TERMS OF REFERNCE (TOR) TO REVIEW THE S&T INSTITUTES TO BE SIGNED WITH NATIONAL SCINECE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMISSION

AND THE REVIEWERS

Issued to (Prof/Dr/Mr/Ms……………………………………………………………..…………………for reviewing the performance of Institute …………………………………………………………………….
Permeable:

The National Science and Technology Commission (NASTEC) is the apex policy-formulating and advisory body to the government on matters related to the development of science and technology (S&T) in the country as per the S&T Development Act No. 11 of 1994 (see Schedule 1: S&T Dev. Act).

Reviewing the progress of the S&T institutions in relation to the objects set out in Section 2 of the Act is one of the core functions of NASTEC in relation to strengthen informed decision-making at the science-policy interface.

The Commission is vested power by the Act to delegate the external expert panels to carry out its activities on its behalf.
Objective: 
· To determine the performance of the S&T institutions in achieving the objectives set out in Section 2 of the Science & Technology Development Act No. 11/1994, such as;
· Promote the use of S&T

· Foster S&T activities

· Support the development of indigenous technology

· Ensure the production of researchers, scientists, and technologies by the institutions

· Ensure science and technology related education equality

· Disseminate the benefits of S&T activities

· Encourage and strengthen institutional cooperation in the sector

· Develop capability, a continuity plan, and an institutional framework

· Identify the priority areas in S&T to promote R&D in such areas

· To assess the quality, cost-effectiveness, relevance, and impact of the programmes conducted by the institute.

· To determine if the institution is adequately meeting the expectations and needs of the government and other stakeholders from the perspective of S&T.
[01] Scope of the Review Panel: 

I. The panel is empowered to perform the review independently while adhering to the guidelines outlined in the NASTEC Manual of Review (MOR) in order to fulfil function 5(c) outlined in the S&T Dev. Act No. 11/1994.

II. The review panel must take into account the suitability and capability of S&T institutions to assess their performance over the preceding three (03) years in the domains of technical, intellectual, human capital, and financial.

III. The Self-Assessment Report (SAR) made available by the institute subjected to review serves as the basis for the exercise but does not imply to limit to it.

 [02] Review Panel Composition and Selection:
I. the Commission has sole authority to select qualified applicants to serve on review panels concerning the institution subjected to the exercise. The panel members are selected based on their experiences and Academic/Professional qualifications in the subject.

II. Each panel consists of three (03) to five (05) members, including the chairperson mutually agreed upon by the panel, with adequate multi-disciplinary representation. 

III. The panel has to furnish a collective report at the end of the review process within the stipulated time frame.

 [03] Scope of the Review Assignment

I. The panel is expected to adhere to the review process outlined in section no. [04] of this TOR, which is in line with the procedure outlined in the NASTEC manual of review (MOR), and submit a comprehensive report at the end of the assignment.

II. The members of the panel are compensated with an honorarium fee as described in section No. [06] of this TOR.
III. The panel is collectively responsible for making all the travel, meal, and accommodation arrangements related to their site visits. The rates listed in this TOR's item no. [06] For reimbursement of the expenses associated with them.

[04] Review Process
The review process has the following distinctive steps: 

I. The subject institution furnishes SAR in line with the NASTEC-prescribed format and submission of it to NASTEC. 

II. The formal appointment of the panel for the review and the convening of the first kickoff meeting at NASTEC.

III. The panel initiative the review exercise based on the information provided in the SAR but encouraged not to confine to the information provided in it alone.

IV. If the subject institution fails to submit the SAR within the stipulated time frame, the panel is advised to move forward with evaluating other source documents of the subject institute, such as the annual reports, action plans, strategic reports, etc.

V. The panel has the authority to request all source documents that they believe are required to expedite the assignment successfully.

VI. During the initial visit, NASTEC accompanies the panel to introduce the institute and facilitate the initial communication between the panel and the institute.

VII. The panel expects to make a number of subsequent site visits to the institute and its sub-units in consultation with the head of the institute independently.

VIII. During the subsequent visits, the panel engages with studying the relevant data sources, information, compliance monitoring, employee feedback, and evidence-gathering exercises, etc., linked to the assignment.

IX. Additional stakeholder meetings are encouraged in consultation with NASTEC and the subject institute as a strategy to improve evidence collection at the gap of the stakeholder-institute interface.

X. If the review panel determines that the functions of the institution and information presented are inconsistent, with the VIMOSA (Vision, Mission, Objectives, Strategies, and Action Plan; Corporate Plan), the facts to be presented in the initial draft of the report with appropriate evidence to support the claims.

XI. The recommendations in the report are expected to be proposed within the dimension of the SMART principles (Specific/Measurable/Achievable/Realistic/Time-bound) to enable constructive improvement of the performance of the institution.

XII. The report format should adhere to the guidelines given in the MOR.
XIII. The first draft must be submitted with a cover letter signed by the entire panel of members to the NASTEC within the stipulated time frame as per the MOR.

XIV. Three to four months (03-04) from the date of the appointment of the panel is the deadline for submitting the first draft of the report to NASTEC.

XV. NASTEC forwards the draft report to the subject institution for factual verification.

XVI. Within two to four (02-04) weeks, the institute allows submission of compliance, if any, to the Commission.

XVII. It is the institution’s responsibility to provide convincing proof to back up any statements it makes regarding the entirety or just a portion of the contents of the report that are being re-evaluated. If necessary, it is advised to call a meeting with the subject institution to discuss the matter. 

XVIII. The panel has the authority to evaluate and revisit the sections in the report whether claims that will be addressed in the amended report (called the 2nd draft) are suitable. 

XIX. If the institute does not reply to the initial draft of the report submitted for factual verification within the time frame specified in clause 4 (XVI) above, the draft is deemed to be a factually validated version for Commission approval

XX. The Panel, with the support of NASTEC, is responsible for coordinating review activities until the second draft (factually verified version) is finalized in collaboration with the relevant parties.

[05] Presenting the Report to the Commission:
I. The second draft-factual verified version of the report must be formally presented to the Commission by the Chairperson of the Review Panel.

II. If required and otherwise directly approved, the commission may appoint a subcommittee to ensure the uniqueness of the work. 

III. The final, commission-approved version of the report will be submitted to the institute subject to review, key government agencies, and put into practice for policy implications. i.e., The National Budget and Treasury, the Department of National Planning, the Auditor General’s office, Attorney General’s Office, the relevant line ministries, and the Senior Advisor to the president on Science & Technology matters.
[06] Payment for the Assignment: 
I. The Chair of the Review Team is paid Rs. 220,000.00 and each other member is paid Rs. 175,000.00 (per person)  

The payment schedule will be as followed:

· When offering the assignment, 10% of the payment

· Submission of the 1st draft report 60% of the payment

· Acceptance of the final report by the Commission 30% of payment

II. Other commission approved rates for claiming for transport, meals and accommodation for review panel members.

Transport: 
NASTEC could be arranged for pool transport for reviewing the visits.

Pool transportation is recommended wherever possible to lower costs. Since the NASTEC institutional review process is not exempt from scrutiny of the National Audit Office’s audit, the review activities should be managed by the Chairperson of the review panel at an optimum cost. 

Meals & refreshments: 

· Breakfast
: Maximum up to Rs. 350.00 per person

· Lunch

: Maximum up to Rs. 500.00 per person

· Dinner

: Maximum up to Rs. 500.00 per person

· Refreshments
: Maximum up to Rs. 300.00 per person

Accommodation
: Maximum up to Rs. 4,000.00 per person per day

All claims (honorarium, transportation, meals and refreshments, and accommodation) should be submitted to the NASTEC’s Accounts Division in appropriate vouchers. 
III. Condition Element:  If a review panel member intends to resign, they are required to submit a formal notice of resignation at least one month in advance. Prior to their resignation, they must hand over all working documents, raw data, and analyses linked to assignments to NASTEC. Additionally, any payments received in advance linked to the honorarium must be duly refunded along with the formal resignation note addressed to the Chairperson of the commission.
[07] Review Guidelines/Manuals/Reporting format: 
I. The entire review process of the institutional performance review is performed per the NASTEC manual of review (MOR). 

II. The final report is expected to include the assessments of both the management and output assessments of the institute in line with the areas and formats outlined in the MOR to the extent applicable.
 [08] Declaration of Conflict of Interest: 
I.  Each reviewer is asked to sign a self–declaration of non–involvement with the subject institute for review upon undertaking the assignment; otherwise, it may lead to a conflict of interest (See Schedule 2).

 [09] Settlement of Disputes: 
I. Any dispute arising from these TOR shall be settled amicably through mutual consultation via direct communication between the two parties. “No legal recourse shall be made”.

II. The Chairman of the Commission has the authority to terminate the service of any panel member if his or her contribution to the review process is not to the expectation stipulated throughout this TOR.

[10] Report ownership (publication):
I. The review panel compiled the report on behalf of the Commission under the vested power of S&T Development Act No. 1994/11. Hence, the report is solely the property of NASTEC, and there is no right to use data gathered during the review process for any other purposes without written permission from the Commission. 

II. At the end of the assignment, all the sub-reports generated, data, or information produced as part of the review process must be turned over to NASTEC.

I hereby acknowledge that I have read and agree to the terms of reference set forth above.

Signature: _______________





Signature: _____________

(Chairperson: NASTEC)





(Member: Review Panel)
Date:








Date: 
Schedule 1: 

S&T Development Act

http://www.nastec.gov.lk/files/nastec_act/English_Copy.pdf 

____________________________________________________________________________________

Schedule 2: 

Declaration of the Conflict of Interest

I, ………………………………………………………., serving as a panel member for the institutional review conducted by the National Science and Technology Commission (NASTEC), hereby declare that I have no involvement, affiliation, or conflict of interest with the ………………………………………. during the stipulated review period of the institution subjected from _______ to ________________ and the date of assignment acceptance on ___________ to the review until submitting the final report of the findings of the whole exercise to the Commission.
Name: 

Designation: 

Signature: 

Date: 
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