
   

 

 

 

INTERNAL REPORT 

 

The Office of Public Works 
Lease Acquisition of Block 1 Miesian Plaza 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reviewers: 

Mr Conor Hogan FSCSI FRICS BL     Ms Kathryna Clifford, FCCA 

Joseph C Hogan & Sons       Assistant Principal Officer 

Chartered Quantity Surveyors     The Office of Public Works 
18 Clare Street         
Dublin 2 
 

Dated: 9 th November 2018 

 



Working Paper Working Paper 

 

2 | P a g e  
 

 

Contents 
 

1. Introduction .................................................................................................................................... 3 

Background ..................................................................................................................................... 3 

Scope ............................................................................................................................................... 3 

2. Part One .......................................................................................................................................... 5 

Business Case and Rationale for the Project................................................................................... 5 

Chronology – Key Milestones ......................................................................................................... 7 

Issues that caused disproportionate delays on the project ............................................................ 8 

Public Spending Code ...................................................................................................................... 9 

Value for Money - Resource levels deployed and consumed by the project ............................... 10 

Establishment of Cost of the Project to date and Estimated Whole of Lifetime Cost .................. 11 

3. Part Three ..................................................................................................................................... 22 

Lessons Learnt ............................................................................................................................... 22 

4. Appendix One ................................................................................................................................ 24 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer:  This report was prepared for the Office of Public Works (OPW) based largely on information, documentation 

and explanations provided by the OPW as at 2nd August 2018. The reviewers have made every effort to provide an accurate 

and complete report. Property Management Section of the OPW were tasked with the responsibility of reviewing this report 

to ensure that the material included is accurate and complete. 
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1. Introduction  

Background 

1.1 The Office of Public Works (OPW) is a service provider to the Public and other Government 

Bodies, with a lead role in the area of Estate Management on behalf of the Government. It 

manages a large and diverse property portfolio, ranging from heritage properties to office 

accommodation for central Government departments and agencies.  

1.2 The OPW adopts a strategic approach to property, including expanding or contracting 

accommodation requirements. The vision of Estate Portfolio Management within the OPW is 

to maximise the efficient use and value of the State property portfolio. The Property 

Management (PM) division within Estate Management is responsible for the economic, 

efficient, effective and sustainable delivery of office accommodation to meet the operational 

needs of Government. As part of carrying out this function, PM were responsible for 

appraising and implementing the acquisition of a new lease on a Block of Miesian Plaza, 

Baggot Street, Dublin during 2016.  

Scope  

1.3 This review was initiated in November 2017 and carried out on the request of the Head of 

Planning and Estate Management of the OPW, with a view to examining the critical aspects 

of the project in order to determine if there are particular learning points from the delivery 

of this project that would enable the OPW, to more efficiently, manage projects of a similar 

nature in the future; and to ascertain if the objectives of the project have been met or are 

on course to be met and any benefits emanating.  

The following matters were within scope and findings are outlined within the report.   

 Identification of the business case and stated rationale for the project 

 Establishment of the chronology of key milestones from initiation of the project  

 Identification of any issues that caused disproportionate delays or concerns in the project 

 To determine the level of adherence to the Public Spending Code  

 To determine the value for money elements of the project, including assessment of the 

resourcing levels deployed to, and consumed by, the project 
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 Establishment of the cost of the project to date and estimated whole of lifetime cost of the 

project 

 Identification of specific learning points that may support improved outcomes for similar 

projects in the future. 
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2. Part One 

Business Case and Rationale for the Project 

2.1 Developing a business case, following an appraisal option process is one of the main steps in 

the achievement of value for money, particularly in the case of anticipated spend of sizable 

public monies. A business case to support a property lease acquisition should include the 

objectives; the options for attaining the objectives; the risks associated with each viable 

option; the estimated costs; milestones and timeframe; and the expected benefits. A 

detailed business case including the business rationale for the project was not available. 

2.2 The overall objective and rationale for the acquisition of a lease at Miesian Plaza was set out 

in a submission to the OPW Management Board in January 2016 and letters of March 1st and 

3rd, 2016, to the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform (DPER). The Submission 

requested sanction for current expenditure in the region of  per annum over a 

period of 25 years. Sanction was received from DPER for this current expenditure on 16th 

March 2016. Sanction for associated capital expenditure is per the OPW’s “Multi Annual 

Delegated 2016-2019” sanction, dated 4th August 2016.  

2.3 The OPW files indicate that the main rationale for the acquisition of the lease seemed to be 

one of urgency arising from the poor state of Hawkins House and the end of the lease for 

Mespil Road scheduled for 8th July 2017. There was also the suggested saving by freeing up 

of €10-12 million in rental expenditure which is not fully explained within the files. Rationale 

described in the submission for sanction to DPER includes, the accommodation of the 

Department of Health (DoH) and Department of Children Youth Affairs (DCYA). It also 

includes efficiencies to be achieved in terms of space allocation to both Departments in line 

with current-norms- of 12sq.m.per workstation, based on nett internal areas, provision of 

capacity to the OPW to meet other smaller space demands and further rationalisation of the 

older office portfolio in central Dublin.  It also outlines that in addition to value for money, 

the rationale was to progress the reform agenda in terms of office accommodation for the 

civil service and to move towards OPW’s key objective of increasing the level of modern 

efficient office space in its portfolio. This modern flexible space would allow for higher 

densities and greater use of open plan layouts, in line with Government policy.  

2.4 Objectives: An outline of the requirement for the relocation of the DOH due to the poor state 

and envisaged redevelopment value of Hawkins house, and of the DCYA lease on Mespil 

Road being terminated is evident in the files (from October 2015) and in the proposal for 

lease of the 26th January 2016.  
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2.5 Options for Attaining the Objectives: Discussion with Senior Management of Property 

Management (PM) indicate that there were three properties considered for lease 

acquisition.  Properties considered were Miesian Plaza, St Stephens Green (SSG) and the 

former Central Bank in Dame Street.  The file on the option of the Central Bank shows market 

valuations were obtained on the potential purchase of this property. The OPW considered 

that this property presented enormous challenges and costs; in particular, given its unusual 

design1, therefore it was not progressed.  The property at SSG was approx. 126,771 sq. ft. 

The lease on offer was a potential assignment of a lease subject to a payment of  

for the assignment and proposed annual rent of €5.395 million per annum with no VAT to 

be charged, amounting to an estimated sum of €138 million over a 25-year term. The offer 

was for a term of 25 years from 2004, with an option to break the lease in 2020, with no 

rental penalty. The benefit from a fit-out, which cost in the order of circa.  appears 

to also have been available. The OPW considered that the floor plates were unusual in the 

property at SSG and the tenant was seeking a substantial contribution to offset their 

investment in the property.  This option was not pursued and other than a letter from the 

auctioneers there was no file available to review. There is no evidence on the files provided 

that an options appraisal analysis comparing the three options was carried out.  

2.6 Associated Risk: There is no evidence on file of any risk analysis undertaken for the three 

options considered. For example, in relation to Miesian Plaza, the files outline that the 

Landlord, subject to agreement on price and specification, was willing to deliver a fully fitted 

premises for occupation in January 2017. It was expressed, at the time of the heads of terms 

in January 2016 that this could be achieved if the OPW specifies the fit out within the next 

few weeks. There is no apparent risk assessment of this proposal and of meeting such 

deadlines. 

2.7 Estimated Overall Costs: There is no evidence on file of the overall estimated whole of life 

costing of the various options or agreed option of Miesian Plaza.  

2.8 Milestones & Timeframe: There was no indication on the files that a schedule of activities and 

the anticipated time and resources required to carry out these activities was initially 

prepared. There are requests from the client departments looking for a project plan, 

however, such a plan is not apparent on the files. In the later part of the project a plan was 

put in place.  

                                                           
1 It is modelled on an earthquake-proof design, hence the straps from which the floors are suspended - came with risks if there was any corrosion or metal 

fatigue in the suspension system. (Detail from the OPW) 
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2.9 Expected Benefits: As per the submission for sanction to DPER, expected benefits include the 

accommodation of the DoH and DCYA; efficiencies to be achieved in terms of space 

allocation to both Departments in line with current-norms- 12sq.m per workstation based 

on nett internal areas; provision of capacity to the OPW to meet other smaller space 

demands and further rationalisation of the older office portfolio in central Dublin; 

progression of the reform agenda in terms of office accommodation for the civil service and 

the move towards the OPW’s key objective to increase the level of modern efficient office 

space in its portfolio and higher densities and the greater use of open plan lay-outs, in line 

with Government policy. 

Chronology – Key Milestones 

2.10 This project has been ongoing in the region of three years and according to the available 

information, the key milestones as per Figure 1 include (with further detail at Appendix 1): 

Figure 1 Key Milestones 
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2.11 Establishing an exact project timeline proved difficult for two reasons; one being that there 

was no formal time schedule available with anticipated and achieved start and finish dates; 

and secondly there was no one specific set of project files containing all the documentation 

and correspondence relevant to the project. The data and correspondence are filed per 

client department resulting in a lot of duplication of correspondence across the files. This led 

to a time consuming exercise for the reviewers in an endeavour to ascertain the exact 

chronological sequence of events. 

2.12 The time between the heads of terms being agreed in March 2016 and the rent flowing in 

December 2016 is over 9 Months. The time between the rent flowing at end of December 

2016 to expected completion of furniture fitting at the beginning of May 2018 is 19 months. 

The formal lease was not signed until May 2017. All departments were relocated between 

June 2018 and end of July 2018. 

Issues that caused disproportionate delays on the project 

2.13 There were a number of matters, which caused delays in this project. Initial viewing of 

Miesian Plaza took place on July 24th 2015, with approval from the OPW management board 

of the terms of lease in March 2016 (8 months). The project appears to have been dealt with 

in a linear manner once the lease was agreed. With the agreement to proceed with the lease 

in March 2016 and the development ready to be fitted out at end of 2016. A period of nine 

months. From reviewing of the files, the reviewers consider that greater emphasis should 

have been applied in respect of missed deadlines and their impact on the fit out.   

2.14 The DCYA signed off room layouts for floors 2 and 3 on the 22nd July 2016 conditional on 

the following; that the open plan layouts were not yet finalised, which DCYA would sign off 

at a later stage when furniture and storage solutions were further discussed, in particular, 

solutions for Assistant Principals (APs); that if DOH were offered AP’s solutions that involved 

separate spaces and desks unattached to others then DCYA would require the same; and 

possible solutions around the HR unit would continue to be discussed. The Department of 

Finance/DPER signed off bar a few caveats on the 31st March 2017.  The main issues in 

relation to obtaining the DOH sign off appears to be their request for cellular rooms and 

desks for AP’s which is responsible to a large part for delays in respect of the fit out of the 

floors for this Department. Some of these issues were only resolved as late as February 2018 

with the introduction in October 2017 of additional furniture issues having caused further 

delay.  
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2.15 The delay due to the issues around agreeing the DoH and DCYA AP’s office furniture is 

significant and has contributed to the overall delay in delivering the project. The time period 

is difficult to estimate but given it was possible for fit out to commence in January 2017 (or 

earlier) and complete by September 2017 means the delay is in the order of 8 months (to 

April 2018). The issue of the DoH and DCYA AP’s accommodation requirements was known 

as early as November 2015 and yet was still being dealt with up to the end of February 2018.  

2.16 Commencing with the Fit out Contract (by the developer) took a considerably long period of 

time. The initial letter of Intent was issued to the developer on the 6th June 2017, 15 Months 

after heads of terms were agreed and over 5 months from the rent payment commencing.  

Approval was given by the OPW to proceed with fit out on 13th April 2017 and the price to 

be sorted by 20th April 2017. There were considerable issues in dealing with the costs and 

specifications of the work. These were not agreed at the time of the signing of the initial 

letter of intent.  

2.17 It was decided by the OPW team in February 2017 to proceed with the project as one phase 

without phased completion. The fit out commenced in June 2017, with the property ready 

for occupation at the beginning of June 2018   

2.18 There was originally a target at agreement of heads of lease in March 2016 for practical fit 

out of mid-March 2017. The reviewers are of the opinion that a phased completion option 

could have been explored in more detail with detailed costs and analysis from the outset 

and again when the decision was made in February 2017. 

Public Spending Code 

2.19 The Public Spending Code (the Code) sets out to ensure that the State gets the best possible 

value for resources at its disposal, by employing good practices at all stages of the 

expenditure life cycle. In general, the provisions of the Code are equally applicable to current 

and capital expenditure. The Miesian project incurred a mix of capital and current 

expenditure; capital of €25m (estimated fit-out cost of €20m and furniture costs of €4.5m) 

and current annual expenditure of €11m (annual rent of €10.15m and 

management/maintenance fees of an estimated ).2  In addition to these amounts 

there are most likely additional amounts due for annual insurances. 

2.20 The lease proposal comprised a potential budget of at least €300m (excluding utility costs) 

over its life cycle.  For a project consuming this level of public funds, all feasible options 

                                                           
2 Final estimates as these costs were not known at the time of this report, including annual insurance costs. 
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should be assessed, and the main options subjected to a minimum multi criteria analysis 

including detailed financial appraisal and cost benefit/effectiveness analysis. The letters of 

March 1st and 3rd, 2016, to DPER requesting sanction for current expenditure for the lease 

provides some detail on the objective and rationale of the project. However, there was no 

evidence on the files of the required appraisal or planning of “expenditure being considered” 

as required under the Code. In addition, there is no evidence at the planning stage of any 

detailed planning and the establishment of a project management structure or project brief.  

2.21 At implementation stage, it is important to have an appropriate structure to monitor and 

manage progress and costs.  There is evidence on file of a lot of internal and external 

communication. There is no indication of any structured regular management reporting in 

the initial and intermediate stages of the project. In the later stages, the files indicate there 

were more regular meetings held and documented with client departments and the 

development team.  Currently, the project has entered completion stage which includes 

agreeing the Final account for the fit out element and furniture.  

2.22 Under the Code, for projects costing over €20million there is a requirement for a progress 

report to be submitted to the sponsoring bodies Management Board and then to the 

relevant Minister on a quarterly basis.  Spend on the project is monitored by PM and 

presented and discussed at the monthly Expenditure Monitoring Committee meetings.  

Value for Money - Resource levels deployed and consumed by the project 

2.23 Resource planning on this project appeared to be a challenge for a number of reasons not 

least the size of the project and the time required in negotiating with other Departments/ 

Agencies, finalising fit out and associated costs. Therefore, it was important that the required 

resources both internal and external were identified early in the process, facilitating the 

efficient management and utilisation of these resources. 

 Financial Resources: As at April 2018 there was no evidence on file of a whole of life full 

costing of the estimated financial resources required for this project. The lease cost was 

agreed at the initial stage of the project. A complete schedule of the fit out and furniture 

costs as at April 2018 was not available.  It is also important to monitor costs to be charged 

to the client, again a schedule of such costs incurred as at April 2018 was not available. 

PM did inform the reviewers that at the time of preparing this report these costs were 

being reviewed by the Quantity Surveyor.  
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 Human Resources: There is evidence on the files of a number of the OPW personnel 

involved in this project including from Property Management, Mechanical & Engineering, 

Architects and Furniture Branch. However, there is no detail of an original plan of the 

required resources or tracking of the amount and value of human resources deployed and 

consumed by the project. 

2.24  It is evident from the files that the commitment of the PM personnel directly involved in this 

project was significant. The reviewers recognise the limited resources available to the OPW 

but suggest that the OPW should consider that in such large assignments a single task focus 

of the individuals in the PM involved should be separated from day to day activities.  Also, 

technical input at project management level is an essential component for a project of this 

nature.  

Establishment of Cost of the Project to date and Estimated Whole of Lifetime Cost  

2.25 The task of establishing the cost of the project to date and estimated whole of life costs 

proved difficult and time consuming as there was no full project costing schedule or 

committed spend to date available. Detailed financial tracking of the overall project cost is 

not evident from the files. Hence, the reviewers can only provide an estimated cost, as 

outlined below. 

2.26 There are a number of costs to the OPW VOTE within the life cycle of this project, including, 

lease (rent, management and maintenance/service charges), fit out, furniture, OPW 

administration costs and potential dilapidations at the end of the project.  

Lease Cost 

2.27 The annual rental cost is €10,145,422.95 inclusive of VAT. This is set out in the lease 

submission made on the 23rd January 2017 amounting to €8.248m plus VAT @ 23%.  

Figure 2- Annual Rental Charge  

Annual Rental Charge          €      € 

Office space 154,2373 Sq. Ft @ €49.854  7,688,714 

Storage Space     7178 Sq. Ft  @€24.93       178,948 

Car spaces                         76     No          @€4,500                                  342,000 

Bicycle Space      146   No  @€265            38,690  8,248,352 

VAT 23%           1,897,121  

Total                        10,145,473 

                                                           
3 As per copy lease provided by Property management. 
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2.28 Over the 25 year lease period and not taking account of agreed CPI rent increases or 

decreases every 5 years or inflation the total rent payable would amount to circa €253.6 

million.  

2.29 The original heads of terms of lease was negotiated based on a net internal area (NIA) 

measure at €49.85 (ex. VAT) per Sq. Ft and a floor area of office space of 143,086 Sq. Ft. 

When the floor area was measured in accordance with IPMS 3 (as agreed at heads of term) 

the lettable floor area increased to 154,237 Sq. ft., with the rate per Sq. Ft. remaining at 

€49.85. This results in a potential additional annual cost of circa €0.5m annual rent with no 

apparent additional usable floor area but a different measurement standard. There was no 

evidence on the files of awareness of the consequences of the change in the method of 

measurement or negotiation around the issue. The reviewers are of the opinion that further 

negotiation around this measurement should have taken place or that it should have been 

brought to the attention of decision makers at the time of heads of terms. One of the original 

goals of PM negotiation was not to exceed a rental cost of €50/sq. ft. Based on the original 

NIA area at heads of terms the rent is   In addition to the annual rental cost 

there is an annual service charge as outlined below (excludes any insurance cost).  

Figure 3 - Annual Service Charge 

Annual Service Charge           € 

               Office Accommodation (mainly window cleaning)        

Basement - Car Park          

Basement – Tenant Facilities       

External - Plaza Estate       

                Total          

 

2.30 The full management cost chargeable by the Landlord over the 25 years of the lease will be 

about . In addition, there is annual costs of insurance which is directly invoiced 

to the OPW as tenant and is not included in the above figures.  There are also other costs 

such as internal security for the OPW’s own block.  At the time of writing this report the 

reviewers are not aware of the full extent of other costs. 

2.31 DPER Circular 17/2016: “Policy for Property Acquisition and for Disposal of Surplus 

Property”, outlines that it is essential that every effort is made to negotiate a rent free period 

in every major letting. In addition, where an exception is made, and the lease is approved 

for a term of more than 10 years, a tenant break right must be included in the lease at the 
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expiry of the tenth year.5 Notwithstanding the comments in relation to NIA area above the 

files indicate that there was negotiation on the cost of rent, with the final agreed figure of 

€49.85 per sq. ft. down from an original asking price of €57.50. It appears compromises had 

to be made to achieve this rent including no break option in the twenty five year lease and 

no rent free period.  

2.32 If the agreement had included a one year rent free period as in the original proposal then 

the headline rent would have been a higher figure of €57.50 per Sq. Ft, resulting in an 

additional cost of €25million over the life of the lease based on IPMS3 measure as per Figure 

4. No evidence was made available of the negotiation around the original quoted rate of 

€57.50 and the one year rent free period. 

Figure 4 No Rent Free Option & Rent Free Option  

 

Office Space -With No Rent Free Option = 154,237 Sq. Ft @€49.85 (Ex VAT) = €7.69m *25 years = €192.2 million 

Office Space - With One Yr. Rent Free Option = 154,237 Sq. Ft @€57.50 (Ex. VAT) = €8.87m * 24 years (1 yr. free) 

= €213million 

Difference = €21 million (ex VAT) and €25 million (Inc. VAT) 

 

 
2.33 The above figures are without taking account of inflation and CPI increases/decreases but 

comparing like with like.  As may be seen the rent negotiated has a large impact on the saving 

over the lifetime of the rent. Every one Euro amounting to circa €4.55million over the 

lifetime of the lease based on a one year rent free period and inclusive of VAT is potentially 

saved by the OPW negotiating the rental cost. Figure 5 below provides further analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
5 Lessee options to break should be unconditional, save only for the payment of principal rent reasonably demanded in advance. 
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Figure 5 Comparison Savings Based on Headline Rent & Rent Free Year (including VAT).  

           Original Quoted Rent   

1 yr. rent free 

Final Negotiated 

Rent 

       Rate Office rate/Sq. Ft €57.50 €49.85 

Office area 154,237 Sq Ft 
 

                    8,868,628               7,688,714  

Storage 7,178         Sq.Ft €24.93                        178,948                  178,948  

Car Spaces 76                     No. €4,500.0                        342,000                  342,000  

Bicycles 146                    No. €265.00                           38,690                    38,690  

Ex VAT                            9,428,265               8,248,352  

Add VAT                           2,168,501               1,897,121  

Total rent                          11,596,766            10,145,473  

No of yr. lease                                        25  25 

Rent free period                                           1  0  

 

Total cost of rent over period of lease (Excluding CPI and Inflation) 

          

278,322,384  

  

     253,636,824  

 

Saving on original Quoted rent over 25 year period of lease  

                              

  -    

      

 24,685,560  

 

2.34 At the outset of negotiating the lease it was envisaged that a turnkey arrangement would 

allow re-location of Departments by January 2017. If this date had been met, then the 

savings as per figure 4 above of circa €25m arising from the lease agreement without a rent 

free period would have been achieved. However, It was unlikely that the fit out could have 

been completed by January 2017 and a more realistic time frame would be June 2017 a 6 

month period during which rent has been paid. This reduces the potential achieved saving 

by €5.0 million to €20 million. Again, a considerable sum albeit spread over the 25 year lease.  

2.35 As a result of the various delays relocation did not commence until early May 2018 a period 

of over 16 months in which rent was being paid without any benefit at a cost of circa €16.73 

million which reduces the expected saving to €7.952 million. Figure 6 is a breakdown of this 

calculation and the additional estimated costs incurred as a result of the delay.  
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Figure 6 Comparison of Rent Costs and Rent Free Period with Delay 

   Original Quoted 

Rent from   

Final Negotiated 

Rent 

 

  Head Line Rent -Office 

Rate/ Sq. Ft 

€57.50 €49.85  

Saving on original Quoted rent over 25 

year period of lease  

  -          24,685,560   

Rental cost December 2016 to End April 

2018 without Occupancy (note rent free 

year excluded from all but negotiated 

rental) 

                3,865,589            13,527,297   

Service Management Charge                                     

Extension of lease on Mespil Road 

(DCYA) from 8th July 2017 (€409,439 

for 3 Months) say 10 Months to end 

April 2018 

                     

1,360,000  

              

1,360,000  

 

Estimated Annual Maintenance Cost 

Hawkins House 

                       600,000                  600,000   

Additional Lease cost DPER (estimated)                        300,000                  300,000   

Additional Lease cost Department of 

Finance (estimated) 

                       100,000                  100,000   

Estimate additional OPW staff cost due 

to delay of 16 Months 

                       200,000                  200,000   

 

Comparison of reduced Saving on 

original Quoted rent over 25 year period 

of lease due to delay to 

occupation(added cost to original and 

scenario 1) 

 

                

  (7,071,851)  

 

            

7,952,001  

 

 

2.36 It is estimated that the lease in Mespil road has had to be extended since July 2017 until 

minimum end of April 2018 a period of ten months at a cost of circa €136,500 per month 

excluding legal and other fees or about €1.365 million additional cost.    

2.37 The additional cost of maintaining Hawkins house and providing security is estimated at 

€600,000 for the 16 month period Jan 2017 to end of April 2018. If the move had occurred 

in January 2017 possible security and maintenance cost of €150,000 would have been 

incurred in mothballing.  
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2.38 The payment of additional rental space for Department of Finance and DPER may be in the 

order of €400,000. OPW staff costs have been included at an estimated €200,000 over the 

extended re-location period.  

2.39 Management charges are to be charged against Miesian Plaza, at a cost of about  

million per annum plus insurance costs. It is not entirely clear from the files when this charge 

commenced but allowing at least one year, further reduces the potential saving. However, 

as to when this charge is to apply has not been established, it has not been included in the 

table above.  

2.40 If it is assumed that the headline rent that would have been agreed allowing for a one year 

rent free period was €57.50/sq. ft., then the saving based on the rent agreed of €49.85 has 

amounted to €7.952 million over the 25 year lifetime of the lease. However, this has now to 

be viewed in the context of the net saving due to the delay in relocation which has seen a 

significant loss to the state of costs of €16.73 million but more likely €11 million allowing for 

the point made at 2.34 above in relation to the target of occupation being unrealistic for 

January 2017. 

2.41 Given the delay in occupation the main issues with the agreed rent is the loss of possible 

saving that potentially may have accrued to the state had occupation taken place earlier and 

the measurement criteria of IPSM3. 

2.42 It is unclear from the files reviewed why a rent free period was abandoned and there does 

not appear to be any analysis of why it was not chosen.  If the overall project could have 

been delivered in January 2017 then it may have been appropriate, but this should have 

been analysed more closely in terms of programme delivery. Similarly, it was not apparent 

what rate could have been negotiated with a rent free period included. 

2.43 The headline rent of €49.85/ Sq. ft. appears to represent very good value for money 

compared to reported rents in late 2016 and 2017 which were being achieved.  This is 

especially true when there was a reported shortage of office space available for rent.  The 

Society of Chartered Surveyors Property Review and Outlook for 2017 stated that Prime 

Grade A office rents in Dublin grew to an average €612 per Sq. metre (€56.88/sq. ft.).  This 

average rent would most likely have included a break clause in year 10-15. However, the 

negotiated rent was based on the Net Internal Floor measure whilst the actual rent is based 

on the IPSM3 standard which gives an effective cost per Sq. Ft of €53.73. Even at the latter 

rate it still appears value for money. However, the good covenant of the OPW, a 25 year no 
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break clause and without a rent free period means that further value possibly may have been 

achievable. 

2.44 In summary the negotiation of the lease in Miesian Plaza and the agreement not to include 

a rent free period (to allow for fit out) has resulted in a potential saving to the state over a 

25 year lease period of circa €7.952 million.  However, the delay between the date of signing 

the lease in January 2017 and occupation in early May 2018 means that the state has 

potentially forgone a further saving of €11 million based on a realistic occupation date of 

June/July 2017. 

Fit out costs 

2.45 The overall cost of the fit out including VAT and excluding furniture and fees is circa

.  This is based on the most recent payment recommendation and application to hand 

(No 8 dated 20th April 2018).  The amount excluding VAT amounts to . It is 

normal to bench mark or compare fit out costs on an Ex VAT basis. Based on the floor area 

of 154,237 Sq. ft. it amounts to . If the fit out of the storage area 

7178 Sq. ft. is excluded from the overall cost at a cost in the region of  the cost will 

reduce to circa .  

2.46 The floor area in paragraph 2.45 above is based on the IPMS3 standard.  This is the new 

international property measuring standard which came into effect in January 2016 it differs 

from the net internal area previously used. One of the main differences is that perimeter 

measurements are taken to the internal dominant face. So, if you have a deep window 

section the internal dominant face is the glass which may mean the floor area between the 

frame and the glass cannot be used. If the old Net Internal Area (NIA) is used the area is 

148,731 Sq. Ft and this increases the fit out cost excluding the storage area cost  

to . or .  

2.47 The cost per Square Metre, based on the IPMS3 measure, of  excluding VAT is at 

a high level but is a reasonable figure compared with similar type fit outs to the standard 

achieved in MP.  The average fit out cost is circa -  but higher  

when catering canteens and access control entrance systems are included as is the case in 

MP.  If the fit out cost is based on the NIA measure the cost of  is at the higher end 

of the cost for similar type fit outs. In summary the cost per m2 fit out are reasonable but at 

a slightly higher than average cost level.  The amount includes variations claimed which all 

have not yet been agreed and so the final cost may decrease slightly. 
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2.48 The fit out contract was entered into with the developer based on a schedule of rates 

prepared by the developers Quantity Surveyor.  There was no public tender procurement of 

the fit out contract as the OPW advised that in this project it was agreed that the landlord 

would fit out the building on their behalf and these arrangements formed part of the overall 

contract for the lease of the building.  There was no apparent evidence of negotiation in 

respect of the rates on the files.  However, the OPW point out that each payment cert 

received triggers considerable negotiation between the Quantity Surveyors for both parties 

to ensure best value for money is achieved. There was a good deal of correspondence in 

relation to the developer providing the OPW’s appointed Quantity Surveyor with definitive 

scope, specifications, detail design and lump sum versus schedule of rates contract.  The fit 

out commenced by letter of intent issued on the 6th June 2017 without a schedule of rates 

being agreed.  Further increases or variations in the letter of intent were issued during the 

course of the project.  

2.49 The mechanical and electrical elements of the project were negotiated by the OPW 

Mechanical and Electrical (M&E) section with an alternative sub-contractor to the one 

selected by the developer. This negotiation was without a public tender process.  M&E 

section outlined to the reviewers that the mechanical and electrical elements of the project 

amounted to a very significant proportion of the fit-out contract, as is normal in these 

circumstances.  As the decision had been made to undertake the fit-out works through the 

Landlord it was necessary to negotiate, with the Landlord, on the costs involved.  There were 

two parts to this negotiation: the credits due to the OPW for the Category A fit-out; and the 

costs of the entire fit-out – both Cat A and B combined.  M&E stated that it should be noted 

that the Cat A fit-out is usually provided by the landlord prior to letting.  In the case of an 

early letting then it is practical to combine both the Cat A and B fit-outs and the Cat A costs 

are credited to the tenant who then undertakes the entirety of the fit-out works.  In this the 

OPW M&E section engaged with the Landlord and his team, over a protracted period of 

several months.  Whilst it was possible to agree costs for the Cat A credits the cost put 

forward by the M&E contractor, employed by the Landlord, were considered too high.  In 

addition, M&E encountered difficulty in confirming certain details within the proposal, which 

could potentially lead to significant additional costs in the course of the works. Hence, M&E 

engaged with the market with a view to going out to tender. However, according to the M&E 

section but not demonstrated to the reviewers, there was a lack of interest in the market 

with only one contractor, apart from the developer, demonstrating an interest in the 

contract.  The reason put forward by M & E section for this was that the  
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.  This resulted, according to the M&E 

section, in only one contractor remaining and prepared to tender.  This contractor was 

invited to submit a cost for the works.  The original developer’s contractor cost was 

 and the comparable tender from the alternative OPW contractor was 

.  The reviewers did not have sight of any documentation with the costs as 

quoted above for the original contractor6. As this was a significant saving the Landlord was 

asked to engage the alternative contractor.  There were other specialist packages in the M&E 

content of the fit-out such as the sprinkler, which were unaffected by this change in 

contractor but needed to be included in the M&E contract package. These specialist 

packages were not included in the indicated costs above.  There were also changes to the 

layouts, subsequent to the tender process used by the OPW, and these changes in design 

also needed to be incorporated in a revised price.   When the costs of the specialist works 

and the design changes were incorporated, the amount of  was agreed with 

the Landlord for the M&E works for the fit-out.   

2.50 The developers Quantity Surveyor issued a schedule of rates with further back up in August 

2017 and this forms the basis of the most recent payment claim no 8. The rates included are, 

except for certain preliminaries items, on balance reasonable. Certain preliminary items are 

being queried by the OPW consultant Quantity Surveyor at the time of writing. Amongst 

these items are the number of site managers and contracts manager being fully charged, 

plant items, tower crane and driver for 24 weeks etc. the consultant Quantity Surveyor also 

queried some of the floor finishes costs. 

2.51 The developer has provided a breakdown of the Landlord credited fit out Items in his latest 

payment claim and they amount to   excluding VAT. These differ from the 

revision 3 of landlord Credits amounting to  which were issued on the 4th of 

August 2017. It is not clear who these credits were agreed with.  The credit was originally 

inserted into the lease based Schedule of Credits Revision 2 dated 11th April 2017 and 

amounted to . Further clarification is required in respect of these credits and 

also any fees in respect of same. 

2.52 Fees for the Design team employed by the developer have been sought by the developer at 

the sum of   excluding VAT. This amounts to a fee of  for a fit out contract. 

It does not include any OPW design team costs. Given that there is a repetitive nature to the 

                                                           
6 €8.609 million was the sum of the original contractor proposed costs as per documentation viewed by the reviewers. 
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seven floors fit out, the costs appear excessive. It is understood from discussions with PM 

that the basis for the fees charged are being reviewed and discussed. It should be noted that 

there is no corresponding credit for design team fees on the credited Landlord items of 

. If this sum was excluded from the fit out cost the 11% noted above increases to 

. 

2.53 The costs above are based on what the OPW is being charged. Some of these costs will be 

charged on to the various client departments. There was no breakdown account of these 

available at the time of writing. 

2.54 In summary the rate per Square metre of  excluding Vat and furniture for the 

fit out is reasonable based on the IPMS3 measure criteria and the standard of fit out 

achieved.  The cost is within what would be expected of the market range for this type of 

work if it had been competitively tendered. Certain costs particularly in relation to fees and 

Landlord credits need to be further addressed to ensure best value is achieved. 

Furniture 

2.55 There was little if any information in respect of the cost of furniture available on the files 

provided at April 2018. The furniture was procured by the OPW furniture branch under a 

framework in place with one supplier. It is understood that the furniture branch has the 

record in relation to these costs but at the time of writing this information was not made 

available to the reviewers.  Details were provided for the cost of furniture relating to clients 

as being in the region of an additional . The full assessment of client costs was 

not available at the time of writing of this report.  

2.56 The OPW appointed a Consultant Quantity Surveyor (CQS) on 20th April 2016, which was 

extended to review professional fees in September 2017. Despite the early appointment of 

the CQS a letter of intent was issued without costs being agreed. Nor it seems were the 

Landlord credits agreed. The CQS had requested details with sufficient detail and 

breakdown. The developer provided Revision 3 of these on the 4th of August 2017. The first 

claim for payment of  for the fit out was delivered by the developer 8 days 

earlier. It is not good practice to commence on site without first agreeing costs. 

Staff Numbers and numbers per Sq. Metre 

2.57 In dealing with the amount of floor space/positions required by each Department it is 

evident from the files and discussions with PM that the numbers of whole time equivalents 

(WTE) was difficult to ascertain. There is evidence on the files of PM attempting to clarify 
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this matter with the client Departments. For example, the OPW has provided, at the DoH’s 

request, 535 desks, yet it appears that the DoH had 418 WTE. No clear criteria of how work 

station numbers are calculated by each Department appears to exist.  

2.58 The total number of positions provided for is 938. Based on the floor area of 14,342 Square 

Metres then this gives an area per position of 15.25m2. This includes the canteen area and 

is higher than the design intent of 12m2 per position.   
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3. Part Three 
 

Lessons Learnt 

3.1 There are a number of lessons to be learnt from this project, one of the main being the need 

for effective project management, which would define the objectives, roles and 

responsibilities, timelines, business case, risk, resources and stakeholder management 

required for the efficient delivery and implementation of the project.  

3.2 It is recognised that pre-requisites of effective project management include, governance, 

processes and people. 

3.3 Lessons learnt under these categories include: 

Governance 

3.4 Good and unambiguous governance is required in order to ensure clarity of objectives; 

project implementation and monitoring of progress. This project is a large scale project with 

considerable capital and current expenditure over the next 25 years and an estimated 

committed budget of €300 million over the life cycle of the project. Project Governance is 

essential for controlling such a project and facilitating the successful delivery of its 

objectives. From reviewing PM files, the governing structures and reporting principles of the 

project lacked clarity. It was difficult to ascertain the exact roles and responsibilities of the 

OPW staff involved in the project and at times it was also difficult to establish the exact lines 

of decision making authority.  

Processes 

3.5 Processes should provide the structured and logical steps of the project. The actual 

acquisition of the lease was dealt with in a speedy and clear manner. The management of 

the delivery of the fit out was handled by the developer but relying on information from the 

OPW and other Government departments over which the developer had no control.  

3.6 There does not appear to have been, until late in the project, a clear programme setting 

down time lines and benchmarking of times against these. Nor were there organised weekly 

project meetings until later in the project. Meetings were held but appeared usually to be 

for solving an immediate problem. 

3.7 Generally, one would expect a fit out project of this magnitude not to take over 16 months, 

(or 2 years and two months from date of agreement of heads of terms) but to be completed 

in an 8-10 months’ time period. It is clear from correspondence from the DOH and DCYA that 
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both were looking for Project plans to assist them in any future re-location. These do not 

appear to have been available until the later end of the project.  

3.8 As mentioned earlier, this review entailed reading files for each Department and in cases 

multiple volumes for each department. There should be an overall project file with all the 

correspondence or alternatively a separate estate/property file and a separate cost file. 

People   

3.9 Projects should be resourced sufficiently with the required mix of expertise.  A project of this 

size required a dedicated project team and project sponsor within the OPW. It is evident 

from the reading of files and in discussions with PM that there was diversion of resources to 

other projects. 

3.10 The reviewers consider that at a minimum there should have been a clear project resource 

plan from March 2016 when the initial agreement to take the lease was made, which should 

have been updated when the lease was signed in January 2017. 

3.11 It is recommended that PM further develop and apply project management principles for 

example as described within the “Project Management Handbook for the Civil Service” and 

where applicable staff are upskilled in the area of project management.  

3.12 It is also considered that PM section could benefit from collaborating more closely with the 

Finance function of the Office in such areas as calculating the whole-life costs, associated 

risks and benefits of any proposed acquisition and ensuring compliance with obligations 

under the Public Spending Code, including developing business cases and appraisal 

processes.  
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4. Appendix One 
 

Miesian Plaza – Timeline from Property Management Files 

24/07/2015  DOH viewing Miesian Plaza 

10/08/2015  Submission Received 

04/09/2015 OPW options- Miesian Plaza, Bank of Scotland, Central Bank, refurbishment 

of Hawkins House/Apollo House 

23/10/2015  Property Advisors (PA) appointed to negotiate on behalf of OPW 

02/11/2015  OPW wrote to DCYA re open plan office with 12m2 per person option 

10/11/2015  DOH- issue re size of offices and AP’s – overall staff numbers 480 

16/11/2015   DCYA – looking at Baggot St. Options. 

16/12/2015 DOH preliminary response –individual offices for all grades AP and max 4 desk 

groupings 

09/12/2016 Department of Finance agree to move to Miesian Plaza 

21/01/2016  PA revised terms with blended rent- no rent free period 

26/01/2016 Approval submission sought to lease Block 1 Miesian Plaza with breakdown 

and reasons 

01/03/2016  OPW board approval to lease subject to Finance section 

04/03/2016  OPW to DCYA –agreed terms for Miesian Lease (subject to DPER) 

09/03/2016  Meeting Developer/OPQ/DOH/DCYA- cellular offices an issue 

10/03/2016  Developer – to complete fit out end Q1 2017 details required 1st June 2016 

16/03/2016  DPER sanction to take lease 

22/03/2016  Initial design team brief for DCYA re-location 

08/04/2016 Request from DCYA for note from OPW setting out powers to impose space 

norms 

20/04/2016  Consultant QS appointed 

09/05/2016 Draft layouts for DCYA 

20/05/2016 OPW to DCYA frozen layouts required to be issued to developer by 1st June 

216 to allow target of practical completion by Mid-March 2017 as full rent 

from1st January 2017 
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27/05/2016 Ditto required from DOH 

01/06/2016 Planning application for both Hawkins house and Apollo house to have lodged 

with DCC 2nd June 2016 

09/06/2016 Reference to AHCPS submission received in late April 2016 

01/07/2016 AHCPS submission 

01/07/2016  Engagement re catering 

22/07/2016 DCYA prepared to sign off on layouts with caveats and furniture 

08/08/2016 Furniture mock ups to proceed 

16/08/2016 No single item of sufficient importance to delay giving a briefing document to 

Developer. Otherwise little option to proceed with Landlord fit out and leave 

tenant fit out to be handled separately by OPW with serious Implications for 

delivery time and cost. 

19/08/2016 OPW approval for fit out of enclosed rooms. 

19/08/2016 Developer responds to progress of tenant fit out cost for OPW review in due 

course. 

30/08/2016 OPW confirms to DOH proceeding with fit out to enclosed rooms 

01/09/2016 Department of Health confirm that it is critical they only sign when we are 

fully convinced requirements are met 

01/09/2016 Confirmed IPMS 3 to be used to measure floor area 

02/09/2016 Estimated completion date for fit out is end of May 2017 

23/09/2016 CSSO to OPW re Developer tendering for tenant works- may have implication 

as to when lease is granted 

13/10/2016 Developer seeking lease to be settled 

24/10/2016  Developer preparing costings for fit out 

27/10/2016 DOH to OPW cannot proceed with relocation to Miesian Plaza 

15/11/2016 Draft lease version 10 – schedule of fit out and pricing almost finalised 

24/11/2016 Staff number issues and discrepancy 

24/11/2016 Other potential tenants 

29/11/2016 OPW offer of project meetings with DOH and DCYA with live CAD updates to 

progress fit out 

02/12/2016 OPW one day workshop 
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08/12/2016 DOH seeking  full report on Hawkins house 

09/12/2016 Receipt of Developers Schedule of Credits and Tenants wok- QS is seeking 

details 

12/12/2016 Hawkins House – DOH seeking full report 

13/12/2016  Architects revise floor plates -20% to meet DOH 

15/12/2016 Full Floor measurement and differences between nett internal areas and 

IPMS 3 

16/12/2016 Memo – APO space not acceptable 

16/12/2016 Briefing memo with options, allocate another floor, alternate occupants, walk 

away from the deal or use of OPW directive role (Government decision 

18/12/12) 

21/12/2016 Terms of Lease commences 

22/12/2016 Memo meeting at high level OPW and DOH 

02/01/2017 Draft 1st Floor layout issued to Finance/DPER 

23/01/2017 Submission to OPW for approval of new 25 year lease with no break option 

from 22nd December 2016 rent €49.85 per square foot- 15% below norm- 

other option to walk away- exclusivity and length of negotiation period could 

be regarded as a verbal contract. 

25/01/2017 OPW internal memo – time frame stalled due to DOH demand- original fit out 

time frame 8 months – if agreed by March 2017 best scenario then was 

October 2017- ambitious 

27/01/2017 Proposed lease seeking approval – Executive summary – alternatives to DOH 

– OPW/others- walk away proposal and damages- Rent drawn down 

30/01/2017 OPW to DOH cannot accommodate needs of DOH propose to allocate space 

to other Departments. Poor condition of Hawkins House. Has deteriorated 

considerably less than when building was assessed two years ago. The use of 

temporary netting – can extend time required. 

31/01/2017 Landlord Schedule of Credits 

01/02/2017 DOH seeking 5 floors in lieu of 4 

03/022017 QS- seeking update on costs – partition costs 

07/02/2017 OPW to DOH re two stages moving 50% staff 

08/02/2017 OPW to DCYA lease now signed for Miesian Plaza 

10/02/2017 Approval to extend Mespil Road lease 6 Months 
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13/02/2017 Developer – costs submitted for fit out 6th December 2016 but not yet agreed 

13/02/2017 OPW reply -Costs received but seeking definitive Scope & specification 

14/02/2017 OPW M&E Poor negotiation position re Landlord fit out 

23/02/2017 Developers Architectural Fee 

27/02/2017 Developers Architectural Fee- additional amount 

28/02/2017 DOH to OPW agreement to locate – subject to entrance issues and furniture 

seeking project plan 

01/03/2017 OPW internal Memo Extra cost due to actions of DOH and DCYA Potential 

total  

01/03/2017 Meeting with OPW QS and Developer- fundamental difference – lump sum 

fixed price Versus Schedule of rates 

02/03/2017 OPW memo re four options including decant option 

06/03/2017 Furniture mock ups sought by DCYA 

06/03/2017 DOH informed M&E fit out urgent or else risk of two stage tender 

06/03/2017 DOH – informed OPW do not have agreed layouts 

10/03/2017 OPW – Memo Landlord contribution not adequate for canteen facility 

16/03/2017 OPW Go/No go options 

24/03/2017 Developers Architects proposed fee % plus a lump sum 

31/03/2017  Department of Finance sign off except DOH access to print and tea rooms 

31/03/2017  DPER sign off 

10/04/2017 Mespil Road notice of termination of tenancy 

11/04/2017 Developer issues further schedule of work rates and credits including 

Electrical and mechanical rates 

13/04/2017 Approval from OPW to proceed with fit out and price to be sorted by 20th 

April 2017 

21/04/2017 OPW QS scope and specification; detail design – concern expressed with 

proceeding 

25/04/2017 Alternative tender received by OPW for M&E 

25/04/2017 OPW proposes alternative M&E sub-contractor 

06/06/2017 Letter of intent issued for fit out to developer up to a max value of  



Working Paper Working Paper 

 

28 | P a g e  
 

20/06/2017 OPW QS –still unable to assess the validity of the proposed costs 

27/06/2017 Developer and OPW agrees cost of circa for additional screens at lift 

lobbies 

08/07/2017 Mespil Road DCYA sub lease expires 

10/07/2017 OPW QS seeking updated costs 

27/07/2017 First claim for fit out contract but no pricing schedule yet received 

01/08/2017 OPW request developer to provide cost/schedule of rates 

04/08/2017 Schedule of Tenant works and rates for execution of same received by OPW 

along with schedule of landlord Credits 

14/08/2017 DOH queries re furniture and project plan. No one seems to know what is 

happening next. 

16/08/2017 Developer seeking extension of letter of intent (see 6th June 2017)  

16/08/2017 Single phase hand over approved 

31/08/2017 Letter of Intent to approved 

01/09/2017 QS for OPW – draft interim assessment of fit out costs- fees at  high as 

are floor finishes 

04/09/2017 OPW M&E Landlord works on their own M&E not yet complete 

06/09/2017 Breakdown of Developer design team fees sought by OPW 

11/09/2017 Minutes meeting DOH and OPW requesting project timeline and mock up 

furniture 

13/09/2017 QS for OPW agrees to assess design professional fees of developers team 

15/09/2017 QS for OPW Draft interim assessment of fit out costs total of  

represents an amount per M2 at the upper end of the range. 

18/09/2017 Payment projection €  

19/09/2017 Developer to provide fit out schedule of costs to include details of fees and all 

fee proposals. 

22/09/2017 Draft sign off of furniture dates 

29/09/2017 Programme for completion 

02/09/2017 Furniture solution for AP’s proposed- mock ups 

04/10/2017 DOH numbers 418 plus 90 not sanctioned but expect 50/6 
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06/10/2017 Developer raises issue of service charge and maintenance contracts given PC 

cert issued to main contractor 

13/10/2017 Current DOH staff numbers 418 WTE with expected 50 to bring up to 468WTE- 

providing DOH with 550 work sites a surplus of 80 

20/10/2017 Issues of smoked Perspex panels raised by DOH 

23/10/2017 OPW internal memo re delay of Department of Health 3 months cost 

24/10/2017 OPW consultant QS issues reports on fees with some quoted as grossly 

excessive 

24/10/2017 Fees review of design team fees 

25/10/2017 DOH have agreed Perspex panels with unions 

27/10/2017 OPW not possible to incorporate Perspex panels 

15/01/2018 Developer Architect intent to issue PC cert 

17/01/2018  AP desk problem solved eliminating gap. 
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