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Research Topic Rank Raw Score 

Domestic Mosquito Control 1 57 

Disease- Surveillance/Control/Risk Prediction 2 56 

Application- Adulticides  2 56 

Pesticide- New Products 2 56 

Pesticide- Non-target effects: chronic or acute 5 54 

Pesticide- Efficacy/ Resistance 6 52 

Mosquito Ecology/Biology/ Population Dynamics 7 50 

Non Pesticide Control/ Products 8 49 

Mosquito Surveillance/ Trapping Systems 8 49 

Application- Larvicides 10 48 

Emerging Pathogens 11 47 

Application-Residual Vegetative Barriers 12 46 

Public Education/ Risk Communication 13 41 

Environmental Residue Monitoring 14 40 

Attractants/Repellants 14 40 

Storm Water 16 35 
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INTRODUCTION  
 

This document provides established procedures and guidance to the Florida Coordinating 

Council on Mosquito Control’s (FCCMC), Research Selection Committee when reviewing 

proposals for mosquito control research submitted by Florida public universities and colleges. In 

addition, this document also provides guidelines for prospective researchers on how to format 

proposals for consideration and funding. This document was initially created when the FCCMC 

appointed a subcommittee of its members to respond to the need for a transparent process by 

which research into practical methods of mosquito control would be evaluated.  

 

The members of the initial group that successfully created the procedures utilized for this 

purpose are as follows: Ed Fussell; Thomas Loyless; Dr. John Mulrennan; Michael J. Page; Dr. 

John Smith; and Dr. Walter Tabachnick. The initial work was approved and adopted by the 

FCCMC on May 2, 2005.  

 

In 2013, the Florida Legislature amended Chapter 388.261, Florida Statutes, thereby providing 

the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (DACS) authority to distribute 

mosquito control funding provided through legislative appropriations from the State’s Solid 

Waste Trust Fund. This section of the law was further amended to include a provision which 

would provide a portion of the funds appropriated by the legislature for mosquito control and 

which specifically supported research into practical methods of mosquito control for the benefit 

of all Florida Mosquito Control Districts. In doing so, the legislature also opened the door to all 

Florida public universities and colleges to compete for funding that would benefit public health 

mosquito control operations statewide. The resulting legislation prompted a review of the 

procedures delineated in this document. A review was initiated during the September 2014 

meeting of the FCCMC. The procedures herein have been revised and approved by the FCCMC 

Subcommittee on Research Proposal Evaluation on February 10, 2015 and then again on January 

20, 2016. 



FCCMC RESEARCH PROPOSAL REVIEW AND SELECTION PROCESS  
 

Goal: To provide a peer review that is based on guidelines with established criteria that will select 

the highest quality research in practical methods of public health mosquito control in identified areas 

of concern in Florida. In addition, this document outlines the proper format for individuals 

submitting research proposals for review.  
 

Methods/Procedures for Proposal Review:  
 

1. Selection of Committee Membership: The membership of the RSC shall be based on previous      

scientific expertise in research, service as a peer reviewer on research proposals for other agencies 

and/or participation in research that has resulted in peer reviewed publications.  

 a. Constitute a Research Selection Committee (RSC) of 6 to 8 members (not including a    

     Chairperson).  

 b. Select a Chair person for the Committee responsible for guiding the Committee stimulating 

     discussion, distributing review materials, compiling evaluation scores, communications   

     with committee members, but does not act as one of the peer reviewers conducting  

    evaluations or making actual selections of proposals.  
 

2. Responsibilities of the RSC Chair: Chair will provide instructions to each reviewer as written 

guidelines on the criteria to evaluate proposals and a review scoring sheet for each proposal. 

Committee members must review each proposal independently.  

 a. Chair provides reviewers with a conflict of interest form for completion for feedback   

     from reviewers who will be recused from an evaluation of specific proposals due to a   

     conflict of interest.  

 b. Chair uses a streamlining system for proposals based on FCCMC established priorities.      

     Chairperson uses the abstracts of the proposal to make an initial assignment of each    

     proposal into one of the following three groups:  

  i. Group 1: Proposal to be considered for review.  

            ii. Group 2: Proposal may be reviewed (questionable).  

           iii. Group 3: Proposal will not receive a further consideration due to low priority score.  
 

3. Initiating the RFP: DACS initiates the process by sending a formal letter announcing a Request 

for Proposals (RFP) to state public universities and colleges in accordance with the timeline 

established in Table 1. Guidelines delineated in the FCCMC Research Proposal Review and 

Selection Process document contain instructions to principal investigators (PIs) on the format that 

must be followed for the proposal to be considered for support. In addition, a listing of the research 

priority areas as determined by FCCMC, DACS and FMCA is provided with the letter requesting 

proposal submissions from competing universities and colleges. Principal investigators must provide 

DACS with their research proposal via email in .PDF format in accordance with the established 

deadline (Table 1).  

 

Table 1. Timeline for Request for Proposals. 

Procedure Action Date / Deadline1 

Request for project proposals (RFP) sent to institutions (hard copy) February 15th 

Project proposal deadline for submission (email) April 15th 

DACS sends proposals for review to RSC Chair (email) April 16th 

RSC Peer review deadline. Reviews and score sheets sent to DACS (email) May 30th  

Contracts issued to PIs awarded funding (dependent on appropriated funds) July 1st  
1 Dates listed in Table 1 are proposed target dates for the actions listed. 



4. The Review Process: DACS sends all proposals, submitted within the established deadline, to the 

Chairperson for his/her initial review and dissemination to RSC members. Once grouped as outlined 

in Section 2(b), the Chairperson sends all proposals in an email to each RSC member with 

instructions for conducting reviews with a list of those proposals in groups 1, 2 and 3.  

 a. Reviewers are allowed 7 days after receipt of proposals to review and use proposal    

     abstracts to inform the Chairperson of any proposal in groups 2 and 3 which they believe     

     should be selected for further review and placed into group 1.  

 b. The Chair receives this information and instructs all reviewers to consider for review any     

     of the proposals in group 2 and 3 that any member has asked to be considered.  

 c. Proposals that were not reviewed (Group 2 or 3) will receive a short email        

     communication/letter from the Chair indicating that their proposal was not considered by   

     the review committee and a brief reason explaining why. This decision in no way reflects   

     future priority considerations.  

 d. Reviewers must use the electronic (Word) evaluation sheet to assign a priority score,    

     research score, and an overall evaluation score (based on the formula guidelines) for every   

     proposal under consideration for group 1.  

 e. Each reviewer is required to submit electronic evaluation sheets for each proposal        

     reviewed, with comments, to the Chair, who compiles the scores for the proposals,       

     including the average for priority score, research score, and overall score for each           

      reviewed proposal, and provides a spreadsheet of all reviewer scores for each of the three     

    evaluation segments in all reviewed proposals so that individual scoring can be viewed.    

    The electronic scoring sheets are required to be sent in Microsoft Word format or       

     something compatible with Microsoft Word to the Chair once their review is completed.  

 f. The Chair convenes a conference (meeting by teleconference) to discuss proposals and   

     scoring.  

 g. Proposal Evaluation: The Chair then evaluates each grant individually in accordance with   

     the criteria listed below:  

 Chair points out scores for each grant, focusing on clear consensus and 

agreements.  

 Chair asks reviewers whose scores are in disagreement with the consensus scores 

on any reviewed grant to explain their reasons for the scoring.  

 The reviewers discuss the merits of the divergent scores.  

 The reviewers are asked to reconsider their scores based on the discussion.  

 The Chair makes any scoring changes according to the reviewer’s instructions.  

 The Chair seeks to establish a consensus scoring range for the grant based on the    

overall scores seeking to have all scores within this range.  

 The group will work to avoid having any proposal receive an overall negative     

review on the basis of a clearly divergent score on the part of 1 or 2 reviewers.  

 If any reviewer scores a proposal more than 2 or more (unit) scores above or below 

the average consensus scores of the other reviewers, that reviewer must provide a 1 

page justification for their score. If the average score is 1.2 (without the 

disagreement score), any scores at 3.3 or higher require written justification.  

 After discussion and if there is a failure to arrive at a consensus, a vote is taken 

with yea’s voting to drop the score in contention from the overall scoring of the 

proposal. Passing the motion requires a super majority of the committee including 

a vote by the Chairperson. Defeating the motion requires 3 nay votes.  

 



 h. All group 1 proposals will be evaluated, scored; and presented in rank order of their overall 

     scoring. 

 i. The RSC will come to consensus on the overall ranking and the associated expenditure of      

    funding. Budgets will be discussed at this point to achieve consensus that the committee    

    agrees the rankings are the optimal use of the funds.  
 

5. DACS Review and Acceptance of Proposals Recommended for Funding: Subsequent to the 

review process, the Chair will provide DACS with the recommended proposals for funding and a 

listing of proposal rankings. In addition, the Chair will also provide the scored evaluation sheets 

(Word) that include written comments from each RSC member for each proposal reviewed.  
 

NOTE: To ensure reviewer anonymity, DACS will eliminate the reviewer’s name from 

reviewers evaluations, save the evaluation as a .PDF file, and provide the reviews to the 

principal investigators submitting the proposal.  

 a. DACS will review the recommendations of the RSC for acceptance, denial or amendment    

     of any of the proposals recommended for funding.  

 b. In the event that a proposal requires an amendment or is unacceptable for any reason,    

     DACS must discuss these changes with the RSC Chair prior to a making a final decision    

     on funding. If the recommendations by the RSC are acceptable, no additional action is    

     necessary.  
 

6. Funding Multiyear Proposals: Consideration for multiyear proposals will be determined based 

on the following criteria:  

 a. The project is considered by the RSC during their review process (Section 4) using      

     FCCMC established priorities.  

 b. The project is within one of the top 3 priorities assigned by the FCCMC in a funding year.  

 c. The selection of a multiyear project in a particular year automatically encumbers funds for   

     future years.  

 d. Continuance of funding for a multiyear proposal is contingent on annual legislative   

     appropriations. 

 

 



GUIDELINES FOR PROPOSAL SUBMISSION  

 

All proposals submitted for consideration must adhere to the following format for proposals. 

Research proposals will be submitted electronically via email in .PDF format. Word limits on 

sections and page limitations are provided as maximum allowed for each section. Limitations do not 

apply to tables or figures. Proposal submission must be made in accordance with the deadline 

established in Table 1.  
 

Failure to adhere to this format will result in the return of the proposal with no review or 

consideration for funding during that review cycle.  
 

Proposal Format  
Title 

Name of PI  

Names of Co-PIs  

Institutional Affiliations of PI and Co-PIs  

Contact information of PI and Co-PIs  

Mailing address  

Email address  

Phone number  
 

ABSTRACT (maximum 350 words)  

 

INTRODUCTION (maximum 1200 words)  

State the objectives clearly.  

State hypotheses that will be tested if appropriate.  

State the importance to Florida mosquito control. 

Provide background information with references on the state of the problem and relevant other 

research that bears on the problem.  

Provide references of preliminary work bearing on the problem done by the investigators 

demonstrating expertise and ability to accomplish the proposed research.  
 

PLAN OF RESEARCH (maximum 2000 words)  

State the plan of research.  

Provide materials and methods to be used.  

Provide how data will be analyzed and the statistical approaches if appropriate.  

Justify that objectives will be met using the plan.  

Summarize any potential pitfalls and how these will be addressed. 
 

LITERATURE CITED (maximum 2 pages)  
 

COST ANALYSIS (maximum 1 page)  

Budget for projects must fit the DACS Example Budget Form below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Example Budget Form 
 

Contractor University name 
 

Proposal Title   Project title 
 

Period of Service   To be determined upon contract execution  
 

Budget  
Total amount funded 

by the Contractor 
(i.e., university)  

Effort/Time 
percentage allocated 
to this project only 

Amount allocated to 
conduct this project 

by FDACS 

Salaries a) 

Dr. Hollywood, PI  
TBD Biologist 
Dr. California, Co-PI 
TBD Graduate Student  
TBD Post Doc   

 
$85,000 
$61,286 

$0 
$9,960 

$42,263 

 
5% 

14% 
1% 

100% 
8% 

 
$4,250 
$8,580 

$0 
$9,960 
$3,381 

Fringe Benefits b) 

Dr. Hollywood, PI  
TBD Biologist 
Dr. California, Co-PI 
TBD Graduate Student  
TBD Post Doc   

 
$24,310 
$17,528 

$0 
$1,594 

$12,087 

 
5% 

14% 
1% 

100% 
8% 

 
$1,216 
$2,454 

$0 
$1,594 
$967 

Equipment c) 

5 Microscopes 
 

$0 
 

100% 
 

$10,000 

Travel d) 

UF - USDA Campus 
 

$0 
 

100% 
 

$6000 

Miscellaneous e) 

Lab supplies  
Computer supplies 
Contractual services 

 
$0 
$0 
$0 

 
100% 
100% 
100% 

 
$15,500 
$4,000 
$7,500 

Indirect cost / overhead f)  
 

100% 
 

$7,590 

TOTAL CONTRACT VALUE   $83,492 
 

The proposed budget must be broken down by the following cost elements; salaries, 

fringe benefits, equipment, utilities, travel, miscellaneous and indirect cost/overhead. 
Cost Elements 
a) Salaries: List each proposed position that will perform the tasks needed to complete this 

    project. For each position, the total salary should be indicated as should the percent of salary 

    requested from this project budget. 
 

b) Fringe Benefits: List each proposed position that will perform the tasks needed to complete 

     this project. For each position, the total value of fringe benefits should be indicated. Then, 

     indicate the value and percentage of the fringe benefit that is contributed from this contract.  
 

c) Equipment: List each proposed piece of equipment to be purchased from monies from this 

    contract (i.e., computers, microscopes, etc.). 
 

d) Travel: List each proposed meeting, travel destinations, etc. the contractor will request 

     reimbursement for as part of this project. 
 

e) Miscellaneous: List each proposed item the contractor will request reimbursement for (i.e., lab 

    supplies, computer supplies, contractual service, etc.).  
 

f) Indirect Cost/Admin Overhead: These costs have already been negotiated (i.e. 5% or 10%).  

 



ENVIRONMENT (maximum 1 page)  

Briefly describe organizational structure, available equipment, collaborations, space, etc. already in 

place in the parent institution that will be available for use in the project.  
 

CVs OF PI AND CO-PIS (maximum 1 page each)  
 

Name  

Position title  

Affiliation  

Highest degree (degree, date awarded, institution)  

Current and pending extramural support  

Project title, role, dates, total cost, objectives, link (if any) to current proposal  
 

Previous Publications (give career total of peer reviewed publications)  

List 5 most recent publications relevant to the proposal.  
 

Previous DACS funding and resulting publications  

List previous DACS funding (as PI or Co-PI) during the last 5 years and include all peer reviewed 

publications resulting from each project.  
 

LETTER(S) OF COLLABORATION 
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