
"How	
  do	
  we,	
  as	
  RD	
  professionals,	
  rise	
  to	
  the	
  challenge	
  of	
  
concurrently	
  suppor9ng	
  and	
  coordina9ng	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  
mul9ple	
  large	
  proposals	
  to	
  a	
  single	
  sponsor	
  program?”	
  	
  
	
  
These	
  o'en	
  involve	
  interdisciplinary	
  projects	
  for	
  funding	
  
opportuni7es	
  that	
  limit	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  applica7ons	
  from	
  a	
  
university,	
  and	
  o'en	
  require	
  pre-­‐proposals,	
  site	
  visits,	
  and	
  
long-­‐term	
  ins7tu7onal	
  commitments.	
  Speed,	
  7ming,	
  
resourcefulness	
  and	
  crea7vity	
  are	
  crucial	
  for	
  success.	
  
Research	
  development	
  offices	
  are	
  increasingly	
  involved	
  in	
  
broadening	
  ins7tu7onal	
  research	
  porAolios	
  by	
  suppor7ng	
  
mul7ple	
  large-­‐scale	
  proposals—those	
  with	
  a	
  budget	
  greater	
  
than	
  $1M	
  per	
  year	
  for	
  more	
  than	
  two	
  years	
  and	
  larger	
  
projects	
  that	
  involve	
  mul7ple	
  faculty	
  and	
  ins7tu7ons	
  and	
  
o'en	
  imply	
  significant	
  university	
  investment	
  before,	
  during	
  
and	
  a'er	
  the	
  award	
  period—at	
  the	
  same	
  7me	
  and	
  with	
  
increasing	
  frequency,	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  program.	
  Proposal	
  
development	
  teams	
  contribute	
  to	
  strategic	
  planning,	
  
naviga7ng	
  university	
  poli7cs,	
  and	
  team	
  building	
  to	
  cra'	
  
compe77ve	
  proposals	
  with	
  enough	
  planning	
  for	
  the	
  
infrastructure	
  to	
  assure	
  successful	
  award	
  management.	
  How	
  
can	
  we	
  help	
  make	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  disparate	
  pieces	
  come	
  together	
  
when	
  two,	
  three,	
  or	
  more	
  major	
  proposals	
  could	
  each,	
  alone,	
  
consume	
  all	
  available	
  7me?	
  This	
  panel	
  discussion	
  will	
  focus	
  
on	
  challenges	
  and	
  opportuni7es	
  associated	
  with	
  concurrent	
  
development	
  of	
  mul9ple	
  large	
  proposals	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  
program,	
  including	
  ins7tu7onal	
  strategy,	
  idea	
  development,	
  
prepara7on,	
  and	
  submission,	
  and	
  offer	
  prac7cal	
  solu7ons	
  for	
  
RD	
  professionals	
  who	
  support	
  these	
  efforts.	
  AOendees	
  will	
  
leave	
  the	
  session	
  with	
  fresh	
  ideas	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  adaptable	
  to	
  
their	
  ins7tu7ons	
  and	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  bolster	
  their	
  involvement	
  
across	
  a	
  wider	
  spectrum	
  of	
  RD	
  ac7vi7es,	
  ul7mately	
  
contribu7ng	
  to	
  a	
  deeper	
  and	
  more	
  diverse	
  research	
  porAolio.	
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We	
  have	
  experience	
  synergizing	
  faculty	
  efforts	
  early	
  in	
  
the	
  research	
  development	
  lifecycle	
  (e.g.,	
  seed	
  grant	
  
programs,	
  limited	
  submissions,	
  landscape	
  analysis,	
  
faculty	
  networking	
  and	
  training	
  events),	
  and	
  stewarding	
  
proposals	
  through	
  submission	
  with	
  hands	
  on	
  logis7cal	
  
support	
  (e.g.,	
  team-­‐building,	
  resource	
  collec7ng,	
  
wri7ng,	
  and	
  edi7ng).	
  
	
  
Together,	
  the	
  panelists	
  have	
  more	
  than	
  38	
  years	
  of	
  
experience	
  with	
  developing	
  and	
  suppor7ng	
  
development	
  of	
  larger	
  federal	
  grants	
  in	
  various	
  ways.	
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What	
  are	
  we	
  talking	
  about?	
  There	
  have	
  always	
  existed	
  
highly	
  visible	
  programs	
  in	
  the	
  federal	
  funding	
  arena	
  that	
  
allowed	
  for	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  proposal,	
  but	
  as	
  financial	
  
7mes	
  are	
  7ght,	
  our	
  ins7tu7ons	
  are	
  pursuing	
  more	
  of	
  
these	
  programs	
  concurrently.	
  	
  
	
  
What’s	
  large	
  scale?	
  Greater	
  than	
  $1M	
  annual	
  budget.	
  	
  
	
  
O'en	
  include	
  significant,	
  explicit	
  cost	
  share	
  (e.g.,	
  the	
  
ERC	
  &	
  MRI	
  programs).	
  
	
  
Anecdotally,	
  we’re	
  finding	
  more	
  and	
  more	
  programs	
  are	
  
limi7ng	
  submissions	
  by	
  ins7tu7on	
  and	
  then	
  again	
  
narrowing	
  that	
  pool	
  by	
  using	
  pre-­‐proposal	
  down	
  
selec7on.	
  	
  
	
  
Moving	
  the	
  selec7on	
  process	
  forward	
  in	
  the	
  funding	
  
cycle,	
  combined	
  with	
  increased	
  pressure	
  to	
  propose	
  
mul7ple	
  ideas	
  to	
  a	
  single	
  program,	
  can	
  overwhelm	
  
Research	
  Development	
  professionals	
  in	
  small	
  and	
  
medium	
  sized	
  offices.	
  This	
  presenta7on	
  will	
  discuss	
  
ideas	
  and	
  best	
  prac7ces	
  RD	
  professionals	
  can	
  employ	
  
when	
  faced	
  with	
  concurrent,	
  large-­‐scale	
  submissions	
  to	
  
a	
  single	
  program	
  within	
  the	
  same	
  sponsor.	
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Most	
  very	
  large	
  proposals	
  develop	
  not	
  in	
  isola7on,	
  
rather	
  within	
  a	
  dynamic	
  ecosystem	
  in	
  which	
  many	
  
factors	
  influence	
  a	
  proposal’s	
  origins,	
  development,	
  
and	
  ul9mately	
  outcome.	
  	
  
This	
  figure	
  highlights	
  key	
  elements	
  of	
  the	
  proposal-­‐
development	
  ecosystem.	
  	
  At	
  subsequent	
  stages	
  along	
  
the	
  proposal	
  development	
  pathway	
  (progression	
  of	
  L-­‐
to-­‐R	
  colored	
  arrows),	
  there	
  are	
  mul7ple	
  factors	
  (upward	
  
and	
  downward	
  poin7ng	
  arrows)	
  that	
  influence	
  the	
  
development	
  and	
  outcome	
  of	
  the	
  process.	
  	
  
	
  
We’ll	
  focus	
  on	
  factors	
  that	
  are	
  especially	
  relevant	
  to	
  
how	
  we	
  as	
  RD	
  pros	
  concurrently	
  support	
  development	
  
of	
  large-­‐scale	
  proposals	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  program,	
  in	
  
par7cular	
  the	
  more	
  upstream	
  ac7vi7es	
  (inside	
  the	
  
larger	
  red	
  oval)	
  –	
  those	
  that	
  take	
  ideas	
  and	
  transform	
  
them	
  into	
  compe77ve	
  proposals.	
  	
  
	
  
We’ll	
  be	
  doing	
  a	
  tag-­‐team	
  presenta7on	
  that	
  begins	
  with	
  
the	
  discussion	
  about	
  origins	
  of	
  proposals	
  (the	
  smaller	
  
red	
  oval),	
  then	
  moves	
  on	
  to	
  contextualiza7on,	
  and	
  
finally	
  to	
  resources.	
  
	
  
Most	
  proposals	
  are	
  “born”	
  when	
  they	
  are	
  ini7ated	
  by	
  
either	
  the	
  inves7gators	
  themselves,	
  or	
  by	
  ins7tu7onal	
  
leadership.	
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Let’s	
  take	
  a	
  look	
  at	
  both	
  kinds	
  of	
  “births”,	
  beginning	
  
with	
  the	
  faculty-­‐ini7ated	
  type.	
  
	
  
Advantages	
  of	
  Faculty-­‐Ini7ated	
  Proposals:	
  
Team	
  members	
  choose	
  to	
  work	
  together,	
  and	
  
presumably	
  like/respect	
  each	
  other,	
  or	
  at	
  least	
  know	
  
what	
  they’re	
  gehng	
  into.	
  Such	
  self-­‐assembled	
  teams	
  
may	
  have	
  a	
  beOer	
  chance	
  of	
  success	
  than	
  ins7tu7onally	
  
“arranged	
  marriages”.	
  
Self-­‐assembled	
  teams	
  are	
  likely	
  to	
  be	
  highly	
  invested	
  in	
  
success.	
  	
  And	
  the	
  percep7on	
  that	
  faculty	
  are	
  driving	
  can	
  
be	
  more	
  appealing	
  to	
  the	
  par7cipants	
  than	
  efforts	
  in	
  
which	
  par7cipants	
  may	
  feel	
  like	
  they	
  are	
  being	
  managed	
  
to	
  serve	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  others.	
  
	
  
Challenges	
  of	
  Faculty-­‐Ini7ated	
  Proposals:	
  
•  May	
  not	
  have	
  the	
  campus-­‐level	
  “big	
  picture”	
  

perspec7ve	
  	
  
•  May	
  need	
  to	
  work	
  harder	
  at	
  gehng	
  requisite	
  

ins7tu7onal	
  support,	
  e.g.	
  cost	
  sharing	
  

So,	
  when	
  we	
  support	
  mul7ple,	
  self-­‐assembled	
  teams,	
  
what	
  can	
  we	
  do	
  to	
  try	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  our	
  focus	
  is	
  on	
  
strategically	
  sound	
  pursuits,	
  rather	
  than	
  on	
  what	
  may	
  
be	
  ill-­‐fated	
  and	
  resource-­‐costly	
  exercises?	
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We	
  can	
  assess	
  the	
  characteris7cs	
  of	
  each	
  team	
  that	
  might	
  make	
  it	
  a	
  
smarter,	
  or	
  conversely	
  more	
  risky,	
  investment	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  RD	
  support.	
  
Such	
  a	
  holis9c	
  assessment	
  can	
  serve	
  as	
  a	
  basis	
  for	
  determining	
  
appropriate	
  levels	
  of	
  RD	
  investment.	
  
	
  
Slider	
  imagery	
  is	
  to	
  emphasize	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  evalua7ng	
  mul9ple	
  
factors,	
  and	
  then	
  taking	
  stock	
  of	
  how	
  they	
  collec7vely	
  influence	
  
decision-­‐making	
  about	
  RD	
  support.	
  
Informa7on	
  to	
  complete	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  assessment	
  comes	
  from	
  mul7ple	
  
sources:	
  RFA	
  and	
  other	
  sponsor-­‐derived	
  sources,	
  PI(s),	
  others	
  in	
  the	
  
know	
  about	
  the	
  funding	
  landscape	
  on	
  campus	
  and	
  beyond.	
  
	
  
For	
  concurrent	
  large	
  proposals	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  program,	
  assessment	
  might	
  
look	
  closely	
  at	
  factors	
  like	
  these:	
  
	
  
(1)  How	
  compe99ve	
  is	
  this	
  idea/team	
  likely	
  to	
  be?	
  	
  	
  
How	
  well	
  do	
  the	
  ideas	
  proposed	
  fit	
  with	
  the	
  opportunity	
  in	
  hand?	
  	
  	
  Is	
  
there	
  a	
  clear	
  fit,	
  or	
  might	
  this	
  be	
  a	
  case	
  of	
  tying	
  to	
  force	
  fit	
  an	
  idea	
  to	
  
an	
  opportunity	
  for	
  which	
  the	
  fit	
  is	
  ques7onable?	
  
What	
  advantages	
  or	
  edges	
  might	
  the	
  team	
  have	
  over	
  other	
  
compe7tors,	
  internal	
  and	
  external?	
  Does	
  the	
  team	
  have	
  uniquely	
  
relevant	
  strengths	
  in	
  people,	
  infrastructure,	
  and/or	
  track	
  record?	
  
	
  
(2)	
  How	
  feasible	
  will	
  it	
  be	
  to	
  generate	
  a	
  truly	
  compe99ve	
  proposal?	
  
Timeline:	
  Is	
  it	
  3	
  months	
  or	
  3	
  weeks	
  before	
  the	
  proposal	
  deadline?	
  	
  
What	
  is	
  the	
  realis7c	
  bandwidth	
  of	
  the	
  PI	
  in	
  this	
  7me	
  period.	
  	
  E.g.,	
  Does	
  
the	
  lead	
  PI	
  has	
  a	
  heavy	
  teaching	
  load	
  or	
  extensive	
  travel	
  that	
  may	
  
preclude	
  her	
  giving	
  the	
  effort	
  the	
  power	
  it	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  successful?	
  
How	
  readily	
  can	
  specific	
  requirements	
  be	
  met?	
  	
  E.g.,	
  
•  A	
  recent	
  DOE	
  compe77on	
  called	
  for	
  a	
  1:1	
  cost	
  match	
  on	
  a	
  $12.5M	
  

budget.	
  Not	
  so	
  easy	
  to	
  scrape	
  together.	
  	
  
•  NSF	
  ERCs	
  require	
  extensive	
  partnership	
  with	
  industry,	
  these	
  

industry	
  commitments	
  typically	
  can’t	
  be	
  secured	
  overnight,	
  or	
  even	
  
in	
  a	
  few	
  weeks.	
  	
  

•  For	
  programs	
  where	
  it	
  is	
  clear	
  that	
  only	
  one	
  award	
  will	
  be	
  made,	
  is	
  
the	
  team	
  before	
  us	
  realis7cally	
  strong	
  enough	
  to	
  compete?	
  

(3)	
  What	
  resources	
  does	
  the	
  team	
  bring	
  to	
  this	
  endeavor?	
  	
  Do	
  they	
  
already	
  have	
  a	
  great	
  budget	
  person,	
  admin	
  staff,	
  and	
  a	
  graphics	
  guru	
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Results	
  of	
  the	
  holis7c	
  assessment	
  –	
  preferably	
  
ac7onable	
  feedback	
  to	
  the	
  PI/team	
  –	
  should	
  be	
  
communicated	
  as	
  early	
  and	
  construc7vely	
  as	
  possible.	
  
	
  
Outcome	
  of	
  the	
  assessment	
  may	
  be	
  a	
  go/no-­‐go	
  
decision	
  about	
  moving	
  forward,	
  or	
  a	
  plan	
  and	
  7meline	
  
for	
  such	
  decision-­‐making.	
  
	
  
It’s	
  important	
  to	
  point	
  out	
  that	
  such	
  an	
  assessment	
  
benefits	
  all	
  involved.	
  
•  Teams	
  that	
  move	
  forward	
  –	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  we	
  RD	
  folks	
  

suppor7ng	
  them	
  –	
  gain	
  a	
  clearer	
  understanding	
  of	
  
the	
  teams/	
  strengths	
  and	
  needs.	
  

•  Teams	
  that	
  elect	
  to	
  abandon,	
  postpone,	
  or	
  redirect	
  
can	
  more	
  efficiently	
  apply	
  their	
  limited	
  resources,	
  
mainly	
  7me.	
  

Now	
  to	
  Faye	
  who	
  will	
  discuss	
  proposals	
  that	
  are	
  
ini7ated	
  top	
  down	
  –	
  by	
  ins9tu9onal	
  leadership,	
  rather	
  
than	
  by	
  faculty.	
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Some7mes,	
  proposals	
  come	
  to	
  us	
  from	
  “on	
  high”.	
  For	
  
example,	
  when	
  a	
  Dean	
  or	
  President	
  wants	
  a	
  “crown	
  
jewel”	
  or	
  it’s	
  program	
  equivalent.	
  In	
  these	
  cases,	
  there	
  
is	
  a	
  different	
  kind	
  of	
  pressure	
  placed	
  on	
  the	
  RD	
  
professional.	
  	
  
	
  
These	
  Ins7tu7on-­‐ini7ated	
  proposals	
  should	
  align	
  with	
  
the	
  ins7tu7onal	
  strategic	
  plan	
  and	
  overlap	
  with	
  the	
  
school	
  or	
  department	
  goals	
  (or	
  strategic	
  plan	
  if	
  it	
  exists).	
  
In	
  these	
  cases,	
  the	
  desire	
  for	
  pursuit	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  explicit	
  
and	
  well	
  defined.	
  
	
  
Suppor7ng	
  mul7ple	
  ins7tu7on-­‐ini7ated	
  proposals	
  to	
  a	
  
single	
  program	
  is	
  a	
  direc7ve	
  for	
  the	
  faculty	
  and	
  the	
  RD	
  
professional.	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  it	
  is	
  likely	
  that	
  strapped	
  
resources	
  will	
  con7nue	
  to	
  be	
  strapped.	
  In	
  an	
  ideal	
  
world,	
  there	
  may	
  be	
  funds	
  to	
  pay	
  for	
  addi7onal	
  
resources.	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  more	
  emphasis	
  should	
  be	
  put	
  on	
  
rela7onship	
  management	
  than	
  adhering	
  to	
  a	
  process.	
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Sponsor	
  programs	
  and	
  their	
  poten7al	
  solicita7ons	
  
should	
  be	
  a	
  standing	
  discussion	
  item	
  at	
  the	
  VP	
  and/or	
  
dean	
  level	
  mee7ngs,	
  and	
  tracked	
  by	
  RD	
  professionals.	
  
As	
  early	
  as	
  possible,	
  the	
  RD	
  professional	
  should	
  hold	
  
open	
  mee7ngs	
  on	
  a	
  par7cular	
  topic	
  or	
  program.	
  From	
  
these	
  discussions,	
  groups	
  can	
  self	
  assemble,	
  assess	
  
strategy,	
  find	
  research	
  approaches	
  that	
  are	
  congruent	
  
to	
  the	
  solicita7on,	
  leverage	
  exis7ng	
  experience	
  and	
  
knowledge	
  (some7mes	
  funding).	
  Ideally,	
  monthly	
  large	
  
mee7ngs	
  turn	
  into	
  weekly	
  mee7ngs	
  once	
  the	
  
solicita7on	
  is	
  released.	
  	
  
	
  
RD	
  professionals	
  can	
  align	
  funding	
  opportuni7es	
  pro-­‐
ac7vely	
  with	
  ins7tu7onal	
  and	
  department	
  ini7a7ves.	
  As	
  
departments	
  or	
  schools	
  mature,	
  or	
  awards	
  are	
  made,	
  a	
  
cri7cal	
  mass	
  of	
  research	
  exper7se	
  emerges.	
  The	
  RD	
  
professional	
  is	
  able	
  to	
  step	
  into	
  this	
  cri7cal	
  mass	
  and	
  
ignite	
  it	
  with	
  an	
  exis7ng	
  or	
  forecasted	
  solicita7on.	
  	
  
	
  

9	
  



As	
  you	
  prepare	
  your	
  faculty	
  leads	
  and	
  teams,	
  there	
  are	
  
two	
  important	
  factors	
  to	
  consider	
  that	
  may	
  influence	
  
how	
  you	
  proceed.	
  	
  
1)  Selec7on	
  and	
  support	
  of	
  faculty	
  leads	
  and	
  teams	
  can	
  

also	
  be	
  determined	
  through	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  technical	
  
approach	
  proposed	
  and	
  the	
  needs/wants	
  of	
  the	
  
sponsor	
  generally	
  and	
  program	
  specifically.	
  	
  

2)  If	
  the	
  solicita7on	
  is	
  limited	
  in	
  some	
  way,	
  then	
  the	
  
formal	
  process	
  of	
  selec7on	
  must	
  occur.	
  Generally	
  
speaking,	
  this	
  is	
  done	
  through	
  peer	
  review,	
  but	
  not	
  
always.	
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Adapted	
  from	
  industry	
  or	
  business	
  intelligence	
  prac7ces,	
  
university	
  compe77ve	
  analysis	
  focuses	
  on	
  four	
  key	
  topics:	
  
1.  The	
  sponsor	
  and	
  program	
  –	
  past	
  awards,	
  strategic	
  plan,	
  

future	
  budget	
  
2.  The	
  organiza7on	
  –	
  past	
  performance,	
  strategic	
  plan,	
  

current	
  and	
  future	
  exper7se	
  
3.  The	
  compe77on	
  –	
  past	
  awards,	
  peer	
  ins7tu7ons,	
  

aspira7onal	
  peer	
  ins7tu7ons,	
  others	
  with	
  key	
  resources	
  
to	
  perform	
  the	
  work	
  

The	
  objec7ve	
  is	
  to	
  complete	
  a	
  thorough	
  dive	
  into	
  exis7ng	
  
background	
  informa7on	
  so	
  that	
  we	
  can	
  enhance	
  our	
  
pursuit	
  ac7vi7es	
  and	
  proposal	
  wri7ng.	
  Ac7vi7es	
  would	
  
include	
  speaking	
  to	
  program	
  officers,	
  iden7fying	
  team	
  
members	
  and	
  ins7tu7ons	
  to	
  partner	
  with,	
  iden7fying	
  
poten7al	
  compe7ng	
  interests	
  and	
  conflicts	
  of	
  interest.	
  	
  
	
  
For	
  example,	
  the	
  ERC	
  has	
  a	
  long,	
  storied	
  program	
  (>25	
  
years	
  of	
  work),	
  with	
  four	
  “categories”	
  of	
  centers	
  (Advanced	
  
Manufacturing,	
  Biotech	
  and	
  Health,	
  Energy/Infrastructure,	
  
Microelectronics).	
  But,	
  the	
  “architect”	
  of	
  the	
  program	
  
recently	
  stepped	
  down.	
  New	
  leadership,	
  with	
  new	
  
priori7es	
  is	
  likely	
  to	
  influence	
  the	
  next	
  award	
  cycle.	
  
	
  
Contrast	
  this	
  with	
  the	
  SRN,	
  which	
  is	
  rela7vely	
  new	
  and	
  has	
  
only	
  two	
  prior	
  awards,	
  which	
  were	
  quite	
  different	
  from	
  one	
  
another.	
  Colorado’s	
  focused	
  on	
  sustainable	
  natural	
  gas	
  use	
  
while	
  Penn	
  State’s	
  looked	
  at	
  mi7ga7ng	
  climate	
  risks.	
  
Colorado	
  has	
  eight	
  partners,	
  all	
  located	
  in	
  the	
  United	
  
States,	
  four	
  of	
  them	
  in	
  Colorado.	
  Penn	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand	
  
has	
  22	
  partners,	
  eight	
  of	
  which	
  are	
  interna7onal.	
  This	
  year,	
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Half	
  of	
  the	
  programs	
  in	
  our	
  examples	
  slide	
  (#3)	
  are	
  
limited	
  submissions.	
  	
  Limited	
  submissions	
  are	
  o'en	
  
viewed	
  by	
  faculty	
  members	
  as	
  a	
  scourge	
  –	
  another	
  
bureaucra7c	
  hurdle	
  to	
  clear	
  to	
  before	
  they	
  can	
  submit	
  a	
  
proposal	
  to	
  a	
  sponsor.	
  	
  
	
  
So,	
  what’s	
  to	
  like	
  about	
  sponsor-­‐imposed	
  limits	
  on	
  the	
  
number	
  of	
  proposals,	
  if	
  you’re	
  a	
  PI?	
  
	
  
•  Prompts	
  earlier	
  starts	
  on	
  proposal	
  development.	
  	
  

Especially	
  important	
  for	
  very	
  large	
  proposals,	
  and	
  
especially	
  important	
  for	
  those	
  very,	
  very	
  few	
  faculty	
  
out	
  there	
  who	
  have	
  a	
  tendency	
  toward	
  
procras7na7on.	
  

•  Campus	
  review	
  provides	
  construc9ve,	
  ac9onable	
  
feedback	
  to	
  strengthen	
  proposals,	
  even	
  declined	
  
ones	
  which	
  may	
  be	
  revised	
  and	
  resubmiOed	
  for	
  
internal	
  considera7on	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
  

•  Reveals	
  research	
  interests	
  and	
  capabili9es	
  of	
  faculty	
  
to	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  research	
  office	
  who	
  are	
  engaged	
  in	
  
short-­‐	
  and	
  long-­‐term	
  campus	
  strategic	
  planning	
  of	
  
the	
  sort	
  Faye	
  touched	
  on.	
  

•  Under	
  some	
  circumstances,	
  the	
  LS	
  process	
  can	
  
connect	
  poten9al	
  collaborators.	
  

•  PIs	
  who	
  might	
  previously	
  have	
  had	
  no	
  interac7on	
  
with	
  RD	
  personnel	
  become	
  aware	
  of	
  services	
  
offered.	
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What’s	
  to	
  like	
  about	
  limited	
  submissions,	
  if	
  you’re	
  an	
  RD	
  
pro?	
  
	
  
For	
  the	
  very	
  high	
  value	
  opportuni7es,	
  from	
  an	
  RD	
  
perspec7ve,	
  sponsor-­‐limited	
  programs	
  can	
  be	
  a	
  
godsend.	
  Just	
  the	
  thought	
  of	
  one	
  or	
  even	
  two	
  RD	
  pros	
  
suppor7ng	
  10	
  or	
  12	
  NSF	
  STC	
  pre-­‐proposals	
  rather	
  than	
  
just	
  3	
  could	
  make	
  one’s	
  head	
  explode!	
  	
  	
  
Besides	
  limi7ng	
  the	
  number	
  proposals,	
  other	
  good	
  
things	
  about	
  LSs	
  from	
  an	
  RD	
  perspec7ve	
  include:	
  	
  	
  
	
  
+	
  RD	
  office	
  gains	
  early	
  awareness	
  of	
  compe7ng	
  teams,	
  
and	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  conduct	
  holis7c	
  assessment	
  
(slide	
  #6)	
  
	
  
+	
  Issues	
  addressed	
  for	
  one	
  team	
  may	
  be	
  relevant	
  to	
  all,	
  
e.g.	
  clarifying	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  RFP,	
  sharing	
  insights	
  from	
  
reports	
  referenced	
  in	
  RFP,	
  results	
  of	
  research	
  on	
  what’s	
  
been	
  funded,	
  iden7fying	
  key	
  ins7tu7onal	
  resources,	
  
coordina7on	
  of	
  ins7tu7onal	
  cost	
  sharing.	
  	
  When	
  RD	
  
investment	
  can	
  serve	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  team	
  
with	
  minimal	
  addi7onal	
  effort,	
  we	
  can	
  achieve	
  RD	
  
economies	
  of	
  scale.	
  
	
  
-­‐	
  Among	
  the	
  challenges	
  encountered	
  can	
  be:	
  
Equitability	
  in	
  RD	
  assistance,	
  both	
  actual	
  and	
  perceived;	
  
the	
  need	
  for	
  “IP”	
  protec9on,	
  i.e.	
  care	
  taken	
  to	
  avoid	
  
inappropriate	
  cross-­‐talk	
  by	
  RD	
  pros;	
  and	
  poten7ally	
  
exceeding	
  the	
  capacity	
  of	
  limited	
  RD	
  resources.	
  	
  Lynne	
  
will	
  go	
  into	
  dealing	
  with	
  these	
  challenges	
  in	
  greater	
  
detail.	
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First	
  example,	
  the	
  VP	
  of	
  research	
  hand	
  picks	
  a	
  team	
  and/or	
  lead	
  for	
  
one	
  or	
  more	
  of	
  the	
  mul7ple	
  proposals.	
  The	
  percep7on	
  will	
  be	
  that	
  
this	
  team	
  will	
  have	
  addi7onal	
  resources	
  at	
  their	
  disposal.	
  No	
  
men7on	
  should	
  be	
  made	
  about	
  any	
  other	
  resources,	
  even	
  if	
  they	
  
do	
  exist.	
  Instead,	
  the	
  RD	
  professional	
  will	
  need	
  to	
  promote	
  the	
  
team	
  in	
  equal	
  measure	
  compared	
  to	
  any	
  other	
  parallel	
  teams.	
  The	
  
RD	
  professional	
  should	
  provide	
  equal	
  support	
  to	
  all	
  teams	
  and	
  
communicate	
  frequently	
  with	
  leadership.	
  When	
  interac7ng	
  with	
  
the	
  team,	
  refer	
  to	
  qualifica7ons	
  regularly.	
  
	
  
Second	
  example,	
  there	
  is	
  only	
  one	
  individual	
  with	
  the	
  right	
  
qualifica7ons	
  to	
  lead	
  a	
  proposal	
  effort.	
  This	
  might	
  happen	
  when	
  a	
  
junior	
  faculty	
  member	
  is	
  maturing	
  their	
  research	
  porAolio.	
  S/he	
  
may	
  be	
  ready	
  and	
  willing	
  to	
  lead	
  the	
  effort,	
  but	
  due	
  to	
  poli7cs	
  (of	
  
the	
  ins7tu7on	
  and	
  the	
  sponsor)	
  or	
  op7cs	
  (usually	
  from	
  the	
  sponsor	
  
side)	
  they	
  do	
  not	
  “paper”	
  well.	
  The	
  team	
  may	
  defer	
  to	
  the	
  more	
  
senior	
  individual,	
  undermining	
  the	
  leadership	
  of	
  the	
  enthusias7c	
  
individual.	
  RD	
  professionals	
  could	
  be	
  put	
  in	
  the	
  middle	
  of	
  a	
  conflict	
  
of	
  interest	
  –	
  serving	
  two	
  masters	
  –	
  with	
  no	
  real	
  product	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  
of	
  the	
  day.	
  The	
  recommenda7on	
  is	
  that	
  more	
  7me	
  should	
  be	
  spent	
  
with	
  the	
  more	
  junior	
  faculty	
  member	
  to	
  develop	
  strategies	
  for	
  
leadership	
  and	
  produc7vely	
  advancing	
  technical	
  scope.	
  
Communica7on	
  should	
  come	
  from	
  the	
  junior	
  faculty,	
  with	
  implicit	
  
deference	
  to	
  the	
  senior	
  faculty.	
  
	
  
Third	
  example,	
  two	
  or	
  more	
  teams	
  have	
  been	
  asked	
  to	
  coalesce	
  
efforts	
  into	
  one.	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  naviga7ng	
  between	
  teams	
  that	
  were	
  
formerly	
  compe7ng	
  can	
  be	
  tricky.	
  If	
  the	
  other	
  teams	
  have	
  
coalesced	
  organically,	
  this	
  team	
  will	
  be	
  behind	
  in	
  technical	
  
approach	
  and	
  collabora7on.	
  The	
  lead	
  of	
  the	
  “forced”	
  team	
  must	
  
quickly	
  demonstrate	
  leadership	
  and	
  secure	
  buy	
  in.	
  The	
  RD	
  
professional	
  can	
  enable	
  this	
  by	
  frequently	
  upda7ng	
  the	
  team	
  on	
  
ac7vi7es,	
  sehng	
  up	
  regular	
  brief	
  mee7ngs	
  for	
  check	
  in,	
  and	
  sharing	
  
template	
  documents	
  between	
  all	
  proposers.	
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Now	
  that	
  you	
  have	
  iden7fied	
  your	
  winning	
  teams,	
  how	
  
does	
  an	
  RD	
  professional	
  support	
  those	
  teams?	
  
Iden7fying	
  key	
  resources	
  that	
  must	
  be	
  unique	
  and	
  those	
  
that	
  can	
  be	
  shared	
  is	
  essen7al.	
  In	
  addi7on,	
  you	
  must	
  
navigate	
  the	
  poli7cs	
  and	
  personali7es	
  of	
  each	
  team.	
  
Here	
  are	
  some	
  best	
  prac7ces	
  that	
  we	
  have	
  found	
  to	
  be	
  
helpful	
  throughout	
  the	
  development	
  process.	
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What	
  human	
  resources	
  are	
  available?	
  
•  Worst	
  case	
  scenario—1	
  body,	
  mul7ple	
  teams…fewer	
  

choices	
  on	
  human	
  resources,	
  more	
  choices	
  to	
  be	
  
made	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  allotment	
  of	
  7me,	
  energy,	
  and	
  
strategic	
  thinking	
  needed	
  to	
  op7mize	
  support	
  

•  BeOer	
  scenario—more	
  than	
  on	
  person	
  to	
  support	
  
mul7ple	
  teams;	
  then,	
  ques7ons	
  of	
  the	
  RD	
  
professional	
  profile	
  (ie,	
  experience	
  with	
  sponsor,	
  
program,	
  and	
  team	
  or	
  RFP	
  requirements	
  come	
  into	
  
play)	
  and	
  team	
  profile	
  become	
  more	
  relevant	
  (ie,	
  
how	
  much	
  experience	
  working	
  with	
  RD	
  office,	
  
leadership	
  experience,	
  experience	
  with	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  
proposal	
  or	
  this	
  team…)	
  weighs	
  in	
  on	
  the	
  decision	
  as	
  
well	
  as,	
  of	
  course,	
  an	
  es7ma7ng	
  and	
  nego7a7ng	
  
what	
  ‘help’	
  a	
  given	
  team	
  needs,	
  wants,	
  and	
  can	
  
reasonably	
  expect.	
  

•  Alterna7ve	
  scenario—possibility	
  of	
  pulling	
  in	
  	
  outside	
  
resources	
  

What	
  exis7ng	
  and	
  to	
  be	
  developed	
  resources	
  can	
  be	
  
used?	
  
•  “Just	
  in	
  7me”	
  resources	
  (Post-­‐doc	
  mentoring	
  plans,	
  

sample	
  leOers	
  for	
  collaborators,	
  standard	
  ‘storyline’	
  
outlines,	
  Data	
  Management	
  plans	
  

•  Common	
  outlines	
  for	
  7melines,	
  specific	
  RFP	
  outlines,	
  
sample	
  biosketch,	
  C	
  of	
  I	
  templates,	
  etc.)	
  

	
  
What	
  University	
  resources	
  or	
  rela7onships	
  do	
  we	
  have	
  
or	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  successful?	
  
•  Can	
  be	
  related	
  to	
  what	
  we	
  might	
  need	
  to	
  outsource/

obtain	
  help	
  (ie,	
  legal	
  issues	
  beyond	
  typical	
  scope,	
  
topical	
  areas	
  such	
  as	
  health	
  care,	
  etc.)	
  or	
  to	
  tap	
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•  Point	
  all	
  teams	
  to	
  resources	
  supported	
  by	
  your	
  
school	
  or	
  department;	
  many	
  may	
  not	
  even	
  know	
  to	
  
look!	
  i.e.,	
  ‘just	
  in	
  7me’	
  support	
  (templates,	
  
boilerplate	
  text,	
  and	
  resource	
  descrip7ons);	
  
especially	
  important	
  when	
  there	
  is	
  just	
  one	
  of	
  your	
  
(more	
  to	
  be	
  discussed	
  by	
  peg)	
  

•  A	
  general	
  outline	
  can	
  be	
  shared,	
  but	
  then	
  each	
  team	
  
likely	
  needs	
  one	
  to	
  reflect	
  their	
  own	
  needs.	
  	
  If	
  7me	
  
allows,	
  revisit	
  general	
  outlines	
  once	
  teams	
  have	
  
developed	
  storyline.	
  	
  	
  

•  Be	
  organized	
  and	
  iden7fy	
  what	
  ‘new’	
  documents	
  
need	
  to	
  be	
  developed—i.e.,	
  outlines	
  of	
  the	
  RFP,	
  
checklists,	
  7meline,	
  etc.	
  

•  Make	
  sure	
  teams	
  have	
  equal	
  access	
  to	
  key	
  
ins7tu7onal	
  informa7on	
  (i.e.,	
  infrastructure	
  
descrip7ons,	
  computer	
  resources,	
  budget/cost	
  share	
  
informa7on)	
  

•  When	
  working	
  with	
  pre-­‐award	
  teams	
  or	
  across	
  
universi7es,	
  assign	
  ONE	
  PERSON	
  who	
  will	
  be	
  
responsible	
  to	
  be	
  in	
  contact	
  with	
  the	
  sponsor	
  for	
  
cross-­‐team	
  ques7ons	
  and/or	
  to	
  keep	
  track	
  of	
  
updates,	
  new	
  informa7on,	
  FAQs,	
  etc.	
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What	
  is	
  shared	
  among	
  RD	
  professionals	
  and	
  between	
  them	
  and	
  
team	
  leaders/team	
  members.	
  	
  From	
  experience,	
  here	
  are	
  some	
  
ideas	
  for	
  what	
  NOT	
  to	
  share.	
  

Budget—teams	
  o'en	
  want	
  to	
  know	
  how	
  they	
  ‘stack	
  up’	
  against	
  
the	
  other	
  teams…budgets,	
  off	
  limits	
  unless	
  perhaps	
  related	
  to	
  
the	
  amount	
  of	
  support	
  the	
  University	
  is	
  willing	
  to	
  provide—
hopefully	
  equitable,	
  but	
  not	
  always…one	
  excep7on	
  may	
  be	
  what	
  
budget	
  expecta7ons	
  are	
  for	
  a	
  certain	
  area,	
  like	
  assessment.	
  

It	
  may	
  be	
  temp7ng	
  to	
  apply	
  a	
  strategy	
  from	
  one	
  team	
  for	
  
another	
  (especially	
  if	
  it	
  is	
  perceived	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  more	
  compe77ve	
  
team)—tread	
  with	
  cau7on.	
  	
  Must	
  iden7fy	
  the	
  difference	
  
between	
  ‘standard	
  resource’	
  for	
  all	
  and	
  a	
  ‘unique	
  win	
  
differen7ator’	
  for	
  a	
  team.	
  	
  (i.e.,	
  computer	
  resources	
  versus	
  
developing	
  tech	
  strategy	
  with	
  people	
  and	
  resources;	
  one	
  great	
  
idea	
  for	
  recruitment,	
  needs	
  to	
  stay	
  with	
  that	
  team…also	
  hard	
  if	
  
you	
  develop	
  idea	
  with	
  one,	
  should	
  you	
  share	
  with	
  another…only	
  
if	
  you	
  make	
  it	
  clear	
  that	
  the	
  same	
  informa7on	
  will	
  be	
  made	
  
available	
  to	
  all	
  teams	
  (i.e.,	
  informa7on	
  about	
  a	
  par7cular	
  
support	
  program	
  such	
  as	
  minority	
  engineering	
  program,	
  or	
  new	
  
resources…did	
  you	
  know	
  Ag	
  Com	
  can	
  make	
  youtube	
  videos	
  for	
  
3k?	
  The	
  Learning	
  Resource	
  Center	
  provides	
  forma7ve	
  
assessment	
  as	
  a	
  recharge	
  center…)	
  

Easy	
  to	
  fall	
  into	
  ‘chahng’	
  about	
  status	
  of	
  teams…and	
  this	
  is	
  one	
  
reason	
  why	
  most	
  of	
  us	
  would	
  prefer	
  to	
  not	
  work	
  with	
  more	
  than	
  
one	
  team	
  going	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  compe77on…so	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  o'en	
  
set	
  ground	
  rules	
  about	
  what	
  is	
  ‘off	
  limits’	
  in	
  ‘water	
  cooler	
  
chats’…	
  

While	
  some	
  support	
  might	
  be	
  equitable,	
  some	
  project	
  may	
  align	
  
beOer	
  with	
  University	
  priori7es…no	
  good	
  can	
  come	
  from	
  
oversharing	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  support	
  a	
  specific	
  team	
  is	
  gehng	
  
from	
  departments,	
  colleges	
  or	
  the	
  university…though	
  some7mes	
  
we	
  are	
  in	
  the	
  posi7on	
  to	
  advocate	
  for	
  the	
  team	
  and	
  think	
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Hands	
  
	
  
“Hands”	
  are	
  those	
  individuals	
  who	
  may	
  not	
  contribute	
  
directly	
  to	
  content,	
  but	
  will	
  support	
  the	
  effort	
  with	
  
physical	
  or	
  mental	
  work.	
  This	
  means	
  they	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  
across	
  the	
  projects,	
  and	
  generally	
  provide	
  mechanical	
  
support.	
  
	
  
The	
  NORDP	
  consultant	
  list	
  or	
  the	
  American	
  Medical	
  
Writers	
  Associa7on	
  are	
  examples	
  of	
  resources	
  that	
  can	
  
be	
  combed	
  through.	
  
	
  
Your	
  personal	
  network,	
  LinkedIn,	
  other	
  social	
  media	
  
outlets	
  are	
  op7ons	
  for	
  iden7fica7on	
  of	
  individuals	
  or	
  
companies	
  who	
  can	
  be	
  contracted.	
  
	
  
O'en	
  7mes,	
  students	
  are	
  ready	
  and	
  willing	
  to	
  work	
  on	
  
an	
  as	
  needed	
  basis	
  for	
  very	
  short	
  term	
  work.	
  This	
  can	
  
end	
  up	
  being	
  cheaper	
  and	
  more	
  flexible	
  than	
  consul7ng	
  
agreements.	
  Graduate	
  students	
  o'en	
  like	
  the	
  
experience,	
  and	
  find	
  it	
  educa7onal.	
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Time	
  
	
  
O'en	
  7mes,	
  securing	
  outside	
  assistance	
  is	
  required	
  
simply	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  7me	
  required	
  to	
  put	
  in	
  mul7ple	
  
large	
  scale	
  proposals.	
  This	
  is	
  especially	
  cri7cal	
  towards	
  
the	
  end	
  of	
  a	
  submission.	
  	
  
	
  
It’s	
  helpful	
  to	
  remember	
  the	
  three	
  D’s:	
  drop,	
  defer,	
  or	
  
delegate.	
  The	
  outside	
  assistance	
  you	
  need	
  isn’t	
  always	
  
contractors.	
  Hands	
  can	
  provide	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  7me	
  
needed,	
  but	
  importantly,	
  some7mes	
  you	
  need	
  the	
  
mental	
  space	
  to	
  focus.	
  
	
  
You	
  should	
  always	
  be	
  explicit	
  with	
  your	
  supervisor,	
  as	
  
early	
  as	
  possible,	
  that	
  unrelated	
  tasks	
  will	
  be	
  delayed,	
  or	
  
even	
  dropped.	
  Can	
  they	
  provide	
  staff	
  support	
  for	
  things	
  
that	
  can’t	
  wait?	
  Talk	
  about	
  this	
  either	
  early	
  in	
  the	
  
process,	
  or	
  even	
  before	
  the	
  ‘crisis’	
  occurs.	
  Make	
  it	
  part	
  
of	
  your	
  rela7onship	
  and	
  expecta7ons.	
  	
  
	
  
Even	
  if	
  you	
  are	
  on	
  salary,	
  log	
  your	
  extra	
  hours	
  and	
  those	
  
of	
  others!	
  (It	
  helps	
  you	
  argue	
  for	
  more	
  hands,	
  and	
  
should	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  your	
  annual	
  performance	
  review.)	
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Exper9se	
  	
  
	
  
When	
  looking	
  for	
  experts	
  on	
  the	
  process,	
  the	
  sponsor,	
  
or	
  the	
  subject	
  maOer,	
  it’s	
  helpful	
  to	
  consider	
  these	
  7ps.	
  
	
  
Contract	
  with	
  someone	
  with	
  experience	
  with	
  5-­‐20	
  
submissions	
  of	
  that	
  grant	
  type	
  can	
  give	
  you	
  overall	
  
guidance.	
  They	
  could	
  poten7ally	
  have	
  direct	
  input	
  into	
  
the	
  proposal(s),	
  but	
  you	
  will	
  have	
  to	
  manage	
  this	
  
conflict	
  closely.	
  
	
  
Hiring	
  a	
  consultant	
  who	
  is	
  a	
  former	
  PO	
  knows	
  the	
  
agency,	
  and	
  the	
  unspoken	
  criteria,	
  will	
  undoubtedly	
  
create	
  a	
  compelling	
  proposal.	
  
	
  
A	
  formal	
  project	
  manager	
  frees	
  you	
  up	
  to	
  add	
  value,	
  not	
  
chase	
  deadlines.	
  They	
  are	
  schooled	
  in	
  the	
  ways	
  of	
  
tracking	
  documents	
  and	
  ac7vity.	
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Supported	
  by	
  3	
  different	
  RD	
  professionals	
  in	
  same	
  
office.	
  
Teams	
  varied	
  in	
  experience	
  of	
  leadership,	
  focus	
  of	
  
project,	
  approach	
  to	
  team	
  building	
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