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ANNEX C – Scoring Criteria and Guidelines for 2027 Entry

The criteria for the scoring of applicants by Pathway Leads are below.
The scores are used to inform the shortlisting and ranking of applicants at each cross-institutional pathway shortlisting meeting.
They may also be used by institutional partners to inform which applicants they wish to put forward to that meeting.
After the cross-institutional meeting, only the final rankings (not the scores, or Annex C’s) are reported to the SWDTP’s Awards Ratification Committee.

(PART 1) TO BE COMPLETED BY EACH PATHWAY LEAD, INDEPENDENTLY, FOR ALL APPLICANTS PUT FORWARD BY INSTITUTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE CROSS-INSTITUTIONAL PATHWAY SHORLISTING MEETING, AND AHEAD OF THAT MEETING:

	Student Name:
	Pathway:
	Institution to which they are applying:

	
	
	



For SHORTLISTING, please complete the following. Use only the score range and scoring criteria provided. Please only use whole numbers (no half marks).

	Is the applicant presently studying for a Masters qualification or have they recently graduated from one (e.g. within the last 5 years)?
	YES / NO

	If NO, please take this into consideration when scoring the below. All else being equal, a current or recent Masters student has more academic experience to draw upon so an applicant applying whilst still completing their undergraduate degree or who is returning to university education after a prolonged absence would not necessarily exhibit the same level of academic experience and disciplinary knowledge. The scorings should reflect this: what is average for a current Masters student could be considered good for an undergraduate student, or someone who has been out of university education for some time. Aim to judge the quality of the application with respect to the educational stage of the applicant.



	Please review the following components of the research proposal – not all of these will be relevant to every research proposal. Where they are not, they can be left blank. Please keep in mind the educational stage of the applicant when scoring them.
	Please tick one of the following

	
	Weak
	Average
	Good to Very Good
	Outstanding (Exceptional

	Clear research aims and objectives
	
	
	
	

	Establishes the context and purpose of the research by reference to and good understanding of relevant literature
	
	
	
	

	Convinces of the potential of the research to contribute new knowledge to its field and/or be beneficial to relevant stakeholders 
	
	
	
	

	Is original and novel in its ideas, research methods and/or application(s)
	
	
	
	

	Provides a clear overview of the methods and/or theories to be employed and, where relevant, any fieldwork to be undertaken, with justification for those choices.
	
	
	
	

	Is mindful of and responsive to the ethics of the research. Note: The centrality of ethics to the proposal will depend upon the research being proposed. 
	
	
	
	

	Where applicable, has identified any potential datasets that will be utilised in the project with reasons for the choice.
	
	
	
	

	For applicants applying to Advanced Quantitative Methods (AQM) or for consideration as Data Skills, it is clear that the methods are either advanced, relative to the discipline, or establish well how the research fits within that data skills steer.
	
	
	
	

	For collaborative research, it clearly identifies single or multiple user groups and effectively outlines their roles and responsibilities within the research, ideally with a clear initial commitment to collaborate from an external partner.
	
	
	
	

	For interdisciplinary pathways, a clear and effective explanation is provided for why the research is interdisciplinary.
	
	
	
	

	Any fieldwork, difficult language training, overseas institutional visits and/or other research costs are realistic, reasonable within the budget available to the SWDTP, and justified.
	
	
	
	

	Taking all of the above into consideration, please assign the research proposal a score out of 13, using the criteria below.
	SCORE (out of 13):
	

	
(0-1) A weak proposal in all of the components above (ignoring those that are not applicable to the research). Unless there is a clear reason otherwise, it is recommended that this applicant is not shortlisted for interview.
(2-4) A generally average proposal with no weak components (give a score of 4) or some (score as 2 or 3) that nevertheless exhibits potential to suggest it might be funded. It is average and is characterised by being unexceptional but is neither fundamentally misconceived nor without some merit. This is the sort of application that you anticipate being at the lower end of the pathway ranking but would still suggest should be shortlisted, if possible. They are just lower priority for a scholarship than other applicants. 
(5-7) An average to good proposal in most regards with no weak components (score as 6) or a few (score as 5), or, alternatively, some outstanding elements (score as 7). A student who you anticipate being towards the middle of the pathway ranking.
(8-10) A good/very good proposal in the majority or all components, perhaps with elements of outstanding (score as 9 or 10). This is a solid, well-written and well-conceived proposal, well above average. This is the typical score range for a good to very good proposal – a student who you anticipate landing in the top third of the pathway ranking.
(11-12) An outstanding proposal in the majority of the components listed above and good in the rest. The proposal is pushing towards what is described for the highest score (below) but lacks the same consistency of complete excellence. It remains a generally outstanding proposal, however, so these scores should be reserved for the very best applicants (top 1 or 2).
(13) An outstanding proposal in every one of the components listed above. The research proposal will – at a level appropriate to the applicant’s education stage – display exceptional clarity and originality or application, with command of the relevant literature / context for the research. The applicant will know what they are planning to do, why, and be able to convey the purpose/rationale compellingly. The research has the potential to result in important and cutting-edge advancements in the field. A score this high should be regarded as very rare but not wholly unattainable.





	It is extremely important that the proposed research balances being suitably ambitious with being achievable within the period of PhD funding, which will be 3 years and 3 months (or part-time equivalent, excluding any extensions for methods training or for the research placement/internship). We must not view these as 4-year research projects.
With reference to the ambition of the applicant’s proposal, any supporting timeline and the supervisor’s supporting statement
	Please tick one of the following

	
	Not Very
(= 0)
	A little
(= 1)
	More-or-less
(= 2)
	Very much so (= 3)

	How satisfied are you that the proposed programme of research is achievable within a funded period of 3 years and 3 months (or part-time equivalent) and that the supervisor is committed to doing everything they can to help ensure that the PhD is submitted within that timeframe? If concerns are shared across the pathway that the programme of work is unrealistic for the period of funding, then it should not be shortlisted for funding.
	
	
	
	

	
	SCORE (out of 3):
	



	For Interdisciplinary programmes (only): Confirm, with reference to the Student’s Application and the Supervisor’s Statement, that the proposed research meets the criterion of being interdisciplinary. This can be met in various ways but there should be some valid explanation for how it is. 
	Criterion met?
YES / NO



	For all programmes: Confirm that the research fits within the remit of the social sciences. This does not preclude research that also spans into arts, humanities, science, engineering (etc.) but it must have a clear social science component which forms a minimum of 50% of the research. In case of doubt, please refer to What is social science? – UKRI and What is Social Science? – Academy of Social Sciences.
If NO, please discuss within the pathway whether this application is eligible for funding and refer to the SWDTP if assistance is needed.
	Criterion met?
YES / NO



	Safety and wellbeing (Section A3): Has the applicant given due consideration to the potential risks of the research to other people and/or to the environment, as well as to the applicant, and to mitigating them? These risks include the potential to do harm to their own health and wellbeing.
If NO, please discuss within the pathway whether the lack of consideration is sufficient to warrant the application being rejected or whether it is something to be flagged to the SWDTP for further discussion.
	YES / NO



	Development Needs Analysis (core training) (Section A4): Has the applicant completed this section fully and as required? 
If NO, the application should be rejected.
	YES / NO




	Please read the lead supervisor’s supporting statement and score according to the criteria below
	SCORE
(out of 3)

	1
	The supervisor does little to convince that the research fit with them, or their institution is likely to be especially beneficial to the applicant, and/or that they are committed to the student’s training and developmental needs, including their pastoral support and/or having the experience to deal with what could be regard as ‘risky’ or ethically problematic research. If there are concerns that an apparent lack of support/fit could create undue risk to the student’s successful completion within the period of funding, then consider rejecting the application or raising this with the SWDTP for advice.
	

	2
	The supporting statement is broadly fine but lacks, in comparison to the highest score, the same closeness of fit, student-centred approach, commitment to supporting the training and development, collaborative opportunities and communities of practice for students, and/or brushes over, without suitable reflection, potential issues of pastoral support, health and wellbeing, or risk and ethics. The supervisor may not show full commitment to trying to ensure that the research is completed within its period of funding.
	

	3
	The supervisor clearly outlines the ‘added value’ that they, their institution and/or wider cross-disciplinary and/or cross-institutional collaborations/networks are available to support the student’s research, training and their professional and development needs. The research and training fit is excellent. A strongly student-centred approach to supervision is articulated, supporting collaboration and communities of practice. Any concerns about risks or ethics are well addressed. For interdisciplinary or collaborative PhDs, there is a well-developed strategy to foster that interdisciplinarity / collaboration. The supervisor is unambiguously committed to the research being completed within its period of funding.
	



TO BE COMPLETED AFTER YOU HAVE READ ALL THE APPLICATIONS NORMINATED BY INSTITUTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE CROSS-INSTITUTIONAL PATHWAY SHORTLISTING BUT BEFORE THAT MEETING:

	Taking into consideration your scoring of this application across all the preceding criteria and how you regard it relative to others that have been put forward for consideration at the cross-institutional pathway shortlisting, what priority do you give this application for funding? 
	SCORE
(out of 3)

	1
	LOW PRIORITY. Although likely to be fundable and to result in a passable PhD within the period of funding there are elements of the application that either do not impress as much or cause concern when compared to other applications. These are likely to be the application(s) with the lowest sub-totals.
	

	2
	MEDIUM PRIORITY. This is a good proposal for which there is confidence in the applicant and in their supervisory/institutional support to believe it will result in PhD-level research that is achievable within the funding period. It is a proposal that you would like to see funded by the SWDTP but is, nevertheless, more of a ‘nice-to-have’ than a ‘definite must’.
	

	3
	HIGH PRIORITY. This is an excellent proposal for which there is considerable confidence in the applicant and in their supervisory/institutional support to believe it will result in high-quality PhD-level research that is achievable within the funding period. There is a high level of merit across all aspects of the application for it to warrant being amongst the first group of applicants to be made a funding offer from the SWDTP. In addition, you gave this application the highest sub-total of all those that you scored.
	



TOTAL SCORE (out of 22):

(PART 2) TO BE COMPLETED JOINTLY BY PATHWAY LEADS AT THE CROSS-INSTITUTIONAL SHORTLISTING MEETING AND ONLY IF THE APPLICANT HAS BEEN SHORTLISTED BY THE PATHWAY FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE SWDTP’S AWARDS RATIFICATION COMMITTEE (ARC).

SHOULD THE APPLICATION BE CONSIDERED UNDER OUR ‘WIDENING THE SOCIAL SCIENCES’ STEER? (This only applies to home [UK] students who have chosen to provide relevant information at the end of Section A2 of their application form): YES / NO
To help you decide, we recommend that you use the following four ‘domains’ and assign a simple score (e.g. up to 2 points) to each of them. Please try to avoid judging solely on emotional response to what the applicant has written even when very traumatic experiences are reported.
i)                   Personal experience of exclusion / prejudice (personal impacts)
ii)                  Outlined impacts on their professional life (professional impact)
iii)                 Widening participation considerations integrated into their research project (research impacts)
iv)                 Stated ambitions to generate widening participation activities with the wider PGR communities (community impacts)
However, we have no desire to be overly prescriptive so you may give consideration to other factors, if there is collective agreement in your pathway to do so.

What to do next

· Please make sure you score each application independently of other pathway leads and that you all share your scores with each other before and as the basis for your joint shortlisting meeting.
· During/after that shortlisting meeting, please jointly agree a final ranking of applicants within the pathway. Joint ranks are not permitted. You may also, as a pathway, select a maximum of ONE applicant to be considered under our ‘widening the social sciences’ steer.
· Please record your final ranks and comments in Annex E (one per pathway). It is not necessary to complete or return a pathway-agreed Annex C for each applicant. The deadline for Annex E to be sent to the coordinating (‘host’) Institutional Administrator is Wednesday 17th February 2027.
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