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	Comments and constructive proposals for improvement

	VERIFICATION OF IDENTIFICATION PHASE FOLLOW-UP/COMPLETION OF FORMULATION

	
	Have the QSG recommendations at the end of the identification been taken into account in the formulation phase?
	

	
	Where appropriate, has the budget support steering committee been consulted? 
	

	
	Have the supplementary documents on eligibility criteria been provided? 
	

	
	Have the draft TAPs and risk management framework been provided? 
	

	
	In the case of complementary action has the logical framework and project description been provided?
	

	
	Where necessary, have the tender documents been provided?
	

	
	Where necessary, have full gender analysis/Environmental Impact Assessment/CD quality grid been provided?
	

	
	Has the action been properly entered in CRIS in line with the encoding instructions[1]?
	

	1.  RATIONALE AND COUNTRY CONTEXT

	1.1
	Has the country context been analysed? 

	 
	1.1.1 Are the main challenges towards poverty reduction, inclusive and sustainable growth analysed? 
	 

	
	1.1.2 Have the fundamental values been adequately reflected in the action fiche? For GGDCs, has the pre-condition been confirmed and is this reflected in the AF? 

	

	
	1.1.3 In the case of a State Building Contract, is there evidence for fragility/transition? Could a SBC support essential elements of state building for stabilisation/transition?
	
	

	1.2
	Based on the supplementary documents, are the eligibility criteria met?

	 
	1.2.1 For the public policy eligibility condition: is there evidence of a credible and relevant national/sectoral development strategy that supports the objectives of poverty reduction, sustainable and inclusive growth, and democratic governance and responds to the need of the country/sector?
	 

	
	1.2.2 For multi sector programme, is there a coherent policy and institutional coordinating framework covering the interlinked sector or areas, and the existence of complementary and synergies in the implementation of the activities? 
	

	 
	1.2.3 For the macroeconomic eligibility condition: is a credible stability-oriented macroeconomic policy under implementation?
	 

	 
	1.2.4 For the public financial management eligibility condition: is there evidence of a credible and relevant programme to improve public financial management? Are there baselines and milestones set to assess satisfactory progress? As certain PFM environments may require short term measures, please confirm that key core functions of the budget cycle are available, notably budget availability, a Treasury system, a mechanism for reporting on budget execution.
	 

	
	1.2.5 For the budget transparency eligibility condition: is there evidence that the government has published either the Executive's Proposal or the Enacted Budget within the past or the current budget cycle? Are there baselines and milestones set to assess satisfactory progress? In case where the Executive's Proposal, the Year End Report or Audit Report are not published, do the medium term reform expectations / milestones take these documents into account?
	

	1.3 
	Are lessons learnt taken into account? 

	
	 1.3.1 Have lessons learned from previous/ongoing experience and ROMs (Monitoring Reports and Background Conclusion Sheets), evaluations etc. been taken into account in the formulation of this programme?

	

	1.4
	Are major risks identified and addressed? 

	
	1.4.1 Are risks identified by using the excel templates of the risk management framework?
	

	
	1.4.2 Are the substantial and high risks addressed by mitigating measures?
	

	
	1.4.3 Have HQ services made an assessment of the impact of the mitigating measures and the risk trend in the risk management framework templates? 
	

	2. 
	DESCRIPTION OF THE BUDGET SUPPORT CONTRACT

	
	2.1 Does the intervention logic hold true:

	
	2.1.1 Are the proposed objectives and expected results clearly identified? Do they provide a basis for monitoring and evaluation?
	

	
	2.1. 2 Are the specific objectives and the expected results in line with the type of budget support contract proposed? 
	

	
	2.1.3 Is there a clear rationale for the amounts allocated?
	

	 
	2.1.4 Will the proposed budget support contract contribute to institutional capacity development? If yes, is it fully in line with the quality criteria for capacity development? - see Quality Assessment Grid for TC and CD
	 

	
	2.1.5 Is the description of the activities in line with the management modes proposed? 
	

	 
	2.1.6 Have linkages with other on-going/planned projects or programmes including of other donors been assessed and reflected in the design of the budget support contract? 
	 

	
	2.2 Country coordination framework
	
	

	
	2.2.1 Is there an appropriate and coherent policy and institutional coordinating framework within the government covering all the necessary areas and measures for the implementation of the respective policy?
	

	
	2.2.2 Does the description of donor-coordination arrangements support the conclusion that this is a sufficient basis for dialogue, monitoring and other activities above?
	

	
	2.3 Stakeholders
	
	

	
	2.3.1 Is the description of the role of stakeholders sufficiently comprehensive and provide an understanding of who the key interlocutors will be in dialogue? 
	
	

	
	2.4 Conclusion on risks and benefits
	

	
	2.4.1 Does the conclusion on the balance between risks and potential benefits/expected results of the budget support programme provide a clear case to proceed? 
	

	3. DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
	 

	
	3.1 Budget and Calendar
	

	
	3.1.1 Is the calendar feasible and in line with the performance monitoring arrangements? 
	

	 
	3.1.2 Is the balance between base and variable tranches appropriate? 
	 

	 
	3.2 Criteria for disbursement
	 

	
	3.2.1 Do the general conditions adequately reflect the eligibility criteria? 
	

	
	3.2.2 Are the specific conditions clearly defined, including the indicators used for variable tranches?  
	

	
	3.3 Performance monitoring
	

	
	3.3.1 Does the description of the cycle of reviews provide the reference year for which data are expected to be available and how this will be used as a basis to assess the general and specific conditions? 
	

	
	3.3.2 Are all the data, surveys, studies, etc. that need to be available at the time of reviews identified? 
	

	
	3.3.3 How is the documentation of policy dialogue foreseen?
	

	
	3.4. Visibility and Communication
	

	 
	3.4.1 Have the communication and visibility actions been addressed in an appropriate manner in line with the applicable provisions, and are the related resources clear?
	 

	CONCLUSIONS 

	 
	Overall opinion of Unit 03 and thematic unit(s) concerned: Highlight in particular if the project proposal is relevant, realistic and feasible on the basis of the elements provided. Provide an appreciation of whether the project is ready to go forward to financing:  □ well designed, no issues or minor issues to be addressed □ programme with issues that need to be addressed □ Programme with fundamental issues that need to be resolved 

	 
	 

	 
	Additional comments/areas where further clarification is required (for each comment, please specify section to which it applies):

	 
	 

	 
	Comments of Finance and Contract Unit: 

	 
	 

	 
	Comments of Cooperation officer:

	 
	 Good CD quality potential? (see Backbone Strategy principles) [3]  Yes/No

	 
	Comments of EEAS or Line DG:

	 
	 

	 
	Chairman's decision: 
Instructions given to Cooperation Officer (operational) by Chair during meeting

	 
	 

	 
	Option 1: Go forward inter-service consultation. Action Fiche   approved without changes or with minor changes to be introduced under the responsibility of the cooperation officer.
Option 2: Discussion in the budget support steering committee [2] following the request of one of the concerned directorates or due to substantial/high risks.
Option 3:  Resubmit Action Fiche and TAPs/Project  Description either: 
  3-A - Back to QSG as an A point (the agreement of the concerned services  needs to be confirmed when re-submitting to QSG) - document partially  accepted with recommendation for an improved version of the Fiche to be  presented at QSG;  
 3-B - Back to QSG as a B point: -  Substantial revision necessary and a new Fiche to be discussed in QSG as point B.
                                                      - Additional information/documents are requested. 
Option 4: Action Fiche (+TAPs/Project Description) to be abandoned or substantially reviewed. If Resubmission to the oQSG is envisaged it will be necessary to submit the necessary documents addressing recommendations in the checklist and the actions below.

	 
	Actions to be taken consequent to the Chairperson's decision: 

First draft provided by Cooperation Officer based on discussion and conclusions summarised by the chairman. 

1. […]
2. […]
3. […]
4. […]

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[1] Creation of a CRIS project number, link with the focal sector of NIP/CSP, introduction of the relevant DAC codes, upload of the formulation documents in CRIS and the other CRIS fields to encode as specified in the Note D(2007) 718 of 26th January 2007

[2] All Good Governance and Development Contract are discussed in the budget support steering committee 

	[3] Answer yes when one or more or the following aspects is prominent:

• Strong participation and involvement of partners in CD design and in future implementation set up 
• Clear formulation of CD results
• Intervention of non-commercial CD support providers (non-profit organisations, public bodies) 

The aim is to identify CD support programmes deserving close follow up and feeding a tracking/learning systems 
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