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INSTRUCTIONS FOR APPLICANTS
1. General instructions for applicants 

1.1 Eligibility Criteria

[bookmark: _GoBack]The project leader and co-applicants must have a doctoral or an MSc degree. International research collaboration and industrial partners are welcome in the applications. Grants can however only be administered by universities, university colleges, research institutes or authorities with research undertakings. 
Please note that: 

· The application should contain a correctly completed application form, which includes the research programme, budget, CVs, publication lists, and other relevant documentation. 
· The total cost of the project should be included and specified in the application. 
· The applicant should state whether there are specific ethical aspects to be taken into consideration. 

Additions after the final date of application will not be considered. The research programme is restricted to 8 pages. 

The application must be written in English as international reviewers will be used in the evaluations. A short popular science description is also required in English. 

Applicants are advised to carefully read the “INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWERS” describing the evaluation criteria and scores used by the review panel. It should be especially noted that reviews are made solely on the information given in the application. Applicants are also strongly advised to place emphasis on structure and clarity in the application. 


1.2 Public access 

An application for research funding financed by Sida, and submitted to the Steering Committee is, according to Swedish law, an official document. Official documents will be made available to whoever requests to view them. However, scores used in individual assessments of applications by review panel members are part of the working documents of the review panel and are not considered Official documents. Decisions regarding awarded grants are published on the MEKARN website. 


1.3 Intellectual property and access issues 

When appropriate, the applicant must observe international agreements and contracts regulating access to, utilization of, and exchange of biological material for research purposes, as well as intellectual property. 


1.4 Ethical considerations 

The applicant should always state whether the project includes specific ethical aspects. If this is the case, the ethical issues in question and the way they will be treated in the context of the research should be described. This might pertain to research involving the utilization of, for example, experiments on animals. 


1.5 Gender aspects 

Applicants should always consider whether gender perspectives are relevant to the research questions in the project. If so, these aspects and the way they will be treated in the project should be described in the application. 

1.6 Popular science description 

A popular science description in English must be included in the application. If the project is granted funds, Sida and MEKARN have the right to use the popular science description for dissemination purposes. The popular science descriptions of granted projects are published on the MEKARN website. 

2. The application and review process

Call for applications for grants is announced at the MEKARN website
Deadline for submission of applications for grants
The Steering Committee processes the applications
Review panel members read and assess the applications
Review panel meeting
The Steering Committee decides on projects to fund 
Applicants receive decision and a written statement































Below, the grant that can be applied for in the open call is described. The evaluation criteria applied in the open call can be found in the “INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWERS”. It is allowed for a researcher to apply for project grants for one project as a project leader. The project leader can be co-applicant on additional applications in this call for research funding. It should be stated in the application, which other applications in this call for research funding that the researcher is involved in. 

2.1 Grants for research and development projects 

To be eligible to apply for grants for research and development projects the project leader must have a doctoral degree. Other persons who contribute to the implementation of the project, i.e., doctoral students, laboratory assistants and technicians, do not need to have doctoral degrees. Grants for research projects can only be administered by universities, university colleges, research institutes or authorities with research undertakings. 

The CVs and lists of publications for both the project leader and all co-applicants must be included in the application. Participating researchers may be unnamed; however the work assignments for all persons involved in the project must be included in the budget.

2.2 What to include in the applications 

The application must include the following parts: 

· Completed application form including an abstract and popular science description. 
· The research programme, which is restricted to 8 pages
· Budget. All costs applied for must be justified. 
· Brief CV:s for the project leader and co-applicants (maximum of 2 pages per person). Enclose each CV separately. 
· Publication list for the project leader and co-applicants for the last eight years. Enclose each publication list separately. 


2.2.1 Research programme 
 

The research programme is restricted to 8 pages and should comprise a complete description of the intended research. In the application form, the research programme should be described under the following headings:
 
· Specific objectives and aim of the proposed research project 
· Overview of the research area, including key references 
· Project description and a summary of the project's organization 
· A description of  method and performance 
· Plan for scientific deliverables 
· A description of the societal value of the research 
· Plan for communication with stakeholders/end users 
· A brief description of national and international collaborations that are relevant to the project 
· Affirmation that international agreements and rules will be complied with 
· Ethical considerations 
· Gender aspects 

Please note that applications will be evaluated according to the evaluation criteria described in the “INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWERS”. It is thus highly recommended to address these issues in the application. 


2.2.2 Budget 

The budget must cover all costs together with a brief motivation of each item. All amounts should be given in USD (US-dollars). 





2.2.3 CV 

CVs should be provided for the project leader and for all co-applicants. The CV should comprise a maximum of 2 pages per person. Note that the list of publications is presented separately. The following must be specified (if applicable): 

· Doctoral degree (year, discipline/scientific field, title of dissertation as well as supervisor) 
· Post-doctoral visits (year and placement) 
· Current post, duration of appointment and the amount of time for research in the post 
· Parental leave, etc. 
· Awards and special commissions 
· Persons who have completed their doctoral degree for whom the applicant has been the main supervisor (name and year) 
· Persons who have completed their doctoral degree for whom the applicant has been deputy supervisor (name and year) 
· Mentorship of post-doctoral fellows (name and year) 
· Experience of communicating results with stakeholders/end users 

2.2.4 List of Publications 

The project leader’s and the co-applicant’s publications over the last eight years should be set out in the list. The project leader’s and the co-applicant’s publications should be compiled in separate lists. Organize the publications under the following headings in chronological order: 

· Peer reviewed articles in international journals 
· Peer reviewed books, book chapters and conference proceedings with international coverage 
· Non peer-reviewed publications with international coverage 
· Articles in regional or national journals 
· Books and book chapters in the national language
· Reports in the national language
· Popular science articles/presentations 
· Personally developed and generally accessible computer programs 
· Presentations at conferences (the applicant should specifically note if she/he was invited as keynote speaker) 



3. Decisions 

Decisions are made by the Steering Committee based on the review panels’ recommendations. Decisions on grants are not subject to appeal. 

The project leaders of approved applications receive a decision notice by e-mail along with the review panel’s final written statement. The project leaders of declined applications receive an e-mail notice of the decision along with the panel’s final written statement. Decisions on approved applications are also published on the MEKARN website. 

3.1. Reasons for early rejection of an application 

Applications may be rejected due to formal errors and/or incompleteness in terms of required information in the application form or attachments. Reasons for rejecting an application due to formal errors are the following: 

· The applicant does not have a doctoral degree
Applications for projects clearly outside of the call for research funding will be rejected. 

The rejection of these types of applications can be decided before the Steering Committees’ final decision meeting. 

3.2 Applications granted funding 

Applicants granted funds must return the contract within three months of receiving notification of the decision. The contract must be signed by the head of department, or corresponding person, and the applicant. 

When grants for conferences and workshops have been awarded, it is expected that the organizer advertises the meeting in a suitable manner. Support from Sida should be duly acknowledged.

3.3 How to acknowledge a grant from Sida/MEKARN 

Publication of results from Sida-funded projects must clearly state that Sida and Mekarn has contributed funding. Research should be freely published and distributed. Due credit and recognition shall be given to Sida and Mekarn as a financier. 

4. Reporting of granted projects 

The main applicant for granted projects must submit a financial report and a scientific report by the date stated in the contract. The scientific report should include a description of the scientific achievements, as well as a popular science summary. 

The implementation time and the deadline for reporting projects are stated in the contract. 








INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWERS 

1. Management of conflicts of interest 

Review panel members cannot have own applications evaluated by the panel neither as project leader nor as co-applicant. If a member wishes to apply for funding, the panel member will be replaced. A panel member must inform the steering committee about the intention to apply for funding as soon as possible, preferably two months prior to the closing date of the call. 

A fundamental requirement for work performed by review panels is impartiality. A conflict of interest is considered to exist in the following cases: 

• The issue concerns the member or someone close to the member, or if the outcome of the matter can be expected to entail particular benefit or damage for the member or anyone close to the member. 
• The member or someone close to the member is a deputy for or is active at the same university department or company as the applicant, or is a deputy for someone else who can be expected to receive particular benefit or damage from the outcome of the matter. 
• The member has an ongoing or recently concluded close collaboration with the applicant. Reasons for conflicts of interest may also exist if there is any particular circumstance that can affect confidence in a member’s impartiality in the matter. Examples might be friendship, enmity and economic dependency. 

Members of the review panel are obliged to ensure that conflicts of interest will not arise, and to declare on their own initiative if there are circumstances that might be considered to influence their standpoint. In the event of a conflict of interest, the member shall refrain from participating in the administration and assessment of the application in question, and shall leave the room when discussions regarding the application take place. During the panel meeting, minutes concerning conflicts of interest shall be kept.



2. Review panel 

Review panel members 

The members of the review panel are appointed by the steering committee. Supported by the secretariat, the chair is responsible for assessments being made in accordance with the general mandate, research strategy, rules concerning conflicts of interest, guidelines for application review, and what is otherwise good ethical practice. The vice chair supports the chair in her/his work and steps in when the chair is unable to lead efforts. 

2.1 Guidelines for the Composition of the Review panel 

• The review panel comprises a chair, a vice-chair and a suitable number of panel members for the call. By suitable is meant the number of panel members necessary to satisfy the competence requirements for the review of the applications submitted in response to the call. It is expected that five to seven panel members will be required
• The panel members have the mandate to evaluate both the scientific quality and the relevance to the focus area of the call. 
• The chair of the review panel is a researcher with broad subject knowledge, experience of working strategically and with insight into the value of the research for societal sustainable development. 
• A user of the research is appointed as vice-chair. The vice-chair should have broad knowledge of the issue of value to the user and benefit to sustainable development, as well as significant experience of working strategically. 
• The majority of panel members are active researchers who have been selected as members of the review panel primarily because of their competence to evaluate the scientific quality of the applications. If possible, some of the panel members should be active outside of Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam. Researchers should have broad subject knowledge and possess the ability to work strategically. 
• A minority of panel members are users in society who have been selected principally because of their competence to evaluate user value/societal benefit. 
• The users should have documented research experience, e.g. a PhD qualification, previous review experience or experience of strategically compiling knowledge. Users should have an overview of societal short-term and long-term knowledge requirements and have experience of working strategically. 
• The review panel as a whole should be able to evaluate applications within the panel’s entire subject area, and be able to evaluate basic research and needs-driven research, as well as user and societal values. The final decision regarding the composition of the review panels will not be made until applications have been received, to ensure that the panel possess the necessary expertise to evaluate the applications. When necessary, external reviews may be included as a supplement to a panel review. 
• The review panel should have an equal gender distribution with a minimum representation of 40 per cent of each gender. 


3. Guidelines for evaluation 

3.1 Evaluation of applications – general 

Funded research should be of high scientific quality and of relevance to the subject area. 

Applications are assessed with respect to the evaluation categories Scientific Quality and Societal Value. These categories include criteria for assessing the scientific quality of the applications, the competences of the applicants, and the relevance of the research for society. The criteria for scientific quality are always of utmost importance, while the criteria for societal value, under certain circumstances, can be given lower weighting in the overall grade. This is applicable for basic research, where it can be difficult or inappropriate to fulfil the criteria of societal value. The applicant must, in such cases, present clear arguments as to why the societal value criteria cannot be fulfilled. 

Applications should be assessed in an objective and impartial manner. Reviewers should observe the instructions and directions that the applicant has received for preparation of the application. 

3.2 Gender equality 

There shall be no discrimination due to gender in the processing of applications. When an applicant's scientific production is evaluated, only years in which research has actively taken place are considered, which means that time spent on parental leave, for example, will be disregarded.





3.3 Evaluation criteria 

3.3.1 Criteria of Scientific Quality 

Research question 

· Scientific significance of the aim 
· Originality, innovativeness and boldness of the aim, theories and/or hypotheses 
· Potential for scientifically significant outcomes 
· Aim in line with the call for applications

Clarifications: 
· Multi- and interdisciplinary approaches should be considered advantageous when appropriate to the research question 
· Gender perspectives, class, ethnicity or other social categories should be included when appropriate to the research question 

Method and performance 

· Feasibility and adequacy of scientific methods 
· Innovativeness and boldness of methodology 
· Concrete and realistic work plan 
· Concrete and realistic plan for scientific deliverables 
· Coordination of project and research group 
· Suitability of multi- and interdisciplinary approaches 
· Ethical considerations 

Clarifications: 
· Feasibility and adequacy of scientific approaches and methods should receive primary consideration 

Scientific competence

· Quality of scientific publications 
· Ability to carry out the project according to plan 
· Adequate experience of project management 
· National and international activities, including projects, networks, assignments, commissions of trust, and participating at or arranging workshops or conferences 
· Strength and competitiveness of the research team 

Clarifications: 
· Quality of scientific publications should be assessed taking into account the standards within each scientific field 
· When several researchers collaborate, assessment of scientific competence is made both of each researcher separately and of the research group collectively 
· For starting mobility grants, strength and competitiveness of the research environment should be assessed for the home university and the host university 



3.3.2 Criteria of Societal Value 

Societal value of research question 

· Research question addresses important societal issues and/or issues of importance for relevant sectors 
· Project may, in a short-term or long-term perspective, contribute to sustainable development 
· Awareness of stakeholder/end user needs when designing the project 
· Aim in line with the call for applications 

Clarifications: 
· Awareness of stakeholder/end user needs may comprise references to e.g. directives, environmental objectives and strategies, and discussions with relevant stakeholders/end users 

Communication with stakeholders/end users

· Description of relevant stakeholders/end users 
· Concrete and realistic plan for communicating results with relevant stakeholders/end users 
· Experience and ability to communicate research results with stakeholders/end users 

Clarifications: 
· Stakeholders/end users should be regarded in a wide sense as actors outside the scientific community who can benefit from research outcomes or facilitate future use in society 
· Communication with stakeholders/end users may take different forms and be on different time scales depending on the research question at hand 

It is important that each criterion is addressed in the application; reviews are made solely on the information given in the application. Applicants are also strongly advised to place emphasis on structure and clarity in the application.




3.4 Scoring
 
The scores (0-10) are intended to support review panel reviews and ranking, as well as to be a tool in the discussions and the final ranking of applications at the panel meeting. The scores (0-10) are not communicated to the applicant, i.e. they are part of the working documents of each panel. However, a summary grade (A, B or C) for each of the evaluation criteria is communicated to the applicants. 

Review panel members should strive to use the whole scale when scores are set for each of the five assessment criteria.

	Used as a summary grade for the five evaluation criteria and for the overall grade for applications discussed at the panel meeting. Communicated to the applicants.
	Scores used in individual assessments of applications by review panel members for each of the five evaluation criteria. Not communicated to applicants

	A
	Excellent/High
	10
	Outstanding

	
	
	8
	Excellent

	B
	Good/Medium
	6
	Very good

	
	
	5
	Good

	
	
	4
	Acceptable

	C
	Insufficient/Low
	2
	Poor

	
	
	0
	Insufficient




It should be noted that the five criteria may have different weightings compared to the overall grade. Thus, the overall grade should not be an “average” of the scores for the five criteria. The criteria for scientific quality are always of utmost importance, while the criteria for societal value, under certain circumstances, can be given lower weighting compared to the overall grade. This is applicable for basic research, where it can be difficult or inappropriate to fulfil the criteria of societal value. The applicant must, in such cases, present clear arguments as to why the societal value criteria cannot be fulfilled.





3.5 The evaluation procedure – in practice 

Indication of competence and conflicts of interest 

Before the evaluation of applications begins, all panel members should, for all applications declare his/her competence to review each application and any conflicts of interest. 

The competence to review applications is indicated on three levels: 

3 = higher competence 
2 = medium competence 
1 = lower competence 

Designation of reviewers to each application 

The steering committee will designate principal reviewers for each application. The principal reviewers should be the panel members with the highest competence to review the application at hand. Each application should be reviewed by at least four reviewers. 

One of the principal reviewers is assigned by the steering committee to be the rapporteur. The rapporteur is responsible for compiling the final written statement of the panel (to be sent to the project leader) and also for giving a brief description of the application at the panel meeting. 

In addition to the above stated, all review panel members are expected to have acquired a good overview of all applications prior to the panel meeting.  

External reviewers 

In cases where all panel members have indicated low competence to review an application, or if such an assessment is required for other reasons (for example conflicts of interest) external reviewers are used. The proposal is still reviewed by members of the review panel, but the external reviewers’ assessment(s) should be used as a guide. No scores are given in an external review, only a written assessment. The principles for conflicts of interest also apply to external reviewers.

The evaluation procedure  

The reviewer reads their assigned applications and gives scores (0-10) on the five evaluation criteria (both for scientific quality and societal value) and provides brief comments on the strengths and weaknesses of each application. The comments are mandatory and are used to facilitate the discussion at the panel meeting and to help the rapporteur to compile the final written statement. The scores and comments at this stage are the panel’s working material and will not be communicated to the applicant. 

Ranking of all applications in five priority groups 

After review and scoring is made for all applications, the reviewers rank their assigned applications and distribute them into five equally large priority groups. The aim of the ranking is twofold. First, it enables the reviewers to weigh together the scores given for each evaluation criteria into an overall evaluation of the application. Second, the ranking is intended to standardize the reviewers’ different use of the scoring scale. In order to achieve this standardization, each priority group must contain 20 per cent of the reviewer’s assigned applications. Priority group 1 (20%) containing the applications with the best ranking, priority group 2 (20%) containing the applications with the second best ranking, etc., down to the applications with the poorest rank in priority group 5 (20%). 

The process of ranking the applications in the review panel

For each application, the priority group numbers (one from each of the four reviewers) are added and multiplied, thus creating a sum and a product (see the table below). All applications are then sorted according to the sum and the product, from low to high the best ranked applications are those with low sums and products. The table below illustrates how the procedure works.


	Priority group by reviewer 1
	Priority group by reviewer 2
	Priority group by reviewer 3
	Priority group by reviewer 4
	Sum of priorities
	Product of priorities

	1
	1
	2
	1
	5
	2

	1
	1
	1
	3
	6
	3

	2
	1
	1
	2
	6
	4

	2
	2
	2
	1
	7
	8

	3
	3
	1
	2
	9
	18

	1
	2
	5
	3
	11
	30

	4
	3
	3
	2
	12
	72

	3
	4
	2
	4
	13
	96

	3
	5
	4
	3
	15
	180

	5
	4
	2
	5
	16
	200

	4
	3
	5
	4
	16
	240

	5
	5
	4
	5
	19
	500



The table shows an example on how applications are ranked.


The panel meeting 

The panel meets in order to determine the final ranking of the applications. During the meeting, each application will be briefly presented by its rapporteur. Scores and comments given by the panel members are used as a starting-point for the discussion that follows. Panel members may change scores and comments based on the panel meeting discussions if necessary.

The final ranking of the applications will be made at the panel meeting. The panel should assess whether the budget is reasonable and if the applied funding corresponds to the activities described in the research plan. The panel may also decide on budget revisions. At the panel meeting the applications are eventually given overall grades (A, B or C).



Final written statement 

All project leaders receive a final written statement as feedback from the review panel. Feedback is intended to summarize the review of the application by the panel. The final written statement includes three parts: 

· A summary grade (A, B or C) for each of the five evaluation criteria:

· Research question
· Method and performance
· Scientific competence
· Societal value of research question
· Communication with stakeholders/end users
 
· Brief written comments (max 850 characters)
 
· An overall grade for the entire application. Applications will receive the overall grade A (excellent application), B (good application) or C (weak application). 

The final written statement should reflect the discussion at the panel meeting and should take into consideration the opinion of the whole panel. The assigned rapporteur for each application is responsible for compiling the final written statement, which the other reviewers approve at the panel meeting or by electronic means.

The final written statement must be written so that the project leader can benefit from the evaluation in future applications. I.e. the written statement should clearly state how the application could be improved with respect to both the evaluation criteria, and the structure and clarity of the application. 


INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDELINES FOR THE STEERING COMMITTEE 

1. Management of conflicts of interest 

A fundamental requirement for work performed by the steering committee is impartiality. A conflict of interest is considered to exist in the following cases: 

• The issue concerns the member or someone close to the member, or if the outcome of the matter can be expected to entail particular benefit or damage for the member or anyone close to the member. 
• The member or someone close to the member is a deputy for or is active at the same university department or company as the applicant, or is a deputy for someone else who can be expected to receive particular benefit or damage from the outcome of the matter.
• The member has an ongoing or recently concluded close collaboration with the applicant. Reasons for conflicts of interest may also exist if there is any particular circumstance that can affect confidence in a member’s impartiality in the matter. Examples might be friendship, enmity and economic dependency. 

Members of the steering committee are obliged to ensure that conflicts of interest will not arise, and to declare on their own initiative if there are circumstances that might be considered to influence their standpoint. In the event of a conflict of interest, the member shall refrain from participating in decisions regarding the application in question, and shall leave the room when discussions regarding the application take place. During committee meetings, minutes concerning conflicts of interest shall be kept.


2. The mandate of the Steering Committee 

The Steering Committee makes the final decision on which proposed projects are awarded grants. The Steering Committee also decides on the size of awarded grants. The decisions are final and not subject to appeal. 

The Steering Committee is responsible for setting up a contract with the university, university college, research institute or authority with research undertakings, that the main applicant is affiliated with. The contract regulates the beneficiary of the funding, the amount of funding, the time period during which the funding can be used, and the terms for financial and scientific reporting.


3. The decision process
 
The decision on awarding of grants takes its start in the recommendations by the review panel, and is based on the ranking of applications. The final decision must however fulfill additional conditions that are listed below. 

Before a final decision is taken on which proposed projects are awarded grants, the Steering Committee has the responsibility to assure that:


· The gender distribution among main applicants for the proposed projects does not deviate from 45-55%. 

· In equal assessments, precedence will be given to the under-represented gender.

· Among the proposed projects, the distribution with respect to country where the project will be performed is in accordance with the priorities given in the call. 

· The total sum of funding for the proposed projects does not exceed available funds.

4. Notice of decision and written statement

When the Steering Committee has made the decision of approved projects, each main applicant, approved or not, will receive a decision notice together with the review panels’ written statement. 

The Steering Committee is responsible for assessing that the final written statements are in accordance with the criteria given in the instructions to the reviewers. If the final written assessment does not fulfill these criteria, the Steering Committee should address the responsible reviewer with a request to supplement the final written statement according to the instructions.
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