Evaluation grid for NORHED Independent Review Committees 
The independent reviewers will assess the applications based on the assessment criteria set out in the call for proposals, including the relevance and quality of the project; partnership, capacity and competence; results framework, risks analysis and implementation plan; cross-cutting issues and sustainability strategy; and financial plan and cost effectiveness. 
The IRC is also asked to do an overall assessment and scoring of the project. The detailed scoring is indicative, but not conclusive, to the overall assessment and scoring. The IRC is also asked to give their recommendation to Norad whether a project should be considered for funding or not. Project proposals not recommended for funding (category 3) by the IRCs will not be assessed by other sections in Norad or by the Embassies. 
It must be noted that the marking process is no exact science, and that the individual marking in the end is always based on a certain degree of individual discretion applied by the reviewer.  

A scale of six levels of marks will be applied when filling in the evaluation grid. The marking scale is defined as follows: 

6 – Outstanding: Outstanding indication that the criteria is met. 

5 – Very good: A very good indication that the criteria is met. 
4 – Good: A good indication that the criteria is met. 
3 – Fairly good: A fairly good indication that the criteria is met. 
2 – Adequate: A weak, but adequate indication that the criteria is met. 
1 – Poor: Very low indication that the criteria is met. 
Only whole marks can be applied, and there must be a written justification for the marking for each criteria in a completed evaluation grid. 

A completed Evaluation Grid shall be submitted to Norad, and will be shared with the applicant in communicating the result of their application. 

	SECTION 1: FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS, OVERALL ASSESSMENT AND OVERALL SCORE

	Project title: 
	Project number: 

	Name of Principal assessor: 

	Name of Second assessor 1: 
	Name of Second assessor 2: 

	Recommendations to Norad (please tick the relevant category)

	Category 1
	
	 Strong proposal that should be considered for funding 

	Category 2
	
	 Proposal with some strong elements, but will need substantial revisions for possible funding

	Category 3
	
	Proposal not recommended for funding

	Narrative, overall project assessment according to the NORHED objectives of capacity development for higher education and research, and the priorities specified for the particular call for proposal, including thematic relevance and geographic focus (minimum 200 words) :
	Overall score:

_________

	

	SECTION 2: EVALUATION OF PROPOSAL


	1. Relevance and quality of project

 (Section 1 of the application form under “Brief project description/Executive summary” and Section 3)
	Comments:
	Score:

	Project relevance to NORHED’s overall objectives  of capacity development for higher education and research in developing countries (refer to document “A Presentation of NORHED”)
	

	Project relevance to the specific NORHED call on education, with focus on quality improvement for primary and lower secondary education (see priorities specified in the call)
	

	Project relevance to needs of institution(s), policies and priorities at national and/or regional level, and possible linkages to other programmes and intitiatives.
	

	Assessment of educational components of the project
	

	Assessment of research components of the project 
	

	2. Partnership, competence and capacity

 (Section 2 of the application form)
	Comments:
	Score:

	Partnership: 

Partnership design including clarity of roles and responsibilities in terms of institutional capacity development objective, as well as relevance and competency of persons involved (Section 2 of application form) 
	

	Competence:

Relevance and competence of persons involved (Section 2 of application form and separate CVs)
	

	Partner assessment:

Assessment of the institutional capacity to coordinate and implement the project, including assessment of financial management and anti-corruption strategies (application form sections 6.1)
	

	3. Results framework, results achieved, risk analysis and implementation

(Section 4 of the application form)
	Comments:
	Score:

	Results:

Assessment of results framework, including clear and logical structure, with measurable and realistic targets. 
	

	Baseline:

Assessment of presentation of baseline
	

	Risk: Relevance and inclusiveness of assumptions and risks, including relevant and realistic mitigation strategies
	

	Implementation: Relevance and realism of implementation plan (section 5 in application form)
	

	4. Assessment of sustainability and cross-cutting issues             (Section 6 of application form)
	Comments:
	Score:

	Cross-cutting  issues:

Assessment of project’s integration of cross-cutting issues such as gender, human rights and environment. 
	

	Sustainability: 

Assessment of project’s sustainability strategy
	

	5. Financial plan 
(Section 7 of application form, and budget attachment)
	Comments:
	Score:

	Relevance and realism of financial plan and budget 
	

	Justification/explanation to the costing per main heading
	

	Cost effectiveness/ value for money
	


2

