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Ultra long duration energy storage project 

development studies: assessor guidance for 

applicants 
 

This document contains the guidance and scoring used by the Assessors when 

reviewing your application. Assessors will review your answers for each scored 

question and mark each of them between 1 and 10 (1 being the lowest and 10 being 

the highest).  

Any questions that are not scored will not be reviewed by the Assessor. 

Question 1: Applicant location (not scored) 

You must state the name and full registered address of your organisation and any 

partners or subcontractors working on your project.  

We are collecting this information to understand more about the geographical 

location of all applicants. 

Question 2. Animal Testing (not scored) 
 
Will your project involve any trials with animals or animal testing? 
 
You must select one option: 
 

• Yes 

• No 
 
We will only support innovation projects conducted to the highest standards of 
animal welfare. 
 
Further information for proposals involving animal testing is available at the UKRI 
Good Research Hub and NC3R’s animal welfare guidance. 
 
Question 3. Permits and licences (not scored) 
 
Will you have the correct permits and licences in place to carry out your project? 
We are unable to fund projects which do not have the correct permits or licences in 
place by your project start date. 
 
You must select one option: 

• Yes 
• No 
• In process of being applied for 

https://www.ukri.org/manage-your-award/good-research-resource-hub/
https://www.ukri.org/manage-your-award/good-research-resource-hub/
https://www.nc3rs.org.uk/who-we-are/3rs
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• Not applicable 
 

Question 4. International Collaboration (not scored) 

Does your proposed work involve any international collaboration or engagement? 

You must provide details of any expected international collaboration or engagement. 
You must include a list of the names and the countries, any international project co-
leads, project partners, visiting researchers, or other collaborators are based in. You 
must also include details of any subcontractors or service providers. 

If your proposed work does not involve international collaboration or engagement, 
your answer must confirm this. 

Question 5. Export licence (not scored) 
You must indicate whether an export control license is required for this project under 
the academic export control guidance. 

 
You must select one option: 
 

• Yes  

• No 

Question 6. Trusted Research and Innovation (not scored) 

You must explain if your proposed project work relates to UKRI’s Trusted Research 
and Innovation (TR&I) Principles, including: 

• a list of any dual use (both military and non-military) applications to your 
research 

• a list of the areas where your project is relevant to one or more of the 17 
areas of the UK National Security and Investment (NSI) Act 

• whether an export control license is required for this project under 
the academic export control guidance and the status of any applications 

• a list of any items or substances on the UK Strategic Export Control List 

If your proposed work does not relate to UKRI’s TR&I Principles, your answer must 
confirm this. 

We may ask you to provide additional TR&I information at a later date, in line with 
UKRI TR&I Principles and funding terms and conditions. 

Question 7. Stream selection (not scored) 

Which stream does your project fit into:  
 
You must select one: 

• Stream 1: near commercial scale-up 

• Stream 2: system innovation and low cost pathways 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/export-controls-applying-to-academic-research#when-uk-strategic-export-controls-apply
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-security-and-investment-act-guidance-on-notifiable-acquisitions/national-security-and-investment-act-guidance-on-notifiable-acquisitions
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-security-and-investment-act-guidance-on-notifiable-acquisitions/national-security-and-investment-act-guidance-on-notifiable-acquisitions
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/export-controls-applying-to-academic-research#when-uk-strategic-export-controls-apply
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Question 8. Technology 

Describe your proposed ultra long duration energy storage (ULDES) technology, its 
current stage of development and its suitability for the energy system functions 
required under your selected stream. 

Explain: 

• the electrochemical storage mechanism or chemistry, principal system 
components and architecture, and how the technology stores and discharges 
energy 

• the current maturity of the technology and its principal components, including 
the system boundary, scale and operating conditions at which it has been 
developed or tested 

• the research, innovation, testing or deployment completed to date, the 
evidence generated, and the principal technical developments and evidence 
still required to progress towards demonstration and deployment 

• how the technical characteristics and operating profile of your technology 
meet the needs of your selected stream 

• how the technology is differentiated from other relevant ULDES or 
electrochemical storage technologies addressing similar system needs 

• how the technology could interface with relevant grid infrastructure, 
generation assets, storage assets or demand users 

• the principal contribution the technology could make to the UK energy system, 
and the evidence or analysis supporting this 

 
Question 8. Technology: Assessor guidance and scoring 

Scores 9 - 10 

The electrochemical mechanism, system architecture and operating principles are 

technically credible and defined at an appropriate system boundary. 

Evidence from research, testing or deployment strongly supports the claimed 

maturity, scale and operating conditions. 

Demonstrated results, projections and remaining technical uncertainties are clearly 

distinguished and supported by robust evidence or reasoning. 

The technology provides a compelling fit with the duration, operating profile and 

energy system functions required under the selected stream. 

Technical differentiation from relevant alternatives is material and supported by fair 

comparison. 

Claims concerning system interfaces and UK energy system benefits are well 

founded and give strong confidence in the technology pathway. 
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Scores 7 - 8 

The electrochemical mechanism, system architecture and operating principles are 

technically credible and mostly well defined. 

Relevant evidence broadly supports the claimed maturity, scale and operating 

conditions, with only limited gaps in validation. 

The remaining technical developments and uncertainties are understood and there is 

a credible basis for progression towards demonstration. 

The technology is well suited to the principal duration, operating profile and energy 

system functions required under the selected stream. 

Differentiation, interface requirements and potential UK energy system benefits are 

credible, although some evidence or analysis is incomplete. 

Scores 5 - 6 

The technology and operating principles are plausible, but important aspects of the 

architecture, system boundary or maturity lack clarity. 

Some relevant evidence is provided, but its connection to the claimed scale, 

operating conditions or future performance is not consistently established. 

The main technical developments are identified, but significant uncertainties about 

progression to demonstration remain unresolved. 

The technology has a plausible fit with the selected stream, although suitability for 

the intended operating profile or system need is only partly evidenced. 

Differentiation, interface requirements and potential UK energy system benefits rely 

substantially on assumptions or limited analysis. 

Scores 3 - 4 

The technology description contains material gaps, inconsistencies or unsupported 

technical assumptions. 

The evidence is limited or poorly matched to the claimed maturity, system boundary, 

scale or operating conditions. 

Demonstrated results and future projections are not clearly distinguished, creating 

substantial uncertainty about the actual development status. 

The relationship between the technology characteristics and the selected stream is 

weak or poorly evidenced. 

Differentiation, interface requirements and UK energy system benefits are largely 

asserted and provide limited confidence in progression to demonstration. 

Scores 1 - 2 
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The technology or its electrochemical operating mechanism is unclear, technically 

implausible or outside the intended scope. 

Little or no relevant evidence supports the claimed maturity, performance or 

development history. 

Major technical dependencies, limitations and remaining development requirements 

are absent or fundamentally misunderstood. 

The technology does not credibly meet the duration, operating profile or energy 

system functions required under the selected stream. 

Claims of differentiation, integration or UK energy system benefit are absent, 

unsupported or contradicted by the information provided. 

 
Question 9. Demonstration delivery 

What is your pathway to delivering a UK demonstration project of at least 100 MWh 
by 2030 under Stream 1, or at least 100 kWh by 2030 under Stream 2? How will 
your project development study help make this demonstration deliverable? 

Explain: 

• the proposed demonstration, including its capacity, power, duration, intended 
operation, location or type of host site, and principal engineering 
characteristics 

• its current development status, including evidence, designs, agreements, 
engagement and other preparations completed to date 

• the proposed pathway for securing a suitable site or host location, grid and 
infrastructure arrangements, engineering design, and relevant planning, 
permitting, environmental and regulatory approvals 

• the organisations expected to develop, finance, construct, host, operate or 
use the demonstration, including the status of their involvement and any 
remaining capability or partnership gaps 

• the principal stages, dependencies, decision points and critical path to 
construction, commissioning and operation by 2030 

• the main technical, operational, engineering, site, grid, regulatory, 
commercial, financing and delivery risks, and how the project development 
study will address them 

• the evidence, designs, decisions and agreements the study will produce to 
allow the demonstration to progress, including the proposed route to securing 
the necessary finance and funding 

Your answer should be proportionate to the scale and maturity requirements of your 
selected stream. 

Question 9. Demonstration delivery: Assessor guidance and scoring 

Scores 9 - 10 
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The proposed demonstration is well defined and technically consistent with the 

scale, duration and operating requirements of the selected stream. 

Current evidence, designs, agreements and engagement demonstrate substantial 

and relevant development progress for the maturity of the stream. 

The site, grid, engineering, approval and delivery pathways are credible, mutually 

consistent and supported by realistic dependencies and decision points. 

The proposed delivery organisations and counterparties have credible roles, with 

material gaps clearly identified and a realistic route to resolving them. 

The critical path, financing route and principal risks are robustly understood, and the 

study outputs are likely to enable a demonstrator to proceed by 2030. 

The level of readiness and supporting evidence is appropriately demanding for the 

scale and maturity of the selected stream. 

Scores 7 - 8 

The proposed demonstration is credible and consistent with the principal 

requirements of the selected stream. 

Relevant preparation has been completed and broadly supports the claimed 

development status, although some evidence or commitments remain incomplete. 

The proposed routes for site, grid, engineering, approvals and delivery are realistic, 

with manageable gaps or dependencies. 

The main delivery participants, financing route, critical path and risks are understood 

and broadly credible. 

The study is likely to produce the evidence, decisions and agreements needed to 

make material progress towards operation by 2030. 

Scores 5 - 6 

The demonstration concept is plausible, but important features of its configuration, 

location, operation or engineering basis remain uncertain. 

Some relevant preparation or engagement is evidenced, but the current 

development status is only partly substantiated. 

The site, grid, approval, engineering or delivery pathways are described at a general 

level and contain significant unresolved dependencies. 

The delivery participants, financing route, critical path or major risks are plausible but 

not developed sufficiently to give confidence in the timetable. 

The study could improve readiness, but the connection between its outputs and the 

decisions needed for a 2030 demonstration is incomplete. 

Scores 3 - 4 
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The demonstration concept is weakly defined or materially inconsistent with the 

selected stream requirements. 

There is limited credible evidence of project development, site engagement, 

engineering work, agreements or delivery preparation. 

Major site, grid, approval, financing or construction dependencies are absent, 

unrealistic or poorly understood. 

Key delivery roles, critical path and risks are incomplete or based largely on 

unsupported assumptions. 

The proposed study activities are unlikely to resolve the weaknesses that threaten 

delivery by 2030. 

Scores 1 - 2 

The proposal does not present a credible qualifying demonstration project for the 

selected stream. 

There is little or no evidence of meaningful preparation or a realistic site, 

engineering, grid, approval or delivery pathway. 

Essential organisations, capabilities, finance and dependencies are absent or 

fundamentally misunderstood. 

The timetable to construction, commissioning and operation by 2030 is implausible. 

The project development study would not generate the evidence or decisions 

necessary to make the demonstration deliverable. 

 
Question 10. Performance, cost and competitiveness 

What evidence supports your pathway to meeting the cost target for your selected 
stream and competing with the relevant benchmark? 

For Stream 1, this is a total ownership cost of less than $40/kWh by 2030 and 
competitiveness with installed LFP battery technology. 

For Stream 2, this is a total ownership cost of less than $15/kWh by the early 2030s 
and competitiveness with unabated CCGT generation. 

Explain: 

• your current performance and projected performance at demonstration and 
commercial scale, covering the metrics material to your selected use case 

• the system boundary, size, maturity, operating conditions and test duration 
associated with the evidence, distinguishing measured or independently 
validated results from modelled, extrapolated or assumed values 
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• your current and projected total ownership cost at demonstration and 
commercial scale, including the principal cost categories and the cost 
boundary used 

• the techno economic methods, evidence and assumptions underpinning your 
projections, including expected changes between current, demonstration and 
commercial scale 

• the principal sensitivities, uncertainties and dependencies affecting your cost 
and performance trajectory 

• how your projected cost and performance compare with the relevant 
benchmark for your stream, including the utilisation, cycling, revenue or 
avoided cost assumptions used 

• which critical assumptions the project development study will test and how 
this will improve confidence in the cost and competitiveness case 

You must submit a single appendix as a PDF no larger than 10MB and up to three 
A4 pages long to support your answer. It must include detailed performance and cost 
tables, a cost breakdown, sensitivity analysis and benchmark comparisons.  

Your analysis must cover all material aspects of total ownership cost, including 
active materials, manufacturing, balance of system, transportation, installation, 
commissioning, operation, maintenance, replacement and end of life costs, where 
applicable. You must clearly state the cost boundary, asset life and other principal 
assumptions used. 

Question 10. Performance, cost and competitiveness: Assessor guidance and 

scoring 

Scores 9 - 10 

Current performance and cost claims are supported by robust evidence at relevant 

system boundaries, scales, operating conditions and test durations. 

Projections to demonstration and commercial scale use transparent and technically 

credible methods, assumptions and evidence. 

The total ownership cost analysis is comprehensive, internally consistent and 

includes all material lifetime cost categories within a clearly stated boundary. 

Sensitivity analysis identifies the assumptions that drive the result and demonstrates 

that the pathway remains credible under realistic variation. 

Comparison with the relevant benchmark is fair, technically equivalent and supported 

by credible utilisation, cycling, revenue or avoided cost assumptions. 

The study will test the most material uncertainties and is likely to produce evidence 

that materially improves confidence in achieving the target. 

Scores 7 - 8 

Current performance and cost claims are supported by relevant evidence, with only 

limited gaps in scale, test duration or independent validation. 
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Projections to demonstration and commercial scale are credible and based on 

broadly transparent methods and assumptions. 

The total ownership cost analysis covers the principal lifetime costs and uses a clear 

and mostly consistent cost boundary. 

The main sensitivities and uncertainties are understood and do not undermine the 

central cost and performance pathway. 

Benchmark comparison and utilisation assumptions are reasonable, although some 

supporting evidence or equivalence is incomplete. 

The proposed study is likely to strengthen the evidence for the most important cost 

and performance assumptions. 

Scores 5 - 6 

The cost and performance pathway is plausible, but the supporting evidence is 

uneven or only partly relevant to the claimed scale and operating conditions. 

Projections rely on several material assumptions that are not fully justified or 

distinguished from measured results. 

The total ownership cost analysis includes useful information but omits or weakly 

supports some material lifetime cost categories. 

Sensitivities and uncertainties are identified but their effect on the target or 

competitiveness conclusion is not adequately tested. 

Comparison with the relevant benchmark is plausible but contains weaknesses in 

technical equivalence, utilisation or economic assumptions. 

The study could improve confidence, but it is not clear that it will test all assumptions 

that materially determine the outcome. 

Scores 3 - 4 

Important cost or performance claims are unsupported, inconsistent or based on 

evidence from an unrepresentative scale or system boundary. 

The pathway to demonstration and commercial scale depends on optimistic or poorly 

explained assumptions. 

The total ownership cost analysis is incomplete, uses an unclear boundary or 

excludes material lifetime costs without justification. 

Sensitivity analysis is weak and the principal uncertainties could materially 

undermine the cost target. 

Benchmark comparison is not technically or economically equivalent, and the study 

does not convincingly address the main weaknesses. 

Scores 1 - 2 
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There is no credible evidence based pathway to the cost target or the required 

performance at demonstration and commercial scale. 

Material claims are absent, contradictory or based mainly on unsupported 

assumptions. 

The total ownership cost analysis is fundamentally incomplete or uses a boundary 

that makes the result misleading. 

The relevant benchmark is misunderstood, or the comparison is not meaningful. 

The project development study would not test the assumptions needed to establish 

cost or performance competitiveness. 

 

Question 11. Commercialisation potential 

What is your commercialisation pathway for the proposed technology, and how could 

it achieve repeat deployment at scale in the UK energy system? 

Explain: 

• the priority applications, customers and energy system needs you are 
targeting, and the evidence supporting the estimated UK and international 
market opportunity 

• your customer proposition and route to market, including who would procure, 
use or pay for the technology 

• your proposed revenue and business model, including how the technology 
could participate in relevant markets or services while meeting the operating 
requirements of your selected stream 

• the pathway from the planned demonstration to first commercial deployment 
and repeatable projects, including the principal adoption, replication and 
competitive barriers 

• the regulatory, standards, certification, insurance or other requirements 
affecting wider UK deployment and commercialisation 

• the commercial evidence the project development study will generate to 
support decisions by customers, investors, insurers, financiers and relevant 
energy system bodies 

• the staged investment required to progress through demonstration, first 
commercial deployment and scale up, including the intended sources of 
finance and status of engagement 

 

Question 11. Commercialisation potential: Assessor guidance and scoring 

Scores 9 - 10 

The target applications and customers address a well evidenced energy system 

need and a credible market opportunity for the proposed technology. 
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The customer proposition, procurement route and revenue model are coherent, 

commercially credible and consistent with the operating requirements of the selected 

stream. 

The pathway from demonstration to first commercial deployment and repeat projects 

is realistic, with adoption, competition and replication barriers robustly addressed. 

Regulatory, standards, certification and insurance requirements are understood and 

incorporated into the commercial pathway. 

The proposed evidence and staged investment plan are well placed to support the 

decisions of customers, investors, insurers, financiers and energy system bodies. 

Overall, the response gives strong confidence that successful demonstration could 

lead to investable and repeatable UK deployment. 

Scores 7 - 8  

The target applications, customers and market opportunity are credible and 

supported by relevant evidence, with only limited gaps. 

The customer proposition, route to market and revenue model are coherent and 

broadly consistent with the selected stream. 

The pathway to first commercial deployment and repeat projects is realistic, although 

some adoption or replication barriers need further development. 

The main regulatory, standards, certification and insurance requirements are 

understood. 

The evidence to be generated and staged investment plan are credible and likely to 

support the principal commercial decisions. 

Scores 5 - 6  

The proposed applications and market opportunity are plausible, but customer 

demand or the addressable market is only partly evidenced. 

The customer proposition, route to market or revenue model has credible elements 

but relies on unresolved commercial assumptions. 

The pathway beyond demonstration is plausible at a high level, but barriers to 

adoption, competition or repeat deployment are not fully addressed. 

Some regulatory, standards, certification or insurance requirements are identified, 

but their commercial effect is unclear. 

The proposed study outputs and investment pathway could support commercial 

progress, but important decision needs or funding dependencies remain uncertain. 

Scores 3 - 4  
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The target market or customer need is weakly evidenced, overstated or poorly 

matched to the proposed technology. 

The customer proposition, revenue model or route to market contains material gaps 

or unsupported assumptions. 

The route from demonstration to repeat deployment is unclear and important 

adoption, competition or replication barriers are overlooked. 

Material regulatory, certification, standards or insurance requirements are poorly 

understood. 

The proposed evidence and investment plan provide limited confidence that the 

technology could attract customers or private finance. 

Scores 1 - 2  

There is no credible customer need, market opportunity or commercial proposition 

for the technology. 

The applicant does not identify who would procure, use or pay for the technology or 

how revenues would be generated. 

There is no realistic pathway from demonstration to first commercial deployment or 

repeat projects. 

Major commercial, regulatory or financing barriers are absent or fundamentally 

misunderstood. 

The project development study would not generate the evidence needed for 

commercial or investment decisions. 

 

Question 12. Manufacturing and supply chain benefits 

What is your credible pathway to scalable manufacture and resilient supply chains, 

and what benefits could this create for the UK? 

Explain: 

• your current manufacturing approach and readiness, including relevant 
production processes, facilities, equipment, volumes, quality controls and 
suppliers 

• how manufacturing and sourcing would progress from the proposed 
demonstration through early commercial deployment to production at scale 

• the principal manufacturing developments, capital investment, partnerships, 
supplier capabilities and workforce skills required 

• the key raw materials, components and services required, including 
constraints affecting their availability, cost, resilience, sustainability or 
scalability 
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• which manufacturing and supply chain activities could credibly and 
competitively be undertaken in the UK, and how this pathway supports your 
cost reduction assumptions 

• the evidence, decisions, supplier engagement and manufacturing or supply 
chain roadmap that the project development study will produce 

• the potential UK benefits, including investment, business growth, employment, 
skills, supply chain resilience and exports, with the assumptions and 
timescales supporting your estimates 

 

Question 12. Manufacturing and supply chain benefits: Assessor guidance and 

scoring 

Scores 9 - 10  

The current manufacturing approach and readiness are credibly evidenced at a scale 

relevant to the technology maturity. 

The pathway from demonstration supply through early commercial production to 

manufacture at scale is technically and commercially realistic. 

Required processes, facilities, capital, partnerships, suppliers and workforce 

capabilities are well understood and consistent with the proposed growth pathway. 

Material and component dependencies, supply constraints, sustainability issues and 

resilience risks are robustly assessed with credible responses. 

Proposed UK activities are competitive, evidence based and consistent with the cost 

reduction assumptions, without relying on unsupported domestic sourcing claims. 

The study outputs and estimated UK investment, jobs, skills, business growth, 

resilience and export benefits are credible, additional and supported by realistic 

assumptions and timescales. 

Scores 7 - 8  

The current manufacturing position and readiness are supported by relevant 

evidence, with only limited gaps. 

The pathway from demonstration to scaled manufacture is credible and identifies the 

principal production and sourcing changes required. 

The main facility, capital, supplier, partnership and workforce requirements are 

understood and broadly realistic. 

Material dependencies and supply chain risks are addressed, although some 

mitigation or sustainability evidence is incomplete. 

The proposed UK activities, study outputs and economic benefits are credible and 

broadly consistent with the scale and cost pathway. 

Scores 5 - 6 
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The manufacturing approach is plausible, but readiness, process capability or 

current production evidence is only partly established. 

A route to scaled manufacture is described, but important assumptions about 

volume, facilities, suppliers, quality or investment remain unresolved. 

Raw material, component and supply chain constraints are recognised but not 

assessed in sufficient depth to demonstrate resilience. 

The proposed UK manufacturing and supply chain activities are possible, but their 

competitiveness or connection to cost reduction is only partly evidenced. 

The study could improve the manufacturing case but claimed UK benefits rely on 

broad assumptions or uncertain timescales. 

Scores 3 - 4 

Manufacturing readiness is weakly evidenced and significant process, quality or 

scale up challenges are not understood. 

The pathway from demonstration supply to commercial production is incomplete or 

based on unrealistic volume, facility, supplier or investment assumptions. 

Critical material, component and supply chain dependencies are poorly assessed 

and could prevent cost effective scale up. 

Claims for UK manufacture or sourcing are largely aspirational and are not 

supported by credible capabilities, partners or economics. 

The proposed study outputs and UK economic benefits provide limited confidence in 

a viable manufacturing pathway. 

Scores 1 - 2 

There is no credible manufacturing or supply chain pathway for the proposed 

technology. 

Essential production processes, facilities, equipment, suppliers, materials or 

workforce capabilities are absent or fundamentally misunderstood. 

Major supply risks or scale up constraints would prevent credible commercial 

manufacture. 

Claims for UK manufacturing and economic benefit are unsupported or incompatible 

with the technology and cost pathway. 

The project development study would not generate the evidence or decisions 

needed to establish a viable manufacturing plan. 

 

Question 13: Team and resources 

Who is in the project team and what are their roles? 
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Explain: 

• the roles, skills and experience of all members of the project team that are 
relevant to the approach you will be taking 

• the details of any vital external parties, including subcontractors, who you will 
need to work with to successfully carry out your project 

• if your project is collaborative, the current relationships between project 
partners and how these will change as a result of the project 

• any roles you will need to recruit for and how you plan to mitigate against any 
delays in recruitment 

You can submit one appendix, with a short summary of the main people working on 
the project to support your answer. It must be a PDF no larger than 10MB. It can be 
up to two A4 pages and must be legible at 100% zoom. 
 

Question 13: Team and resources: Assessor guidance and scoring 

Scores 9 - 10 

The project team is well placed to carry out the project and exploit the results. There 

is a clear plan to obtain all the resources, equipment and facilities they will need. 

There is strong evidence that the project team will work well. 

Scores 7 - 8   

The project team makes sense given the project and expected results. The applicant 

indicates how access will be obtained to all the resources, equipment and facilities 

they will need. The project team is likely to work well. 

Scores 5 - 6   

The project team has most, but not all, of the necessary skills and experience 

required. It is unclear whether or not the project team will work well together. 

Scores 3 - 4   

There are significant gaps in the project team, with little or no information about how 

these will be filled. There may be some members of the team with little relevance to 

the project activities. 

Scores 1 - 2   

The project team will not be capable of either carrying out the project or exploiting 

the results. 

 

Question 14. Project management  
 

How will you manage your project effectively? 
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Explain: 

• the main work packages of your project covering milestones, dependencies, 
critical path, outputs and dissemination activities, indicating the lead partner 
assigned to each and the total cost of each one 

• your approach to project management, identifying any major tools and 
mechanisms you will use to get a successful and innovative project outcome 
aligned with your theory of change 

• the main risks and uncertainties of the project, including the technical, 
commercial, managerial and environmental risks and how you will mitigate 
them 

• any output likely to be subject to regulatory requirements, certification, ethical 
issues and other requirements identified, and how you will manage this 

 
 
You must submit a project plan or Gantt chart as an appendix to support your 
answer. It must be a PDF no larger than 10MB. It can be up to two A4 pages and 
must be legible at 100% zoom. 

 

Question 14. Project management: Assessor guidance and scoring 

Scores 9 - 10   

The proposal contains a detailed description of a project plan, including all key 

milestones, and the approach taken gives confidence in successful project delivery. 

Risks are comprehensively covered, including appropriate mitigation strategies, and 

are taken into consideration within the project plan.   

Scores 7 - 8   

The proposal contains a description of a project plan, but more detail is required to 

show how successful delivery will be achieved. Key risks are highlighted, with some 

mitigation plans in place, but could be expanded on to give greater confidence.   

Scores 5 - 6   

The proposal contains a high level description of a project plan. Some risks have 

been identified, but it is unclear how these are reflected in the project plan.   

Scores 3 - 4   

The proposal gives a few details about a project plan and risks.   

Scores 1 - 2   

The proposal does not contain a plan. There is no management plan or risks 

included. 
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Question 15. Costs and value for money 

How much will the project cost and how does it represent value for money for the 
team and the taxpayer? 

Explain: 

• your total eligible project costs 

• the grant you are requesting 

• how each partner will finance their contributions to your project 

• how this project represents value for money for you and the taxpayer 

• how it compares to what you would spend your money on otherwise 

• the balance of costs and grant across the project partners 

• any subcontractor costs and why they are critical to your project 

 

Question 15. Costs and value for money: Assessor guidance and scoring 

Scores 9 - 10 

The project costs are entirely appropriate and represent excellent value for money 

for the team and the taxpayer. The partners have a clear idea of how they will 

finance their contribution. The balance of costs and grant between partners, and use 

of subcontractors, is justified and reasonable for the proposed project. 

Scores 7 - 8  

The project costs are appropriate and should be sufficient to successfully complete 

the project. The partners have explained how they will finance their contribution. The 

balance of costs and grant between partners, and use of subcontractors, seems 

reasonable. The project represents good value for money for the organisation and 

the taxpayer. 

Scores 5 - 6  

The project costs seem to be acceptable, but the justifications are not clear. The 

partners have indicated how they will finance their contribution. The balance of costs 

and grants between partners is not entirely satisfactory and use of subcontractors 

not completely appropriate. Little information is offered about the value for money 

this project offers. 

Scores 3 - 4  

The project costs appear to be too high or too low given the proposed project. The 

partners have not been clear on how they will finance their contribution. The split of 

costs and grant between partners is unbalanced. There is inappropriate use being 

made of subcontractors. 

Scores 1 - 2  
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The costs are not appropriate or justified. The partners have not indicated how they 

will finance their contribution. The balance of costs and grant between partners and 

use of subcontractors is not justified. 

 

 


