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ANNEX B: GUIDANCE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

Proposals will be assessed in line with the following criteria.[footnoteRef:2] In particular:  [2:  We reserve the right to amend these criteria.] 


i. Strategic alignment. Alignment with the Programme’s stated outcomes and broader MoD and UK government strategic objectives, as referred to in the Statement of Requirement and Form Annex A. Assessors are looking for proposals that:
· Address questions of strategic importance to HMG. 
· Provide a clear account of how the project aligns with the UK government’s current or long-term priorities and policy challenges.  
· Have the potential to generate practical outcomes, policy-relevant impact or both.  

ii. Intellectual contribution. Contribution to the advancement or generation of new knowledge, ideas, tools, and/or methodologies. Assessors are looking for proposals that:
· Clearly outline the knowledge gap that has been identified and show how this will be addressed.
· Provide a compelling plan for how the project will advance current or future thinking within, and beyond, the field. Interdisciplinary perspectives and approaches are encouraged.
· Clearly describe and justify research methods and design.

iii. Capacity-building. (Advanced pathway only). Evidence of how the project will support the development of a community of practice within the United Kingdom. Collaborations at the international level will also be considered. We strongly encourage applications from experienced researchers to include a learning and development offer for at least one early- or mid-career expert; these applications should provide a learning and development plan in their project proposal.  Assessors are looking for proposals that: 
· Include a strong commitment to the development of researchers and project staff at all stages of their career.  
· Provide a clear development programme shaped to suit the career stage of researchers and professional support staff. Examples may include but are not limited to supporting and mentoring for team members, network-building, hiring early- and mid-career research staff. 
· Include a clear commitment to work constructively and proactively with other stakeholders to maximise the impact of the programme as a whole. 

iv. Knowledge exchange. Evidence of how applicants will share knowledge and insights generated from the project with wider stakeholders. Assessors are looking for proposals that: 
· Maximise the translation and dissemination of outputs to multiple stakeholders. 
· Provide clear evidence of carefully considered and realistic plans for engagement and knowledge exchange, which maximise opportunities for academic, societal, and economic impact. 
· Build networks within and beyond academia. 
· Involve joint working with practitioners, policymakers and other stakeholders to bridge boundaries between research, policy and practice. 

v. Suitability. Evidence of the implementer’s suitability to deliver the proposed work, to include their track record, network and expertise, and evidence of how these will be leveraged to support project outcomes. Applications from early- and mid-career researchers are strongly encouraged; these applicants will be expected to demonstrate their capacity for research independence and ability to deliver high quality, policy-relevant research and analysis. Assessors will be consider whether the Principal Investigator and, where applicable, wider team:  
· Has the right balance of experience, skills and expertise (relative to career stage) to deliver the proposed schedule of work.
· Has the appropriate leadership and management skills to develop the pipeline of emerging and future talent.
· Has an appropriate research environment (in terms of place, location, and relevance to the project) to facilitate the successful completion of the project.
· Will contribute to developing a positive research environment and community of practice.

vi. Diversity. Evidence of how the project will leverage diverse perspectives, activities, and skills into project design and implementation. Assessors are looking for proposals that:
· Embed diversity into its design and outline how it will be achieved.
· Show due consideration to the development of equitable partnerships. 

vii. Value for money. Fully justified and appropriate resources aligned with activities that demonstrate Value for Money. Suppliers are encouraged to provide costings in Form Annex D using the Transparent Approach to Costing (TRAC). In addition, suppliers must also demonstrate how their project meets at least one of the social value criteria listed in Q15 of the Annex C proposal form. Assessors will consider whether:
· The funds requested are essential for the work.
· The importance and potential of the project justify funding on the scale requested.
· The allocation of duties and responsibilities is clear and appropriate.
· The extent to which the requested resources represent an attractive investment for the MOD relative to the anticipated gains.  

viii. Feasibility. Realistic project outcomes achievable within the specified timeframe.  Assessors are looking for proposals that:
· Are effective and appropriate to achieve stated objectives. 
· Include appropriate staff time allocations to deliver the project.

ix. Monitoring and evaluation plans. Clear baselines and regular opportunities for MoD input. Assessors are looking for proposals that: 
· Include transparent and robust project management practices that will be implemented for the duration of the research project.
· Provide a convincing work breakdown structure that shows how and when key outputs and deliverables will be realised.

x. Risk management. Assessors are looking for proposals that:
· Identify the risks to project implementation and delivery, and where appropriate, establish effective mitigation plans.
· Establish escalation pathways for intolerable risks and issues.



Research proposals will receive a score for each of the criterion listed above in line with the following guidelines:
0 – Poor. A flawed proposal that does not meet the assessment criteria and is not of suitably quality for funding.  
1 – Weak. An insufficiently competitive proposal that meets some assessment criteria but has significant weaknesses. The proposal does not make a convincing case for funding and should not be considered a priority for this Programme.  
2 – Good. A good quality proposal that meets most of the assessment criteria to an acceptable level but contains some weaknesses or does not provide sufficient evidence to support its case. It should not be considered a priority for this Programme without significant adjustments. 
3 – Very good. A high-quality proposal that addresses most of the assessment criteria to a high level. It should be considered a priority for this Programme but may require cross functional review and controlled supplier clarification to qualify for funding. 
4 – Exceptional. An outstanding proposal that addresses all assessment criteria to an excellent level. It should be considered a priority for this Programme. 
The score boundaries for Knowledge Accelerator and Advanced Pathway applications are as follows:
	Knowledge Accelerator
	Advanced Pathway
	Result

	0-8
	0-9
	Fail – No offer of funding.

	9-27
	10-29
	Deeper cross functional clarification required to confirm if pass or fail

	28-36
	30-40
	Pass – Funding offer issued.
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