South Asia Technical Review Panel 

Kathmandu meeting, June 2005

Reports from South Asian Country Review Panels / County Steering Committees
	
	Bangladesh
	India
	Nepal
	Pakistan
	Sri Lanka

	How was information distributed about the grants?
	A letter from the country steering committee went out to the 165 NGOs and CBOs who are members of the national STD/AIDS organization. The organisations were sent the full information package about the call for submission and funding guidelines.  
	The country steering committee publicized the Collaborative Fund using the South Asian documents through national e-groups – SAATHI and AIDS-India. SAATHI has 20,000 subscribers and AIDS-India has a large mailing list so the information was distributed far and wide.
	There is not national e-mail list for HIV/AIDS organisations in Nepal, so the information was sent by e-mail individually to PLWHA and care and support groups. A minimum of 25 organisationss received information. They also put on information on the NAP+ website. Many NGOs attended the Nepal workshop and were aware that this funding process would take place
	To be confirmed but it is believed that the call for submissions was distributed by e-mail listservs to over 400 organisations. There was a proposal to place an ad in a newspaper but this was decided against. 
	Although 160 to 180 organisations participant in national AIDS meetings, Lanka Plus decided to only send information to five organisations that do hands-on care and support work. They gave information by e-mail, telephone and in person. They informed the National AIDS Coalition. 

	How many proposals received?
	97 asked for forms. 55 were sent printed copies, 42 were sent through e-mail. 52 proposals were received in all.
	69 were received but there were many more who were interested in the project. 
	10 proposals were received.
	Pervaiz brought 16 proposals from 15 organisations. 
	NEST sent an incomplete application. The Salvation Army proposal was not approved and sent by the time of the meeting. Lanka Plus and CDS submitted a joint proposal. 

	Total amount of recommended proposals?
	The Bangladesh team sent a list of 7 organisations for consideration
	The Indian shortlist was for 5 proposals
	Three proposals were recommended
	The Pakistan team sent a shortlist of ten proposals.
	Sri Lanka asked the TRP to take responsibility for selection.

	Who was on the Country Review Panel?
	All 4 members of the country review panel: Shale, Habiba, Muna and Nicholas.
	All 7 Indian members from the Indian steering committee, with assistance from INP+ for minute-taking. 
	3 members of the country review panel, Sunil, Anjan and Rajiv. Gita was sick and unable to attend. 
	5 on the committee of which two (Pervaiz and Shukria) are on the CRP. Additional members were recruited: Dr Saeed, Asher and James. 
	No CRP meeting took place

	When did the meeting take place? How many days?
	7 May, a full day meeting, at Bandhu Social Welfare
	26-27 May, in INP+ office in Chennai. Almost 2 full days. 
	15 May, a full 7-8 hour meeting. Blue Diamond Society office. 
	14 May, about 7 hours, at New Light Society office. 
	Some individual meetings took place between CRP members and interested organisations. 

	How were they rated? What kind of priorities were used?
	The CRP priorities emerging organisations first, then more established organisations with a treatment access focus and finally, PLWHA groups and networks that would need require assistance or needs assistance. They also noted groups that do not have national funding (PLWHA and MSM) 
Shale read out the proposals, translated the Bangla proposals, and shared comments. Each CRP member made individual comments on proposals. Shale and Habiba also reviewed eligibility, and made more comments.
	The CRP divided the 69 projects into five geographical zones, North, South, East and West, and PLHWA networks. Following the priorities set in Delhi, 40 proposals were rejected immediately because they didn’t fit criteria.
For the remaining 29 proposals they developed a scoring set – and each SC member gave an individual score.

They decided not to focus on the budget part too much when scoring and focus on strength of proposal. An average score of 1.5 for NGOs to be selected and 2 points or above for networks was needed to be decided.  They decided that this round they would give priority to PLWHA networks. 
	The priority focus was on treatment advocacy and education. 

The allocated up to a total of 60 points: organizational background (20 points), TOR and goals and objective (20 points) and projects (20 points). 

The top scoring proposals were selected
	Everyone read each proposal and then discussed them. The criteria was that the project title had to be related to treatment advocacy and education. Same priorities as recommended by RSC in Delhi. If budget needed review than the orgs got lower scores. They also looked for a new or innovative idea. They finally rated the proposals: 1 selected / 2 needed more info or revision / 3 rejected. 
Comments from individual members were sent to each proposal. They understood that they could submit up to 10 proposals
	Nigel and Munita read the applications and then went back to the organisations with comments. No ratings were given. 

	Did they ask for more information from proposals, or revisions?
	Revisions were not requested.
	Because representatives from each network were present at the meeting, they were asked directly to revise their budgets. The NGO was asked by e-mail to revise their budget. 
	One organization was asked to revise their workplan but was not selected. Other organisations were not asked for revisions. 
	3 were selected immediately, and 7 asked for revisions. There were problems and not everything that the panel asked for was communicated to the fundees. Some proposals said they were working with more than one organization but had no info on one of the orgs. Budget revisions were requested. The 2 PLWHA orgs were encouraged to submit good applications. 
	NEST was asked to correct the format. Alliance Lanka was asked questions about specific items. No revision was required for the Lanka Plus/CDS proposal.

	Conflict of Interest issues
	The CRP members did not  review proposals from their organisation. They are concerned about how it appears to have selected proposals from CRP members’ organisations.  
	RS members were restrained from voting on their own proposals. They had extreme concerns about the connection of members to networks. They required a higher scoring for network proposals because they found that network members were giving higher scores to networks.
	They worry about conflict of interest issues because the highest points awarded to proposals were to organisations represented on the selection committee.
	Dr. Saeed did not participate in discussions that pertained to this issue, but there were some conflict of interest considerations as groups represented on the CRP submitted proposals.
	As mentioned above.

	Translation issues
	Proposals came in English or Bangla – most came into English, one or two came in Bangla. If they were in English, Shale did translations for everyone. 
	All proposals were in English. During the meeting, translation was provided by other members of the Steering Committee. Only Noorie needed translation
	All organisations submitted proposals in English. 
	It was felt that even in proposals that had poor English, the project goal and aim could be considered. 
	All proposals were in English – Muni and Nigel helped Princey with language issues to consider the proposals.

	How many proposals recommended?
	7 are recommended  - all individuals
	7 proposals from PLWHA networks were selected and were whittled down to 4, 2 joint and 2 individuals.

5 proposals from NGOs were whittled down to 1, which is a joint project


	3 proposals, 1 joint, and 2 separate
	Out of 10 proposals, Dr Saeed thinks there are 7 worth consideration. 2 are joint proposals, and 8 are individual. 
	2 joint proposals and 2 individuals. No recommendations have been made. 

	Other Issues
	All proposals were individuals for 10,000, no joint proposals, no one submitted for 5,000. 
Only 2-3 orgs work with PLWHA, most work on HIV prevention and awareness with sex workers. There is also a lack of focus on MSM groups. 
There was some pressure on CRP members from other organisations to select their proposals. 

Some organisations also wanted to use the names of PLWHA orgs in their applications but do not work with them.
	Most projects went far beyond the budget guidelines.
One of the most beautiful meetings that they ever had among PLWHAs. High level of cooperation and collaboration. Flexibility. They recommended 5 proposals and there were several other strong proposals, that with some modifications, would fit the CF perfectly.

 However, they consider financial constraint a major problem. 
	While they wanted to focus on care and support groups, applications only came from three of them. These groups lack the capacity to write proposals. 
Many proposals were not related to treatment access or were just looking to do analysis (treatment gaps), or prevention work.
Overall, it was not a difficult process for them.
	A 2nd round of revisions and decision-making would have been useful in this case. There was enough time for a second meeting and it was felt that one round of discussions was not enough.
	Lanka Plus does not have the capacity to manage this process in country. They are 1.5 years old and while receiving UNDP funding, are struggling with so many other issues. 

It was stressed that the four organisations that work with care and support issues are overburdened with work.

On an individual basis, Nigel receives no income and has too many commitments to be able to do this work, even with offers of assistance from others such as UNDP. 


