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2021 Scholar Evaluation Criteria   

All 2021 Scholar applications are assessed against a defined set of criteria in three categories: 1) track 
record, 2) program of research, and 3) environment and support. To be considered for funding, the 
application must receive a minimum score of 3.8. 

Applications are evaluated via a process that incorporates six principles of peer review: integrity, 
accountability, transparency, balance, confidentiality, and impartiality. For our 2021 competitions 
MSFHR will also provide peer reviewers with additional guidance on how to take COVID-19 impacts 
into consideration as part of the review process.  

KT science applications will be evaluated against set KT science evaluation criteria in addition to 
standard Scholar award evaluation criteria. 

Evaluation Criteria 

Criterion Weighting 

Track record 50% 

Program of research 30% 

Environment and support 20% 

Rating Scale 

Descriptor Range Outcome 

Outstanding 4.5 – 4.9 
May be funded 

(min. score of 3.8) Excellent 4.0 – 4.4 

Very good 3.5 – 3.9 

Fair 3.0 – 3.4 
Not fundable 

Less than adequate 0 – 2.9 

 

  



2021 SCHOLAR COMPETITION

EVALUATION CRITERIA

2 

2 
   

Track Record                                                                                                                              Weighting – 50%  

Assessment Criteria 
Scientific productivity, originality and impact should be considered within the context of the norms of the 
research area and the applicant’s career stage. Early career researchers should be building a national and 
international reputation for excellence in their fields, and demonstrate exceptional promise for the future.   

Elements to consider when reviewing the applicant’s track record and potential for success include: 
• The number, importance and breadth of special distinctions, awards or acknowledgements relative to 

education, training, and work experience. 
• The applicant’s demonstrated independence in research, or the potential to develop an independent 

research program 
• The applicant’s scientific productivity throughout their research career, including primary authorship 

of peer-reviewed publications or other literature, and any significant contributions to the field.    
• The applicant’s experience in the proposed area of research and with the proposed methodology. 
• The level and amount of peer-reviewed grant funding obtained by the applicant. The applicant’s 

ability to successfully plan and engage in knowledge translation (KT) activities appropriate to the 
research (e.g. conference presentations, commercialization, communication with media, community 
advisory groups, workshops, podcasts, lay language summaries, etc.). 

• The applicant’s capacity to recruit and train research trainees and other personnel. 
• The applicant’s strengths, originality, critical thinking and level of independence as described by the 

referees.  
 

Additional criteria for KT science projects only: 
• The applicant’s experience with KT science, as reflected in their publication record and funding 

history.  

Assessment Descriptor  Score 

Outstanding 
• There is evidence of a high number of prestigious and highly competitive distinctions, 

awards or acknowledgements. 
• The applicant shows a highly impressive record of independence, or potential for 

independence in research, demonstrating clear evidence of leadership in the 
conceptualization, design, analysis, and reporting of research.  

• There is evidence of primary authorship of publications in peer-reviewed journals that 
are highly-regarded in the applicant’s field, and an impressive number of invited 
presentations at national and international levels. 

• The applicant demonstrates exceptional practical experience in the proposed area of 
research and with the proposed methodology. 

• The applicant has received a substantial amount of peer-reviewed grant funding for a 
researcher at their career stage and is the principal investigator or lead applicant for 
the majority of these grants. 

• The applicant proposes a variety of strong and impactful KT activities appropriate for 
the research. 

 

4.5 – 4.9 

May be 
funded 
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• The applicant demonstrates an impressive capacity to recruit and train research 
trainees and other personnel. 

• The letters of reference are from highly reputable individuals, providing detailed 
assessments of the applicant’s strengths, originality, critical thinking and level of 
independence, and are unanimous in their support for the applicant. 

• For KT science proposal only: The applicant demonstrates an exceptional 
understanding and history of KT science-related work, and has an impressive 
publication and funding in this area. 

Excellent 
• There is evidence of receipt of several important distinctions, awards or 

acknowledgements.  
• The applicant shows a promising record of independence or potential for independence 

in research, with strong evidence of contributions to its concept, design, analysis and 
reporting. 

• There is solid evidence of publication as a primary author in journals that are highly-
regarded in the applicant’s field, and invited presentations at national and international 
events that are relevant to the field of research. 

• Demonstrates considerable experience in the proposed area of research and with the 
proposed methodology. 

• The applicant proposes a variety of meaningful KT activities appropriate for the 
research. 

• The applicant has received a significant amount of peer-reviewed grant funding for a 
researcher at their career stage and is the principal investigator or lead applicant for 
some of these grants. 

• The applicant shows strong capacity to recruit and train research trainees and other 
personnel. 

• The letters of reference are from credible and authoritative sources providing a 
reasonable assessment of the applicant’s strengths, originality, critical thinking and 
level of independence. 

• For KT science proposal only: The applicant demonstrates a strong understanding and 
history of KT science-related work, along with a consistent publication and funding 
record in the area of KT science. 

4.0 – 4.4  

May be 
funded 

Very Good 
• There is evidence of receipt of some distinctions, awards or acknowledgements, but 

fewer in number or from less competitive sources compared to other applicants. 
• There is some notable evidence of independence or potential for independence in the 

concept, design, analysis, and reporting of research projects. 
• Evidence of publication is good, but there are relatively few as the primary author and 

are generally restricted to less prestigious or lower-impact journals in the applicant’s 
field, and invited presentations are in relatively less influential forums. 

• The applicant demonstrates a suitable level of experience in the proposed area of 
research and with the proposed methodology.  
 

3.5 – 3.9 

May be 
funded 
(above 

3.8) 
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• The applicant has received a moderate amount of peer-reviewed grant funding for a 
researcher at their career stage, either as principal or lead applicant or in a co-
applicant/co-investigator role. 

• The applicant proposes some KT activities appropriate for the research. 
• The applicant shows some capacity to recruit and train research trainees and other 

personnel. 
• Reference letters are from credible sources and provide a positive, but general 

assessment of the applicant’s strengths, originality, critical thinking and level of 
independence. 

• For KT science proposal only: The applicant demonstrates an appropriate 
understanding and history of KT science-related work, along with a suitable publication 
and funding record in the area of KT science. 

Fair  
• Distinctions, awards and acknowledgements received are limited, and restricted to 

local or non-competitive sources.   
• Research experience appears linked to the mentor’s or supervisor’s research, with 

limited evidence of independence or potential for independence. 
• The applicant shows limited primary authorship and has mainly published in less 

prestigious or lower impact journals in the applicant’s field; invited presentations are 
primarily at the home institution and within the local research community. 

• The applicant demonstrates only partial and/or indirect experience in the proposed 
area of research and with the proposed methodology. 

• The applicant has received a minimal amount of peer-reviewed grant funding for a 
researcher at their career stage, either as principal or lead applicant or in a co-
applicant/co-investigator role. 

• The applicant proposes some KT activities, but their appropriateness for the research 
proposed is somewhat questionable. 

• The applicant shows limited capacity to recruit and train research trainees and other 
personnel. 

• Reference letters are from credible sources but provide limited details about the 
applicant’s strengths, originality, critical thinking and level of independence. 

• For KT science proposal only: The applicant demonstrates only a narrow understanding 
and limited history of KT science-related work, with very few publications and restricted 
funding relevant to the area of KT science. 

 3.0 – 3.4  

Not 
fundable 

Less than Adequate 
• Academic and research training only meets the minimum requirement at the Scholar 

level — no distinctions, awards or acknowledgements are described in the application. 
• Research experience is fully tied to mentor’s or supervisor’s research; no evidence of 

independent research is demonstrated. 
• Evidence of publications is inadequate: no primary authorship is demonstrated, and 

publications are limited to less prestigious and lower-impact journals in the applicant’s 
field; there is no evidence of invited presentations. 
 

0 – 2.9 

Not 
fundable  
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• The applicant demonstrates little-to-no experience in the proposed area of research, or
with the proposed methodology. 

• The applicant has received no peer-reviewed grant funding, either as principal or lead
applicant or in a co-applicant/co-investigator role. 

• Little-to-no appropriate KT activities are proposed.
• The applicant shows no real capacity to recruit and train research trainees and other

personnel. 
• Reference letters are brief, impersonal, and with little information about the applicant’s

strengths, originality, critical thinking and level of independence. 
• For KT science proposal only: The applicant provides no evidence of understanding or

history of KT science-related work, with no legitimate publications or funding relevant 
to the area of KT science. 

Program of Research Weighting – 30% 

Assessment Criteria  
The applicant’s program of research should cover the full duration of the award (five years). The application 
should demonstrate integration of one or more projects within the overall proposed research program. The 
description of the program of research should include details on specific aims, rationale, methodology, setting 
or location, information about collaborators, feasibility and a timeline.  

Consider the following when assessing the applicants’ programs of research: 
• The overall quality, originality and relevance of the program of research, including the description of

the conceptual framework, design, and methods.
• The nature and extent of research interactions and collaborative arrangements as they relate to the

potential impact of the research and the professional growth of the applicant.
• The applicant’s demonstrated leadership as a mentor, in their ability to manage research, etc.
• The feasibility of the proposed program of research, including recruitment of subjects, project

timeline, and preliminary data, where available.
• Alignment between the program of research and the applicant’s skills and abilities.
• The extent to which KT related activities are embedded within the program of research (e.g.,

researcher user engagement, research dissemination and/or research uptake activities), both within
and beyond the academic community.

Additional criteria for KT science projects only: 
• The research proposal describes how the dissemination or implementation of research findings is 

being studied (Refer to Proctor et al. (2012)  for additional KT Science research proposal criteria.)
• The research proposal addresses the study of both the process and the outcomes of KT research 

though an overarching conceptual model or theory, and adds to the body of knowledge on effective 
KT.

https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-7-96
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Assessment Descriptor  Score 

Outstanding 
• The program of research represents innovative and original leading-edge concepts, and 

describes hypotheses and methodologies that are of the caliber expected of a scholar 
who is at the forefront of their field. 

• The applicant is meaningfully and substantively engaged with collaborators who are in 
a position to further inform and enhance the research program, and/or disseminate 
and utilize research findings. 

• The applicant demonstrates significant leadership as a mentor, and as a manager to 
other researchers and their work as it relates to the larger program of research. 

• The feasibility and projected timeline for completing the program of research is 
straightforward and highly realistic. 

• The program of research is perfectly aligned with the applicant’s skills and abilities. 
 
 
• KT activities are highly appropriate and effective, occur throughout the research project 

within and beyond the academic community as appropriate for the program of 
research. 

• For KT science proposal only: The proposed program of research provides a clear plan 
on how findings will be implemented and/or disseminated, clearly addresses the 
processes and outcomes through a coherent and effective framework, and will be an 
invaluable addition to the body of knowledge on effective KT. 

4.5 – 4.9 

May be 
funded 

Excellent 
• The program of research is of high quality and presents concepts and methodology that 

are pertinent and highly innovative. 
• The applicant is actively engaged with collaborators who are in a position to further 

inform and enhance the research program, and/or disseminate and utilize the research 
findings. 

• The applicant demonstrates strong leadership as a mentor, and as a manager to other 
researchers and their work as it relates to the larger program of research. 

• The feasibility and projected timeline for completing the program of research is clear 
and realistic. 

• The program of research is strongly aligned with the applicant’s skills and abilities. 
• KT activities are appropriate and effective, occur throughout the research project 

within and beyond the academic community as appropriate for the program of 
research. 

• For KT science proposal only: The proposed program of research provides clear detail 
on how findings will be implemented and/or disseminated, clearly addresses the 
processes and outcomes through a coherent and effective framework, and will be a 
strong addition to the body of knowledge on effective KT. 

4.0 – 4.4  

May be 
funded 

Very Good 
• The concepts and methodology presented in the research proposal are mostly relevant 

and well-presented, and generally support the goals of the proposed research. 
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• The applicant is engaged with collaborators, to some extent, who are mostly in a 
position to further inform the research program, and/or disseminate and utilize the 
research findings. 

• The applicant demonstrates some aspects of effective leadership as a mentor, and as a 
manager to other researchers. 

• The proposed research is generally feasible with only minor concerns regarding the 
projected timeline for completion. 

• The program of research is mostly aligned with the applicant’s skills and abilities. 
• KT activities are planned to occur throughout the research project within and beyond 

the academic community as appropriate for the program of research. 
• For KT science proposal only: The proposed program of research provides evidence on 

how findings will be implemented and/or disseminated, clearly addresses the processes 
and outcomes through an appropriate framework, and will be a useful addition to the 
body of knowledge on effective KT. 

 

 

3.5 – 3.9 

May be 
funded 
(above 

3.8) 

Fair  
• The concepts and methodology presented in the research proposal are valid, but 

description of some concepts and methodology need more clarification. 
 

• The applicant plans future engagement with collaborators who are generally in a 
position to further inform the research program, and/or disseminate and utilize the 
research findings. 

• The applicant demonstrates limited leadership as a mentor, and as a manager to other 
researchers. 

• The feasibility and projected timeline for completing the proposed research is 
adequate, but could use more detail. 

• The program of research is somewhat aligned with the applicant’s skills and abilities. 
• KT activities are planned to occur, but for when and to whom is unclear, making their 

potential effectiveness suspect. 
• For KT science proposal only: The proposed program of research provides some detail 

on how findings will be implemented and/or disseminated, addresses the processes 
and outcomes through a general framework, and will likely have a limited impact on 
the field. 

 

3.0 – 3.4 
 

Not 
fundable 

Less than Adequate 
• The proposed research may be valid but its experimental design and methodologies are 

flawed, unclear and underdeveloped. 
• The applicant shows no evidence of engagement with collaborators who are in a 

position to further inform the research program, and/or disseminate and utilize the 
research findings. 

• The applicant demonstrates nominal leadership as a mentor, and as a manager to other 
researchers. 

• The feasibility and projected timeline for completing the research proposal is 
inadequate and unrealistic. 

• The proposed research is mostly incompatible with the applicant’s skills and abilities. 
• Little-to-no KT activity has been included in the proposal. 
 

0 – 2.9  

Not 
fundable 
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• For KT science proposal only: The proposed program of research provides no detail on 
how findings will be implemented and/or disseminated, fails to address the processes 
and outcomes of the work through any recognized framework, and will not contribute 
to the body of knowledge on effective KT. 
 

Environment and Support                                                                                                       Weighting – 20% 

Assessment Criteria  
It is vital for an application to demonstrate strong institutional support for the applicant’s research 
development and productivity, and provide evidence of a commitment for at least 75 percent of their time to 
be protected for research. Other elements to consider include the following: 

• Clear acknowledgment of support from the applicant’s department head, or equivalent, for the 
required appointment, protected research time and a commitment of continued support post-award. 

• Access to relevant thought leaders and collaborators, participation in research groups or networks, 
and availability of mentors. 

• The quality and practicality of the applicant’s research environment for training, including resources 
available for staff and trainees, recognizing that the availability and nature of these resources and 
opportunities will vary according to institutional characteristics.  

• The availability and accessibility of personnel, facilities, and infrastructure required to conduct the 
proposed research, noting that these will vary depending on institutional characteristics and the 
applicant’s area of research.  
 

Assessment Descriptor  Score 

Outstanding 
• Unqualified commitment from the host institution to provide the required appointment 

and protected research time for the duration of award, as well as unconditional 
continuing support post-award.  

• The applicant has established relationships with distinguished thought leaders and 
relevant collaborators in the applicant’s area of study, demonstrable participation and 
leadership in formal research teams/networks and has engaged with appropriate 
mentors for both research and career guidance. 

• The applicant’s research environment is ideally set-up and well-equipped for the 
proposed research and provides exceptional resources and opportunities for staff and 
trainees. 

• Unequivocal and extensive evidence of physical and financial resources from the host 
institution (space, start-up funds and/or equipment) including human and financial 
support for the program of research and proposed KT activities. 

 

4.5 – 4.9 

May be 
funded 
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Excellent 
• Strong commitment from the host institution to provide the required appointment and 

protected research time for the duration of award, and continued support post-award. 
• The applicant has ready access to thought leaders and relevant collaborators in the 

applicant’s area of study, demonstrates active participation and leadership in formal 
research teams/networks, and has identified mentors who can provide both research 
and career guidance. 

 
 
• The applicant’s research environment is very well set-up and equipped for the 

proposed research and provides valuable resources and opportunity for staff and 
trainees. 

• Strong evidence of physical and financial resources from the host institution (space, 
start-up funds and/or equipment) including human and financial support for the 
program of research and proposed KT activities. 

4.0 – 4.4  

May be 
funded 

Very Good 
• There is evidence of a firm commitment from the host institution to provide the 

required appointment and protected research time for the duration of award, and 
conditional commitment for continued support post-award. 

• The applicant has some access to recognized thought leaders and relevant 
collaborators in the applicant’s area of study, provides evidence of efforts to participate 
in formal research teams/networks, and general access to mentors who can provide 
research or career guidance. 

• The applicant’s research environment is suitably set-up for the proposed research, and 
provides some resources and opportunity for staff and trainees. 

• Some evidence of physical and financial resources from the host institution (space, 
start-up funds and/or equipment), including human and financial support for the 
program of research and proposed KT activities. 

 

3.5 – 3.9 

May be 
funded 
(above 

3.8) 

Fair 
• A generally positive, but tenuous commitment from the host institution to provide the 

required appointment and protected research time for the duration of award is 
provided, and only a vague assurance of support post-award. 

• The applicant has possible, but unsubstantiated access to recognized thought leaders 
and relevant collaborators in the applicant’s area of study, modest participation in 
formal research teams/networks, and some access to mentors. 

• The applicant’s research environment is somewhat set-up for the proposed research, 
but provides limited access to resources and opportunity for staff and trainees. 

• Limited evidence of physical and financial resources from the host institution (space, 
start-up funds and/or equipment), including human and financial support for the 
program of research and proposed KT activities. 
 

3.0 – 3.4 

Not 
fundable 
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Less than Adequate 
• No stated commitment from the host institution to provide the required appointment 

and protection of time for the duration of the award, or afterwards is provided. 
• The applicant has no confirmed access to recognized thought leaders, relevant 

collaborators or mentors, and has provided no clear examples of participation in formal 
research teams/networks. 

• The applicant’s research environment is inadequately set-up for the proposed research, 
and does not provide suitable resources and opportunity for staff and trainees. 

• No evidence of physical or financial resources from the host institution (space, start-up 
funds and/or equipment), including human and financial support for the program of 
research and KT activities. 

 

0 – 2.9  

Not 
fundable 

Mitacs Accelerate Application Proposal (if applicable) 

Assessment Criteria 

Refer to the Mitacs Accelerate application proposal (Part 1) upload, and the relevant section in Additional 
Information of the Scholar application form. The assessment of this information is not to be included in the 
overall score of the Scholar application, but rather considered separately. Please comment on the following 
elements as they relate to the Scholar project as a whole: 

• The proposed intern(s)’s role in the Scholar project is appropriate for their academic degree level, and 
beneficial to the intern(s)’s training and career development. 

• The proposed project involving the intern has no adverse effects on the environment. 
 


