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Contribution of PPP to NDP 

Proposed Next Steps 

The following measures will be developed further, assuming appetite to include a structured 

PPP component as part of the revised NDP. 

 The feasibility of a specific initiative around Energy Performance Contracts will be 

further developed, as a method of financing improved energy efficiency of the public 

building stock where this can be funded by savings in energy budgets and on an off-

balance sheet basis. The likely approach will be to structure a pilot bundle, that can 

be evaluated to see if the outcomes achieved justify a wider application. 

 Departments will continue to evaluate projects for suitability for PPP in line with the 

2018 review, driven by the VFM of any specific project bundle.  

Key Messages 

 While largely Exchequer funded, the Public Capital Programme already draws on a 

number of different funding sources, including PPP and investments by commercial 

State bodies from their own resources. This diversification of sources is a strength. 

 The PPP framework is robust, and has a track record of successful delivery – including 

examples of successful risk transfer to the private partner, where challenges have 

occurred. 

 While PPPs have been used in an attempt to frame a counter-cyclical stimulus, the 

timelines for getting a PPP through to construction stage would not have an immediate 

impact. Hence, the PPP pipeline is best constructed as a component of capital spend 

that is independent of short-term fiscal pressures. 

 The IMF PIMA recommendation to score the total capital cost of a PPP against 

departments’ capital envelopes to assess full fiscal impact gives a strong basis for 

comparing VFM against traditional procurement; Departments would likely benefit 

from a clearer indication of how budgetary implications of subsequent Unitary 

Payments will be addressed.  

 VFM should remain the main driver for PPP, with risk transfer forming an important 

element of that VFM as set out in the Completion of a Public Sector Benchmark 

guidance, available on the PPP.Gov.ie website. 

 The existing budget control mechanism, in line with PIMA advice, may conceptually 

include a “double hit” on budgets –as the Exchequer capital budget is proportionately 

reduced for the years of construction but Unitary Charge payments will occur over 

time. However, given the lengthy timescale and cyclical nature of the budgetary 

process, this is a matter that needs to be broached in the context of normal annual 

Estimates processes.   

 In considering the role of private finance in delivering infrastructure, there needs to 

be a clear appreciation of the difference between investments by public or private 

companies that generate a commercial return (in markets where the State may be a 

regulator), and investments by private companies that require the Exchequer to fund 

the return. 

 The concepts involved in a shorter simpler model might be further investigated, in 

particular, in respect of Energy Performance Contracts. 

 



 

 

 

  



Why is this topic being considered now? 

Is it timely to consider if there is any need to update the last review of PPP, published in 2018, 

to: 

 Make an input into the PfG review of NDP 

 Consider if there are any learnings from the current international dialogue on the role 

of private finance in infrastructure delivery 

This analysis is informed by three sources: 

 A literature review of recent international publications  

 DPER Analysis of the current and past PPP programmes 

 A survey of views from the PPP Steering Group 

Before outlining the analysis, it is useful to set out the main sources of public capital funds. 

While PPP is more than just a financing method – it is a very different approach to 

infrastructure procurement – a discussion around financing is useful in contextualising the 

issues. 

Current sources of finance for the Public Capital Programme  

While largely funded by the Exchequer, the PCP includes substantial non-Exchequer sources 

of funding. Those non-Exchequer sources include not only EU receipts, but investments by 

commercial State bodies like ESB. 

For example, the table below sets out the estimated investment on the 2021 Public Capital 

Programme (PCP).  The estimates include the gross voted Exchequer investment, together 

with Public Private Partnership (PPP) capital costs and other non-voted investments by State 

owned bodies. As the table shows, it is estimated that about one quarter of the PCP is funded 

by non-Exchequer sources. 

  Sources of Finance    

2021 Estimates €000s Total 

        Expenditure 

  Exchequer Internal External in PCP 

   

(income / 
own (borrowings /   

    resources ) EU Receipts)   

          
Overall Total 
Investment Framework  

            
10,080,534 

             
2,478,374 

                
862,096 

            
13,421,004 

 
Of which 
GROSS VOTED 

            
10,080,534  - 

                  
52,207 

            
10,132,741 

NON-VOTED  - 
             

2,478,374 
                

809,889 
             

3,288,263 
          

Deduct :-         

Appropriations-in-Aid      (48,117)  -  - (48,117) 

    NET TOTAL  
            

10,032,417 
             

2,478,374 
                

862,096 
            

13,372,887 
          



Composition of Exchequer Spend 

Four Departments account for over 70% of voted capital expenditure; Transport, Housing, 

Education and Health. 

Spend in those four sectors is concentrated in eight areas, which account for 96% of spend. 

These are roads, public transport, housing, water services, primary and secondary schools 

(including PPP), 3rd Level Sector, health sector building & equipment and health sector ICT.  

PPP Spend 

Expenditure on PPP projects (including VAT bullet payments), which are funded through the 

Exchequer envelope, is expected to be in the region of €413 million in 2021. This accounts for 

4.6% of the overall capital allocation of €10.08 billion.  In addition just over €52 million will 

be invested by PPP companies on capital construction costs. 

The largest investments in PPPs are in the Transport sector (productive infrastructure) and 

the Education sector (social infrastructure).  

Other areas of PPP investment include the Justice sector, Health sector and Housing sector.  

Non-Voted spend, including Commercial State Bodies  

Non-Voted spend is concentrated in the energy, transport, housing and water sectors as the 

following table illustrates. 

Main components of Non-Voted Capital Spend 2020 €m 

ESB 1,484 

Irish Water 263 

Housing loans (including HFA) 225 

Port Companies 209 

Ervia 154 

DAA 150 

LA & Social Housing 148 

LDA 145 

Bord na Móna  95 

Coillte 77 

Enterprise Ireland 60 

CIE 60 

Others  270 

Total  3,340 

 

What themes emerge from international dialogue on public capital investment? 

International dialogue on infrastructure is framed around high-level estimates of a global 

infrastructure gap. For example, OECD refer to an estimated infrastructure gap valued at $5 

trillion by 2030, growing to $15 trillion by 2040 if UN Sustainable Development Goals are 

included. This expected gap should mostly appear in the developing world. 

Banks, pension funds and various institutional investors are variously estimated to manage 

over $100 trillion in assets, 90% of which are raised in the developed world. These institutions 



are seeking to diversify their investments, yet typically invest only a small proportion of their 

funds in infrastructure. Conceptually at least, the long-term nature of infrastructure 

investment should be attractive to private investors, particularly if it promises a rate for return 

that does not follow general market returns. Hence, mobilising private resources is seen as a 

potential way of financing the expected infrastructure gap. 

The core of the international dialogue, then, is identifying a framework to turn infrastructure 

projects in the developing world into bankable propositions for institutional investors in the 

developed world. Hence, themes in the dialogue include: 

 Promoting uniformity in contractual arrangements, so that investors have certainty 

over their rights 

 Developing performance data on infrastructure projects, so that returns from different 

kinds of project can be accurately established 

 Improving project selection processes, as projects need to deliver the expected 

performance if this determines the financial return on the investment 

 Implementing robust systems to capture financial gains from infrastructure projects, 

delivering a reliable income stream to fund return on investment 

 Reducing political risks that might otherwise fundamentally alter the rationale for 

certain kinds of infrastructure. This theme, in particular, points to a desire by private 

investors for more certainty around strategies to deliver on the UN SDGs and climate 

action.  

While not always made clear, the background expectation is that the public sector and end 

users would still be the funders of infrastructure. The purpose of the dialogue is, mainly, to 

attract in private finance, which will be paid for, over time, with those public funds. The IMF 

has issued specific advice, to the effect that the fiscal impact of private finance arrangements 

needs to be closely monitored for sustainability. 

What principles might be drawn from the international dialogue? 

Three headline points of relevance can be drawn from this dialogue. 

 Our existing approach to managing PPP is consistent with the general themes in the 

dialogue – we have a clear legal framework, understood by investors, and a national 

competence centre to advise Departments and support an effective professional 

engagement with the private sector.  

 Private investment may be available to fund the climate agenda, if policy certainty can 

be delivered. However, the availability of private finance will not increase the 

availability of public funding. Hence, mindful of IMF advice on fiscal impacts (repeated 

in their PIMA for Ireland), the VFM rationale for PPP is paramount. 

 In considering the role of private finance in delivering infrastructure, there needs to 

be a clear appreciation of the difference between investments by public or private 

companies that generate a commercial return (in markets where the State may be a 

regulator), and investments by private companies that require the Exchequer to fund 

the return. 

 The diversification logic that incentivises private finance to consider infrastructure 

investment could point to a benefit in the State having a number of streams of 

infrastructure investment and procurement. 

 



Current PPP Programme  

Significant infrastructure projects have been delivered on behalf of the State through the use 

of PPP procurement.  The first such project was the construction of the Pilot Schools Bundle 

which was completed in 2002, thereafter followed the National Maritime College (2004), a 

number of major motorway projects from 2005 onwards, the Cork School of Music (2007), 

the Criminal Courts Complex (2009), the National Conference Centre (2010) and further 

Schools Bundles from 2010.   

 

The procurement of PPP projects played a very significant role in facilitating the delivery of 

important infrastructure projects across a range of sectors, in response to the fiscal crisis.  

Procurement by PPP enabled the implementation and development of infrastructure projects 

when the Exchequer was seriously constrained in terms of its ability to fund infrastructure 

directly and the use of private finance ensured the projects were off-balance sheet.   

 

In July 2012 the Government announced Phase 1 of a PPP stimulus programme worth €1.4 

billion of investment in public infrastructure, as part of a wider €2.25 billion stimulus plan, and 

was targeted at four sectors, Education, Health, Justice and Transport.   

 

Education projects included Schools Bundle 4 (SB4) which consisted of the construction of 4 

post-primary schools.  Schools Bundle 5 (SB5) comprised of 6 facilities, 4 post-primary, 1 

primary and 1 institute of further education.  This bundle of projects was expected to be 

completed in early 2018, however, due to the collapse of Carillion and Sammon Construction 

the project was not completed until 2019.  The PPP structure transferred the risk of delivery 

to the private sector and, following a retendering process, Woodvale Construction was 

appointed as replacement works contractor to complete the project. The project’s debt and 

equity providers provided additional funds in order to pay the additional construction costs 

incurred - all facilities were completed at no additional financial cost to the State. The 

Grangegorman education facility comprises the Central and East Quad buildings with an 

overall floor area of 52,000 m2.   

 

The Health PPP bundle comprises of 14 Primary Care Centres ranging in size from 1,500 m2 

to 5,000 m2 .  The Courts Bundle consisted of a mixture of 7 projects, 3 of which were new 

builds and the remaining 4 projects were refurbishment and extension works.   

 

There were 3 separate roads projects announced in Phase 1 of the PPP Stimulus package.  

The projects consisted of the construction of 3 new sections of road on the M11, 57kms of 

new motorway and carriageway on the M17/18 and the bypass of New Ross town on the N25. 

 

Project Financial 
Close 

Completion Capital Cost 
€m 

Projected 
Exchequer 
Cost €m 

Hand Back 

SB4 2014 2016 61.3 211.1 2041 

SB5 2016 2019 91.1 267.0 2043 

Grangegorman 2018 2020 220.4 601.0 2045 

Primary Care 2016 2018 140.0 441.1 2042 

Courts Bundle 2015 2018 159.8 398.2 2042 

M11 Gorey - 
Enniscorthy 

2015 2019 234.5 516.4 2044 



M17/18 Gort – 
Tuam 

2014 2017 271.4 959.0 2042 

N25 New Ross 
Bypass 

2016 2019 150.6 337.2 2044 

 

Phase 2 of the PPP stimulus programmes was announced as part of the 2015 Budget measures 

published in December 2014.  The phase with a capital investment of €300 million was 

allocated for social housing.  The programme has been split into 3 separate bundles, the first 

bundle consists of the construction of 534 houses across 6 sites, the second bundle consists 

of 465 units across 8 sites.  The third bundle is currently in pre-procurement. 

 

Project Financial 
Close 

Completion Capital Cost 
€m 

Projected 
Exchequer 
Cost €m 

Hand Back 

Social 
Housing 
Bundle 1 

2019 2020 119.0 341.8 2046 

Social 
Housing 
Bundle 2  

2019 2021 129.0 289.2 2046 

 

The third PPP stimulus package phase, valued at €500 million, was announced as part of 

Budget 2016 and was targeted at the Higher Education (€200m), Health (€150m) and Justice 

(€150m) sectors. 

 

There has been no further announcements of PPP projects since the launch of the Phase 3 

bundle.    

 

There are 30 PPP projects in operation or construction stage, of which 7 are concessionary 

projects. The total construction capital costs of the 30 projects amounts to €5,425 million 

(€1,866 million concession) and, as noted above, a further €500 million has been earmarked 

for the remaining 3 project bundles.  The anticipated future unitary payments for these 

projects, calculated on an assumed future annual indexation of 2%, will be in the region of 

€7,095 million.  The 2021 investment in the operational PPP projects will amount to 

approximately €345 million. 

 

Energy Performance Contracting In the Irish Public Sector  

Energy Performance Contracts (EPCs) are a form of Public Private Partnership, but are 

significantly different from ‘traditional’ PPPs. Under an EPC, an Energy Service Company 

(ESCO) takes responsibility for undertaking the energy efficiency upgrade of a building. The 

ESCO is responsible for ensuring that the works achieve a specified level of energy savings 

and the maintenance of any new equipment. In return, an agreed proportion of the resulting 

energy bill savings accrue to the ESChO rather than to the building owner. The capital costs 

associated with the upgrade can be met by the building owner, the ESCO or a combination of 

the two.   

When financing is included, an EPC offers the opportunity for the cost of an energy efficiency 

upgrade to be spread over an extended period of time, without imposing any additional 

funding requirements on the State body concerned, as the cost is met from savings generated 



by the investment (i.e. no budget increase is required).  Other benefits of using an EPC are 

that the ESCO can provide specialist advice and expertise on energy efficiency and since the 

ESCO is responsible for achieving the required energy savings, the investments made are 

significantly de-risked from the building owner’s point of view.  

The disadvantages are that the building owner receives less financial benefit from the savings 

generated than had the upgrade been undertaken and funded internally; the building owner 

must agree to maintain a specified level of energy usage over the term of the EPC; and the 

EPC itself has a very high administrative burden, due to the necessary legal, accounting and 

energy expertise required to draft and agree an EPC.  

Eurostat note that EPCs are very complex instruments, combining elements of a rental, a 

service, a lease, a purchase and a loan agreement. Under current Eurostat accounting rules1, 

EPCs can be considered to be “off balance sheet” under certain circumstances.  To achieve 

this, the proportion of energy savings achieved must represent greater than 50% of the total 

benefits and there must be a real transfer of risk from the building owner to the EPC operator. 

Ireland’s EPC market is under-developed compared to EU averages. To date, only four EPCs 

have been signed across the entire public sector2. Barriers identified by public sector bodies 

relate predominantly to capacity (internal expertise/competency in general; lack of internal 

capacity to manage EPC; organisational awareness of EPC) and cost/budget impact (private v 

public funding issue) and EPC contracts are complex and costly to develop and administer. 

The development of EPC is also perceived to be limited by a lack of technical knowledge, 

concerns of the value for money of the EPC model and a lack of supports to enable EPC 

development.   

Interviews with public bodies have shed further light on these perceived barriers. In particular, 

it is clear that most public bodies involved with energy efficiency, such as the OPW and Dept 

of Education, are used to receiving 100% of the capital cost of any improvements they engage 

in met directly from the Exchequer. Hence, these bodies see little benefit to further 

consideration of EPCs, given the complexities involved.  

However, the critical issue is that the available Exchequer funds are not sufficient to reach the 

targets for public sector energy efficiency that have already been committed to in the National 

Development Plan and strengthened in the Climate Action Plan and Programme for 

Government.  

The Cost of Public Sector Building Renovation  

The National Development Plan committed to upgrading the energy efficiency of every 

building in the public sector to at least a “B” rating on the Building Energy Rating scale. On 

foot of this commitment, DPER, working with DECC and the EU Commission, commissioned a 

study on the indicative cost of this commitment. This work, concluded in December 2020, has 

found that the likely investment cost of reaching this requirement is €9.4bn (excluding project 

management, administration and VAT costs). The NDP itself commits a total of €750m for 

public sector energy efficiency to 2027.  

                                                           
1 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/1015035/7959867/Eurostat-Guidance-Note-Recording-
Energy-Perform-Contracts-Gov-Accounts.pdf/  
2 Two projects by Dublin City Council and two non-HSE funded voluntary hospitals  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/1015035/7959867/Eurostat-Guidance-Note-Recording-Energy-Perform-Contracts-Gov-Accounts.pdf/
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/1015035/7959867/Eurostat-Guidance-Note-Recording-Energy-Perform-Contracts-Gov-Accounts.pdf/


Current DPER practice is to consider any capital investment made by a public body under a 

PPP as part of that public body’s overall capital expenditure envelope. Since this means that 

utilising an EPC does not increase the available capital budget, most public bodies do not 

believe that the remaining benefits of an EPC (energy risk transfer) outweigh the significant 

additional administrative burden the use of EPCs impose.  

This significant funding gap and the continuation of current policy on EPCs is likely to lead a 

sub-optimal equilibrium. Public sector energy efficiency works will continue to be funded 

directly by the Exchequer but activity will be far too low to make any significant difference to 

emissions, let alone to reach the NDP and subsequent targets. To address this there needs to 

be either a substantial re-profiling of Exchequer funds towards public sector energy efficiency 

in the forthcoming NDP review (circa €9bn increase in budget) or consideration needs to be 

given to revising the rules regarding the budgetary treatment of PPPs to differentiate between 

‘traditional’ PPPs (which involve new ongoing funding requirements to meet the unitary 

payments) and EPCs (where future costs are met from savings generated and so do not 

involve additional ongoing funding requirements) and thus allow Departments to supplement 

their available capital budgets with this form of PPP when it comes to energy efficiency works 

only.  

The Case for a Revision of PPPs as applied to EPCs  

EPCs have certain key differences from standard PPPs that make them more attractive from 

the Exchequer’s point of view. Primarily, as indicated above, when capital funding is provided 

by a private partner, the (deferred) costs of repaying this capital through the EPC are met 

from the energy savings that the EPC investment generates. This means that entering into an 

EPC does not create any additional funding requirement for the Exchequer, if the initial 

investment is funded by the ESCO. The State is required to continue to use the building in 

question in much the same way as it has previously3 (as applies in the case of all PPPs), but 

no other obligation is created.  

Clearly utilising EPCs to provide capital for investment is more expensive than using Exchequer 

funds directly. Experience suggests that this EPC premium is likely to be 8-12%. However, 

there is a strong case to say that the counter-factual that should apply to the appraisal of 

such an EPC is not the use of Exchequer funds to implement the same project, but rather the 

absence of the investment taking place at all (do nothing).  

Given the opportunity to generate long term savings without any initial State investment 

requirement, the identified funding gap to meet NDP and PfG commitments, and the 

investment requirements for other critical priorities, availing of this opportunity presented by 

EPCs, assuming that they can meet the ‘off balance sheet’ requirements, appears to be an 

attractive proposition.  

Other concerns around the use of EPCs, such as the structuring of any upgrade programme 

incorporating EPCs, how the State’s risk exposure to these is best managed and how any 

upgrade programme can avoid increasing construction sector inflation, also need to be 

considered. DPER’s climate unit is working with DECC on these issues, but one potential 

solution to the complexity issue would be to expand the role of the NDFA to take on the task 

                                                           
3 The State cannot for example decide to close the building in question since this would eliminate any 

energy savings and hence there would be no return on capital for the investor.  



of procuring all EPCs on behalf of public sector entities – just as it procures all accommodation 

PPPs on behalf of Government Department.  

The conclusion of the aforementioned study on public sector energy efficiency is that, unless 

there is significant market certainty and direction provided by Government and associated 

Agencies on how EPCs might be utilised and the relevant rules and procedures in relation to 

their procurement and application, EPCs will not be widely used and energy efficiency activity 

overall will lag.   

The NDP review, and the review of PPP policy as part of that review, presents the opportunity 

for further consideration on the role of EPCs in delivering on the Government’s commitments 

on energy efficiency, and in particular energy efficiency of public sector buildings.   

Considerations for immediate wider use of PPP 

 

As noted above, PPP is a different approach to how infrastructure is delivered, managed and 

maintained. It involves procuring a package which extends beyond construction of the asset 

and provides the public partner with a high quality asset over a long period, typically 25 years. 

These difference needs to be kept in mind when comparing the VFM of a PPP to traditional 

procurement. PPP not only offers diversity in the source of funding, it also offers diversity in 

how public infrastructure is delivered and maintained. 

PPPs, as with the procurement of all large scale infrastructure, require a structured and 

professional approach to project governance, which means considerable time is required for 

large scale projects to reach financial close. However the PPP model has proven to be an 

effective delivery model across a number public building and infrastructure sectors. The model 

as adopted in Ireland to date is most suited to larger scale projects or project bundles which 

have capital values typically in excess of €75m.    

 

Progressing projects or project bundles of such scale, irrespective of the procurement and 

delivery method, requires pre-procurement work to develop scheme design requirements and 

budgets and to secure necessary statutory consents.  

 

The procurement strategy or delivery method for any large scale project needs to be 

determined at an early stage in the process. From the point at which the design team is 

appointed, the lead-in time to construction for a PPP is in the region of 30 months (current 

programme Social Housing Bundle 3).  PPP projects represent a suitable procurement option 

for projects of scale where appropriate risk transfer can be achieved and this can be 

determined by undertaking a PPP assessment in conjunction with NDFA.  

The following measures will be developed further, assuming appetite to include a structured 

PPP component as part of the revised NDP. 

 The feasibility of a specific initiative around Energy Performance Contracts will be 

further developed, as a method of financing improved energy efficiency of the public 

building stock where this can be funded by savings in energy budgets and on an off-

balance sheet basis. The likely approach will be to structure a pilot bundle, that can 

be evaluated to see if the outcomes achieved justify a wider application. (Note: there 

needs to be carefully consideration and awareness of the balance sheet status of the 

EPC in this regard. Not all models qualify for off-balance sheet status.) 



 Departments will continue to evaluate projects for suitability for PPP in line with the 

2018 review, driven by the VFM of any specific project bundle.  

Departmental Views  

A consultation exercise was initiated with members of the PPP steering group to re-examine 

the recommendations put forward by the Expert Group review of the PPP guidelines.  The 

revised guidelines informed the section published in the NDP on the future role of PPPs while 

taking into consideration Government commitment to substantially increase capital 

expenditure limits.   

Responses to a number of questions put to the steering committee are summarised below.   

 

1. Do you feel the conclusions of the PPP Steering Group, as included in the Report 

of the Interdepartmental/Agency Group on PPPs (2018) and as reflected in the 

National Development Plan, are still valid? If not, what conclusions would you 

feel should be revisited?  

 The overall consensus was that there was general agreement that the outcomes 

reflected in the NDP are still valid.  A number of observations were made suggesting 

further consideration and re-evaluation be given to a number of areas, such as: 

 

o Revisiting the option of implementing a shorter simpler PPP model; 

o Review budgetary control measures, whereby capital costs during construction 

phase are now charged against the capital allocation of a Department, as are 

unitary charges over the period of the contract, which results in double counting;  

o Reintroduce the 10% cap on Exchequer allocations; 

o Further guidance should be provided with regard to when and how public 

authorities should review projects for PPP suitability; and 

o Emphasis the high quality service, maintenance and residual value of the asset 

compared to traditional procurement; 

 

2. Are you contemplating PPP in relation to any future projects at present? 

 There are a number of projects currently in the pipeline to be procured by PPP, and 

several sectors are considering the possibility of using PPP as a procurement model in 

the future. 

 In the transport sector there are two projects for which a PPP assessment is planned 

to be completed i.e., M20 Cork – Limerick and MetroLink.   

 

3. Are there any lessons learned from recent PPP projects or large scale traditional 

projects that would influence your decision to procure using PPP? 

 It was noted that planning and governance are two areas that are critical to the success 

of PPPs and these elements tend to be more complex in PPPs than traditional 

construction projects and require additional contract management resources.  

 Careful risk retention and transfer (via the contract) can deliver value for money, for 

example while a latent defects clause added to a project agreement could be refined 



in some places, the concept has proven effective and latent defect costs have been 

effectively dealt with under the contract mechanism. 

 The PPP model can transfer risk successfully to the private sector and protect the State 

from additional costs. 

 The costs over the project lifecycle are clear from the outset, unlike on traditional 

projects where maintenance and lifecycle costs are rarely properly costed. 

 The lack of flexibility inherent in PPP contracts is still a challenge. 

 PPP provide an additional method for the delivery of projects that complements the 

more traditional delivery channels. 

 A good understanding of the provisions of the Project Agreement and how it impacts 

during the operational phase is required.    

 Particular knowledge of procurement and construction environment has proved very 

beneficial to the development and delivery stages of projects. 

 A number of additional safeguards in relation to supply chain robustness have been 

adopted and applied to PPPs, including;  

o enhanced financial reporting requirements (additional requirements post financial 

close) which acts as an early warning system; 

o enhanced security requirements (minimum 10% performance bond); and 

o enhanced supply chain assessment at tender stage / ongoing requirements.  

4. Do you feel any current innovations, for example Energy Performance 

Contracts, have a role to play in future procurements? 

 Energy performance should have a role in future procurements with appropriate risk 

transfer to PPP Co to incentivise hitting targets. 

 Better consideration on how carbon and environmental impacts can be reduced and/or 

mitigated in the procurement process. 

 Managed equipment solution - more frequent changes in terms of innovation and 

software developments require a more agile and responsive approach to be able to 

update equipment functionality which has the potential to be more readily achieved 

and provide better VfM by transferring risk to the private sector.  

5. Are there any other observations you would like to make in respect of the PPP 

policy framework? 

 A new form of PPP contract focused on the retro-fitting of existing buildings and the 

delivery of facility management and maintenance services.  

 The recent revisions of the Public Spending Code and updated PPP Guidelines are very 

useful in providing guidance on the governance and management of traditional capital 

and PPP projects.  The introduction of an independent review process for larger 

projects >€100m, will enhance governance and oversight of such projects, however, 

further clarity is required on the €100m threshold in the context of PPP bundles. 

 A general concern about the drop off in the use of PPPs internationally and the 

sustainability of a strong competitive market over the medium to longer term given 

Ireland’s relatively small size. 

 Concern about the longer term impacts of Brexit on the reliance of UK specialists and 

their ability to serve EU markets 



 Consider whether there is merit in understanding lessons learnt during the operational 

stages of existing projects across sectors and how this can be translated into future 

requirements. 

 The benefits of bundling projects could be further emphasised within the PPP policy 

framework such as in the Guidelines for the Use of PPPs.  

 Important that Departments/agencies are given certainty that the ‘off balance sheet’ 

status of a project is not the primary driver for pursuing PPP.  The main driver for PPPs 

is value for money for the Exchequer.  

 Transferring demand risk will prove challenging on projects which have the potential 

for user charges.  Retention of demand risk by the public sector may be seen as the 

preferred solution, however, such an arrangement would be a factor in Eurostat’s 

determination of a scheme’s balance sheet treatment. 

 The option of PPP procurement should only be considered in the case of projects of 

significant scale 
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