

Expenditure due to be incurred in 2018 — grant funded by
central government

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Existing Local Authority Performance Indicators within
the Roads Division.

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Yes, where appropriate.

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
. o . Yes, where appropriate. It is normal practice to sign
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the PP ‘p . . P & .
PR contracts for major capital projects and that they be in
Approval in Principle? . . N
3 line with approval in principle.
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees
meet regularly as agreed? 3 Yes
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Divisional managers coordinate delivery of al
ordinate implementation? 3 projects/programmes within their service division.
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a The delivery of each capital project is assigned to a staff
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3 member of appropriate grade.
L Project progress is tracked and regular project meetings
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, J p. € . . & . proj &
. . . are held involving Council representatives, contractor
showing implementation against plan, budget, .
. . representatives and, where relevant, consultant
timescales and quality? .
3 representatives.
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep Most projects, once they go to construction, stick as
within their financial budget and time schedule? 2 close as is practicable to budget and time schedule.
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4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?

Yes; On some occasions budgets have to be adjusted to

2 meet contingencies, but changes are kept to a minimum
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly? 3 Yes
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the Given that programmes/projects can flex as they
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme progress, it may be necessary to re-consider different
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding elements/phases of ongoing projects. However, the
budget, lack of progress, changes in the underlying viability of the primary projects/programmes
environment, new evidence, etc.) 3 themselves were not in question.
4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination? 3 Yes, where required.
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority? 3 Yes, to the relevant department where required
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the
environment changed the need for the investment? 3 No-

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Spending programme defined as part of statutory budget
expenditure? 3 process.
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National Performance Indicators for local Government.
Performance Indicators, Corporate Plan, Annual Report
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? and Annual Service Delivery plan contribute to this
3 process.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Yes, budget Perfo.rmanc.e and mgnltorlng Is in place.
on-going basis? Internal Audit .Unlt, Auc?lt Committee and Value for
3 Money Committee are in place.
Performance Indicators, Corporate Plan, Annual Report
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? and Annual Service Delivery plan contribute to this
3 process.
Performance Indicators, Corporate Plan, Annual Report
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? and Annual Service Delivery plan contribute to this
3 process.
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance Performance indicators for some services feature
monitoring? 2 performance based on units and per-capita analysis.
Yes, budget performance and monitoring is in place.
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor There are regular financial returns made to the
performance? Department (including EU/IMF returns on
3 revenue/capital expenditure, borrowing, payroll etc.)
Yes, where relevant, measures can vary depending on
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness service. Internal Audit Unit, _Audit Com'mittee énd Value
on an on-going basis? for Money.C.ommlttee contribute to this. Public
accountability and local democracy are also relevant
2 here.
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other Many forms (.)f finanFiaI and non-financial data are
. . ., . recorded during the implementation of programmes and
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 5 projects.
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Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed
in the year under review? 3
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant Yes, minimum of 5% of the total value of all capital
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review projects and 1% of the revenue projects on the project
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3 inventory averaged over a three year period.
The usual post-project actions have been or will be
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a carried out where relevant and in the context of the
proper assessment, has a post project review been requirements and reporting demands relating to the
scheduled for a future date? individual schemes and as may be required by
2 project/programme funding agencies.
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies) 2
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of Recommendations are to be incorporated into further
lessons learned from post-project reviews? 2 project plans.
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing By Internal Audit staff and by funding agencies where
resources independent of project implementation? 3 applicable.

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

. .. R . Compliance Comment/Action Required

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued . . / E
Rating: 1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure

programmes that matured during the year or were

discontinued? N/A

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

the programmes were efficient? N/A

7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

the programmes were effective? N/A

7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into

account in related areas of expenditure? N/A

7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources

independent of project implementation? N/A
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7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Dublin City Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Governance Guidelines have been produced and are
available to all staff on DCC intranet

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

New DCC Governance procedures have been in place
since 2017. A key part of these procedures is the

carrying out of post project reviews at the completion of

projects.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

n/a

9 post project reviews were carried out for projects in

2018 in line with the DCC Governance procedures. These

projects were less than €20 million in value and do not

meet the criteria requiring publishing of project reviews.

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

A DCC Project Manager Network is in place since 2018.
This facilitates communication between the Corporate
Project Governance Board, the Corporate Project

Support Office and Project Managers corporately. One of

the key functions of the network is the communication
lessons learned and identification of areas of
improvement.

of

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

n/a
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal
and Approval

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating:1-3

Comment/Action Required

2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m?

2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital
programmes/grant schemes?

2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m?

2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to
the decision)

2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?

2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views?

2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m?

2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted?

2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender?

2.10 Were procurement rules complied with?

2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?

w W (W w

2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered?

2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust
evaluation at a later date?

Further work is being advised in this area

2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Ongoing through the CPSO

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure? 3
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

Irish Water have completed an economic appraisal for
the Dublin Region Leakage Reduction Programme

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3

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

Approval in Principle? 3

4.2 Did management boards/steering committees

meet regularly as agreed? 3

4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-

ordinate implementation? 3

4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery

appointed and were the project managers at a

suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3

4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

showing implementation against plan, budget,

timescales and quality? 2

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep

within their financial budget and time schedule? 2

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly?

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
¢ Annual Statutory Budget process
e Corporate plan
e Service plans
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current * PMDS / Team Development Plans
expenditure? ¢ Risk Management
* SLA Agreements/Annual service plans which include
KPI's
3
¢ National KPI's
¢ Dublin City Council KPI's
5.2 Are outputs well defined? * Team Development plans(TDP) & Personal
Development plans (PDP) targets
e SLA Targets
3
¢ Quarterly budget monitoring and reporting
e Quarterly reporting to DHPCLG on Payroll, Borrowings,
Capital & Revenue Income and Expenditure, Debtors and
GGB
e Strategic Policy and Area Committees reporting
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? * Half yearly review of TDP and PDP/Monthly Monitoring
¢ Annual Report
* KPI's
¢ Department Statistical Returns
* Regional Steering Group
3 e LlGMA
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5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
on-going basis?

® Procurement monitoring

¢ Shared services review

¢ Internal and External auditors

e Quarterly budget reporting

* Planned services / function reviews
¢ Monthly meetings

3
e Targets are defined in the Annual Budget, Corporate
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? Plan, Service Plans and Team plans
3 ¢ Annual plans
* Annual Report
e Annual Budgets
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? e Quarterly Budget Monitoring
¢ SPC reporting
e Audit Committee
3
. . . ¢ Budget Monitorin
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance . Kll;ll’f ttoring
W o
monitoring: 5 ¢ Unit Costing where appropriate
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor : ;r/E';/PDP
?
performancer 3 ¢ All relevant matrix and reviewed
e Combination of all above
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness  Formal reviews of some of DCC Departments /
on an on-going basis? functions
3 * Reports and Team Meetings
o . ¢ External review is part of sectoral efficiency
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? programme
' 3 ¢ European evaluation

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed 9 post project reviews were carried out for projects in
in the year under review? 2 2018 in line with the DCC Governance Procedures
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 2
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date? 3
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6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant

Lessons learned are noted in Post Project Reviews.
Further work is required in the development of post
project reviews.

bodies) 2
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of

lessons learned from post-project reviews? 2
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing

resources independent of project implementation? 2

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

mplian mment/Action Requir
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued S X pliance SemmEy b e [
Rating:1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Fingal County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Some training has been provided which directly relates to
the PSC. FCC is committed to providing ongoing training
in relation to areas such as procurement, etc.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Local Government Sector guidance is in place and has
been followed.

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

Findings issued within and followed up

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Recommendations have been followed up

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

FCC proposes to develop a process for selecting and
reviewing completed projects. Reviews are currently
taking place on an ad-hoc basis.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

No formal post projects reviews were completed in 2018.

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

Recommendations from previous in-depth checks are
recorded and tracked. Future recommendations
resulting from Post Project Reviews will be included on
this tracker.

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

No formal post projects reviews have been undertaken.
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal
and Approval

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required

2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m?

2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital
programmes/grant schemes?

2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m?

2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to
the decision)

2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?

2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views?

2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m?

Swords Cultural Quarter — NDFA not consulted

2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted?

2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender?

2.10 Were procurement rules complied with?

2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?

w |w [w (w

2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered?

2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust
evaluation at a later date?

2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval .

pprov Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure? 2
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 3
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

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

Approval in Principle? 3

4.2 Did management boards/steering committees

meet regularly as agreed? 3

4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-

ordinate implementation? 3

4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery

appointed and were the project managers at a

suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3

4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

showing implementation against plan, budget,

timescales and quality? 3

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep

within their financial budget and time schedule? 3

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3

4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time

schedules made promptly? 3
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

N/A

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current

expenditure? 3

5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3

5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3

5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an

on-going basis? 3

5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3

5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance

monitoring? 3

5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor

performance? 3

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness

on an on-going basis? 3

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 3

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

§.1 How many post p.rOJect reviews were completed No reviews carried out in 2018

in the year under review? 1

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all

projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A

6.3 Was a post project review completed for all

capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)

had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where N/A
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scheme duration was five years or more?

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 2
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date? 3
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant

bodies) 3
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews? 3

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation? 2

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

E i hat (i hed th fi
Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its T Comment/Action Required

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating:1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Galway City Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority Relevant staff have been notified of their obligations
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of under the PSC. Follow-up Training is required.
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 2
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been Training provided, but further PSC training required for
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 relevant staff.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local Yes. Guidance document has been adapted for LA sector
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted and is available on the intranet.
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds Agreements in place with relevant agencies.
comply with the Public Spending Code? 2
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where Audit recommendations are distributed to Senior
appropriate, within the local authority and to Management Team (SMT) and Audit Committee.
agencies? 3
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA SMT progress reports on all audit recommendations.
reports been acted upon? 2
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief PSC QA Report has been signed by CE, issued to NOAC;
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the and published on the City Council website.
authority’s website? 3
18 Was the required sample of . Required samples or both Revenue and Capital spending
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth have been reviewed
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 2 ’
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluat!onsA/Post Project Reviews? E.x—post. The Purchasing and Procurement rules adopted by
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has . I .

. . . . Galway City Council include the mandatory requirement
passed since the completion of a target project with for Post Project reviews.
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project. 3
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the No Capital Projects were concluded in 2018.
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner? N/A
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post SMT progress reports on all audit recommendations.
project reviews? 3
1.12 qu have the rec.ommer?dat|c.ms of previous Decisions are based in part on SMT progress reports on
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource . .

. .. all audit recommendations.

allocation decisions? 2

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

e Corf\pliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Business cases presented and approved by Elected
projects > €5m? 3 Members.
2.2 Was an approprlaFe appralsal_ method used in Business cases presented and approved by Elected
respect of capital projects or capital
Members.

programmes/grant schemes? 3
iizzzisnagzggr/ffA completed for all projects N/A Max project value estimated at €18 million.
2.4 Was the apprf‘ﬂ!sal procc_es.s comm.enceq at arT Business cases presented and approved by Elected
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to

I Members.
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they Compliance with Gov Dept funding requires Approval in
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. Principle.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views? N/A
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m? N/A
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Departmental Guidelines on Project Development used
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval when preparing appraisals.
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Departmental Guidelines on Project Development.
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Departmental Guidelines on Project Development.
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 3 Rules applied when Funding Requests made.
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Tenders subject to MEAT and Weightings.
expected to be delivered? 2
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust Departmental Guidelines on Project Development.
evaluation at a later date? 2
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather .
performance indicator data? 2 Ongoing.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |
2nClapRIoys Rating: 1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? N/A
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure? N/A
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

N/A

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

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

S Funding Dept/ C I d
Approval in Principle? 3 unding Dept / Council approve
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees Regular Meetings were held
meet regularly as agreed? 2
4.3 AWere.programme f:o-ordlnators appointed to co- Senior Engineer or Admin Officer
ordinate implementation? 3
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a Yes — Senior Engineer / Appointed Consultants
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, Monthly Projects Reports
timescales and quality? 2
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep .
within their financial budget and time schedule? 2 Stages of Roads Project have been delayed
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2 Yes — Due to noted delays
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time Negotiated Amendments
schedules made promptly? 2
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Land issues and Stalled stages of projects

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Decision at Executive and Council levels

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Pre-spending approvals sought

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current The majority of the 32 Service Levels have stated
expenditure? 2 objectives
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 2 Key Performance Indicators and objective targets are set
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 2 Quarterly reports to SPCs and to Council
5.41s th thod fi itoring effici . .
> . ere a.me 0d for monitoring etficiency on an Monthly and quarterly Finance Reporting
on-going basis? 2
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 2 Quarterly monitoring of KPI progress
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 Monthly and quarterly KPl and objective reporting
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance Limited evidence of the use of Unit Costings as part of
monitoring? 2 performance monitoring
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor . .
performance? ) Monthly and quarterly KPl and objective reporting
9lsth hod fi itoring effecti
5.9 Is there ? met 9d or monitoring effectiveness Monthly and quarterly KPl and objective reporting
on an on-going basis? 2
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other Limited evidence of the use of non-financial data
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2 gathering as part of performance monitoring

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

i j i . . .
§ How many post p.rOJect reviews were completed No Capital Projects completed in 2018
in the year under review? N/A
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where N/A
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scheme duration was five years or more?

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? N/A
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date? 0
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant

bodies) N/A
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation? N/A

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

E i hat (i hed th fi
Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its T Comment/Action Required

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating:1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure . .
. No current expenditure programme was terminated
programmes that matured during the year or were during 2018
discontinued? N/A g
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Galway County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

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

basis, that appropriate people within the authority 2018 is the fifth year of the PSC in Local

and its agencies are aware of the requirements of Government. Senior Staff have been briefed on their

the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 2 obligations

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been Briefings /Training were provided in 2018 to the

provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 relevant staff.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for

the type of project/programme that your local 2018 is fifth year of PSC and while the revised National

authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted QA Guidance is being complied with, The latest Guidance

sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 was issued for the sector in Feb 2017.

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning

Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds

comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A No Projects relevant to the PSC currently
The recommendation to indicate a process of
information and training throughout the organisation
was carried out through an awareness briefing sessions
over the past years which included the circulation of
guidance notes plus a full suite of information / guidance
placed on the intranet. Face to face meetings occurred
with the relevant seniors in each section. Also, as

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA previously advised in the past where our Internal Auditor

reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where has carried out spot checks (on services), reports and

appropriate, within the local authority and to recommendations would have been sent to the relevant

agencies? 3 unit for review and application
Yes, see above answer. Also, Internal Audit
recommendations have been acted upon. Some

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA improvement should be considered on the Capital coding

reports been acted upon? 2 structure.

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report

been certified by the local authority’s Chief

Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the

authority’s website? 3 Yes. CE has signed off

1.8 Was the required sample of

projects/programmes subjected to in-depth

checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 Required Sample reviewed

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

evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post

evaluation is conducted after a certain period has

passed since the completion of a target project with

emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of With large projects (e.g.: Tll / other ROADS / Housing

the project. 3 projects) Post project evaluations are integral).

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review

evaluations have been completed in the year under

review? Have they been issued promptly to the

relevant stakeholders / published in a timely

manner? 3 Where required
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1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post

project reviews? 3 Yes
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous

evaluations / post project reviews informed resource

allocation decisions? 3 Yes

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Yes, both to GCC’s internal standards + sanctioning body
projects > €5m? 3 standards
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital Yes, in co-ordination with sanctioning body standards
programmes/grant schemes? 3
23 Wa.s a CBA/CEA completed for all projects Yes, in co-ordination with sanctioning body standards
exceeding €20m? 3
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes, as per sanctioning body funding requirements
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Zirt]::::::lnlzge Ap:;t::i:;yaf:; Zlclez;?ic;:sbee(f:; they Yes, as per sanctioning body funding requirements
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Carried out by other Bodies which then provide funding
the relevant Department for their views? 3 to GCC
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing Carried out by other Bodies which then provide funding
more than €20m? 3 to GCC
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was

. . .. Yes
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes, full tender process complied with
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? Yes,. we understand thaF his applies to grants which are

3 subject to separate audit

2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes, full tender process complied with
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust KPI's were set for each project
evaluation at a later date? 3
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather Yes, ongoing monitoring in place
performance indicator data? 3 !

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal
and Approval

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required
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3.1 Were objectives clearly set out?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 3 Contracts were awarded and signed following
Approval in Principle? procurement tender competitions

Yes, GCC has specific design & implementation sections
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees 3 for all major funding streams (Roads, Housing, and flood
meet regularly as agreed? mgmt.). In the case of Tll projects formal Steering

Committees are in place
43 W -ordinat inted t - . .

. ere.programme .Co ekl 3 Formal programme co-ordinators are appointed

ordinate implementation?
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a 3 Formal project managers are appointed

suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
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4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

Progress reports reviewed at regular Management Team

showing implementation against plan, budget, 3 Meetings — Monthly meetings of the Steering Committee
timescales and quality? include progress reports.
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep 3 Ves
within their financial budget and time schedule?
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Yes — with consent of relevant body (TII)
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
3 Yes
schedules made promptly?
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme . . . .
. . . E &E tal dit dictated/ch d
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding Yes conomlF nvironmental conditions dictated/change
. progression.
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)
4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was 3 Re-appraisals were carried out
the project subjected to adequate examination?
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from .
Yes — with f rel T
the Sanctioning Authority? 3 es — with consent of relevant body (TlI)
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the . .
3 Some projects were postponed or curtailed

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

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
5.1 Are th | bjectives for all f t .
reA ere clear objectives for all areas ot curren 3 Yes, as per Budget Report and Annual Business Plan.
expenditure?
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National KPI’s are in place for Galway County Council
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes
- - Yes, based | i f busi lan, fi ial
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an es a‘\se on resurar reV|.ews © usmgss plan, financia
. . 3 reporting, and SMT Meetings. FMS reviews on budgets
on-going basis? ,
v’s actual
i f th i |
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Ou.tcornes are considered as part of the business plan
objectives
. . Out directl d & lated back t
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 ) °°"Tes are.z rectly measured & correlated backto
expenditure/inputs
TA i i iled f f
> .re L.mlt costings compiled for performance 3 LGMA performance Management Indicators (eRtns)
monitoring?
5.8 Are other data compiled to monito . L
re er data comp! tor 3 Presented at Management Team Meetings periodically
performance?
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness 3 Yes, based on regular reviews of business plan, financial
on an on-going basis? reporting, and SMT Meetings
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other 3 Yes, in particular the LGMA evaluates via BPI models

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review
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Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
.6'1 How many post p.rOJect reviews were completed 1 Carried out where specifically required by funding bodies
in the year under review?
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 3 Yes
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date? N/A
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
S;ng?r:zgct)i?nvglgzjl:htohrij? (()gi%rt':gr/igefggnind to 2 Carried out where specifically required by funding bodies
bodies)
6.7 Were changes made to practlces '.” light of 2 Carried out where specifically required by funding bodies
lessons learned from post-project reviews?
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing ) May be carried out by independent consultants in the

resources independent of project implementation?

case of large Engineering projects

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued . P / 9
Rating: 1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did th i h lusi heth

id those reviews rea§ Aconc usions on whether No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those revi reach conclusions on whethe .

I S€ reviews reac C clusions onw r No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have th lusions reached been taken into .

av . © conclusions reache .e enin No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were o] discontinued followi .

. ere any pr grammes' scontinue wing a No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were revie ied out by staffing resource .
. ere reviews ca}rrl . utbys ,I § resources No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 W h de toth isation’ .

.ere.c allnges made to the organisation S No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Kerry County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

1.1 .Does the local a?uthorlty ensure, on an on-going 2018 is the fifth year of the PSC in the LG Sector. All
basis, that appropriate people within the authority e . L
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of relevant staff have been notified of their obligations
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3 under the code.

Internal training provided to staff. Senior staff attended
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been DPER training provided in Cork in April 2016. Guidance
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 3 circulated annually to all relevant staff.
tlhs:a :';:etgi ;:Jot;gz;gfg:rlgircnoedfh:fizj:l;pctjd for Yes. A guidance document has been developed for the

. ; . QA adapting the PSC to the Local Government structures

authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 and approaches.
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds No project relevant to PSC
comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where Yes. Recommendations notified to Senior Management
appropriate, within the local authority and to Team for review and application.
agencies? 3
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA

Yes
reports been acted upon? 3
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
EE::uiS;f;ii:qyitttZZ Itzczlgzéh:r:g\;z;?;?;d on the Yes — certified by CE, submitted to NOAC and published.
authority’s website? 3
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth Yes — required sample reviewed
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has Yes — in relation to qualifying projects
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project. 2
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the 1 Completed
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner? 2
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post Yes —in relation to qualifying projects.
project reviews? 2
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous The recommendations of PPRs are input into a process
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource improvement system and inform future resource
allocation decisions? 2 allocation decisions.
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Yes, in relation to qualifying projects. Projects in this
projects > €5m? 3 category are at the very early stages of consideration
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital Yes, in conjunction with relevant body/agency
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m? N/A
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes. In relation to qualifying projects
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they . e .
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. Yes. Inrelation to qualifying projects
procurement)? 3
2.6 1f a CBA/CEA was required W?S IF submitted to CBA was submitted to DTTAS for South Kerry Greenway
the relevant Department for their views? N/A
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m? N/A
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? N/A
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? N/A
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes, in all cases
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not applicable for Local Government.
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered? N/A
2.13 Were performance mcﬁcators specified for each On the basis that early stage project appraisal will
project/programme that will allow for a robust o . . .

. highlight financial benefits.
evaluation at a later date? 3
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data? 2

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

mplian mment/Action Requir
and Approval Co . pliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Relates to planned programmes
All objectives set out relate to planned programmes and
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? have identifiable outcomes as per Performance
3 Indicators

3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and

. . ’ P & Submitted and approved as part of corporate budget
economic appraisal, prepared for new current

. process.
expenditure? 3
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Local Government Performance Indicators are set out by
NOAC and the LGMA.

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Kerry County Council complies with the methodology of
gathering information for Performance Indicators as set
out by NOAC

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1W tract signed and itinli ith th .
as a.con.ra? slgned and wasitin fine wi € Yes, for all projects where a contract has been awarded
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees .
Yes, where appropriate
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Yes. All programmes are managed and developed by
ordinate implementation? 3 Senior Engineers and Senior Executive Officers
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a Yes
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
45W itori t d larl
.ere. monttoring r'epor > .prepare regurary, Progress & financial reports were prepared where
showing implementation against plan, budget, appropriate
timescales and quality? 3 pprop ’
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep -
- - . . Inth ty of Y
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3 n the majority of cases Yes
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 In exceptional cases.
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly?

Yes

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

N/A

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes, this is a requirement.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

N/A

No

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Yes. Spending programme defined as part of the annual
expenditure? 3 budget process.
5.2 Are outputs well defined? National Performance Indicators are in place for Local
3 Government

5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 KPls are established each year for specific areas.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an N

. . Yes — Budget performance monitoring in place.
on-going basis? 3
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Continuity and delivery of Local services and programmes

Yes— A IR | he el
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? es —Annua e.ports, regular reports .to the elected
2 members & national Performance Indicators
TA i i iled f f .

5 Are gnlt costings compiled for performance Yes — where applicable
monitoring? 2
5.8 Are other dat iled t it . .

re other data compried to monitor Local Service Indicators developed
performance? 3

Yes — i fi f the A |
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness es — Spending programme de m?d ?S part of the Annua
on an on-going basis? Budget Process, and regular monitoring of budgets by
' 3 Finance Dept and Budget Holders

5.10 Has th isati di th - . . .
. a? € orga.nls’a 'on engagea in any.o er Efficiency Unit in place in Kerry County Council
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed )

in the year under review?

1 complete.
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6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? Yes
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where

scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 2

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

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been 2
scheduled for a future date?

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant 2
bodies)

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of )
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing )

resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its Ceisfenee e e

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating:1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did th i reach conclusi n wheth

id those reviews ea§ .co clusions on whether No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did th i h lusi heth .

id those reviews reac c.onc usions on whether No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have th lusi hed b taken int .

ave. € conclusions reache .een akeninto No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5W di tinued followi

. ere any programmes. Iscontinued Toflowing 3 No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews ce_lrrle‘ out by st ‘|ng resources No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
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Kildare County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

Yes — all budget holders informed / made aware of the
requirements of the PSC

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Yes

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Yes — a guidance note for Local Authorities has been
developed, reviewed and updated to take account of
feedback from NOAC

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

In 2018 there were no agencies that were in receipt of
funds in excess of €500,000. This situation will continue
to be monitored

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

Yes

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Yes

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes — report submitted and published

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Yes — Required sample subjected to in-depth checking

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

N/A

Not applicable

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

N/A

Not applicable

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

N/A

Not applicable

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

N/A

Not applicable

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

li Action R i
e Anroval Corf\p iance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
. Yes
projects > €5m? 3
2.2 Was an approprlaFe appralsal_ method used in Yes —in conjunction with the relevant Government
respect of capital projects or capital body/agenc
programmes/grant schemes? 3 y/agency
23W CBA/CEA leted fi I ject . . -
exceeZiSnag €20{n? completed forafl projects N/A There were no projects exceeding €20 million
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an . . . .
- . . ) . Yes —in conjunction with the relevant government
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to body/agenc
the decision) 3 y/agency
25W A I'in Principl ted by th S
.as .an pprov§ in Frincip e.gran edbythe Yes — approval would be required in order to secure
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they .
. . (grant) funding from the relevant government
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. body/agenc
procurement)? 3 y/agency.
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to . . .

Th hich BA/CEA
the relevant Department for their views? N/A ere were no projects which required a CBA/C
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing No such proiects
more than €20m? N/A proj
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was No such proiects
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval pro)
in Principle granted? N/A
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? N/A No such projects
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? N/A No such projects
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not applicable to Local Government Sector
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is No such projects
expected to be delivered? N/A
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust No such projects
evaluation at a later date? N/A
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather .

- Not licable
performance indicator data? N/A applica

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |
2nClapRIoys Rating: 1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? N/A Not applicable
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A Not applicable
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current No such projects
expenditure? N/A
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A Not applicable
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No such projects

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

Not applicable

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

Not applicable

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

Not applicable

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

Not applicable

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

Not applicable

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

Not applicable

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

Not applicable

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

Not applicable

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

N/A

Not applicable

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A

Not applicable

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the .
o Yes, where appropriate
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees .
Yes, where appropriate
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Yes, in most cases internal project/programme co-
ordinate implementation? 3 ordinators were put in place
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery . . .
. . Yes, in most cases internal project/programme co-
appointed and were the project managers at a . .
. . . ordinators were put in place
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularl
. & . P .p P & V: Progress was reported on a regular basis in most cases —
showing implementation against plan, budget, .
. . formally and informally
timescales and quality? 3
. . Yes in most cases — variations from the original budgets
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep . . & &
o s . . and timescales were agreed with the relevant
within their financial budget and time schedule?
3 government body/agency
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Yes — up and down
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time

schedules made promptly? 3 Yes

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the

viability of the project/programme/grant scheme

and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding No

budget, lack of progress, changes in the

environment, new evidence, etc.) N/A

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the

viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was Not applicable

the project subjected to adequate examination? N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from Yes - approyal would be required in order to draw down

the Sanctioning Authority? (grant) funding from the relevant government
3 body/agency

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes

terminated because of deviations from the plan, the No

budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment? N/A

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 3 Yes — spending programme defined as part of the Annual
expenditure? Budget process
Not relevant to all services / departments. National KPIs
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 1 are in place for some services in the Local Government
Sector.
o . Not relevant to all services / departments. Regular
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 1 / . P A &
budget performance and monitoring is in place
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an T
. . g ¥ 1 Yes; budget performance and monitoring is in place
on-going basis?
) The development of the Annual Service Plans will
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 1 p
enhance this measurement
. . The development of the Annual Service Plans will
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 1 p
enhance this measurement
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance . .
o & P P 1 In some instances and where possible
monitoring?
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor . .
1 In some instances and where possible
performance?
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness . .
. . 1 In some instances and where possible
on an on-going basis?
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other .
. . & ., gag y. Not applicable
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? N/A

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required
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6.1 How many post project reviews were completed

. . No projects relevant to the PSC in 2018
in the year under review? N/A

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review Yes
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 1
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been No projects relevant to the PSC in 2018
scheduled for a future date? N/A
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant

No projects relevant to the PSC in 2018

No projects relevant to the PSC in 2018

No projects relevant to the PSC in 2018

bodies) N/A
6.7 Were changes made to practlces |!1 light of No projects relevant to the PSC in 2018
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing

- S > No projects relevant to the PSC in 2018
resources independent of project implementation? N/A proj v !

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its e e e

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating: 1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews rea?h. conclusions on whether No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did th i h lusi heth .

d those reviews reac Fonc usions on whether No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have th lusi hed been taken int .

ave. € conclusions reache ‘een akeninto No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5W di tinued followi .

. ere any programmes. Iscontinued Toflowing 3 No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews ce_lrrle‘ out by st ‘|ng resources No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
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Kilkenny County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

As above.

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Yes

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Yes

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

Yes. Review of Annual Workforce Plan. Ongoing internal,
local government and 3" party audits.

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

None in 2018.However, it is intended that a review will be
carried out by internal audit on one of the projects
completed last year.

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

NOAC Report Coordinator has recommended to the
internal auditor to include follow ups to previous reports
as part of their Annual Work Programme

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

See above

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all

. Yes
projects > €5m? 3
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital Yes
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects No proiect is this categor
exceeding €20m? N/A proj gory
2.4 Was th isal d at . . . . .

asthe appr.a!sa procc_es.s comm.ence . @ arT All projects are subject to a period of public consultation
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to L
I before a formal decision is made

the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they

. . Yes
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Yes
the relevant Department for their views? 3
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing N/A
more than €20m?
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Yes
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not Applicable to Local Government
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 3

o N Yes, each project that has progressed to Tender

2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each e . .

. . stage would have a specification including
project/programme that will allow for a robust biecti ith ted ti le. L [ of
evaluation at a later date? objectives with expected timescale. Level o

2 detail varies dependent on size of project.
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather Yes. Responsibility lies with budget holder/project
performance indicator data? 2 manager with ongoing reviews by Finance Department.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval . . / &
Rating:1-3
- Yes, as part of the annual budget and annual work

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? P &

3 programme

. . . Objectives can be measured by performance indicators

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? ) . P

2 and review of annual work programme
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current No item in the inventory comes under this category
expenditure? n/a
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No item in the inventory comes under this category
The it falling into this cat ith i
3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all e! e_ms a "?g Into This category ar_e elther an ongoing
. . essential function of the local authority e.g. Road
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m . .
over 4 years? Maintenance /Improvement or a national scheme whose
) No functionality is carried out at local level ,e.g RAS Scheme
3.6 Did the business case include a section on
I See above
piloting? N/A
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the See above
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset See above
of the scheme? N/A
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted . . . .
No item in the inventory comes under this category
for approval to the relevant Department? N/A
3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on Yes — RAS housing units
empirical evidence? 3
3.11 Was the required approval granted? 3 Yes
3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? N/A
3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
. . Yes
rules complied with? 3
3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
ne.w .current expendltur.e proposal or expans'lon of National KPI's
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date? 2
3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather Yes
performance indicator data? 3

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the Yes
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committe s . .
! 3 rds/s INg commitiees Relevant teams within sections meet on regular basis
meet regularly as agreed? 3
Project coordinator appointed for projects >€5M and for
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- many other projects. Internal coordination teams,with an
ordinate implementation? identified staff member taking ownership of the project
3 in place in other instances.
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for deliver . . -
. proj & . P ¥ Staff at appropriate level are given responsibility for
appointed and were the project managers at a specific proiects
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3 P proj
s Management Accounts are produced monthly. Progress
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, & p. . . Y &
. . . reports are produced for all significant projects. Elected
showing implementation against plan, budget, . )
. . members appraised regularly through the CE’s monthly
timescales and quality? 3 report
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4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep

One project has incurred significant extra cost due to 3rd

within their financial budget and time schedule? 2 party actions
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Yes
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
Yes
schedules made promptly? 3
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding No
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.) 3
4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was n/a
the project subjected to adequate examination?
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
- . Yes
the Sanctioning Authority? 3
. The three- ital budget i i d |
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes e‘ ree. year captal bu ge. 'S r.eV|ewe onan annua
. L basis having regard to changing circumstances. Should
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the . S
. . the budgeted funding not meet projections or local or
budget or because circumstances in the . S . .
. . national priorities change, projects may be adjusted or
environment changed the need for the investment? .
n/a postponed accordingly

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Yes Annual Budget Plan reflects core objectives and team
expenditure? 3 plans of each section
. Yes. National KPI’s are in place for most sectors in Local
5.2 Are outputs well defined? P
3 Government.
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes.Annual KPIs for each specific service
L - Service indicators, Department Returns, returns to DPER,
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an . .
. . annual team plans & Internal Review. Monthly reviews of
on-going basis?
3 management accounts.
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 2 Yes
. . Yes. Revi f Annual ice Plans, nthly r
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? es. Review of Annual Service Plans, monthly reports
3 from the CE to the elected members.
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance Yes
monitoring? 3
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor Monthly management accounts, individual reports on
performance? 2 jobs through the Agresso financial system.
- . In addition to KPI's-Team meetings. Management
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness . & & .
on an on-going basis? meetings, feedback from members and through engaging
’ 2 with the public.
5.10 Has th isati di th .
, as? e orgalnls’a ion engaged in any.o er Internal audit
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review
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Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1 -3

Comment/Action Required

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed
in the year under review?

N/A

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

N/A

6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

N/A

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

Yes

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date?

NOAC Report Coordinator has advised internal auditor to

include follow ups to previous reports as part of their
Annual Work Programme

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies)

N/A

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

N/A

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation?

N/A

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

C li C t/Action R ired
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued or'f1p fance S (ActionREqbie
Rating:1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did th i h lusi heth .

id those reviews rea§ Aconc usions on whether No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those revi reach conclusions on whethe .

I S€ reviews reac C clusions onw r No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have th lusions reached been taken into .

av . © conclusions reache .e enin No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were o] discontinued followi .

. ere any pr grammes' scontinue wing a No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were revie ied out by staffing resource .
. ere reviews ca}rrl . utbys ,' § resources No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 W h de toth isation’ .

.ere.c allnges made to the organisation S No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Laois County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

- —_ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
proj Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority All relevant staff and agencies have been notified of their
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of obligations under the code.
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3
12 I-!as training on the PUbI'.c S.pendlng COd? been External training for 2 No staff on 261 May 2016
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 1
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code b dapted f
the t ase o(f? :Jo.elzt/pfg rlgrimoe tehafer;jr ;F:::i or Heads of Finance Working Group developed guidelines
yp. . pro) p g . y on adapting the PSC to Local Authorities structures and
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted apbroach
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 PP
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds No funding greater than €500k granted
comply with the Public Spending Code? 3
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where Yes. Recommendations are notified to relevant parties
appropriate, within the local authority and to for review and application
agencies? 3
1.6H i fi i A . o . .
6 Have recommendations from previous Q Ongoing monitoring carried out by Internal Audit
reports been acted upon? 2
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief Yes
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website? 3
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth Yes Required sample reviewed
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
luati P Proj Revi ? Ex- . . L.
eva uat!onsA/ ost Project Reviews X post. Relevant staff have been reminded of their obligations to
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has . . . L
. . . . carry out post-project reviews as required and this will be
passed since the completion of a target project with checked by Internal Audit annuall
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of y y
the project. 3
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under 1 to be carried out in 2019 in respect of Conniberry Way
review? Have they been issued promptly to the Housing Scheme. Not applicable to 2 Housing Capital
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely Schemes.
manner? 3
1.11Isth to foll th
s there a.process © .O owup on_ ¢ Relevant staff have been advised of this requirement and
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post . . .
. . checks will be carried out by Internal Audit
project reviews? 3
1.12 How have th dati f i . . .
o.w ave the rec.ommer) @ |9ns o previous Relevant staff have been advised of this requirement and
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource . . .
. - checks will be carried out by Internal Audit
allocation decisions? 3

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

li Action R i
e Anroval Corf\p iance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Score re!ates to Housing, ngelopment Mgm, ReFreat|on
. & Amenity Code. Not applicable to Roads & Fire
projects > €5m? .
3 Service Code
fei V;/catsoafnc:pﬁ:lJpl:jt:cifs:aclzalitr;qlethod used in Score relates to Housing, Roads, Fire Service, Recreation
P pitalproj P & Amenity and Development Mgm Codes
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects .
. Not licable t Cod
exceeding €20m? N/A ot applicable to any tode
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an Score relates to Housing, Development Mgm, Fire
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Service, Recreation & Amenity Codes. Not applicable to
the decision) 3 Roads Code
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they Score relates to Housing, Roads, Fire Service, Recreation
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. & Amenity and Development Mgm Code
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Not applicable to Housing, Roads, Fire Service,
the relevant Department for their views? N/A Recreation & Amenity Codes
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing .
N | |
more than €20m? N/A ot applicable to any Code
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Score relates to Housing, Roads & Recreation & Amenity.
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval Not applicable to Development Mgm & Fire Service Code
in Principle granted? 3
Score relates to Housing, Roads & Recreation & Amenity
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? . . .
pprovalg P 3 Projects. Not applicable to Dev Mgm & Fire Code
. . Score relates to Housing, Roads, Fire Service, Recreation
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? . I~ ! !
procu ! pliedwi 3 & Amenity. Not applicable to Dev Mgm Code
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not applicable to Roads and Development Mgm Codes
2.12 Were the tend ivedinli ith th . . .
erg e. ef’ er.s received In fine wi e. Score relates to Housing, Roads & Recreation & Amenity.
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Not abplicable to Dev Mem & Fire Code
expected to be delivered? 3 PP &
2.1? Were performance |nc.||cators specified for each Score relates to Housing, Roads Not applicable to
project/programme that will allow for a robust . . .
. Development Mgm, Fire & Recreation & Amenity Code
evaluation at a later date? 2
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather Score relates to Housing, Roads and Development Mgm
performance indicator data? 2 Code

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval .
PP Rating:1-3

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Score relates to Housing & Roads
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 Score relates to Housing & Roads
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and . .

. . P g Roads — Yes, business case based on annual funding
economic appraisal, prepared for new current . .

. requirements for Road Maintenance
expenditure? 3
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

Score relates to Housing & Roads

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

Score relates to Housing & Roads

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

Score relates to Housing & Roads

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Score relates to Housing & Roads

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Score relates to Housing & Roads

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Score relates to Housing & Roads

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3

41W ontract signed and was it in line with the .

as a.c . a? '8 wasitinfine wi Score relates to Housing, Roads, Corporate Code
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committee .

! 3 ards/ Ing ¢ ! > Yes -Score relates to Housing, Roads, Corporate Code
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 W -ordinat inted t - .

. ere.programme .co ordinators appointedto co Yes -Score relates to Housing, Corporate Code

ordinate implementation? 3
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a Yes -Score relates to Roads, Corporate Code
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, Yes -Score relates to Housing, Roads, Corporate Code
timescales and quality? 3
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep .
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3 Yes -Score relates to Housing, Roads, Corporate Code
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Score relates to Housing, Roads, Corporate & Code
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly?

Score relates to Housing, Roads, Corporate Code

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

N/A

N/A

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Score does not apply to Corporate

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

N/A

N/A

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Incurring Current Expenditure

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating:1-3

Comment/Action Required

5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current
expenditure?

e Water Services — Annual Service Plan

® Planning — There are clear objectives

e LEO — As per Local Enterprise Development Plan

e Community — As per Business Plan

e My Pay — Objectives ser annually which are monitored
by the Program Board

¢ Sports — Annual Service Plan

e Arts — Objectives in Arts Bus Plan

5.2 Are outputs well defined?

* Water Services — Annual Service Plan

¢ Planning — Outputs are well defined

¢ LEO — Annual Targets submitted to Enterprise Ireland
e Community — As per Business Plan

e MyPay — SLA in place with clients

e Arts — Defined Arts Business Plan

5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

¢ Water Services — Annual Service Plan

¢ Planning — Yes

¢ LEO — Performance Monitoring System updated
monthly basis for monitoring by Enterprise Ireland

e Community — As per Business Plan

e MyPay — SLA in place with clients

¢ Sports — Quarterly & Annually

e Arts — Ouputs quantified in Arts Bus Plan and Team
Plan
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5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
on-going basis?

e Water Services — Annual Service Plan

¢ Planning — Quarterly reports , including PDP

¢ LEO — Quarterly cashflows submitted to Enterprise
Ireland to ensure compliance/efficiency

e MyPay — SLA in place with clients

e Sports — LECP — Actions Review

e Arts — Arts Bus Plan & Team Plan

5.5 Are outcomes well defined?

e Water Services — Annual Service Plan

¢ Planning — Outcomes are well defined

¢ LEO — Outcomes clearly defined by number of new
business start ups/new jobs created/uptake of LEO
support/programme

e Community — As per Business Plan & LECP Plan

e MyPay —SLA in place with clients

e Arts — As per Arts Business Plan

5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

e Water Services — Annual Service Plan

¢ Planning — Outcomes are quantified on a regular basis
e LEO — Annual Employment Survey carried out to
ascertain number of new jobs created in LEO supported
business/monthly updates to El

e Community — As per Business Plan & LECP Plan

e MyPay — SLA in place with clients

e Arts — Arts Bus Plan & Team Plan

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance
monitoring?

¢ Planning — Cost per capita is a Pl
e MyPay — SLA in place with clients
® Arts — Quarterly Reports

5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor
performance?

¢ Planning — National PI, Quarterly Reports, End of Year
Sign Offs

¢ LEO — Quarterly cashflows submitted to El/Annual
returns to El/ongoing evaluation of LEO supports

e MyPay — SLA in place with clients

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness
on an on-going basis?

¢ Planning — Quarterly Reports

¢ Performance Monitoring System updated on monthly
basis

e Community — Evaluation and review of outcomes

e MyPay — SLA in place with clients

e Arts — Evaluation & review of outcomes

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

e Planning — This will be revised

e LEO — All training programmes are evaluated on
completion. Annual Business Reviews carried out on LEO
supported clients, Employment Survey carried out
annually.

e Community — Files ready for audit.

e MyPay — Governance review carried out in 2016

e Arts — Files ready for audit.

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review
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Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

§.1 How many post p.rOJect reviews were completed 3 Score relates to Housing

in the year under review?

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all

projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A

6.3 Was a post project review completed for all

capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)

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

scheme duration was five years or more? N/A

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant

schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 3 Score relates to Housing

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

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a

proper assessment, has a post project review been

scheduled for a future date? N/A

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews

disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to .

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant 3 Score relates to Housing

bodies)

6.7 Were changes made to practlces |!1 light of 3 Score relates to Housing

lessons learned from post-project reviews?

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing 3 Score relates to Housing

resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required

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

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

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

7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure?

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

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation?

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?
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Leitrim County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

. Compliance Discussion/Action Required
) Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority 3 All Senior Management, budget holders and project staff
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of are aware of PSC requirements under the code.
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?
Training on Tender And Contract Management
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been 2 (incorporating the requirements of the Public Spending
provided to relevant staff within the authority? Code) was delivered to Senior Management in April 2018
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for Yes. A guidance document (February 2018 Jwas
h f proj h local ) .
the type of project/programme that your loca 3 developed for the QA Process adapting the PSC to Local

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

Government structures and approach

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

Not applicable

This has not arisen as Leitrim County Council does not
fund external bodies for>500k.

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

Recommendations are notified to relevant parties for
review and application

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Yes

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Yes

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

The Internal Audit plan will consider a sample of projects
for post —evaluation as part of the Internal Audit work
programme.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

None but this area will be addressed going forward

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

This process will be developed. Project evaluations will
be incorporated into the internal audit programme
2019/2020

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

Not applicable

Not applicable
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
. 3 Yes
projects > €5m?
22W iat isal method used i . _— R
asan appropna. N appra|sa_ method usedin Appraisal methods have been applied in co-ordination
respect of capital projects or capital 2

programmes/grant schemes?

with relevant funding body.

2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m?

Not applicable

Not Applicable

2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an

Preliminary appraisals are carried out in accordance with

early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to 3 L - o .
I the sanctioning authorities guidelines where appropriate.
the decision)
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they 3 Yes

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

2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views?

Not applicable

No requirement exists

2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m?

Not applicable

No requirement exists

2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was

Projects under consideration have not gone out to tender

. . .. 3 —however those that have reached preparation for
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval tender stage are in line with approval princiole
in Principle granted? & PP P P
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes

2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?

Not applicable

Not applicable

2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the

Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is 3 Yes
expected to be delivered?

2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each

project/programme that will allow for a robust 2 Yes
evaluation at a later date?

2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather 5 Yes

performance indicator data?

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal
and Approval

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 3 Signed contracts are in line with the approval in
Approval in Principle? principles where appropriate
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees 3 Meetings took place in accordance with management
meet regularly as agreed? and performance as appropriate
43 W -ordinat inted t - . . .
. ere.programme FO ordinators appointedto co 3 Co-ordinators were appointed where appropriate

ordinate implementation?
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery Project Managers are appointed at a suitable senior level
appointed and were the project managers at a 3 where appropriate in accordance with the scale of the
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? projects
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, 3 Monitoring reports are prepared
timescales and quality?
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep . . . .

. S . . 2 P t but tored at all t
within their financial budget and time schedule? rojects are ongoing but monitored at all imes
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 If any adjustments need to be carried out, they are done

so in a structured manner
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly?

Changes if any are made in a timely manner

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Not applicable

Not relevant

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Not applicable

Not relevant

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

If costs did increase then approval would be sought.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

Not applicable

No

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
Spending Programme defined as part of the Annual
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 3 Budget process. Annual Service Plans - Road works
expenditure? programs, Regional Waste Management Plans (RWMP)
etc + Legislation & Standards
r fin hrough the B r n
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 Outputs a gde ined t qug the ,udgeF process and
annual service plans. National KPI’s are in place also.
KPIs are established each year for specific services.
. . Regular management & progress meetings and
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 . & Ag prog & -
implementation of PMDS are examples of monitoring
efficiency tools used. Annual reports & returns.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an 3 Ongoing monitoring of annual service delivery plan and
on-going basis? budgetary compliance.
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Outputs are q.uar.1tified especially in relation to national
performance indicators
Yes. The further development of the Annual Service Plans
. . will enhance this measurement. Also Annual reports &
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 . . . . p .
returns & mid-year reviews. Also Project Vision is in
place.
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance 3 Unit costs are collated across a number of key
monitoring? performance indicators.
Perform ni hrough annual servi lan an
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor erformance monitored t OL.Jg annua s.e vice plan and
3 team plans and the PMDS which are monitored on a
performance? .
regular basis through the year.
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness
. . 3 As above.
on an on-going basis?
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other ) Local performance indicators within the local authority

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

assist with the evaluation of programmes /projects .
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Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating:1-3

Comment/Action Required

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed
in the year under review?

Not applicable

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

Not applicable

6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

Not applicable

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

Not applicable

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date?

Not applicable

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies)

Not applicable

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

Not applicable

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation?

Not applicable

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required

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

Not applicable

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

Not applicable

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

Not applicable

7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure?

Not applicable

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

Not applicable

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation?

Not applicable

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?

Not applicable
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Limerick City and County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

Procurement portal is accessible to all staff & updated on
an on-going basis, available on Council’s Intranet page

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Information sessions available to staff

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

N/A

PSC has not been adapted

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

Yes on relevant projects

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

Recommendations have been disseminated to
appropriate sections

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Internal Audit following up

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Independent Review by Internal Auditor

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
on all projects

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
on all projects

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
on all projects

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
on all projects
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
. Yes
projects > €5m? 3
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital 3 Yes
programmes/grant schemes?
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
. 3 Yes
exceeding €20m?
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to 3 Yes
the decision)
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
. . 3 Yes
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to . .
the relevant Department for their views? N/A No Projects applicable
i;z)gglterzgr:itazoNr:;A consulted for projects costing N/A No Projects applicable
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was 3 Yes
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted?
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 2 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 3 Yes
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is 3 Yes
expected to be delivered?
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust 3 Yes
evaluation at a later date?
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather 5 Process currently underway for implementation of

performance indicator data?

analysis system

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval .

pprov Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Yes
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 Yes
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current 2 Business case prepared where applicable
expenditure?
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 2 Yes
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

No Pilot scheme undertaken 2018

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

No Pilot scheme undertaken 2018

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

No Pilot scheme undertaken 2018

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

No Pilot scheme undertaken 2018

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Included in budget process

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

Process currently underway for implementation of
analysis system

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

Yes

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Process currently underway for implementation of
analysis system

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Process currently underway for implementation of
analysis system

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the
. Lo 3 Yes
Approval in Principle?
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees 3 Yes
meet regularly as agreed?
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Yes
ordinate implementation?
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a 3 Yes
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, 3 Yes
timescales and quality?
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep . N
. . 2 Typically all within t d budget
within their financial budget and time schedule? ypically all within fime and budge
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2 Adjusted as required
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time 5 Yes

schedules made promptly?
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Yes

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Yes

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

Yes

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 3 Yes
expenditure?
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 Yes
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Yes
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an ) Process currently underway for implementation of
on-going basis? analysis system
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Yes

. . Process currently underway for implementation of
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 . 4 4 P

analysis system

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance ) Process currently underway for implementation of
monitoring? analysis system
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor ) Process currently underway for implementation of
performance? analysis system
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness 5 Process currently underway for implementation of
on an on-going basis? analysis system
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other ) Process currently underway for implementation of

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

analysis system

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
in the year under review? on all projects
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all N/A No Projects applicable

projects/programmes exceeding €20m?
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6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 1
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been 1
scheduled for a future date?

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

N/A No Projects applicable

Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
on all projects

Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
on all projects

Process currently under way for implementation of PPR

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant 2 on all projects

bodies)

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of ) Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
lessons learned from post-project reviews? on all projects

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing 1 Process currently under way for implementation of PPR
resources independent of project implementation? on all projects

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were N/A No Projects Applicable
discontinued?

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

N/A No Proj Applicabl
the programmes were efficient? / o Projects Applicable
7.3 Did th i h lusi heth

3 Did those reviews reac c.onc usions on whether N/A No Projects Applicable
the programmes were effective?
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into

. . N/A No Projects Applicabl
account in related areas of expenditure? / Jects Applicable
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
. . N/A No

review of a current expenditure programme?
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
. Lo . N/A No
independent of project implementation?
7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s N/A No Projects Applicable

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?
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Longford County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Training has been provided to relevant staff.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Some local authority guidance is available.

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

Local Authority does not have a significant role in this
regard yet.

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Audit Findings Tracker used to follow up p on
recommendations.

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

There is room for improvement in relation to post project
reviews generally.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

There have been a limited number of significant capital
projects completed in 2018.

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

There is room for improvement in relation to post project
reviews.

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

Improvement actions have been implemented following
post project reviews in the past.

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

li Action R i
e Anroval Corf\p iance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
21W limi isal undertaken for all .
. as a prefiminary appralsal undertaken for a 3 There were no projects greater than €5m.
projects > €5m?
22 W iat isal method used i
asan ap.proprla. N appralsa_ method usedin There is room for improvement in relation to capital
respect of capital projects or capital 2 .
appraisal.
programmes/grant schemes?
23W CBA/CEA leted fi I ject .
a.s 2 / compieted for afl projects 3 There were no projects greater than €20m.
exceeding €20m?
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an . . . . .
- . . . . There is room for improvement in relation to capital
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to 2 .
I appraisal
the decision)
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they 3
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to . .
Th h BA/CEA.
the relevant Department for their views? 3 ere were no projects that required CBA/C
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costin .
! proJ ne 3 There were no projects greater than €20m
more than €20m?
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was 3 Council’s procurement unit ensures procurement
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval compliance prior to tender.
in Principle granted?
C il t unit t
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 ounc! > procgremen unit ensures procuremen
compliance prior to tender.
There was substantial compliance with procurement in
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 2 most instances. Recommendations for improvements
have been issued by the Council’s procurement officers.
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A No evidence that projects had state aid implications.
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is 3
expected to be delivered?
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each . . .
. . More awareness required of using Pls as part of project
project/programme that will allow for a robust 2
. management.
evaluation at a later date?
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather ) More awareness required of using Pls as part of project

performance indicator data?

management.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

T Cor'?pliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Additional expenditure under existing programmes
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current N/A Additional expenditure under existing programmes

expenditure?
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

Additional expenditure under existing programmes

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Additional expenditure under existing programmes will
be evaluated at the end of the year.

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Yes both programmes are already measured on outputs

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3

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

. . 3 Yes
Approval in Principle?
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees 3
meet regularly as agreed?
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Yes
ordinate implementation?
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a 2 Yes
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, 2 Yes
timescales and quality?
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep .

2

within their financial budget and time schedule? Two went over time, one went over budget
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Yes, additional work completed on Roads project.
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time

schedules made promptly? 2 Yes
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding 2 Only in one case
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)
4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was 2 Yes
the project subjected to adequate examination?
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from ) Yes change orders were permitted under form of
the Sanctioning Authority? contract in two cases
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the . . .
3 Funding has withdrawn in one case

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

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
S Budget for current expenditure agreed in advance at
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current & .p g .
. 3 annual general meeting of Council and by sponsoring
expenditure? .
agency where applicable.
Current expenditure outputs linked to corporate plan and
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 unit objectives. For some projects, KPIs are agreed with
Departmental sponsoring agencies.
e . Regular reviews are undertaken at operational and
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 g P
management team level.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an . .
. . & ¥ 3 Yes. Spend is compared to budget at regular intervals.
on-going basis?
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 2 Yes. Can be improved in some areas.
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 Yes
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance ) More widespread use of appraisal for current
monitoring? expenditure projects are required.
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor .
P 2 Better use of comparative data could be made.
performance?
- . Yes. Regular review of progress at operational and
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness & prog P .
. . 2 management team level and by external sponsoring
on an on-going basis? .
bodies.
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other . .
& gag y 1 This area could be improved.

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required
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More awareness and training on post project reviews is
3 required. Reviews were carried out in Regeneration and
Recreation and Amenity.

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed
in the year under review?

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all

N/A N ital projects of this size.
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? / © capital projects ot this size
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) N/A No capital projects of this size.

had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review N/A No capital projects of this size.
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been N/A
scheduled for a future date?

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

L . Y
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant 3 es
bodies)
6.7 W h det tices in light of .
ere changes made 1o practices In fight o 3 Lessons were learned and implemented.

lessons learned from post-project reviews?

Internal Audit have a role in monitoring post project
1 reviews on capital projects. Improved data on capital
projects is required.

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were N/A None relevant to PSC in 2018
discontinued?

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

N/A N | PSCin 201

the programmes were efficient? / one relevant to PSCin 2018
7.3 Did those reviews reach c'onclu5|ons on whether N/A None relevant to PSC in 2018
the programmes were effective?
7.4 Haveithe conclusions reached t?een taken into N/A None relevant to PSC in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure?
7.5.Were any programmes Filscontlnued following a N/A None relevant to PSC in 2018
review of a current expenditure programme?
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews ca}rrle. out by sta .|ng resources N/A None relevant to PSC in 2018
independent of project implementation?
7.7 W h de toth isation’

ere changes made to the organisation’s N/A None relevant to PSC in 2018

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?
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Louth County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—_ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
proj Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authorit -goi . .
. oes the loca a?u onty ensu.re,. onanon go!ng All relevant staff and agencies have been informed of the
basis, that appropriate people within the authority . .. .

. . . 2.5 requirements of the PSC & is included as an item on the
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of agenda of Procurement Steering Committee Meetings
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? & g g
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been 1 Guidance is provided in preparation of the PSC inventory
provided to relevant staff within the authority? but specific training has not been undertaken
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for id 4 has b developed for th
the type of project/programme that your local Yes. A guidance ocument has been developed for the

. - . 3 QA adapting the PSC to Local Government structures &
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted

Ly approach

sectoral guidelines been developed?
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds N/A No projects relevant to the PSC
comply with the Public Spending Code?
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where 3 2018 Is the 5" years of the QA exercise in Local
appropriate, within the local authority and to Government sector.
agencies?
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA ) 2018 Is the 5" years of the QA exercise in Local
reports been acted upon? Government sector.
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief .

. . . 3 Yes - Report submitted
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the P
authority’s website?
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth 3 Required sample reviewed
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post I . . in i ith o
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post All projects are reviewed in line with the original
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has 1 submission to the relevant Department .I Agency to ensure
passed since the completion of a target project with they Imeet the targets. Post Project Review Template
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of developed & presented at Procurement Steering

. Committee Meetings.
the project.
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review

luati have b leted in th d e .
evaA uations have been cgmp etedin the year uncer 1 Relevant stakeholders notified of the Post Project
review? Have they been issued promptly to the 1 Review
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely '
manner?

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the . . .

. . . Is agenda item on Procurement Steering Committee
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post 1 . . .
project reviews? Meetings, and Post Project Review template developed.
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource N/A

allocation decisions?

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

li Action R i
e Anroval Corf\p iance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all 3 Yes, where applicable
projects > €5m?
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital 3 Yes.
programmes/grant schemes?
23 W CBA/CEA leted fi I ject: . .
a.s 2 / compieted for afl projects N/A There are no projects of this value
exceeding €20m?
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an . . .
.~ . . . . Yes. In conjunction with the relevant government body/
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to 2
I agency
the decision)
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Autho.rity for all Rrojects before they 3 Required to secure grants
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to 3 Yes. In conjunction with the relevant government body/
the relevant Department for their views? agency
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costin . .
! proj ne N/A There are no projects of this value
more than €20m?
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was - )
; - - ! ’ 3 Tenders were in line with approvals
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval werel PP
in Principle granted?
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 3 N/A in Local Government
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is 3 Yes
expected to be delivered?
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust 1 No
evaluation at a later date?
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather 1 Post Project Review Template developed & used to

performance indicator data?

assess performance

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
expenditure?
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the .
o 3 Yes where appropriate
Approval in Principle?
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees .
2 Yes where appropriate
meet regularly as agreed?
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- S .
. . . 2 Internal co-ordinating team in place In most cases
ordinate implementation?
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a 2 Internal co-ordinating team in place In most cases
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, 2 internal co-ordinating team in place in most cases
timescales and quality?
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep
. S . . 2 | t
within their financial budget and time schedule? N MOst cases
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2 Yes. Up and down
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time 3 Yes

schedules made promptly?
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

No

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Grant approval received

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

No

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 3 Yes. Spending Programme Defined as part of the Annual
expenditure? Budget process.
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National KPI’s are in place for Local Government
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 KPI’s are established each year for specific services
5.41s th thod fi itoring effici L
> . ere a.me 0d for monitoring etticiency on an 3 Yes. Budget performance and monitoring is in place.
on-going basis?
The A | ice Deli Pl h hi
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 e Annual Service Delivery Plan enhances this
measurement.
. . The A | Service Deli Pl h thi
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 1 € Annual Service Dellvery Flan enhances this
measurement.
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance 1 No
monitoring?
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor
2 Yes
performance?
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness ) The Annual Service Delivery Plan enhances this

on an on-going basis?

measurement

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

No

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
6.1H t ject revi leted
OW many post project reviews were complete 2 One, in conjunction with the relevant funding agency

in the year under review?

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

N/A
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6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 3 Yes
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been 2 Yes
scheduled for a future date?

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

N/A

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant 2 Yes
bodies)

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of ) Ves
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing 1

resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
discontinued?

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

N/A N | PSCin 201
the programmes were efficient? / © programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
7.3 Did th i reach conclusi n wheth
3 Did those reviews reac C,O clusions on whether N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
the programmes were effective?
7.4 Have th lusi hed b taken int .
ave. € conclusions reache .een akeninto N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure?
7.5W di tinued followi .
. ere any programmes' Iscontinued Toflowing 3 N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
review of a current expenditure programme?
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews CE.‘meA out by sta ‘|ng resources N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
independent of project implementation?
7.7 W h de toth isation’
ere changes made to the organisation's N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?
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Mayo County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority 3 Yes Senior Management and Heads of Function made
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of aware of requirements of Code.
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?
All Senior Staff circulated with relevant information.
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been 2 Formal training in the sector would be welcomed. Does
provided to relevant staff within the authority? not appear to be readily available.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local 3 Yes, guidance notes have been prepared for the Local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted Authority Sector.
sectoral guidelines been developed?
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds N/A
comply with the Public Spending Code?
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where 3 Spot check reports and recommendations issued and
appropriate, within the local authority and to copied to appropriate staff.
agencies?
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA 3 Yes, recommendations from previous reviews have
reports been acted upon? mostly been implemented.
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief 3 Yes
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth 3 Yes
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has ) Where formally required by Sanctioning Authorities. Not
passed since the completion of a target project with currently completed for all internal projects.
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under . .
. . Two in year under review. Future date set for some other
review? Have they been issued promptly to the 2 .
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely projects.
manner?
1.111s there a.process to f.OHOW Hp on_the Findings circulated to project owners. More formalised
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post 2 .
. . for large scale projects.

project reviews?
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous .

. . . . Where cost variances occurred, lessons learned are
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource 2

allocation decisions?

noted for similar future projects.

109




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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
- . Appraisal j jects for housing, roads, water.
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all pp.rallsa son man)r Projects for nousing, roads, water
. 2 Preliminary appraisals to be formally documented where
projects > €5m? .
applicable.
22 W iat isal method used i
asan ap_proprla. N appralsa. method used in Completed for major projects. Some projects sampled
respect of capital projects or capital 2
predate PSC.
programmes/grant schemes?
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
. 3 Yes
exceeding €20m?
2.4 Was th isal d at
asthe appr_a!sa proc?s_s commfance . @ an_ Completed for all major projects. Some projects sampled
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to 2
I predate PSC.
the decision)
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they .
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. 3 Yes, broadly compliant
procurement)?
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to . .
Y h f f |
the relevant Department for their views? 3 es, sent to with funding agency for approva
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing . .
more than €20m? N/A Funding authority approval granted.
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was 3 Overall, tenders were in line with Approvals in Principle
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval ! PP ple.
in Principle granted?
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Broadly compliant
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Broadly compliant
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is 3 Yes, broadly compliant, where applicable
expected to be delivered?
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust 2 Measurable objectives set out at appraisal stage.
evaluation at a later date?
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather ) Outcomes/outputs of projects defined and information

performance indicator data?

gathered to assess performance against these objectives.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval .
PP Rating:1-3

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Objectives set out in Annual Statutory Budget

Primarily extension of existing service. One new service
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 . y . e &

with objectives specified.
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current 3 For new service

expenditure?
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

As above

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

No

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

Not applicable

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

Not applicable

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

Not applicable

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

Not applicable

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Statutory approval granted by members at Budget
meeting

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

KPI’s set at national level for LG Revenue Expenditure

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

KPI’s set at national level for LG Revenue Expenditure

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

4.1W i itinli ith th

as a'con’fraFt signed and was it in line with the 3 Yes, broadly compliant, where applicable
Approval in Principle?
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees ) Yes for the majority of projects
meet regularly as agreed?
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Projects co-ordinated by Heads of Function and/or other
ordinate implementation? staff.
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a 3 Broadly compliant
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, 2 Project reports were prepared in the majority of cases
timescales and quality?
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep 5 Most projects stayed within budget. Where there were
within their financial budget and time schedule? time/budget overruns the explanation is documented
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? ) Yes, on some projects primarily due to unforeseen

circumstances
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly?

Yes in general where within control of LA.

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Rarely but reviewed where applicable

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Yes, required in limited circumstances per 4.9 above

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

No

No projects were required to be terminated

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current 3 Spending programme set out in budget and support
expenditure? Corporate Plan.
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National KPIs for Local Government
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 Preparation of KPls and other internal reports
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Budget monitoring and performance. Supported by
. . 2 o . .
on-going basis? Audits including VFM studies.
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Service level indicators, programmes of work, Corporate
Plan
. . Service level indicators, f k, C t
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 ervice ev.e ”.1 cators, programmes ot worlk, Lorporate
Plan. Monitoring by budget managers
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance 5 Some unit costings in KPIs, units and costing per capita as
monitoring? required by national indicators
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor Other data which |§ sp.ecmc to Programmes is gathered
2 as necessary. Monitoring also through budget
performance?
management
5.9 Is there ethod for monitoring effectivene .
> ther ? m . ronitoning ettectiveness 2 Where possible to measure.
on an on-going basis?
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other ) National KPIs covers much of requirements. Other

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

information gathered as identified by sections.

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
. . Two post project reviews completed. Other close out
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed . . .
2 reports prepared. Major schemes post project review not

in the year under review?

yet due
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6.2 Was a post project review completed for all

projects/programmes exceeding £20m? N/A None due for current year. Future date scheduled
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where N/A None due for current year. Future date scheduled
scheme duration was five years or more?
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review 3 Yes required sample tested
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been 2 Future date agreed for major projects
scheduled for a future date?
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to ) Staff involved in projects noted lessons learned and were
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant discussed at close out meetings to benefit future learning
bodies)
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of ) Lessons learned are noted when planning similar
lessons learned from post-project reviews? projects.
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing For gxternally funded projects this is.completed by
2 funding agency. Internal reports subject to resources

resources independent of project implementation?

available.

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

. . R . Compliance Comment/Action Required
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued . . / 4
Rating: 1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were N/A No programmes ended in 2018
discontinued?
7.2 Did th i h lusi heth .

id those reviews rea? Aconc usions on whether N/A No programmes ended in 2018
the programmes were efficient?
7.3 Did th i h lusi heth .

id those reviews reac gonc usions on whether N/A No programmes ended in 2018
the programmes were effective?
7.4 Have th lusi hed been taken int .

ave. e conclusions reache ‘een aken into N/A No programmes ended in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure?
7.5W i i followi .

54 ere any programmes.cllscontlnued ollowing a N/A No programmes ended in 2018

review of a current expenditure programme?
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources .
. . . . N/A N 201
independent of project implementation? / © programmes ended in 2018
7.7 W h h isation’

ere changes made to the organisation’s N/A No programmes ended in 2018

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?
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Meath County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—_ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
proj Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority Yes
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been Yes
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 3
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local A revised document was issued by the CCMA Finance
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted Committee in February 2017
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds N/A No projects or programmes relevant to the PSC.
comply with the Public Spending Code?
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where Yes. The recommendations from previous reports have
appropriate, within the local authority and to been submitted to the relevant sections.
agencies? 3
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA Follow up audits are required to verify compliance with
reports been acted upon? 2 previous recommendations.
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief . L . o
. . . Yes, full t submitted within t d fied
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the es, tull report submitted within time period specitie
authority’s website? 3
1.8 Was the required sample of .
. as required s p . Yes, the total sample selected over the period 2016 —
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth 2018 was in excess of PSC requirements
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 9
1.91sth in place to plan f t . L
> .ere a process' np ace. O planfor ex pos The Department of the Environment which is the
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post L . . . .
L . . Sanctioning Authority for Housing require Post Project
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has . . . .
. . . . Reviews for all Housing projects. PSC requirements are
passed since the completion of a target project with . L e .
. . o followed for all projects with lifetime costs exceeding
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of . - A
. €20m in other service divisions.
the project. 2
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under Post project reviews are only mandatory for projects with
review? Have they been issued promptly to the lifetime costs exceeding €20m. There were no projects
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely completed in 2018 in this category.
manner? 2
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post No formal follow up process in place.
project reviews? 2
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous .
. . . . Where cost variances occurred lessons learned have
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource . o . .
. . been factored into similar type projects going forward.
allocation decisions? 2

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

li Action R i
e Anroval Corf\p iance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
. Yes
projects > €5m? 3
22 W iat isal method used i
asan ap.proprla. N appralsa_ method usedin Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
respect of capital projects or capital body/agenc
programmes/grant schemes? 3 y/agency
. The th jects in thi t for 2018 t
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects € three projects |n. s ca egory or area a.n
. N/A early stage. A CBA will be carried out for these projects
exceeding €20m? .
in due course.
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an . . .
- . . . . Yes. In conjunction with the relevant government
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to body/agenc
the decision) 3 y/agency.
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before the . .
loning Au . "y p ) y 3 Yes. Required to secure funding.
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to N/A Yes. All appraisals and feasibility reports are submitted
the relevant Department for their views? to the relevant sanctioning authority.
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing N/A Carried out by Sanctioning Authorities who provide
more than €20m? funding to MCC.
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Tenders were in line with aporovals
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval PP '
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not applicable to Local Government.
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes.
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each As part of the capital appraisal process most capital
project/programme that will allow for a robust projects include measurable targets/objectives so that
evaluation at a later date? 2 outputs and outcomes can be evaluated.
2.14H in pl h
ave ste!os k.Jeen put in place to gather See comment above.
performance indicator data? 2

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
nd Approval
2nClapRIoys Rating: 1-3
Yes. Objectives of increased revenue expenditure are

I included in department service delivery plans which are
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? . .

) y outlined to the Council Members as part of the annual

N/A budget process.

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 5 :er:(ag;?s::il yes but depends on service categories being
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3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure?

Some new current expenditure under consideration
represents a budgeted increase in an existing service as a
result of increased activity which is justified at national
level based on empirical evidence of likely demand.Other
new current expenditure under consideration represents
an increased funding allocation from the Sanctioning
Authority. Individual projects within programmes are
assessed on their own basis and on their contribution to

2 the overall programme.

3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 2 See comments above.
3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m No expenditure in this category.
over 4 years? N/A
3.6 Did the business case include a section on

S See comments above.
piloting? N/A
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the No expenditure in this category.
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset See comments above.
of the scheme? N/A
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted

See comments above
for approval to the relevant Department? N/A
3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on See comments above
empirical evidence? 2
3.1 Was the required approval granted? Approved by Council Members as part of annual budget
3 process.

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06, No
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? 2
3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement Yes
rules complied with? 3
3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
ne‘w ‘current expendltur‘e proposal or expans.lon of Expenditure will form part of the national KPIs.
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date? 2
3.15 Have steps l?een put in place to gather Expenditure will form part of the national KPIs.
performance indicator data? 2

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

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

o Yes where appropriate.
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees .

Yes where appropriate.

meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- All capital programmes are managed by programme co-
ordinate implementation? 3 ordinators at a suitably senior level in the organisation.
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4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?

All capital projects were assigned a project manager at an
appropriate level in the organisation.

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

Project reports were prepared in most cases.

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep
within their financial budget and time schedule?

Where budget over-runs occur fully documented
explanations are available in progress reports and Final
Reports.

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?

Yes.

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

Generally yes.

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

N/A

No.

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

N/A. See comment above.

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes. This is a requirement of funding approval.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

N/A

No

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
Yes. The spending programme objectives are set out as
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current part of the annual budget process. They are also
expenditure? included in the Corporate Plan and Service Delivery
3 Plans.
Annual Service Delivery Plans define outputs for each
5.2 Are outputs well defined? revenue expenditure programme. National KPIs are in
3 place for the Local Government sector.
Service Delivery Plans are reviewed on a yearly basis.
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? KPIs for specific services are kept under review nationally
3 on a continuous basis.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Yes. Budget performance and ongoing monitoring is in
on-going basis? 3 place. Internal and external auditing is also in place.
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? Outcomes are defined in policy documents ?nd
2 programmes of work adopted by the council.
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? Ongoing momtorlng Is undertaken by revenue
2 programme co-ordinators.
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance Some unit costings are included as part of the National
monitoring? 3 KPIs in place for the Local Government sector.
>.8 Are other data compiled to monitor Some other data is compiled and is service dependent.
performance? 2
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5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness

Combination of all of the above.

on an on-going basis? 2
s . KPI data on revenue programmes is readily available
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other . prog . v .
. . ., . using the management reporting framework already in
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? . . .
2 place and is monitored on a regular basis.

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed ?OSt. project reviews fare only mandatorjy for projects Wi.th
in the year under review? I|fet|rr_1e cqsts exceeding €20m. No projects completed in
2 2018 in this category.
6.2 Was a post project reV|ew'comp|eted for all No recent projects at this level.
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) . .
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where No recent projects at this level.
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been No recent projects at this level.
scheduled for a future date? N/A
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to Yes
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant ’
bodies) 3
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of Lessons learned have been used to inform the design and
lessons learned from post-project reviews? 3 project management of similar schemes.
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing No but all project reviews are forwarded to the
resources independent of project implementation? 2 Sanctioning Authority and Internal Audit.

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued Cor'?pllance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018.
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did th i h lusi heth

'd those reviews reaF _conc usions on whether No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018.
the programmes were efficient? N/A

.3 Di i i .

7.3 Did those reviews reach c_onclu5|ons on whether No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018.
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have th lusi hed b taken int .

ave. € conclusions reache _een aken into No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018.
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
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7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a

. . No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018.
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources

. L . No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018.
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

No programmes relevant to the PSC in 2018.
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Monaghan County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—_ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
proj Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authorit -goi . .
. oes the loca a?u onty ensu.re,. onanon go!ng Training is required as staff’s as there is a huge
basis, that appropriate people within the authority .
. . . movement in staff and may not be award of the
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of requirements of the PSC
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 1 q
Training is provided in relation to procurement and is
ongoing but no specific training has been carried out for
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been a number of years on the PSC due to lack of training
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 1 providers in that field.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for .
3 . I spending P Yes, a guidance document has been developed for QA
the type of project/programme that your local .
o . . adapting the PSC to local government structures
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted apbroach
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3 PP
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds No Agencies are funded
comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where os
appropriate, within the local authority and to ¥
agencies? 3
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
yes
reports been acted upon? 3
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief . . . .
Y lish I
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the es report submitted and published on Council’s website
authority’s website? 3
1.8 Was the required sample of Yes three projects were examined in detail — Market
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth House, Carrickmacross, Ulseter Canal, Greenway and RAS
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 (Revenue)
1.91sth in pl lan f
Ilst .ere a process' 'np acg to plan for ex post Yes — new template for Post Project Review have been
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post . . . .
L . . designed and Post Project reviews are to be carried out
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has o . . .
. . . . within the first 18 months following completion of all
passed since the completion of a target project with
. . L contracted works greater than €500,000 and goods and
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of .
; services greater than €100,000.
the project. 3
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
luati have b leted in th d . . . .
evaA uations have been cgmp etedin the year uncer No Post Project Reviews were required during 2018 —
review? Have they been issued promptly to the however the above applies at 1.9
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely PP )
manner? N/A
Yes in accordance with the Public Spending Code it is this
Council’s Policy as directed through adopted
procurement procedures that any significant lessons
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the learnt from a PPR should be translated into changes in
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post practices and communicated within the organization and
project reviews? 3 to the Department of the Environment if applicable.
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous Changes to Procurement and changes to project
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource 3 structures
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allocation decisions?

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

e Corf\pliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all

. Yes
projects > €5m? 3
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital Yes
programmes/grant schemes? 3
iizzzisnagzggr/ffA completed for all projects ) Yes — underway not completed
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they

. . Yes

entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to Yes
the relevant Department for their views? 2
fr%Z)r\Q/;:zrfiezoNrggA consulted for projects costing ) We have one project and this is underway
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Yes
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust Yes, time cost
evaluation at a later date? 3
2.14 Have ste!os k.Jeen put in place to gather Yes, time costs, risks
performance indicator data? 3

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval .
pprov Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 No new current expenditure in 2018
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 n/a
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3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure?

n/a

3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

n/a

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

n/a

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

n/a

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

n/a

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

n/a

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

n/a

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

n/a

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

n/a

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

n/a

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

n/a

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

yes

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

yes

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

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

Approval in Principle? 3

4.2 Did management boards/steering committees Yes monthly

meet regularly as agreed? 3

4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Yes

ordinate implementation? 3

4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery

appointed and were the project managers at a Yes

suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3

4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

showing implementation against plan, budget, yes

timescales and quality? 3
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4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep
within their financial budget and time schedule?

Some roads programmes were delayed due to lack of
funding or Part 8 requirements or ecology surveys
required

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?

Some Roads programme budgets needed adjustments

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

Yes reviewed continuously

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Yes

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Yes

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes in roads projects only

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

N/A

No termination of projects

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are th I bjectives for all f t . .
re. ere clear objectives for afl areas ot curren Annual Service Delivery Plans Prepared

expenditure? 3
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 Performance model — Monaghanstat in place
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 On monthly basis Monaghanstat process
5.41sth thod f itoring effici . .

s . ere a.me 0 for monitoring etficiency on an Through Monaghstat model and internal audit
on-going basis? 3
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Performance model — Monaghanstat in place
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 Performance model — Monaghanstat in place
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance Unit costs for Restoration improvement and restoration
monitoring? 1 maintenance compiled for DDTTAS and NOAC KPI's
5.8 Are other dat iled t it .

re other data compried to monitor Performance model — Monaghanstat in place

performance? 3
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectivenes .

S ther ? . monttoring eftectiv > Performance model — Monaghanstat in place
on an on-going basis? 3
5.10 Has th isati di th .
. as' € orga.ms,a 'on engagea in any.o er Performance model — Monaghanstat in place
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 3

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required
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6.1 How many post project reviews were completed

No Post Project reviews were required in 2018

in the year under review? 3
6.2 Was a post project rewew. completed for all No Post Project reviews were required in 2018
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) . . L
. No Post P t din 2018
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where O FostFroject reviews were required In
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
This C il’ licy is that Post Project revi tob
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant IS. ounc s_ pq ey is . at rost rrojec reV|e.ws are tobe
. . carried out within the first 18 months following
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review .
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? completion of all contracted works greater than €500,000
’ 2 and goods and services greater than €100,000.
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been No Post Project reviews were required in 2018
scheduled for a future date? N/A
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to . . L
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant No Post Project reviews were required in 2018
bodies) N/A
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of . . S
& P . I I, 's No Post Project reviews were required in 2018
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A
.8 W j i i ffi
6.8 Were prOJect reviews carrl'ed O.Ut by sta mg. No Post Project reviews were required in 2018
resources independent of project implementation? N/A

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

li Action R i
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued Corr\p fance SeumEy b i (el
Rating:1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure . .
. No current expenditure programmes matured during
programmes that matured during the year or were 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether N/A
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether N/A
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into N/A
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a N/A
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources N/A
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s N/A
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Offaly County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

—_ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
proj Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority Communication with Management Team / Senior
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of Management Group and Procurement Policy.
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 2
Limited Training in 2015. A National Training Programme
for the Local Authority Sector is required. Briefing
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been Sessions for Project Managers in Offaly County Council
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 1 are planned.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local QA Process adapted for LAs. PSC applied as per
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted guidelines.
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3
Compliance with procurement monitored, regular
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning meetings, transparency. Templates are in use and
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds specific required documentation is requested from
comply with the Public Spending Code? 3 applicants for some funding.
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA . . . . .
. . . Project Brief now a requirement for all capital projects.
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where . . .
- L . Internal Audit completes follow-ups on implementation
appropriate, within the local authority and to .
. of recommendations.
agencies? 2
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
As Above.
reports been acted upon? 2
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief L
. - . Yes. Compliant in years 2014-2018.
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the > piantin years
authority’s website? 3
1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth Yes.
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post All revenue expenditure is subject to ongoing review.
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has Issues are highlighted, reviewed and addressed at team
passed since the completion of a target project with meetings. A process is being put in place for evaluations
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of / post-project reviews.
the project. 3
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the As above.
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner? 3
1.11Isth to foll th
s there a.process © .0 owup on_ © Lessons learned noted and implemented across all
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
. . departments.
project reviews? 3
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous . - .
. . . . Projects managed more efficiently as a result of reviews.
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource L. . . .
. - Decisions were made on increases in match funding.
allocation decisions? 3
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all .
projects > ZSm? yapp N/A N/A. Project approx. €2m.
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in Frankford Housing: DPHLG Capital Appraisal format used.
respect of capital projects or capital Clonminch & Killane Housing: Yes, significant housing
programmes/grant schemes? 3 need in Tullamore & Edenderry.
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects N/A
exceeding €20m? N/A
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes. Housing waiting list sets out need in the area.
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the Frankford Housing Project was an unfinished estate.
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they Planning was awarded prior to approval to proceed.
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. Clonminch & Killane Housing: Yes, stage 1 approval
procurement)? 3 issued as grant in principle.
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to N/A
the relevant Department for their views? N/A
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing N/A
more than €20m? N/A
Frankford Housing: Tendering was not applicable for this
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in project. Expressions of interest were sought and
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was purchase price was agreed with DHPLG prior to budget
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval approval. Clonminch Housing: Not at tender yet
in Principle granted? (currently at planning stage). Killane Housing: Yes, Stage
3 4 (tender approval has issued to the DHPLG.).
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? Frankford Hc?using: N/A. Clonminch Housing: Not yet.
3 Killane: Imminent.
Frankford Housing: Yes. Clonminch Housing: Yes,
consultants procured by the approved housing body
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? through e-tenders. Killane: Yes, consultants procured by
the approved housing body through e-tenders &
3 construction project was advertised on e-tenders.
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A N/A
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the Frankford Housing: (.:OStS were re.ceived an.d Were as
. L . expected for the delivery. Clonminch Housing: N/A —no
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is . . o o
expected to be delivered? Fendgrs Yet. Killane I-!ousmg. Yes, 10% difference due to
N/A inflation in construction costs.
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each Frankford Housing: No. of units. .Tlmefram?s were set,

. . but were not met. Clonmich & Killane Housing: Yes, part
project/programme that will allow for a robust . . . .
evaluation at a later date? of appraisal. Performance Indicators included in

3 submission to DHPLG e.g. deadlines, no. of units.
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather Clonminch & Killane Housing: Timelines for housing
performance indicator data? 3 delivery will be required when construction starts.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal
and Approval

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required
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3.1 Were objectives clearly set out?

Water Services Admin of Group & Private installations:
Increase in subsidy Circ. L2/18 DHPLG. Programmes for

3 planned maintenance, pre-lets are setout each year.
. . . Local Road Maintenance: Works recorded on Maproad
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?
3 PMS System.
NS Road Maintenance/Improvement: TIl Allocation is
received annually. The Council prepare a PARR report to
seek approval to procure contractors and seek approval
prior to appointing contractors. Local Road
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and Maintenance/Improvement: Annual Roads Programme.
economic appraisal, prepared for new current Water Services Admin of Group & Private installations:
expenditure? N/A. Increase in subsidy payments to GWS
applicable for annual subsidy 2018 and
advance subsidy 2019. Housing Maintenance:
3 Monthly Reports
NS Road Maintenance: In line with TII procedures. Local
. . Road Maintenance: MapRoad PMS System road rating
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? and agreement at MD level. Water Services Admin of
3 Group & Private installations: N/A.
NS Road Maintenance: 1 Major National Scheme in
3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all Offaly — N52 Tullamore to Kilbeggan link roads — approx.
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m €35m over 10years. Allocation for 2019 is €300,000.
over 4 years? Water Services Admin of Group & Private installations:
3 N/A.
3.6 Did the business case include a section on NS Road Maintenance & Water Services Admin of Group
piloting? N/A & Private installations: N/A.
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total e{<pend|ture of at NS Road Maintenance & Water Services Admin of Group
least €20m over the proposed duration of the . . .
.. . & Private installations: N/A.
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 I-!ave the methodolf)gy and data collection NS Road Maintenance & Water Services Admin of Group
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset & Private installations: N/A
of the scheme? N/A ’ ’
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted NS Road Maintenance & Water Services Admin of Group
for approval to the relevant Department? N/A & Private installations: N/A.
3-10Has an assessment. of likely derT'nand for the new NS Road Maintenance & Water Services Admin of Group
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on . . .
. . & Private installations: N/A.
empirical evidence? N/A
NS Road Maintenance: Approval for stages 1-4 (planning
3.11 Was the required approval granted? & design) Water Services Admin of Group & Private
3 installations: Circular L2/18 DHPLG
3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06, NS Road Maintenance & Water Services Admin of Group
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? N/A & Private installations: N/A.
NS Road Maintenance: Procurement of Consulting
Engineers ongoing; All TIl pavement works procured in
3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement compliance with rules. Local Road Maintenance: All
rules complied with? works procured in line with procurement rules
appropriate to cost of works. Water Services Admin of
3 Group & Private installations: N/A.
3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each NS Boad Maintenance: No LA Performance indicators for
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of n.atllonal roads. .(Rl,RZ,R3 ~regional and Ioc.al roads).
L . . . Finished works inspected by TIl. Water Services Admin of
existing current expenditure programme which will . . .
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date? Group & Private installations: N/A. Local Road
3 Maintenance: MapRoad PMS
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3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

NS Road Maintenance: N/A Water Services Admin of
Group & Private installations: N/A. Local Road
Maintenance: MapRoad PMS

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
Contract signed with Kenny Lyons Associates for Desi
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the ontract signed wi . enny tyons Associates for besign
. . Consultantancy services — tender documents for

Approval in Principle? . . .

3 construction stage near completion — funding dependant.
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees Regular meetings held by the Board of TCAC Ltd, and by
meet regularly as agreed? 3 Design & Construction Sub-Committee of the Board.
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- . .

. . . Project at Design stage only.
ordinate implementation? 3
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a Project at Design stage only.
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly, . .
L toring . P 'p P guiarly As part of development of Business Plan and Funding
showing implementation against plan, budget, abolications
timescales and quality? 3 PP ’
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep Project at Design stage only, Design decisions dependant
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3 on available funding — review ongoing.
. . Proj Desi ly, Desi isi

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? rOJect. at e5|gn.stage on.y esnng decisions dependant

3 on available funding — review ongoing.
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time Project at Design stage only, Design decisions dependant
schedules made promptly? 3 on available funding — review ongoing.
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme . . . .

. . . P tatD t ly, D d d dant
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding ozoiiZiI:bleefsl,:iZisn ag—erz\r:iZw oe:gonin ecisions dependan
budget, lack of progress, changes in the g g0INg.
environment, new evidence, etc.) 3
4.10Ifci i ioning th

. 0. . urcumstalnces did warrant questioning the Project at Design stage only, Design decisions dependant
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was ) . ) .

. . o on available funding — review ongoing.

the project subjected to adequate examination? 3
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from Project at Design stage only, Design decisions dependant
the Sanctioning Authority? 3 on available funding — review ongoing.
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the
environment changed the need for the investment? 3

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Incurring Current Expenditure

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required

128




5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current
expenditure?

Annual Arts Plan and Budget. Admin of Rates: The
projected expenditure is itemised based on vacancy
experience. Regional Road Maintenance & Improvement
Programme: Works recorded on MapRoad PMS System.
Roads rated on MapRoad & type of works defined based
on condition of road. All costs and unit costs recorded &
analysed. Libraries: Yes, there are commitments and
budget projects in place. Housing Maintenance
programmes for planned maintenance, pre-lets are set-
out each year.

5.2 Are outputs well defined?

Arts Plan and evaluation. Admin of Rates: All cost is
supported by specific documentary evidence. Housing
Maintenance: Yes, although voids can be difficult to plan
as work is completed as need arises.

5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

Arts Monthly recorded outputs. Admin of Rates: Annual
Exercise. Libraries There are service indicators in place
and reviewed. Housing Maintenance monthly reports.

5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
on-going basis?

Arts Monthly report against Arts Plan and Budget. Admin
of Rates: Each property is separately assessed each year.
Housing Maintenance annual KPIs for Voids, costs &
turnaround times.

5.5 Are outcomes well defined?

Arts Strategy and Arts Council framework agreement
priorities. Admin of Rates: Yes. Charge of write off to
revenue account. Libraries: There are daily, weekly and
monthly stats collected, reviewed and compared.
Housing Maintenance: annual reports & returns sent to
DHPLG.

5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis?

Arts: Quarterly and Annually — reporting in line with
Framework Agreement. PMS Admin of Rates: Annually.
Housing Maintenance: Monthly report data.

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance
monitoring?

Arts: N/A. Each Arts programme / event is monitored as
per plan and budget. Admin of Rates: Each
property is individually assessed. Libraries:
More improvement is needed in this area
Water Services Admin of Group & Private
Installations: N/A. Housing Maintenance:
annual reports & returns sent to DHPLG &
KPls.

5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor
performance?

Arts: Post evaluation reports on grants and
questionnaires / reports on events & programmes.

Admin of Rates: Not applicable. Recycling Facilities:
Yes, Annual returns to EPA and DCCAE
regarding Environmental compliances.
Libraries: Service Indicators. Water Services
Admin of Group & Private Installations: N/A.
Housing Maintenance: Yes, turnaround time &
costs of acquisitions.

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness
on an on-going basis?

Arts Programme: On-going evaluation. Recycling
Facilities: Yes, Annual Environmental Returns
to EPA. Libraries: More improvement is
needed in this area. There is ongoing
promotion. Housing Maintenance: Yes, KPIs &
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Annual report.

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

Framework agreement with the Arts Council including
complying with evaluation being built into Arts
Programme delivery. Admin of Rates: Authorisation of all
write in place. Recycling Facilities: Yes, WERLA-EMR are
evaluating operations of Civic Amenity Facilities within
the Region in 2019. Offaly has a candidate site for this
evaluation. Libraries: There are reports compiled on
events and service indicators. Water Services Admin of
Group & Private Installations: N/A. Housing
Maintenance: Yes, cost reactive maintenance per unit
reported as KPl & compared with other LAs.

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
. . There were no other projects under review. ‘Millrace’
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed . ) . . . .
in the year under review? Ho.us.mg was the flrst capltall housing project under ‘Re-
2 building Ireland Action Plan
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all N/A
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) N/A
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review See 6.1 above.
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 5
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date? 3
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to Early agreement on exact specification of houses is
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant essential.
bodies) 2
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of Early agreement on specifications are significantly
lessons learned from post-project reviews? 2 improved on new projects.
Normally carried out on capital projects when a final
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing account claim is required. In this case full drawdown is
resources independent of project implementation? made on project completion without retention,
2 therefore, no final account claim required.

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued
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Self-Assessed
Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its . . .
R .. . . Compliance Comment/Action Required
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued .
Rating: 1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No expenditure in this category.
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

131



Roscommon County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority All relevant staff have been notified of their obligations
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of under the PSC
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3
There is a need for the rollout of a national training
programme for practitioners in the Local Authority Sector
to ensure they are adequately trained in the provisions of
the PSC which will facilitate a consistent approach at all
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been stages of a projects life cycle, and in turn assist in the
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 compilation of the PSC.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local Yes. PSC QA Guidance notes has been developed for the
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted Local Government Sector.
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3
Yes. There are a number of Service Level Agreements in
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning place, which require compliance with the PSC. Examples
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds are SICAP, Healthy Ireland & Creative Ireland, Leader. Tax
comply with the Public Spending Code? 2 compliance is also checked.
15 Have'recommendanons from'prevu')us QA Recommendations from previous QA reports, External
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where . oo .
appropriate, within the local authority and to Auqlts & VFM re.por.ts are notified to relevant parties for
. review and application.
agencies? 3
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA . .
Yes, previous recommendations have been acted on.
reports been acted upon? 2
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief o . .
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the Yes — Report certified, submitted and published
authority’s website? 3
18 Was the required sample of . Yes - required sample subjected to in-depth checking as
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 per step 4 of the QAP
Evaluation is carried out in conjunction with funding
agencies at all stages of projects. In Housing this is done
at: 1.Approval in principal 2.Planning and prelim design
3.Tender and procurement 4. Award of contract. Project
is continually refined throughout the process by the
DHPLG at every stage of the processes. In relation to
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post major roads projects the Tll Project Management
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post Guidelines set the stages and again evaluation is set at
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has each stage. This process ensures that projects are
passed since the completion of a target project with constantly evolving and best practice is complied with at
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of each stage of the project life cycle. Close out reports are
the project. 2 competed in Roads.
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1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely

Pobal carried out a review on expenditure in the SICAP
programme, Tll carried out a review on Capital roads
expenditure. As part of the AFS process the HOF meets
with all Business Unit Heads to review Revenue & Capital
expenditure. The Procurement Business Unit monitors
the procurement process throughout the year. Roads

manner? 3 carry out reports on the completion of all roads projects
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the . .
.p . P . Each Budget Holder with a delegated function has

recommendations of previous evaluations/Post o .

. . responsibility for follow up actions.
project reviews? 2
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource N/A
allocation decisions? N/A

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |
and Approva Rating:1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Yes Appraisal reports are prepared at concept stage
projects > €5m? 3 » APP P prep P &
2.2 Was an ap!oropna'te appralsal' method used in Yes, Appraisal reports are prepared at concept stage and
respect of capital projects or capital . .
sent to the funding authority for approval.
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects n/a
exceeding €20m? N/A
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes, see comment in 2.2 above
the decision) 3
25W A I'in Principl h . . .
> .as .an pprov§ n Frincip e.granted by the Yes, once the funding authority approve the appraisal
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they . . o .
. . report they give approve in principal to proceed with the
entered the planning and design phase (e.g. .
project
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to N/A
the relevant Department for their views? N/A
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing N/A
more than €20m? N/A
Yes, there is a 4 stage approval process, all stages are
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in complied with if relevant to project 1.Approval in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was principal 2.Planning and prelim design 3.Tender and
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval procurement 4. Award of contract. Project is continually
in Principle granted? refined at every stage of the process by the funding
3 authority
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes, in line with 2.8 Stage 3
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not applicable to Local Government
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 3
213 W f indicat ified f h . .
. Mehaathaliliavid .lca ors specitied foreac There are robust milestone set for projects by the
project/programme that will allow for a robust . . .
. Funding Agency and those are complied with.
evaluation at a later date? 3
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2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

4 stages which require approval at all stages and strict
timelines for moving from stage to stage.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? N/A No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
expenditure? N/A
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
over 4 years? N/A
6 Did th - incl -
3'6 .|d the business case include a section on No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
piloting? N/A
3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m? N/A
3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
of the scheme? N/A
3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
for approval to the relevant Department? N/A
3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
empirical evidence? N/A
3.11 Was the required approval granted? N/A No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06 .
. . ! No programme relevant to PSC in 2018

4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set? N/A progr relevan "
3.13If i i

outsc.>urcm.g was involved were procurement No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
rules complied with? N/A
3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each

i | i f

ne.w .current expendltur.e proposal or expans'lon o. No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date? N/A
3.15H t b tin pl t th .

ave s eps .een putn place o gather No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
performance indicator data? N/A

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required

Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the Yes Contract signed for the appointment of Phase 1 — 4
Approval in Principle? 3 Technical Consultancy Services.
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4.2 Did management boards/steering committees

Yes Monthly Steering Group Meetings are held between

meet regularly as agreed? 3 RNRRO, RCC and TII.
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Yes RNRRO are the coordinators for the development of
ordinate implementation? 3 the Project through Phases 1 to 4.
4.4 W ject ible for deli
_ere project managers, _respon5| © for dellvery Yes RNRRO Project Manager and ROD Project Director
appointed and were the project managers at a . .
. . . both at senior level for the scale of the project.
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 W itori t d larl .
.ere. monitoring r.epor > .prepare reguarly, Yes Monthly progress reports for the Steering Group
showing implementation against plan, budget, .
. . Meetings.
timescales and quality? 3
Yes Th jectis atth ly st f it
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep . es the prOJe_c 15 at the early stages ot Its
s e . . implementation, programme and budget are on target at
within their financial budget and time schedule? .
3 this juncture.
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? Not neces.sary at this stage. The budget will be monitored
N/A at the project develops.
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time . . . .
N | | h h .

schedules made promptly? N/A ot applicable at this stage in the project
4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding Not applicable at this stage in the project.
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.) N/A
4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was Not applicable at this stage in the project.
the project subjected to adequate examination? N/A
4.11 If costs increased was approval received from . . . .

- - Not applicable at this stage in the project.
the Sanctioning Authority? N/A PRl ! gel proj
4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the
environment changed the need for the investment? No

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Incurring Current Expenditure

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1 -3

Comment/Action Required

5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current
expenditure?

Yes. Annual Budgets and Annual Service Delivery Plans
agree clear objectives, including appropriate resources.
There are also a number of other mechanisms for setting
objectives, including long term plans and annual
programmes. Business Unit & Individual objectives for
the year are also agreed. All processes are monitored
throughout the year. The AFS is prepared at the end of
each year and targets are reviewed.

5.2 Are outputs well defined?

Yes. National KPI’s are in place for Local Government &
statistics for various activities are collected.

5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis?

Yes. National KPI’s are prepared annually and stats
collected and reviewed.

5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
on-going basis?

Yes monitoring of performance against budget allocation
is in place. PMDS is in place in the organisation.
Participation levels in programmes/projects are regularly
reviewed for implementation against targets.
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5.5 Are outcomes well defined?

Yes there are a number of positive outcomes from the

2 programme
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 2 Yes through the delivery of plans and programmes
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance

o & P P Yes through the budget process
monitoring? 2
. . Yes performance management information is compiled
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor P . g . p
on a regular basis in team plans, annual service delivery

performance?

2 plans, IPM stats etc.
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness Yes continuous reviews of performance and service
on an on-going basis? 2 delivery in place
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other . .
. . & ., ga8 y- Yes, an amount of data is collected from various sources
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed 5 close out reviews completed one for each project
in the year under review? 3 recently ended.
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all

. . N/A
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) N/A
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A

.4 Aside fi j 2
6.4 Aside from projects over € Om. and grant . Yes, summary of in-depth review is included in this
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review document
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3 ’
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been N/A
scheduled for a future date? N/A
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
di inated within the S ing A dt .
|ssem|na? eA within ? ponsoring Agency and to Lessons learned do not form part of the close out review
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies) N/A
6.7 Were ch m ices in light of
re changes made to pra.ctlces |.n ight o N/A see 6.6 above

lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A
6.8 Were prOJect reviews carrl'ed O.Ut by stafﬂng Project reviews completed by Internal Roads staff
resources independent of project implementation? No

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued Con:nplnance Sommen/ie opHEsited
Rating:1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure

programmes that matured during the year or were No programme relevant to PSC in 2018

discontinued? N/A
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7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

- N | tto PSCin 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A O programme refevant to n

7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

. N | tto PSCin 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A O programme relevant to n

7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into

) . N I tto PSCin 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A © programme refevant to n

7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a

. . No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources

N I tto PSCin 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A © programme relevant to n

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

No programme relevant to PSC in 2018
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Sligo County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority All relevant staff have been notified of their obligations
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of under the PSC.
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 2
1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been Guidance documentation has been circulated and
provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 training needs have been identified.
1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local Yes. A guidance document (Feb. 2017) was developed for
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted the QA adapting the PSC to Local Government structures.
sectoral guidelines been developed? 3
1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds Where applicable.
comply with the Public Spending Code? 3
1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where Recommendations are notified to relevant parties for
appropriate, within the local authority and to review and application.
agencies? 3
1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA . . .
Recommendations are reviewed by relevant parties.
reports been acted upon? 2
1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief - . .
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the Yes - certified, submitted and published
authority’s website? 3
18 Was the required sample of . Yes the required sample was subjected to an in-depth
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth .
checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3 review.
1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluat!onsA/Post Project Reviews? E.x—post. Yes — standard part of Scheme Management for both TII,
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has . . .
. . . . DTTAS and Department of Housing, Planning, Community
passed since the completion of a target project with . . . .
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of and Local Government in relation to capital projects.
the project. 3
1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evalluatlons have been cqmpleted in the year under 1 no. review of East City and Cranmore Regeneration
review? Have they been issued promptly to the Plan
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner? 3
1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post Yes
project reviews? 3
1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource Yes- they are used as a learning tool for future projects.
allocation decisions? 3

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

li Action R i
e Anroval Corf\p iance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m? 3
22 W iat isal method used i
asan ap.proprla. N appralsa_ method usedin DHPLG 4 stage capital appraisal process for Housing
respect of capital projects or capital .

projects
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects .

. Yes, wh d.
exceeding €20m? 3 €5, Where require
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to Yes, where required.
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Autho'rlty for all RFOJeCtS before they Yes, where required.
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to . .

A h h the rel f Auth .
the relevant Department for their views? 3 pproved through the relevant funding Authority
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing . .
more than €20m? 3 Approved through the relevant funding Authority.
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? Yes sample audit checks should be conducted to verify

2 compliance.

2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? 3 Yes where applicable.
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered? 3
2'13 Were performance |nq|cators specified for each Each project would have budgets and expected outcome
project/programme that will allow for a robust ) . .

. defined. Less formality where projects were smaller.
evaluation at a later date? 2
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather Yes project managers to track and monitor against
performance indicator data? 2 objectives.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

A |
and Approva Rating: 1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? N/A No Projects in this Category for 2018
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A No Projects in this Category for 2018
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current No Projects in this Category for 2018
expenditure? N/A
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No Projects in this Category for 2018

139




3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees .
Yes for all large projects.
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-
ordinate implementation? 3
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, Yes for all large projects.
timescales and quality? 3
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep
within their financial budget and time schedule? 3
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly? 3

140




4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

CBA for N4 scheme re-visited in Q3 2018 because of
changes to PSC requirements

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes Sanctioning Authority approved increased costs
where relevant.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

None in 2018

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are th | bjectives for all f t ) .
re. ere clear objectives for afl areas ot curren Annual Budget defines the expenditure for the year.
expenditure? 3
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National Key Performance Indicators.
e . Yes, National Key Perf Indi
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? es, National Key Performance Indicators are set
3 annually.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Budget monitoring on a monthly basis and regular team
on-going basis? 3 meetings to review activities carried out.
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance
monitoring? 2
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor Other Reports as required by the Sanctioning Authority
performance? 2
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness
. . Monthly management reports
on an on-going basis? 2
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
6.1 How many post project reviews were completed 1 no. review of East City and Cranmore Regeneration
in the year under review? 3 Plan
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
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6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where

scheme duration was five years or more? N/A

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant

schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review In-depth checks carried out per PSC requirements
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a

proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date? 3
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant

bodies) 3
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews? 3

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation? 2

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its Ceislfenee e e

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating:1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No Projects in this Category for 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did th i h lusi heth
id those reviews rea; .conc usions on whether No Projects in this Category for 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did th i h lusi heth
3 Did those reviews reac c.onc usions on whether No Projects in this Category for 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have.the conclusions reached l?een taken into No Projects in this Category for 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5W di tinued followi . .
. ere any programmes' Iscontinued toflowing a No Projects in this Category for 2018
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews ca_lrriefj out by staffing resources No Projects in this Category for 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

No Projects in this Category for 2018
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South Dublin County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual

Self-Assessed

projects/ Compliance Discussion/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

Information on the Public Spending Code is circulated as
appropriate and is available on the intranet. An internal

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going project monitoring system is in place and is regularly

basis, that appropriate people within the authority updated for capital projects to which the Public Spending

and its agencies are aware of the requirements of Code applies. Further staff training in this area is planned

the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)? 3 as part of the 2019/2020 Training Plan.
Information on the Public Spending Code is circulated as
appropriate and is available on the intranet. An internal
project monitoring system is in place and is regularly
updated for capital projects to which the Public Spending

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been Code applies. Further staff training in this area is planned

provided to relevant staff within the authority? 2 as part of the 2019/2020 Training Plan.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for

the type of project/programme that your local Guidance Note prepared by the CCMA Finance

authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted Committee

sectoral guidelines been developed? 3

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning

Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds

comply with the Public Spending Code? N/A

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA

reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where

appropriate, within the local authority and to

agencies? 3

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA Reports circulated and recommendations being

reports been acted upon? 2 addressed

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report

been certified by the local authority’s Chief .

Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the Submitted on 29/05/2019

authority’s website? 3

1.8 Was the required sample of

projects/programmes subjected to in-depth

checking as per step 4 of the QAP? 3

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

evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post

evaluation is conducted after a certain period has .

. . . . Usually scheduled as part of project closure

passed since the completion of a target project with

emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of

the project. 2

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review

eva.Iuatlons have been cgmpleted in the year under Three identified as part of the checklists. which were

review? Have they been issued promptly to the

relevant stakeholders / published in a timely completed by a sample of Departments

manner?

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the

recommendations of previous evaluations/Post Usually scheduled as part of project closure

project reviews? 2
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1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

Resource allocation decisions informed by various
evaluation processes in place

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

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal
and Approval

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required

2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m?

2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital
programmes/grant schemes?

2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects
exceeding €20m?

N/A

Checklists completed by a sample of Departments, and
there were no projects meeting this criterion in the
sample

2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to
the decision)

2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?

2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to
the relevant Department for their views?

Yes, where required

2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
more than €20m?

N/A

2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted?

2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender?

2.10 Were procurement rules complied with?

2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports?

w (W (W W

Yes, where required

2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered?

Yes, broadly in line with expectations

2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust
evaluation at a later date?

For some projects as the project develops additional
indicators may be developed, while existing indicators
may be expanded or redefined

2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

For some projects as the project develops additional
indicators may be developed, while existing indicators
may be expanded or redefined

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval Rating: 1- 3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3
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3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms?

3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure?

Additional revenue expenditure primarily related to day
to day operations & maintenance, including insurance
and support services and delivery of specific projects.

3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

Where appropriate. The revenue increases of greater
than €0.5m may be spread across a number of smaller
projects.

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

Provision for optional contract extensions and
termination included in contract documents, as
appropriate

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-
ordinate implementation? 3
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery Yes, at executive or senior executive level within the
appointed and were the project managers at a Council and in relation to consultants was integrated into
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3 tender assessment quality criteria
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4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget,
timescales and quality?

Regular meetings, reports, update provided to Senior
Management and Members when required. Reporting
required as part of contract requirements and integrated
into SDCC’s project monitor and fortnightly corporate
reporting.

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep
within their financial budget and time schedule?

Broadly yes, with some limited exceptions

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted?

On some occasions minor adjustments were required, for
example due to unforeseen circumstances or claims. Any
amendments were subject to appropriate authorisations.

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

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

N/A

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes, where applicable

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

N/A

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
Objectives are identified in the Management Team Plan,
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current section Team Plans, in plans for specific areas of work
expenditure? (e.g. Regional Enterprise Strategy, Litter Management
3 Plan) etc.
Outputs and outcomes are reported on through a variety
. f channels (e.g. r ncil, monthly an
5.2 Are outputs well defined? ofchannels (e.g. reports to Cc.>u CI. onthly and
quarterly statistical reports, financial/ budget reports,
3 project KPIs, NOAC returns etc.)
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an
on-going basis? 3
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3
As appropriate. Unit costings for performance
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance F_’p _p . & P .
S monitoring more suited to some service areas than
monitoring?
3 others.
Yes, for example Vacant Land Register returns,
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor guantitative and qualitative reporting on the range of
performance? Local Enterprise Office activities, Performance
3 Management Development System for staff, Members
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Representations, Council meetings etc.

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness

on an on-going basis? 3
Yes, for example it is assessed as part of Internal Audit In-
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other Depth Checks, LIHAF projects have been subject to
‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? evaluation proofing by the DHPLG and are subject to a
3 continuous monitoring programme.

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating:1-3

Comment/Action Required

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed
in the year under review?

Checklists completed by a sample of Departments —
three post project reviews identified in this sample.

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m?

N/A

6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

N/A

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date?

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies)

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its

Self-Assessed

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued Con:nplnance Sommen/ie opHEsited
Rating:1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure

programmes that matured during the year or were No applicable expenditure for 2018

discontinued? N/A

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

the programmes were efficient? N/A
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7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A

7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A

7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A

7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Tipperary County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

All information available on PSC is circulated within the
organization to keep appropriate staff fully informed of
their obligations under PSC. Requests for additional
training following movement of staff.

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Additional training for the sector is being requested and
staff will be informed to facilitate attendance. In-house
workshops will be considered during 2019.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Adopted at Sector Lever.

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

No projects relevant to PSC.

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

Findings have been disseminated to all sections.

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Recommendations have been circulated to the
directorates for review and incorporated into the
planning for future projects.

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Yes

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

If and where appropriate

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

Yes

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

Where appropriate.
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |
and Approva Rating: 1-3
21W limi isal undertaken for all - .
projeciz i z;ﬂ:;nmary appraisalundertaken for a 3 Preliminary appraisal completed.
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects .
. N ts > €20m for 2018
exceeding €20m? N/A 0 projects m for
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an . . . .
- .. . . . Yes in conjunction with Government Departments where
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to abbrooriate
the decision) 3 pprop
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before th .
anctioning AU O‘rl ytora RFOJGC > betore they Approval required to enable future grant draw downs.
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required w§s |jc submitted to N/A for 2018
the relevant Department for their views? N/A
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing
N/A for 201
more than €20m? N/A /A for 2018
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Yes
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Where required approval was granted.
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 2
2.13 W f indicat ified f h .
. ere performance in .|ca ors speciiled for eac Each project that went to tender would have had
project/programme that will allow for a robust . e L
. detailed specifications and timelines.
evaluation at a later date? 2
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather Project leaders expected to monitor progress compared
performance indicator data? 2 to initial targets.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval .

pprov Rating:1-3

N Additional expenditure agreed as part of the 2019

3.1 W bject learly set out? - .

ere objectives clearly set ou 3 Annual Budget and Service Delivery Plan.
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3 National KPIs are in place for Local Government
3.3 W busi i ting fi ial and

as.a usme;ss case, Incorporating financial an Where applicable considered as part of the Budget
economic appraisal, prepared for new current

. Process.

expenditure? 3
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 3 KPIs are established each year for specific services
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No New projects at this level.

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

Considered as part of the 2019 Annual Budget.

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Approval as part of 2019 Budget Process

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

Where appropriate - Shared Service commenced 2016 on
5 year pilot basis with annual review.

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

Where applicable

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

National KPIs are in place for Local Government

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Where National KPls are in place for Local Government

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the Yes
Approval in Principle? 3
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees s .
Relevant teams within departments met on regular basis
meet regularly as agreed? 3
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- Staff at the appropriate level, given responsibility for
ordinate implementation? 3 specific projects.
4.4W j ible fi li
.ere project managers, .respon5|b e for delivery Staff at the appropriate level given responsibility for
appointed and were the project managers at a specific proiects
suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3 P proj
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, Monitored v Budgets and timelines in most cases.
timescales and quality? 2
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep Scope and issues with contractor on a project resulted in
within their financial budget and time schedule? 2 time delays and retendering.
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Yes adjusted where required up / down
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time Y
schedules made promptly? 3 €es
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

No

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

To enable grant draw downs.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

No

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current Yes. Spending Programme Defined as part of the Annual
expenditure? 3 Budget Process
5.2 Are outputs well defined? National KPIs are in place for Local Government
3
. . KPI tablished each f ifi i d
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? s'are es'a Ished eac 'year Of spectiic services an
3 service delivery plans reviewed throughout the year.
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an Yes. Budget performance and monitoring is in place
on-going basis? 3 throughout the year.
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 Defined through the Annual Service Plans.
The development of the Annual Service Plans have
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? enhanced this measurement and regular reporting to
3 Council throughout the year.
7A i i iled f f
> Are L.mlt costings compiled for performance Where National KPIs are in place for Local Government
monitoring? 3
5.8 Are other data compiled to monito
re r data compl rror As part of the Annual Budget process.
performance? 3
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness As part of the Annual Budget process, Internal and
on an on-going basis? 3 External Audits and CE reports to Council
.10 Has th isati i h .
,5 0 as the orga.nls’atlon engaged in any.ot er Data to be collected to allow for future evaluation.
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required
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2 Projects completed in 2018, Post Project Reviews

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed carried out on projects completed in 2017 which will be
in the year under review? finalized for projects completed in 2017 and 2018 before
2 the end of 2019.

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review Yes
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been Reviews will be completed before the end of 2019.
scheduled for a future date? 3
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant
bodies) N/A

Recommendations have been circulated to the
directorates for review and where appropriate to be
2 incorporated for future projects.

6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation? 2

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

(o tE diture that (i hed th d of it
IR D ) BT Rl Compliance Comment/Action Required

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating: 1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
- As Above
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
- As Above
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
] . As Above
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were ogrammes discontinued followi
) ere any programm S' ISC Inue wing a As Above
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
. L . As Above
independent of project implementation? N/A
7.7 W h de to th isation’
ere changes made to the organisation’s As Above

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Waterford City and County
Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Await roll out of sector wide training (elements of PSC
being revised)

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m? 3
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital
programmes/grant schemes? 3
iigl\elzisnagzggﬁgA completed for all projects A Value below threshold
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Authority for all projects before they
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to

o See above
the relevant Department for their views? N/A
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing See above
more than €20m? N/A
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A See above
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust
evaluation at a later date? 3
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data? 3

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval .

pprov Rating:1-3
3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 Set out in annual service plan and annual budget
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? 3
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current
expenditure? 2
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? 2
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No project of this value in the current exp being
considered category in 2018

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

Yes, where applicable

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

Yes, where applicable

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Yes, where applicable

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

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

Approval in Principle? 3

4.2 Did management boards/steering committees

meet regularly as agreed? 3

4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-

ordinate implementation? 3

4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery

appointed and were the project managers at a

suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 3

4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

showing implementation against plan, budget,

timescales and quality? 3

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep

within their financial budget and time schedule? 2

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3

4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time

schedules made promptly? 3
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the

In Sept 18, updated economic appraisal prepared due to
budget adjustments and in advance of URDF application.

environment, new evidence, etc.) 3

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the

viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was As per 4.9 above.

the project subjected to adequate examination? 3

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from Full a?pplication, Incorporating costs, sul:.)mitted to URDF,

the Sanctioning Authority? funding of €6 m and €1_.75 m approved in Nov 18 from
N/A URDF and NTA respectively.

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes

terminated because of deviations from the plan, the Currently working to programme set out in URDF

budget or because circumstances in the application.

environment changed the need for the investment? N/A

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current

expenditure? 3

5.2 Are outputs well defined? 2

5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3

5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an

on-going basis? 2

5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 2

5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3

5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance

monitoring? 2

5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor

performance? 3

5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness

on an on-going basis? 2

5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? 2

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed

in the year under review? 3

6.2 Was a post project reV|ew.comp|eted for all Below threshold

projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A

157




6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3
6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been
scheduled for a future date? N/A
6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant

See above

bodies) N/A
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing
resources independent of project implementation? N/A

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its Ceislfenee e e

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating:1-3
7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have the conclusions reached been taken into
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5 Were any programmes discontinued following a
review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 Were reviews carried out by staffing resources
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A
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Westmeath County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

All relevant staff and agencies have been notified of
their obligations under the PSC

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Yes, but training is required on an ongoing basis. We
would benefit from structure and specific training for the
LG Sector.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Yes. A guidance document has been developed for the
QA adapting the PSC to Local Government structures and
approach.

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

No project relevant to the PSC

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

Yes, via internal audit tracker.

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Some but not all. The status of each one is monitored via
an internal audit tracker.

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Yes

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all
projects > €5m? 3
2.2 Was an approprla.te appra|sa|_ method used in Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
respect of capital projects or capital body/agency
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects There is one project for which a CEA is currently being
exceeding €20m? 2 completed with the assistance of the NDFA.
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an . . . .

- . . . . Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to body/agency
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Autho'rlty for all prOJects before they Required to secure grants
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to The only projects listed at this level are under the
the relevant Department for their views? N/A direction of other bodies who complete the appraisal
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing There is one project for which a CEA is currently being
more than €20m? 2 completed with the assistance of the NDFA.
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Tenders were in line with approvals
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust Yes, but not for every project.
evaluation at a later date? 2
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather .
performance indicator data? 2 Yes, but not for every project.

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval .
pprov Rating:1-3

N Outlined to Memb fC il t of the budget

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? ttlinedito Viembers of Louncll as part ot the budge
3 process

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? To an extent
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current No new expenditure
expenditure? N/A
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No new expenditure
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No new Projects / Programmes of this level

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

The expenditure will form part of the national KPIs

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Yes

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

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

Approval in Principle? 3

4.2 Did management boards/steering committees

meet regularly as agreed? 3

4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co-

ordinate implementation? 3

4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery

appointed and were the project managers at a Yes, but more structured system in place from 2017.

suitably senior level for the scale of the project? 2

4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,

showing implementation against plan, budget,

timescales and quality? 2

4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep

within their financial budget and time schedule? 2

4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 2 Yes

4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time

schedules made promptly? 2
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

No

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/a

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes, requirement for grant approval

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

No

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current
. Yes as part of the Annual Budget process
expenditure? 3
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National KPIs are in place for Local Government
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 KPIs are established each year for specific services
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an T
. . Yes Budget performance and monitoring is in place.
on-going basis? 3
Not in all h roval of the Schedule of
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? ot |' 'a ca§es'butt e app ova' of the Schedule o
2 Municipal District Works is helping.
. . Not in all cases but the approval of the Schedule of
6A f | ?
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis ) Municipal District Works is helping.
TA i i iled f f
> .re gn|t costings compiled for performance National KPIs are in place for Local Government
monitoring? 3
8A h il i S
>.8 Are other data compiled to monitor Yes Budget performance and monitoring is in place.
performance? 3
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness S
. . Yes Budget performance and monitoring is in place.
on an on-going basis? 3
J10H isati i
’5 0 as the orga.nls’atlon engaged in any.other Not at present
evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects? N/A

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

§.1 How many post p.rOJect reviews were completed None were carried out in 2018

in the year under review? N/A

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all N/A

projects/programmes exceeding €20m? N/A
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6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more? N/A
6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review

5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to? 3

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a

proper assessment, has a post project review been N/A
scheduled for a future date? N/A

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant N/A
bodies) N/A
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of N/A
lessons learned from post-project reviews? N/A
6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing N/A

resources independent of project implementation? N/A

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its Ceislfenee e e

planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

Rating:1-3

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
discontinued? N/A
7.2 Did th revi reach conclusions on whether

id those reviews eaF ,CO clusions on whethe No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
the programmes were efficient? N/A
7.3 Did those revi h conclusions on whether .

I Se reviews reac C clusions on w No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
the programmes were effective? N/A
7.4 Have th lusi hed b taken int .

ave. € conclusions reache .een akeninto No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure? N/A
7.5W di tinued followi .

. ere any programmes' Iscontinued Toflowing 3 No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

review of a current expenditure programme? N/A
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews CE.‘meA out by st ‘|ng resources No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
independent of project implementation? N/A

7.7 Were changes made to the organisation’s
practices in light of lessons learned from reviews? N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

163



Wexford County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

All relevant staff & agencies have been
notified of their obligations under the PSC

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

As training is rolled out within the sector it is
expected that WCC staff will engage with this
training

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Yes. A guidance document has been
developed for the QA adapting the PSC to
Local Government structures and approach.

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

No project relevant to the PSC

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Yes

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Yes

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

If and where appropriate

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

If and where appropriate

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

If and where appropriate
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required

and Approval Rating: 1- 3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all Projects listed at this level include those under the
projects > €5m? 3 direction of other bodies who complete the appraisal
2.2 Was an approprlaFe appralsall method used in Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
respect of capital projects or capital body/agency
programmes/grant schemes? 3
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects 1 .
exceeding €20m? Yes project ~In progress
2.4 Was the appraisal process commenced at an . . . .

- . . . . Yes, in conjunction with the relevant government
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to body/agency
the decision) 3
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Autho'rlty for all prOJects before they Required to secure grants
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)? 3
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to The only projects listed at this level are under the
the relevant Department for their views? N/A direction of other bodies who complete the appraisal
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing The only projects listed at this level are under the
more than €20m? N/A direction of other bodies who complete the appraisal
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was Tenders were in line with approvals
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval
in Principle granted? 3
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Yes
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 Yes
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A N/A for Local Government
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is Yes
expected to be delivered? 3
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust No
evaluation at a later date? 2
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data? 2 No

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
and Approval .
pprov Rating:1-3

_— Outlined to Memb fC il t of the budget

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? 3 ttlinedito Viembers of Louncll as part ot the budge
process

3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? To an extent
3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and
economic appraisal, prepared for new current N/A No new expenditure
expenditure?
3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used? N/A No new expenditure
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3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No new Projects/Programmes of this level 3

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section BO6,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

The expenditure will form part of the national KPIs

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

Yes

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the .
o 3 Yes where appropriate
Approval in Principle?
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees .
3 Yes where appropriate
meet regularly as agreed?
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- S . .
. . . 3 Internal coordinating team in place in most cases
ordinate implementation?
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a 3 Internal coordinating team in place in most cases
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, 3 Progress reports were prepared in most cases
timescales and quality?
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep
. S . . 2 | t
within their financial budget and time schedule? N MOst cases
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Yes, up and down
4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time 3 Yes

schedules made promptly?
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4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

No

All feasibility exercises completed at the consideration
stage of projects

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

N/A

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Yes this would be a requirement for grant approval

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

Yes

No

Checklist 5 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are th | bjectives for all f t
re. ere clear objectives for all areas o curren 3 Yes as part of the Annual Budget process
expenditure?
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 National KPIs are in place for Local Government
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 KPIs are established each year for specific services
5.41s th thod fi itoring effici S
> . ere a.me 0d for monitoring etticiency on an 3 Yes Budget performance and monitoring is in place.
on-going basis?
. The ongoing development of the Annual Service Plans
?
3.5 Are outcomes well defined: 3 and SMDWs will enhance this measurement
- . The ongoing development of the Annual Service Plans
?
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 and SMDWs will enhance this measurement
5.7 Are unit costi ompiled for performa . .
.re u " costings comptie P rmance 3 National KPIs are in place for Local Government
monitoring?
8A h il i S
58 Are other data compiled to monitor 3 Yes Budget performance and monitoring is in place.
performance?
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness T
. . 3 Yes Budget performance and monitoring is in place
on an on-going basis?
.10 Has th isati i h . .
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other 3 if and when appropriate

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Self-Assessed

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

6.1 How many post project reviews were completed 1

in the year under review?

6.2 Was a post project review completed for all N/A N/A

projects/programmes exceeding €20m?
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6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1)
had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review Yes
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been N/A
scheduled for a future date?

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

N/A N/A

the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant Yes
bodies)
6.7 Were changes made to practices in light of Ves
lessons learned from post-project reviews?
6.8 W ject revi ied out by staffi
€re project reviews carriec out by staiting No Resourcing levels limit the possibilities

resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 201
discontinued?

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

N/A N | PSCin 202
the programmes were efficient? / © programmes relevant to PSC in 20
7.3 Did those revi reach conclusions on whethe .
I Se reviews reac C clusions on w r N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 203
the programmes were effective?
7.4 Have th lusi hed b taken int .
ave. € conclusions reache .een akeninto N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 204
account in related areas of expenditure?
7.5W di tinued followi .
. ere any programmes' Iscontinued Toflowing 3 N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 205
review of a current expenditure programme?
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews carrle‘ out by sta ‘|ng resources N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 206
independent of project implementation?
7.7 W h de toth isation’ .
ere changes made to the organisation's N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 207

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?
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Wicklow County Council

Checklist 1 — To be completed in respect of general
obligations not specific to individual
projects/programmes

General Obligations not specific to individual
projects/

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Discussion/Action Required

1.1 Does the local authority ensure, on an on-going
basis, that appropriate people within the authority
and its agencies are aware of the requirements of
the Public Spending Code (incl. through training)?

Senior Management, budget holders and project staff are
aware of PSC requirements. However, regular
training/briefing sessions would be of benefit,
particularly due to the high turnover of staff in recent
years.

1.2 Has training on the Public Spending Code been
provided to relevant staff within the authority?

Staff tasked with collating the Quality Assurance aspect
have attending briefing sessions in previous years.

1.3 Has the Public Spending Code been adapted for
the type of project/programme that your local
authority is responsible for? i.e., have adapted
sectoral guidelines been developed?

Yes. A guidance document has been developed for the
QA adapting the PSC to Local Government structures and
approach

1.4 Has the local authority in its role as Sanctioning
Authority satisfied itself that agencies that it funds
comply with the Public Spending Code?

N/A

Not applicable for the year in question

1.5 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports (incl. spot checks) been disseminated, where
appropriate, within the local authority and to
agencies?

Yes

1.6 Have recommendations from previous QA
reports been acted upon?

Yes

1.7 Has an annual Public Spending Code QA report
been certified by the local authority’s Chief
Executive, submitted to NOAC and published on the
authority’s website?

Yes

1.8 Was the required sample of
projects/programmes subjected to in-depth
checking as per step 4 of the QAP?

Yes

1.9 Is there a process in place to plan for ex post
evaluations/Post Project Reviews? Ex-post
evaluation is conducted after a certain period has
passed since the completion of a target project with
emphasis on the effectiveness and sustainability of
the project.

If and where appropriate

1.10 How many formal Post Project Review
evaluations have been completed in the year under
review? Have they been issued promptly to the
relevant stakeholders / published in a timely
manner?

If and where appropriate

1.11 Is there a process to follow up on the
recommendations of previous evaluations/Post
project reviews?

If and where appropriate

1.12 How have the recommendations of previous
evaluations / post project reviews informed resource
allocation decisions?

N/A

Not applicable for the year under review
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Checklist 2 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes that
were under consideration in the past year

Capital Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

Compliance Comment/Action Required
A |
LS Rating: 1-3
2.1 Was a preliminary appraisal undertaken for all 3 Yes, where appropriate
projects > €5m?
2.2 Was an appropriate appraisal method used in
respect of capital projects or capital 3 Yes, where appropriate
programmes/grant schemes?
2.3 Was a CBA/CEA completed for all projects N/A No projects or programmes exceeding €20m were under
exceeding €20m? consideration
2.4 Was th isal d at . . . .
asthe appr.a!sa procgs_s commfence . @ an_ Appraisals were carried out in accordance with the
early stage to facilitate decision making? (i.e. prior to 3 L " s
I sanctioning authorities guidelines
the decision)
2.5 Was an Approval in Principle granted by the
Sanctioning Autho‘rity for all Rrojects before they 3 Where appropriate
entered the planning and design phase (e.g.
procurement)?
2.6 If a CBA/CEA was required was it submitted to .
N/A N | |
the relevant Department for their views? / ot applicable
2.7 Were the NDFA consulted for projects costing N/A No projects or programmes exceeding €20m were under
more than €20m? consideration
2.8 Were all projects that went forward for tender in Projects under consideration have not yet gone to
line with the Approval in Principle and, if not, was 3 tender. However, those that have reached tender
the detailed appraisal revisited and a fresh Approval preparation stage are in line with the approval in
in Principle granted? principle.
2.9 Was approval granted to proceed to tender? 3 Where appropriate
Those projects which have reached tender preparation
2.10 Were procurement rules complied with? 3 stage are in accordance with procurement rules and
guidelines
2.11 Were State Aid rules checked for all supports? N/A Not applicable
2.12 Were the tenders received in line with the .
. L . Tender process not complete for those projects under
Approval in Principle in terms of cost and what is N/A . .
. consideration
expected to be delivered?
2.13 Were performance indicators specified for each
project/programme that will allow for a robust 3 They will be included in contracts
evaluation at a later date?
2.14 Have steps been put in place to gather 3 Procedures are in place to monitor and assess

performance indicator data?

performance

Checklist 3 — To be completed in respect of new
current expenditure under consideration in the
past year

Current Expenditure being Considered — Appraisal

Self-Assessed

A1) (el ;::i‘rnpgljaln_c: Comment/Action Required

3.1 Were objectives clearly set out? N/A glz::;iénonal or new expenditure exceeding €500k
3.2 Are objectives measurable in quantitative terms? N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.3 Was a business case, incorporating financial and

economic appraisal, prepared for new current N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

expenditure?
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3.4 Was an appropriate appraisal method used?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

3.5 Was an economic appraisal completed for all
projects exceeding €20m or an annual spend of €5m
over 4 years?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.6 Did the business case include a section on
piloting?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.7 Were pilots undertaken for new current
spending proposals involving total expenditure of at
least €20m over the proposed duration of the
programme and a minimum annual expenditure of
€5m?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.8 Have the methodology and data collection
requirements for the pilot been agreed at the outset
of the scheme?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.9 Was the pilot formally evaluated and submitted
for approval to the relevant Department?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.10 Has an assessment of likely demand for the new
scheme/scheme extension been estimated based on
empirical evidence?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.11 Was the required approval granted?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.12 Has a sunset clause (as defined in section B06,
4.2 of the Public Spending Code) been set?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.13 If outsourcing was involved were procurement
rules complied with?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.14 Were performance indicators specified for each
new current expenditure proposal or expansion of
existing current expenditure programme which will
allow for a robust evaluation at a later date?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

3.15 Have steps been put in place to gather
performance indicator data?

N/A

No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018

Checklist 4 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grants schemes
incurring expenditure in the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Capital Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1 -3
4.1 Was a contract signed and was it in line with the 3 For projects where the tender phase is complete, signed
Approval in Principle? contracts are in line with the approval in principle
4.2 Did management boards/steering committees 3 In accordance with the contract management
meet regularly as agreed? agreements particular to each contract/project
4.3 Were programme co-ordinators appointed to co- 3 Yes
ordinate implementation?
4.4 Were project managers, responsible for delivery
appointed and were the project managers at a 3 Yes
suitably senior level for the scale of the project?
4.5 Were monitoring reports prepared regularly,
showing implementation against plan, budget, 3 Yes
timescales and quality?
4.6 Did projects/programmes/grant schemes keep 3 In general
within their financial budget and time schedule? &
4.7 Did budgets have to be adjusted? 3 Any adjustments were carried out in a structured and

agreed manner
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4.8 Were decisions on changes to budgets / time
schedules made promptly?

In general

4.9 Did circumstances ever warrant questioning the
viability of the project/programme/grant scheme
and the business case incl. CBA/CEA? (exceeding
budget, lack of progress, changes in the
environment, new evidence, etc.)

Re-scoping is carried out where appropriate

4.10 If circumstances did warrant questioning the
viability of a project/programme/grant scheme, was
the project subjected to adequate examination?

Where appropriate

4.11 If costs increased was approval received from
the Sanctioning Authority?

Where appropriate

4.12 Were any projects/programmes/grant schemes
terminated because of deviations from the plan, the
budget or because circumstances in the

environment changed the need for the investment?

N/A

No projects were terminated

Checklist 5 —To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes incurring expenditure in
the year under review

Self-Assessed

Incurring Current Expenditure Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating:1-3
5.1 Are there clear objectives for all areas of current .
. 3 Yes as part of the annual service plans
expenditure?
Quantification is carried out through the budgetary
5.2 Are outputs well defined? 3 process, annual service plans and national KPIs where
appropriate
- . Yes, through management reports, annual reports and
5.3 Are outputs quantified on a regular basis? 3 g & P P
departmental returns
5.4 Is there a method for monitoring efficiency on an 3 Through monitoring of annual service delivery plan and
on-going basis? budgetary compliance
) Particularly in areas that include national performance
5.5 Are outcomes well defined? 3 - 4 P
indicators
. . Continued development of annual service plans will also
5.6 Are outcomes quantified on a regular basis? 3 . P P
enhance this
5.7 Are unit costings compiled for performance
o & P P 3 Collated through a number of KPIs
monitoring?
5.8 Are other data compiled to monitor 3 Annual service delivery plans, team plans, PMDS,
performance? national performance indicators
5.9 Is there a method for monitoring effectiveness 3 Annual service delivery plans, team plans, PMDS,
on an on-going basis? national performance indicators
5.10 Has the organisation engaged in any other . .
& gag v 3 Local Government Auditor & Internal Audit

‘evaluation proofing’ of programmes/projects?

Checklist 6 — To be completed in respect of capital
projects/programmes & capital grant schemes
discontinued and/or evaluated during the year
under review

Capital Expenditure Recently Completed

Self-Assessed
Compliance
Rating: 1-3

Comment/Action Required
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6.1 How many post project reviews were completed

in the year under review? N/A Not applicable to the programmes ended
6.2 Was a post project review completed for all .
. . N/A Not licabl
projects/programmes exceeding €20m? / ot applicable
6.3 Was a post project review completed for all
capital grant schemes where the scheme both (1) N/A Not applicable

had an annual value in excess of €30m and (2) where
scheme duration was five years or more?

6.4 Aside from projects over €20m and grant
schemes over €30m, was the requirement to review N/A Not applicable
5% (Value) of all other projects adhered to?

6.5 If sufficient time has not elapsed to allow for a
proper assessment, has a post project review been N/A Not applicable
scheduled for a future date?

6.6 Were lessons learned from post-project reviews
disseminated within the Sponsoring Agency and to

L ) N/A Not licabl
the Sanctioning Authority? (Or other relevant / ot applicable
bodies)

6.7 Were changes made to practlces |!1 light of N/A Not applicable
lessons learned from post-project reviews?

6.8 Were project reviews carried out by staffing N/A Not applicable

resources independent of project implementation?

Checklist 7 — To be completed in respect of current
expenditure programmes that reached the end of
their planned timeframe during the year or were
discontinued

Self-Assessed
Compliance Comment/Action Required
Rating: 1-3

Current Expenditure that (i) reached the end of its
planned timeframe or (ii) was discontinued

7.1 Were reviews carried out of current expenditure
programmes that matured during the year or were N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
discontinued?

7.2 Did those reviews reach conclusions on whether

the programmes were efficient? N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
7.3 Did th i h lusi heth .

I 05€ reviews reac Fonc usions on whether N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
the programmes were effective?
7.4H th lusi hed b taken int .

ave. € conclusions reache ‘een akeninto N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018
account in related areas of expenditure?
7.5W di tinued followi

. ere any programmes. Iscontinued foflowing a N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

review of a current expenditure programme?
7.6 W i ied out by staffi .
. ere reviews ce_lrrle‘ out by st ‘|ng resources N/A No programmes relevant to PSCin 2018
independent of project implementation?
7.7 W h h isation’ .

ere changes made to the organisation’s N/A No programmes relevant to PSC in 2018

practices in light of lessons learned from reviews?
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