SESSION 1 PRACTICAL EXERCISE and PEER LEARNING 
Three-Level Grant Review Exercise
Interactive group review • 4–5 participants • 30 minutes
Purpose
To assess whether a project is competitive at the three levels of effective grant writing: strategic alignment, technical credibility and persuasive communication.
	Simulated call  
Wellcome funds established researchers and teams pursuing bold, creative and high-quality research that could produce a significant shift in understanding related to human life, health or wellbeing. Proposals must demonstrate strong discovery-research alignment, scientific rigor, methodological innovation, a credible research team and a supportive research environment.


Instructions
Assign rotating roles: funder reviewer, applicant, technical assessor, community representative and rapporteur.
The applicant selects a neutral topic and gives a 60-second project explanation. The other roles listen without interrupting.
Review the idea at the three levels in Worksheet 1A. Each reviewer must cite one piece of evidence for every rating.
The applicant may ask two clarification questions, then the group makes a go, conditional go or no-go decision.
Rewrite the applicant’s opening argument in no more than 100 words and read the before-and-after versions aloud.
Funding argument
	





Timing
5 min: Read and extract funder requirements | 10 min: Complete the three-level assessment | 8 min: Make the decision and rewrite the argument | 5 min: Present the decision and receive feedback | 2 min: Revise the strongest sentence

Worksheet 1A — Three-level assessment
	Level
	Questions to answer
	Rating (1–5)
	Evidence or required revision

	Strategic alignment
	Does the project directly advance the funder’s mission, target population, geography and desired impact?
	
	

	Technical credibility
	Are the problem, objectives, methods, team, resources, risks and expected results coherent and feasible?
	
	

	Persuasive communication
	Is the value proposition specific, evidence-based, memorable and written from the reviewer’s perspective?
	
	


Decision
Select one:  ☐ GO   ☐ CONDITIONAL GO   ☐ NO-GO
Evidence supporting the decision:

Three strengths

Three weaknesses or gaps

The single highest-value revision

Rewritten funding argument (maximum 100 words)


Quality test
☐ The opening names a specific problem and affected population.
☐ The proposed solution is clearly connected to the problem.
☐ The argument states why this team, approach and timing are credible.
☐ The anticipated value is expressed as change, not merely as completed activities.

