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Our NIIP & Launch»

Our recent NIIP & launch

NIIP Prioritisation

including TVP processes
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136 Infrastructure Projects

Cl NIIP 2021 36 Infrastructure Programs
$685m Total
$0.4m Threshold
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Concept Note

B TVP Committee
Tarai Vaka
Process Activity Planning

Document

Feasibility Study

Infrastructure

Committee

Budget Support
Group

Cabinet
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The TVP prioritisation process assesses the relative beneficial impact of each
project or program against the following four criteria:

Scope (how many people would be impacted) (25%)
Economic impacts (return on investment) (30%)
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Social benefits (adverse of positive impact on society) (20%)

The second component of the MCA evaluation is assessing the relative scale (size
and complexity) of each project or program against the following three criteria:

Program cost (30%)
Complexity of the project (35%)
Sustainability (capacity to operate and maintain) (35%)
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