Annex 3. Guidelines for Peer Reviewers


Code of Conduct ● Criteria for review of PCN ● Criteria for review of FPP

Code of Conduct of Peer Reviewers

1. The PCN and FPP are sent to the reviewers on the condition of anonymity. If a reviewer identifies the proponent, or the proponent approaches the reviewer, the Reviewer should state the fact (as given in Peer Reviewers pro-forma in Annex 4) and send the PCN and FPP back to NARDF Secretariat without a peer review. 

2. If a PCN or FPP is evaluated by a reviewer despite having identity disclosed, it is regarded as an offence. If sufficient evidence is available to conclude that the peer reviewer had identity of the proponent, the case will be taken to FMC for action.  Such reviewers will be removed from the panel of peer reviewers. 

3. If it is found that a reviewer gets involved in a project evaluated by himself/herself, the FMC can take action to the reviewers by removing him from the project through instructing the Awardee. He/she will be disqualified to be a peer reviewer and a proponent in future. Before such action taken, the FMC will give the reviewer a chance for clarification. If the Awardee does not oblige the instruction of the FMC, the project will be terminated.

4. Reviewers submit the following to NARDF Secretariat:

(a) An evaluation report of the PCN or FPP (fully completed pro-forma as in Annex 4). The first part of the report will be confidential and retained by the NARDF and the second part, the recommendations, will be passed to the applicant. 

(b) The reviewed PCN or FPP, if in hard copy.

5. The PCN and FPP are confidential property of the proponent till the project is awarded. The Peer Reviewer must not disclose them or use them other than for the purpose of the evaluation. If a violation of this code of conduct is found, the Reviewer will be removed from the panel of Reviewers. 

6. A Peer Reviewer is paid an honorarium for each PCN and FPP reviewed completely (as per the Pro-forma in Annex 4) and timely (as specified in the letter of request). If a reviewer does not comply with this code of conduct, a deduction of 10 percent will be applicable to his/her honorarium.

Criteria for Peer Review

7. Reviewers are asked to state whether the Proposal can be:

a] Accepted with minor amendments [please recommend the amendments needed];

b] Accepted with major amendments [please recommend the amendments in detail];

c] Rejected, indicating the reasons for the rejection. 
8. The same criteria are used for peer review of the PCNs and FPP [see below] but the review need to be more rigorous for FPP.
9. The following criteria are used to evaluate PCN and FPP. The score for each criterion be entered into the NARDF Peer Review pro forma (Annex 4).  

[1]  
Is the proposed methodology multi-disciplinary and participatory, involving end-users as well as scientists and extension/development workers, and is there collaboration between institutions and organisations? [25 points]

It is important that a systems approach is used in development work with farmers.  Farmers themselves may, in many cases, be the principal researchers or implementers.  Solutions that are developed must fit in to the farming system and not create fresh problems.  Social sciences should be involved in the development and implementation of proposals and a strong multi-disciplinary approach should be evident.  A clear methodology (experimental design, survey design and statistical models, where applicable) should be presented. Some questions which should be asked when reviewing PCN or FPP are:

a] The proposal should aim to deliver short-term impact to, and for, end-users.

b] What role does farmers, or other end-users of anticipated information or technologies, have?  

c] Will good partnerships be developed as part of the project process and will these be sustainable on project completion?  

d] Public-private partnerships should be encouraged by the proposal.

e] The proposal should add efficiency to, or complement, current activities.

f] It would help speed up impact if the technologies involved are already accepted by end-users.

g] Single discipline, on-station work is not appropriate for NARDF funding.  

 [2]  
Is there a clear indication that the proposal has been developed as a result of client demand? [20 points]

It is often difficult to demonstrate clear demand unless a specific piece of participatory work has been done.  Reviewers could, if they feel it appropriate, recommend funding for a pre-project phase to confirm, or more clearly identify demand.  NARDF is trying to encourage the development of demand-driven agricultural research and development.  Demand from end-users should not be assumed by applicants, clear evidence is required. Does the proposed project address immediate needs of end-users? The proposal should be supported by government policy decisions.

[3]  
Is it shown how technologies [outputs] developed by the work will be made available to a larger client audience [up-scaling], and has consideration been given to the cost of this? [20 points]

Spreading successful outputs is notoriously difficult.  The approach given in the proposal should involve close work with GOs, NGOs or CBOs.   Farmer institutions may be developed as part of the research/development process, for example.  Some of the issues that reviewers consider will be:

h] Whether knowledge systems been clearly identified, or should this be incorporated into the design?  

i] The cost of wider dissemination of project outputs, or the cost of the proposed interventions on a per capita basis, should be realistic and reasonable.  Proposals where the costs of up-scaling are high, should be discouraged, as unsustainable in the absence of the project. Economic analysis of the new technology developed (i.e., the profitability) and the cost of technology transfer for extension-type projects should be given. 

j] Projects which utilise technologies that are already being used and are spreading should be encouraged.

k] Similarly the development of markets and marketing processes is an important part of up-scaling and the development of uptake pathways.  If these are present in a proposal it should receive a high score for this criterion.

[4]  
Will the proposed outputs address the government’s targets of rural poverty reduction? [10 points]

Poverty reduction and elimination are key issues that must be addressed.  The contribution of agricultural research to the improvement of rural livelihoods can be significant; however other factors may militate against this.  It is no good increasing yields, for example, if no markets exist to realise increased sales. 

[5] 
 Have the different gender roles of farmers been considered in the design of the work? [10 points]

Men and women have different roles in the farming and household environments.  It is important that these are taken into account.  It is no good developing more frequent weeding schedules if the women have to do it, and they are already working to capacity. 

[6]  
Have environmental issues, both positive and negative, been addressed in the design of the proposal? [10 points]

The effect of the proposed outputs on soil, water, vegetation, wildlife and non-users, should be fully considered and if appropriate management of these should be incorporated into the design.  The farming systems, ecological or geographical zones being targeted can be important in this context, for example, steep hill side areas are fragile eco-systems and short-term benefits in farming systems based on livestock can result in long-term environmental damage.  

[7]  
Can the work proposed be completed in the time available [maximum of 3 years] given the resources available and nature of the proposal? [5 points]

The scheduling of proposals is often over-optimistic.  The simple technologies and information that can significantly impact at farm level, can often be developed fairly rapidly.   The greater farmer involvement in the development, the more likely this is to happen.
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