Annex A1

MYAP Proposal Evaluation Criteria
Country:

CS Applicants for this Country:  




TEC members:
Date:

Proposal Review
There are five categories of overall proposal review criteria, described below against which proposals will be evaluated. The maximum number of points given to each category in the total score is as follows.  Each TEC members scores the proposal independently. During the TEC review meeting, members discuss their scores and revise their scores as appropriate to reach a consensus and/or average score for each criterion.  The TEC memo will contain the final score for each proposal plus a brief narrative description of the strengths and weaknesses of each of the four criteria for every proposal.
	Evaluation Criteria
	Maximum Possible Points

	Technical Merit
	50

	Implementation, Management, and Logistics
	20

	Past Performance
	15

	Cost Effectiveness and Cost Realism
	10

	Level of Direct Distribution
	5

	Total Possible Points
	100


Descriptions of the Evaluation Criteria
Technical Merit
The technical merits of the proposal will be evaluated based the following:

· program’s design (i.e., objectives and intermediate results) and critical assumptions
· technical soundness of sectoral interventions 

· program’s monitoring and evaluation plan, including required and other needed indicators (annual and impact), targets, plans for annual, baseline and final evaluation data collection, and a description of how M&E data will be used to improve program activities.

· discussion of the causes and prevalence of food insecurity in the target areas and rationale for the target location and selection of beneficiaries

· treatment of gender issues that maximizes gender equity in the access to and control over resources and benefits 
· environmental management expertise and experience 
· program plan to ensure the sustainability of its activities and its plan for graduating beneficiaries and exiting at the end of the grant period 
· harmonization of ration size and content among program components and with plan for monitoring and responding to the onset of shocks in the program area

· identification of existing programs, alignment with Mission and FFP strategies, and description of how the program will partner with other funding sources (i.e. PEPFAR) or organizations.
Implementation, management and logistics

Aspects to be considered under this criterion include:

· detailed implementation plan (by month) for the first year and more general schedule for subsequent years

· staffing plan with descriptions of the number and type of staff and their roles and responsibilities and the CV for the chief of party (COP)
· comprehensive logistics plan for monetization including a justification of monetization, discussion of the local market factors and potential risks that may affect monetization, a description of the mechanics of the monetization and projected proceeds from sales

Past Performance

The applicant’s past performance will be evaluated based on existing evaluations and by contacting references both those listed in the application and others that might not be listed.  Aspects to be considered under this criterion include:
· how well an applicant performed
· instances of good performance
· instances of poor performance 

· significant achievements
· significant problems
· demonstrated expertise in food aid programming and in the technical sectors in which the applicant proposes to work 

Cost effectiveness and cost realism

The evaluation seeks to determine if the level of resources is appropriate for the number of beneficiaries and degree of change being proposed.  Aspects to be considered under this criterion include the justification for program costs: the necessity, reasonableness, and allocability of the costs reflected in the budget and their allowability under the applicable cost principles.  Reviewers may also evaluate whether the applicant’s proposal is consistent with its cost accounting practices, policies, and procedures including ensuring that the indirect cost rates are consistent with any Negotiated Indirect Cost Rate Agreements (NICRA). 
Level of Direct Distribution
The evaluation will examine the average level of direct distribution based on the total direct distribution tonnage as a percentage of total MYAP tonnage.  Scores will increase with higher levels of distribution:  0% to10%, 0 points; 11% to 20%, 1 point; 21% to 30%, 2 points; 31% to 40%, 3 points; 41% to 50%, 4 point; 51% and greater, 5 points. 
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