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Your Role as a University Representative
Identify promising opportunities
Surface technologies that may benefit from translational funding. As you work through invention disclosures and with research teams, flag projects that look like good GRA candidates. Do not wait for faculty to self-identify.
Shape proposals before submission
Work with investigators to clarify milestones, define the commercialization path, right-size the budget, and choose the appropriate grant type. Proposals you submit should already be vetted by you.
Ensure alignment with program goals
Help investigators understand what GRA does and doesn't fund. A proposal with tuition, capital equipment, or vague milestones should be corrected before it reaches us.
Provide institutional and team context
Share insight on team dynamics, commercialization readiness, IP status, and any institutional factors that may affect a project. You see things we can't see from a proposal alone.
Keep the ecosystem connected
Share updates on invention disclosures, startup activity, new translational programs, and commercialization successes. If GRA funding or network connections could help, let us know. We want to be engaged.
Flag anything that needs a conversation
If something feels off about a project, a team, a budget, or an IP situation, reach out before submission. We would rather talk it through early than send a rejection later.
Pre-Submission Checklist
Before sending a proposal to GRA, please work through these items. Catching them now saves everyone time.
Grant type
· Is this the right grant type?
· [bookmark: _Hlk224743947]Exploratory (up to $10K, rolling submission): focused go/no-go question about technical feasibility, early customer discovery, or lightweight whitespace analysis. No salary support.
· Development (up to $250K, 6 review cycles/year): advancement toward commercialization or startup formation through a defined set of milestones. This is the primary funding engine.
· Is Exploratory truly needed, or can the project enter directly at Development?
Exploratory is optional. If the project already has validated signal and a clear next set of milestones defined, start at Development.
Milestones
· Are the milestones objective and measurable?
· Do they demonstrate comparative advantage over existing solutions?
· Do they generate evidence relevant to a commercial decision?
· Is there a clear go/no-go outcome for the set of work?
· Do the milestones together answer: what makes this investable?
If a reviewer cannot tell from the deliverables whether the milestones were met, the proposal is not ready.

Budget
· Is the budget right-sized to the milestones, not written to the cap?
Faculty will write to $250K if that's what they hear. Help them propose what the milestones actually require.
· Are prohibited items removed? Not allowed: 
· student tuition 
· routine basic research 
· large capital equipment 
· salary for investigators with equity or officer roles in the associated startup 
· startup marketing, branding, or operations.
· Does every major budget line tie directly to a milestone?
· If the budget is large (near $250K), has GRA been consulted in advance?
For larger proposals, reach out before submission. GRA may fund a subset of milestones or structure the award in tranches.

IP and licensing
· Is there an active patent, provisional, or invention disclosure on file?
· Does the university control the IP, or has it been licensed or optioned?
· If a license or option exists: does it include rights to future improvements?
If the company controls improvements from university work, GRA may not be able to fund that work. Engage the licensing team early.
· Are there multi-institution inventors or sponsored research obligations that affect ownership?
· Is the licensing team aware of the submission?

Team and project readiness
· Is the team likely to execute within the proposed timeline?
· If personnel need to be hired, is there a plan to have them on board before the grant period starts?
Hiring delays are the most common reason for extension requests. Don't assume the student will be enrolled or the postdoc hired on day one.
· Have you identified any team dynamics, coaching challenges, or institutional constraints GRA should know about?
Milestone Language: Strong vs. Weak
The most common reason proposals fail or need revision is milestone language that is vague, unmeasurable, or disconnected from commercial decisions. Use this as a reference when reviewing proposals with faculty.

	Objective & Measurable
	Comparative to Existing Solutions
	Commercially Relevant

	Defines a clear success or failure result.
Ask: can a reviewer tell if this milestone was met?

✓ Strong examples:
1. Prototype achieves ≥95% sensitivity across 100 samples
1. Device runs continuously for 72 hours without failure
1. Manufacturing yields ≥90% consistency across 3 batches
1. Software reduces analysis time by ≥30%
	Shows how the technology performs vs. current approaches.
Ask: does this tell us whether it's better than what exists?

✓ Strong examples:
1. Assay sensitivity vs. current clinical standard
1. ML model vs. baseline algorithms
1. Material performance vs. materials used in similar applications
1. Efficacy vs. standard-of-care in a relevant model
	Produces information that matters for commercialization.
Ask: does this result help the next investor, partner, or decision?

✓ Strong examples:
1. Customer interviews confirming purchasing criteria
1. Prototype demo in a realistic operating environment
1. Manufacturing feasibility and preliminary cost model
1. Regulatory pathway assessment identifying required steps

	Not Objective or Measurable
	No Comparison to Existing Solutions
	Not Connected to Commercial Decisions

	✗ Phrases to flag:
1. "Further develop the prototype"
1. "Improve the performance of the technology"
1. "Continue optimization of the system"
1. "Generate preliminary data supporting feasibility"

Why it fails: no measurable outcome or clear success criteria.
	✗ Phrases to flag:
1. "Demonstrate that the technology works"
1. "Validate the approach in relevant models"
1. "Show proof of concept for the platform"
1. "Establish the feasibility of the method"

Why it fails: shows function but not whether it outperforms existing solutions.
	✗ Phrases to flag:
1. "Explore potential applications of the technology"
1. "Evaluate possible use cases with partners"
1. "Investigate commercialization opportunities"
1. "Assess long-term potential of the platform"

Why it fails: no evidence to support the next development, licensing, or investment decision.



Strong proposals identify the set of milestones that will enable the next decision: investment, licensing, or startup formation. The question every strong proposal answers: is this technology meaningfully better than what already exists?

Budget Guidance

	Exploratory Grants (up to $10K)
	Designed for a single, focused activity, not a funded student. Think: vendor purchase (antibodies, reagents), customer discovery travel, trade show interviews, lightweight whitespace or IP analysis. Salary on an exploratory grant is almost never appropriate.

	Development Grants ($10K – $250K)
	Milestone-driven and right-sized. Proposals should not default to $250K. That cap is a ceiling, not a target. If the milestones can be achieved for $50K, write for $50K. GRA may fund a partial scope if a go/no-go inflection point is reachable at lower cost.

	No matching requirement
	The previous match requirement for Development Grants has been eliminated. Projects no longer need to demonstrate a matched SBIR or other external fund. However, if the budget is very large, GRA may ask whether internal or other funding could augment the project.

	Tranche / contingent awards
	For larger grants with staged milestones, GRA may encumber the full award but release funds in tranches tied to milestone achievement. This is a true tranche, not a re-proposal. The full amount is committed; release is contingent on milestone achievement.



IP and Licensing: When to Loop in the Licensing Team
Involve the licensing or technology transfer team before submission whenever any of the following apply:

1. A license or option already exists on the technology
1. The license includes rights to future improvements from university work
1. A startup already holds an option, warrant, or equity tied to the technology
1. Multiple institutions are involved and IP ownership is shared or unclear
1. There are sponsored research agreements with third-party rights claims
1. The company's founders, officers, or employees would be compensated from grant funds

	Can grants be used for patent prosecution?
	No. Patent filing costs are not a permitted use of GRA grant funds.

	Can equity holders be paid from grants?
	No. Founders, equity holders, option holders, warrants, and company employees cannot be compensated from university grant funds in ways that directly benefit the company.

	Can a project still be funded if an option exists?
	Potentially, but only if the work enhances university-controlled IP and doesn't automatically flow to the company. Evaluate carefully with the licensing team.

	What about IP analysis or whitespace work?
	A lightweight whitespace or IP landscape analysis is eligible under Exploratory Grants. Coordinate with the licensing team first, as university reps and warranties in licenses may be affected by what the university is seen to know.



Common Situations and How to Handle Them

	Situation
	How to handle it

	A company forms during an active grant
	Do not stop the grant, but notify GRA. The grant must remain tied to permissible university-based work. Company activities should shift to a loan vehicle when appropriate.

	A startup already exists around the technology
	Grants still go to the university and must support translational work on university-controlled IP. Involve the licensing team early to check whether the company holds options, license rights, or automatic improvements. These affect fundability.

	A project has a license or option already in place
	Engage the licensing team before submission. GRA cannot fund work that is already obligated to a company. The key question is whether the company controls future improvements from university work.

	A proposal blends basic research and translational aims
	Narrow it to the translational milestone GRA is being asked to fund. Discovery aims better suited for NIH, NSF, or DoD should be removed before submission.

	The project is too broad for Exploratory but not ready for Development
	The team has not identified the key question clearly enough. Push them to define the single uncertainty that most needs to be resolved. That becomes the Exploratory question, or the first Development milestone.

	Strong science, no customer or market identified
	Not automatically disqualifying, but the proposal is weaker. The team should identify the likely user, buyer, or downstream partner, and explain what evidence they will generate to validate that demand, even at an early stage.

	Excellent technical milestones but no benchmarking
	Flag this. GRA reviewers look for milestones that show comparative advantage. Even a small, targeted head-to-head comparison can strengthen the proposal significantly.

	A faculty member is difficult to coach or scope appropriately
	Share that context with GRA privately. Team dynamics, management issues, and institutional considerations that affect execution risk are exactly what reps can surface that GRA cannot see from proposals alone.



Reach Out to GRA When…
You don't need to wait for a formal submission to contact us. Reach out early, or at any point during an active project, for any of the following:

	A project is approaching submission and you're not sure it's ready
	We'd rather talk it through now than return it after review. Email or call us. We will give you honest feedback.

	A larger grant is being considered ($100K+)
	For high-budget proposals, connect with us before the PI writes the full proposal. We can help scope it appropriately and flag issues early.

	There's been a pivot or a change in scope mid-grant
	Tell us. We don't want surprises at the progress report. If the science has pivoted, the milestone may need to change. That is a conversation, not a problem.

	The team has hit a milestone early and is ready for next steps
	Don't wait for the six-month report. If a project has moved quickly and there's a natural next submission, reach out and we'll help sequence it.

	You're aware of team dynamics, management issues, or institutional factors affecting a project
	Share that with us privately. It helps us understand execution risk and engage more appropriately with teams.

	A funded company is ready for investor conversations
	Let us know. We have VC and angel contacts and can make introductions at the right moment. We want GRA-backed projects in front of capital.

	There's a new invention disclosure or startup opportunity that looks like a strong GRA fit
	Flag it early. You're our eyes and ears on campus. The earlier we know about a project, the more useful we can be.

	You have questions about anything
	Grants@GRA.org reaches the full team. We all monitor it and you will get a response. You can also reach Justin, Andrew, or Connor directly.





Review Cycle Reference  ·  FY Jul – Jun
Development Grants are reviewed on a fixed six-cycle annual schedule. Submissions are accepted at any time; cutoff dates determine when a proposal enters formal review. Exploratory Grants remain on rolling submission and are reviewed as they arrive.

	Cycle
	Submission Window
	GRA Review Period
	Decision & Awards

	
	Open
	Close
	
	

	Cycle 1
	Jun 2
	Aug 3
	Aug 12 – Aug 26
	✓ Aug 27

	Cycle 2
	Aug 4
	Sep 28
	Oct 7 – Oct 20
	✓ Oct 21

	Cycle 3
	Sep 29
	Nov 23
	Dec 2 – Dec 15
	✓ Dec 16

	Cycle 4
	Nov 24
	Feb 11
	Feb 24 – Mar 8
	✓ Mar 9

	Cycle 5
	Feb 12
	Apr 6
	Apr 16 – Apr 29
	✓ Apr 30

	Cycle 6
	Apr 7
	Jun 1
	Jun 11 – Jun 24
	✓ Jun 25


Cycle 1 opens June 2 of the prior fiscal year. Submissions are accepted continuously across fiscal years. Decisions are targeted within approximately four weeks of each cutoff. GRA will flag any missing items (quotes, missing sections) before the cutoff, giving teams time to resolve before formal review.
Questions?  Email: Grants@GRA.org  ·  GRA.org  
