
 

Guidance for Reviewers 

Scoring System 

Alzheimer’s Research UK operates as qualitative scoring system linked to quantitative 
scores for all reviews. Applications are scored on a range between 1 to 5, with 5 being 
highest and 1 lowest. Reviewers are encouraged to use the full range of scores, and 
scores are allowed in 0.1 increments. For example, 4.4 is the highest possible forefront 
score. The scores from each member are averaged by the median.  

Applications scoring 3 and above are considered fundable, and application below 3 will 
not be funded. This means that members should not award a score of 3 or more unless 
they believe the application should be funded. 

Rating Definition Score 
Outstanding Research that is world-leading and whose 

outputs will be transformative to the field 
and people with dementia. This rating is 
reserved for research proposals that 
demonstrate truly exceptional quality. Fewer 
than 5% of all applications made to ARUK 
are expected to score this level. 

5 

Excellent/outstanding  4.5 
Excellent Research that is cutting-edge internationally 

and whose outputs are highly likely to have 
an important and substantial impact on the 
field and people with dementia. 

4 

Competitive/excellent  3.5 
Competitive Research that is internationally competitive 

and whose outputs have the potential to 
make a significant contribution to the field 
and people with dementia. 

3 

Satisfactory Research that is of satisfactory quality and 
whose outputs may make an incremental 
contribution to the field but should not be 
funded by ARUK. 

2 

Not competitive Research that may range in quality but 
should not be funded by ARUK. 

1 

Applications may also be invited for resubmission 
Resubmission Research that demonstrates significant potential and 

merit in its core concept. However, there are specific 
issues, which if addressed, would make the application 
competitive for funding upon resubmission. This rating 
sits outside the numerical system and is an invited 
resubmission with specific feedback. 

 



 

Scoring Process: 

1. At the end of each discussion, all designated reviewers will be asked to provide 
an indicative score, in 0.1 increments. 

2. All members will then score anonymously. Members may score as they see fit 
but should not deviate significantly from the indicative scores provided, unless 
they have voiced an alternative view. 

3. Applications that receive a median score of 3 or above are considered fundable. 
We encourage members to use the full range of scores available and avoid 
grouping of scores, ie 3.0, 3.1, 3.2. 

4. If members agree to invite an application for resubmission, this must be reached 
by consensus, and the application will not receive a numerical score. 

5. Applications are ranked in descending order and funding recommendations are 
confirmed with all members according to the available budget. 

Scientific Assessment Criteria 

Our reviewers play a crucial role in ensuring that we support the best quality science 
and researchers and that we uphold a robust, fair and transparent review process that is 
free from bias or undue influence. Our reviewers are experts in their field of work, and 
we relay on their expertise, experience and impartiality to make recommendations on 
the very best research to us to invest in. 

Broadly speaking, we expect our reviewers to assess applications for funding based on 
three assessment criteria: 

1. The excellence of the science, and the potential impact in the field and people 
affected by dementia. 

2. The skills and expertise of the applicants, and the suitability of the team and 
environment that surround them. 

3. How well the proposal meets the scheme criteria, and whether the resources 
requested are justified. 

We know that there is no single definition of excellence when it comes to what high 
quality research might look like, and that indicators of quality will vary between 
disciplines, career stages, the type of work being proposed or the scientific area. We 
therefore ask reviewers to consider the assessment criteria holistically in terms of the 
overall quality of the proposed research in order to determine a final score. Further 
examples of the elements that may be considered under these assessment criteria are 
detailed below, however we recognise that this is by no means an exhaustive list of 
considerations, and that not all of the examples will be relevant to all applicants, 
research proposals, or schemes. 



 

 


