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MEKELLE UNIVERSITY 
MU-HU-NMBU INSTITUTIONAL COLLABORATION PHASE V 

PROJECT PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION INSTRUMENT FOR MEDIUM-SCALE 

PROJECT PROPOSALS 
 

The development (preparation) and evaluation (screening) of project proposals of ICP V, focusing on various 

activities and using different formats, will be carried out following the six stages as established in this 

instrument. This instrument will accompany the Call for Proposals. The Call for Proposals will accept proposals 

that work on the three initiatives: (a) Capacity Building, (b) Research and Dissemination, and (c) Policy inputs. 

Stage 1: Pre-Qualification Evaluation 

The Pre-Qualification Evaluation will be conducted to verify that researchers possess an institutional email, an 

ORCID ID, have completed their researcher profiles, as a requirement of the university, and other relevant criteria 

indicated in Table 1 below. This process ensures that all researchers are accurately identified and that their profiles 

are comprehensive and up-to-date. Failure to meet any one of the pre-qualification evaluation criteria will result in 

automatic rejection. 

Table 1: Pre-Qualification Evaluation Checklist 
 

  

 

 

Stage 2: Qualification Evaluation/ Good, Fair, Poor/ 

Qualification Evaluation (QE) will be employed in determining whether the proposals include important or 

required components to qualify for further evaluation. At this Stage, project proposals will be graded as ―Good 

(G=5), ―Fair (F=2.5), and ―Poor (P=1). Proposals that are graded as an average rating of ≥ 2.5 out of 5 will 

No Evaluation checklist Evaluation 

criteria/Point 

EQ 

Rate 

1 Applicants must be MU staff who advise and co-advise the research of ICPV in-

house PhD scholarship award recipient students.  

Pass/fail  

 a) The main advisor and the co-advisor/s must apply as a single team. Pass/fail  

 b) Advisors/co should submit a consent letter from an ICPV in-house PhD 

scholarship student. 

Pass/fail  

2 All members of the team must have the MU researcher Profile, including ORCID 

iD and MU institutional email.   

Pass/fail  

3 Should include at least one female MU staff researcher as a team member. Pass/fail  

4 Both the medium-scale research project theme and the PhD student's research 

should fall within the ICPV thematic area (food systems).  

Pass/fail  

5 Should present a clear plan to publish research results in peer-reviewed journals 

on an annual basis 

Pass/fail  

6 The research should be carried out in one of the two ICPV ―LIVING LABs‖, 

namely the ―Des’a-HaikMes’hal-Giba catchment‖ and the ―Guguf-Tsige’a 

catchment in Raya-Azebo‖. 

Pass/fail   
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pass to the next step; proposals that are graded as an average rating of < 2.5 out of 5 will fail. The 3 ICPV 

initiatives are: Initiative 1: Human and institutional capacity building in MU and the stakeholders. 

                     Initiative 2: Research, Dissemination, and Community Engagement. 

                     Initiative 3: Linking Research, Policy, and Practices in the Ethiopian Food Systems. 

Table 2: Qualification Evaluation Checklist 
 

SN Evaluation Checklist Evaluation Criteria/Point QE  Points 

out of 5 

7 Title Clarity and definitiveness   

  8 Thematic Focus on Food Systems Clarity and definitiveness   

9 Sub-thematic Focuses Clarity and definitiveness   

10 Type of the Project Proposal    

 ▪ Includes activities from 1 or 2, or all 3 initiatives Well rationalized   

11 General Objective Clarity and alignment   

12 Specific Objectives Clarity and alignment   

 Average rating out of 5 (30/6=5)    

Stage 3: Deliverable Evaluation 

Deliverable Evaluation (DE) will be used to establish whether or not the proposals have clearly indicated the 

results they are planning to achieve. A proposal is expected to indicate at least one deliverable or result in line 

with the thematic areas of the ICP V, in particular, or the Food System, in general. Project proposals will be 

rated as ―Yes‖ OR ―No‖ for each item under serial number 13 (Table 3). Project proposals with at least one 

―Yes‖ will be allowed to pass for further evaluation, while those proposals with all ―No‖ will be dropped. 

Table 3: Deliverable Evaluation Checklist 
 

SN Evaluation Checklist Evaluation Criteria/Point DE Rate 

13 Deliverables (At Least 1 Result of the 

Program) 

(Put ―Yes‖ and ―Quantity‖)  

13.1 Human Resources (F/M)   

 ▪ Graduated PhD Candidates Yes; ≥ 1 PhD candidates 
 

 ▪ Graduated Master’s Students Yes; ≥ 1 MSc/MA students  

13.2 Completed Undergoing/Research Projects   

 ▪ Undergoing/Completed Medium-Scale 

Research 
Yes; ≥ 1 Research Projects  

 ▪ Undergoing/Completed Small-Scale Research Yes; ≥ 1 Research Projects 
 

13.3 Completed Publications   

 ▪ Written Book (On Themes) Yes; ≥ 1 Books 
 

 ▪ Published Journal Issues Yes; ≥ 1 Journal issues 
 

 ▪ Published Journal Articles Yes; ≥ 1 Journal articles 
 

 ▪ Published and Shared Book of Abstracts Yes; ≥ 1 Book of abstracts 
 

 ▪ Published and Shared Extension (Working) 

Manuals 
Yes; ≥ 1 Extension manuals 

 

 ▪ Published and Shared Policy Briefs Yes; ≥ 1 Policy briefs 
 

 ▪ Published and Shared Proceedings (of Events) Yes; ≥ 1 Proceedings 
 

13.4 K&T Development   

 ▪ Developed K&T Products Yes; ≥ 1 Developed K&Ts 
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 ▪ Popularized K&T Products Yes; ≥ 1 Popularized K&Ts 
 

 ▪ Disseminated K&T Products Yes; ≥ 1 Disseminated K&Ts 
 

 ▪ Treated Watersheds Yes; ≥ 1 Treated watershed 
 

 ▪ Rehabilitated Environments Yes; ≥ 1 Rehabilitated env’ts 
 

Stage 4: Feasibility Evaluation 

Feasibility Evaluation (FE) shall be used to determine whether or not the proposals developed and submitted by 

a faculty member or a team of faculty members are feasible. A project proposal is expected to be achievable 

within the allotted time. Profile of the project leader, clarity of the division of duties among project team 

members, and the adequacy of resources will be evaluated to establish the feasibility of the proposed projects. 

Project proposals will be rated as‖ Yes‖ or‖ No‖ for each item under S.No 14. Project proposals that scored 

50% or above ―Yes‖ in every one of the 4 categories (14.1,14.2,14.3, and 14.4) in Table 4 will progress for 

further evaluation, while those scored with less than 50%‖ Yes‖ in any one of the 4 categories in Table 4 will be 

dropped.  

Table 4: Feasibility Evaluation Checklist. 
 

SN Evaluation Checklist Evaluation Criteria/Point FE Rate 

10 Project Feasibility   

14.1 Profile of Project Leader (a.k.a. PI)   

 ▪ Experience in Managing Teamwork/Offices Has some experience  

 ▪ Experience in Projects on any Scale Has some experience  

14.2 Assignments of Duties of Members   

 ▪ Action Plans and Deliverables Well established  

 ▪ Team Members vs. Assignments (role)  Well established  

14.3 Project Feasibility vis-à-vis Resources   

 ▪ Feasibility in terms of Available Time It is feasible  

 ▪ Feasibility in terms of Available Funding It is feasible  

 ▪ Feasibility in Terms of Available Inputs It is feasible  

Stage 5: Appraisal Process (a) 

Appraisal Process (AP) aims to select the best proposals for funding. The AP shall be a two-step process (a and 

b) – Screening (80%) and oral defense (20%). The Screening process allows the progress of proposals that 

scored the minimum points in each of the appraisal criteria without exception. The oral defense, on the other 

hand, complements the overall result of the project. Based on their cumulative scores, project proposals scored 

45 and above out of 100 will proceed for funding (enter into a contractual agreement). Project proposals that 

failed to score 45 will be dropped. In other words, project proposals that failed to score a minimum of 45 points 

out of 100 shall be dropped as ―unqualified‖. 

Table 5: Appraisal Process Checklist (a) 
 

SN Evaluation Checklist Evaluation Criteria/Point Minimum 

12.0 Appraisal Process   

12.1 How: Methods of Implementation 60 (≥30) ≥ 30.0 

 ▪ Research (Project) Materials and Methods 40 ≥ 20.0 

 ▪ Planned Actions and Deliverables 5 ≥ 2.5 

 ▪ Gender Inclusion 5 ≥ 2.5 
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 ▪ Clarity and Eloquence of Writing 5 ≥ 2.5 

 ▪ Organization and Division of Tasks 5 ≥ 2.5 

12.2 Who: Profiles of Implementation Team 40 (≥0) ≥ 0.00 

 (a) Teaching and Advising Experience of PI and/or Co-PI 10 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Undergraduate Teaching or Assisting 5 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Graduate Teaching or Assisting 2 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ MSc Student Advising/Co- 2 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ PhD Candidate Advising/Co- 1 ≥ 0.00 

 (b) Research/Advising vs. Publications of PI and/or Co-PI 20 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Research Projects-Publications 10 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Master’s Advising/Co--Publications 5 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ PhD Advising/Co-Publications 2 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Community Service-Publications 1 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Technology Transfer-Publications 1 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Tech Development-Prototypes 1 ≥ 0.00 

 (c) Participation in MU Affairs of PI and/or Co-PI 5 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ University Units Mgt/Leadership 2 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ University Project/Program Mgt 1 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Standing Committee Participation 1 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Ad Hoc Committee Participation 1 ≥ 0.00 

 (d) Participation in Community Service of PI and/or Co-PI 5 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Community Service vs. Roles 3 ≥ 0.00 

 ▪ Community Service vs. Results 2 ≥ 0.00 

 
Total to be converted to 80% 100 

 

 

Stage 6: Appraisal process (b): Evaluation criteria for public oral defense for research proposals (as in the MU 

guideline). 

This appraisal process aims to carry out evaluations of the various project proposals using the relevant 

university oral defense evaluation instrument.  

Table 6: Appraisal process (b): Evaluation criteria for public oral defense for research proposals (as in the MU 

guideline). 
 

No Criteria Mark % 

1 Explanation  15 

 Articulation of the problem  5 

 Explanation of the methodology to find the solution  5 
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 Confidence  5 

2 Effort and devotion  10 

 Overall soundness and relevance of the project 7 

 Reflected commitment  3 

3 Technical competence  15 

 Understanding local dimensions/context 7 

 Responses to questions  8 

4 Presentation  10 

 Presentation style  3 

 Time management  2 

 Language proficiency  5 

 Total to be converted to 20% 50 

 

Remark: Female PI applicants will receive an additional 5% of their score out of 100% in order to 

encourage them to apply. 

 

//Instrument Ends Here// 


