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Abstract 

Last-minute submissions have become a chronic problem for the Krieger School of Arts and 

Sciences (KSAS) at Johns Hopkins University (JHU). The tendency to provide proposals last-

minute to this office provoked an investigation into the Principal Investigator’s (PI’s) 

understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the pre-award administrator, their knowledge of 

the proposal submission process in regards to JHU KSAS proposal submission procedures, and 

the resources available to them. Last-minute submissions devalue the work of the administrator 

and create a stressful environment forcing them to drop all other work to accommodate these 

submissions. Through interviews with PIs and Research Administrators (RAs), this case study 

evaluated the culture of the Research Administration Office (RAO) and the support it provides to 

the PI. This case study acquires the understanding of the roles and responsibilities, the support 

available to the PI, the support provided by the Research Administrator (RA), the partnership and 

communication between these two entities, the environment surrounding last-minute submission, 

and the prevention and management of last-minute submission. Results provided evidence which 

supports inconsistency in the understanding of the RAs role and a need for transparency in the 

proposal requirements and procedures for submission. Some PIs feel the system should tailor to 

the needs of the PI because funds from approved proposals are critical to the university and last-

minute submission should be accommodated. However, all players are important to the proposal 

submission process, and lack of clarity of the role of the RA creates disorder and disrupts not only 

the quality of the proposal but also the cohesiveness of these entities. Both parties, as well as the 

institution, can benefit from a submission-aware culture by creating a combined effort of the 

benefit of the University for the advancement of science.  
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Glossary 

Coeus. A proposal and award tracking electronic system to standardize the administration 

process. It is also known as Kuali Coeus. 

 

Indirect Costs.  Also known as Facilities and Administrative Costs (F&A) or overhead, they are 

the expenditures which cannot be directly identified to a singular project, program, or activity. 

These costs support common or joint needs necessary for the objectives of the sponsored project.1 

These costs include administration, facility maintenance, depreciation and maintenance costs. 

 

Federal Regulation or the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR). Codification of rules and 

regulations published in the Federal Register by federal government departments and Agencies to 

serve as administrative law. 

 

Uniform Guidance (UG). Provides a reformed framework of rules and requirements for the 

management of grants and was implemented in 2014 to reduce administrative burden. The UG is 

also known as the Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit 

Requirements for Federal Awards. 

                                                           
1 eCFR — Code of Federal Regulations. (2019). Retrieved from https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-
idx?SID=811909f89cb6507c8b8196192dcc4f47&mc=true&node=se2.1.200_156&rgn=div8 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Research Administrators (RAs), involved in pre-award processes, are 

fundamental players in successful submission of proposals. However, the role of the pre-

award administrator is lost in the desire to quickly submit proposals without a full 

understanding of the work behind that submit button. Creating a submission-aware 

culture may increase not only the quality and productivity of the pre-award 

administration efforts but also enhance the relationships between the researchers and the 

administrators. 

Billions of dollars are invested in research annually with which researchers 

endeavor to produce ground-breaking and momentous research proposals. This perpetual 

flow of research proposals may be driven by the “publish or perish” mentality of 

Principal Investigators (PIs) and the desire to remain competitive and relevant in the 

scientific world.2 At many public schools of higher education, the seeking of extramural 

funding may also be viewed as a response to the pressure to maintain sponsored research 

to neutralize the effects of cutbacks in government-funded allocations in higher 

education.3  

Regardless of the reasons for proposal submission, this case study examines the 

effects of this persistent influx of proposal submissions on pre-award research 

administration. More specifically, this study focuses on proposals submitted within 

minutes of a solicitation deadline, examining how last-minute proposal submissions 

affect the proposal assessment, the quality of the proposal submission and the 

relationship between the PI and the RA. 

                                                           
2Jerrell D. Coggburn & Stephen R. Neely (2015). Publish or Perish? Examining Academic Tenure Standards in Public 
Affairs and Administration Programs. Journal Of Public Affairs Education, 21(2), 199-214. doi: 
10.1080/15236803.2015.12001828. 
3Patricia J. Gumport (1997). Public Universities as Academic Workplaces. Daedalus, 126(4), 113-136. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20027461. 
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This case study investigates the environment of the pre-award administration office and 

their roles, responsibilities, and interactions with the PI. This study is broken down into three 

parts: understanding the policies, guidelines, and steps of submitting proposals to the pre-award 

administrators prior to the solicitation deadline, bringing awareness to the roles and 

responsibilities of the pre-award RA, and how last minute submissions impact the relationship 

and cohesion of the PI-RA environment.  

 

1.1. Background 

At Johns Hopkins University (JHU), $2.562 billion was spent on research and 

development in 2017.4 That equates to thousands of staff hours in the pre-award administration 

office successfully reviewing and submitting proposals to funding agencies. The RAO at JHU 

Krieger School of Arts and Sciences (KSAS) is known as the Business and Research 

Administration (BARA) office. JHU KSAS BARA maintains the duties and responsibilities of a 

senior RA which includes pre- and post-award activities. The RA for JHU KSAS maintain the 

title of Sponsored Projects Officer (SPO). Taken from the job description at JHU,5 the duties of 

the SPO include but are not limited to the following activities: 

• Review sponsored research applications and all sponsored awards for accuracy and 

compliance with the university’s and the sponsor’s requirements. 

• Submit grant applications and other submissions directly to the sponsor. 

• Review the proposed budget and ensure all budget justifications as necessary are provided in 

the submission. 

• Maintain knowledge of sponsored agency submission requirements and application 

processes. 

                                                           
4nsf.gov - Table 20 - NCSES Higher Education Research and Development short form: Fiscal Year 2017 - US National 
Science Foundation (NSF). (2019). Retrieved from https://ncsesdata.nsf.gov/herd/2017/html/herd2017_dst_20.html. 
5Sr. Grants & Contracts Analyst. (2019). Retrieved from https://jobs.jhu.edu/job/Baltimore-Sr_-Grants-&-Contracts-
Analyst-MD-21224/522560500/?feedId=228400&utm_source=DEA&utm_campaign=JHU_DEA 
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• Maintain current information on JHU direct, allowable, and indirect costs. Apply all costs 

appropriately to the budget. 

• Provide department support for navigating solicitations and submitting the proposal. 

• Provide workshops to aid PIs and Co-PIs in submitting proposals in response to solicitations. 

• Remain knowledgeable of current Federal Regulations including the Uniform Guidance. 

• Act as a liaison between research units, central offices, and funding agencies. 

• Provide groundwork for subcontract negotiations. 

• Maintain ongoing updates and communication related to current grants and contracts; this 

includes reporting and auditing of financial status to the PI and reports relevant updates to 

department leadership.  

• Manage related post-award processes such as award setup and account setup verification. 

• Ensure post-award responsibilities are completed including budget distribution account 

reconciliation, e-form setup, effort reporting, cost transfers, paying invoices and paperwork 

finalization. 

• Oversee and direct all award management activities and provide oversight to other 

employees. 

• Provide information and direct assistance to complete contract and grant closeouts as needed. 

 

Without the pre-award administration, research universities would have great 

difficulty producing research in the quantity it currently supports. When a pre-award 

administrator receives a proposal to submit to the sponsoring agency the day of, or in 

some cases within hours or minutes of the solicitation submission deadline, the RA sets 

aside their daily tasks to prioritize the last-minute submission, ensuring the proposal is 

given a fair review before submitting to the agency. However, there are times when 

submitting a proposal last minute results in the SPO not being able to accurately assess 
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the contents of the proposal and guarantee that it meets the requirements of the university and the 

sponsor.  

 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Part of the skills, responsibilities, and requirements overlooked in the job description of a 

pre-award administrator is to be amenable to the last- minute proposal submissions. These last-

minute submissions, which sometimes come within the day of the solicitation’s deadline, are 

nevertheless required a review for quality, correctness, and completeness to a level of proficiency 

and excellence that upholds the reputation of the university.  

Proposal submission is often viewed by the PI as a one-line item when reviewing the 

solicitation. The conversation on this topic is only brief and stated merely as “The deadline for 

this proposal is…” though, the weight of this deadline is more complicated than implied. 

Deadlines incorporate a multitude of people to include PIs, Co-PIs, the Department Head, and 

Administrative Staff with varying titles and degrees of approval dependent on the type of 

solicitation and institutional policy that apply.  This deadline is often pushed to the last minute, 

and the effects of the last-minute submission are felt throughout the pre-award sponsored projects 

office posing problems not just for the workload of administrators but also affecting the 

completeness and the quality of the submission.  

RAs do more than select submit during the submission process. They are experts at 

interpreting guidelines and reviewing proposals against those guidelines. They also review 

proposals to ensure they comply with the guidelines of the institution, the sponsor, and federal-

wide applicable policies, regulations, and requirements.  

This case study investigates if university research administration environments encourage 

a culture of providing the most amount of support to but impose the least amount of restrictions 

on the PI. Although the intention is to encourage research and research funds into the university 
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the efficiency of the submission process is significantly affected and often more geared towards 

satisfactory completion versus thorough execution of submission. 

 

1.3. Research Question 

Does pre-award administration perform speedy, comprehensive review and submission for the 

interminable tendency of last-minute proposals because the research administration environment 

has created a PI-centered culture providing unending support with the least amount of 

restrictions on PIs?  

 

This question takes into consideration the role of the pre-award administrator and 

if last-minute submissions devalue their position, how the last-minute submission affects 

the pre-award administration environment and if there is a way to mitigate last-minute 

submissions. Addressing this question brings awareness to the problem last-minute 

submissions create and assess the need to create stronger methods of prevention as well 

as improve the quality of cohesion between the PI and the RAs.  

 

1.4. Objectives 

Objectives for this case study include the following: 

• Examine the roles and responsibilities associated with proposal submission. 

• Interpret the importance and the purpose of the submission deadline and the persons affected 

by deadlines, including an analysis of how and why they are involved. 

• Highlight how those guidelines are meant to ensure deadlines are met without sacrificing 

proposal quality, putting the institution at risk of making commitments it cannot meet, or 

unduly burdening RAs.  
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• Identify the time it takes to complete and submit proposals at JHU based on the type and 

agency or agencies involved. 

• Identify common errors in proposals and how long error correction can take to stress timeline 

accuracy and project management. 

• Highlight communication and relationships between the administration involved in research 

and the researchers involved.  

• Review the current methods and techniques used to communicate the desire for PIs to submit 

early.  

• Accentuate current guidelines at some institutions which focus on this deadline, why 

submission guidelines are essential and maintained, and the protections for administrators 

regarding the quality of last-minute submissions. 

• Discuss recommendations that can be used to evolve the submission process within a 

university to foster an environment of early submissions, thus creating more success in 

proposal approvals and at the same time supporting fair workload expectations for RAs.  

• Explain the results from this study in a webpage to include data and information collected 

from interviews as well as links to resources used and policies the reader should be informed 

on to include current and potential techniques and software used to manage and address last-

minute submission issues.  

 

1.5. Significance 

In the growing world of research, RAs roles have become increasingly detailed and vital 

to the success of the research enterprise. This case study presents a new and intensifying issue of 

concern in this changing environment. With little literature on last-minute proposal submissions 

and the effects on the administrator, this case study provides insight into the pre-award support 
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the SPOs provide for PIs and advocates for a stronger partnership between these entities 

to achieve greater success in a submission-aware culture.  

The research question of this case study investigates the value placed on the 

administrative burden tied to research. PIs want to do more research and less 

administrative tasks, however, RAs require adequate time to do their part to facilitate the 

submission process. Submitting proposals to the RA in a submission-aware culture 

creates stronger proposals and greater efficiency in the administrator’s environment to 

enable a cultivated environment where both the PI and the RA can focus on submitting 

quality research.  

 

1.6. Limitations 

One limitation of this case study is in the population used. Although this problem 

may occur in many or most universities, the selected population surveyed is within one 

university, JHU. JHU is a private institution. Although this case study investigates 

policies and procedures of other universities, to include state universities, JHU KSAS is 

the sole source for interviews and the primary source of data for metric analysis.  

A second limitation is the population size of the respondents. This case study 

would benefit from a wider audience with a greater amount of respondents to include 

other private and public institutions of higher learning. The population size limits the 

investigation to the observations from a small category of individuals. Although the 

literature supports the issue, greater numbers would provide valuable quantitative support 

to the qualitative data provided in this case study. 

A third limitation is on the literature involving last-minute submissions and how 

those submissions affect the outcome of the proposal submission efforts and the quality 

of the partnerships between the PIs and the administrators. Limited literature on these 

subjects makes this case study carry more weight in the information gathered from the 
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interviews and administrative statistics. Lack of literature may create a bias depending on the role 

of the individual responding to the interviews.  

Time is the fourth limitation. This topic is an emerging issue in the administrative 

environment. The question investigated in this case study would greatly benefit from longitudinal 

data, but this investigation is limited to the problem as a snapshot. Further investigation and 

analysis would provide comparable data over several years to provide more in-depth evaluation 

and analysis to enable wide-ranging solutions to this problem. 

  



9 
 

Chapter 2. Review of the Literature 

2.1. Overview  

There is limited literature to support the topic of a PI-centered pre-award administration 

catering to the PI and therefore restricts research on the subject of this case study. However, the 

literature used supports the three topics discussed: the roles and responsibilities of the pre-award 

office, the development of the relationship between the PI and the RA, and provides evidence to 

support how late proposal submissions impact the burden of the RA’s workload and lessens the 

quality of the review before submitting to the agency. 

 

2.2. Studies 

The book, Research Administration and Management provide essential 

background and support on the roles, responsibilities, and expectations for an RA. This 

book provides support for the RA and how to successfully guide PIs through the proposal 

review and submission.6 As the book states, the role of the researcher is interwoven 

between the researcher, the sponsor, and the institution. This book supports the capstone 

in providing support for the administrative tasks involved in the proposal submission 

process and that the pre-award administrator requires the time to process a quality 

submission.  

As a result of Vannevar Bush in WWII, the research enterprise began to grow 

and to alleviate the researcher’s administrative burden; the role of the administrator began 

to form. This book provides the details associated with the role of the RA and how the 

pre-award process is a valued step for research. The RA, in terms of proposal 

development and submission, provides support in budget building, proposal writing 

editing and assembly, proposal compliance reviews and representations, certifications, 

                                                           
6Elliot Kulakowski & Lynne U. Chronister (2011). Research Administration and Management. Sudbury, Mass.: Jones 
& Bartlett Learning. 
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and assurance, proposal review, approval, and submission.7  When a proposal is successfully 

processed, it prevents “financial liabilities, contractual defaults, lawsuits, conflicts of interest, 

ruined partnerships, bad science, and your institution’s name on the cover of the Chronicle of 

Higher Education in a none-too-flattering way.”8 A last-minute submission to the pre-award 

administrator exposes the researcher and the institution to unnecessary risk.   

 

The Report of the Task Force on Administrative Workload in Research, published in 

September of 2018, is supplied by Princeton University to emphasize the need to reduce the 

administrative burden on faculty and supports this case study in the burden RAs now have taken 

on in research submission processes for the PI. The Task Force on Administrative Workload in 

Research was a group that was chaired by the Dean of Research at Princeton University and 

faculty in collaboration with select staff members. They developed this report to make 

recommendations and provide measures to areas that need improvement. This report calls 

attention to faculty concerns of the administrative burden associated with research and issues with 

proposal submission.9 With Princeton as a fellow tier-one research university, these results 

capture a parallel for the issues regarding administrative environments fortifying the intent for 

this study. It provides literature support for the encumbrances associated with submitting 

proposals to the pre-award administration, specifically through COEUS. This report states how it 

is suggested to have proposals submitted to the RAO at least five working days before a proposal 

submission deadline10. It further states that their COEUS license will be up for renewal and 

                                                           
7 Elliot Kulakowski & Lynne U. Chronister (2011). Research Administration and Management. Sudbury, Mass.: Jones 
& Bartlett Learning 
8 Elliot Kulakowski & Lynne U. Chronister (2011). Research Administration and Management. Sudbury, Mass.: Jones 
& Bartlett Learning, p.46. 
9Princeton University.(2018). Report of the Task Force on Administrative Workload in Research [PDF]. Retrieved from  
https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.p
df. 
10Princeton University.(2018). Report of the Task Force on Administrative Workload in Research [PDF]. Retrieved 
from 
https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.p
df 

https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.pdf
https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.pdf
https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.pdf
https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.pdf
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faculty are requesting new software that does not limit the PI to a deadline for the proposal 

submission to the RAO.11 If this happens it will then take away the informal guarantee to the RAs 

that the proposals will not be last-minute. Although maintaining this five day-prior-submission 

deadline is mostly in part to COEUS capabilities, faculty say they need those last five days to 

work on the science narrative while the RAs touch-up the administrative sections. In this report, 

proposal submission ranked as one of the areas in need of most improvement.  

This case study uses this literature to aid in developing the relationship between these 

entities through the reflection of the attitude of the researcher on the value of the administrative 

part in research. Completion of final tasks to ensure a complete and thorough assessment of these 

proposals requires due diligence. The Princeton Report reveals PIs feel their time would be better 

spent on research and the time they exhaust dealing with the administrative burden associated 

with research proposals slow their progress; delegation of these duties is necessary to perform 

their research and hone their science. On this same note, the RA is required to propitiate the 

tendency to last-minute proposal submissions because the submission deadline was not 

adequately anticipated.  

 

Evaluating Research Administration: Methods and Utility describes the results of a study 

to analyze metrics used in evaluating the role of the RA.12 This study supports the issues of last-

minute submissions addressed in the interviews of this capstone case study. During a three month 

observation, Tuft’s Office of Research Administration was monitored in proposal review and 

submission, award re-budgeting processing, award date no-cost extension processing, and issuing 

sub-award agreements. In the results of this study, it showed 33% of the proposals were 

                                                           
11Princeton University (2018). Report of the Task Force on Administrative Workload in Research [PDF]. Retrieved 
from  
https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.p
df. 
12 Sarah Marina, Zoya Davis-Hamilton & Kara E. Charmanski (2015). Evaluating Research Administration: Methods 
and Utility. Journal of Research Administration, 46(2), 95-114 

https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.pdf
https://research.princeton.edu/sites/research/files/report_of_the_task_force_on_administrative_workload_in_research.pdf
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submitted on the day of the solicitation submission deadline.13 This capstone’s case study used 

the results from Tufts review of their proposal submission processes to capture the issue that last-

minute submissions create. As a result of this high rate of last-minute proposal submission, there 

was an average 1.27 resubmission rate.14 The Tufts case study supports the inability of the pre-

award administrator to accurately assess the contents of the proposal and guarantee that it meets 

the requirements of the university and the sponsor. As an outcome, the proposal suffers the 

consequences in quality and completeness.   

 

Faculty Perspectives on Academic Work and Administrative Burden: Implications for the 

Design of Effective Support Services describes how the relationship between the RA and the 

faculty are challenging to develop.15 This article supported this capstone’s case study on the 

relationship between the faculty and the administrator and explained how administrators are 

undervalued, and the communication was poor.16 This article investigates how the PIs feel they 

are spending valuable research time doing work that can be done by an RA and further states 

there is not enough assistance in completing the administrative work involved in research. Since 

the faculty has to do large portions of administrative work related to these proposals such as grant 

proposal writing, creativity becomes stifled. However, when administrative services accept more 

responsibilities, to reduce this burden on the faculty, the new challenge is found in connecting the 

researcher and the administrator to work cohesively toward the same goal.17  

                                                           
13 Sarah Marina, Zoya Davis-Hamilton & Kara E. Charmanski (2015). Evaluating Research Administration: Methods 
and Utility. Journal of Research Administration, 46(2), 95-114 
14 Sarah Marina, Zoya Davis-Hamilton & Kara E. Charmanski (2015). Evaluating Research Administration: Methods 
and Utility. Journal of Research Administration, 46(2), 95-114 
15 Leslie Wimsatt, Andrea Trice & David Langley (2009). Faculty Perspectives on Academic Work and Administrative 
Burden: Implications for the Design of Effective Support Services. Journal Of Research Administration, 40(1), 71-89. 
16 Leslie Wimsatt, Andrea Trice & David Langley (2009). Faculty Perspectives on Academic Work and Administrative 
Burden: Implications for the Design of Effective Support Services. Journal Of Research Administration, 40(1), 71-89. 
17 Leslie Wimsatt, Andrea Trice & David Langley (2009). Faculty Perspectives on Academic Work and Administrative 
Burden: Implications for the Design of Effective Support Services. Journal Of Research Administration, 40(1), 71-89 
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The Faculty Perspectives article explains the divide between the administrator and the 

researcher as: “scholars tend to be autonomous and individualistic in their work, in contrast, 

administrators are perceived as having a focus on bureaucratically defined institutional needs.”18 

The article explains the importance of researchers understanding the role and responsibility of 

their RAO to encourage a cohesive environment and open communication. It supports the 

underappreciation hindering the relationship between the PI and the RA. PIs value the outcome 

research administration enables, but the role of the RA becomes undervalued when the PI takes 

this role for granted in last-minute submissions to the pre-award office. Understanding the role 

the RA provides for the faculty enables stronger quality submissions with thorough and complete 

assessment for more competitive proposal submission.  

 

  

                                                           
18 Leslie Wimsatt, Andrea Trice & David Langley (2009). Faculty Perspectives on Academic Work and Administrative 
Burden: Implications for the Design of Effective Support Services. Journal Of Research Administration, 40(1), 71-89 
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Chapter 3. Need(s) Assessment 

3.1. Establishing the Need 

Every proposal submission guideline from JHU KSAS provides detailed information on 

how to submit a proposal as well as the advice to submit early. Workshops, provided by the 

BARA Office at JHU KSAS, explain the process of submitting the proposal and how vital early 

submission is for a successful and competitive proposal. Despite emphasis to submit to the SPOs 

early through administrative guidance, workshops or proposal guidelines, it is an ongoing theme 

to be prepared for last-minute submissions. The JHU KSAS BARA SPOs have all had chronic 

issues with last-minute proposal submissions. This problem creates issues for the SPOs in their 

working environments, daily tasks and destabilizes the infrastructure of the proposal submission 

process restricting the comprehensive review of the proposal submission. The interviews 

undertaken in this case study provide insight into the causes for these last-minute submissions and 

the impacts caused by PIs who fail to submit to the BARA Office within the requested five 

business day deadline.  

 

3.2. Metrics  

The metrics used in this case study establish the need through the collection of the 

responses from the interviews. This case study included interviews from selected SPOs in the 

JHU KSAS BARA Office and interviews from PIs in KSAS. Responses from the interviewees 

provided an idea of the proposal submission process, how well the PI understands the role of the 

SPO, how often proposals are submitted last-minute, and if through early proposal submission 

can partnerships be made stronger between the PI and the SPO. With these responses, the 

frequency of last-minute submissions couples with common reasons that justify last-minute 

submissions and provide knowledge on why this is a perpetuating issue.  

The author of this Capstone Project investigated how well the policies, guidelines, and 

steps of submitting proposals to the BARA Office before the solicitation deadline was understood 
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by the PIs. The metrics illuminated the transparency of the roles and responsibilities of 

the BARA Office and the PI and evaluated the impact of last-minute submissions on the 

relationship and cohesion of the PI-RA environment.  The metrics also facilitated the 

assessment of the last-minute submissions to enable potential recommendations on a 

measure of prevention.  

 

3.3. JHU KSAS 

The interviews serve as sources consulted at JHU to establish the need for this 

case study. The interviews with the PIs and the SPOs at JHU KSAS support the problem 

of this case study and provide the insight needed to investigate the issue. 

JHU KSAS College comprises over 50 departments, programs, centers, and 

institutes. These include Humanities Departments, Interdisciplinary Programs Centers, 

Natural Sciences Programs and Departments, Social Sciences Centers, Social Sciences 

Programs and Departments, and Affiliated Research Centers and Institutes. This College 

supports over 60 undergraduate majors and minors and 60 graduate programs. In Fiscal 

Year (FY) 2018 more than $252,206,107 was requested in awards from the KSAS 

College. In the JHU KSAS College, there are currently five SPOs who serve to assist 190 

PIs actively pursuing and receiving sponsored grants and awards.  

The BARA Office at JHU KSAS was an instrumental element of support for this 

case study. JHU KSAS BARA provides a unique perspective into the role of SPOs roles 

and responsibilities in that, the administrators of this department are responsible for all 

pre-award and financial and administrative post-award sponsored project activities of this 

college. The knowledge acquired from the support of this team is a vital resource for this 

case study.  
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Chapter 4. Project Description 

4.1. Project Elements 

This case study investigates several objectives which compose the foundations of this 

case study. These elements provide support to understand the underlying issue creating the 

tendency to submit late; is there enough education and comprehension on the need to submit early 

and do PIs have access to proposal preparation to enable them success in submitting within the 

SPO’s desired time-frame. The following components are explored: interviews from PIs and 

SPO’s from JHU KSAS, guidelines and policies that exist to highlight deadline assurance and 

KASPER; a resource hub for JHU KSAS. 

 

4.1.1. Interviews 

Interviews enable insight and understanding of the roles and responsibilities as well as 

the PI’s and SPO’s perspectives surrounding last-minute submissions. As this case study 

highlights, last-minute submission is a tendency that is found at various institutions to include 

JHU KSAS as illustrated from the PI and SPO JHU KSAS interviews. The interviews provide 

direction on why this occurs and if something is lacking in the process of proposal submission to 

prevent this from occurring. These interview questions, detailed in Chapter 5, probe for a glimpse 

into the environment, partnership and workload of the PI and the SPO to highlight and address 

the problems created by last-minute submissions.   

 

4.1.2. Guidelines and Policies 

The guidelines and policies provided by an institution are to ensure a successful proposal 

submission. JHU KSAS provides workshops, resources, guidelines and more to acquire success 

in the KSAS college proposal submission. Similarly, University of California Los Angeles 

(UCLA), University of Michigan, Harvard, Michigan Institute of Technology (MIT) and Tufts 
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pre-award administration request adherence to guidelines for proposal submission to ensure the 

highest quality submissions.  

UCLA’s Office of Contract and Grant Administration (OCGA) provides guidelines and 

resources for research proposal submissions in which they state, in their Minimum Proposal 

Requirements, that the proposal submission must be submitted to OCGA five days before the 

sponsor's deadline.19 Likewise, University of Michigan Office of Research and Sponsored 

Projects (ORSP) also describes the request for final proposals to be completed and finalized four 

business days before the solicitation deadline20 in their Standard Operating Procedures and 

Policies.  

Harvard’s Office of Sponsored Programs (OSP) also requires a proposals to be submitted 

five days before the solicitations due date as included in their Proposal Submission Deadlines 

Policy. This policy petitions the 5-day- prior submission deadline and outlines the responsibilities 

of the PI, the Departmental Staff, Schools or Departmental Officials and the submitting offices in 

regards to this deadline to enable thorough assessment and evaluation to ensure complete and 

quality submissions to the sponsor.21 Furthermore, Harvard explains that their OSP will not allow 

submission of the proposal if it has not been given an appropriate assessment to ensure thorough 

compliance with the university and the sponsor’s policies.22 

MIT’s OSP also requests to have proposals five days before a sponsor’s deadline for 

review and submission, but they also offer another perspective to the PI. Not only do they provide 

resources and a breakdown for the preparation and submission of proposals, but MIT’s OSP is 

also in the process of providing a dashboard to view the quality of a proposal submission against 

                                                           
19 Proposal Preparation. (2019). Retrieved from http://ora.research.ucla.edu/OCGA/Pages/Proposal-
Preparation/proposal-preparation-home.aspx 
20 ORSP Proposal Processing Deadlines | ORSP. (2019). Retrieved from https://orsp.umich.edu/proposal-processing-
deadlines 
21 Proposal Submission Deadlines. (2019). Retrieved from https://osp.finance.harvard.edu/proposal-submission-
deadlines 
22 Proposal Submission Deadlines. (2019). Retrieved from https://osp.finance.harvard.edu/proposal-submission-
deadlines 

http://ora.research.ucla.edu/OCGA/Pages/Proposal-Preparation/proposal-preparation-home.aspx
http://ora.research.ucla.edu/OCGA/Pages/Proposal-Preparation/proposal-preparation-home.aspx
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the observance of the 5-day rule similar to the example charts they provided shown in figure 1 

and 2. Figure 1 displays the errors of the proposals submitted and reviewed by category for four 

years. Figure 2 provides an easy to understand chart displaying the percentage of proposals that 

were received within 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 4.5, greater than or equal to 5 days, and no deadline by a year. 

These two charts enable the viewer to correlate the reduction of error to quality assessment 

provided through adhering to a five-day proposal submission deadline. This dashboard in their 

data reporting system, called Cognos, will provide this and other tools to enable an interactive 

submission-aware culture and provide the ability for pre-award administrators to successfully 

process quality proposals.  

 

Figure 1: MIT OSP Administrative Quality Dashboard Sample Chart23 

                                                           
23 Administrative Quality of Proposals and 5-Day Waivers | MIT Office of Sponsored Programs. (2019). Retrieved 
from https://osp.mit.edu/grant-and-contract-administration/preparing-and-submitting-proposal/mit-approval-and-
submission-0 
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Figure 2: MIT 5-Day Waiver Sample Chart24 

 

Tufts University also provides a proposal submission deadline as well as a timeline 

displaying the requirements for the proposal and the time it should take for completion of these 

steps. Tufts guidelines request proposals to be submitted to the Office of the Vice Provost for 

Research (OVPR) 5 days before the solicitation deadline.25 The OVPR provides a timeline (figure 

3) and a flow chart (figure 4) explaining the need and the critical steps involved. The OVPR also 

provides the disclaimer that the failure to submit the proposal according to this request may result 

in the proposal not being submitted. These guidelines are likewise laid out in their Proposal 

Routing Addendum that is signed by the PI.   

                                                           
24 Administrative Quality of Proposals and 5-Day Waivers | MIT Office of Sponsored Programs. (2019). Retrieved 
from https://osp.mit.edu/grant-and-contract-administration/preparing-and-submitting-proposal/mit-approval-and-
submission-0 
25 Preparing a Proposal - Research Administration. (2019). Retrieved from 
https://viceprovost.tufts.edu/RAD/proposal/preparing-a-proposal/ 
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Figure 3: Tufts Timeline for proposal submission26 

 

Figure 4: Tufts 5-Day Rule flow chart on the submission process27 

                                                           
26 Preparing a Proposal - Research Administration. (2019). Retrieved from 
https://viceprovost.tufts.edu/RAD/proposal/preparing-a-proposal/ 
27 Preparing a Proposal - Research Administration. (2019). Retrieved from 
https://viceprovost.tufts.edu/RAD/proposal/preparing-a-proposal/ 
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4.1.3 KASPER 

KASPER, also known as Krieger School of Arts and Sciences Pathway to Electronic 

Resources, is a resource hub for JHU KSAS which provides information, resources, and guidance 

from the KSAS administration on proposal submissions. JHU KSAS provides a resource to 

enable discovery of resources, events, and workshops through KASPER. KASPER is an 

information outlet and for proposal preparation and submission, provides information and 

resources for sponsored projects awards, forms and documents, guides, professional development 

resources, proposals, proposal preparation, research base projections, resources, and sub-awards. 

For proposal preparation, KASPER supplies a Grant Proposal Guide. This guide aims to facilitate 

navigation of the proposal process to the PIs, Departmental Administrators (Admin), Research 

Service Analyst (RSA) and SPO.  

For the PI this guide supplies information about COEUS, the system used to track and 

manage proposals and awards, and for the PI it provides their responsibilities in proposal 

submission. Under their responsibilities, the guide details the steps for the PI, to include notable 

program announcement requirements. It also tells the PI to inform their Admin/RSA a proposal 

will be submitted two to six months before the solicitation’s deadline and to set up a meeting with 

their Admin28 to clarify the needs of the solicitation and the associating expectations. As part of 

the Proposal Development tasks, it includes having all documents submitted to the Admin/RSA 

in time to submit the completed proposal to the SPO at least five business days before the 

deadline of the solicitation.29 

This guide also enables successful proposal submission within the deadline by providing 

checklists needed for NIH, NSF, NASA as well as a generic checklist. This proposal guide 

                                                           
28Krieger School of Arts and Sciences. (2011). KRIEGER SCHOOL OF ARTS & SCIENCES GRANT PROPOSAL 
GUIDE [PDF] (p. 9). Retrieved from https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-
Guide.pdf 
29Krieger School of Arts and Sciences. (2011). KRIEGER SCHOOL OF ARTS & SCIENCES GRANT PROPOSAL 
GUIDE [PDF] (p. 9). Retrieved from https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-
Guide.pdf 

https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
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provides the PI with the basic requirements for submission. Alongside these checklists, the KSAS 

proposal guide also supplies a timeline process chart, as shown in figure 5, which includes how 

long the process should take and in some steps, how many days before a deadline it should be 

submitted.30 

 

Figure 5: KSAS Grant Proposal Guide Timeline Process Chart31 

Chapter 5: Methodology 

 

                                                           
30Krieger School of Arts and Sciences. (2011). KRIEGER SCHOOL OF ARTS & SCIENCES GRANT PROPOSAL 
GUIDE [PDF] (p. 22). Retrieved from https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-
Guide.pdf. 
31 Krieger School of Arts and Sciences. (2011). KRIEGER SCHOOL OF ARTS & SCIENCES GRANT PROPOSAL 
GUIDE [PDF] (p. 22). Retrieved from https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-
Guide.pdf 

https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
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5.1. Project Design 

This case study was focused on the responses from the interview questionnaire and 

supported by the policies and guidelines from JHU KSAS as well as additional high performing 

public and private universities. The responses collected were in support of the underlying 

question concerning the workload of the SPO. They sought to answer if last-minute submissions 

are a problem and if the administrative environment encourages a PI-centered culture; 

providing unending support with the least amount of restrictions on PIs. These queries 

provided an understanding into the environment, partnership and workload of the PI and 

the SPO.  

 

5.2 Discussion of Design 

The approach to the interviews began with a list of PIs from the JHU KSAS 

Dashboard that submitted and or received awards during the FYs 2015, 2016, 2017 and 

2018. From this data, two lists of PIs were created; 10 PIs with re-occurring activity in 

proposal submission and award acceptance and 10 PIs that had submitted a proposal only 

once. An examination of the number of submissions and awards was used to ascertain if 

the submission process hinders or encourages proposal submission for award success at 

JHU KSAS. After sending out requests for interviews, seven PIs agreed to interviews. 

The three SPOs that were interviewed were chosen because they provide support to the 

seven PIS. The number of SPOs interviewed were also dependent on the selected PI’s 

department. At the JHU KSAS BARA SPOs can be affiliated with one or more 

department. The departments that agreed to interviews were from the Psychological and 

Brain Sciences Department, Biology, Physics and Astronomy, Biophysics, and 

Chemistry.  

The designs of the interview question sets were dependent on the role of the 

respondent. Two interview questionnaires were created; one for the PI and one for the 
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associated SPO. The interview questions for the PIs were designed to understand if they were 

aware of the late submission problem and if they felt connected to the problem. It questioned the 

quality of support they were provided by their SPO, the quality of the partnership they have with 

their SPO, and if they understood the roles of their SPO especially in regards to the pre-award 

portion of the proposal submission process. Conversely, the SPO was questioned on the role of 

the PI, the support they provide to them and how their work is impacted by the last-minute 

submission.  

 

5.3. Interview Questions 

The responses from the two interview questionnaires made for JHU KSAS PIs and 

SPO’s, provided qualitative data to support the question of this case study. The Interview 

questions investigated not only the roles and responsibilities associated with proposal submission 

and what takes place after the PI has submitted a proposal electronically to the SPO for review 

and processing, but also the time it takes for the SPO to complete and submit proposals. These 

questions also aided in understanding the working environments of the SPO and the PI and in 

understanding if the proposal submission processes and the relationship grew from the 

communication between these entities. These interview questions stimulated responses that 

provided reasons for last-minute submissions and insight into current processes to see if they 

hinder or promote early submissions, and what resolutions, if any, are needed for prevention of 

late-submissions.  

 

5.3.1. Roles and Responsibilities 

The PIs were asked what they knew to be the responsibilities of the BARA Office SPO, 

especially in the area of pre-award tasks. In this respect, PIs were asked to explain the 

responsibilities of a PI in regards to proposal submission. The rationale behind asking these 

questions was to elicit a response from the PI about the role of their SPO and to seek a response 



25 
 

on the knowledge of their contribution to the proposal submission process. Likewise, the SPO 

was asked what are the most important tasks they do in regards to the pre-award function of their 

role and what are the responsibilities of the PI in regards to proposal submission. These questions 

provided a basis for the background section this project. It’s the author’s belief that if there is a 

lack of communication and understanding of roles and responsibilities between the PI and the 

SPO it will not only create areas of uncertainty in the working partnership but also prevent the 

exchange of resources and support as needed to produce a complete and competitive proposal.  

 

5.3.2. Environment 

The PIs were questioned on the process for proposal review and submission and the 

support they receive to complete this process. The PIs were asked how long they thought it takes 

their SPO to review and submit proposals without errors for a federal and a non-federal grant, 

what are some of the common errors the SPO has found in their proposal submissions and if they 

corrected these errors. They were asked how many proposals they posit the BARA Office 

receives weekly for review and submission to the sponsor, if they believe early proposal 

submission would encourage stronger partnerships with the SPO, and if they believe early 

proposal submission results in a better quality proposal. These questions were used to gain a 

better understanding as to whether or not the PI felt that they were provided satisfactory support 

to complete a proposal or if there were issues that prevented them from submitting five business 

days before the deadline.   

Conversely, the SPO was asked how they provide support to the PI for proposal 

submissions and how they rank reviewing and submitting proposals in their work responsibilities. 

The SPOs interview questions asked how long on average will a federal, and a non-federal 

proposal take to be reviewed before submission to the sponsor, what are the common errors they 

find in a proposal and if a PI does not correct errors how that affects future endeavors. They were 

also asked if they feel early proposal submission encourages stronger partnerships with the PI, 
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and if early proposal submission results in a better quality proposal. These questions solicited 

responses that were used to investigate the support the SPO provides to the PI and how the 

proposal submission process enables or inhibits cohesion between the PI and SPO.  

 

5.3.3. Last-minute Submission 

The PIs were questioned on their submission process as well as their opinions on the 

impending deadline for submission, how last-minute submissions affect their proposal, the 

partnership with the SPO, and if last-minute proposals are an issue of concern. The interview 

questions asked what they considered to be a last-minute submission if they have submitted a 

proposal less than five business day before a solicitations deadline and why. They were asked if 

they felt the SPO can provide thorough assessment and review of the proposal’s contents and 

guarantee that it meets the requirements of the sponsor and university when provided to the SPO 

the day of the deadline or minutes before the deadline. The interviewer also delved into the PI 

submission practices by asking questions about whether or not they had ever had a proposal not 

submitted to the sponsor because it was submitted to the SPO on the day of the solicitations 

deadline, if there should be a deadline to submit proposals to the BARA Office for review and 

submission to the sponsor, and if they believe last-minute submissions are a problem. These 

questions were used to gauge the understanding of the PI’s comprehension and awareness of a 

last-minute submission and the overall view of the administrative needs for successful proposal 

submission.  

SPO was asked if these last-minute proposals affect their workday, how they manage to 

accommodate for these submissions, have they ever submitted something less than satisfactory 

due to the quick turnaround, if they thought these late submissions affected the submission 

quality, and, if late-submission affected the relationships with PIs or their environment within the 

KSAS college. The interview questions also asked what they felt could be considered as a last-

minute submission, how did last-minute proposals affect their daily work and their working 
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environment, and if they ever have failed to submit a proposal because it was submitted late on 

the day of the solicitation deadline. The SPOs were asked questions regarding if they had 

received proposals within hours of the solicitation deadline, what was the most common reason 

they received for a last-minute submission, should there be a deadline to submit proposals to the 

BARA Office for review and submission to the sponsor and how long before the solicitation 

deadline should proposals be received by the SPO. They were questioned if they could properly 

assess the contents of the proposal and guarantee that it meets the requirements of the university 

and the sponsor when they receive a proposal for review and submission on the day of the 

solicitations deadline and if their collaborations with PIs who submit early are affected by last-

minute submitters. These interview questions brought forward the problem and focused on the 

case study’s submission-awareness culture. These questions also served to solicit information 

concerning the possible disarray caused by last-minute proposals cause and how they may 

adversely impact the BARA Office working environment, the execution of the SPOs tasks, and 

the proposal review process within the KSAS College. 

 

5.3.4. Prevention 

The interview questions evolved the focus from addressing and understanding the 

problem to the prevention of the last-minute submission. The interview questions served as a 

conduit to investigate and evaluate how the PI and SPO felt about last-minute submissions, how 

such submissions should be managed and accommodated and how the PI/SPO partnerships, 

environment and the proposal process could be adapted to ensure last-minute submissions are 

avoided. 

The PI was asked how should the tendency to submit last-minute be dealt with and how 

can a submission-awareness culture be fostered to ensure last-minute submissions are avoided. 

Similarly, the SPOs were asked how the tendency of the PIs to submit last-minute proposals 
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could be resolved, if there was enough information encouraging PIs to submit proposals early, 

and what role, if any should Admin perform to curb last-minute proposal submissions. 

Proposal submission is a complicated process and involves different individuals with 

varying titles and degrees of approval. The questions from the interviews also sought to elicit 

information on if last-minute submissions are managed with efficiency and, given the time 

afforded, meet the solicitation’s deadline without great difficulty. Input was also solicited from 

interviewees which sought to work towards a resolution to prevent the problem from occurring.  
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Chapter 6. Project Results and Discussion 

The SPO interviews showed the author that there was a problem with last-minute 

submissions. Some of the PI interviews suggested that there are issues with KASA’s BARA that 

may inhibit their ability to provide proposals ready for review without approaching the 

solicitation deadline. The results from both the SPO and the PI are broken down in this chapter by 

the responses to interview questions regarding roles and responsibilities, the environment, last-

minute submission, and prevention.  

 

6.1. SPO Interview Results 

Although the BARA for JHU KSAS does pre-and post-award functions for this college, 

three SPOs were interviewed regarding their pre-award functions. The results from their 

interviews explained their role and daily responsibilities, how they navigate in a stressful 

environment imposed by last-minute submissions and the recommendations they have to alleviate 

this trend. 

 

6.1.1. Roles and Responsibilities Response 

For the JHU KSAS BARA SPOs, their role and responsibilities include both a pre-award 

function as well as a post-award function. When asked what their most important role and 

responsibilities are as a pre-award administrator, they all responded with proposal review and 

submission at the top of their lists. Proposal review and submission is comprised of but is not 

limited to checking that the guidelines of the sponsor were followed, building a correctly 

calculated budget and budget justification(s), and ensuring the coversheet and biosketches are 

complete. This was alongside but not limited to ensuring contracts and awards are processed 

promptly, reviewing the award, negotiating an award if necessary, data sharing agreements, and 

nondisclosure agreements.  
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When the SPO was asked what the responsibilities are for a PI in regards to proposal 

submission, the SPO responded that the PI provides the science, ensuring biosketches are up to 

date, collaborating with the research team, providing or in some cases verifying that the budget is 

complete including infomration on who they need to hire, and what equipment they need to buy, 

and what department resources they need to use. The PI is required to follow and understand the 

solicitations guidelines and understand how the science should be presented. If they are working 

with a subaward, the PI  is required to understand which documents are required from the 

subawardee for inlusion in the proposal.  

 

6.1.2. Environment Response 

For responses regarding their daily working environment, the SPO was asked how long it 

can take to review and submit a proposal, common errors, the effect of the PI submitting proposal 

early, how they deal with an uncooperative PI, and how last-minute submissions affect the 

partnership of PIs that do submit early.   

SPOs responded that the amount of time needed to review and submit a proposal could be 

contingent on various factors. If it was a standard non-complicated proposal that was thoroughly 

checked by the PI before being submitted, their response time was within 1-4 hours; with errors, 

it can take a couple of days depending on how responsive the PI was at correcting the errors.  

Although there were varying responses to the common errors of proposal submissions, 

the two that were at the top of the SPO’s lists were that the guidelines were not being followed 

and that there were issues with the budget. SPO’s reported that there were problems with the 

budget that included errors in the calculations, justifications and/or the F&A rates were 

misapplied. Other common errors were missing documentation, submission sections were in the 

wrong order, biosketches were incomplete or completed incorrectly, the cover sheet had errors, 

and/or there were subaward issues. These errors that are caught by the SPO often save the 

proposal from rejection by the sponsor.  
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When the SPOs were asked if early proposal submission encouraged stronger 

partnerships with the PIs, there were a range of responses. One response was “yes,” a second 

response was “it depends,” and the third response said, “it could.” The respondent that said it 

depends, stated that the question was hard to answer because the relationship between the PI and 

the SPO was not very strong. This respondent said that most of their conversation, regarding 

proposal submission usually occurs with their Admin and they are the liaison between the PI and 

the SPO. The response that said “it could” was referring to the big picture; early proposal 

submission enables a more thorough review and more likely a positive response from the sponsor, 

and therefore, it may create positive interactions in the future. The response that said “yes” said 

that early submission encourages positive communication which fosters a strong collaborative 

partnership for future collaborations.  

The SPOs were asked if early proposal submission results in quality proposals. All the 

responses were yes because it results in more attention for the proposal and its contents and 

enables a complete review. However, one response did add that yes it would allow more time to 

conduct a thorough review but, “you could work [on a proposal submission] forever” further 

saying there are always ways to keep improving a proposal.  

The SPOs reported that sometimes a PI refuses to correct an error that an SPO has 

advised them to correct. The SPOs interviewed were asked if the PI’s failure to correct an error 

affects future communication with that PI and the response was a resounding no. They further 

stated, as an SPO it is their job to find the errors, advise a PI to correct any error, and if the PI 

refuses to correct the error(s), there is nothing more the SPOs can do. One SPO reported that they 

might print out the communication trail with that PI in order to provide evidence that they 

recommended to the PI to correct the error. The SPO stated that they will then store this 

communication in the proposal file. If the award is denied for the reason that the PI did not 

correct the error, the SPO will be able to explain the error could have been corrected. However, 
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they will continue to advise PIs, despite the PI’s previous refusals to amend errors on prior 

proposal reviews. 

  

6.1.3. Last-minute Submission 

The responses varied for what the SPOs considered last-minute proposal submissions for 

first-time review and submission. One response stated that last-minute proposal submission was 

within 24 hours of the solicitation deadline, one said within six hours before the deadline, and one 

said within two hours before the deadline. Conversely, there was another question that asked the 

SPOs if they thought there should be a hard-deadline for these proposals and all of the responses 

referred to the JHU KSAS proposal guidelines and policies which state proposals should be 

submitted for review and submission at least five business days before the solicitation deadline. 

However, even though this guideline is emphasized by departments and the dean to the PIs, it is 

seldom enforced, and one SPO said they are not sure it really helps; one respondent stated: “there 

is not much that can be done about last-minute submissions since the institution relies on the 

funds received through successful proposals”.  

All of the SPOs said they had received a proposal within hours of the deadline and it is a 

chronic issue. The most common reason for late submission is the PI is still working on the 

science portion. This portion of the proposal is not a part of the review of the BARA Office aside 

from obvious errors, as one SPO stated, it is important that they have the time they need to make 

that portion as clear and thorough as possible. On the other hand, the more time they take means 

more changes to the research and can reflect in less time to review the proposal due to 

adjustments, for example, in the budget and budget justifications. Other reasons for last-minute 

submission included that the PI had just found out about the proposal on the day it was due, that 

they didn’t alert their Admin they were submitting a proposal, or the PI wasn’t aware of the 

proposal submission process.   
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All of the SPOs said, last-minute submissions affect daily tasks and operational 

conditions. All respondents said that last-minute submissions negatively impact their day-to-day 

efforts and work environment. These last-minute submissions create a high-stress working 

environment, and all other work has to be dropped to ensure the proposal gets as much time for 

assessment and review before the submission deadline. Sometimes the SPO associated with the 

department may not be in the office that day so the responsibility will fall on someone else, such 

as the Administrative Assistant, to ensure it gets processed on time.  

The SPOs said they receive last-minute submissions all the time, sometimes within 

minutes of the solicitation’s deadline but all of them said they have never failed to submit a 

proposal due to a last-minute submission. Each furthered their response with receiving 100%, 

99%, and 85% of all proposals less than five business days before the solicitations deadline. That 

being said, some of the proposals submitted last minute often do get declined because the 

proposal was not given the time it needed to be properly assessed. All of the SPOs then referred 

to the JHU KSAS proposal submission guideline, which states the proposal needs to be submitted 

at least five business days before the deadline for a thorough review. They will submit the 

proposal without review and a thorough assessment, if it is getting too close to the deadline. One 

SPO stated that only so much can be done if the proposal has many errors and is due within the 

day, hours, or minutes to the sponsor. The SPOs said they do what they can to conduct a 

comprehensive proposal review and, although they have never failed to submit a proposal, they 

must suspend all other tasks to process these last-minute submissions and ensure they are 

compliant with the university and the sponsor's policies and are sent to the sponsor by the 

deadline.  

According to the JHU KSAS dashboard, KSAS BARA Office submitted 372 proposals in 

FY 2018. If spread throughout the year, that averages to roughly seven proposals a week. Not all 

PIs submit last-minute proposals. There is a small population of submission-aware PIs that are 

courteous, provide ample time for review and follow-up quickly if issues arise. According to two 
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SPOs roughly 1 to 5% of the PIs they receive proposals from, provide their proposals to the 

BARA Office more than five business days before the solicitations deadline. When the SPOs 

were asked how last-minute submitters affect the work or collaboration with the submission-

aware PIs one respondent said that it might encourage a last-minute submission culture. A last-

minute submission culture is encouraged when last-minute submissions are provided services 

within hours of the deadline. In addition, all SPOs reported that all other work ceases, including 

the review of proposals from PIs that submitted early. One SPO responded that this propensity to 

submit proposals last-minute is not fair to the PIs who submit their proposals early. The PIs who 

submit early in hopes to get reviewed early will be pushed behind these last-minute submissions 

so the last-minute submission can get reviewed and submitted before the impending deadline. In 

turn, this may encourage a last-minute submission culture because the PIs will ask why they have 

to submit early when they keep getting pushed back in the queue.  

 

6.1.4. Prevention 

When asked if there is anything the Admin can do to alleviate this problem the overall 

response was to ensure open communication. One SPO said memos with the guidelines to the PIs 

are helpful for a time and then they quickly are forgotten. One SPO said PIs benefit if the SPO 

communicates the “proposal season” to their PIs. Proposal season, as described, is when the SPOs 

receive high numbers of proposals at specified times during the fiscal year. This season can get 

communicated to make sure the PIs proposals are in for review and submission early to enable a 

proper assessment. The SPOs responded that the Admin does a great job at being an effective 

liaison providing all the resources and information necessary. However, the SPOs responses 

conclude that you can provide the tools and resources needed, and emphasize through workshops 

and guidelines, but you cannot force the PIs to read or follow suggestions. 

The SPOs were questioned if this tendency to submit last-minute can be resolved. The 

resounding response was that it probably would not be resolved. The SPOs see last-minute 
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submissions as an endless problem, and they have become accustomed to not only these last-

minute submissions but have also adapted their work schedules to be ready to stop all other work 

at a moments notice. One SPO said, “often these last-minute submitters will show regret for 

submitting late but will later repeat the offense” and concluded that there might be no real 

resolution and they will continue to accommodate for these submissions.  

 

6.2. Results from the Principal Investigator Interviews 

Seven PIs from varying departments within the JHU KSAS College were interviewed. 

These PIs were from the Departments of Psychological and Brain Sciences, Biology, Physics and 

Astronomy, Biophysics, and Chemistry with varying levels of proposal activity and award 

acceptance.  From the responses that were received there was a mix of emotions and responses 

about the BARA Office that ranges on both ends of the spectrum; from great understanding and 

appreciation to there is much that needs to be improved. The results from these interviews 

provided insight into the PIs understanding of the BARA Office’s pre-award roles and 

responsibilities, including whether proposal submission process are being relayed adequately and 

how and/or if they feel they are affected by last-minute submissions.  

 

6.2.1. Roles and Responsibilities Response 

The PIs were asked about the roles and responsibilities of the BARA Office but the PIs 

were unsure of the SPO’s roles. The responses varied due to some departments having an internal 

grants management specialist in their Admin and some not having any. For the ones that had a 

management specialist their responses were centered more on their Admin being the liaison 

between themselves and the college’s SPO and they knew little on the specifics of the KSAS 

BARA Office.  One PI stated: “I would like someone to explain what they do; to me, they are 

more of an impediment to my proposals.” The other six respondents responded that the pre-award 

duties of the BARA Office are to review for errors such as in budgets and format. Three of the 
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PIs further responded that the pre-award duty for the BARA Office is to check the submissions 

for compliance with the sponsor. All responded that the SPO submits the proposal to the sponsor.  

When the PIs were asked about the pre-award responsibilities of the BARA Office in 

regards to proposal review and submission, although most mention the budget, the responses 

again varied. The responses were: “I do not know”, “review and submit”, “to catch errors and 

look at the budget”, “ensure the requirements of the funding agencies are met to include the 

budget”, “to check the budget and ensure the proposal is compliant with the agency and JHU’s 

policies and procedures” and “review the budget, ensure the guidelines are met and check the 

proposal for compliance”.   

When the PI was asked what their most important task is as part of the proposal review 

and submission process all responded with “the science.” In addition, some stated “about 98% of 

the proposal; everything from budget to the science and finding out how to apply for the grants”. 

One PI stated that they “supply the meat of the proposal, biosketches, letters of support, the 

budget and the budget justification as well as other extraneous paperwork.” One PI stated, while 

they do provide the science portions and that although the determination of the award lies 100% 

with the science portion, 10-20% and maybe even 30% in some cases lies with the administrative 

guidelines and if they are being followed.  

 

6.2.2. Environment Response 

When the PIs were asked how long it takes for proposal review before submitting to the 

sponsor, the responses varied greatly. Three PIs said an average of 2-3 days, two PIs said they 

were not sure, one PI said one week and one PI said one hour. However, the PI that said one hour 

also added that it probably only takes about 20 minutes to review. When the PIs were asked how 

many proposals the BARA Office receives a week at JHU KSAS, they mostly responded with 

“unsure” but one elaborated with, it could fluctuate from as little as 10 to as many as 300. One PI 

reasoned that the JHU KSAS BARA Office processes roughly seven proposals a week. 
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When asked of the errors the BARA Office has found in their proposal submissions and 

have advised to correct the responses included missing documents and signed forms, margins, the 

budget had errors such as incorrect indirect cost rates, misdated material, the font size was too 

large, and the scientific data needed to be reformatted. All of the PIs explained if the BARA 

Office says something needs to be corrected they always make the change.  

The PIs were asked if they felt early proposal submission encourages stronger 

partnerships between the PI and SPOs. One PI said yes, and two PIs responded with “no.” A 

fourth PI said, “no, because getting the proposal accepted is more important.” A fifth PI said, “I 

am not sure, but I hope they recognize the efforts.”  The sixth PI replied that “for the departments 

that do not have a grants management team within their department, yes, for those that do have a 

grants management team, no.” The seventh PI responded, “yes because you are not always asking 

for some herculean effort at the eleventh hour, and it makes everyone’s life easier; it’s not good 

for anyone.” The seventh PI further stated that if on occasion the PI does need something last-

minute, it will be more readily received because they do make an effort to be courteous in their 

submission process.  

When asked if early proposal submission resulted in better quality proposals, two PIs 

responded with “no,” one said yes,” and three PIs said maybe. The three respondents that said 

maybe justified their responses differently. One said that it is hard to tell if it results in better 

quality proposals because they will either be accepted or declined; the result is intangible. One PI 

that said maybe explained that early proposal submission is not necessarily. What increases the 

quality of the proposal but is part of the schedule of the proposal process. They further stated the 

key for a quality proposal is in early preparation and planning, not necessarily early submission. 

There was one PI that said the question is “tricky” because “yes, it could result in better quality, 

however sometimes that last bit of preliminary data that arrives close to the proposal submission 

deadline could be the data you need to have your award accepted. Sometimes you need to work 

until the very last day for that scientific data. However, if everyone did this, the system would 
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break. The balance between this is found in communication and to ensure you communicate with 

the administrators.” 

 

6.2.3. Last-minute Submission Responses 

The PIs were asked about last-minute submissions and how they are affected by last-

minute submissions. Although JHU KSAS does provide proposal guidelines to submit the 

proposal to the pre-award office five business days before the solicitation’s deadline,32 the PIs 

were asked what they considered to be a last-minute submission deadline. The responses were: 2-

3 days before, the day of, less than three days, 3-4 days before, 2 hours before, and two 

participants said a day before. When the PIs were asked if the proposal was submitted the day of 

the solicitation deadline if they felt the SPO was able to properly assess the contents of the 

proposal and guarantee that it meets the requirements of the university and the sponsor, three PIs 

responded “no,” and four responded with “yes.” Of the PIs that responded yes, two PIs further 

explained that if there is a capable Admin grants management team or if the SPOs had reviewed 

the preliminary version earlier than yes. Of the “no” responses, one of the responses was from a 

department without a strong grants management team in their Admin. They furthered their 

response that the SPO was not very helpful with the award process in general.  

There are some PIs who tend to submit proposals last-minute; sometimes 15 or fewer 

minutes before the submission deadline. When the PIs were asked if they ever submitted a 

proposal at the last minute four responded no, one responded that they submit their privately 

sponsored proposals the day it is due but for federally sponsored proposals they do not, one said 

yes due to computer problems, and one said yes but rarely. When the PIs were asked if the last-

minute submission is a problem two responded no and five respondents stated it is a problem. The 

                                                           
32 Krieger School of Arts and Sciences. (2011). KRIEGER SCHOOL OF ARTS & SCIENCES GRANT PROPOSAL 
GUIDE [PDF] (p. 9). Retrieved from https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-
Guide.pdf 

https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
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PI that stated late-submission is a problem further stated that “it is impossible for the [BARA] 

SPO to help you fully and that the PI is not using the SPO to their full effect. There are not 

enough people in the [BARA] office to ensure that the proposals are ready if everyone submitted 

last-minute and that it is a problem because the neediest proposal will be helped first and further 

delay other proposals”. However, one PI who responded with “no” explained, “there is so much 

pressure on the PI to submit proposals that everything should be made easier for the PIs.”  

The PIs were asked if there should be a hard deadline to submit proposals to the BARA 

Office for review and submission to the sponsor and three PIs said yes, while four PIs said no. 

For the yes answers they gave the deadlines of at least a day, five business days and one said nine 

hours before the deadline. For the ones that said no, three gave the following reasons: one said it 

should not have a hard deadline but rather a “very rigid or stiff deadline” and that the SPOs 

should be able to “reserve the right of refusal to repeat offenders.” One PI explained that there 

should not be a deadline because “deadlines beget deadlines and  that a more flexible system with 

open communication would make more sense.” The third explained that there should not be a 

deadline because “there is already too much burden on the PI.” 

The PIs were asked if they have ever had a proposal declined for submitting their 

proposal to the pre-award office the day of the deadline, six PIs responded with it did not apply to 

them because they never submit out of the window. One PI responded with “yes.” The yes 

response explained that had the BARA Office stayed behind a little bit longer they would have 

seen there was a submission error and it could have been approved, but the BARA Office 

“pressed the submit button and left” and so this PI’s proposal was declined. However, if the 

proposal was submitted outside of the five-day window, the BARA Office will attempt to do their 

best but cannot guarantee complete and thorough assessment of the proposal especially if this was 

submitted minutes before the deadline at the end of the business day.  
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6.2.4. Prevention Responses 

The PIs were asked about how the tendency to submit last-minute proposals should be 

dealt with and how a proposal submission culture can be fostered to ensure last-minute 

submissions are avoided.  One PI responded that they had no idea. Another PI responded that the 

BARA Office should be more willing to go over the requirements of the proposal and there 

should be a grants management team available to all the departments. One PI said there should be 

more guidelines available to assist with the proposal process. One PI said knowledge of the 

process would be helpful and that they rely on their Admin so much they would “revolt if 

something happened to them and they were not there to assist.” One PI stated that the SPOs 

should “reserve the right to refuse the proposals and there should be more rigid standards.” One 

PI stated there should be different standards for different departments; the departments with a 

grants management team in their Admin and the departments without one. One PI said it should 

be managed case by case; if it is a high dollar proposal the BARA Office needs to “grit their teeth 

and bear it” and it is in everyone’s best interest to get proposals submitted, but those last-minute 

submissions could overcomplicate the functions of the BARA Office.  

All of the PIs were asked if they were aware of KASPER. Although this resource is 

publicly available, only one PI stated that they “have heard of it” but most responded with “I do 

not know what that is.”  

 

6.3. Discussion 

From the data provided in the responses, this study extrapolated the confusion in roles 

and responsibilities of the KSAS BARA SPO and highlighted the nonconformity of proposal 

submission requirements. The information received from the interviews provided evidence to 

support the PI-centered administrative environment and the failure to recognize the essential role 

of the SPO for proposal preparation.  
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6.3.1. Roles and Responsibilities Discussion 

Although proposal review and submission are what the KSAS SPO views as their most 

important role and responsibility, they further explain other pre-award functions such as ensuring 

contracts and awards are processed promptly, reviewing the award, negotiating an award if 

necessary, data sharing agreements, and nondisclosure agreements. The PI response was unclear 

in regards to their SPO’s tasks. All of the PIs responded with the general understanding that their 

SPO submits their proposal to the sponsoring agency, with six PIs stating the SPOs review their 

proposals for formatting requirements and check their budgets for errors. Only three of the four 

PIs included an additional SPO responsibility of checking the proposal for compliance with the 

sponsor's terms and conditions. When the BARA SPOs were asked what the roles and the 

responsibilities of the PI were in regards to the proposal submission process, their answer 

coincided with the response the PIs provided in regards to their roles and responsibilities.  

Only two PIs gave some percentage of credit of proposal success to the administrative 

portions. The ambiguity of administrative requirements, specifically in regards to the roles of the 

SPO, hinders the connection between these entities and reduces the efficiency of the proposal 

preparation process. Lack of clarity in roles and responsibilities thwarts the exchange of resources 

and assistance for the successful review and submission of proposals. Without the SPO checking 

the budget, ensuring required documentation is included, and other reviewing that details 

requested by the sponsor are integrated into the proposal, the proposal may be declined by the 

sponsor or in the least delayed and to be resubmitted.  

 

6.3.2. Environment Response 

In regards to the length of time, it takes to review and submit a proposal to the sponsor 

the perspective of the SPO provides the allotment of time they need to look over a standard non-

complicated single proposal without errors. The PIs perspective reveals how long it can take for 

the SPO to review and submit a proposal to a sponsor. Without any errors, the SPO can review 
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the proposal and have it ready to submit within 1-4 hours. The PIs believe that review could take 

place in 20 minutes, one hour, 2-3 days and one week. The varying responses from the PIs 

indicate the lack of understanding of the responsibilities of the SPO in regards to the pre-award 

functions of the proposal.  

When the PIs were asked how many proposals the BARA Office receives weekly of the 

two that responded, one said roughly seven a week, and the other said it could range from as little 

as 10 to as many as 300. Both were correct. According to the JHU KSAS dashboard, KSAS 

BARA Office submitted 372 proposals in FY 2018. Although this averages to roughly seven 

proposals a week, the SPOs stated that proposals tend to come in waves, where one week the 

BARA Office may receive dozens of proposals and the next week receives three. This response 

shows the PIs’ awareness of the productivity of the BARA Office. Only two of the seven PI 

respondents could reasonably respond to the number of proposals received by the BARA Office 

weekly. The uncertainty from the PIs of the SPOs workload highlights that awareness of proposal 

seasons may yield early proposal submission.  

Although all of the PIs explained they would fix all errors the SPOs find, all of the SPOs 

explained there are times the PI will not want to correct the problems, and at times this will cause 

the proposal to be rejected by the sponsor. This  failure of the PI to fix errors may be the result of 

the PI  not understanding what qualifies as an error and the potential side effects caused by those 

errors. Both the SPO and the PI concluded that the most common errors lie in the budget and 

budget justification which indicates that the PI needs to be more informed on the errors of a 

proposal with emphasis on the budget and budget justifications to ensure a more efficient 

proposal review process.  

In regards to early proposal submission encouraging stronger partnerships between the 

SPO and the PI, the responses were mixed from both sides. One PI stated that the relationship is 

not very strong to begin with, and two indicated that early proposal submission would impact the 

working relationship by providing a mutual benefit. One PI implied that the partnership should 



43 
 

not matter; the proposal is the priority. However, one PI responded that the partnership does 

matter in that providing mutual respect for each other’s offices enables proficiency and facilitates 

open and continuous communication.  If the BARA Office is incessantly receiving last-minute 

submissions, it constricts the partnership between the PI and SPO. The PI is not, as one PI stated, 

using the SPO to their full advantage affecting the efficiency of the submission process. Last-

minute submissions impose hurried efforts for satisfactory completion and prevent thorough 

review and assessment before proposal submission to the sponsor.  

When they were asked if early submission results in quality proposals all of the SPOs 

responded yes, however, the PIs were more varied in their response. One PI said it is difficult to 

see the result of the early submission, implying that whether or not they submit early, their 

proposals have always been submitted, so it does not make a difference. One PI implied that 

nothing in a proposal should be last minute and if the proposal is appropriately prepared the 

deadline would be unproblematic. However, one PI stated that the last few minutes might be what 

the science portions need; supplying critical preliminary data, to enable a successful proposal but 

if everyone submitted last-minute the proposal review process would be in constant disorder, and 

the administrative function would cease to function. These three responses provide valuable 

feedback into the proposal review process at JHU KSAS. These provide that sometimes it may be 

necessary to submit last-minute, but if openly communicated with their SPO and on rare 

occasions, the infrastructure at KSAS’s BARA Office can be better able to assess these proposals. 

The PI that said the results are intangible represents PIs who do not quantify the efforts of the 

proposal submission process and infers that SPOs have no difficulty with last-minute 

submissions. If the PI does not see the effects of the last-minute submission, the tendency to 

submit less than five business days before the solicitation deadline will perpetuate. Efforts to 

provide knowledge of the SPOs responsibilities, the outcomes of last-minute submissions and the 

effects of last-minute proposal submission need to be acknowledged.  
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6.3.3. Last-minute Submission 

The JHU KSAS proposal guidelines advise PIs to submit the proposal to the BARA 

Office five business days before the solicitation’s deadline.33 Four PIs provided that the day 

before or the day of is enough time for the SPO to properly assess the contents of the proposal 

before the solicitations deadline. All of the SPOs responded that 24 hours or less is last-minute. 

Although the PIs believe they provide the SPO with ample time to thoroughly review the 

proposal, they did not take into account the other tasks and responsibilities of the SPO and the 

influx of multiple proposals for review at the same time.  

The SPOs were asked if there should be a hard-deadline to submit to the BARA Office. 

All of them responded that the proposal guidelines state there is a five business day rule to submit 

to the BARA Office but that it is very rarely enforced. These SPOs believe that it is hard to 

restrict the PI when they may need that time for the thorough completion of the science portions, 

however, submitting less than five days before the solicitation is an irrefutable and habitual issue. 

From the feedback provided by the SPOs, roughly 95% of the time, PIs submit last-minute and 

sometimes within minutes of the sponsor. According to the PIs, only three of them have ever 

submitted last minute but that it was rare and on occasion. It is the author’s belief that PIs are 

unaware of what constitutes a last-minute submission. As an example, one PI said they only 

submit their privately sponsored proposals last-minute because there is not much required of the 

SPO for submission. This response implies that this PI understands the SPOs role, responsibilities 

and their daily work environment, however, when from the previous responses the PIs were 

unclear of the BARA Office roles and responsibilities in the pre-award functions.  

SPOs must stop all other tasks to provide their undivided attention to these submissions 

to provide an assessment and review as comprehensive as possible. All of the SPOs stated that 

                                                           
33 Krieger School of Arts and Sciences. (2011). KRIEGER SCHOOL OF ARTS & SCIENCES GRANT PROPOSAL 
GUIDE [PDF] (p. 9). Retrieved from https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-
Guide.pdf 

https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/kasper/files/2017/01/KSAS-Grant-Proposal-Guide.pdf
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despite the time provided to review and assess the proposal, they have never failed to submit 

before the deadline. Despite one PI who said that one time, one of their proposals was not 

submitted on time. All of the other PI respondents said they have always had their proposals 

submitted to the sponsor by the solicitation deadline. These responses show that the SPO is 

required to halt their progress in order to support the PI, but the PI is not required to provide the 

SPO with the time they request to review their submission. This sentiment reinforces that the 

administrative environment encourages a PI-centered culture in which it provides unending 

support with the least amount of restrictions on PIs. 

Last-minute submission is a problem at JHU KSAS in that the SPOs provided that 95% 

of all proposals they receive are sent to the BARA Office less than five days before the 

solicitations deadline. If in FY 2018 372 proposals were submitted through the BARA Office, 

roughly 353 of those were last-minute submissions. These submissions impact the abilities of the 

SPOs to assess the proposal properly and also in effect delays the progress of all other work, to 

include submissions from other PIs.  

PIs were varied in how they felt about last-minute submissions. One PI believed that the 

proposal process should be made easier for the PI and there should be no deadline to submit the 

proposal to the BARA Office as it is the PI who provides the value to the proposal. In saying this, 

the PI does not understand the value the SPO provides to the proposal. This PI’s response 

readdresses the need to acknowledge the team in proposal submission and support the value of 

the members involved in their proposal and award process. The SPO also has pressure to submit 

and to make sure the errors are caught. The university funds are reliant on the effective 

completion and thorough review of a successful proposal. By implying the PI is more pivotal to 

the proposal process than the SPO, devalues the work of the BARA Office and the administrative 

burden associated. Understanding the roles and responsibilities that accompany a proposal 

submission is essential to the improvement of proposal review and submission process and the 

success in the acceptance of awards.  
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6.3.4. Prevention 

The PIs responses varied in regards to preventing last-minute submission of proposals. 

Two PIs responded that there should be more explanation of requirements and guidelines, and the 

BARA Office should be more willing to go over the proposal requirements. All of the PIs were 

asked if they had heard of the JHU KSAS KASPER webpage, and all of them said they did not 

know what this was. These responses led the author to believe that there is little to no 

communication with the PIs and the BARA Office, furthermore, that the BARA Office and/or 

their Admin do not provide enough support to the PI in regards to proposal submission. These PIs 

either are ill-informed or have received the information and are not aware of how to use it. 

Dissemination and education of proposal guidance are necessary for the successful submission of 

complete and competitive proposals. However, SPOs stated that although the Admin and the 

BARA Office provide workshops and resources needed for proposal submission, attendance 

cannot be mandated and adherence cannot be forced. One PI stated to fix the last-minute 

submission tendency of frequent offenders, decline the submission of the proposal to the sponsor. 

Although this suggestion would be helpful for the SPO, it is not likely the Institution can support 

this. One PI noted it is in the interest of the SPO to submit these proposals regardless of when 

they receive them because successful proposals are in everyone’s best interest. The SPOs agree 

by responding that the institution relies on these funds and therefore, this problem may never be 

resolved.  
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Chapter 7: Recommendations and Discussion 

7.1. Introduction 

From the view of the PIs, the responses varied in how last-minute submissions should be 

managed. From the analysis of the SPO interviews of this case study, the author believes that 

some form of consequence should occur to enable a more efficient environment for the SPOs. 

From insight provided through the interviews and investigations of other universities that have 

dealt with last-minute for proposal submission, a list of recommendations has been formulated.  

 

7.2. Recommendations and Discussion of Recommendations 

This list of recommendations identifies various means of encouraging a submission-aware 

culture.  

 

Recommendation 1: Development and Implementation of an Interactive Dashboard.  

An interactive dashboard is a computer tracking system that would be accessed by staff 

and faculty to view current and trending statistics on the college's metrics for administrative 

quality for proposals submitted. This system is compiled and tracked by SPOs for the Admin and 

PIs to access and view to facilitate success in proposal submission. It would provide the PIs with 

tools to be proactive in their proposal success and encourage more frequent interaction with their 

SPO. During the interviews, there was a PI that said the effects of early submission is intangible 

and therefore, it is hard to tell if early submission increases the quality of the proposal. In 

response to this PI, an interactive dashboard tracked by the BARA Office will enable a clear view 

of the effects of last-minute submission and the quality of the proposal. MIT is in the process of 

providing the faculty the ability to see the consequence of last-minute submissions in hopes to 
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reinforce the 5-day rule.34 This tool is helpful to the PI, SPO, Departmental Admin and the Dean 

to advocate submission and instigate conversations about proposal submission deadlines. These 

tools will boldly illustrate the need to submit proposals early and be helpful to some PIs but not 

all may take the time to see it and will create a more administrative burden in the BARA Office. 

However, it could be helpful to see where the problems rest in a proposal and build workshops 

based upon those needs.  

 

Recommendation 2: Implementation of Different Deadlines for Different Departments. 

For some departments without a grants management team in their Admin, proposal 

submission may feel overwhelming. For the PI, the administrative burden can stifle scientific 

progress and creativity. Some PIs feel that the departments that are equipped with competent 

grants management teams within their Admin are burdened by the problems caused by 

departments that lack these resources.  If the departments without the grants management team in 

their Admin had an earlier deadline to submit to the BARA Office, those PIs can get the attention 

they need and not hold back the PIs who are ready to submit due to the proficiency of their 

departments. However, although this may seem like a great answer, some PIs may see this as 

unfair and discriminatory. A middle ground may be to provide a separate grant management team 

as part of the BARA Office for the smaller departments unequipped with one of their own. 

 

Recommendation 3: Enforce the Proposal Submission Deadline Policy and Utilize the 

Three-strike Rule for Proposal Submission. 

Implementation of proposal rejection if the SPOs receive the proposal too close to the 

solicitation deadline would effectively reduce the tendency to submit last-minute proposals. Some 

                                                           
34 Administrative Quality of Proposals and 5-Day Waivers | MIT Office of Sponsored Programs. (2019). Retrieved 
from https://osp.mit.edu/grant-and-contract-administration/preparing-and-submitting-proposal/mit-approval-and-
submission-0 
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institutions practice zero tolerance for failure to follow policy. At Harvard University proposals 

will be rejected if not submitted within the required timeline as stated in its Proposal Submission 

Deadline Policy.35 Although there are exceptions that may apply under specified circumstances, 

some may think it’s unfair, harsh or extreme. This policy is aggressive, but it ensures the 

sponsor’s and the institution’s policies are upheld in every proposal that is submitted to a sponsor.  

For some institutions, rejecting proposals is not an option. Although this may work for 

Harvard, this may not be feasible for institutions that rely on the funds from research. One SPO 

from their interview said, “no matter the cost, last-minute submissions are a part of their job, and 

this is not congruent with their roles and responsibilities.” Alternatively, rather than denying the 

proposal every time the PI submits last-minute, the SPO should be allowed to use the three-strikes 

rule; if the PI consistently submits a proposal three consecutive times, the PI should be required 

to attend a proposal submission workshop before they can submit another proposal.  

 

Recommendation 4: Develop and Implement Proposal Preparation Workshops.  

From the results of the interviews, the SPOs seem to know the role of the PI. However, 

the PIs’ uncertainty of the SPOs roles inhibits the successful process of proposal review. 

Educating PIs on this role will clarify the needs of the administrative requirements for the 

proposal and expound the necessity to submit proposals five business days before the solicitations 

deadline. PIs, as well as Admin, throughout the JHU KSAS College, should be encouraged to 

attend workshops provided by the BARA Office to deliver a comprehensive educational question 

and advice session. These workshops would include going over the solicitation’s requirements, 

reinforcement of the JHU KSAS policies, explain documents needed, explain common errors in 

proposals and how to avoid them, analysis of the budget and budget justification requirements, 

additional required documents, and specific agency requirements. Workshops will provide PIs 

                                                           
35 Proposal Submission Deadlines. (2019). Retrieved from https://osp.finance.harvard.edu/proposal-submission-
deadlines 
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useful information to simplify proposal submission needs, illuminate common problems and how 

to avoid them, and encourage healthy communication between the PI and the SPOs. These would 

require an additional burden on the workload for the SPOs upfront but, if successful, could save 

time in the future by providing necessary knowledge and resources, effectively reinforce the 5-

day rule, and would support strong partnerships with PIs and the BARA Office.  
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Chapter 8. Summary 

This case study resolves that the JHU KSAS BARA environment encourages a culture of 

providing the most amount of support for and imposes the least amount of restrictions on the PI. 

While the intention is to encourage research and bring research funds into the university, enabling 

last-minute submissions lessens the efficiency of the SPO and does not allow a thorough 

execution of the proposal’s review. Some PIs take for granted the BARA Office in supplying 

their proposals for review and submission to their SPO last-minute, and some are unaware of the 

repercussions generated by last-minute proposals. All of the PIs interviewed did not know what 

KASPER was. This unfamiliarity is an indication that the proposal submission guidelines are not 

being read and followed. Whether or not a department obtains a grants management team, 

resources need to be accessible and available to all PIs, to enable clarity in expectations. One 

recommendation is certain; the KASPER resource needs to be appropriately disseminated and PIs 

should be encouraged to use this resource hub.  

From this investigation, the author has shown that there a problem with last-minute 

proposal submissions and there is uncertainty in the expectations of the partnership between the 

PIs and the BARA Office. The author believes that partnerships between the PI and the SPO can 

be improved through clarification of roles and responsibilities of these entities in regards to 

proposal preparation. Cultivating the education of proposal submission process can be achieved 

through the proliferation of resources and fostering mutually supportive interactions between 

these two entities. Uncertainty can be avoided through communication and education of not just 

the proposal submission processes but also the roles of the BARA Office. If the PI understood the 

role of the SPO and the responsibilities they undertake on behalf of the PI, the PI may be more 

understanding and submit their proposal to the BARA Office 5 business days before a solicitation 

deadline. 

The BARA Office does perform speedy and comprehensive review and submission for 

last-minute submissions because the administrative environment has created a PI-centered 
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culture. Although, it is unclear if the support is illimitable and ubiquitous to all departments, the 

restrictions placed on the PI as far as administrative requests are few.  

In response to creating some form of reprimand for last-minute submitters, unfortunately, 

the replies from the PIs and the RAs do not conclude a determination. The SPO has become 

accustomed to this process, and their daily operations receive a hard stop to enable review for 

these last-minute submissions. Meanwhile, the PI can always find a rationale that falls within an 

exception to submitted after the KSAS BARA requested deadline because, as one PI responded, it 

is about the proposal and the receipt of the award. The institution needs the proposal to be 

accepted, and because the PI is the one creating the science, the PI will always get what they need 

to pursue their research.  

In conclusion, semi-annual proposal preparation workshops should be held for all PIs, 

and an interactive dashboard to display proposal submission statistics should be implemented and 

accessible for all PIs and Admin. An interactive dashboard would provide transparency to the 

submission process and enable the PI to see the administrative impacts of their submission. Initial 

training for PIs should be required to include the explanation of roles and responsibilities 

connected to proposal preparation, review, and submission. Although, JHU cannot support zero 

tolerance for last-minute submissions, enforcing a three-strike rule that places a hold on proposal 

submissions until they attend a proposal preparation workshop would effectively reduce last-

minute submissions. With an interactive dashboard and proposal workshops available to the PI, 

there would be little justification to submit a proposal less than five business days. 

There are still many questions that can be investigated beyond the scope of this case 

study; further investigation of this topic would include the feedback from Admin to identify their 

role as the liaison between the PI and the BARA Office, how they provide information to the PI 

from the BARA Office and what they provide. From some of the responses to the interview 

questions, grants management teams within the department play a vital role in a PI’s success in 

proposal submission.  
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