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1 INTRODUCTION 

1 1 Purpose of ThIS Paper 

ASARECA's 1997 strategIc plan states that a key objective IS "to create a consolIdated 
fundmg mechamsm for agncultural research" (ASARECA, 1997, P 82) A longer-term ambItion 
stated m the plan IS the creation of an endowment fund, perhaps as a fInal result of a regIOnal 
research fund Such a research fund IS one of many possIble servIces that ASARECA can orgaruze 
for the research commumty 

ThIS paper arose out of Ideas dIscussed among the ASARECA ExecutIve Secretary, 
USAID, and Abt ASSOCiates FIrst, ASARECA dId not wIsh to assume the burden of dIrectly 
managmg a consolIdated research fund Second, the concept of a competitively awarded grants 
system needed to be explored further Thrrd, the steps that need to be take to develop such a fund 
needed to be laId out m greater clanty Hence thIS paper was cOmmIssIOned 

ThIS paper IS mtended as a dISCUSSIon document that reVIews mternatIOnal best practIces 
WIth competItive fInancmg and makes lilltIal fIrst-step recommendatIons to ASARECA for settmg 
up a competitive, regIonal research grant system It also suggests some gUIdelInes for Judgmg 
among ASARECA-affIhated networks man IrutIal, low-key competitIOn that would be a precursor 
to a competItive, consolIdated regIOnal research fund 

1 2 OrgamzatIOn of the Paper 

To accomplIsh these ends, the paper IS orgaruzed m four sections The fIrst gIves a general 
mtroduction to why competItive grant-makmg IS useful compared to other models of fundmg 
research and what condItIons need to be m place to make a competitIve system work The second 
sectIon proVIdes a summary of a typIcal process of competitive grant-makmg, broken down mto 
ten steps At each step, I reVIew the genenc management challenges that anse Withm the step, and 
refer to the range of practice found m dIfferent agenCIes to address them Those readers who are 
already famIlIar WIth grant-makmg and the SCIentifIc tradItions of ment reVIew mIght sklp sections 
one and two and go dIrectly to sectIOn three, WhICh dIscusses ASARECA's options 

SectIOn two draws on a solId base of eXIstmg documentation proVIded by grant-makmg 
orgamzatIOns as well as the consultant's dISCUSSIOns WIth grant managers The documentatIOn 
mcludes proposal gUldelmes, grant admirustratIon manuals, goverrung documents, requests for 
proposals, and some confidential mternal and external evaluatIOns of grant-makmg m pnvate 



fundmg agencies CompetItive grant-makIng has been around long enough that the documentatIOn 
IS somewhat repetItIve, hence the approach here IS merely to summanze rather than present 
detaIled arguments WIth cItatIons attnbutmg partIcular VIews to partIcular authors A partIal 
annotated bIblIography and lIst of useful resources and contacts IS provided at the end of the paper 

When preparmg sectIon two, It qUIckly became eVident that there IS only modest vanatlOn 
m management practIce for competItIve grant systems - regardless of the content or nature of the 
grant Also, there IS not yet a set of "best" practIces A better phrase mIght be "better practice" 
The lImited range of practIce among grant-makmg orgarnzatlOns reflects adaptatIOns to speCific 
situatIons of tIme, fundmg goals, perceived qUalIty of m-commg proposals, commurncatlOn costs, 
distance, and level of fundmg rather than a contmuum of worst to best practice ThiS IS not to 
say poor practice does not eXist At various pomts m the text I mentIOn pItfalls and give examples 
of ways grant managers handle them Note also that better practice m competItIve grant -makmg 
IS not necessanly fixed m tIme and tends to Improve With expenence Grant programs that have 
publIc oversight are usually evaluated and modified every few years ThiS IS Itself good practIce 

The thIrd section takes a look at how competItIve grants might operate m ASARECA and 
be apphed to the next round of support to the research networks affilIated With ASARECA whIle 
a regIOnal research fund IS bUIlt 

The third sectIOn concludes With draft gUIdelInes for network program proposals It 
Illustrates rune pOSSible fundmg cntena as they might appear m a grant competItIon orgaruzed 
under ASARECA auspices ASARECA's donors, Board, and network steermg commIttees should 
feel free to debate these cntena, use them m part or m their entirety, or make up their own 
altogether The mtentIon of the author IS to advance ASARECA's diSCUSSIOn With donors and 
networks about what fundmg cntena might best help networks adjust to ASARECA's research 
strategy Without neglectmg the relative strengths of the networks to date 

1 3 Summary of Key Recommendations 

Key recommendations to ASARECA can be found m sectIOns three and four and are 
summarIZed here 

1) Follow the model of the Inter-Amencan Development Bank (lDB) RegIOnal Fund for 
Agncultural Technology (FONT AGRO) m settmg up a regIonal research fund ThiS would 
mean usmg FONTAGRO's goverrung documents, Its Signed protocol With the IDB, and ItS 
procedures manual as a concrete model that can be easIly adapted to East Africa Such a fund 
might eventually attract donors mterested m contnbutmg endowment capital 
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2) GIven that settmg up such a fund IS tlll1e consummg and mIght well take longer than a year, 
the problem of the commg year for ASARECA IS how to mtroduce a competItIve element to 
the next round of fundmg for Its affilIated networks ThIS consultant suggests settmg up an 
AdvISOry COmmlttee for CompetItIve Fundmg to Networks The commIttee would agree on 
mutually acceptable cntena for Judgmg among four-year network program proposals A 
separate, mdependent regIOnal and mtematIonal ment reVIew panel should then rank, evaluate, 
and comment on the proposals m a two-stage process descnbed m sectIon four of thIS paper 
The donors on the AdvISOry commIttee would then agree to use both the set of cntena and the 
ment reVIew results for theIr fundmg declSlons to networks m 1998 -- whIle the regIOnal fund 
IS under constructIOn 

3) The AdvIsory CommIttee would COnsISt of one representatIve of each donor mterested m 
participatmg, one appomtee from the ASARECA Board (perhaps the ASARECA ExecutIve 
Secretary), and two or three representatives from the commumty of network coordmators and 
steermg COmmIttee members ThIs group would agree on cntena and a request for proposals, 
and hrre a short-term local consultant for the rest of 1998 to manage the competitIon (housed 
by anyone wIllIng to gIve the consultant office space and logIstical support) Such a local 
consultant would set up a ment reVIew data base, and orgaruze the work of the proposed 
mternatIonal and regIOnal ment reVIew panel 

4) The ment reVIew panel proposed here would be temporary and voluntary The local consultant 
would present the AdVIsory CommIttee WIth c V 's of a group of at least ten pOSSIble 
candIdates from the database and the fmal selectIOn of SIX would be done by the AdVIsory 
CommIttee The panel would conSIst of a SIX person mter-discIplmary group of researchers 
and research profeSSIonals, all WIth PhDs and research management expenence Two would 
come from the ASARECA research commuruty but must not be representatives of networks 
submIttmg proposals m the competItIon Two members mIght be drawn from the mternatIOnal 
pool of researchers and profeSSIOnals workmg m the large number of mtematIonal 
orgaruzatIOns WIth offices m East Afnca, and two addItIonal members mIght come from the 
research commuruty m countrIes neighbormg ASARECA Each network proposal mIght also 
have an addItIOnal ad-hoc reVIewer ThIS last panelIst mIght reVIew by mall and not come to 
the ment reVIew meetmg ThIS person could be an mternatIOnally respected SCIentist WIth a 
speCIalIzatIOn m the commodity-sub-system under reVIew and should have a track record of 
publIcatIOns m peer reVIewed Journals Networks would receIve copIes of the ment revIewers' 
evaluatIOns 

5) A two-stage screerung process IS proposed for the networks dunng the 1998 fundmg cycle 
In the fIrst stage, networks who WIsh to compete would submIt short, lO-page pre-proposals 
and an estnnated budget for a four-year program These would be subject to ment reVIew, 
and the top ranked networks mIght then be mVIted to submIt full proposals These full 
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proposals would also undergo a second ment reVIew by the same panel These second-round 
flnalIsts would receIve vanable fundmg levels based on the ment reVIewers assessments of the 
quahty of the proposals That IS, networks that submIt weak proposals at thIS second stage 
would get less fundmg per researcher/member than networks that submItted excellent 
proposals Of course, fundmg levels wIll ultimately be donor-determmed and dependent on 
avaIlabIlIty of funds, but would follow the ment reVIew results as much as pOSSIble 

6) The AdVIsory Comnllttee could also serve as a task force to lead the strategIc planmng and 
document preparatIon necessary for the creatIOn of a regIOnal consohdated fund for research 

Box 1 Competition for Research Funds InsIde ASARECA Networks 

Many but not all ASARECA-affilIated research networks use elements of competitIOn mSIde 
the network as a means to allocate avaIlable research funds How does this work? TypIcally, 
network steenng conllmttees determme general research pnontIes m the commodIty sub­
system and then the mstItutIOns, research teams, task forces, or program members of the 
network wnte up proposals that flt the pnontIes The steenng commIttee (or ad-hoc research 
cOmmIttee) allocates the funds accordmg to avaIlabIlIty or a pre-approved plan Sometimes, 
m the case of network-admmistered small grant funds, network coordmators obtam outSIde, 
ad-hoc commentary on the proposals, relymg on their own knowledge of contacts and experts 
m the regIOn In practIce, the verSIOn of ment reVIew used InsIde many networks IS very 
slffillar to that used lllSlde the natIOnal research InstItutes teams and researchers submIt work 
plans and proposals to the semor research staff and mstItute dIrectors who accept, reject, 
request modIflcatIOns, and allocate avaIlable funds (source USAID's evaluations of networks 
and conversatIOns WIth ASARECA network coordmators and stakeholders) Not all networks 
have wntten gUIdelmes for obtammg fundmg through the network, nor clear, wntten 
evaluatIOn cntena for ]udgmg among projects and Ideas submItted by network members A 
common concern that has ansen WIth the networks IS that thIS current setup favors germplasm 
work to the exclUSIOn of other research and technology transfer themes and that very often the 
funds mSIde the network get allocated on the baSIS of eqUIty -- a way of helpmg out weaker 
players -- rather than on the baSIS of genume ment and qualIty 
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14 Basic Concepts Structured CompetitIOn Versus Other Grant-makmg Models 

Tills sectIon reVIews basIc concepts of grant competItIons Most grant programs use one of the 
followmg ways to determme who gets a grant and for how much 

1 4 1 Unstructured Competition 

In thIs model, the donor orgamzatlOn typIcally hIres program officers (project 
development officers, project managers, etc) of varymg levels of expenence and semonty to 
fix pnontIes, mform the potential beneficlanes of the grant opportumty, and screen m-commg 
proposals The degree to willch the program officer has authonty to act mdependently vanes 
wIdely by donor agency In some fundmg agencIes, the program officer plays only an 
admmtstratIve role, carrymg out procedures and polICies determmed by an oversight Board or 
semor management group who reserves all declslOn-makmg powers In others, program 
officers have a Wide field of actIOn and can proactIvely lobby therr seruor nIanagers for certam 
fundmg pnontles, set proposal screemng cntena, and can even make certam levels of fundmg 
decIsIons alone Without recourse to an oversight body 

In thiS model of grant-nIakrng, the fundmg process IS not very structured ThIS means 
that cntena for choosmg among applIcants are not clearly stated or change Wildly from year 
to year and from program officer to program officer -- even m the same fundmg agency It 
IS common to find m an unstructured competItIon sltuatlOn that scanty or unclear gUIdelInes 
are given to applIcants ApplIcants are often told only that the fundmg agency IS lookmg for 
proposals on a partIcular subject or theme, but no more or even contradIctory cntena are 
mentIoned Vague cntena are mentlOned and nobody IS told who exactly makes the declSlons 
In these SituatIOns, competItIon eXIsts only m the sense that many people submIt proposals and 
few get funded 

From the applIcants' pomt of VIew, thIS model IS lIke the lotto Many try to raIse the 
probabilIty of wmrung by cultIvatmg relatIonships WIth donor staff and becommg a favonte 
Others try to submIt proposals that reflect whatever the donor wants to hear The dIsadvantage 
of thIS system IS that IS gIves no meanIngful guIdance to applIcants, and the fundmg process 
IS subject to the willms and fanCies of program officers and theIr nnmedlate colleagues and 
supenors, many of whom get carned away With fads or "solutIOns" or who frrmly belIeve that 
they know what IS best for grantees Also there IS no way to evaluate whether or not the grant­
makmg program IS fundmg the best proposals Worse, thIS approach mduces a kmd of 
cymclsm among grant applIcants, even successful ones, many of whom tell the donor one trung 
to get the fundmg and then do another ThIS IS wasteful of the applIcant's tIme as the fundmg 
process reqUIres mobIlIzatIOn of consIderable thought and effort on the part of applIcants 
Donor orgamzatlOns movmg from unstructured competItIOn to structured competItIon often 
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have trouble, for addIng structure takes away program officer "freedom" to "respond to 
program officer deternllned needs" by applYIng the program officer's "solutIOn" 

However, unstructured competItIOn can work In SItuatIons where the field of potentIal 
grant applIcatIons IS so small (3-5 grantees) that the IntentIon of the donor IS to gIve money to 
everyone anyway Good practIce In such a SItuatIOn still calls for use of ment reVIew to 
lffiprove proposal qualIty and provIde aSSIstance to applIcants as they plan theIr proposals and 
programs 

1 4 2 Formula Grants 

Formula fundIng refers to grants that are allocated on the baSIS of demographIc, 
regIOnal, or even polItIcal formulas For example, a donor may allocate a pool of money for 
umversIty research and wIll specIfy that the money get dIVIded up among umversIties on a per­
student baSIS Formula fundIng IS most sUIted for SItuatIOns where donors are more concerned 
WIth some form of SOCIal eqUIty rather than qualIty and concrete results 

143 Structured CompetitIOn 

In thIs model, the kInd of grant that will be gIven and the cntena that WIll be used to 
deCIde among proposals are announced ahead of tIme ApplIcants make requests and an 
Independent JUry separate from the fundIng body evaluates the ment of proposals, ranks them, 
and the donor or fundIng agency uses the results to make the fundmg deCISIOn The JUry IS 
Independent m that It IS not affilIated WIth the fundmg agency Structured competItIOn IS 
WIdely consIdered to be the most effectIve form of grant-makmg when there are enough 
applIcants to compete, where qualIty of the proposal IS lffiportant, and where transparency of 
the deCISIon-makIng process IS a senous consIderatIon It has long been the "gold standard" 
m theoretIcal and fundamental research and m recent years the model has made headway m 
publIc fundmg for applIed research and technology development The popularIty of the model 
IS that IS seen as farr and seems to generate hIgher qualIty proposals Whatever problems are 
In It are often conSIdered to be manageable and stIll an lffiprovement over unstructured and 
formula fundmg 

1 4 4 MIxed Models 

Some competitIve grant systems mIX elements of all three of the above models For 
example, applIcants may be told to submIt pre-proposals for fundIng usmg Board-determmed 
pnontIes and elIgIbIlIty cntena The pre-proposals mIght be subject to a structured competItIon 
WIth an expert JUry reVIeWIng the best pre-proposals, and then the wmners mVIted to submIt full 
proposals These would then be subject to formula fundIng or unstructured cOmpetItIOn under 
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program officer guIdance MIXed models usually reflect specIfic mstItutIOnal cIrcumstances such 
as weak proposal wntmg skills among the grantee commumty 

1 5 Advantages of Havmg Some Degree of Structured CompetItIOn 

The advantages commonly CIted for structured competItIOn m research are 

1) researchers who partICIpate m ment reVIew as reVIewers gam rare access to 

the most up-to-date mformatIOn on theIr field of work, 

2) researchers whose proposals go through ment reVIew get the unusual opportumty 

to receIve wntten feedback and commentary from an expert panel of reVIewers, 

3) the dISCUSSIOn and debate that ment reVIew uses -- the feedback gIVen to proposal 

wnters, and the very act of wntmg lengthy, detaIled proposals -- IS all Said to 

sharpen the WIts and arguments of the partICIpants, resultmg m greater clanty of 

goals, purposes, and hypotheses, WhICh m turn YIelds greater qualIty m the field 

of endeavor ThIS IS saId to be true not Just for fundamental SCIence, but m 

SOCial SCIence, humamtIes, and applIed technology development, 

4) research mformatIOn flows more freely and openly, 

5) despIte some charges of cronYIsm (lInked to assurmg transparent management), 

competitIon WIth expert reVIew IS WIdely seen as faIrer than other systems 

1 6 InstItutional PreconditIOns for a CompetItive Grants System (CGS) 

There are four pnncipal mstItutIOnal pre-condItions that need to be m place to make a 
competitive grant system operate well a legItimate governance apparatus and some kmd of grant 
management capaCIty, a large enough pool of competitors and reVIewers for the competItIOn to 
have meanmg, and a management regIme that supports the competitIOn by explICItly addressmg 
mherent dangers of self-dealmg and conflict-of-mterest m the grant-makmg deCISIons, and last, 
a cost-effectIve commumcatIOns mfrastructure for the vanous players to use whIle the system 
operates A few comments on each of these IS mented 
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1 6 1 Large Pool of Competitors and Reviewers 

Most well run CGSs rely on a faIrly large pool of potential applIcants for grants A good 
mdicator of meanmgful competItIOn IS what percentage of applIcants get fundmg? ObVIously, 
the lower thIS percentage, the fiercer the competItion As a pomt of reference, the NatIOnal 
Research ImtIatIve (NRI) m the U S found that m Its first year, 50 % of Its m-commg proposals 
were accepted for fundmg Over four years thIS figure went to 25 %, mdicatmg an mcreasmg 
degree of competition for research funds 

1 62 A FaIr Playmg Field Absence of Self-Dealmg, DlscnmmatlOn, and Confllct­
of-Interest 

For competitIOn to work well, there also have to be enough reVIewers m the research 
system for It to operate smoothly WIthOut complamts of bIas In small research systems, 
reVIewers are also the proposal wrIters, the bosses of the proposal wrIters, or the students of the 
proposal WrIters ThIs creates substantial conflict-of-mterest Even m a large research system, 
reVIewers must be frequently changed to aVOId blasmg the system WIth the VIews of a just a few 
people 

Small countrIes wIth a tmy research commumty are unlikely to supply the necessary 
degree of competItIveness for a research fund ThIS suggests that m such SItuatIOns It would be 
WIser to put the grant competitIOns on a regIOnal basIs 

For real competitIon to take place, members of a reVIew JUry also cannot be put mto the 
embarrassmg SItuatIOn of revIewmg proposals that they themselves fIgure m ThIS would be 
askmg them to be judge and defendant at the same tIme, or to "self-deal" Equally serIOUS IS 
actIve diSCrImmatIon, when reVIewers cannot contam theIr prejUdICeS agamst some category of 
proposal WrIter, regardless of the qualIty of the proposal 

It IS relatIvely easy to orgarnze grant competitions so that self-dealmg SItuatIOns are 
aVOIded But conflict-of-mterest and actIve diSCrImmatIOn are more dIfficult and requIre 
COnsCIOUS management on the part of the competitIOn orgarnzer In small research commumtIes, 
particularly m narrow research fields, everyone knows each other very well and It becomes 
dIfficult to find reVIewers who can proVIde both knowledge and objeCtiVIty 

Research orgarnzatIOllS manage thIS problem m common ways Most have WrItten polICIes 
about self-deahng, dISCrImInatIOn, and conflIct-of-mterest and these are gIven to potentIal merIt 
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reVIewers The NRI m the U S reqUlres apphcants to lIst on theIr proposals the names of 
research collaborators and co-authors on recent pubhcatlons so that those hsted people are not 
then asked to reVIew the proposal At the U S NatlOnal SCIence FoundatlOn (NSF), a federal 
grant-makmg agency for SCIence, reVIewers on a reVIew panel are asked to leave the room whlle 
a proposal from theIr home mstltutlOn IS under dlscusslOn Other agenCIes m the U S federal 
system have staff members note any COnflICts that sneak mto the process and supplement suspect 
reVIews WIth comments obtamed from ad-hoc, mall reVIewers Hence, the problem IS 
manageable 

1 6 3 Means of CommunIcatIon 

Last, competItlVe grant systems rely on effectIve means of commurucatlOn among players 
m the system ThIS means a common language for proposals, and a cost-effectIve way of 
crrculatmg RFP's, proposals, comments, and money OccaslOnal face-to-face meetmgs are also 
lmportant Where transactlOns cost of commurucatlOn are hIgh, the ViabIlIty of a competltlve 
research system IS m questlOn The common practlce of convenmg panels of 8-12 merIt 
reVIewers IS hkely to change m the years to come The mcreasmg avaIlabIlIty of electroruc mall 
and mternet-based commurucatlon WIll lIkely revolutlOruze the method for conducmg merIt 
reVIews Such technologIes allow people to study and comment on prIvate documents, vote 
dUrIng real-tlme dISCUSSIon sesslOns, and partICIpate m lIve-conferencmg at low prIces relatlVe 
to face-to-face meetmgs A few web SItes are gIven m the hst of resources at the end of thIS 
paper for the mterested reader who WIshes to sample these technologIes 
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Box 2 Three CompetItIve Grant Programs In AfrIca 

CompetitIVe grant-makmg IS hardly new to AfrIca, although It has been more a practIce 
among small donors rather than the major bI- and multI-lateral donors A Wide range of expenence 
eXIsts One well-regarded grants fund has been managed by the CouncIl for the Development of 
EconomIC and SocIal Research m AfrIca (CODESRIA), a pan-Afncan membershIp organIzatIOn 
of socIal SCIence departments throughout AfrIca It has for many years run small grant competitIOns 
for research and for student theses Dependmg on aVaIlable fundmg, CODESRIA has run separate 
competItIOns for francophone and anglophone countnes Calls for proposals are wrItten up by the 
grant manager, approved by the Board and donors, and Widely dlstnbuted to unIversIties and 
mstItutes Contment-WIde ment reVIew panels reVIew and rank proposals, occaSIOnally makmg 
suggestIOns for modIficatIOn that are mtegrated mto the WInner's fundmg awards 

In the 1980's, two donors worked together to run a SImIlar program -- IDRC and Ford 
FoundatIOn They managed a pooled fund that gave research grants on a competItIve basIS to social 
SCIentIsts m East AfrIca The competitIOn used expert peer reVIew from a contment-WIde pool of 
AfrIcan researchers A 1985 evaluatIOn of that program noted that partIcIpants felt that wmnmg a 
competItive award helped them sIgmficantly m theIr research career and that demand for the awards 
was strong enough to make the competitIOn real, for on average dunng the years of the program, 
only 25% of proposals got funded Interestmgly, partIcIpants m that program overwhelmmgly 
(79%) asked that the donors contmue to admmlster It themselves and not transfer It to an Afncan 
orgamzatIOn where they felt that the nsk of self-dealIng, mIsmanagement, confhct-of-mterest m 
decisIOn-makmg was too hIgh (see IDRC, report by MUtiSO and NkmyangI, 1985) 

Another mterestmg example IS that of the IDRC-supported Afncan Technology PolIcy 
StudIes Network (ATPSN) It dlstnbuted clear gUIdelmes to researchers for Its grant competItIons 
A coordmator provIded personal feedback to proposal wrIters and bIblIographIc aSSIstance Then 
an annual workshop took place m whIch proposals were peer reVIewed, although Without any 
gmdehnes gIven to peer reVIewers EvaluatIOn of the actIVIty led to three suggestIOns pertment to 
thIS paper gIVe very clear cntena to ment reVIewers and reqUIre them to prepare wrItten 
evaluatIOns of the proposals, add an 1ll1tIal workshop where competItors could reVIse theIr proposals 
before final submIsSIOn to the competItIOn, and set a firm pohcy NOT to fund any proposal that 
needed major reVISIOns (see IDRC's 1996 report by DanIel Chudnovsky and LydIa Makhubu) 
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2 1 Summary of a Ten Step Process 

Most competItIve grant programs rely on sbght vanatIOns of the followmg process model 

Step 1 Agree on a general ObjectIve for the grant-makmg actIvIty and who wIll be the pool of 
potentIal beneficIarIes 

Step 2 Orgamze a governance apparatus and grant management umt to handle the funds and the 
admImstratIOn of grants 

Step 3 Agree generally upon fundmg categones, pnontIes, programs, deadlmes, elIgIbIlIty 
reqUIrements, proposal evaluatIOn cntena, grant SIZe and duratIon 

Step 4 Wnte up a Request for Proposals (RFP), get It approved by the governance structure, 
and then dIstrIbute It to potentIal applIcants, holdmg proposal development workshops as 
necessary 

Step 5 Acknowledge m-COmIng proposals and screen proposals for technIcal reqUIrements and 
elIgIbIlIty 

Step 6 Conduct ment reVIew and rankmg of proposals 

Step 7 SubmIt ranked and reVIewed proposals to decision-makmg body for fundmg 

Step 8 Sent out contracts for funded proposals 

Step 9 Make payments when sIgned contracts returned, momtor grants 

Step 10 Close grants and conduct evaluatIOn 
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2 2 Issues and Range of PractIce for Each Step 

2 2 1 Step 1 DetermInatIon of Goal of Grant-makIng 

Every grant-makmg orgaruzatIOn has some kInd of goal statement detenruned by the most 
powerful stakeholders Some agencIes have a goal statement for each partIcular grant-makmg 
program Examples often found are to serve as a resource for mnovatIve people and 
orgaruzahons, to stnnulate technologIcal development m a partIcular commodIty sub-system, to 
promote sCIentific qualIty, etc OrgarnzatIOns new to grant-makmg may have some trouble 
developmg a statement consIstent WIth theIr other activIties Nonetheless, the effort to develop 
a clear and succmct statement of why a competitIve grants program IS bemg estabhshed WIll be 
useful It wIll onent all stakeholders and wIll serve as a reference pomt later when confuSIon sets 
m 

2 2 2 Step 2 SettIng up a Governance Apparatus and Grants AdmInistratIOn Umt 

Most orgarnzatIOns that make grants for research and development outsIde the pnvate 
sector are structured as quasI-governmental or not-for-profit organIZations wIth a specIfic 
constitution and by-laws The constitutIOn IS the document that declares the orgarnzatIOn's 
purpose, structures an oversIght board and establIshes the Board's accountabIlIty to some national 
legal system The Board then IS free to determme overall polIcy, subject to ItS abIlIty to attract 
fundmg for ItS pnontIes 

Often, the oversIght Board then hrres a few people to staff a grant management urnt By­
laws orgarnze the relatIOnshIp between the paid staff and the oversIght Board Details vary 
greatly 

In any case, COnstitutIOns or artIcles ot mcorporatIOn must be recognIZed by some 
government to have any legal force If It IS nnportant to get many donors to contnbute to a 
pooled fund, the governance apparatus WIll be very Important Potential donors WIll look mto 
Issues of representlveness, transparency, and general legItimacy of the governance structure 
Most WIll want to know what provlSlons eXIst for dIspute resolutIon regardmg use of funds or 
ownership of the funds, WhICh court system would treat the dIsputes, and what would happen to 
the money were the orgamzatIOn to dIssolve 
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From thIS baSIS, many orgamzatIOnal varIants are born For example, the largest 
competitive grant-makIng orgaruzatIOn In the U S IS the NatIOnal SCIence Foundation (NSF) 
It IS an Independent federal agency WIth a congressIonal charter and congressIOnal fundIng, very 
SImIlar In concept to a crown corporatIOn, a structure tYPIcal of Commonwealth countrIes 
Relative Independence such as IS found In the NSF IS Important to the research commumty 
because researchers seek maXImum Intellectual autonomy from government whIle still retaImng 
meamngful government support 

Most grant -makmg orgamzatIOllS for SCIence are natIOnal In character, even If they make 
grants overseas Tills IS because regIOnal grant-makIng orgamzatIOllS have a hard tIme obtammg 
the necessary legal legItImacy TYPIcal optIOns are to become a project or umt of an Inter­
governmental regIOnal orgamzatIon (such as CILSS or IGAD In AfrIca) In Europe an optIOn IS 
to create an EU recogruzed "euro-regIOn" But other vanants are possIble (see FONTAGRO box 
below) 

A compellIng option IS for ASARECA IS to create ItS grant program as a project or 
program of an InternatIOnal donor orgamzatIOn The best chOIce would be an orgaruzatIOn that 
has legal status outSIde the regIOn-- In a country where donors feel confident the court system 
would properly treat COnflICtS and claImS over the money In the fund A pertInent example of 
how tills option worked out for LatIn Amenca IS the RegIOnal Fund for Agncultural Technology 
In Latm Amenca The FONT AGRO has no autonomous legal status but ItS clear procedures 
manual, govermng documents, and legal protocols among the stakeholders has meant that It 
attracts both support from ItS LatIn Amencan members and sIgmficant pledges from donors 
Because the case could serve as a pOSSIble model for ASARECA, Box 3 hIghlIghts Important 
aspects of the FONTAGRO governmg structure 

13 



Box 3 The RegIOnal Fund for AgrIcultural Technology m Latm AmerIca 

The RegIOnal Fund for Agncultural Technology IS a program of the Inter-Amencan 
Development Bank (lDB) It has specIal protocols defimng ItS status wlthm the IDB The fund 
has a constItutIOn sIgned by the foundmg member countnes and by-laws m the form of an 
operatmg manual that members have agreed too The constItutIOn sets up a Board of Duectors 
appomted by SecretarIes of Agnculture of member countrIes Members also must subscnbe to 
the fund by contrIbutmg money The govermng document dlstnbutes one vote per $100,000 
contrIbutIOn to the fund, so If BrazIl contrIbutes $200,000, It gets two votes If a foreIgn donor 
Jomed and paId m 1 mIllIon, It would get 10 votes One hundred percent of votes are determmed 
thIs way, and an addItIonal 25 % of votes are dIstrIbuted to the Latm Amencan member countrIes 
on a one vote per country baSIS, thus balancmg the dommance of large donors Note that donors 
who WIsh to vote m the orgalllzatIon must ratIfy the constItutIon of the fund Donors can gIve 
WIthout JOllllng the Board, If they so WIsh 

FONTAGRO has sIgned a second document WhICh IS a protocol WIth the IDB m whIch 
IDB agrees to set up a program for the FONTAGRO mto WhICh the IDB contnbutes m-kmd 
resources such as an office, legal and fmancIal oversIght mcludmg mvestment of funds, and staff 
tIme to the secretanat Other donors have contnbuted to the costs of runrung the four-person 
secretanat The IDB IS not Itself a votmg member, despIte theIr contnbutIOns The research 
fund IS funded by the member countnes who wnte checks to the FONTAGRO/IDB The IDB 
mvests the money conservatIvely, followmg Board gUldelmes The FONT AGRO grant 
management staff at the secretanat then use Board-approved pnontIes and RFPs to SOhClt 
research proposals m the member countrIes Any researcher, research team, or orgalllzatIOn 
operatmg m the regIOn IS elIgIble, mcludmg the CGIAR centers, networks, NARIs, or 
Ulllversltles All proposals are subject to ment revIew, clear gUldelmes and cntena, and 
availabIlIty of funds ThIS IS a useful orgamzatlOnal model that gets around the many problems 
of creatmg yet another mter-governmental regIOnal orgamzatIOn, whIle stIll reta1ll1ng legItImacy 
among Its stakeholders 

2 2 2 1 The Costs and SIze of a Grant Management Umt 

A study of eIght publIc grantmakmg programs m the U S found that the overhead of 
managmg peer-revIewed grants program averaged 2 87 % of the total grant budget The largest 
percentage that thIS author found was at USDA/NRI whIch had an overhead of 4 %, all very small 
relatIve to SImIlar figures m the non-profit sector WhICh range from 10-30% Every donor 
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agency complaInS that they don't have enough money for overhead, but the amount of work they 
do at that low level of overhead IS consIderable Each research manager m the US publIc sector 
handled an average of 63 proposals year (range was 43-90), mcludmg time for detaIled reVIew 
Each research staff person was responsIble for momtorIng an average of 21 successfully-funded 
proposals a year (range 16-28, see U S Government Accountmg Office/RECE/94-95) All of 
thIS IS prIor to the avaIlabIlIty of low-cost mternet commumcatlon, whIch should substantIally 
decrease overhead and mcrease the number of proposals that can be handled each year The 
lffiplIcatlon IS that the staff needed to manage a grant management urnt IS dependent more on the 
number of proposals to be treated than the sIze of the grants made 

2 2 3 Step 3 Determme Fundmg PriOrities, Grant Categories, DeadlInes, Grant DuratIOn, 
and ElIgibIlity and Screenmg Criteria 

Fundmg pnontIes generally refer to kmds of grants, general themes, discIplmes, subjects, 
or tOPICS that Will be accepted for fundmg These prIorItIes can be determmed by the donors, 
polttIcal bodIes, Parltaments, Boards of DIrectors of a SCIentific orgamzatIon, expert COmmIttees 

of semor speCIalIsts m a field of endeavor, mdIvldual program officers, or whatever combmatlOn 
IS most approprIate gIven the goals behmd grant-makmg A key pomt IS that the pnonty-setters 
be seen as havmg legItImacy by the pool of potentIal applIcants Fundmg agenCIes that deCIde 
pnontIes m obscure, mternal ways are often accused of bemg capnCIOUS Internal battles over 
prIOnties and cnterIa become ferocIOUS and debditatmg for all partICIpants m the system 

More and more agenCIes resort to orgamzmg some kmd of temporary adVISOry board to 
pronounce on the agenCIes fields of endeavor and domaIns of mterventIon For example, a 
Board of Trustees may ask a program officer to hIre or convene an expert commISSIon to reVIew 
a field of research and recommend speCIfic prIOrItIes, WhIch are then approved by the Board 

The range of practice m prIOrIty settmg for any field IS great PolItics and power 
mevltably enter the pIcture The US Department of AgrIculture, for example, has a compltcated 
flow-chart Illustratmg a dense "flow of dIalogue" among dozens of actors m the research system, 
m whIch technIcal players mteract WIth mtellectual lobbIes of varIOUS kmds How exactly tills 
mteractlOn occurs and WhICh element has more weIght than others IS not altogether clear More 
typically, as m the US National SCIence Foundation, expert commISSIOns are convoked every few 
years to reVIew field of work and recommend new fundmg programs or re-OrIentations of eXIstmg 
ones In the case of the RegIonal Fund for Latm AmerIca, the InternatIOnal Food Poltcy Research 
InstItute was contracted to conduct an mnovatIVe regIOnal prIOrIty settmg/reglOnal research 
agenda usmg mnovative GeographIcal Information System technology The results were WIdely 
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accepted and apprecIated and took a couple of years to develop completely These were then 
mtegrated mto a competItIve fundmg model 

Note that m many grant agencIes, program officers, often expert m a partIcular area, can 
heavIly mfluence the PrIorIty-settmg process as well And It should be noted as well that who 
IS assIgned to partIcIpate m expert reVIew COmmISSIOns IS often subject to unclear decIsIon-makIng 
processes Influence, prestIge, mtellectual authonty, semonty m a umversity system, publIcatIOn 
record, all are factors that mfluence who makes It onto such commIssIOns Young researchers 
often claIm that such mechamsms are mherently conservative 

Nonetheless the use of commIsSIOns of experts, mteractmg WIth colleagues m the field to 
review a field of mquIry has gamed WIdespread legltlffiacy m the research world Note also that 
pnorIty settmg at thIs level IS not an exact sCience It consIsts of makmg a set of ever-changmg 
arguments about what kmd of research and technology development IS lffiportant For thIS 
reason, prIorIties for fundmg, tOPICS, and categones of grant-makmg are not necessanly fixed m 
time Good practIce IS to conduct both mternal and external evaluatIOns every few years and 
modIfy pnontIes, fundmg strategIes, crItena of evaluatIOn, and elIgIbIlIty requIrements 
accordmgly 

Determmation of the type of grants that WIll be made IS another lffiportant planmng step, 
and one worth substantial creatIve thought Percentages of grant-makmg budgets can be dIVVIed 
up and allocated to any number of grant categones ThIS IS another way of reflectmg donor 
pnOrItles, WIthOUt necessanly predetermmmg themes or subjects Some examples m the research 
world are 

1) student dIssertatIOn awards, 

2) grants for research and travel dunng sabbatical penods, 

3) mter-dlsclplInary team research grants, 

4) mstttutlOn-bU1ldmg block grants, 

5) technology transfer partnershIp grants, 

6) conference, sympOSia, workshop and travel grants, 
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7) small grants for exploratory research In new or "non-pnonty" fields of work 

DetermInIng elIgIbIlIty reqUIrements for grants IS also a way of pre-screemng applIcants 
and narroWIng a competItIve field before proposals are consIdered by expert Junes TypIcal 
categones to consIder for elIgIbIlIty In a research competItIon mIght be IndIVIdual researchers, 
teams, Jumor researchers, or even InstItutIOns StatIng such elIgIbIlIty cntena up front allows 
grant management staff to screen out and reject InelIgIble proposals, thus easIng the burden on the 
people charged WIth ment reVIew of the proposals 

The duratIon and SIze of grants must also be determIned and deadlInes must be fixed for 
receipt of proposals, for ImtIal screemng If any, for ment revIew, and for InformIng applIcants 
of the wmners Turnaround tIme IS Important and the better fundIng agenCIes track length of tIme 
from receipt of proposal to Informmg applIcants of the results The smaller thIs figure, the better 
However, too rapId a response tIme can result In accusatIOns that the grant-maker IS Just "wntIng 
checks" 

Clanty on general fundIng guidelInes IS Important ApplIcants need to know how much 
money they can ask for and how much they mIght reasonably be expected to compete for, even 
If the grants are not for fixed amounts Other deadlInes that are relevant are settIng up contracts 
WIth grantees, makIng payments, and tImetables for completIOn of the grant actIVItIes 

Last, the cntena for chOOSIng among proposals should be establIshed As a POInt of 
reference, the US NatIOnal SCience FoundatIOn uses variants of the follOWIng baSIC cntena 

8) competence and capabIlIty of the researcher(s), 

9) Intnnslc ment of the research and lIkelIhood that It Will lead to new discovenes and 
advances In ItS field, 

10) utIlIty and relevance of the research to Improved technologIes and the solutIOn of society 
problems, discovenes and advances In ItS field, 

11) effect of the research on the Infrastructure of sCience and engIneenng 

Settmg cntena IS rarely so easy Most grant-makers adapt theIr cntena to the purpose of 
the grant program, the nature of the actIvItIes to be funded, and the abIlItIes of the applIcant 
commumty It IS also Important that cntena be clear enough and SImple enough that proposal 
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wnters understand them and that ment reVIewers can conduct theIr reVIew m a timely fashIon 
WIthout endless debate over what the crItena actually mean CrIterIa also are used to sIgnal new 
prIorIties on the part of donors, a long accepted practice that can be abused If cntena change 
caprIcIOusly from year to year and the fundmg cycle IS short It should be clear now that the use 
of cntena (such as market onentatIOn, "fihere"or sub-sector analYSIS to determme research themes, 
etc) IS m no way a IImltmg factor on the use of a competltlve model of grant allocatIOn Indeed, 
competltlve fundmg would only enhance the effectiveness of the cntena, for those research 
orgarnzatlons, teams, or networks that best use and mterpret the cntena get rewarded WIth more 
and better fundmg than those who don't understand the cntena or mlsmterpret them 

2 2 4 Step 4 Prepare a Request for Proposals (RFP) and DIstrIbute Widely to Eligible 
CandIdates for Grants 

The RFP summanzes all of the above mformatIOn and gIves mstructIOns to the apphcants 
on how to submIt proposals The RFP can be anywhere from a one-page sheet to a twenty-page 
detaIled manual Apphcants can be asked to submIt any type of proposal, from SImple project 
descnptIOns and work plans to full-fledged strategIc plans covenng a five-year penod 

Proposal preparatIOn and reVIew gUIdelmes for small grants are typIcally less complIcated 
than those for large grants, but m all cases, gUIdelmes need to be clear One warmng whIle 
clanty and SImplICIty IS Important, reCIpe sheets of sImple-mmded fIll-m-the-blank forms are to 
be aVOIded except as mformatIOn cover sheets to longer proposals and for budgets The pomt IS 
that the format needs to be fleXIble enough to allow applIcants to make theIr best case for fundmg 
and not contort themselves to fit mcomprehenslble proposal formats Tills IS a common complamt 
that competltors for grants have made when such fill-m-the-blank forms are used 

If mformatIOnal workshops are to be held for the applIcant commumty, dates should be 
mentIOned m the RFP as well as who the apphcant mIght contact to get answers to questiOns about 
proposal preparatIOn Once WrItten up and approved by the relevant decisIOn-makmg body, the 
RFP IS then sent out by all avaIlable means to the potential competitors 

A common vanant of thIS step IS to ask the applIcants to submIt short 2-5 page pre­
proposals as a first-stage screenmg tool If the applIcant commumty IS small and It IS lIkely that 
most WIll receIve some kmd of grant m the end, another vanant IS to gIve each potential applIcant I 
a plannmg grant to allow them to develop theIr proposal for fundmg ThIS usually mvolves 
collectmg data, revIewmg lIterature, meetmg WIth members, attendmg proposal wntmg 
workshops, and gettmg prelImInary gUIdance and feedback from outsIde experts Many agencIes I 
also hold proposal development workshops open to short-lIsted applIcants dunng which some kmd 
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of prelnnmary ment reVIew IS supplIed and some techrucal aSSIstance proVIded to help applIcants 
Improve the qualIty of theIr proposals before producmg a final product 

2 2 5 Step 5 Incommg Proposals Screened for ElIgtbIlIty 

Grant management staff acknowledge m-commg proposals and screen them WIth an eye to 
techmcal elIgIbIlIty requrrements and completeness They make requests for addItIonal 
InformatIon If necessary ApplIcants who are not elIgIble are mformed at thIS pomt Techmcal 
elIgIbIlIty usually means askmg SImple questIOns such as does thIS proposal fit the RFP? Has It 
met the deadlme? Is It from an elIgIble researcher or orgamzatIon? Has all the necessary 
mformatIOn been supplIed? 

Many vanants are possIble at thIs pomt For example, the Rockefeller FoundatIOn's forum 
grants program uses an ad-hoc techrucal panel of resource people to help SCIentIsts and research 
teams prepare proposals and go through the IrntIal planrnng for longer term research projects 
ThIS arrangement allows Rockefeller FoundatIon to conduct both screemng and proposal 
development at the same tIme Other agenCIes such as the InternatIonal Development Research 
Centre (lDRC) rely on mternal program staff to do thIS screenmg and proposal development work 

2 2 6 Step 6 MerIt ReVIew Conducted 

Proposals are then sent to reVIewers for comments and ranking SometImes, grant 
management staff WIll also rank and comment on proposals, If they have the techmcal expertIse 
ThIs process of evaluatIon by expert group IS called ment or peer reVIew Ment reVIew practIces 

vary Most agenCIes that use It develop and mamtam large computenzed lIsts of potential 
reVIewers Key words m theIr database WIll mdlcate each reVIewer's domam of expertIse 
ReVIewers may be sent proposals by electromc mall or through the post Some agenCIes convene 
reVIewers m one locatIon to meet and analyze all proposals as a group They claIm that such face­
to-face sessIOns are essentIal to good ment revIew, as all reVIewers find It Important to debate and 
dISCUSS proposals WIth therr colleagues before makmg deCISIOns InformatIOn technology has eased 
the revlewmg process somewhat When used, VIdeo-conferences are generally preferred to tele­
conferences Internet conferences are also now a Viable optIOn 

There are several ways to manage ment reVIew, all of WhICh usually mvolve findmg 
between three and ten reVIewers for anyone proposal Standmg reVIew panels are groups that 
serve as reVIewers on a partIcular theme for several years, WIth a few members replaced each year 
to aVOId cronYIsm Ad-hoc reVIew panels are less bureaucratic They are set up by a grant 

19 



manager who snnply uses the reVIewer data-base to dIg up the reqUIred number of new reVIewers 
each year 

ReVIewers are usually brought to a meetmg room and spend as long as necessary to go 
through each proposal and provIde mdlvldual and collectIve commentary Mad reVIewers are also 
used, m whIch the grant manger mads one or more proposals to a partIcular expert for addItional 
commentary Proposals are rarely revIewed blmd (that IS, WIth the name and address of the 
appbcant removed), unless there IS reason to suspect that some kmd of biaS has crept mto the 
system ReVIew sheets and gradmg schemes are WIdely used Many panels begm and conclude 
theIr work WIth a spatIal rankmg of the proposals across a conference table to stnnulate dIscussIOn 
about dIfferent pomts of VIew 

AgencIes vary m the mstructIOns gIVen to reVIewers It IS now consIdered good practice 
to reqUIre reVIewers to read and SIgn confhct-of-mterest polIcy statements as well as reVIew 
descnptIOns of agency fundmg cntena that are to be applIed They are also asked to leave the 
room and not partICIpate m dIScussIons affectIng theIr own InstitutIon, and to gIVe feedback on 
each element of proposals as well as gIve a general rankIng QualItative commentary IS usually 
summarIZed on a computer dunng dIScussIon Rarely can a SIngle reVIewer force changes to be 
made In a proposal, but If the panel as a whole WIshes, It can request changes or recommend some 
kInd of condItional fundIng 

Note also that the elIgIbIlIty reqUIrements to serve on a ment reVIew panel may vary The 
Idea IS that ment reVIewers be research "peers" In some way to those submIttIng proposals ThIS 
usually means that the reVIewers have PhDs and are actIve m some way In the research world and 
have enough knowledge and expenence of the kmd of actiVItIes under reVIew to offer Informed 
and useful commentary MerIt reVIew panels are chosen from the entIre pool of avaIlable experts 
They are NOT chosen by selectIng so many chancellors, or so many Institute dIrectors or heads 
of departments, or so many members of nnportant SCIentific boards or agenCIes Indeed, It was 
partially to aVOId the biaS that such members would brIng to a merIt reVIew panel that the system 
was created In the first place OrgalllZers of ment reVIew panels now study who IS avaIlable to 
serve and try to team up younger and more seruor researchers, assure a gender mIX, etc, all to 
aVOId charges of cronYIsm and self-dealmg by "old boy networks" 

2 2 7 Step 7 Ment ReView Results CompIled, Summanzed, and Conveyed to Appbcants 
and Declslon-Makmg Authonty 

The output of ment reVIew IS usually some combmation of numerIcal scores, rankmgs, and 
qualItative comments and suggestIOns prepared by the reVIewers Grant management staff then 

20 



• 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

send these on to a separate decision-makmg authonty of the fundmg orgaruzatIon who then 
approves grants and specIfic grant amounts, m most cases stlckmg closely to the results of ment 
reVIew After thIS deCISIon, all applIcants, both successful and not, are sent summary copIes of 
the comments, suggestIons, rankmgs and scores Names of reVIewers are usually WIthheld, 
although gIven that theIr names are usually Cited m annual reports as a matter of course, It IS not 
ImpOSSible to find out who might have served on a review panel 

It IS one of the benefits of the ment reVIew system that researchers can learn how to 
Improve their proposals, and many agencIes encourage rejected applIcants to resubmIt their 
Improved proposals m the next round of competition Most agencies have an appeal process so 
that If some applIcants belIeves theIr proposals have been unfaIrly or vmdiCtIvely revIewed, some 
additIOnal review may occur 

Often, applIcants are sent comments and asked to reVIse their proposals for the current 
round of fundmg before the meetmg at whIch the approvmg body deCides on grants ThIs IS 
because the ment reVIew panelIsts belIeved the proposal to be a good one, subject to a few 
changes Some fundmg agenCIes hold proposal development workshops for thIS group of short­
lIsted, "almost-ready" applIcants who have been requested to reVIse and resubmIt DeadlInes 
are usually tIght at thIs pomt and the reVISIon process IS often rushed It IS NOT good practIce to 
forward to the fundIng authonty proposals that still need maSSIve overhaul and agree to fundIng 
condItIoned on substantIal modificatIon NeIther IS It good practice to sent out surpnse contract 
letters to "WInners" tellmg them of all the changes they have to do or accept These changes 
should be made BEFORE fundIng IS approved and contracts developed 

2 2 7 1 The Separation of the Fundmg DeCISIon from MerIt ReVIew 

Ment reviewers should not have the addItional burden of deCidIng who gets funded and 
how much TheIr task IS an mtellectual assessment of proposal qualIty Most agenCIes take the 
results of ment review to another deCISIOn-makIng body who IS In some way accountable to the 
donors (Congress, European Umon, ParlIament, the foundation, taxpayers, etc) whIch then 
allocates avaIlable funds to the hIgher ranked proposals Rarely does the declsIOn-makmg body 
not follow the rankmgs of the ment reVIewers, although the qualItatIve comments that reviewers 
made are used to modify budgets or make distInctions among closely ranked proposals ThIS IS 
all qUIte tncky and many charges of bias have been made when ment review summanes and 
rankmgs are not followed Decision-makmg bodIes must keep accurate, publIcly avaIlable lll1nutes 
of exactly how and why they approved fundIng for reViewed proposals Note that It IS not the role 
of the decision-makmg body to reVIew the proposals all over agaIn, a practice that defeats the 
ment reVIew system and a frequent faIlIng of Inexpenenced boards 
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2 2 8 Step 8 Contracts Sent Out for Approved Grants, and When Signed, Payments Sent 

The grant management staff then prepares contracts for approved grants These can be 
long or short, and usually make reference to accepted uses of the grant funds, goals of the grant, 
duration, and mc1ude a schedule for payments and reportmg Some agencIes make payment only 
after research IS completed, an mcreasmgly favored management approach m Afnca where so 
many research orgaruzatIOns have weak or sub-standard accountmg and finanCial control systems 
Other donors make mcremental payments whIch adds conSIderably to the burden of the grant 
management team Other practices are to make one large up-front payment and reserve a small 
percentage for payment after final reports are receIved, or more rarely, to gIve researchers all the 
funds up front Once researchers SIgn the contract and return It, the payments begm 

2 2 9 Step 9 Researchers submIt FmancIaI and Technical Reports at Approved Intervals 
and Grant Management Staff Momtor Progress 

The grant contract speCIfies when beneficIanes (InstItutIOns or research teams) must make 
reports on the progress of theIr work under the grant These deadlmes can be at any mterval that 
IS appropnate Some agenCIes request yearly reports, others request quarterly reports or bI-annual 
reportmg At least one agency leaves It up the program staff to negotiate a schedule of reports 
WIth the grant WInners, based on the speCIfics and nature of the research actIVIty If the grant IS 
very small, frequent reportmg IS an admimstratIve encumbrance If the grant IS very large, 
quarterly reports are not unreasonable, but yearly reportmg IS generally consIdered adequate 

TechnIcal reports COnsISt of narrative summanes of how the ObjectIves and actiVITIeS of the 
research are progressmg Assessmg these reports reqUIres some profeSSIOnal competence m the 
field of work and IS not a mere admffilstraTIve matter Fmancial reports cover how the grant funds 
are bemg spent 

Most agenCIes encourage grant management staff to VISIt a sample of grant WInners each 
year to see how the research IS progressmg, WhIch reqUIres modest travel budgets for grant 
managers Random external finanCial audIts of the use of grant funds are also common practIce, 
creatmg addItional overhead for the grant management umt SometImes thIS IS done by m-house 
accountmg staff, and m other cases agenCIes contract WIth an accountmg firm to conduct a few 
random audIts each year 

Dunng the grant penod, tYPIcal problems that reqUIre actIOn on the part of grant 
management staff aCTIon conSIst of researcher requests to delay, extend, or otherWIse change 
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schedules for reports and/or payments Trouble-shootmg financIal transfers IS a common task 
Researchers also make requests to change theIr budgets m the mIddle of a grant Slffiple polIcIes 
that allow grant management staff to look mto such sItuatIons and solve them on the spot are 
useful Generally, If the researcher IS requestmg very large or thematIcally sIgmficant changes 
that alter the nature of the contract, the grant management staff have to obtam another level of 
approval If not reject the request outrIght 

Box 4 Movement to CompetitIve Fundmg m Peru 

In 1989, the CanadIan bIlateral development agency (CIDA) funded a consortIUm of PeruvIan 
economIC research mstItutIons The member orgaruzatIOns had set up an aSSOCIatIOn and put 
together a steerIng commIttee to define the research agenda Each mstItutIon-member of the 
ConsortIUm receIved a specIfic amount from the fund, the allocatIOn determmed Jomtly by IDRC 
(whose field office m Peru admlll1stered the fund WIth a fund-appomted project coordmator) and 
the steerIng commIttee of the ConsortIUm In a second stage, each member-mStItutIOn would 
submIt to the steerIng commIttee a lIst of research projects and then draw down on theIr allocatIon 
Researchers frequently challenged the steerIng commIttee's prIorItIes Peer reVIew under the 
consortIUm had a slow start, as researchers were not used to CrItICIsm EvaluatIOn of the research 
actIvItIes noted the weak qualIty of some of the research and strongly urged that the fund be put 
onto a much clearer competItIve baSIS (see IDRC's report by Juan Antomo Morales, July 1993) 

2210 Step 10 Closure and EvaluatIOn 

Once final reports are m and the last payment made and accounted for, grants are usually 
closed, admIrustratIve Jargon for filed away after some kmd of final accountmg and reVIew Staff 
of grant -makmg orgaruzatIOns frequently lament the lack of attentIOn to evaluatIOn of any kmd, 
WhICh Ideally occurs at thIS pomt SIZe of grant tends to determme the neceSSIty of evaluatIOn, 
for It can be too expensIve to evaluate every smgle small grant PublIcly-supported grant-makIng 
orgaruzatIOns tend to orgaruze evaluatIOns more frequently than prIvate ones These can be done 
as revIews of a grant-program area, or evaluatIOn of a sample of research projects EvaluatIons 
can be mternal, external, or both Donors who use unstructured competItIOn to allocate grant 
funds tend to reSIst evaluatIOn, as the goals of the grant -makmg were unclear to begm WIth and 
It IS rarely clear how the grantees were selected, a SItuatIon that makes evaluatIon awkward 
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3 APPLICATIONS TO ASARECA AND THE NETWORKS 

3 1 Options for Step 1 Agreemg on a Goal for Structured Grant CompetitIOns 

ASARECA has yet to do thIS, although the work mvolved IS not great It would requIre 
convemng the relevant stakeholders (Board, donors, key members of a good sample of network 
steermg cOmmIttees, and perhaps coordmators) and revIewmg specIfic proposals for a mISSIOn or 
goal statement and fmdmg a mutually acceptable formulation One possIble such statement mIght 
be 

The purpose of the competItIve grants fund for applIed research networks IS to use competItIOn and 
ment reVIew to raIse the standards of qualIty of network programs and network-funded research 
and thus mcrease the hkehhood that the networks make and promote adaptable technologIes of 
economIC sIgmficance to the regIOn Note that each competItIve grant program, be It for theSIS 
research, technology transfer, mstItutIonal support, etc , needs ItS own statement 

3 2 Options for Step 2 SettIng up a Governance Apparatus and Grant Management Umt 

3 2 1 Governance 

As a regIOnal aSSOCIatIOn of research orgamzatIOns, ASARECA IS a reasonable chOIce as 
a pnmary sponsor of a some kInd of competItIve grant system, except that ASARECA Itself does 
not have the finanCIal resources to do It and It has exphcltly stated m ItS strategIC plan that It does 
not want to dIrectly manage such a fund Therefore, one way to begm IS to have ASARECA be 
one of several sponsormg agenCIes of a regIonal fund for research Such a fund mIght eventually 
be successful so that donors WIth larger resources WIll agree to endow It ThIS would not lead to 
an endowment for ASARECA Itself, or for any partIcular research InStItute, but It mIght lead to 
an endowment for the separate fund, thus havmg the advantage of stabIhzmg the flow of resources 
devoted to regIonal research 

A regIOnal research fund that has clear rules and procedures about ownershIp, access to 
funds, governance, and fmancIaI management could hkely attract many donors, mcludmg natIOnal 
governments But as outlmed m the strategIC plan of ASARECA, It would be a separate 
orgaruzatlon from ASARECA 
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The key to thIS IS settmg up a new orgaruzatIOn The first step would be to develop 
goverrung documents that define the terms of partIcIpatIOn on the govermng board of the fund 
Such an orgaruzatIOn mIght be called the RegIOnal Fund for ApplIed Agncultural Technology or 
any name mutually agreeable to the Imtlal stakeholders of the fund ASARECA' s strategIc plan 
explIcItly suggests such an approach (see pIll) The Idea IS that a new Board of DIrectors be 
establIshed that sets the rules and polIcIes about the management of the research fund and ItS use 

In thmkmg through what such a Board illlght look lIke, note that donors wIll then ask a set 
of questIOns about the pooled fund and answers need to be ready TYPIcal questIOns that mIght 
asked of any orgamzatIOn seekmg to create such a fund would be 

1) who does the governIng board represent and how IS that a good thmg? 

2) how can we be sure that no one type of stakeholder dommates the Board? 

3) how IS the govermng board adequately structured so that It IS responsIve to the ultimate 
beneficianes of the orgamzation's work? Who IS the Board accountable to from a legal pomt 
of vIew? 

4) If the orgamzatIon gets mto legal dIsputes WIth me or WIth someone else, what court system 
adjudIcates and where? 

5) If the orgamzatIon for some reason dIssolves, what are the legal proVISIOns that detefllllle what 
WIll happen to the money we gave to It? What court system oversees the dISpOSItIOn of the 
funds m such a SItuatIOn and what laws WIll It follow when It does so? 

6) do the users of the money have adequate fmancial control and accountmg systems m place that 
gIve me (and the people who gIve money to me) confidence that the money cannot and wIll not 
be used for purposes other than what I gave the money for? 

7) IS there a fund-accountmg system that allows me to deSIgnate the kmd of thmgs our money can 
be used for and that tracks use throughout the flow of funds from account to account? 

A very useful model to follow m settmg up the new articles of mcorporatIOn and by-laws 
for a regIOnal research fund IS that of the RegIOnal Technology Fund m Latm Amenca (see Box 
3 above) ASARECA should obtam a copy of the protocol between that fund and the Inter-
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Amencan Bank A vanatIOn on that model IS to add reserved seats for certam types of 
stakeholders one seat for an AS ARECA appomtee, one seat for the regIOnal assocIatIOn of 
urnversltIes, one for IGAD, etc 

To proceed, ASARECA should hIre a specialIst to develop draft goverrnng documents, by­
laws, and grant-makmg procedures that mcorporate competition and ment review These should 
serve as the baSIS for a strategIc plan for the fund, to be negotiated among key players mterested 
m establIshmg It 

Once a goverrnng structure IS laid out, rules for membershIp estabhshed, and general rules 
for grant-makmg from the fund establIshed (all put together m a strategic plan for the Fund, as all 
members, both foundmg and new, would have to sign them before Jommg the Board) In thiS 
model, the next step IS negotiate a protocol of collaboratIOn wIth an mternatIOnal orgarnzation 
operatmg m East AfrIca who mIght be wIllmg to house the fund Four cntena m thiS search for 
an mternational partner are relevant 

The partner must have an mternatIOnally acceptable standard fund-accountmg software for ItS 
fmancial management and m-house capaCIty to mvest potentIal endowment funds, 

The partner must be wIllmg to house the Fund as a "program sub-account" 

The partner must be wIllmg to negotiate a detaIled protocol wIth the Fund concernmg ItS role 
and responsIbIhtIes VIS-a.-VIS the Fund and vice versa ThIS protocol WIll cover mvestment 
of the fund, accountmg, the terms on WhICh new donors can contrIbute to the fund, and terms 
that allow the release of money from the fund for uses determmed by the Fund Board 

The partner must allow other donors to make restncted gIftS to that sub-account WIthout takmg 
overhead for Itself 

Three addItional, optIonal-but-strongly-suggested cntena to look for are 

1) The partner orgarnzatIOn does not WIsh to charge sIgrnficant overhead, If any 

2) The partner orgarnzatIon must be wIllIng to contnbute In-kInd resources to the Fund, such as 
the costs of finanCIal management and accountIng of the fund, a room In Its regIOnal office to 
serve as the Fund's headquarters, part-tIme secretanal staff or even loan of a profeSSIOnal staff 
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member to serve part -tIme as the Fund's grant manager III a grant management umt of the 
Fund 

3) The partner orgamzatIOn has headquarters III the U S or U K or other country where trust 
law IS hIghly developed so as to Illcrease potential donor confidence III the fund and take 
advantage of developed capItal markets for safe management of the fund's assets 

A pomt to remember IS that the Fund m thIS model wIll not technIcally be a true 
mdependent organIZatIOn From a legal pomt of VIew, the money WIll be owned by the 
mternatIOnal orgamzatIon, but use of the money and eventual endowment wIll be legally restrIcted 
by terms of the protocol, much as occurs III trust law m the U Sand U K 

Note that III thIs model It IS unlIkely that ASARECA or anyone donor could Impose a great 
many general rules on the fund such as funds would be lImIted only to ASARECA-approved 
networks or only ASARECA members However, If ASARECA or any partIcular donor were 
concerned about 10SIllg control over use of the funds, note that IS possIble for ASARECA or that 
donor to raIse money Itself and then contrIbute the money to the fund, addIllg some donor-Imposed 
restnctIOns on It RestnctIOns such as "thIS partIcular pot of money must be used for regIOnal 
research networks whose work IS withm the top ten commodity-sub-systems ranked by the 
AS ARECA Board" are feaSIble The kIlld of restncted gIftS that the fund can accept should be 
laId out m the governIng documents and protocol WIth the partner orgamzatIOn 

It trught take anywhere from one to four years to get such a regIOnal fund up and runmng 
However, ASARECA stakeholders suggested to thIs consultant that the vanous regIOnal research 
networks should be the ImtIal pool of candIdates for competItIve fundmg, perhaps as soon as the 
next round of fundIllg to networks that USAID IS considenng for 1998 In thIS case, there may 
not be enough tIme to organIze a network competItIon under the framework of a true regIOnal 
fund 

A good optIon III thIs case IS for ASARECA to set up an IllterIm AdVISOry CommIttee for 
CompetItIve FundIllg to Networks ASARECA should appomt to It one or two people to represent 
Its own mterests on the comtruttee Each donor Illterested III partlclpatmg m a competItive, pooled 
fundmg system for the networks mIght also be Illvlted to deSIgnate one of theIr staff to serve on 
the COImmttee The networks Illterested III ObtaIllIllg funded from such a competitive mechanIsm 
mIght meet and deSIgnate two or three members to serve on the commIttee 
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This COlTI1mttee would work out a set of mutually acceptable cntena for use m a ment 
review process The donors on that committee would agree to use the cntena and ment review 
process to screen network proposals untIl a more structured regIOnal fund for research can be 
orgamzed 

3 2 2 Phasmg m a Grant Management Umt 

A grant management umt can be qUIte small FunctIOns of a grant management umt are 
to manage the call for proposals, orgamze the ment reVIew panels, and send proposals through 
the approval process, then to momtor the grants and fmancIaI flows, orgamze audIts as necessary, 
and prepare annual reports for the Board In the model suggested here, the grant-management umt 
would be employees of The Fund, as constItuted above, even If they are merely "loaned" to the 
Fund from another orgamzatlOn 

As for SIZe of such a umt, recall It IS the number of grants allocated, not the SIZe of grants 
that determmes the personnel needs If momtorrng of grants IS orgamzed as a SImple affaIr, WIth 
great relIance on external ad-hoc finanCIal audItors, ad-hoc and mall reviewers of proposals, a 
grant-management team lTIlght need to be only two or three people workmg half-tIme throughout 
the year handlmg up to 20 grants per grant manager 

The umt would normally COnsISt of a grant manager, a finanCial and accountmg aSSIstant, 
and a secretary/adlTIlmstrattve aSSIstant The grant manager would be a person WIth some research 
background and good management SkIlls A vanant of thIS IS to adopt the practIce of a "panel 
manager" (U S Department of Agnculture, NRl) In thIS model, an external researcher could be 
contracted for a number of days a year (forty, for example) to serve as a "ment reVIew manager" 
A dIfferent reVIew manager could be hIred per fundrng program TheIr role would be to prOVIde 
the mtellectual content to the grant -cycle and be a pornt of reference to questIOns the grant 
manager may have The panel manager proposes the annual or tri-annual updates to the RFP and 
makes the necessary reVISIOns and updates to the fundmg gUIdelrnes dunng each fundrng cycle Just 
pnor to Board approval and dIstrIbutIon to the applIcant commumty 

The panel manager also sets up the ment reVIew panel and chaIrs the ment reVIew 
cOffi1TI1ttee, makmg sure the reVIew process goes accordrng to plan and that all partIes get accurate 
mformatlOn on the proposals and how they were revIewed 

The part-tIme grant manger serves as a permanent lIaison to handle mqumes, set up the 
reVIewer data-base and dIstrIbute RFPs The grant manager also handles the preparatIOn of 
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contracts, the schedule of payments, arranges payments, and handles Inqumes and requests for 
extenSIOns and budget changes, brIngIng these to the attentIOn of the ASARECA Board or the 
panel manager should they surpass the manager's realm of authorIty 

The costs of the grant management umt could be substantIally reduced If the Fund 
negotiated an arrangement WIth an International InStItutIOn to contrIbute In-kInd resources for the 
umt and to house the umt InSIde the InternatIOnal partner orgamzatIon Itself The overhead costs 
of the grant-management umt (salary and all) and the costs of ment reVIew should not exceed 5 % 
of the grant budget InstItutIOns that mIght be wIllIng to help ASARECA by plaYIng this role are 
the AfrIcan Development Bank, SP AAR, the World Bank, the InternatIonal Development Research 
Center, the IFS of Sweden, DANIDA, or SIDA Other such prospects may be known to the 
ASARECA Board and the ExecutIve Secretary should sound out these orgamzatIOns to learn of 
theIr wIllIngness to play such a role 

If Inexpenenced staff must be hIred for the umt, a sunple way to get them the trallllng they 
need IS to have them Intern for a month or two at one of the better-managed competitIve grants 
programs In the Umted States For example, the U S Department of Agnculture staff of the 
NatIOnal Research ImtIative has hosted Interns 

For the case of the networks seekIng fundIng In 1998, I suggest that the donors who agree 
to be on the adVISOry COmmIttee descnbed above hIre a consultant reSIdent In East AfrIca to serve 
as a temporary grant manager, perhaps Just for the remaInder of 1998 ThIs local consultant 
could prepare the final RFP for the AdVISOry CommIttee's approval, make sure all networks get 
It, and construct a data base for ment reVIew of the proposals, as well as orgamze the proposed 
two-step screemng process for the proposals In such an ad-hoc system, the first step would be 
for networks Interested In the competItion to submIt pre-proposals, WhICh an Independent ment 
reVIew panel would short-lIst accordIng to agreed-upon cntena The next step would be for the 
fInalIsts to prepare full proposals for fundIng, perhaps WIth a proposal-WrItIng workshop as an 
Intenm step When proposals are ready, they undergo a second round of ment reVIew The 
ranked and reVIewed proposals would then be sent to the donors, who have preVIOusly agreed to 
use thIS system to test out a competItive system 
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3 3 Step 3 Determmmg ElIgibilIty CrIterIa, Type of CompetitIOn, GUidelInes to 
ApplIcants, and MerIt Review CrIterIa 

3 3 1 ElIgibilIty, Scale, and MIXed Model for Fundmg 

A regIOnal research Fund as descnbed m step two above would wnte up Its own senes of 
fundmg programs, cntena, elIgIbIlIty reqUIrements, and descnbe Its competitive fundmg process 
as part of Its govermng documents The Fund's Board would approve them 

In 1998, for the ad-hoc competltive fundmg process proposed above, It would be the 
AdVIsory CommIttee that approves the cntena In the last sectlon, the reader WIll find cntena 
suggested by the author of thIS report, which the commIttee would certamly debate and modIfy 

GIven that the number of establIshed networks IS small, that many new networks are 
emergmg, and that networks vary m SIZe and purpose, the consultant suggests that ASARECA use 
for 1998 a Ill1Xed grant-makmg approach for the networks ThIs would combme formula fundmg 
WIth structured competltlon that mc1udes ment reVIew, and would gradually move networks 
towards a pure structured competltIOn model m a grant-fund managed by the proposed Fund An 
example of how thIS mIxed model approach mIght work IS found m sectIOn four 

3 3 2 General Research PrIorIties 

ASARECA has already defined Its general research strategy and pnontles If a RegIOnal 
Research Fund were establIshed, It would be free to set Its own pnontles However, If ASARECA 
IS represented on the Board of such a fund, ASARECA would be free to try and persuade the 
Fund to use ASARECA's pnontles as ItS own ASARECA mIght even lobby WIth the other 
potential Board members of such a fund to wnte mto the govermng documents that the fund WIll 
always use ASARECA's pnontles, although It should be noted that If other players enter the scene 
for such a fund (farmer'S organIZations, natIOnal governments, a WIder group of donors, agn­
busmess, etc) they may WIsh to lobby for dIfferent cntena The Fund's Board would also 
estabhsh ItS own speCIfic screenmg cntena for any partlcular grant program It estabhshes 
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3 3 3 SpecIfic Screenmg CriterIa for Network Proposals 

For the next cycle of network fundIng In 1998, how wIll networks be judged? WhIle 
CrIterIa need to be debated, thIS should not be entlrely a partIcIpatory Issue m the first round 
Those who are judged should not be the only ones to set the standards for judgmg' That would 
be called self-dealmg Donors, experts outsIde the system, and ASARECA's Board wIll have to 
partIcIpate In the dISCUSSIOn, as descrIbed above for the creation of an AdvIsory CommIttee for 

CompetItIve Fundmg to Networks 

Durmg thIS dISCUSSIOn, It should be stated that a sIngle set of standards and cntena wIll 
never be perfect for all partIes, nor wIll total consensus be achIeved, nor should It Debate and 
cntIque IS part of lffiprOVIng SCIence Nonetheless, cntena should be clear, comprehensIble, 
useful to proposal wrIters, easy to manage for ment reVIewers, and send all the nght sIgnals that 
the advIsory commIttee wIshes to send 

ThIS consultant Informally asked many network coordInators and InstItute dIrectors what 
cntena should be applIed to judge network programs and all gave remarkably sImIlar answers 
market-onentatIOn, commodIty pnorIty In the ASARECA rankIng, network capacIty and SkIlls, 
qualIty of the agenda and actiVIties, coherence of the work plan, etc Hence, It may not be that 
dIfficult to get agreement on many CrItena 

It may be more troublesome to get consensus on cntena that SIgnal changes In the research 
agenda For example, ASARECA has stated as an expltcit goal to "change the agenda and 
research onentatIOn of the networks" and to make the networks "Implementors of ASARECA's 
goals" as lIsted on page 77 of ASARECA's strategIc plan 

The messages sent to the research commuruty In ASARECA's strategIc plan contaIn several 
POInts, as noted below 

1) base research pnontles on technologIcal possIbIlIties that wIll help farmers produce for the 
market and generate Income, 

2) concentrate research on cntIcal areas that WIll catalyze change, 

3) research should concentrate on technologIes that create markets or explOIt market 
opporturutIes m a measurable way (USIng sub-sector market analYSIS or the "fill(~re" approach), 
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4) the network research programs should change m content and OrIentatIon so that agrIcultural 
research IS a stnnulus to market-orIented agrIcultural productIOn, 

5) regIonal research programs must have benchmarks and tnnetables for technology generatIOn, 
each technology should be defmed and ItS purpose stated, 

6) research programs must get the expertIse necessary to make market analYSIS of theIr 
technologIes, 

AddItIonal pomts under contmued dIScussIon mclude a) nnprovmg the regIOnal dIvIsIon 
of labor m research and b) aSSUrIng the ecologIcal sustamabIhty of farmmg systems (see 
ASARECA,1997) 

BrIef dIScussIon wIth a lImIted sample of researchers m the ASARECA system reveals that 
they mterpret the above SIgnals In very dIfferent ways When asked what the market OrIentatIOn 
meant, many answers were gIven 

1) researchers should work WIth or for "SubsIstence" farmers because such farmers are not 
"market-orIented" enough, 

2) researchers should work WIth "commercIal" farmers, 

3) researchers should work wIth rIch farmers, not poor ones, 

4) researchers should work on export crops or wIth agrI-busIness compames, 

5) researchers should work on post-harvest technologIes for processmg food mto marketable 
COmmodItIes, 

6) researchers should forget about natural resource management because nnprovements In 
resource management do not have economIC benefits that can be qUIckly captured by a 
partIcular group In one generatIOn 
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ObvIOusly, greater consensus would be useful and some debate on all the Ill-defined 
concepts would help, but endless dISCUSSIon on concepts could be a trap The research lIterature 
In econOmICS and socIOlogy harbors an equally great vanatIOn In defimtIOns of "market­
onentatIon", "SubsIstence fanner" etc, so forcmg a common defimtIon of market onentatIOn mIght 
artIficially narrow research opportumtIes that are already sIgmficantly econOmIC m nature 

The model CrItena and proposal fonnat In sectIOn four of paper supply some fleXIble 
CrIterIa to judge among networks, and mIght serve as a startIng POInt for debate among the 
AdVIsory CommIttee over exactly what CrIterIa ought to be used The author assumed that for 
each of the mne CrIterIa suggested, what matters and what must be judged by reVIewers IS the 
quabty of the argument that networks make for themselves when respondmg to each CrItenon and 
the degree to whIch theIr varIOUS arguments convmces reVIewers of the argument's valIdIty 

3 4 OptIOns for Step 4 Screemng of Incommg Proposals 

For a research fund, If a small grant management team IS m place as negotiated m prIor 
steps, the prmcipal chOIce to make here IS to deCIde what kmd of proposal development workshop 
that the grant management team would need to orgamze ThIS may vary by grant program 

The questIOn the proposed AdVISOry CommIttee on CompetitIve Fundmg for Networks 
would need to address at thIS step IS how should networks orgamze themselves to obtam the 
necessary SOCIO-economIC analYSIS of theIr commodIty SUb-system, analYSIS that wIll be needed 
to WrIte wmmng strategIC plans and fundmg proposals m the next SIX months? 

3 5 Options for Step 5 MerIt ReVIew 

WIder use of merIt reVIew would be a welcome addItIOn to the research world m East 
AfrIca and would brmg practice more mime WIth mternatIonal standards WhIle merIt reVIew for 
the appbed SCIences IS new, It faces no theoretIcal obstacles, and as we have seen m sectIOn one 
and two, Afnca IS no stranger to It The screemng suggestIOns m the ASARECA strategIC plan 
on page 112 refer to a three-stage reVIew process The suggestIOns here are a slIght modIficatIOn 
of that Idea, just enough to bnng It mto lme WIth better practIce as noted m sections one and two 
of thIS paper 

Smce the research world IS mternatIOnal, both the proposed regIOnal fund and the proposed 
AdVISOry COmmIttee should consIder that, m addItion to researchers InsIde the ASARECA system 
who can serve on ment reVIew panels, a worldWIde pool of potential reVIewers eXIsts who can 
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provIde mall reVIews There IS a large group of mternatIonal experts resIdent m East AfrIca who 
have many years of research expenence It would be Important to draw upon thIS group and not 
lImIt the pool of ment reVIewers only to those affilIated WIth ASARECA ThIS consultant 
recommends that both the Fund and the AdvISOry COmmlttee use ad-hoc reVIew panels rather than 
standmg panels Usmg at least SIX such ad-hoc reVIewers would conform to good practice 
elsewhere, and that number would provIde a vanety of cntIcal opmIOn 

In the case of revIewmg network proposals, I suggest that the panel be supplemented wIth 
one mall reVIew from an mternatIOnal specialIst who has specIfic expertIse m the commodIty sub­
system that a network IS workmg on, even If such an expert reSIdes m Latm Amenca, India, or 
the U S 

The guideimes for composmg a ment reVIew panel that the AdVISOry COmmlttee could use 
for thIS commg round of fundmg to networks mIght be 

1) two researchers from the ASARECA research system (randomly chosen on the basIs of 
qualIficatIOns and avaIlabIlIty), 

2) two research profeSSIOnals reSIdent m mtematIOnal orgaruzatIOns and donors WIth field offices 
m East Afnca, 

3) two researchers WIth the relevant qualIficatIOns from neighbonng countrIes outsIde the 
ASARECA system, 

4) one mall reVIewer per network proposal WIth mtematIonal publIcatIOns and recogmzed 
SCIentific competence m the commodIty sub-system that concerns the network proposal 

Note that relevant qualIficatIOns here means a PhD and work expenence as shown on a c V 
that mdicates knowledge and understandmg of agncultural research and research networks 
Semonty or pOSItion IS not Important and use of such cntena m selectmg panel members would 
not be good practice Indeed, the panel should delIberately mclude younger reVIewers under the 
age of 40 and try to assure that the panel does not reflect anyone category of researcher Two of 
the reVIewers should have techmcal research expenence m the commodIty system, but not all 
reVIewers need be so speCIalIzed, as network proposals are not entirely techmcal m nature 
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Note as well that not all ment reVIew systems reqUIre reVIewers to hold a PhD In 
network-admlrnstered grant funds, a M Sc may be entIrely suffiCIent But gIven the scale of 
fundmg mvolved to networks and the sensItiVIty of all partIes, It IS best to construct a reVIew panel 
that has the hIghest academiC credentials Last, the reVIew panel suggested here IS temporary, not 
permanent 

3 6 Options for Steps 6-10 Approval, Contractmg, Momtormg and EvaluatIOn 

There are two SItuatIOns to consIder how these steps mIght work III a regIOnal fund as 
proposed III step three, and how these steps mIght work for the suggested competItIve process m 
1998 for the networks 

In the first case, the Board of the regIOnal fund would approve the ranked and reVIewed 
proposals that anse from ment reView, usmg rules establIshed m the Fund's operatmg manual 
The Fund's grant management team/urnt would prepare the contracts for the approved grants and 
do so With whatever lffiplementmg agency manages the network The grant management team 
would then conduct whatever morntonng IS necessary The grant management urnt might also 
contract WIth third party accountants to do random audits of the grant wmners and from time to 
time and might also orgarnze to hIre external Board-approved evaluators to prepare evaluatIOns 
of eIther specific grants or entire grant programs 

In the case of the current network Situation, the ment review panel would forward theIr 
rankIng and recommendatIOns to the eXlstmg donors on the AdVIsory CommIttee, who then use 
these rankmgs and comments to prepare their usual fundmg contracts With the lffiplementmg 
agency of the network, modlfymg these contracts to reflect pnor agreements With the AdVIsory 
Committee ThiS IS necessary untIl a full regIOnal fund can be establIshed In thiS case, the 
donors do therr own morutonng or ]omtly sponsor an evaluatIon team But evaluatIOn might also 
be conducted by consultants approved by the AdVisory Committee and whose scope of work IS 
mutually agreeable to all parties on that COmmIttee An even easier way to manage evaluatIOn IS 
to have networks wnte mto therr proposals the costs of evaluatIon and Just state m the contract that 
the donor has to approve the evaluator(s) and the scope of work Then the network can manage 
the evaluator's contracts Itself 
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4 TOWARDS MODEL GIDDELINES FOR 
NETWORK PROGRAM PROPOSALS 

4 1 SuggestIOns for a Two-stage CompetitIOn 

In the comIng year, the suggested AdvIsory CommIttee for CompetItIve FundIng to 
Networks would need to approve gUIdelInes for network proposals, grant award packages, grant 
duratIon, and elIgIbIlIty reqUIrements that would go Into an RFP that IS then sent to all elIgIble 
players ThIs can be done even before a grant management umt IS set up, as long as donors agree 
to use the AdVISOry CommIttee approved gUIdelInes, fundIng formula and ment reVIew system 

In the fIrst stage, networks who want to partICIpate In the competItIOn should submIt pre­
proposals of 5-10 pages These will be judged by an regIOnal and InternatIOnal ad-hoc peer reVIew 
panel WInners of thIS round WIll be InvIted to submIt full proposals, also judged by the same 
ment reVIew panel 

In both the pre-proposal and fInal rounds of JudgIng, the ment reVIew panel WIll use the 
follOWIng cntena to judge, USIng SImple rankIngs for each (ExcellentlHIghest=4, Very 
Good/Hlgh=3, Average/Farr= 2, Poor/Weak/Low= 1) They WIll also be asked to provIde 
qualItative commentary and overall rankIngs Networks submIttIng proposals WIll receIve copIes 
of comments and rankmgs The non-weIghted cntena most often talked about pnor to thIS paper 
were 

strength of the argument that the commodIty sub-system represents sIgmfIcant economIC 
growth pOSSIbIlIties for the regIOn, 

lIkelIhood of useful technologIcal breakthroughs In the commodIty sub-system, 

use of a market sub-sector approach In defImng the network's agenda, 

degree of network contnbutIOn to rationalIzatIOn of the regIOnal research system, 

Input of non-tradItional partners In defimtIOn of research agenda or In technology transfer 
actIVIties, 
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human resource capacIty of the network's members and qualtty of the capacIty-Improvement 
activittes, 

degree to whIch the network uses performance standards and qualtty cntena to allocate project 
funds and small grant funds among network members, 

degree to whIch the network promotes technologIes that have a pOSItive Impact on the 
enVIronment and contnbute to sustamable natural resource use, 

logIC, clanty, coherence, and realIsm of work plan and logIcal framework, 

transparency of network governance and management and accountablhty to members 

Short-ltsted networks WIll be then mVIted to submIt full proposals wntten up as long-term 
four year strategIC plans These will be submItted to the competItion whIch mIght have the grant­
award package descnbed below 

4 2 Grant Award Packages 

The followmg are suggested as grant award packages These propose gradations of levels 
of support 

Base Support All wmners of the first-round of competitIon can expect to receIve fixed 
sums of a maXImum of X WhICh WIll cover the bare mlmmum of support to keep the network 
functIOrnng Base support mIght mclude salanes for one profeSSIOnal staff member and a part­
tIme admmistrative aSSIstant, the coordmator's commurncatIOn costs, one annual meetmg of 
relevant network goverrnng/plannmg bodieS, and one meetmg of acttve membershIp for every 
three years of fundmg, all at standardIZed per-dIem and travel costs, plus one annual trammg 
actiVIty ThIs base support of a maXImum of X for any network mcludes COmmItments to a fourth 
bndgmg year of support when a new round of proposals IS wntten Base support does not mclude 
funds for research projects or network-admirnstered small grants funds 

Support Levell At thIs level, base support WIll be topped up WIth a contnbutIOn to the 
network-admlillstered small grants or project fund m the amount of $1000 per year, per 
researcher-member of the network For example, If a network can legItImately claIm 30 members, 
m a three year proposal they would get a small grants or project fund of $90,000 Level One 
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fundIng wIll Include up to $30,000 a year to pay for the costs of non-tradItIonal partners In the 
network program of research and technology transfer ThIS level of support would be accorded 
to those networks whose final proposals are judged In competItIve ment reVIew as "weak, poor, 
below average, dISappOIntIng, or medIocre In companson WIth the others In the competItIOn" 

Support Level 2 At thIs level, base support WIll be topped up WIth a contnbutIOn to the 
network-adlllllllstered small grants fund In the amount of $3000 per researcher-member plus costs 
of network workshops, study VISItS, and courses, and commumcatIOn programs An addItIonal 
amount of up to $50,000 over three years would cover the costs Incurred by non-tradItIonal 
partners workIng WIth the network ThIS level of support would be accorded networks whose 
proposals are revIewed as "average, good, acceptable, slIghtly above average, etc" 

Support Level 3 At thIs level, base support wIll be topped up WIth a contnbution to the 
network-admimstered small grants fund In the amount of $10,000 per year, per researcher­
member, plus costs of network workshops, study VISItS, commumcatIon programs and trmmng 
courses ThIs level of support wIll also mclude up to $100,000 over the three years to defray costs 
of non-tradItIonal partners workmg WIth the network ThIS level of support would be accorded 
networks whose proposals are revIewed as "excellent, very good, consIderably above average, 
etc" 

43 Suggested Grant Parameters 

The folloWIng are suggested features of the grants and of the award process 

DuratIOn Three years, WIth an addItIonal one-year grant extensIon subject to acceptable 
techmcal and fmancIaI reportmg and an outSIde reVIew of network performance conducted at the 
end of year three 

ElIgibIlIty Any research network In the ASARECA regIOn specIalIzmg In agncultural or 
natural resource management technology development and transfer, regardless of structure or 
affilIatIOn WIth ASARECA 

SubmISSIon reqUIrements ElIgIble networks must announce theIr IntentIon to compete 
WIth a pre-proposal, whIch wIll be judged as descnbed above WInners of the first stage must then 
submIt comprehensIve strategIC plans that descnbe the entIre network's actIVIties and programs 
Plans must be structured so as to use the headmgs descnbed m thIS statement of gUIdelmes PartIal 
proposals for speCIfic network projects WIll not be consIdered mdependently of the overall network 
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program and strategIc plan It IS understood that networks may be solIcItmg funds from other '-. 
donors so all eXIstmg and expected sources of support should be noted m the budget statement 
Networks are free to add addItional elements to theIr plans not covered m these gUldelmes 
Proposals WrItten by external consultants wIll not be consIdered, although local techmcal 
assIstance m developmg data and revIewmg lIterature for parts of the proposal can be used 

DIsallowed fundmg No requests may be made for bUlldmgs, vehIcles, travel abroad, 
researcher salanes, or capItal eqUIpment not explIcItly needed for network research activIties 

Planmng grants All elIgible networks m the first round of the competitIOn may receive 
a plannmg grant of up to $5000 to hold workshops With their members and steermg committee and 
to hire locally avaIlable consultants to help them collect data, reVIew lIterature, and orgarnze 
argumentation for the parts of the proposals for whIch they lack competence withm the network 

CopIes of proposals Seven paper copIes of each proposal must be submItted, and a 
dIskette copy of the proposal must also be mcluded 

DeadlInes (Examples) The deadlIne for pre-proposals IS AprIl 1, 1998 MerIt reVIew 
WIll take place m mId-Apnl and results announced by Apnl 30 Second round proposals must be 
received by August 1, 1998 and applIcants may request local techmcal aSSIstance m developmg 
theIr proposals Ment reVIew WIll take place m September, 1998 Any reVISIOns suggested by 
the merIt panel must be done by October 31, 1998 Fmal fundmg deCISIons and levels wIll be 
announced by November 15, 1998 Contracts WIll be sent out by November 30 and first payments 
may be scheduled for Jan 1, 1999 

Proposal format gmdelmes Pre-proposals of a maXImum of 10 pages m length should 
use short answers to the questlOns/headmgs below Full proposals m the second round WIll follow 
the same structure, but more elaborate answers and explanatIOns wIll be expected Second-stage 
proposals can be a maXillmm of 40 pages m length, plus annexes and detaIled budgets accordmg 
to the format gIven 

Ment reVIew An InternatIOnal and regIOnal merIt reVIew panel of SIX experts from 
vanous fields and one ad-hoc InternatIOnal reVIewer WIth a speCIalIzatIOn In the particular field of 
the network WIll Judge each sectIOn of the proposal/strategIc plan as Excellent, Very Good, 
Average, or Poor Each reVIewer wIll make also qualItative comments on the proposals 
Networks WIll receIve summanes of the reVIews In both stages of the competition 
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4 4 Suggested OrgamzatIon of Proposals 

Brief Overview and IntroductIOn to the Network 

HIstory, SIze, OrgaruzatIOn, PartIcularItIes, goals, experIence 

The Economic Case for Research on the Commodity Sub-system 

Here, networks should make theIr best argument for the economIC nnportance of theIr 
commodIty sub-system accordIng to the admIttedly weak macro and mIcro-economIC data that IS 
avaIlable to them Examples of the questIOns they mIght ask themselves In preparIng thIS sectIon 
are What are the markets for the commodIty and Its sub-system? What kInd of trade takes place 
WIth It? what IS ItS relatIve economIC nnportance In the regIOn? What percentage of GDP does 
It represent In the regIOn? Does the commodIty sub-sector generate employment? What 
percentage of farmers In each country use the commodIty and how do they use It? What IS ItS 
economIC sIgmficance of the commodIty sub-system to farmers? What IS the economIC 
sIgmficance of It to consumers or entrepreneurs? Not all of these questions need be answered, and 
many other slmIlar questions mIght be addressed In framIng an argument Each network wIll have 
to make a dIfferent kInd of argument, taIlored to ItS own commodIty sub-system and the state of 
knowledge about It It IS the qualIty of the overall argument that matters, that IS, how well It 
convInces 

The LikelIhood and Location of Technological Breakthroughs 

Here each network should weave together a couple of related arguments FIrst, It should 
layout for the reader what technologIes they have that are "ready-to-go" for users and how they 
are gOIng to help that adoptIOn along They should also map the frontIers of theIr fields of 
endeavor and present arguments about the lIkelIhood of technologIcal breakthroughs In theIr 
commodIty sub-system Where In the system does the network see the best chances for 
breakthroughs? In makIng this case, networks should strIve to look also at off-farm uses of the 
commodIty And they should make educated estnnates as to how long It wIll take to make such 
breakthroughs How economIcally sIgmficant mIght such breakthroughs be? Who In the chent 
commumty mIght be most affected by such technologIcal breakthroughs and what makes the 
network belIeve the chent commumty IS likely to adopt the breakthrough technology? Best 
educated guesses on weak data about thIS may have to be made Note that non-commodIty 
networks can If necessary replace the Idea of "technologIcal" breakthrough WIth the Idea of a 
"polIcy" or "conceptual" breakthrough In WrItIng up theIr proposal 

40 



How the Network's Specific Research PrIOrIties and ActiVItIes Target Economic Gam and 
Most LIkely Breakthroughs 

Here networks should explam m detaIl theIr proposed research agenda and aCtiVIties, and 
what method was used to develop the research agenda ThIs forms the baSIS for them to make theIr 
best arguments under thIs headmg about how the network IS concentratmg, targetmg, and focusmg 
Its lImIted mtellectual resources on economIc gam, growth opportunIties, and the most lIkely areas 
of technologIcal breakthroughs m theIr commodIty sub-system 

Work plan and LogIcal Framework of Goal, ObjectIves and ActIVItIes 

Here the general network goal(s), speCific objectives and their correspondmg activIties 
should be summanzed, along WIth 1-3 mdicators of success per specIfic objective MIlestones of 
progress should be aVOided, rather what should be gIven are mdicators that would show that an 
objective has been attamed ReVIewers wIll be askmg questIOns such as IS the number of 
objectives realIstiC, given the time frame and human resources aVailable? Do the speCific 
objectives convmcmgly and realIstically contnbute to realIzatIOn of the network's general goal? 
Are the objectives clearly understood WIthout excessive debate over theIr meanmg, mterpretatIOn, 
or ImplIcatIOn? Is the network Itself clearly the most SUitable agency to realIze the objectives and 
correspondmg actiVIty? Does the network have the capaCIty to act on the stated objectives and 
long-term general goal? Do the actIVIties clearly correspondent to the ObjectIves? Do the 
mdicators make logIcal sense as markers of success of that objective? Who WIll collect the data 
necessary to keep track of the mdicators? Is It realIstIc to expect accurate data collectIOn of the 
proposed mdicators? Is the momtonng plan feaSIble? 

Regional Character and Value of the Network 

Here networks should explam several related pomts about how the network IS regIOnal m 
character FIrst, how does the research agenda descnbed fit mto ASARECA's regIOnal research 
pnontIes? What countnes are mvolved m the commodIty sub-system and are lIkely to be affected 
by the networks agenda? How exactly does the network contnbute to the elImmatIOn of regIOnal 
duplIcatIon of research? How does It help countrIes borrow technologIes and knowledge 
developed In other countnes? How IS regIOnal cooperatIon happenmg InSIde the network, 1 e 
how are the national mstitutIOns m each country shanng m the costs of the network and facIhtatmg 
ItS work, If at all? How exactly do the mternatlonal centers help the network, If at all? 
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How the Network FacIlItates CollaboratIOn WIth Non-tradItIonal Partners In Technology 
Development and Transfer 

Here networks need to make theIr best case on two related pomts The first IS how and 
where It facIlItates collaboratIOn m technology development and transfer WIth clIent groups and 
other new partners such as NGOs, pnvate sector researchers, farmer groups, rural entrepreneurs, 
urnversity-based researchers, farmer lobbIes, agn-busmess, etc How does the network promote 
methodologIes and protocols among ItS members to encourage such collaboratIOn? The second 
pomt IS how the network's agenda for technology development and transfer reflect the mput of 
these non-tradItIonal partners m the commodIty sub-system 

The Networks Human Resource CapaCIty 

Here networks should layout m detaIl - usmg tables - the human resource capacIty of the 
network and how that capacIty IS strengthened by network actIvIty m two areas tra1ll1ng and 
commUnICatIOn Examples of questIons that could be answered to prepare thIs sectIOn are as 
follows What IS the number and profile of the network's mdlvldual members? Of theIr 
lllStItutlonal members? What human resources can the network actually muster onto theIr agenda 
and goals? (The c v of the network coordmator should be attached) How exactly does the 
network mtend to mcrease the analytIcal skIlls and competence of ItS members m the proposed 
work plan? How exactly does the network Improve commurncatIon and the flow of mformatIOn 
among ItS members m the present work plan? 

How the Internal AllocatIon of Network Resources - Project Funds and/or Small Grant 
Funds - IS Based on Performance and QualIty 

Here networks should present an argument and explanatIOn as to how exactly theIr network 
makes sure that project funds and small grant funds are allocated to reward competence, hIgh 
standards of performance, and promote use of regIOnal comparative advantage In research 
Network gUIdelInes for the preparation of network research projects or applIcatIons for network 
admInIstered small grant funds should be annexed How these gUldelmes are dIstnbuted, how 
networks deCIde who gets funds and for what, should all be explaIned m detaIl DetaIls of network 
practIce WIth any kInd of ment reVIew should be submItted as well Any plans to Improve these 
practices should be descnbed 
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The Network's Orientation towards Sustamablhty of Natural Resources 

Here networks should make an argument about how theIr specIfIC agenda and activIties 
promote sustaInable farmIng systems and contrIbute to the healthy long-term management of 
natural resources 

Governance and AdmmlstratlOn of the Network 

Here, networks should prOVIde detaIled explanatIOns of how the network IS orgamzed and 
governed What kmd of task forces, steermg commIttees and govermng bodieS eXIst? Who 
decides what? Who IS on what cOlmmttee? How does someone or some InstitutIOn become a 
member of the network? Who decides pnont1es and how? How IS the coordinator chosen? How 
exactly does the network orgarnze finanCIal flows In the regIOn and conduct self-evaluation and 
sponsor external reVIews? It IS understood that networks have a vanety of structures and 
govermng mechamsms What WIll be Judged IS the clanty and transparency of the govermng and 
fInanCIal mechamsms and how networks are structured to be responsIve and accountable to both 
members and research clIents so that members have a strong sense of ownership 

Budget Request (evaluated With work plan and logical framework above) 

DetaIled budgets should be prOVIded as Illustrated m the next page Each lme Item should 
be numbered and a separate page of explanatory notes should be prOVIded These explanatory 
notes wIll gIve the finanCIal baSIS for calculatIng the amounts requested for each Item number 
should be provIded The reasonableness, detaIl, and realIsm of the budget WIll be revIewed as part 
of an assessment of the overall work plan and logIcal framework 

Annexes C V s of coordInators, member profiles, excerpts from external evaluatIons 
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- - ,. .. - ~ --- - - __ till -.., - - _ ... .. 
Suggested Format for Budget Presentatzon 

r - --- - -----, 
ITEM # ITEM DESCRIPTION YRI YR 2 YR3 TOTAL RELATIVE CONTRIBUTIONS 

I ICAR NARs DONORA DONORB TOTAL I 
REQUESTED --- -

1 COORDINATOR SALARY AND BENEFITS 

COORDINATORS OFFICE COSTS 

COORDINATOR'S TRAVEL COSTS 

2 NETWORK MEETINGS 

TYPE I MEETINGS 

TYPE 2 MEETINGS 

OTHER MEETINGS 

3 NETWORK COMMUNICATION AND TRAINING 

TRAINING ACTIVITY #1 

DHLlELECTRONIC MAIL COSTS 

PUBLICATIONS 

4 COST OF NETWORR MERIT/PEER REVIEW 

5 SMAIL GRANTS FUND 

6 PROJECT #1 

PROJECT #2 

PROJECT #3 

7 COST OF EVALUATION, END OF YR 3 

8 TOTAL 
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RESOURCES CONSULTED 

ASQC (Amencan SOcIety for QualIty) has a useful websIte at www asqc org TheIr program 
document "TransformatIOns to QualIty OrgarnzatIons Program DescnptIOn" and "Research for 
the Next Generation of QualIty" descnbes a competItive grants program partIally funded by the 
pnvate sector and outlInes eXIstIng work funded In preVIOUS competitions 

ASSOCiatIon for Strengthemng Agricultural Research m Eastern and Central Africa 
(ASARECA), "RegIonal Collaboration m Agncultural Research Development of a Long Term 
StrategIc Plan for RegIonal Agncultural Research In the Eastern and Central Afncan RegIon", 
September, 1997, Entebbe, Uganda 

BeattIe, Anthony "From Core Grants to Contracts for Performance Lessons from UK 
Expenence", September 3, 1997 Paper available from anthony beattIe@dfid gtnet gov uk ThIs 
IS a dISCUSSIon of how contractIng for research IS workIng In U K 

European ConumsslOn "EC-Funded Research and Technology Development An InsIght mto 
the Handlmg of Project Proposals and IntroductIon to Contract Negotiation" (Brussels, 1994) 
ThIS IS an explanatIon to the grantee commumty of how the EC orgamzes one partIcular 
competitIOn and why It takes so long 

Ford FoundatIOn "AchIeVIng Excellence, BUIldIng Trust Innovations In Amencan 
Government, An Awards Program" 1997, "Request for Proposals Urban PartnershIp Program" 

Foumo, Doug "Competitive Research Grant Systems" Agncultural Technology Notes Newsletter 
No 9, Agncultural Technology and SerVIces DIVISIon, The World Bank, February, 1995 

Grams Research and Development Corporation, AustralIa "InformatIOn Paper 1997-98" 
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InternatIOnal Development Research Centre (IDRC) Documents consulted from IDRC 
mc1ude 

1) Bernard, Anne "IDRC Networks An EthnographIc Perspective" September 1996, 

2) "EvaluatIOn of IDRC-Supported Projects at Sokone Umversity of Agnculture, Tanzarua" 
December 1987 IDRC-MR118eR, 

3) Terry Smutylo et al , "Ongms and AchIevements of the Navrongo Health Research Centre", 
September 1996, 

4) Mohan Munasmghe, "EvaluatIOn of the Economy and EnvIronment Program for SE ASIa, 
October 1996" , 

5) Abe Weisblat and Byrant Kearl's OccaSIOnal Paper for Wmrock (no date) "Bmldmg NatIOnal 
CapacIty m the SocIal SCIences InsIghts from Expenence m ASia" , 

6) C M Breem et al , "External EvaluatIOn of Ford FoundatIonlIDRC Phase 2 Grant 1991-1994 -
of Centre for ApplIed Social SCIences Umversity of ZImbabwe", 

7) Anne K Bernard, "The ConsortIUm Graduate School of the SocIal SCIences The Process of 
InstitutIOn Bmldmg" March 1992, 

8) Stephen Graham, "An EvaluatIOn of Grant Fundmg to the Research Programs of the Makalu­
Barun ConservatIOn Project of Eastern Nepal", 

9) MutIso and Nkmyangi "Small Research Grants Competition Draft EvaluatIOn Report", 

10) Damel Chudnovsky and LydIa Makhubu, "EvaluatIOn of the Afncan Technology PolIcy 
StudIes Network", August 1996, 

11) "Draft Fmal Report IITA/ESARRN End of Project RevIew" January 1992, 

12) Juan Antomo Morales, "Report on the EconomIC Research ConsortIUm, Peru, July 1993", 
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13) Uh Locher and Ron MCGIll, "Second and Fmal EvaluatIOn of the Mumcipal Development 
Program for Sub-Saharan AfrIca" June 1994, 

14) "CODESRIA EvaluatIOn Report" August 1985 

InternatIonal Potato Center (CIP) PosItIon announcement "Coordmator ASARECA 
Technology Transfer ProJect" and "Call for Proposals for the Transfer of Agncultural, LIvestock, 
and Post-Harvest TechnologIes" 1997, avaIlable from cip-nbo@cgnet com 

Internet Conferencmg TechnologIes The followmg websites have useful mformatIOn about the 
new technIques on the mtemet that are off-the-shelf and avaIlable for use m ment reVIew systems 
Note these technologIes go far beyond the usual on-hne commumty concept 

www nets cape com/netcenter/vo/mdex html 

www altavIsta software dIgItal com/forum/products/techvIew/mdex html 

www opentext com/bvelmk/otm _11_11 html 

www webflow com/products/mdex html 

Kelman, Arthur and SIvramIah Shantharam "Report of the World Bank Study on the Peer 
ReVIew Grant Program of the IndIan CouncIl of Agncultural Research," World Bank, 1995 

Leopold Center for Sustamable Agriculture, Iowa State Umverslty "GUIdelmes to Peer 
RevIewers", "InformatIOn for FY 1999 Competitive Grant Apphcants", "Pnonty TOPICS and 
Program ReVIew" 

Martmez, Juan Carlos "Consultant's Report A Proposal for a CompetItive Grants Fund for 
Agncultural Technology Development m MeXICO" July 26, 1995, Inter-Amencan Development 
Bank, Washmgton DC 

NatIOnal Research Councd Investmg m the NatIOnal Research ImtIatIve An Update of the 
COmpetitIve Grants Program m the U S Department of Agnculture NatIOnal Academy Press 
Washmgton DC, 1994 
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NatIOnal Research ImtIatlve (NRI) WebsIte address IS www reeusda gov/nn Documents 
consulted mc1ude NatIOnal Research Councd's report, "Investmg m Research A Proposal to 
Strengthen the Agncultural Food, and EnVIronmental system" (Washmgton DC, NatIOnal 
Academy Press, 1989), U S D A 's 1997 brochure "NatIOnal Research ImttatIve Competitive 
Grants Program", "NatIOnal Research ImtIatIve COmpetitIve Grants Program Annual Reports 
1995 and 1996, and "Program DescnptIOn FIscal Year 1998 and Grant ApplIcatIOn GUldelmes 
1998" Dr Sally Rockey, admmlstrator of the NRI IS a deep well of mformatIOn and expenence 
and when not overwhelmed WIth work IS more than wIllmg to share her extensIve knowledge (203-
401-5022) 

RegIonal Fund for AgrICUltural Technology (RF AT) A useful web SIte WIth several documents 
can be found at www regIOnalfund org Ruben Echevarna at the Inter-Amencan Bank m 
Washmgton made hImself avaIlable for questIOns and prOVIded a copy of the lengthy project 
proposal under dISCUSSIOn for a MeXIcan Agncultural Research Fund (ME-0192 of the Inter­
AmerIcan Bank) Documents speCIfic to the RFAT that I revIewed are "The RegIonal Fund 
for AgrIcultural Technology A Proposal to Consohdate the RegIOnal System for TechnologIcal 
InnovatIOn" (Washmgton DC Inter-Amencan Development Bank, March 1996) whIch prOVIdes 
a JustificatIOn for the fund's eXIstence, and the "Manual de OperacIOns" (Augosto, 1996) whIch 
gIves a good strategIC planmng overVIew WIth by-laws and grant gUldelmes 

Research Networks III East Africa Donors and network partICIpants made avaIlable to the 
author many confidential documents, not all of whIch had accurate dates or clear titles 
Workplans, program proposals, and strategIC plans consulted were "PRAPACE Annual Progress 
Report for 199617 and Proposal for 1997/8" July 1997, "East Afnca Root Crop Research 
Network TechnIcal and Approved Workplans 1998", "West and Central Afnca Collaborative 
MaIZe Research Network PrOject Proposals 1994, 1995, 1996 submItted by InternatIOnal Institute 
of TropIcal Agnculture", "DISCUSSIon Paper for ECAPAPA Stakeholder's Meetmg 
EstablIshment of the Eastern and Central Afnca Program for Agncultural Pohcy AnalYSIS 
(ECAPAPA), 8-10 December m Entebbe, Uganda, "SADC/ICRISAT Work Plans 199617, 
Bulawayo, ZImbabwe", "ASARECA's RegIOnal Research Networks Fundmg documents and 
evaluatIOns mc1uded "USAID's Grant to Strengthen Agncultural Research Systems m Afnca 
through CollaboratIve Research Networks 1994", Robert Morns et al, "Draft Report An 
EvaluatIOn of RegIonal Research Networks for Cassava, Beans, Agroforestry, Potatoes, and Sweet 
Potatoes" USAID, Afnca Bureau, Washmgton DC, November 1996, James Sentz, "Draft 
Report Assessment of Program Impact AnalYSIS of Afncan Research Networks" prepared for 
USAID AFS/IARC Washmgton, DC, September 1995, "AFRENA Response to EvaluatIOn of 
Networks" and "EARNNET Reaction to Draft EvaluatIOn Report" The author also drew upon 
her own expenence m West AfrIca whIle WIth IDRC, dunng WhICh tIme she particIpated m 
fundmg negotiatIOns, evaluatIOns, and start-up operations of many agncultural research networks 
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Rockefeller FoundatIon "Forum on Agncultural Resource Husbandry Call for Proposals, 
Proposal GUIdelInes, Program DescnptIOn 1997-8" avaIlable from bpatel@uruma wn apc org, 
Jane Hughes, "Program EvaluatIOn at the Rockefeller FoundatIOn An OvervIew, December 

1990", DavId Bell and Byran Harnson, "An EvaluatIOn of the Rockefeller FoundatIOn RIce 
BIotechnology Program" October 1993, and MIchael Watts "CapacIty through COmpetItIOn An 
EvaluatIon of the Afncan DIssertatIOn InternshIp Program, Apnl 1993" 

U S NatIonal SCIence FoundatIon (NSF) As an mdependent federal agency It runs what may 
be will one of the largest competItIve grants systems for research m the world Fundmg IS 
provided for an tmmense array of subjects and not all fundmg IS for fundamental or theoretIcal 
work TheIr websIte at www nsf org Includes an excellent search engIne Documents can be 
preVIewed, downloaded, and ordered on lme An IntroductIOn and revIew can be found WIth theIr 
"GUIde to Programs FIscal Year 1997 A CompIlatIon of NSF FundIng OpporturutIes" Useful 
as well IS the "Grant ApplIcatIOn KIt, 1997 " 

US Department of AgrIculture, lbgher EducatIon Programs "1890 InstItutIon Teachmg and 
Research CapacIty BuddIng Program Announcement and Proposal GUIdelInes and Grant Cntena 
1997" and "Interagency Program Announcement 1994 DOE/NSF/USDA JOInt Program on 
CollaboratIve Research In Plant BIOlogy" whIch descnbes a program that financed research 
networks on a competItIve baSIS 

U S Government Accountmg Office (GAO) GAO has a useful webSIte WIth a good search 
engIne (www gao gov) Documents can be ordered on-hne Several of theIr pubhcatIOns proVIde 
guIdance on the management of competItIve grant makIng "Peer ReVIew Reforms Needed to 
Ensure FaIrness In Federal Agency Grant SelectIOn" June 1995 GAO/PEMD-94-1 provIde an 
excellent lIterature revIew and bIblIography on peer revIew as well as detaIled compansons of 
practIces In federal agencIes "GAO/RCED-94-95 "NatIOnal SCIence FoundatIOn Better Use of 
EXlstmg Resources Could Improve Program AdmlrustratIOn, 1995" prOVIdes detaIled dISCUSSIon 
of staff productIVIty and work load In grant management Also a good dISCUSSIOn of how peer 
revIew has emerged hlstoncally can be found m GAO/RECE-87-87FS "InformatIOn on the Role 
of Peer ReVIew at NSF and NIH" 

Uffen, Robert "Consultancy Report to Ecuador Agncultural SerVIces Project PreparatIon for 
the CompetItIve Research Grants Component" November 1995 ThIS IS a very ruce report 
coverIng the baSICS 
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West, D W "Competitive Grants System of Fundmg to Support Agncultural Research m 
Palastan," Paper produced for the Palastan Agncultural Research CouncIl by Huntmg Techmcal 
SerVIces UK, May 1996 ThIs IS a very mce OverVIeW of how to set up a competitive grants 
system wIth applIcatIOns for PakIstan It mcludes some useful suggested forms that an 
mexpenenced grant management umt mIght use as they learn the basIcs of grant admlmstratIOn 
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