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MoF Assessment to be Performed by PIMU: Rating & Justification

	1. General Information

	1.1 Project title
	Write the title of the project.
	

	1.2 Programme
	Write the Programme title and code.
	

	1.3 Project description
• Main components required to deliver the anticipated benefits.
• Main technical features of the project (design standards, etc.)
	When writing the project’s description consider that components are what the project is designed to accomplish. These are the deliverables and can form the key outputs of the project team’s terms of reference. Outputs and outcomes are the results for which the project team can be held directly accountable and for which it is given resources.
Include all components required to deliver the intended benefits of the project.
	· Pass: The project and its components offer a complete solution and any differences with the approved Capital Project intention reflect acceptable changes based on findings of preparatory studies.
· Not clear: Further clarification required.
· Fail: The project differs fundamentally from the project approved at Capital Project intention stage in the following important respects:

	1.4 Identify and explain any important changes and additions compared to the approved Capital Project intention.
	Make sure that any differences with the approved capital project intention components (PRF B) reflect acceptable changes based on findings of preparatory studies and consistent with the project logic (see section 2.2).
	

	1.5 Total project value (inclusive of taxes)
	Write the total project value (inclusive of taxes) for the project provided in section 3.2.1.
	 

	1.6 Responsible public body
	Write the name of the public body that is responsible for preparing and implementing the project.
	

	1.7 Senior official in public body responsible for the project (title and name)
	Write the title and name of the senior official in the public body responsible for the Capital Project Proposal.
	

	1.8 Parent Ministry (if different from responsible public body)
	Write the name of the Parent Ministry responsible for the Capital Project Proposal if different from the responsible public body recorded in section 1.6.
	

	1.9 Senior official in Parent Ministry responsible for the project (title and name)
	Write the title and name of the senior official in the Parent Ministry responsible for the Capital Project Proposal.
	

	1.10 Sector
	Write the name of the sector to which the public body and Parent Ministry belong following the sector categorisation provided by MoF
	

	1.11 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
	Write the SDGs which the project is addressing, if any.
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	1.12 Project location and Constituency
	Write the name of the Outer Island, district and constituency where the project will take place. It can be one or more options depending on the focus of the project. Name them all.
Identify and explain any changes from the location in the approved Capital Project Intention (PRF B).
	

	1.13 Site Information:
Extent of Land Required and Status (identified/vested/acquired/
State-Owned) 
Building area
(where applicable)
	Indicate the extent of land required and status. 
Indicate the building area (where applicable)
	

	1.14 Expected start date and duration
	Write the expected start date, end date (month and year) and duration of the project. The start date shall correspond to the initiation of the project’s first milestone (Stage II Clearance & approval in principle) in the project’s schedule. The end date shall correspond to the completion date of the project’s last milestone (Handover to the operating unit) in the schedule. The duration shall be determined as the difference in months between the end and the start dates of the project as previously defined. (Refer to the information provided in section 6.1 ‘Implementation schedule’).
	

	1.15 Identify and explain any changes from the dates in the approved Capital Project intention.
	Identify and explain any changes from the dates in the approved Capital Project Intention (PRF B).
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	2. Strategic Case: Does the strategic rationale for the project remain convincing?

	2.1 Policy Relevance

	2.1.1 Indicate how the project fits with national strategic goals as expressed at different levels in the planning hierarchy:
· Government Programme
· Sector strategy
	Repeat information from the approved capital project intention (PRF B) if unchanged, or revise, if necessary, to reflect changes.
Explain any changes, which would be expected to be minor at this stage of project development. (Major changes would imply a new project concept).
	· Pass: The policy relevance of the project remains unchanged from Capital Project intention stage, or any changes are minor and explicable.
· Not clear: Further clarification is needed.
· Fail: The project has lost its policy relevance, either because national or sector policy has changed, or the project concept has been changed fundamentally.

	2.1.2 Indicate how the project fits with the responsible public body’s responsibilities and strategic aims as expressed through its strategic/business plan.
	 
	

	2.2 Intervention Logic 

	2.2.1 Describe the specific problem or opportunity that the project is intended to address and explain how the project will do this using a ‘logical path’ approach.
	Repeat information from the approved capital project intention (PRF B), if unchanged or revise, if necessary, to reflect changes. Explain any changes, which would be expected to be minor at this stage of project development. (Major changes would imply a new project concept).
	· Pass: The intervention logic of the project, including the reasons for government intervention and the urgency of the need, remains largely unchanged from Capital Project intention stage and the results chain is clearly expressed for monitoring and evaluation purposes.
· Not clear: Further clarification is needed.
· Fail: The intervention logic has changed fundamentally from Capital Project intention stage or is poorly expressed for monitoring and evaluation purposes.

	2.2.2 Express project outputs and outcomes in measurable terms for monitoring and evaluation purposes.
	Refer to explanatory note at section 2.2.1
	

	2.2.3 Explain the reason for government intervention, as opposed to the private sector.
	Refer to explanatory note at section 2.2.1
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	2.2.4 Indicate the urgency of the need for the project, by describing what will happen in the absence of the project and through evidence of one or more of the following:
• existing facility is at the end of its economic life or has become technologically obsolete;
• severe capacity constraints in existing facilities, now or in the very near future, because of strongly growing demand; or
• demand for new services not previously provided.
• any other reason different from the above. Explain.
	Refer to explanatory note at section 2.2.1
	

	3. Economic Case: Does the project offer value for public money?

	3.1 Demand for and supply of the services of the project

	3.1.1 Provide a forecast of the demand for the services to be provided by the project over the project appraisal period and an estimate of how fast this demand is expected to grow and summarise the basis for the forecasts.
	Drawing from the demand analysis of the feasibility study, this will be a more detailed and reliable forecast than that approved in the capital project intention (PRF B), using primary data (e.g., user surveys and traffic counts), where necessary, and using statistical methods.
Indicate peak demand where there is significant variation by time of day/day of the week/season.
Briefly describe the sources of information, the forecasting method, and the main drivers of growth in demand.
Specify the unit(s) of measurement (e.g., cubic metres of water per day, vehicles per day, clients per day, etc.).
	· Pass: Convincing demand forecasts have been developed on the basis of a robust methodology.
· Not clear: Further clarification is needed.
· Fail: Demand forecasts are not robust because of a flawed methodology or over-optimistic assumptions.

	3.1.2 Based on the preliminary design, summarise the technical specifications of the facilities to be created by the project, including their physical capacity to supply services and meet peaks in demand.
	Drawing from the technical analysis of the feasibility study, this will be a more detailed and reliable proposal of the project’s technical specifications, including physical capacity, than that approved in the Capital Project Intention (PRF B), using primary survey data, where necessary, and based on a preliminary technical design.
When discussing capacities ensure that the same units of measurement (e.g., cubic metres of water per day, vehicles per day, square metres of useable space, clients served per day, etc) are used as for demand forecasts so that it is easy to see how the project is sized in relation to demand, including peak demand. 
	· Pass: The proposed physical capacity of the facilities is in line with the forecast demand, including peaks.
· Not clear: Further clarification is needed.
· Fail: There is an obvious mismatch between demand and supply capacity. 
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	3.2 Project Implementation Costs

	3.2.1 State and submit the total estimated capital cost of the project in financial terms, based on a technically feasible preliminary design and the preliminary bill of quantities derived therefrom.
	 Item
	Total
(Rs ‘000s)
	· Pass: Cost estimates have been developed from a preliminary bill of quantities resulting from a technically feasible preliminary design and using up-to-date unit rates.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the estimates and/or the estimation methodology is needed.
· Fail: Cost estimates are incomplete, not based on up-to-date unit rate and/or not derived from a preliminary bill of quantities based on a preliminary design that has been shown to be technically feasible.

	
	Site access & relocation of services
	
	

	
	Consultancy services (site surveys, detailed design, preparation of tender documentation, impact studies, supervision, etc.)*
	
	

	
	Project management fees
	
	

	
	Construction cost
	
	

	
	Machinery/equipment/software
	
	

	
	Fixtures & fittings, including interior decoration and furniture
	
	

	
	Training in facilities’ operations
	
	

	
	Environmental mitigation
	
	

	
	Contingencies
	
	

	
	Total cost (excl. VAT)
	
	

	
	VAT
	
	

	
	Total cost (incl. VAT)
	
	

	
	*  Breakdown of Consultancy costs to be submitted as per Format at Annex X
	

	3.2.2 Cost of Site acquisition & resettlement
(If any/available)
	 
	

	3.2.3 Give the source and year for unit rates used for costing the preliminary bill of quantities.
	 
	

	3.2.4 Explain any significant changes since the approved Capital Project intention.
	 
	




	Information Requirement
	Response from Public Body
	FOR MoF USE ONLY
Assessment Criteria
MoF Assessment to be Performed by PIMU: Rating & Justification

	3.2.5 Show the planned disbursement profile of total Capital Project value (Incl. of all taxes) by fiscal year from project commencement to project end.
	Fiscal year
	Total
(Rs ‘000s)
	Total (%)
	· Pass: The disbursement plan is complete and realistic.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the disbursement plan is needed.
· Fail: The disbursement plan is incomplete and/or unrealistic.

	
	Fiscal Year 1
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal Year 2
	
	
	

	
	……
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal year n
	
	
	

	
	Total
	
	
	

	
	[Extend the table as necessary]
	

	3.2.6 Give estimates of the total annual operating and maintenance (routine and periodic) costs of the project for the first five financial years of operations. Indicate if these costs are likely to increase over the planned life of the facility.
	Fiscal year
	Operations
(Rs ‘000s)
	Maintenance
(Rs ‘000s)
	· Pass: Realistic estimates of operating and maintenance costs have been produced using up-to-date sources.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the operating and maintenance costs estimates is needed.
· Fail: Operating and maintenance cost estimates are not realistic.

	
	Fiscal year 1
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal year 2
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal year 3
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal year 4
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal year 5
	
	
	

	
	[Extend the table as necessary]
	

	3.2.7 Briefly explain the basis for these estimates, including year for prices.
	 
	

	3.2.8 Briefly explain any adjustments made to the estimated financial costs to express them in economic/opportunity cost terms for economic analysis purposes.
	Adjustments will include, but not necessarily be limited to, exclusion of transfer items like subsidies and indirect taxes and inclusion of the opportunity cost of land already owned by the public sector. A shadow wage rate may also be used where there are significant distortions in the labour market.

Drawing from the economic analysis of the feasibility study, this will be a more detailed and reliable analysis of the project’s benefits and dis-benefits, as valued in the feasibility study, than that approved in the capital project intention (PRF B).
	· Pass: The disbursement plan is complete and realistic.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the adjustments is needed.
· Fail: The disbursement plan is incomplete and/or unrealistic.
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	3.3 Project Benefits

	3.3.1 Identify the main benefits and dis-benefits to users and non-users that have been valued in the feasibility study or otherwise and briefly describe the valuation methodology and/or source for non-market benefits/disbenefits.
	Drawing from the economic analysis of the feasibility study, this will be a more detailed and reliable analysis of the project’s benefits and dis-benefits, as valued in the feasibility study, than that approved in the capital project intention (PRF B).
Note that benefits and dis-benefits to non-users are known as positive and negative externalities*, respectively.
* Externalities refers to situations when the effect of production or consumption of goods and services imposes costs or benefits on others which are not reflected in the prices charged for the goods and services being provided.
Take care to guard against the following pitfalls: double counting benefits; ignoring displacement effects; including job creation effects during construction as benefits; or counting multiplier effects as benefits.
	· Pass: The main benefits and dis-benefits that it is feasible to value have been valued, using an acceptable methodology and information sources.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the valuation of benefits/disbenefits is needed.
· Fail: Important benefits/disbenefits that need to be valued have not been valued, there is miscounting of benefits and/or the methodology or sources are unreliable.

	3.3.2 Indicate the benefits/disbenefits that have not been valued and give an idea of their importance, updated from PRF B. If possible, give quantitative information, i.e., the number of affected parties and the scale of the effects.
	An example of quantification would be the number of households affected by noise pollution from a new road and the extent of the noise pollution measured in decibel.
	· Pass: Where they exist, important benefits/disbenefits that cannot be readily monetised have been identified and quantified where possible.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the non-monetised benefits/disbenefits is needed.
· Fail: Some of the effects identified are not genuine benefits/disbenefits and/or some of the identified non-monetised benefits/disbenefits should have been valued or quantified.

	3.4 Value for Public Money

	3.4.1 Drawing from the feasibility study or otherwise, give the results for the preferred alternative of the economic cost-benefit analysis, where this has been performed, or the results of cost-effectiveness analysis where it has not.
	Net present value (NPV) is the most important indicator. The two determinants of NPV, present value of benefits and present value of costs, should also be given. Economic internal rate of return and benefit-cost ratio should also be given. For cost-effectiveness analysis, the Present Value of Costs should be given
	· Pass: Quantitative economic analysis has been performed using an appropriate methodology and parameters, and credible results have been presented, including for alternatives where applicable.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the methods and results is needed.
· Fail: Inappropriate methods or parameters have been used, and/or the results do not appear credible.

	3.4.2 Where more than one alternative has been analysed, give the results for the other alternatives.
	 
	

	3.4.3 Indicate the key national parameters values used in the economic cost-benefit analysis, including the social discount rate.
	Parameter values are input values and coefficients for use in the cost benefit analysis when valuing costs or benefits in economic terms. The social discount rate is one such variable as is a unit value of time for valuing time savings.  Other national parameter values might include a factor to adjust for the marginal cost of public funds and a standard conversion factor.  
	

	3.4.4 Give the results of sensitivity tests performed in the feasibility study or otherwise.
	Sensitivity analysis involves stress testing the findings of the economic cost-benefit analysis using less optimistic values for capital costs and benefits. It also includes the determination of switching values, i.e., the proportionate change in capital costs or benefits that would turn NPV negative.
	· Pass: Appropriate sensitivity tests have been carried out and the results are credible.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the sensitivity tests is needed.
· Fail: Appropriate sensitivity tests have not carried out or the results are not credible.

	3.4.5 On the basis of the preceding information, explain why the preferred project alternative will offer value for public money and better value for money than the competing alternatives.
	The case is clear when the NPV is strongly positive, significant unvalued disbenefits are negligible and the NPV remains positive under less optimistic assumptions.
The case needs to be argued convincingly where the NPV is marginal or negative, but there are significant unvalued benefits or where NPV cannot be calculated. In the latter case, cost-effectiveness will identify the alternative with the lowest Present Value of Cost Refer to section 3.3.1 when discussing important benefits and costs that it has not been possible to value.
A strongly positive NPV is where NPV remains positive under sensitivity testing.
A marginally positive NPV is where NPV turns negative under sensitivity testing.
	· Pass: Public value for money of the preferred alternative has been demonstrated or credibly argued, where NPV is not the sole determinant.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the evidence and arguments on value for public money is needed.
· Fail: The evidence and arguments on value for public money lack credibility.

	4. Commercial Case: Are the proposed procurement and contractual arrangements commercially viable?

	4.1 Describe the procurement strategy and explain how it will ensure optimal competition among potential contractors.
	This will be a more detailed and reliable analysis of the procurement strategy based on the implementation plan and handover arrangements section of the feasibility study than that approved in the capital project intention (PRF B).
Describe the results of any market testing or other activities and explain how the procurement strategy is designed to overcome any market constraints identified.
Explain how the procurement strategy is compliant with the Public Procurement Act and accompanying regulations.
If the procurement strategy involves exploring PPP/BOT options in more depth more detail should be given below in section 4.3 and not under this criterion.
	· Pass: The procurement strategy makes sense, is compliant with the regulatory framework and addresses identified market constraints.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the procurement strategy is needed.
· Fail: The procurement strategy is not realistic.  
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	4.2 Summarise the provisional procurement plan as developed for the feasibility study (where required).
	Take care to present a coherent and clear description of the procurement plan including areas such as scheduling of time critical items; issues around imported goods necessary for the project; custom designed / built equipment or machinery / and even acquiring special skills for the implementation.
	· Pass: The procurement plan is realistic.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the procurement plan is needed.
· Fail: The procurement plan is not realistic.

	4.3 Indicate if after preparation the potential for implementing the project as a PPP/BOT still holds on and explain why PPP/BOT is expected to offer better value for money than a traditional infrastructure procurement approach.
	Drawing from the feasibility study, this will be a detailed and reliable analysis of the potential for implementing the project as a PPP/BOT than that approved in the Capital Project Intention (PRF B), using primary data, where necessary.
Please attach an opinion of the PPP Unit
Note any coordination activities with the PPP Unit and/or BOT Unit
	· Pass: A good case for further exploring implementation through a PPP/BOT is supported by the opinion of the BOT/PPP Unit.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the rationale for exploring implementation through as PPP/BOT is needed.
· Fail: The justification for further exploring PPP/BOT is not supported by the opinion of the BOT/PPP Unit.

	5. 
Financial Case: Is the project affordable and financially sustainable?

	5.1 Sources of financing for and affordability of investment

	5.1.1 Set out the sources of financing for the capital costs of the project, updated as necessary from PRF B.
	Type of Finance
	Amount
(Rs ‘000s)
	Amount (%)
	· Pass: Sources of ‘non-budget’ funding are sufficiently firm and any proposed calls on the National Budget, including long-term availability payments for PPP, are affordable in the current fiscal context.
· Not clear: further clarification of sources of funding and/or budgetary capacity is needed.
· Fail: The sources of ‘non-budget funding’ are not sufficiently firm and/or calls on the National Budget are most likely to be unaffordable in the medium-term fiscal context and expenditure priorities.

	
	National Budget
	
	
	

	
	External project grant/aid
	
	
	

	
	External project loan
	
	
	

	
	Domestic project loan
	
	
	

	
	Public body’s own resources
	
	
	

	
	Community contribution
	
	
	

	
	PPP
	
	
	

	
	Other (Explain)
	
	
	

	
	Total
	
	
	

	5.1.2 Describe the nature of the commitments already made and status of negotiations for ‘non-budget’ funding.
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	5.2 Affordability of operations and maintenance

	5.2.1 Indicate how operating and maintenance costs will be funded. 
	Type of Finance
	Amount
(Rs ‘000s)
	· Pass: Sustainable funding for operating and maintenance costs has been identified.
· Not clear: Further clarification is need in concerning the approach to funding operating and maintenance costs.
· Fail: Funding for operating and maintenance costs is not sustainable, either because of budgetary constraints or unrealistic increases in fees or charges.

	
	National Budget – existing funding
	
	

	
	National Budget – new funding
	
	

	
	Charges for services
	
	

	
	Other fees & charges
	
	

	
	Total
	
	

	
5.3 Financial performance of the project and sustainability of the operating entity (where applicable)

	5.3.1 If the project will generate revenues, list them by year here. Explain the basis for these forecasts, including underlying assumptions concerning drivers of growth and the interaction between price and demand.
	Fiscal Year
	Revenue type 1
	Revenue type 2
	Total
(Rs ‘000s)
	Total (%)
	· Pass: Realistic revenue forecasts have been produced that are consistent with the demand forecasts and use an acceptable methodology and reasonable assumptions.
· Not clear: Further clarification is need in concerning the approach to forecasting revenues.
· Fail: Revenue estimates are not realistic because either the methodology or 
assumptions are flawed.

	
	Fiscal Year 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal Year 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	…
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fiscal Year n
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[Extend the table as necessary]
	

	5.3.2 Give the results of financial cost-benefit analysis, where this has been performed in the feasibility study, highlighting any gap between the financial and economic performance of the project, and explaining why budget subsidies are required to cover capital costs.
	Important: This information request does not apply to projects with no revenue streams.
Drawing from the financial analysis of the feasibility study, make sure to set out the main indicators for the cost-benefit analysis which are the financial net present value (FNVP) and financial internal rate of return (FIRR). Indicate the financial discount rate used.
	· Pass: A financial cost-benefit analysis has been performed to an adequate standard and, in combination with the economic cost-benefit analysis, supports the case for a budget subsidy for capital expenditure.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the financial cost-benefit analysis is needed.
· Fail: The financial cost-benefit analysis is not to the required standard or fails to demonstrate the case for budget subsidies.
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	5.3.3 Demonstrate how revenue generation will be adequate to cover the operating and maintenance costs of the project over its life. If this is not the case, indicate the increases in tariffs that will be required to reach cost recovery. 
	Important: This information request does not apply to projects with no revenue streams.
The financial sustainability assessment of the operating entity is drawn from the financial analysis of the feasibility study.
Financial performance is usually captured through the income-expenditure (profit and loss) account, balance sheet and cash flow statement.
	· Pass: The operating entity is shown to be financially healthy and will remain so with the project, allowing for the proposed budget capital subsidy.
· Not clear: Further clarification on the financial health of the operating entity is required.
· Fail: The financial status of the operating entity is not adequately demonstrated or is weak and likely to be further weakened by the project.  

	6. 
Management Case: Are there realistic plans to ensure that the project will be delivered to on time, to budget and to specification?

	6.1 Implementation schedule

	6.1.1 Provide the summary schedule for achievement of the main project milestones.
	Milestone
	Prospective Completion Date
	· Pass: The schedule is realistic
· Not clear: Further clarification of some milestones and dates is needed.
· Fail: The realism of the schedule is in serious doubt.

	
	Stage I Clearance & approval in principle
	
	

	
	Site investigations (including full geotechnical surveys, where required)
	
	

	
	Detailed design & tender preparations
	
	

	
	Land acquisition, clearance and resettlement, and rights of way
	
	

	
	Relocation of utilities and environmental mitigation
	
	

	
	Stage II Clearance
	
	

	
	Tender launch
	
	

	
	Award of Contract
	
	

	
	Construction start
	
	

	
	Construction end
	
	

	
	Installation of machinery/equipment
	
	

	
	Fitting out
	
	

	
	Taking over
	
	

	
	Commencement of Operations
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	6.2 Implementation preconditions

	6.2.1 Describe any further site surveys, geotechnical investigations and other information required for detailed design and how these will be achieved.
	The information on site surveys, geotechnical investigations and other information required for detailed design of the project is drawn from the technical analysis of the feasibility study.
Provide summary information on the steps envisaged for meeting the identified preconditions.
	
· Pass: Information requirements for detailed design are well documented and achievable.
· Not clear: Further clarification of information requirements is needed.
· Fail: Information requirements are incomplete and/or not achievable as planned.

	6.2.2 Describe the land acquisition, land clearance, resettlement and right of way requirements before the project can commence, how these will be achieved and who is responsible. Indicate any potential problems in meeting these requirements and how these will be dealt with.
	The information on the main preconditions for the implementation of the project with their potential problems and solutions is drawn from the technical analysis of the feasibility study.
	
· Pass: The main preconditions for implementation have been identified and realistic solutions for achieving them and overcoming difficulties proposed.
· Not clear: Further clarification of preconditions and their achievement is needed.
· Fail: Some important preconditions have not been identified and/or solutions for achieving them or dealing with potential problems are missing or inadequate.

	6.2.3 Describe the utility services - roads, electricity, internet, water, and wastewater disposal - that will need to be brought to the site or relocated.
	The information on the requirements with respect to utility services of the project with their potential problems and solutions is drawn from the technical analysis of the feasibility study.
	· Pass: The requirements with respect to utility services have been identified and realistic solutions proposed.
· Not clear: Further clarification of preconditions and their achievement is needed.
· Fail: Some important issues in relation to utility services have been missed and/or solutions are missing or inadequate.
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	6.3 Oversight and management arrangements

	6.3.1 Describe proposed arrangements for overseeing and managing project implementation, indicating where capacity strengthening measures will be required and how and when these will be implemented.
	The information on the oversight and management arrangements for the project’s implementation is drawn from the implementation plan and handover arrangements of the feasibility study. 
If capacity weaknesses have been identified, plans for dealing with these should be summarised here.
It should be possible to manage implementation of the project alongside other ongoing or committed projects. In this respect, the names and values of other significant projects that will be under implementation at the same time as the proposed project should be provided.
	· Pass: Acceptable oversight and project management arrangements are in place or plans to put them in place are realistic and timely.
· Not clear: Further clarification of arrangements is needed.
· Fail: Plans to overcome weak oversight and project management arrangements are incomplete or unrealistic. 

	6.3.2 If outsourcing is to be used, describe how this will work and the internal oversight arrangements.
	 
	

	6.3.3 Summarise the proposed arrangements for managing the operation and maintenance of the facilities created by the project, indicating where capacity strengthening measures are likely to be required and how and when these will be implemented.
	The information on the arrangements for managing the operation and maintenance of the project facilities is drawn from the implementation plan and handover arrangements of the feasibility study. 
	· Pass: Acceptable arrangements for operating project facilities are in place or plans to put them in place are realistic and timely.
· Not clear: Further clarification of the arrangements is needed.
· Fail: Plans to overcome weak arrangements for managing the operation and maintenance of the project facilities are incomplete or unrealistic. 

	6.3.4 Submit a completed risk management matrix showing the project risks, how they are mitigated and who is responsible for their monitoring and management.
	The information on the project’s most important risks and plans for mitigating, and/or monitoring managing them is drawn from the risk assessment of the feasibility study.
The risk assessment must follow the ‘Guidelines for Risk Analysis’ (Annex VI of the CPPM). 
A risk register is a useful tool for monitoring and managing risks.
	
· Pass: The most important risks have been identified and plans for mitigating, monitoring, and managing them are realistic.
· Not clear: Further clarification of important risks is needed.
· Fail: Some important risks have not been considered and/or plans for mitigating, monitoring, and mitigating them are unrealistic.






	Information Requirement
	Response from Public Body
	FOR MoF USE ONLY
Assessment Criteria
MoF Assessment to be Performed by PIMU: Rating & Justification

	6.4 Monitoring and evaluation arrangements

	6.4.1 Summarise the monitoring arrangements for project implementation.
	Ensure that it is clear who is responsible for monitoring implementation, what indicators they will be monitoring and how frequently.

The information on the preparations for monitoring the project’s implementation is drawn from the arrangements for project monitoring and evaluation section of the feasibility study.
	· Pass: Arrangements for monitoring project implementation are adequate to ensure accurate and timely physical and financial date.
· Not clear: Further clarification of arrangements is required.
· Fail: Arrangements for implementation monitoring are inadequate.

	6.4.2 Summarise the post-implementation monitoring and evaluation arrangements.
	Ensure that it is clear who is responsible for monitoring project performance when operational, what indicators they will be monitoring and how frequently.
The information on the preparations for monitoring and evaluation of the project’s performance is drawn from the arrangements for project monitoring and evaluation section of the feasibility study.
	· Pass: Arrangements for monitoring and evaluation of project performance are adequate to assess the degree to which the project has succeeded.
· Not clear: Further clarification of arrangements is required.
· Fail: Arrangements for post-implementation monitoring and evaluation are inadequate.

	7. Sustainability Issues

	7.1 Briefly describe any significant environmental impacts, any planned mitigation measures and any residual effects that are expected to remain after mitigation.
	Indicate if a full environmental impact assessment has been undertaken as part of the feasibility study and briefly describe any significant environmental impacts that have been identified.
The environmental impact assessment must have followed the ‘Guidelines for Expected Environment Impacts’ (Annex VII of the CPPM). 
Indicate any mitigation measures that have been planned and their cost.
Identify any residual environmental impacts that will remain after mitigation measures have been implemented and explain why these are acceptable.
Indicate if a full environmental and social impact assessment is a legal requirement and, if so, the status.
	· Pass: An environmental impact assessment has been carried out, the most important environmental impacts identified, and realistic mitigation measures proposed.
· Not clear: Further clarification of environmental impacts is needed.
· Fail: An environmental impact assessment has not been carried out, some important environmental impacts have not been identified or there are some unacceptable impacts that will remain after mitigation.
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	7.2 Briefly summarise any significant social impacts, any planned responses and the expected residual impacts after implementation of these responses.
	Indicate if a social impact assessment has been undertaken and briefly describe any significant social impacts that have been identified.
Describe any consultations that have been carried out with affected stakeholders.
Summarise any plans to manage the most detrimental social impacts.
Keep in mind that social impacts are not socio-economic benefits and disbenefits – these are dealt with under ‘benefits’: social impacts concern differential distribution of project effects by gender, income, ethnic group, geographical location, etc.
Check that any legal requirements and accompanying regulations for assessment are indicated and followed.
	· Pass: The most important social impacts have been identified and realistic measures for managing them planned.
· Not clear: Further clarification of social impacts is needed.
· Fail: Some important social impacts have not been identified or there are some unacceptable impacts where the possibility of mitigation seems very unlikely.

	7.3 Briefly describe the climate change exposure, impact, adaptive capacity and overall risk rating of the project proposal.
	The information of this section is drawn from the Climate Change Risk Assessment of the feasibility study. The Climate Change Risk Assessment must follow the specific guidance for ‘Climate Change and Adaptation’.
Adaptation and mitigation measures may include modifications to the design or specification of physical assets and infrastructure, or the adoption of alternative or improved technologies. 
Additional measures may include improved monitoring or emergency response programmes, capacity building, staff training and skills transfer activities, the development of strategic or corporate climate risk assessment and management frameworks (based on a thorough assessment of institutional capacities and development needs), or financial solutions such as insurance against supply chain failure.
	· Pass: Susceptibility to climate change exposure and impact has been accurately assessed and rated, and effective adaptations and mitigation measures planned through a Climate Change Risk Assessment.
· Not clear: Further clarification of climate change assessment and rating is needed.
· Fail: A Climate Change Risk Assessment has not been carried out, some important climate change exposures and impacts have not been identified and/or adaptations and mitigation measures planned are insufficient.

	7.4 Indicate whether the proposal is rated “High Risk”, “Moderate Risk” or “Low/No risk”. In the first two cases, indicate whether the plan for climate change adaptations and mitigations has the potential to change the project in a substantial way and add huge costs 
	 
	

	7.5 If the proposal is considered high/moderate risk, indicate any adaptations measures that have been made to the design for climate proofing. 
	 
	

	7.6 Briefly describe the economic viability assessment findings of the climate change adaptation measures.
	 
	

	8. 
Project Request Form Certified by:

	 
	Officer in charge of Implementing Agency
	Supervising Officer of Parent Ministry

	Full Name
	 
	 

	Designation
	 
	

	Signature
	 
	

	Date
	 
	

	9. Updated Opinion from Sector Ministry Support Team (For MoF use)

	9.1 General comments in relation to key questions:
• SMST opinion on policy relevance (2.1), intervention logic (2.2) and urgency of the project: 
• SMST opinion on affordability of the project (5.1) and of operations and maintenance expenditures (5.2):
• SMST opinion on management capacities and absorptive capacities of the public body implementing the project (6.3):
• SMST comments on other aspects of the project:

	9.2 Signature of SMST officer

	Full Name:
	
	 

	Designation:
	
	 

	Signature:
	
	 

	Date:
	 
	 

	10. Overall Assessment by MoF 

	10.1 General comments in relation to key questions:
• Does the strategic rationale for the project, as first set out in PRF B, remain convincing?
• Does the project offer value for public money?
• Are the proposed procurement and contractual arrangements commercially viable?
• Is the project affordable and financially sustainable? (To be completed by SMST)
• Are there realistic plans to ensure that the project will be delivered to on time, to budget and to specification?
• Will the project be environmentally and socially sustainable?

	10.2 Overall technical assessment by PIMU
(  ) Pass – No ‘fails’
(  ) Return for Clarification – No ‘fails’, but one or more ‘not clear’
(  ) Fail – A ‘fail’ in any criteria

	10.3 Signature of PIMU officer

	Full Name:
	 
	 

	Designation:
	 
	 

	Signature:
	 
	 

	Date:
	 
	 




