How to write a good proposal

When looking at each proposal, the relevant Committee will consider:

· the relevance of the topic to the Foundation's priorities; 

· whether the work will offer new insights or developments; 

· the soundness and appropriateness of how the work will be done (for research projects this covers both the research design, the methods and the analysis); 

· whether partnerships with relevant organisations and service users are in place where these are important; the ability of the staff to carry out the work and complete on time; 

· the likely policy and practice implications; 

· a thorough approach to dissemination. 

Equal opportunities

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation has its origins in the traditions of the Society of Friends (Quakers) and the philosophy of its founder. The Foundation subscribes to a belief in the inherent value of each human being without distinction as to race, gender, age, disability, sexuality or on other grounds. All proposers should, therefore, consider how equal opportunities may relate to the subject being addressed and to the recruitment for and management of the project.

Common weaknesses of research and development proposals

Some proposals are turned down because the Foundation cannot give the topic sufficient priority even though the proposal is well thought out and presented. But proposals are more often rejected because insufficient information has been provided about key aspects, or because there is a lack of clarity about what is planned, and insufficient detail about methods to be used. For example: 

· The proposal describes the background to the project at some length but gives very few details about aims and methods. 

· The aims of the project are very vague or are couched in terms of the process, eg, the aim of the project is to carry out a 'descriptive study of X' or a 'survey of Y'. 

· The design of the study lacks clarity or robustness so that there is a mismatch between the issues being addressed and the approach adopted, or what is planned is over ambitious. 

· Information about data collection is insufficiently detailed. If interviews are going to be carried out, it is important to give information about the number of interviews; how the sample would be selected; and the form in which the data would be collected. (Any proposal which talks in terms of `some people will be interviewed` is unlikely to be funded). 

· Details of the way the data will be recorded and analysed are lacking. This is particularly the case where the use of focus groups is proposed. 

· Information about the proposer's own knowledge and skills is lacking. In addition to the standard information provided on a CV, it is helpful to have a short summary - two or three sentences - of the experience that members of the team carrying out the work have had using the methods being proposed. 

· Timescales and staff resources are unrealistic or inappropriate. This includes too much work being planned for the time available, or too much of the field work and analysis being left to inexperienced research staff. 

· It is unclear how the proposed outputs could be derived from the material collected. 

General JRF priorities

The perspectives of those being researched

The Foundation has a commitment to exploring ways of ensuring that people central to the research or development project are involved in, the process - eg, service users, young people.

Race and the issues confronting minority ethnic communities

All proposals are expected to incorporate this dimension wherever appropriate. The Foundation also welcomes proposals that focus on issues which are of specific concern to minority ethnic communities.

A UK perspective

The Foundation's remit is UK-wide and it seeks to fund research and development which reflects experience across England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. The Foundation particularly welcomes proposals which incorporate cross-UK comparisons, but will consider the funding of studies of specific national experience where appropriate. It recognises that it is not feasible for all studies to cover the UK in depth but expects all proposals to explain the policy relevance of the project for the four countries, particularly where policy and practice frameworks differ.

