
Requests for Proposals (RFPs)  

LO: identify themes and potential projects for proposals in 
response to RFPs 



What is an RFP? 
A document published by a granting agency describing 
research areas and resources available and inviting 
qualified individuals/institutions to submit proposals 
outlining projects that address research needs 

Who issues an RFP? 
Government agencies (international, national, state) or non-
governmental organizations (private (foundations, companies), 
not for profit)  

Why issue an RFP? 
Government mandate, applied problem needs addressed (e.g. 
industry), advance an agenda, provide research funds  



How long is a funding cycle? 
Typically 1–3 years, majority 2 years.  Rare cases 5 years. 

How long is the process? 
RFPs are released with proposals due typically 3 months after 
release.  Proposal reviews approximately 3–4 months.  Panel 
review 1–2 months.  Notification of awards follow, typically 6 
months after initial proposal submission.  Institution has to then 
set up an account and project can start, up to 1 year after RFP 
is released 



RFP Timetables 
NPRB 2017 

WSG 2017 



NSF Proposal Review 



How are RFPs organized? 
Organized by theme, may have categories within theme. 



How are RFPs funded? 



Who Decides on RFP Content? 
NPRB: 
- Suggestions from community 
- Science Director drafts plan 
- Executive Director and Science Panel review 
- Finalized by Board of Directors 

What is the Success Rate? 
Overall: 20 – 30% 
NSF 2013: 48,999 proposals reviewed, 10,829 awards = 
22% success rate, average amount per year = $169,000 
NSF Bio: 1.250 out of 5,934 = 21% 22 
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Targeting Research Themes 
- Research interests: expertise, address program need 
- Available funding 

How to combine your interests in a 
species/location/issue with elements of a research call? 



Targeting Research Themes Section % 
total 

Ecosystem 60.2 

Community   2.5 

Cooperative   6.8 

Technology    6.8 

Data Rescue   1.7 

Ecosystem Synthesis 22 
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28.2% 
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5.6% 

Let’s choose a category 



How are Proposals Evaluated? 
Individual Reviews: 2 to 5 reviews of each proposal 
Panel Reviews: group that scores and ranks all proposals 

NSF Review Criteria 
1.  What is the intellectual merit of the proposed activity? 

How important is the proposed research to advancing knowledge and understanding 
within its own field or across different fields?  How well qualified is the proposer to 
conduct the project?  To what extent does the proposed activity suggest and explore 
creative and original concepts?  How well conceived and organized in the proposed 
activity? 

2.  What are the broader impacts of the proposed activity? 
How well does the activity advance discovery and understanding while promoting 
teaching, training, and learning?  How well does the proposed activity broaden the 
participation of underrepresented groups?  To what extent will it enhance the 
infrastructure for research and education such as facilities, instrumentation networks, 
and partnerships?  Will the results be disseminated broadly to enhance scientific and 
technological understanding?  What may be the benefits of the proposed activity to 
society? 



What Criteria are used to Evaluate? 

 
Clarity and pertinence of the objectives  

 
Soundness of the concept, including trans-disciplinary considerations, where relevant 

 
Extent that proposed work is ambitious, has innovation potential, and is beyond the state of the art 

(e.g. ground-breaking objectives, novel concepts and approaches)  
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The expected impacts listed in the work programme under the relevant topic  
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EC Horizon 2020 BG9 Stage I 



EC Horizon 2020  
Blue Growth 9 

 Food security, sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine and 
maritime and inland water research and the bioeconomy  

Underwater Acoustic and Imaging Technologies 
10Million Euro = 2 projects 

 
11 projects scored high enough in 1st round to qualify 

for Panel Evaluation 
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Round II Evaluation Criteria 
Criterion 1 – Excellence 
Clarity and pertinence of the objectives  
Credibility of the proposed approach  
Soundness of the concept, including trans-disciplinary considerations, where relevant  
Extent that proposed work is ambitious, has innovation potential, and is beyond the state 
of the art (e.g. ground breaking objectives, novel concepts and approaches)  
  
Criterion 2 – Impact 
Enhancing innovation capacity and integration of new knowledge  
Strengthening the competitiveness and growth of companies by developing innovations 
meeting the needs of European and global markets, and where relevant, by delivering 
such innovations to the markets  
Any other environmental and socially important impacts  
Effectiveness of the proposed measures to exploit and disseminate the project results 
(including management of IPR), to communicate the project, and to manage research 
data where relevant  
  
Criterion 3 – Quality and efficiency of the implementation 
Coherence and effectiveness of the work plan, including appropriateness of the 
allocation of tasks and resources  
Complementarity of the participants within the consortium (when relevant)  
Appropriateness of the management structures and procedures, including risk and 
innovation management 



Scoring 
The proposal fails to address the criterion or cannot be assessed 
due to missing or incomplete information. 
 
Poor. The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are serious 
inherent weaknesses. 
 
Fair. The proposal broadly addresses the criterion, but there are 
significant weaknesses. 
 
Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but a number of 
shortcomings are present. 
 
Very Good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, but a 
small number of shortcomings are present. 
 
Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects 
of the criterion. Any shortcomings are minor. 
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