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SELECTION PROCESS AND REVIEW CRITERIA FOR PROJECT CONCEPT NOTE (PCN), FULL PROJECT PROPOSAL (FPP) AND THESIS PROPOSAL (TP)
SELECTION PROCESS FOR PCN, FPP AND TP
SELECTION PROCESS FOR PCN
1. Calls for Project Concept Notes [PCN] are published on national daily newspaper and URL www.nardf.org.np at least annually as deemed appropriate by the FMC. The steps for selection are shown in figure 3 above.
2. PCNs should be prepared according to NARDF guidelines, and submitted to the NARDF Secretariat formally by the lead organization. It is important to mention that the PCN needs to be concise and specific.
3. The PCN should be accompanied with Organizational Profile indicating staffs and their qualifications, aims and objectives, budget, project work experience and any current activities including legal documents of leading and collaborating organization.
4. Each PCN will be pre-screened by the NARDF Secretariat to ensure that the PCN meets the criteria as set hereunder:
a. 
The PCN must be within one of the priority areas (identified by the FMC) and announced in the call.
b.  
The PCN must be presented in the NARDF formats given in Chapter 3. 
c.   
The PCN must be accompanied by a logical framework as described in Annex 1.
d. 
A single PCN cannot be submitted as more than one PCN under different headings or locations or any other makeup.
e. 
Along with the PCN, the applicant must produce a recent Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) of the collaborating local and/or national institution(s) as demanded by the nature of the project.
f.
The PCN must be accompanied with updated and signed Resume (as in Annex 2) of the Project Coordinator (Minimum qualification Bachelor Level). The education and experience of the Project Coordinator must be directly related to the proposed PCN. NARDF secretariat can verify the authenticity of the information provided in the Resume.
g.
The project team composition must be presented with the names of the experts (as described in Chapter 3).
h.
A Project Coordinator cannot submit more than one PCN in one call. Similarly, an expert cannot be a member of more than two teams in one call. However, the Project Coordinator of one team can be a member of one additional  team.
i.
A Project Coordinator who is handling two or more uncompleted projects awarded by NARDF cannot submit a PCN.
j.
For specific Donor Funded projects, if any, the conditions of the donors as specified in the call should be fully met.
k.
PCN must be submitted with Organizational profile, CV of project co- ordinator.
5. Any PCN that does not meet any of the conditions specified above in No 4 (a through k) get rejected automatically. In such case the applicant will be notified accordingly.
6. Each PCN that passes the pre-screening is double coded with a unique reference number for anonymity prior sending to reviewers.
7. Each coded anonymous copy of PCN is sent to three independent peer reviewers for evaluation as per the set criteria for selection.
8. After reviewing the PCNs the peer reviewers  must  submit their confidential report to NARDF stating whether the PCN can be:
A. Accepted provided the recommended minor changes [with reasons] are incorporated by the applicant; or
B. Accepted provided the recommended moderate changes [with reasons] are incorporated by the applicant; or
C. Rejected, indicating the reasons for the rejection.
9. While identifying a Peer Reviewer for a particular PCN, the NARDF secretariat will consider the relevancy of the expertise, and past performance, particularly, the timely submission of the review reports and the quality of the technical inputs provided by the Reviewer.
10. Applicants of successful PCNs are invited to submit Full Project Proposals.
SELECTION PROCESS FOR FULL PROJECT PROPOSAL
11. Full Project Proposals (FPP) shall be prepared according to the guidelines given in this Manual [Chapter 4] and the recommendations of the PCN reviewers, if any. It should be noted that an invitation to submit a Full Project Proposal is not a guarantee that the proposal will be accepted.
12. Each FPP will be pre-screened by the NARDF Secretariat to ensure that the criteria as set here under have been met:
a.  
The FPP must be presented in the formats as given in Chapter 4.
b. 
The FPP must be accompanied by a logical framework as described in Annex 1.
c. 
The FPP must be accompanied by a signed and dated Resume (as in Annex 2) of coordinator (minimum qualification of Bachelor) and each of the Team Member. The qualification and experience of each of the team member must be directly related to the role and responsibilities assigned to her/him. NARDF can verify the authenticity of the information provided in the Resume.
d. 
The budget shares including that of each of the collaborators should be clearly spelt out.
13. Any FPP that does not meet any of the conditions set in No 12 get rejected automatically. In such case the applicant will be notified accordingly.
14. Each FPP that passes the pre-screening is double coded with a unique reference number for anonymity prior sending to peer reviewers.
15. Each coded anonymous copy of FPP is sent to three independent peer reviewers for evaluation as per the set criteria.
16. After reviewing the FPP the peer reviewers submit their confidential report to NARDF stating whether the FPP can be:
A. Accepted provided the recommended minor changes [with reasons] are incorporated by the applicant; or
B. Accepted provided the recommended moderate changes [with reasons] are incorporated by the applicant; or
C. Rejected, indicating the reasons for the rejection.
17. While identifying a Peer Reviewer for a particular FPP, the NARDF secretariat will consider the relevancy of the expertise, and past performance, particularly, the timely submission of the review reports and the quality of the technical inputs provided by the Reviewer.
18. The Secretariat collects the responses from all peer reviewers and submits the same to the Technical Sub-Committee (TSC).
19. The TSC goes through the proposal and reviewer's comments and scrutinizes the proposals. The TSC then selects the projects based on the following criteria in order:
a.
Relevancy of the proposal to the priority areas specified in the call 
b.
Soundness of the methodology to address the problems identified
c.
Composition of the team and their relevancy to the proposed project
d.
Clarity on the contributions of each team member and collaborating institutions
e.
Strengths and relevancy of the Resume of the Project Coordinator and each of the members to the proposed work.
20. The TSC recommends the prioritized projects to the FMC.
21. The recommended proposals are accepted and approved by the FMC on the basis of 
a. 
Urgency of the problem to be addressed
b.  
Availability of the funds
c. 
Past performance and credibility of the organization and the proponent. 
d.     Equity among the institutions, regions and disciplines.
22. If the FMC finds the project worth pursuing, it will direct the TSC/ NARDF secretariat to negotiate and make agreement with the proponent on technical improvement and financial matters.
23. The TSC negotiates with the proponent as given in Chapter-7 on the matters specified by the FMC and asks the proponent to revise the proposal and re-submit within a specified period. The TSC may invite related experts to clarify some technical matters.
24. The TSC re-evaluates the proposal on the basis of the following 
a.
Satisfactory revisions of the proposal
b.
Strength and credibility of the organization
c.
Status and progress of the projects earlier granted by NARDF, if any
25. Once the TSC is satisfied from the proposal and proponent on above criteria, it recommends to the secretariat for agreement.
26. TSC reserves the right to terminate negotiations at any time and recommend rejecting the proposal in the event of inadequate progress in negotiations.
Once the projects are approved by the FMC for funding and upon successful negotiations by the TSC, the NARDF secretariat invites the proponent to sign an agreement within the time specified.

REVIEW CRITERIA FOR PCN AND FPP AND THESIS PROPOSAL
Review Criteria for Project Concept Note   [PCN]
The following criteria are used to evaluate PCN. The score for each criteria be entered into the NARDF Peer Review pro forma (Annex 3)
[1]
Is the project justifiable and demand driven in addressing the research/development opportunities? Is the background information for the justification to implement the project sufficient? [15 points]

The need to research/development should have sufficient justification as evidenced by the similar works done somewhere else or a clear demand from the client side. It is often difficult to demonstrate clear demand unless a specific piece of participatory work has been done. 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. The evidence may be meeting minutes of community consultations, farmer's group meeting or any other written documents. Does the proposed project address immediate needs of end-users? The proposal should be supported by government policy decisions.
[2]
Is it technically feasible, if yes, 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 organization? [20 points]

It is important that a system 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 are:
a.
Is the proposal technically feasible for the specified location?
b.
What role does farmers, or other end-users of anticipated information or technologies, have?
c.
Will good partnership be developed as part of the project process and will these be sustainable on project completion?
d.
Has this proposal encouraged public-private partnerships?
e.
Does this proposal add efficiency to, or complement, current activities?
f.
Does it speed up impact if the technologies involved which are already accepted by end-users?
g.
Is it single discipline or multi discipline, on-station or out station work?  Single discipline and on-station work is not appropriate for NARDF funding.
h.
Clear methodology (experimental design, survey design and statistical models, where applicable)

(Apart from others, critically review Research and Development Design section of  PCN)
[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? [15 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:
a) 
Whether knowledge systems been clearly identified, or should this be incorporated into the design?
b) 
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.
c) 
Projects which utilize technologies that are already being used and are spreading should be encouraged.
d) 
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.
e) 
Ownership during and after project
f) 
Continuation mechanism clearly explained
(Apart from others, critically review Research and Development Design section of PCN)
[4]
Will the proposed outputs address the government’s policy of agricultural commercialization, rural poverty reduction and improvement in livelihood? [10 points]

Poverty reduction and livelihood improvement 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 realize increased sales. Commercialization of agriculture including value addition and marketing is equally important.
a) 
Outputs related to poverty reduction quantified
b) 
Outputs related to poverty reduction quantified and verifiable
Apart from others, critically review project output section of PCN)
[5] 
Have the different gender roles of farmers been considered in the design of the work? [15 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.

Gender roles defined, elaborated and quantified?

(Apart from others, critically review Beneficiaries section of PCN)
[6] 
Is the project cost effective? Has the budget for project activities been kept realistic and justifiable? [20 points]

Though NARDF provides full grants to competitive projects, it encourages the applicants to make some of their contribution in the project either in the form of cash or kind. This will help in the sustainability and taking ownership of the project upon its termination. Due consideration should be given to budget for implementation, monitoring and evaluation and up-scaling of the outcomes. The ratio of administrative and program budget should be realistic.
i) The activity budget breakdown should be realistic
ii) Cost effectiveness including ratio of administrative and program budget (III) Cost sharing by the implementing agency
[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.
i) Project can be completed in proposed time?
ii) Work schedule is logical and practical?
After review of the PCN reviewers are asked to state whether the PCN can be:
A.  
Accepted with minor amendments (give justifiable reasons)
B.
Accepted with moderate amendments (give justifiable reasons) 
C.
Rejected (give justifiable reasons)

REVIEW CRITERIA FOR FULL PROJECT PROPOSAL [FPP]
The following criteria are used to evaluate FPP. The evaluation format is given in Annex 4
[1]
Is it technically feasible? How is it justified? 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 organizations? [20points]

It  is  important  that  a  system  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 FPP are:
a) Is the proposal technically feasible to the specified location? Is there enough justification it for?
b) Is the proposal aimed to deliver short-term impact to, and for, end-users?
c) What role does farmers, or other end-users of anticipated information or technologies, have?
d) Will good partnerships be developed as part of the project process and will these be sustainable on project completion?
e) Has this proposal encouraged public-private partnerships?
f) Does this proposal add efficiency to, or complement, current activities?
g) Does it speed up impact if the technologies involved are already accepted by end- users?
h) Is it single discipline or multi discipline, on-station or out station work? Single discipline and on-station work is less important for NARDF funding.
i) Clear methodology (experimental design, survey design and statistical models, where applicable)
j) Could project can be completed in proposed time?
k) Has work schedule logical and practical?

(Apart from others, critically review section D4 of FPP)
[2] 
Is there a clear indication that the proposal has been developed based on needs and client demand? [15 points]

It is often difficult to demonstrate clear demand unless a specific piece of participatory work has been done. 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. The evidence may be meeting minutes of community consultations, farmers' group meeting or any other written documents. Does the proposed project address immediate needs of end-users? The proposal should be supported by government policy decisions.
a) Evidence of client demand supported by government policy decisions
b) Market availability and strategy.
[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? [15 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:
a) 
Whether knowledge systems been clearly identified, or should this be incorporated into the design?
b) The cost of wider dissemination of project outputs, or the cost of the proposed interventions on 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 cost of technology transfer for extension-type projects should be given.
c) 
Projects which utilize technologies that are already being used and are spreading should be encouraged.
d) Ownership and Continuation mechanism

(Apart from others, critically review Section B6 and D4 of FPP)
[4] 
Will the proposed outputs address the government's targets of rural poverty reduction? [10 points]

Poverty reduction is the key issues that must be addressed. The contribution of agricultural research to the improvement of rural and living standard can be significant; however other factors may militate against this. It is no good increasing yields, for example, if no markets exist to realize increased sales.
a)
Outputs related to poverty reduction and living standard verifiable

(Apart from others, critically review Section B5 and D1 of  FPP)
[5]
Have the social inclusiveness and 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.
a) Is it inclusive?
b) Gender roles defined, elaborated and quantified
(Apart from others, critically review Section B4 and D4 of FPP)
[6] 
Have environmental issues, both positive and negative, been addressed in the design of the proposal? [5 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.
a) Effects (positive/negative) identified and mitigation measures proposed (Apart from others, Section D4 and D6 of FPP)
[7] 
Is the project activities appropriate and cost effective? Has the budget for project activities been kept realistic and justifiable? [20 points]
a)   
Are the project activities compatible to the proposed output?
b) The activity budget breakdown is realistic
c) Cost sharing by the implementing agency
[8] 
Can the project be completed in the proposed time (maximum 3 years) given the resources available and nature of the proposal? [5 points]

The scheduling of proposal is often over optimistic. The simple techniques, logics and information that can significantly impact at farm level can often be developed fairly and rapidly. The greater favour involvement in the development, the more likely this is to happen.
a. Project can be completed in proposed time?
b. Work schedule is logical and practical?

After review of the proposal reviewers are asked to state whether the Proposal can be:
A.
Accepted with minor amendments (give justifiable reasons)
B.
Accepted with moderate amendments (give justifiable reasons)
C.
Rejected (give justifiable reasons)

REVIEW CRITERIA FOR THESIS PROPOSAL
The following criteria are used to evaluate thesis proposal (Evaluation Format are given in Annex-5)
1) Problem setting and its relevance (15 points): The thesis proposal should be in one of the thematic area of NARDF. Problem setting should be in accordance to the current agricultural policy and plans of Nepal. It should address the national needs and priority including cross cutting issues like gender main streaming, social inclusion and environmental aspects.
2) Literature review (10 points): Number of relevant literature reviewed.  Are they sufficient to justify the need of further research on the identified area? Has the student gathered sufficient information from the review? Does the review link to the problem statement?
3) Rationale/Justification of the study/research (10 points): Look for the rationale of the study in the present context. Has the student provided sufficient justification of the study/research? Is there a need to have this kind of research?
4) Study Site and its Justification (5 points): Is the site of the study properly selected? Is the population of the study sufficient and relevant?
5) Research Design and Methodology (25 points): In Research Design and Methodology critically review the following :
· Study Variables
· Sampling Methods
· Sample Size
· Process including Criteria for Sample Selection
· Sampling Frame and Sampling
· Tools and Techniques for Data collection
· Plan for Supervision and Monitoring
· Plan for Data Management and Data Analysis
6) Expected Outcome of the Research (20 points): Assess the expected outcome of the research. Does the outcome contribute to the poverty reduction and livelihood improvement? Is it in line with the NARDF thematic area?
7) Implication of the finding to the farmer's perspective (10 point)
8) Work plan with budget (5 points)
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