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Abstract 
 

Today’s universities are not only places to teach and learn; they often serve as 

hubs of basic and applied research and even as hubs of technology development and 

commercialization.  To help faculty secure research funding for these activities, many 

universities establish and run internal funding programs, usually referred to as seed 

funding programs, intramural grants programs, resource allocation programs or 

institutional investments. Research administrators at the central or unit level are often 

asked to design and run these programs, in addition to their main responsibilities related 

to extramural research funding, and without the necessary tools and training needed to 

successfully fulfil the new responsibilities.  This lack of resources, which in a concise 

and easy to follow format provide sufficient guidance to university research 

administrators on the core processes and considerations for setting up internal grants 

programs, can be addressed by the creation of a quick start guide. 

The objective of this capstone project is to help fill the identified resource gap by 

developing such a guide. To do so, the author of the capstone project answers 

questions about the major types of existing internal funding programs and the type of 

activities they support; the main phases of an internal funding program cycle and the 

steps necessary to complete each of these phases; and major considerations before 

establishing a new program or opening a new cycle of an existing internal funding 

program. The answers are summarized and organized in A Quick Start Guide to Setting 

up Internal Funding Grant Programs. The Guide serves to support an efficient, effective 

and consistent process for establishing and running multiple cycles of a college or 

university internal funding program.  
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Glossary and Abbreviations 

 

Institution of Higher Education (IHE)- Universities, colleges, and further education 
institutions offering and delivering higher education1  

National Council of University Research Administrators (NCURA) 

Paper size A2 - 16.54’width by 23.39’ height 

Paper sixe A3 - 11.69’ width by 16.54’ height 

Paper size A4 - 8.27’ width by 11.69’ height 

Primarily Undergraduate Institution (PUI)- defined by the National Science 
Foundation as those that do not grant more than a small number of PhDs in 
NSF-supported fields such as engineering2 

Process map- a tool that graphically shows the inputs, actions and outputs of a process 
in a clear, step-by-step map of the process3 

Process mapping – the graphical representation with illustrative descriptions of how 
things get done. It helps the participants to visualize the details of the process 
closely and guides decision making4 

R01 University- Doctoral Universities with very high research activity5 

R02 University- Doctoral Universities with high research activity6 

Research Administration - the activities that support faculty and staff involved in 
research projects across the University, regardless of funding source7  

Society of Research Administrators International (SRAI)  

                                                           
1 IGI Global (n.d.). “What Is Higher Education Institution.”  Accessed March 1, 2022. https://www.igi-
global.com/dictionary/higher-education-institution/13096   
2 Purdue University (n.d.). “Working at a Primarily Undergraduate Institution: The Expectations, Challenges, and 
Inspirations.” Engineering Seminars. Accessed March 1, 2022. 
https://engineering.purdue.edu/ENE/Research/Seminars/WorkingataPrimarilyUndergraduateInstitutionTheExpec  
3 Ted Hessing (n.d.). “Process Mapping.” SixSigamStudyGuide.com. Accessed March 1, 2022. 
https://sixsigmastudyguide.com/process-mapping/  
4 Ibid. 
5 The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education (n.d.). Basic Classification Description. Accessed on 
March 1, 2022. https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/classification_descriptions/basic.php  
6 Ibid. 
7 Harvard University (n.d.). “What is Research Administration?”. Accessed on March 1, 2022. 
https://hls.harvard.edu/dept/finance/sponsored-
research/#:~:text=What%20is%20Research%20Administration%3F,University%2C%20regardless%20of%20funding
%20source.  

https://www.igi-global.com/dictionary/higher-education-institution/13096
https://www.igi-global.com/dictionary/higher-education-institution/13096
https://engineering.purdue.edu/ENE/Research/Seminars/WorkingataPrimarilyUndergraduateInstitutionTheExpec
https://sixsigmastudyguide.com/process-mapping/
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/classification_descriptions/basic.php
https://hls.harvard.edu/dept/finance/sponsored-research/#:%7E:text=What%20is%20Research%20Administration%3F,University%2C%20regardless%20of%20funding%20source
https://hls.harvard.edu/dept/finance/sponsored-research/#:%7E:text=What%20is%20Research%20Administration%3F,University%2C%20regardless%20of%20funding%20source
https://hls.harvard.edu/dept/finance/sponsored-research/#:%7E:text=What%20is%20Research%20Administration%3F,University%2C%20regardless%20of%20funding%20source
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
1.1. Background.   
 

In today’s world universities are much more than organizations providing higher 

education to students. Their role stretches far beyond teaching and learning, to serving 

as hubs of basic and applied research and supporting the development and even 

commercialization of new technologies.  In order to build prestige and reputation, 

institutions of higher education expect their faculty members and staff to engage in 

various activities on- and off-campus, including organized research and community 

service. Scholarly publications and externally funded research are two important criteria 

not only for building reputation but also for measuring faculty success when going 

through the promotion and tenure process in academia. Juggling multiple 

responsibilities like teaching and advising students, mentoring and participating in 

community services faculty are confronted with the demand for initiating new or 

engaging in existing research activities. Both early career researchers on the tenure 

track as well as experienced faculty who have already achieved tenure can be 

intimidated by the expectation of developing and maintain a robust research portfolio 

because this requires time and resources- two commodities notoriously in short supply 

for college and university professors8. To help them along every step of the way to 

obtaining research funding, university research administrators spend countless hours 

studying government and private sponsors’ requirements, regulations and expectations, 

and figuring out how these apply to the researchers’ interests and work.  

                                                           
8 Monir H, Sharobeam and Keith Howard, “Teaching demands versus research productivity,” Journal of College 
Science Teaching, 31(7), 436.  
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Securing research funding has to be achieved in an environment of ever 

increasing competition, diminishing, or at best stagnant funding for research, and 

extensive sponsor requirements.  Many of the existing federal funding programs, 

especially in the sciences and engineering, require some preliminary data to be 

included in the applications for funding in order to even consider the request.  Such 

requirements are also found in programs funded by industry, non-profit organizations 

and private and public foundations.  It is hard, if not impossible for new investigators to 

comply with such requirements without support from their institutions. The need for 

preliminary data and prove of concept presents a barrier also to more senior faculty with 

established research and teaching careers, who seek support for new lines of inquiry or 

additional support for continuing existing research. An added challenge to junior faculty 

entry into the world of sponsored research is the lack of experience with grant writing 

and lack of knowledge of the process of proposal writing and project design. Lack of 

familiarity with the requirements and the application submission processes of the home 

institution and of the specific sponsor might present yet another hurdle to 

unexperienced grant seekers.  

While faculty are on their own figuring out how to find time for it, they do receive 

help from their institutions for participation in research and securing extramural funding.  

A common approach used by universities to encourage and support their researchers 

with the above is the establishment of internal funding programs, often referred to as 

seed funding programs, intramural grants programs, resource allocation programs or 

institutional investments. Not surprisingly, such programs are common at big R01 and 

R02 research universities. With the growing popularity of undergraduate research and 
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with it- the need of research-involved faculty and facilities and resources for research, 

many Primarily Undergraduate Institutions (PUIs) have also started putting aside and 

offering internal funding to encourage research engagement. Volpe at al. point out that 

“Intramural funding programs within both large and small research institutions are an 

essential mechanism to foster collaborative, novel, and preliminary research activity.”9 

 For the establishment of internal funding programs, universities need both to 

divert dollars from their budgets to provide adequate funding and to assign personnel 

from the usually thinly spread research administration staff to design, implement and 

run the programs. It is important to note that the research needs and interests, and the 

organizational structures of the different institutions of higher education vary and that 

results in different levels of staffing and different levels of expertise of the administration 

personnel hired to support campus research.  Research administrators could work at 

the central, divisional and departmental levels of a research institution, fulfilling various 

roles and responsibilities related to the administration of organized research. At the 

same time, internal funding programs also could be established at different organization 

levels- smaller institutions usually have centrally administered seed funding for the 

whole campus; bigger institutions might have a central, more general seed funding 

program, in addition to multiple research area- specific programs at the unit level 

(school/college, department, center and/or institute levels). Typically, the administrators 

who already work at the level where the internal funding program is needed get tasked 

with the responsibility of establishing and managing it, in parallel to their other 

                                                           
9 Emanuela Volpe, Gretchen Kiser, Roland Henry, Kathy Giacomini, Paul Volberding, Frederic Waldman, Daniel 
Lowenstein. (2014). “The Resource Allocation Program at the University of California, San Francisco: Getting  More 
from Intramural Funding Bucks,” Journal of Research Administration, 45(1), 81-104  
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responsibilities and often without being provided with special training and/or guidance. 

Among the other challenges they face in performing this task effectively and efficiently is 

the high demand on their finite amount of work hours. Therefore, there is a need for 

developing resources that will increase the efficiency and efficacy of research 

administrators who are put in charge of internal funding programs. One such resource 

could be is a quick start guide for setting up the program, to provide an overview of the 

necessary steps and guidance to seed funding design and management. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem.  
 

The problem addressed through this project is providing adequate support for 

research administrators - internal funding program managers to effectively and 

efficiently establish and run an intramural grant program in accordance with the current 

and best practices. In order to set up a successful program, the staff in charge of it 

should understand the needs of the faculty on campus, they should know what type of 

program best addresses the different needs, they should be aware of all necessary 

steps to run the program without problems from start to end of each cycle, and any 

common pitfalls associated with the stewardship of this type of programs.  

The main sources of information on setting up and running seed grant programs 

are articles and presentations prepared by research administration and research 

development professionals, describing their own experience in their current or former 

institutions. Useful insights on the subject can be gained from the websites of 

institutions with existing internal funding programs detailing the different types of 

available funding, eligibility criteria, program requirements, and application, evaluation 

and award processes. However, there seems to be no existing resources for university 
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seed funding administrators, in a concise and easy to follow format and at the same 

time providing sufficient guidance on the core processes and considerations. A Quick 

Start Guide to Setting up Internal Grants Programs could fill this void.  

A poorly designed and/or run program can bring numerous negatives to the 

institution. It may imply lack of interest of the university leadership in supporting faculty 

work and in creating the necessary conditions for their research success. It could create 

a negative impression of the overall governance of the institution, of lack of 

transparency, of favoritism and unnecessary bureaucracy. In other words, it could bring 

the exact opposite of the sought effect of empowering and enabling faculty to be 

competitive in securing extramural research funding and successful in performing their 

research work.  

1.3. Project Questions.  
 

To select, summarize and organize the content of the Quick Start Guide, the 

flowing questions need to be answered: 

What are the major types of internal funding programs?  What type of activity do 

they support? (Choice of Program) 

What are the main phases of an internal funding program cycle? What are the 

steps necessary to complete each of these phases? (Process Map) 

What major considerations should be taken into account before establishing a 

new program or opening a new cycle of an existing internal funding program? 

(Checklist) 
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1.4. Project Objectives.  
 

Research administrators have a variety of tools that they can use in order to 

better perform and streamline the work related to extramural funding- including 

agencies’ proposal award and procedures guides (e.g. the NSF PAPP Guide), 

institutional pre- and post-award manuals, in-house created checklists and 

professionally developed technologies and software for research administration. When it 

comes to intramural funding, the resources are more scarce and not so readily 

available.  

The objective of this project is to help fill this resource gap by developing a quick 

start guide for setting up internal funding programs. The Guide will help with the 

establishment of new and the updating and improving of already established programs. 

The Guide can be utilized by unexperienced with such programs employees, who could 

directly follow the outlined steps and processes to establish or run the program, and/or 

could determine areas of deficiencies in their knowledge and acquire it from more 

detailed sources. The Guide could also be helpful to employees who already have 

experience with seed funding programs, to perform a readiness check before initiating a 

new funding cycle of their program. 

1.5. Significance.  
 

A quick start guide to setting up an internal funds grants program can help 

research administrators effectively and efficiently establish a new or understand, update 

and/or run and existing program. It will promote a steep learning curve for new and 

unexperienced staff members which is a great plus in an environment known for 
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looming deadlines, high-stress short- notice demands for changes and submissions, 

and high demand on the time and attention of the research administration office staff 

members.  The Guide will ensure that necessary steps are not overlooked or missed by 

both experienced and unexperienced administrators. It will provide guidance on 

common issues related to university seed fund programs management that a staff 

member might not think of until confronted with a problem created by the omission.   

When it comes to the actual practice of running an internal funding grants 

program, it can be difficult to memorize all the steps that one will need to take during 

each cycle.  The Quick Start Guide will serve as a resource for maintaining consistency 

in the process, easily navigating and making decisions related to common seed fund 

management issues and providing proper oversight of the program. 

The value of the Guide should also be considered in terms of increase in 

personal work satisfaction resulting from the achieved higher level of independence and 

lowered need for corrective actions.  

1.6. Exclusions and Limitations.   
 

Quick start guides, as the title implies, need to be short and easy to follow. This 

is why the project will seek to provide a summary of best practices, a general workflow 

overview (in the form of a process map) and helpful suggestions and important 

consideration related to the establishment and management of internal funding 

programs. The project does not aim to serve as means for obtaining detailed knowledge 

or extensive training. If such are desired, additional resources on research institutions’ 
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internal funding programs, program design and program management should be 

sought.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 
 

2.1. Overview of Literature Review.  
 

The sources consulted for this project include the National Council of University 

Research Administrators’ (NCURA) Research Management Review Journal and their 

Magazine, the Society of Research Administrators International’s (SRAI) Journal, as 

well as Kulakowski and Chronister’s book “Research Administration and Management.” 

The Google Scholar database provided online access to additional articles related to the 

topic of university and college internal funding programs, as well as publications related 

to the work overload of research administrators, program management methodology 

and practice and studies related to the evaluation of internal funding programs delivery. 

A review of the Research Office websites of eight institutions of higher education 

provided insights on similarities and differences in the organization and management of 

the institutions’ internal funding programs. 

Literature focused on the creation and use of schematic, accessible guides for 

setting up internal funding programs is lacking. A possible explanation for that is that 

such guides do not exist. Alternatively, if they exist, the guides might be institution- or 

unit-specific and only accessible through protected, authorization requiring portals. 

Finally, Robert Damelio’s book “The Basics of Process Mapping” was consulted 

for an overview of the different types of process maps and the creation of the cross-

functional process map for the Quick Start Guide.  
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2.2. Details of Review.  
 

The literature review helped determine the most relevant and important 

information to be included in the quick start guide to setting up internal funding grant 

programs. Institutions of higher education establish “systems and programs to support 

their education, research and service missions.”10 In chapter 15 “Institutional 

Enhancement of Research and Scholarship” of the book “Research Administration and 

Management” Chronister discusses the programs universities and colleges have in 

place for encouraging faculty to develop their grantsmanship skills. She points out the 

importance of internal funds for achieving long-term institutional goals and outlines the 

different uses of internal funds.  The author points out the two major categories of 

internal grants programs- competitive and noncompetitive- and further outlines some 

options for targeting funds: 

• Seed funds and pilot projects 
• Bridge funds 
• Scholarship and arts 
• Innovative education and training 
• Matching grants 
• Junior faculty enhancement programs 
• Travel grants 
• Technology enhancement and development 
• Equipment grants11 

Chronister also provides a short description of the purpose of each program and 

the major questions that need to be considered when initiating a grant program or 

evaluating one that already exists. The author concludes that both effective program 

                                                           
10 Lynne U. Chronister (2006). “Institutional Enhancement of Research and Scholarship,” Research Administration 
and Management, ed. Elliott C. Kulakowski and Lynne U Chronister. Jones & Bartlett Learning, 149 
11 Ibid., 152 
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management and evaluative structures are of upmost importance for successful 

research program development. 

The paper “The Resource Allocation Program at the University of California, San 

Francisco: Getting More from Intramural Funding Bucks” focuses on a model of central, 

more efficient intramural funding opportunity management adopted by the University of 

California San Francisco (UCSF). While describing its advantages, the authors provide 

great details on the organization and management of the model, and the necessary 

steps taken along the way to establish and run it successfully. They share insights on all 

important considerations related to program features, the review process, 

implementation challenges and share the results from running it continuously for five 

years. Volpe at al. point out that the UCSA Resource Allocation Program (RAP) 

“provides an ideal infrastructure for sharing best practices, enables staff networking, 

and realizes administrative efficiencies and economies of scale. RAP is able to reduce 

overlapping administrative functions and, at the same time, provide additional 

administrative functionality.”12 

A study by Balaji, Knisely, and Blazyk describes in detail an internal innovative 

competitive grant program at the Ohio University College of Osteopathic Medicine as a 

model to create similar programs that “can be adapted and further customized to meet 

the needs and objectives of individual institutions.”13 The study outlines the importance 

                                                           
12 Emanuela Volpe, Gretchen Kiser, Roland Henry, Kathy Giacomini, Paul Volberding, Frederic Waldman, Daniel 
Lowenstein (2014). “The Resource Allocation Program at the University of California, San Francisco: Getting  More 
from Intramural Funding Bucks,” Journal of Research Administration, 45(1), 97 
13 Rengarajan V. Balaji, Christine Knisely, Jack Blazyk (2007). “Internal Grant Competitions: A New 
Opportunity for Research Officers to Build Institutional Funding Portfolios.” Journal of Research 
Administration, 38(2), 45 
 



12 
 

of internal funding opportunities for researchers and points to other universities and 

medical schools with similar programs. Most significant for this capstone project is the 

fact that the authors describe how certain internal grants issues are addressed at the 

Ohio University College of Osteopathic Medicine, e.g. reducing proposal review 

turnaround time, size of the award and its impact on the positive outcomes (defined as 

externally funded or highly rated, even if not funded, proposals). The study also 

provides the creation and implementation process and the timeline for running each 

program cycle.  

Four more papers- Albanese at al. (1998), Boucher at al. (2006), Paller and 

Cerra (2006) and Ivey and Henry (2016)- although focused on impact of internal 

funding, provided helpful information on newly established and long existing internal 

funding programs. In the papers, the authors discuss in less or more detail the 

challenges faced when establishing or running intramural funding programs at their 

institutions, how they were resolved and the impacts they had on the future cycles of the 

programs, e.g. the types of funding mechanisms that were added/dropped, the changes 

to the review process, awards number and size, etc.  

To further understand the types and design of existing college and university 

intramural funding opportunities, the relevant webpages of eight universities were 

reviewed, including programs at institutions with very high or high doctoral activities 

(R01 and R02 institutions), as well as Maters and Baccalaureate colleges and 

universities and a four year special focus research institution (institution type per the 
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Carnegie Classification14). It was observed that the majority of the universities listed on 

their pages competitive programs, although University of Michigan- Dearborn (UM-

Dearborn) had a few non-competitive (open invitation) programs as well. Some 

universities had central internal funding programs, as well as intramural programs at the 

unit level (Johns Hopkins University, UM-Dearborn). Others, like University of California 

San Francisco (UCSF), Georgia State University and Ohio University had a centrally 

managed page/program which listed and managed the seed funding available from/for 

the rest of the academic units. And some institutions like Gettysburg College and 

Chapman University only had a central internal funding program.  The review offered 

insights on most common types of programs, common features of the programs, timing 

of cycles, evaluation criteria, submission path, review and feedback practices, and 

utilized software for processing the applications- all relevant to the content of the Quick 

Start Guide. 

The literature review produced multiple publications outlining the intense, fast 

paced environment in which research administrators operate, the stress they are 

subjected to and resulting burnout, therefore confirming the need for a tool like the 

Quick Start Guide. Brawman-Mintzer’s review of the contributors to research 

administration job strain15  finds that more than 40% of the respondents to the 2007 

Research Administrator Stress Perception Survey (RASPerS) perceived their jobs as 

                                                           
14 Indiana University Center of Postsecondary Research (2021). “The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of 
Higher Education Standard Listings”. Accessed February 21, 2022. 
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/standard.php#standard_basic2005_list  
15 Olga Brawman-Mintzer (2006). “ Results from the 2007 Research Administrator Stress Perception Survey  
(RASPerS).” Research Gate. Accessed February 22, 2022. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237625917_Results_from_the_2007_Research_Administrator_Stress_
Perception_Survey_RASPerS  

https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/standard.php#standard_basic2005_list
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237625917_Results_from_the_2007_Research_Administrator_Stress_Perception_Survey_RASPerS
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237625917_Results_from_the_2007_Research_Administrator_Stress_Perception_Survey_RASPerS
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highly stressful. Additionally, the author informs that “sixty-six percent reported having 

inadequate resources to complete their job in a forty-hour work-week.”16 Shambrook 

compares the 2007 and 2010 RASPerS-s to find that even more respondents- about 

90% out of the 1047 participating research administrators- considered their job to have 

become “increasingly demanding over the past few years.”17 In a 2012 study, Katsapis 

also concludes that university research administrators “as a whole are under high levels 

of occupational stress, indicating a need for intervention”18 and links the job strain to 

work overload.  

A review of materials related to program and project management was 

conducted, in order to help the capstone project author with the design and creation of 

the Quick Start Guide. Miterev’s at al. paper “Exploring Program Management 

Competences for Various Program Types” and Organ and Bottorff’s article “Program 

Manager Vs. Project Manager: What’s The Difference?” helped outline key differences 

between program and project management tasks thus informing decisions related to the 

key considerations included in the Quick Start Guide.  

The book “The Basics of Process Mapping” was reviewed with the same purpose 

and offered helpful information on the different types of relationship maps, how to 

choose which one to use and how to create them. Damelio’s book is used at the Johns 

Hopkins Hospital Operations Integration department for mapping processes and 

creating models of work for the whole hospital. It is widely regarded as one of the most 

                                                           
16 Ibid. 
17 Jennifer Shambrook (2012). “Comparison of Stress-Related Factors in the 2007 and 2010 Research Administrator 
Stress Perception Surveys (RASPerS).” The Journal of Research Administration, 43, 107. 
18 Christine  C. A.  Katsapis, (2012). “The Incidence and Types of  Occupational Role Stress among University 
Research Administrators.” Research Management  Review, 19(1).  https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1002153.pdf  

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1002153.pdf
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comprehensive source for learning and producing models of work. For this reason no 

other sources of information on process mapping were used.  

2.3. Applicability of Literature Review.  
 

The literature review is applicable to the project because many of the sources 

showed the numerous steps and considerations that need to be taken into account 

when setting up or managing an internal funding program at an institution of higher 

education, some describing in details what these steps and considerations are. Other 

sources highlighted the need for user-friendly, time-saving tools for research 

administrators to use in the ever- changing, fast paced environment of the research 

enterprise.   

The publications related to program management were not directly applicable to 

the capstone project, as the Guide does not aim to deliver training on program 

management basics. However, these publications, together with Damelio’s book “The 

Basics of Process Mapping,” were helpful to the author of the capstone project for the 

design and creation of the final product- the Quick Start Guide.  
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Chapter 3. Need(s) Assessment 
 

3.1. Need(s) Assessment.  
 

Research administrators are trained and skilled at interpreting and fulfilling the 

requirements of external (federal, industry, foundation and other) funding programs. 

Their training is focused on understanding and adhering to the instructions and 

requirements in such programs. However, being an experienced participant/applicant to 

the various funding programs does not necessarily equate to being able to design and 

run a seed funding program.  Pre-award administrators might have some insights on 

what the most common components of funding programs are and what type of projects 

match the program objectives. Post-award administrators, through their support for 

various research projects, likely understand some of the programs’ cycle closing 

requirements. Still, there is a lot more that needs to be accounted for before issuing a 

program solicitation, between collecting proposals and awarding them, and after the 

final reports of all funded projects are received.  The learned-from-practice or even from 

formal training project management skills are not sufficient to ensure successful 

program design, implementation and management. In a paper outlining “a practical 

process for assessing, planning and delivering best value outcomes for Programs and 

Projects,” Steinfort points that: 

The core of Program Management is the realization of Benefits/Return on 
Investment for the Key Stakeholders, whilst the core of Project Management is the 
delivery on time, budget, to value and within risk profiles. Programs are typically whole 
of life cycle ongoing developments whereas projects are unique and have a start and 
finish.19 

                                                           
19 Paul Steinfort (2017). “Community and post-disaster Program Management Methodology.”  International 
Journal of Project Management, 35 (5), 788, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.07.005  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.07.005
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At the same time, the focus of the research administration offices at institutions of 

higher education is on securing and managing extramural funding. This focus is one of 

the three basic functions of the research administrator, defined by Beasley as “Working 

with sponsors to help achieve their goals and abide by their regulations.”20 In 

combination with the relatively small size of the intramural funding programs (ranging 

between a few thousand and a few hundred thousand dollars), it is highly unlikely that 

research administrators made responsible for an intramural fund would receive 

extensive training or resources (including one of the most scarce resources of all- time) 

to acquire the necessary skills for the task. For the same reasons, it is highly unlikely an 

experienced program manager to be hired within the research administration office only 

to handle such program(s). So, while referring to other, more detailed sources of 

information on how to set up and/or run an internal funding program is still 

recommended, a Quick Start Guide is a much needed and useful tool to have.    

3.1.1 Assessment of Need.  
 

When discussing institutional enhancement of research and scholarship, 

Chronister states that: 

Extramural grants and contracts are the primary sources of support for research 
and other projects within most of not-for-profit institutions. However, institutions may 
determine that an effective method to further their missions and support faculty research 
and scholarship is to establish an internal grant program.21 

                                                           
20Kenneth L. Beasley, “The History of Research Administration,” in Research Administration and Management, ed. 
Elliott C. Kulakowski and Lynne U Chronister,  (Jones & Bartlett Learning, 2006), 18 
21 Lynne U. Chronister, “Institutional Enhancement of Research and Scholarship,” in Research Administration and 
Management, ed. Elliott C. Kulakowski and Lynne U Chronister,  (Jones & Bartlett Learning, 2006), 149 
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Chronister also discusses approaches for establishing a research development 

structure at institutions of higher education and points that “the most common structure 

is to implement the development function within the sponsored programs office.”22 While 

universities with large research programs often have Research Development Offices 

which might manage the internal funding grant programs, Chronister’s observation is 

still true for universities and colleges with medium to low research activity where a 

single research development officer might be hired within the research administration 

office or, as is often the case with research-related support, research development 

duties might be assigned to research administrators. Even the large research 

universities have understaffed research offices and struggle to recruit and retain trained 

and skilled research administration and development staff. Data from Research 

Administrator Stress Perception Surveys (RASPerS) show that research administrators 

often work long hours in the evenings and even during the weekends, to meet looming 

deadlines, manage short notice proposal and report preparations and submissions and 

respond to other requests from faculty and university management. Shambrook reports 

that “2010 RASPerS data show that almost 90% of the 1,047 research administrator 

survey participants report their jobs have become increasingly demanding over the past 

few years.” 23 Considering these circumstances, and also from the author’s personal 

experience of working in research administration and development fields for over 10 

years, it is not hard to conclude that research offices staff do not have sufficient time to 

reread otherwise useful and informative, but lengthy articles and materials which can 

                                                           
22Lynne U. Chronister, “Institutional Enhancement of Research and Scholarship,” in Research Administration and 
Management, ed. Elliott C. Kulakowski and Lynne U Chronister,  (Jones & Bartlett Learning, 2006), 150 
23 Jennifer Shambrook, “Comparison of Stress-Related Factors in the 2007 and 2010 Research Administrator Stress 
Perception Surveys (RASPerS),”in The Journal of Research Administration, 43 (2012), 107. 
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help them refresh or acquire new understanding of work that they do not perform on 

regular basis (the review of internal funding programs at 8 universities showed that the 

programs have usually one, or maximum two funding cycles per year). This is why a 

two-page, user-friendly Quick Start Guide with easy to understand visuals (a process 

map) and a list of key considerations would be a helpful tool to have. It can be useful to 

the research staff member in charge of the program, regardless of their level of 

experience with such programs, when a new program is being set up, an old one is 

being updated, or just when it is time for the regular funding cycle to start and a final 

check needs to be performed. No such tool, to inform the planning and execution of 

internal funding programs, is publically available today. 

3.2. Metrics.  
 

A measure for the need for a Guide for setting up internal funding programs is 

the time spent in explaining to a new employee and showing them how to set up the 

new program/a new cycle of the existing program. The author estimated that it took 

between 10 and 12 hours (spread throughout a week) to share and explain all 

necessary information to a staff member asked to take responsibility of the program. 

Additionally, the author estimated that at least two forty-five minute meetings were 

needed before each new cycle of the program to be ready to open it.  

While the Guide will not completely eliminate the need for the initial onboarding 

and the consequent meetings, the author estimates that the length of all meetings could 

be significantly shortened when the Guide is available. The initial introduction to the 

program and its requirements would likely still require 6-8 hours (including time for post-

meeting questions and clarifications and resolving issues encountered while doing the 



20 
 

work), but the author expects the duration of the meetings before each program cycle to 

be reduced to 15-20 minutes per meeting.  

3.3 Sources.  
 

In fall 2021 and spring 2022 author discussed with the manager of the Office of 

Research the need for onboarding materials for a new employee. It was expected this 

new employee, among other duties, to take on the majority of the responsibilities for the 

campus grants program. The author already had a shared drive folder with relevant 

articles and materials for the new employee but nothing that could be used to both 

educate on and review on regular basis the most relevant information about the campus 

grants program. The author’s suggestion for the creation of a Quick Start Guide was 

met with great interest and enthusiasm.  

Additionally, in winter 2022 the author initiated a listserv conversation with a 

group of members of the National Organization of Research Development Professionals 

(NORDP), sharing the Quick Start Guide idea. Again, the idea invoked interest and the 

author was encouraged to pursue it and to consider presenting the result at a future 

NORDP meeting. 

3.4. Committees.  
 

No committees were used for this capstone project. 
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Chapter 4. Project Description 
 

4.1. Discussion of Project Elements.  
 

The goal of this capstone project is to develop a quick start guide for setting up 

and/or running different cycles of internal funding programs at a college or university. An 

important element of the project was the planning for it. As with all quick start guides, it 

was essential to understand very well the process that the author was trying to capture 

in just a couple of pages (brevity and clarity are two of the most important attributes of 

quick start guides). Also, it was crucial to understand well the needs of the potential 

users- in this case, research administrators and research development professionals- 

and to anticipate problems that could be encountered by the users so that relevant 

guidance is included in the final version of the quick start guide.  

The next element was the development of the Guide. Prior to the creation of the 

Guide the author had used articles and publications from other research administrators 

to learn about and to teach others about the best practices on setting up internal funding 

programs. New process training had also been supported by multiple, in-person 

meetings which often ran over the initially scheduled times. Additionally, the author had 

used knowledge from formal project and program management training when setting up 

new programs or improving existing ones.  

The final version of the Guide will capture the essence of the above experience 

and present it in a succinct, user-friendly way. It will consist of a process map with 

necessary steps to be completed before launching a new program (cycle) and 

cautionary notes and considerations related to setting up/running an internal funding 
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program. The expectation is that the Guide will not only bring clarity on the process but 

it will also reduce the need for meetings, and will reduce the time of the necessary 

meetings when a new staff member at the author’s office or elsewhere is tasked with 

running or updating the program. Further, the Guide could be used to develop a library 

with more detailed instructions and materials for onboarding new staff members and for 

the purpose of continuity of operations planning.  

The project does not end with the Guide creation. The testing of the outcome (the 

quick start guide) by experienced and inexperienced internal users is as important as 

the previous elements, so that an improved final version can be created. Periodical 

updates of the Guide are also crucial and will happen with time, as the Guide is used 

and feedback is collected.  

The final element of the project would be determining the best way for making 

the guide accessible, sharing the Guide with all interested internal users, and setting up 

a process for quick and easy feedback collection, to allow the above-discussed 

periodical updates.  
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Chapter 5. Methodology 
 

5.1. Methodology Overview.  
 

For the completion of this capstone project the author used a mixed methods 

approach. The author combined examination and analysis of campus strengths and 

weaknesses with a review of prior feedback on existing internal funding programs. 

Additionally, a detailed literature review was performed, the results from which were 

supplemented by a detailed review and analysis of the websites of eight different 

universities with existing internal funding programs. Finally, an iterative design process 

will be used for the creation of the final product- a quick start guide to setting up internal 

funding grant programs. This last step will be performed after the capstone project is 

completed for a couple of reasons: 

• The time requirements related to the capstone project completion do not 

allow enough time for the testing and revision of the first iteration of the 

Guide 

• The best environment to test the Guide would be during a new campus 

grants program cycle and the author’s campus’ next funding cycle is in 

October 2022, after the deadline for the capstone project submission.  
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5.2. Project Design and Discussion.  
 

Work related to the methodology of this capstone project was first performed in 

the summer of 2020 when the author was tasked for the first time with the revamp of an 

existing Campus Grants (internal funding) program at University of Michigan- Dearborn. 

Since then, the Campus Grants program has undergone three major revisions with 

some grant opportunities dropped, others modified, and new ones designed and added.  

During this time period, the author has worked with three different UM-Dearborn Office 

of Research employees- two experienced and one new hire- to train them how to 

support this internal funding effort.  

The initial work included an in-depth examination and analysis of the University 

of Michigan-Dearborn research strengths and weaknesses, and an evaluation of the 

campus research needs in light of the research goals set by the University Leadership. 

The author had interviews with one third of the Department Chairs on campus (with 

focus on the most research-active departments based on last five years of research 

proposals submissions and research awards) who easily identified the research 

strengths and interests of their faculty. In conjunction with this step, a review of existing 

cross-unit research collaborations was conducted, and a possible future collaborations 

were identified.  

Based on the collected information, a first update of the existing campus grants 

program was prepared and presented to the UM-Dearborn Faculty Research Council for 

feedback and comments. After additional updates based on the received feedback, an 

updated funding cycle of the Campus Grants program was launched.  
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After this first program revamp, three changes in University Leadership 

necessitated further changes to the program, as with the new Leadership the 

expectations for the outcomes of the program changed. Meanwhile, staff promotions, 

resignations and new hires required three different employees to be trained to help with 

the Campus Grants program. The above encouraged the author to choose the capstone 

project topic and was extremely helpful for the creation of the needs assessment 

chapter. 

The formal work on the project started with a detailed literature review described 

in Chapter 2. The review results confirmed the lack of an accessible quick start guide for 

setting up and running internal funding programs at IHEs and helped identify the 

information which needed to be included in the Guide.  

Additional insights about what needed to be included in the content of the Guide 

were gained from the review of the internal funding program websites of eight different 

universities. The selection of the institutions was determined by: 

• The type of IHE. The author used the Basic Carnegie Classification and 

intentionally searched for different types of IHEs. The final selection 

included three R01 universities, two R02 universities, one institution 

classified as “Master’s Colleges & Universities: Larger Programs,” one 

institution classified as “Special Focus Four-Year: Research Institution,” 

and one institution classified as “Baccalaureate Colleges: Arts & Sciences 

Focus.” 

• The availability of an internal funding program and an accessible, user-

friendly website with sufficient details about the program. 
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After a review of the different types of process maps and their use, and with the 

results from the above work in mind, a format for the Guide was selected. The format 

allowed the creation of a simple and succinct but descriptive (where needed) first 

iteration of the quick start guide. Special focus was placed on ensuring a positive user 

experience by being consistent with the use of terminology, styles, design elements, 

colors and fonts, etc.  

The author plans to implement the iterative design process (design-testing-

improved design-testing-final design) when this capstone project is finalized and the first 

iteration of the Guide is ready. A coworker who is familiar with the previous and the 

current versions of the UM-Dearborn Campus Grants Program, a co-worker who is only 

familiar with the old version of the Campus Grants program and a coworker who was 

never in charge of and knows very little about the Campus Grants program will be the 

first users to provide feedback.  

As needed, further changes will be made to the Guide. The final version will be 

sheared with all staff members in the author’s office via an internal network shared 

drive. Additionally, the Guide will be offered to three other academic units which have 

their own seed funding programs. Feedback will be collected annually via a Google 

form, and the author will include contact information (email) in the Guide to enable 

sharing of comments, suggestions and questions throughout the whole year, and not 

only during the annual Guide evaluation. Future updates to the Guide will be based on 

the feedback collected via this email and the Google form.   
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Chapter 6. Project Results and Discussion 
 

After performing an in-depth literature review and establishing the need for a tool 

to facilitate the establishment and running of different cycles of internal funding 

programs, the author created the first iteration of a quick start guide for this capstone 

project. The Guide is meant to be used in the central Office of Research at UM-

Dearborn which runs an internal campus grants program awarding $290,000 - $450,000 

per fiscal year. For the second and consecutive updates and iterations of the Guide, the 

author plans to share it more broadly with other Dearborn campus units which run their 

own, smaller seed funding programs, and possibly with other research development 

professionals outside the Dearborn campus.  The first iteration of the Guide can be 

utilized for running the first for fiscal year 2023 funding cycle of the UM-Dearborn 

Campus Grants Program (October 2022 funding cycle).  

6.1. Project Result 1. 
 

The Guide was designed with the purpose to support research administrators by 

providing an effective and efficient, more streamlined process of setting up and running 

internal funding programs at IHEs. It combines conceptual and procedural components.  

The conceptual component introduces the different types of internal funding 

programs and links them to the different types of activities they support. This information 

could be very useful to inexperienced with internal funding programs research 

administrators tasked with the job of creating a brand new internal funding program. 

This component would also be useful to anyone who wants to rethink and possibly 
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redesign an existing program, aligning it better with the changing research needs of the 

campus.  

The process map represents the procedural component of the guide. By listing 

the steps a research administrator needs to take in order to set up a new program or 

run a new cycle of an existing program, and the order in which it is best to take them. It 

makes it easy to see what gets done during the preparation phase of the program, what 

falls into the application phase and what should follow during the evaluation and closing 

phase.  

To link the conceptual and procedural component, the Guide also contains a list 

of major considerations which need to be taken into account when establishing a new or 

running the next cycle of an internal funding program.  

Together, these elements help improve clarity and understanding of internal 

funding programs and their cycles, reduce the time for understanding the workflow and 

empower the intended users- research administrators and research development 

professionals- to go through the captured process without feeling overwhelmed or lost.  
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Chapter 7. Recommendations and Discussion 
 

7.1. Introduction. 
 

The work on the first iteration of the Quick Start Guide performed by the author 

and described in this capstone project represents just the beginning of a larger project. 

In order for the Guide to become and to remain a helpful tool in the toolbox of research 

administrators, work on it should continue beyond the end of the capstone project. The 

recommendations below capture some ideas the author has in relation to the additional 

work and improvements that could be done with time and accumulation of users’ 

feedback. Some of these recommendations, as explained below, are already planned to 

be implemented by the author. Others- specifically Recommendation 3- are mere 

suggestions which will be discussed with the university leadership and will be 

considered carefully, since they require the investment of significant time and effort to 

implement. 

7.2. Recommendations. 
 

7.2.1. Recommendation 1. 
 

The Quick Start Guide should be used as needed, during the establishment and 

for the duration of each internal funding program cycle. It eliminates the need for 

memorizing all steps in the process since it provides their overview, and helps ensure 

no steps are overlooked and poorly executed for the lack of planning. The guide is 

created with user needs in mind, which makes it useful and relevant but to ensure its 

continuous relevance and usefulness, feedback from users should be collected 

periodically and the Guide should be updated as needed.  
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7.2.2. Recommendation 2. 

 

To make it more universal, the Quick Start Guide should be tested outside the 

author’s campus to check its applicability and relevance to different types of IHEs. A 

summary of the capstone project and a copy of the Guide could be shared at a regional 

NORDP conference and comments and suggestions could be collected during a 

Questions & Answers session and used to further improve it. The updated iteration 

could later be presented during the annual NORDP meeting to a larger and even more 

diverse audience for further testing and improvement. 

Alternatively, the Guide could be shared via email using the internal NORDP 

listserv or in via the NORDP Slap channel, and comments suggestions could be 

solicited and collected online.  

7.2.3. Recommendation 3. 
 

Most quick start guides are offered to users in conjunction with more detailed 

instructions/a manual for the respective product or service. The author of the project has 

a library with articles, slides and web resources related to program management and 

internal funding programs. The library was further expanded while the literature review 

for this capstone project was performed. However, the author of the project does not 

have one comprehensive manual that captures all of the information from the library 

materials. It is recommended that such an in-depth manual with detailed instructions 

and explanations of all of the steps included in the Quick Start Guide is developed.  
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7.2.4. Recommendation 4. 
 

The Guide was created in PowerPoint format and converted to a PDF format for 

the purpose of including in the capstone project. Also, these formats are suitable for it 

because it is meant to be shared electronically, via an internal shared drive and, if 

needed, via email. If a printed version is required, it should be formatted to fit a larger 

than A4 paper size, preferably an A2 or A3 size.  
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Chapter 8. Conclusion 
 

Nowadays not only big research IHEs but also smaller colleges and satellite 

campuses turn to internal funding programs as a means for stimulating and supporting 

faculty research. It is customary to place these programs within the campus research 

offices and expect from already overworked and stressed research administrators and 

support staff to manage them without providing adequate training or instruction to help 

with this task. The above, together with the literature review performed for this capstone 

project, confirmed the need for a tool that would minimize the effort and streamline the 

process of establishing and managing internal funding programs. After observing and 

confirming that need, the author focused the capstone project on solving this issue. A 

quick start guide for setting up and running internal grants programs could be the much 

needed tool and solution. 

The project result- the Quick Start Guide included in Appendix 1- has met the 

objectives outlined in Chapter 1 of the capstone project.  It gives an overview of the 

different types of internal grants programs, all the key steps for setting up or running 

such a program, and important considerations which, if overlooked, could interfere with 

a smooth operation of the program and cause delays or even undesired effects like 

perception for lack of transparency, concerns about fairness, loss of trust and interest in 

the program from the faculty, etc.  

The Guide is intended to support an efficient, effective and consistent process for 

establishing and running multiple cycles of a college or university internal funding 

program. It can be useful to both experienced and inexperienced with such programs 

users because it improves clarity and understanding of internal funding programs and 
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their cycles. The Guide reduces the time for understanding and planning the workflow 

and empowers its intended users- university and college research administrators and 

research development professionals.  
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