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Research Accelerator Seed Grant Marking Scheme
Reviewers
Reviewers must be fair and consistent in their scoring. The scoring should aim to clearly separate the applications according to their quality and facilitate funding allocation.
After assessing based on the criteria below, reviewers must also indicate whether they consider the application as should/could/should not be funded.
Conflict of Interest
All reviewers must disclose any conflict of interest (COI, actual, potential, or perceived) as soon as possible and before scoring the grants. The Centre will assess each COI and provide instructions to manage the COI appropriately.
Assessment Criteria
Applications should be assessed against four weighted criteria:
	Section
	Criterion
	Weighting

	A
	Research proposal
	30%

	B
	Significance, impact, innovation, and/or creativity
	20%

	C
	Team collaboration and capability
	20%

	D
	Alignment with Centre and future funding success potential	
	30%




	Score scale
	Score	Descriptor

	7
	Exceptional

	6
	Outstanding

	5
	Excellent

	4
	Very good

	3
	Good

	2
	Satisfactory

	1
	Marginal to poor






	A - Research proposal - 30%

	Assesses the proposal’s quality, clarity, feasibility and rigour, including rationale, aims, methods/analysis, timeline, and risk mitigation

	Score
	7 - Exceptional
	6 - Outstanding
	5 - Excellent
	4 - Very good
	3 - Good
	2 - Satisfactory
	1 - Marginal to poor

	Rating
	Compelling and highly feasible; strong evidence-based rationale; clear, achievable aims; rigorous methods and analysis; realistic timeline; excellent risk mitigation
	Very strong and feasible; persuasive rationale; well-defined aims; rigorous methods and analysis; realistic timeline; risks addressed; only minor limitations
	Strong and feasible; sound rationale; appropriate aims and methods; generally sound analysis; realistic timeline and risk plan; some clarification needed
	Generally sound and feasible; reasonable rationale; mostly clear aims; appropriate methods with gaps; plausible timeline; limited risk mitigation
	Some merit but notable weaknesses; underdeveloped rationale; broad or unclear aims; insufficient methods and analysis detail; weak timeline and risk plan
	Substantial weaknesses; weak rationale; unclear or overambitious aims; poorly justified methods and analysis; unrealistic timeline; limited risk planning
	Poorly developed or infeasible; absent rationale; inappropriate aims; inadequate methods and analysis; timeline and risk planning absent

	
B. Significance, impact, innovation, and/or creativity – 20%

	Assesses the project’s importance, likely impact, and innovation/creativity, including its potential to enable future research or translation

	Score
	7 - Exceptional
	6 - Outstanding
	5 - Excellent
	4 - Very good
	3 - Good
	2 - Satisfactory
	1 - Marginal to poor

	Rating
	Exceptionally important problem; highly innovative, creative or enabling; clear, credible and substantial impact well suited to seed funding
	Significant problem; strong innovation or novel application; meaningful outcomes with high potential for research or translational impact
	Significant and useful; clear, mainly incremental innovation; credible potential to advance knowledge, methods, collaboration or funding
	Relevant with some impact potential; innovation or added value is present but weak; useful outcomes; impact pathway unclear
	Some significance; modest or unclear impact; limited or poorly explained innovation; future value unclear
	Limited significance; weak innovation or impact; unclear outcomes with little connection to future research or translation
	Little demonstrated significance, innovation or impact; importance, novelty and use of outcomes are not established

	







C. Team collaboration and capability – 20%

	Assesses the team’s capability, complementary expertise and collaborative structure. CTHED partner involvement must be meaningful, genuine, and strengthen Centre connectivity

	Score
	7 - Exceptional
	6 - Outstanding
	5 - Excellent
	4 - Very good
	3 - Good
	2 - Satisfactory
	1 - Marginal to poor

	Rating
	Exceptionally capable, complementary team; genuine, integrated CTHED partnership; very clear roles and contributions; strong potential for sustained collaboration
	Very strong capability and collaboration; meaningful CTHED partnership; clear roles, expertise and resources that add substantial value
	Capable, appropriate team; relevant CTHED partnership; suitable expertise and resources; mostly clear roles
	Generally capable team; CTHED partnership involvement present, but depth or added value is unclear; some roles or resources need clarification
	Some relevant expertise but notable gaps; CTHED partnership involvement is minimal or poorly justified; roles or integration are unclear
	Limited demonstrated capability; expertise or resources missing; CTHED partnership involvement is weak or superficial
	Team not suited to deliver; key expertise or resources absent; CTHED partnership involvement is absent or not meaningful

	
D. Alignment with Centre and future funding success potential – 30%

	Assesses alignment with Centre priorities and collaboration, and the credibility of the pathway to a named external funding scheme

	Score
	7 - Exceptional
	6 - Outstanding
	5 - Excellent
	4 - Very good
	3 - Good
	2 - Satisfactory
	1 - Marginal to poor

	Rating
	Exceptional Centre alignment and strategic value; strengthens Centre collaboration; specific, highly credible pathway to a named scheme
	Strong Centre alignment and collaborative value; well-developed pathway to a named scheme; seed work clearly improves competitiveness
	Good Centre alignment; credible named funding target; useful seed outputs likely; minor pathway detail needed
	Reasonable Centre alignment; some future-funding potential; target or pathway not fully developed
	Some but general alignment; funding potential is weakly justified; target is vague, poorly matched or underdeveloped
	Limited Centre alignment; funding pathway is weak, unclear or unlikely to be competitive; target missing or poorly justified
	No clear Centre alignment; no credible external-funding pathway or appropriate target scheme



Comments from assessor
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