Multi-institutional team

applications for HEP Detector
R&D

Thoughts for RDC1

https://science.osti.qov/hep/-/media/grants/pdf/foas/2025/DE-FOA-0003600.pdf



https://www.google.com/url?q=https://science.osti.gov/hep/-/media/grants/pdf/foas/2025/DE-FOA-0003600.pdf&sa=D&source=editors&ust=1764168203057348&usg=AOvVaw02q06J8RE8ex-Fkq-SFFf-

Important Information

Boundary Conditions:

Award Ceiling: $500,000 / year total (no matter how many institutions)
Number of awards expected: At most 3

Structure: Single prime awardee and subawards
o  For NOFO: DE-FOA-0003600, this will be university lead proposals
o  The lab based NOFO is still under review (and will have the labs as lead) with no clear timeline for release
o  Multi-institutional = 3 or more institutions (not specifically outlined in the NOFO, suggested by the PM)
Length of proposal: Up to 4 years
o  Note: Helmut mentioned that some ambiguity snuck into the NOFOQ in this sentence “The award ceiling is $500,000 per
year in total across all institutions for a three-year award”. This will apparently be cleared up in the forthcoming lab
announcement (namely, 4 year proposals are allowed)

Out of Scope Areas: 1) Topics outside of HEP BRN, 2) Incremental Improvements, 3)
Project Specific Research

Important Deadlines:

Pre-application: February 27th (Friday), 2026

o 3 pages max following format on page 119 of the NOFO
Encourage/Discourage Call-back: March 27th (Friday), 2026
Full Applications Due: May 1 (Friday) 2026



Structure of the Proposals

e Should follow the general

NOFO guidance

O

O

9 pages per senior/key
person or a total of 30
pages (whichever is less)
Supplementary Title page
(outlined on page 87 of the
NOFO)

All the other required
documents as outlined in
the NOFO

Strong suggestion to
follow the prime awardee /
subaward structure

Multi-institutional team applications should provide a supplementary page to the DOE title

page, including:

1. List all institutions by name and each Co-Investigator (Co-I) at that institution.
2. Indicate the Lead PI who will serve as the point of contact and coordinator for the

combined application.
3. Include a table modeled on the following chart providing summary budget

information for each institution. Provide the total costs (Direct and Indirect) in the
budget request in each funding year for each institution as well as the totals for all
rows and columns.
4. If necessary, appropriately add rows for additional Co-I(s).
5. Applicants should appropriately modify the table below for the correct number of
years where a budget is being requested in their application.

Name and Yearly Budget for Applications with Multiple Institutions
Ihstitation Year1 |Year2 |Year3 | Total
Name Budget | Budget | Budget | Budget
| (§) (€) (€) (€))

Lead PI
Co-T #1
Co-I #2
Co-I #1
Co-I #2
Co-1#3
Co-I #4

Total | Total Total | Total

el - Year1 |Year2 |Year3 |Y1-Y3

Example Summary Budget Table (for Applications with Multiple Institutions)




What does this mean for CPAD RDC’s

The following are only my opinions (not informed by any other guidance) and open for discussion /
disagreement

We should take stock of groups that are doing multi-institutional, collaborative, blue-sky R&D
and try to encourage teams that can put together a compelling proposal (subject to the

boundary conditions) and strongly encourage them to this NOFO
o  Thisisn't “pre-selection” on our part, but instead trying to make sure we find groups which could put together a strong
proposal
o  These should be teams / ideas where it makes sense that a University is the lead institution
m  Since a similar NOFO for the labs is forthcoming, we can do the same exercise for those teams too

The RDC 1 conveners will offer to meet with the teams in January to help them work on their
pre-proposal
o  Here you can offer input/feedback to help them best align with the blue-sky nature of the proposal as well as make sure
they are in line with the RDC priorities
o  We can also consider having an RDC meeting to give a venue for people to put forward their idea to the community and
receive feedback
If a team receives positive feedback from the pre-proposal and wants to work with the RDC 1

to help them develop the most compelling version of their proposals we wil encourage this
o  We could consider having a CPAD wide meeting where we try to give guidance to anyone submitting on things to think
about including in their proposal

m  Similar to what we did when we gave an overview of feedback from the 2024 comparative review (slides linked
here)


https://www.google.com/url?q=https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1_MO4LSkitIENXpms_ze99RvDxhjvLW8zUZ9w1Q2gLBg/edit?usp%3Dsharing&sa=D&source=editors&ust=1764168203402784&usg=AOvVaw3SIQjdufVUiJCckEaamUSW
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1_MO4LSkitIENXpms_ze99RvDxhjvLW8zUZ9w1Q2gLBg/edit?usp%3Dsharing&sa=D&source=editors&ust=1764168203403081&usg=AOvVaw2dXsGgbuFdv8X4Bq6GzibS

Discussion / Notes

CPAD will be distributing an online form to collect information about the
multi-institutional teams

e Link to the form is here: Google Form

The responses to this form will be shared publicly to allow for people who are
interested in finding collaborators or additional institutions to see what ideas are
being considered in the community

e Using the form is absolutely optional, but encouraged by CPAD as a
mechanism to help us coordinate and collaborate with these groups


https://www.google.com/url?q=https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeoFASO3RE3OKeVxLyAv2LITCo5MUWzTezEvpUhGzihkb1dlw/viewform?usp%3Dsharing%26ouid%3D117758055521238897984&sa=D&source=editors&ust=1764168203431095&usg=AOvVaw2zatjiRcXz_J6eh3BmbytN

