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Frequently Asked Questions

Call for Proposals: Programme Synthesis (Academic and Impact
Contributions): Strategic Partnership on Agriculture and Food
Systems for Nutrition in LMICs

Questions submitted to the GRTD Research Commissioning Centre have been collated and
categorised as follows for ease of navigation:

Eligibility

Scope and Delivery

Methods

Ethics and Equity

Budget and Value for Money

Institutional and Partnership Considerations
Timeline and Processes

Additional Guidance and Support

Eligibility
1. Can organisations or individuals outside of the UK apply or co-apply?

Non-UK organisations may apply for this award either as the lead applicant or as a
downstream partner. While individuals may lead and submit an application, any resulting
contract must be entered into with an organisation. The organisation must be eligible to
receive RCC funding and be able to successfully complete the required due diligence
process.

2. Does the Principal Investigator need to be based in the UK, or can the Pl be based in any
country? Are there any restrictions on the location of the lead organisation?

There are no geographical restrictions for either the PI or the lead organisation. Either can
be based anywhere in the world, so long as they and their organisation and country of
registration are not excluded from receiving funding from the UK government.
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3. Can | submit more than one application?

We request that organisations submit only one application for this call (or one each for this
and its sister call (Rapid Evidence Review)

4. Can an organisation be a partner in two or more different consortia submitting separate
proposals for the same call? For example, if Organisation A partners with Organisation B
on one proposal, is Organisation A also permitted to partner with Organisation C on a
separate, competing proposal for the same call?

We request that lead organisations only submit one application for each call. However,
there is no similar restriction applied to downstream partners.

5. The call states that legally registered organisations are eligible, and that applications from
individuals are not. Are there any additional eligibility requirements (e.g., minimum years of
experience, previous track record, financial turnover, etc.) that applicants should be aware
of?

Beyond the requirement that applicants must be legally registered organisations (either
applying individually or as part of a consortium), the call does not specify formal eligibility
thresholds such as years of experience, financial turnover or organisational age.
Applications from individuals unaffiliated with an organisation are not eligible. However,
applicants should be aware that proposals will be assessed against several capability and
quality criteria.

In addition, all applicants will be subject to the GRTD RCC and FCDO selection and due-
diligence processes, and proposals will be evaluated on criteria including methodological
rigour, team composition, ethics and inclusion, financial feasibility/value for money, and
research uptake and dissemination plans.

6. Is it mandatory to form a partnership or consortium for this application or can single
organisations apply?

We accept applications from single organisations and from lead organisations with
downstream partners. The application is assessed on the strength of the proposal against
the listed criteria.

7. We are a sub-grantee under one of the 41 grants covered by this programme. We
understand the application process requires declaring any conflicts of interest and would
appreciate your guidance on whether this prior/ongoing grant relationship affects our
eligibility to apply for this call.

Being a sub-grantee under one of the grants covered by the programme does not
automatically make an organisation ineligible. Applicants should declare any actual,
potential or perceived conflicts of interest clearly in their application. The assessment will
consider whether any conflict can be appropriately managed, including through transparent
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roles, safeguards and separation between evidence generation and review activities where
relevant.

Our understanding is that the proposal is not subject to a page limit. Section 10 of the
Request for Proposals (RFP) (Academic and Impact Contributions Opportunity) specifies a
CV page limit but does not mention a limit for the proposal itself. Do you have a
recommended page length?

All submissions must be completed and submitted through the SmartSimple system. While
there is no overall page limit specified for the proposal, the application form includes open-
ended questions with maximum word counts indicated. Applicants should use those word
limits as the primary guide when preparing their responses. The CV page limit outlined in
Section 10 applies specifically to CVs.

Scope and Delivery

9.

10.

11.

Scope: Does "agriculture and food systems for nutrition" include fisheries, aquaculture and
livestock systems, or is the focus primarily crop agriculture and value chains?

Yes, the definition extends to aquaculture and livestock systems, as much as this is present
in the thematic coverage of the 41 grants that the applicant will be synthesising.

What access will be provided to grant-level material and grantee contacts? Since the call
requires synthesising findings from 41 grants, plus a grantee survey and Klls, we'd like to
know whether a grant list, reporting documents and contact details will be shared at
proposal stage, at inception or only after contracting. This materially affects our proposed
methodology and timeline.

Relevant grant-level materials, including available reporting documents and contact
information, will be shared with the successful team after contracting, subject to
confidentiality, data protection and availability. Applicants should not assume full access at
proposal stage but should set out a realistic methodology that can be refined during
inception once the available documentation and stakeholder access are confirmed.

The Request for Proposals (RFP) states that some of the 41 individual grants have follow-
on phases. Can you specify which these are?

The list of grants and any relevant information on follow-on phases will be shared with the
successful team after contracting, subject to availability and confidentiality. Applicants are
not expected to identify these in detail at proposal stage but should explain how their
methodology would account for variation across the portfolio, including grants with follow-on
phases.
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12. Several research questions focus on academic and policy contributions, which are most
applicable to completed projects. However, six projects are still ongoing and policy
influence typically requires a time lag. Do you still expect ongoing projects to be included
alongside completed ones when analysing contributions?

Yes. Ongoing projects should be included where they are part of the programme portfolio,
but contribution claims should be interpreted proportionately and with appropriate caveats.
Applicants should distinguish between completed and ongoing grants, recognise likely time
lags in policy and practice influence, and be transparent about the strength and limitations
of evidence available for each type of contribution.

13. For Activity 1 (academic contribution syntheses), the scope also includes analysing project
datasets. Are these datasets from specific projects (separate data sets for 41 projects), or
combined M&E data sets of all FCDO interventions?

Applicants should assume that available datasets may vary by project and may not be
complete or standardised across all 41 grants. Relevant project-level datasets and
monitoring information will be shared with the successful team where available and
appropriate. Proposals should explain how applicants will assess, use and triangulate
available data while managing differences in quality, format and coverage.

14. Deeper investigations: Are these deep dives for 6-8 countries (as many countries have
multiple interventions) or specific 6-8 FCDO interventions?

The deeper investigations should be proposed and justified by applicants as part of their
methodology. They may focus on countries, interventions, themes or a combination of
these, depending on what best supports the synthesis questions and captures meaningful
learning across the portfolio. The final selection can be refined during inception in
discussion with RCC and FCDO.

15. To what extent would the Gates Foundation be involved in this study?

The Gates Foundation may be involved as a key stakeholder and source of contextual
information where relevant, particularly in relation to programme history, documentation
and interpretation of findings. The exact level and form of engagement will be agreed
during inception. The successful team will remain responsible for maintaining
independence, managing confidentiality and ensuring that findings are based on
triangulated evidence.

16. Could the RCC clarify whether the bibliometric dashboard is an optional value-add or an
expected output, and whether it must remain functional after project closure, be hosted by
the supplier or be transferred to FCDO in an editable format?

The bibliometric dashboard should be treated as an optional value-add rather than a
mandatory output, unless proposed by the applicant as part of their methodology. If
included, applicants should clearly explain its purpose, scope, costs, hosting arrangements
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and whether outputs can be transferred in an editable or reusable format. Any dashboard-
related costs must fit within the overall budget ceiling.

17. Beyond current and former grantees, does FCDO expect interviews with ecosystem players
such as policymakers, implementing agencies and development partners as part of the
contribution assessment? If so, is there any indicative expectation regarding the number of
external stakeholders?

Applicants may propose interviews with wider ecosystem stakeholders, such as
policymakers, implementing agencies, development partners or other relevant users of
evidence, where this is appropriate to the contribution assessment and feasible within the
budget and timeline. We do not prescribe a fixed number of external stakeholders;
applicants should justify the proposed sample and explain how it will add value beyond
engagement with current and former grantees.

18. The RFP mentions that Annual Reviews have been conducted throughout the programme.
We understand that these reviews will be shared with the successful bidders. Please
confirm.

Yes. Available Annual Reviews and relevant programme documentation will be shared with
the successful team after contracting, subject to confidentiality and availability. Applicants
should explain how they would use these documents alongside other evidence sources and
how they would manage any gaps or limitations in the documentation.

19. Would all the requisite documents shared by FCDO for the review process indicate their
confidentiality level?

Documents shared by FCDO or the fund team will be subject to appropriate confidentiality
and data-handling requirements. Where documents have specific sensitivity or
confidentiality considerations, these will be indicated where possible. Applicants should set
out how they will manage confidential materials, data protection, secure storage and
controlled access within their proposed approach.

20. Please clarify if there would be a possibility of increasing the budget and / or extending the
timelines should the evaluation team find it useful to conduct in-country field work.

It will not be possible to extend the timeline or budget of the grant.

21. Is there a programme-level Theory of Change in which evidence-based policy influence
pathways were mapped during the design stage? Can this be provided to the successful
team during the inception stage?

Relevant programme-level documentation, including any available Theory of Change or
materials describing evidence and policy influence pathways, will be shared with the
successful team during inception, where available and appropriate. Applicants should not
assume that all programme assumptions or pathways are fully documented, and should
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22.

23.

propose a methodology that can reconstruct, test and refine contribution pathways using
available evidence and stakeholder input.

Are there technical working groups (TWGs) initiated through the programme, beyond grant
level? Can key stakeholder introductions be made for such TWGs to harvest areas of
influence?

There is not a programme level technical working group, but any relevant working groups or
stakeholder platforms will be shared with the successful team where available. FCDO and
the fund team can provide reasonable introductions where appropriate, but applicants
should design a proportionate approach that does not depend on guaranteed access to all
groups or stakeholders.

Will the Programme Synthesis team be given the programme's existing grant-level
reporting, prior M&E data and publication lists at inception, or must these be assembled
from scratch?

The Programme Synthesis team should expect to receive relevant existing programme
materials at inception where these are available and shareable, including grant-level
reporting, prior monitoring and evaluation data, and publication lists.

Methods

24.

25.

26.

For intervention-outcome cells with very high evidence density (e.g., fruit/vegetable
promotion) versus thin cells, is selective deep-dive narrative synthesis acceptable, or is
uniform coverage depth expected across all cells?

The applicant may propose a preferred methodology to address the issue.

Is there any information documenting contribution tracing that we can refer to for our
understanding and explore its inclusion in our methodology?

Applicants may draw on contribution tracing or contribution analysis approaches where
these are useful for answering the synthesis questions. We do not require a specific
contribution tracing framework, but applicants should clearly explain how they will assess
the programme’s distinctive contributions, how they will triangulate evidence and how they
will distinguish contribution claims from broader contextual influences.

“The synthesis should identify the programme’s distinctive contributions” - please clarify
whether this should be done one-to-one for each of the 41 grants or if a consolidated
synthesis is sufficient.

We are interested in the programme’s contribution overall. Applicants may propose either a
grant-by-grant assessment, a consolidated synthesis or a combination of both, depending
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on their methodology. The preferred approach should be clearly justified and should enable
the synthesis to identify patterns, distinctive contributions and learning across the portfolio.

27. The Key Design Considerations state that an executive summary or subset of the findings
is expected to be published, that the full report is primarily for FCDO internal reporting and
may carry sensitivities, and that publication scope will be confirmed with the RCC and
FCDO as the work progresses. However, Criterion 6 in Table 2 assesses the quality of the
Research Uptake / Dissemination Plan, including clarity of influence goals and strategies to
encourage active use of findings. Kindly clarify the intended dissemination scope and
reporting audience, and whether participants should incorporate dissemination activities
into the proposal.

The full report is expected to support FCDO internal learning and reporting, while a public-
facing executive summary or selected findings may be published, subject to agreement with
the GRTD RCC and FCDO and consideration of sensitivities. Applicants should include a
proportionate research uptake and dissemination plan that explains how findings would be
communicated to relevant audiences, while recognising that the final publication scope will
be agreed as the work progresses.

28. What would be the estimated sample size for the structured survey and for the key
informant interviews? Please also clarify who the survey respondents would include, in
addition to the lead partner for each of the 41 grants.

The estimated sample size for both the structured survey and key informant interviews
should be proposed and justified by applicants as part of their methodology. We do not
prescribe a fixed sample size, as this will depend on the research design, sampling
strategy, feasibility and the types of evidence applicants propose to collect. At a minimum,
we would expect applicants to consider the lead partner for each of the 41 grants as
potential survey respondents. Applicants may also propose including other relevant
respondents, such as downstream partners, collaborators, implementers or other
stakeholders connected to the grants, where this is appropriate and clearly justified by their
research design.

29. Are there any caveats on the use of Al tools for assisting the review process by the
researchers?

Applicants may use Al tools to support appropriate aspects of the review process, provided
this is done responsibly and transparently. Any use of Al should comply with relevant data
protection, confidentiality, ethical and quality assurance requirements. Applicants remain
fully responsible for the accuracy, interpretation and quality of all outputs, and should not
upload confidential or sensitive materials into tools that are not approved for such use.

30. “The companion Rapid Evidence Review will inform this work”. In what ways would this
influence or inform the synthesis?

The companion Rapid Evidence Review is expected to provide useful context on the wider
evidence base and may help inform the framing, interpretation and positioning of the
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programme synthesis. Applicants should explain how they would use the review in a
proportionate way, while recognising that the synthesis has a distinct focus on the
programme portfolio and its contributions.

31. Should the two commissions share a common evidence-coding taxonomy?

A common or aligned evidence-coding taxonomy across the two commissions may be
useful, but it is not mandatory at proposal stage. Applicants should propose a coding
approach that is fit for purpose for this synthesis and indicate how it could be aligned with
the companion Rapid Evidence Review where helpful. Any coordination between the two
commissions can be refined during inception.

32. What facilitatory support might FCDO provide to interface with the grant recipients and
Gates Foundation teams grant operatives for documentary details?

FCDO and the fund team will provide reasonable facilitation to support access to relevant
grant recipients and documentary materials after contracting. This may include
introductions, sharing available documentation, and helping clarify appropriate contact
routes. However, applicants should still design a realistic methodology that accounts for
variable availability of stakeholders and documents.

33. To manage time and resources as well as the nature of grant relationships, it will be vital for
the survey responses to be completed well and in time. While the project team will design
the process for rapid responses and timely and transparent updates, what kind of support
would the FCDO team provide to support the response rates?

FCDO and the fund team can provide reasonable support to encourage engagement, for
example by introducing the study, confirming its purpose, and signalling the importance of
participation. However, the successful research team will be responsible for designing and
managing the survey process, including follow-up procedures, timelines, reminders and any
strategies to maximise response rates.

34. Does FCDO require in depth interviews with all the 41 grantees?

No. FCDO does not require in-depth interviews with all 41 grantees. Applicants should
propose and justify an interview sample that is appropriate to their methodology, the
synthesis questions, available time and resources, and the need to capture diversity across
the portfolio.

35. Given that the programme includes 41 grants across multiple LMICs, does the RCC expect
the successful team to conduct any in-country data collection or travel, or is it expected that
data collection will be undertaken primarily through remote document review, online
surveys, and virtual interviews, with travel only in exceptional circumstances?

Field visits are not required and should only be proposed where they are clearly justified,
feasible within the budget and timeline, and directly relevant to the synthesis objectives. We
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expect applicants to propose a proportionate methodology, which may primarily rely on
document review, surveys and remote interviews unless there is a strong rationale for
limited in-country work. Applicants will need to clearly showcase value for money for any
requested travel.

36. Our experience with transdisciplinary mechanisms and learning evaluations encapsulate
outcome design to reinvestment decisions and governance transition effectiveness. To
what extent and for the effort envisioned, is triangulation and validation of learning required?

Triangulation and validation are important for the credibility of the synthesis, but the level
and form should be proportionate to the scope, budget and timeline of the commission.
Applicants should explain how they will triangulate across documents, survey data,
interviews and any other evidence sources, and how they will manage the strengths and
limitations of the available evidence.

37. Given specific references to the “insufficiency of evidence that reflected the program’s true
scale and contribution, particularly there being no unified account of contribution to policy
and practice”, ourintent is to design an effective methodology that is useful for the goals of
the RFP and is transparent about the strengths and limits of available evidence
plus is sensitive to the realities of the grant portfolio implemented. The following
clarifications are intended to help us calibrate the synthesis so it addresses the FCDO
and Gates Foundation most important evidence gaps, operational risks and learning needs.

Original intent, success criteria, and PCR utility: in order to design the learning synthesis for
what the program was actually expected to achieve, would you be able to share the original
theory of change, expected contribution pathways, success criteria, and

any in/formal assumptions used by the FCDO and the Gates foundation?

Evidence gaps, and known failure points: Which parts of the portfolio and related value
chains have been most difficult for evidence design and reporting?

Causality, contribution and validity of claims: Since this is a structured learning exercise
rather than a full evaluation, what level of evidence would FCDO consider sufficient for
different types of claims: e.g., academic, evidence base, policy influence, practice changed,
pathway influence, investment proofs?

Stakeholder access, sensitivities, portfolio learning culture: In what ways might the FCDO be
able to support or guide the synthesis team to handle stakeholder relationships while
preserving trust and independence, noting that they might be particular grants, institutions,
policy, or stake relationships where sensitivities, engagement, prior dissatisfaction may
affect access to and quality of evidence?

Coordination with rapid evidence review and utility by decision makers: the programmes
synthesis and the companion rapid evidence review interact. What kind of investigations
threw up these unsatisfactory reports and what were the remedies and mitigations
accessible? In what way have the stakeholder relations changed as a result of low
sufficiency evidence?
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Relevant programme documentation will be shared with the successful team after
contracting, subject to confidentiality and availability. Applicants should propose a
methodology that can make effective use of available documentation while remaining
realistic about evidence gaps and variation across the portfolio. We welcome approaches
that clearly set out how contribution claims will be assessed, triangulated and qualified.
FCDO and the fund team can provide reasonable support with stakeholder engagement,
but the research team will be responsible for maintaining independence, managing
sensitivities appropriately and designing a proportionate validation process.

38. Will access be provided to select bibliographic databases and systems (Scopus, Web of
Science, Dimensions)?

Applicants should not assume that access to paid bibliographic databases, such as
Scopus, Web of Science or Dimensions, will be provided. Where such databases are
needed for the proposed methodology, applicants should either have access through their
own institutions or include and justify any related costs where eligible and appropriate.

39. Are there particular grants, thematic areas, countries or success stories that the [Gates]
Foundation would like explored in greater depth?

We do not prescribe in advance which grants, thematic areas, countries or success stories
should be explored in greater depth. Applicants should propose and justify any purposive
sampling or deeper-dive areas based on their methodology, the synthesis questions, and
the need to capture meaningful learning across the portfolio.

40. For Activity 2 (bibliometric analysis), does a consolidated publication list already exist from
grantees or the Gates Foundation grant-management system, or should bidders assume
the publication record must be compiled from scratch across all 41 grants?

Applicants should not assume that a complete consolidated publication list already exists.
Available publication records and relevant documentation will be shared with the successful
team where available, but bidders should plan for some verification, cleaning and
supplementation of publication data across the portfolio as part of the bibliometric analysis.

FCDO is not prioritising specific case-study areas at proposal stage. Applicants should
propose and justify any case-study selection criteria based on the synthesis questions,
academic and bibliometric evidence, portfolio diversity, feasibility and potential learning
value. Final case-study selection can be discussed and agreed during inception.

41. Do you envisage stakeholder engagement as a mechanism for validating findings only, or
should applicants also use it to identify unpublished evidence and refine the interpretation of
evidence gaps?

The applicant may apply their preferred methodology.
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42.

43.

44,

Could you provide further guidance on the expected depth of analysis for the PCR review,
particularly for areas such as outputs, value for money, risk, sustainability and lessons
learned? It would also be helpful to understand how much evidence is expected from the
review of all 41 grants, as well as the proposed 6 to 8 in-depth case studies. We
understand that the synthesis will cover all 41 grants. Does the literature review include all
knowledge products generated under the grants (such as working papers, technical reports,
policy briefs, and other outputs), or should it focus only on peer-reviewed publications?

The applicant should propose a methodology based on what is feasible given the limitations
and time constraints.

Should bidders assume that all project documentation, stakeholder consultations and
interviews will be conducted in English, or should proposals include budget provisions for
translation and interpretation services where required?

Applicants should not assume that all documentation or stakeholder engagement will
necessarily be in English. Where translation or interpretation may be required for the
proposed methodology, applicants should include and justify these costs within the budget.
The need for language support should be proportionate to the proposed sample, countries
and data-collection approach.

What would be the communication and coordination protocol for this project?

The detailed communication and coordination protocol will be agreed during inception with
the successful team. We expect regular check-ins with RCC and FCDO, clear lines of
responsibility, agreed points for feedback on deliverables, and timely escalation of risks or
access issues. Applicants should propose a practical governance and communication
approach as part of their workplan.

Ethics and Equity

45.

46.

Will the grantee survey and interviews require formal institutional ethics approval, or would
proportionate internal ethical review, informed consent, and data-protection procedures be
sufficient for this learning exercise?

Applicants should propose an ethical approach that is proportionate to the nature of the
work, including informed consent, data protection, confidentiality, and secure data
management. Whether formal institutional ethics approval is required will depend on the
applicant’s institutional requirements and the final methodology. At minimum, we expect
applicants to describe appropriate internal ethical review and safeguards for survey and
interview activities.

The proposal will be assessed against the RCC Equity Action Plan (EAP). Could you
please confirm whether a detailed RCC Equity Action Plan or guidance document is
available for applicants? If so, could it be shared, or could you provide further guidance on
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the specific expectations and assessment criteria related to equitable partnerships, LMIC
leadership and inclusion that bidders should address in their proposals?

Applicants should address equity, inclusion, and equitable partnerships in line with the
expectations set out in the call documents and budget guidance. Proposals should explain
how LMIC expertise and leadership will be meaningfully included where relevant, how
partners will have appropriate roles and resources, and how the methodology will consider
inclusion and power dynamics. Any additional RCC guidance can be shared with applicants
where available or on request.

Budget and Value for Money

47. What is expected in the budget?

Budgets should be clear, realistic, justified, proportionate and directly aligned with the
proposed activities and objectives. Applicants should provide sufficient detail, by fully
utilising the RCC standard budget template to explain how costs have been calculated and
demonstrate that resources are being used efficiently to achieve the intended outcomes.
We will assess whether the proposed costs represent good value for money in relation to
the scale and impact of the project.

48. Could you please clarify whether this call is intended to fund a single project (one
contract) with a maximum budget of £85,000, or whether multiple projects will be funded
under this call, with up to £85,000 available for each successful proposal? If multiple
awards are anticipated, could you also indicate the expected number of projects to be
funded?

We are funding a single project with a budget ceiling of £85,000 under this call.
49. Are staff costs eligible?

Yes, staff costs are eligible where they are necessary for the delivery and management of
the project and can be clearly justified. Applicants should explain the roles involved, the
time allocated to the project. Staff costs should be proportionate to the proposed activities
and represent good value for money.

50. What would be the expected number of person days for this project?

We do not specify an expected number of days but would want to see that the number of
days budgeted for key staff matches their roles and responsibilities and expected
outcomes.
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51. Are there expectations or eligibility differences regarding budget splits, especially with
different costs in HICs (High-Income Countries) and LMICs (Low- and Middle-Income
Countries)?

Indications of divisions of funding across partners in different countries should be clear. The
budget template is set up to indicate budget splits. Disproportionate costs in the UK versus
other countries can affect budget balance, so applicants should justify and articulate UK
costs. The partner institution should have an equitable role in the budget.

52. Are indirect costs reflected in the budget? How are costs assessed?

Yes. We have two preferred routes for indirect calculations, as well as third alternative
option.

For UK Universities and Higher Education institutions, we use the TRAC methodology
which is a standardised approach for UK HEls.

For non-UK HElIs, we ask that you use the NPAC calculation to work out indirect costs. This
is a way to provide both transparency and fairness on the indirect costs for partners.

Some partners aren't able to or would prefer not to use NPAC to calculate indirect costs.
For example, some partners are smaller and aren't able to provide audited accounts (and
therefore we wouldn't be able to trace costs back). In these cases, we allow for a set
indirect rate of a maximum of 15%.

53. Can | use a flat indirect cost rate instead of detailed calculations?

Yes. You may propose a flat indirect rate instead of using TRAC or NPAC. Please be
advised that the proposed rate is capped at maximum 15%. The rate applied to your budget
cannot exceed your organisation's actual evidenced rate; if your internal policy specifies a
flat rate lower than 15%, you must use that lower figure rather than the 15% ceiling.

Applicants with a flat rate application will be required to provide supporting documentation
to evidence this rate, including:

e Unaudited financial statements;
e Your organisation's indirect rate policy and calculations;
e A formal statement on organisational letterhead, signed by an authorised signatory.

For further details on the above, please refer to our Cost Guidance Document shared with
you.
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54. Can a for-profit organisation include the indirect cost? If yes, is there a prescribed or
maximum percentage applicable to for-profit organisations?

For-profit organisations may include indirect costs. We have two preferred routes for
indirect calculations as well as third alternative option.

For UK Universities and Higher Education institutions, we use the TRAC methodology
which is a standardised approach for UK HEls.

For non-UK HElIs, we ask that you use the NPAC calculation to work out indirect costs. This
is a way to provide both transparency and fairness on the indirect costs for partners.

Some partners aren't able to use NPAC to calculate indirect costs. For example, some
partners aren't able to provide 3 years of audited accounts for the NPAC costings. In these
cases, we allow for a set indirect rate of a maximum of 15%, but additional justification must
still be provided to show how the indirect rates are calculated and applied. This justification
may include:

e Unaudited financial statements;
e Your organisation's indirect rate policy and calculations; and
o A formal statement on organisational letterhead, signed by an authorised signatory.

55. Will HIC salaries be allowed in applications for this fund?

Relevant expertise and HIC time are supported if justified. Benchmarks are used for day rates,
and indirect costs are reflected separately. Projects are not penalised for including HIC costs if
realistic.

56. Are applicants permitted to include publication fees in their budgets?

We encourage open access publications, and permit applicants to make a case for
publication costs.

57. Where can | find the application templates and guidance?

The budget template is available within Smart Simple. The application guide has been
shared via email and can be resent on request.

58. Do all partners require a detailed budget breakdown?

Yes, if an organisation is considered a partner, their budget must show a breakdown of
direct and indirect costs. In the description, please provide information on what the costs
are there to support. If the contribution is from an individual (e.g., consultant) rather than an
organisation, costs can be included within the main budget.
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59. What supporting evidence is needed for indirect costs?

If the applicant is not able to apply a TRAC or NPAC calculation, then indirect costs will
need to be capped at 15%, and can be justified through provision of supporting documents,
such as audited financial statements financial policies, previous funding documentation,
signed statements (in some cases).

60. How should | justify costs in the budget?

Use the budget justification column in the template to provide detailed explanations,
particularly for travel and rates. This helps avoid follow-up queries during review.

61. The RFP indicates that an interactive dashboard would be valued. Does the budget include
the expected cost of the development of dashboard?

All costs for the project should be included in the budget ceiling. There is no extra funding
at this stage for the development of the dashboard.

62. The call notes that engagement is expected to be primarily remote, but that in-country
case-study work may be proposed where justified. Should any proposed in-country work be
costed within the £85,000 ceiling or presented as a separately priced option?

All costs for the project should be included in the budget ceiling.

63. The budget is stated as £85,000, inclusive of VAT and other charges. For organisations
based outside the UK, or those not registered for VAT, should the ceiling be treated as
£85,000 total cost regardless of VAT status?

Yes. The £85,000 ceiling should be treated as the maximum total cost to the fund, inclusive
of VAT, taxes and any other charges where applicable. Organisations that are not
registered for VAT, or are based outside the UK, should still ensure that their total proposed
budget does not exceed £85,000.

64. Will the proposed publication be with FCDO branding / bidder branding or co-branded. and
should bidders plan for professional design or layout support within the proposed budget?

The RCC will provide design, proofreading and layout support for key assets that will be
published on the GRTD site; this includes co-branding (FCDO, GRTD and RCC). We do
not provide extra funding for design or publications, but applicants may include this in their
budget where proportionate to the required output.
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Institutional and Partnership Considerations

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

Is LMIC leadership required?

It is not mandatory for the lead applicant to be from an LMIC institution; however,
meaningful and equitable involvement of LMIC partners is expected.

Can projects include tiered or downstream partners?

Yes. It is acceptable for a lead partner to fund another partner, who then works with
additional downstream collaborators. This structure must be clearly reflected in the budget.

What qualifies as a “partner” in this fund?
The fund defines partners broadly, including:

¢ Funded collaborators
¢ Unfunded collaborators
¢ Organisations contributing to the project’s success

You should include any relationships that strengthen your application.
Are letters of support required from all partners?

Letters are helpful but not mandatory. If you cannot provide them, you can include an
explanation in your application.

Can consultants be listed as part of the core team?

Consultants may be part of the core team in terms of project execution should must be
listed in the budget template under the consultancy category since 3ie will require payroll
information for the staff listed under core team (Personnel) in the budget.

How should equitable partnerships be demonstrated?

Please refer to our budget guidance for detailed information on this point.
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Timeline and Processes

71. What is usual timeline from Decision communication to sharing draft/final contract?

The final contract can be reviewed here. Please share this with your organisation’s legal
team for review and queries as soon as you can. In your application we also ask that you
review these terms and are ready to agree to them prior to submission. This is because we
are held to these terms by FCDO and will therefore not be able to substantially divert from
the language in the agreement. If your legal/compliance team has questions about these, it
is usually best to clarify them earlier, to ensure that if awarded there are no delays to
signing the contract.

72. Do applications require institutional approval before submission on the SmartSimple
system?

When you press the submit button, the application is submitted directly into the system for
review: there is no separate institutional approval step required within the platform.

Please ensure any internal approvals your institution required are handled independently. It
is not required that these are all in place prior to submission, so long as you ensure you are
institutionally ready for award by the time awarding commences, if you are successful.

Additional Guidance and Support

73. Will additional support be provided?

Yes. Support is available via the RCC team. You can contact us with any queries via
rcc@3ieimpact.org.

74. Templates: Are the SEEP and SEER templates available in advance of submission, so
applicants can scope the level of detail required?

These templates are usually provided at awarding stage but can be provided in advance of
submission on request.
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