
NAT-Net Research Pillar Competitive Grant 2025
Scoring Matrix - Full Application

1. Research Plan Feasibility (50%) - score out of 9
Poor Marginal Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Excellent Outstanding Exceptional

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Doesn't meet many Meets many Meets most Meets some Meets many Meets most Meets some Meets many Meets most

2. Impact and Innovation (25%) - score out of 9
Poor Marginal Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Excellent Outstanding Exceptional

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Doesn't meet many Meets many Meets most Meets some Meets many Meets most Meets some Meets many Meets most

3. Collaboration (25%) - score out of 9
Poor Marginal Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Excellent Outstanding Exceptional

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Doesn't meet many Meets many Meets most Meets some Meets many Meets most Meets some Meets many Meets most
• There is insufficient detail on the expertise and skills of the 
Chief Investigators and how they align with the project activities.
• The ability of all team members to contribute meaningfully to 
the research is poorly articulated.
• The effectiveness of collaboration, the governance and 
partnership structures lacks evidence and is not in-depth.
• The project impact on health practice, policy, or technology 
adoption consistent with NAT-Net mission statement, relative to 
the opportunity, is poorly aticulated.
• The team has a lack of consideration into integrating 
researchers with complementary expertise, skills, and 
perspectives across disciplines necessary to address the major 
research question.

• There is sufficient detail on the expertise and skills of the Chief 
Investigators and how they align with the project activities.
• The ability of all team members to contribute meaningfully to 
the research is adequately described.
• The effectiveness of collaboration, the governance and 
partnership structures is adequately described with some 
evidence.
• The project impact on health practice, policy, or technology 
adoption consistent with NAT-Net mission statement, relative to 
the opportunity, is adequately described.
• The team has sufficient consideration into integrating 
researchers with complementary expertise, skills, and 
perspectives across disciplines necessary to address the major 
research question.

• There is a high level of detail on the expertise and skills of the 
Chief Investigators and how they align with the project activities.
• The ability of all team members to contribute meaningfully to 
the research is thoroughly described.
• The effectiveness of collaboration, the governance and 
partnership structures is thoroughly described with strong 
evidence.
• The project impact on health practice, policy, or technology 
adoption consistent with NAT-Net mission statement, relative to 
the opportunity, is thoroughly described.
• The team has in-depth consideration into integrating 
researchers with complementary expertise, skills, and 
perspectives across disciplines necessary to address the major 
research question.

• The research aim(s) and research question(s) are poorly 
articulated;
• The strength, rigour and appropriateness of the research 
methodology in achieving the aims of the project is poorly 
substantiated;
• The proposed milestones are poorly aligned with achieving the 
aims of the project;
• The proposed timeframe and budget poorly justify the 
feasibility in delivering the project successfully;
• The considerations regarding the data analysis plan is lacking;
• The risk management plan is poorly articulated;
• The budget poorly demonstrates value for money;
• The appropriateness and purpose of the line-items is poorly 
justified;
• How this funding request relates to additional funds without 
duplication is poorly described.

• The research aim(s) and research question(s) are sufficiently 
articulated;
• The strength, rigour and appropriateness of the research 
methodology in achieving the aims of the project is sufficiently 
substantiated;
• The proposed milestones are sufficiently aligned with 
achieving the aims of the project;
• The proposed timeframe and budget sufficiently justifies the 
feasibility in delivering the project successfully;
• The considerations regarding the data analysis plan is 
sufficient;
• The risk management plan is sufficiently articulated;
• The budget sufficiently demonstrates value for money;
• The appropriateness and purpose of the line-items is 
sufficiently justified;
• How this funding request relates to additional funds without 
duplication is sufficiently described.

• The research aim(s) and research question(s) are clearly 
defined;
• The strength, rigour and appropriateness of the research 
methodology in achieving the aims of the project is clearly 
substantiated;
• The proposed milestones are well-aligned with achieving the 
aims of the project;
• The proposed timeframe and budget clearly justify the 
feasibility in delivering the project successfully;
• The considerations regarding the data analysis plan is clearly 
articulated;
• The risk management plan is clearly articulated;
• The budget clearly demonstrates value for money;
• The appropriateness and purpose of the line-items is clearly 
justified;
• How this funding request relates to additional funds without 
duplication is clearly described.

• How the project will advance the field of Non-Animal 
Technologies beyond current state-of-the-art methods is poorly 
articulated.
• How the proposed project will advance existing knowledge and 
why this is important is poorly described.
• Lack of consideration on identifing and demonstrating how the 
project will address key challenges.
• The potential to build impact in non-animal technology 
research in NSW through the collaboration in relation to the NAT-
Net Mission Statement is poorly articulated.
• The extent to which the proposed research is innovative and 
novel is poorly demonstrated.
• Evidence/rationale for the impact feasibility and scale based on 
at least one of the 5 research impact domains is 
underdeveloped.

• How the project will advance the field of Non-Animal 
Technologies beyond current state-of-the-art methods is 
sufficiently articulated.
• How the proposed project will advance existing knowledge and 
why this is important is sufficiently described.
• Sufficient consideration on identifing and demonstrating how 
the project will address key challenges.
• The potential to build impact in non-animal technology 
research in NSW through the collaboration in relation to the NAT-
Net Mission Statement is sufficiently articulated.
• The extent to which the proposed research is innovative and 
novel is sufficiently demonstrated.
• Evidence/rationale for the impact feasibility and scale based on 
at least one of the 5 research impact domains is sufficiently 
described.

• How the project will advance the field of Non-Animal 
Technologies beyond current state-of-the-art methods is 
thouroughly described.
• How the proposed project will advance existing knowledge and 
why this is important is thouroughly described.
• Clear and comprehensive consideration on identifing and 
demonstrating how the project will address key challenges.
• The potential to build impact in non-animal technology 
research in NSW through the collaboration in relation to the NAT-
Net Mission Statement is very clear, thorough and well-
described.
• The extent to which the proposed research is innovative and 
novel is thouroughly demonstrated.
• Evidence/rationale for the impact feasibility and scale based on 
at least one of the 5 research impact domains is very clear, 
thorough and well-described.
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