
LISS DTP CASE Competition - 2027 entry 

Expression of Interest Assessment Criteria 

 

Purpose of the EOI assessment.  
The EOI assessment stage identifies CASE studentship proposals that are sufficiently strong, eligible, and aligned 

with LISS DTP priorities to proceed to the full application and review stage.  

 

Eligibility checks 
 

Initial eligibility checks are as follows: 

• Academic not awarded CASE in 2026 

• Non-academic partner organisation: 

o Is a non-academic organisation.  

o Is based in the UK. (If overseas, has strong rationale). 

• The proposed project is at least 50% social science as defined by ESRC 

o Is the project demonstrably ≥50% social science?  

o Are theories, methods, and contributions clearly within ESRC remit? 

 

 If applications do not meet these criteria, they do not move to the full Expression of Interest review. 

 

Expression of Interest scored assessment criteria 
Each section should be scored from 1 to 10 using the descriptors below. Scores should reflect what is evidenced in 

the EOI. Where an EOI is promising but under-specified, reviewers should score the current evidence while noting 

(if necessary) what would need to be strengthened at full application stage. 

Reviewers: LISS DTP Directors 

1. Project overview, research quality and doctoral scope (weighting 20%) 

What is being assessed: The extent to which the EOI presents a well-conceived, viable, and intellectually rigorous 

CASE PhD project with a clear social science contribution and genuine doctoral scope. 

Reviewers should consider: 

• Is there a clearly articulated research problem and indicative research question(s) or objectives? 

• Is the topic relevant and likely to produce high-quality social science research? 

• Is the proposed design feasible and methodologically credible at this stage? 

• Does the project offer genuine scope for doctoral research rather than only consultancy, service evaluation, 

or commissioned analysis? 

• Is the likely contribution to knowledge, policy, or practice clearly indicated? 

Score  Descriptor 

https://www.ukri.org/who-we-are/esrc/what-is-social-science/


 

2. Data-driven research (weighting 20%) 

What is being assessed: The extent to which the project is substantively grounded in data and has a credible data 

access and analytical strategy appropriate to the EOI stage. 

Reviewers should consider: 

• Are the main types, sources, and scale of data clearly identified? 

• Is there a logical link between research questions, data, and methods? 

• Does the EOI explain how data will be analysed, interpreted, or modelled? 

• Where partner access to data or field sites is important, is this contribution credible? 

• Does the project align with LISS’s emphasis on data-driven social science? 

Score  Descriptor 

9-10 Outstanding Data strategy is explicit, appropriate, and well integrated with the research questions. 
Data access and analysis are credible and strongly aligned with data-driven social science. 

7-8 Very good Data types, sources, and analytical approach are clearly described and well matched to the 
proposed research. 

5-6 Good Data and methods are plausible and relevant, though not yet fully specified. 

3-4 Marginal Some data sources or analytical approaches are mentioned, but the strategy remains 
vague or weakly connected to the research questions. 

1-2 Unsuitable Data strategy is poorly developed, inappropriate, or not credible for the proposed project. 

 

3. Interdisciplinarity (weighting 20%) 

What is being assessed: The extent to which the project meaningfully engages with more than one disciplinary 

tradition, methodological approach, or domain of expertise. 

Reviewers should consider: 

• Does the project draw on concepts, theories, literatures, or methods from different fields? 

• Is interdisciplinarity integrated into the research design rather than added superficially? 

• Are the contributions of supervisors, departments, disciplines, or partner expertise clear? 

• Does the EOI indicate why interdisciplinary working is necessary or beneficial for the project? 

Score  Descriptor 

9-10 Outstanding Interdisciplinarity is integral to the research design, with strong theoretical, 
methodological, or partner-based integration across fields. 

7-8 Very good Clear and convincing interdisciplinary rationale. Different fields or methods are 
meaningfully combined. 

9-10 Outstanding Exceptionally clear, rigorous, and compelling. The project addresses a significant research 
problem, has sharp research questions, a credible design, strong social science 
contribution, and clear doctoral scope. 

7-8 Very good Very clear and well-developed. The research problem, questions, design, and contribution 
are persuasive, with only minor areas for later refinement. 

5-6 Good Clear and credible. The project is relevant and feasible, though some elements of design, 
contribution, or doctoral scope may require further specification. 

3-4 Marginal The broad idea is identifiable and potentially relevant, but the research questions, design, 
or contribution are underdeveloped. 

1-2 Unsuitable Weakly formulated, vague or insufficiently developed. Feasibility, social science 
contribution, or doctoral scope is questionable.   



5-6 Good Interdisciplinary elements are present and relevant, though integration may need further 
development at full application stage. 

3-4 Marginal More than one discipline, method, or area of expertise is mentioned, but the links are 
largely additive or under-explained. 

1-2 Unsuitable Limited or negligible interdisciplinarity; primarily single-discipline with weak justification. 

 

4. Non-academic collaboration, impact, and pathways to impact (weighting 20%) 

What is being assessed: The quality, credibility, and added value of the proposed non-academic collaboration, 

with particular attention to the project's potential academic, societal, and/or economic impact and to the 

pathways through which the partner organisation would help enable, accelerate, or realise that impact. 

Reviewers should consider: 

• What distinctive value does the partner bring to the proposed CASE studentship, especially in relation to 

impact generation? 

• Does the partner provide relevant expertise, access, networks, settings, users, communities, policy/practice 

contexts, dissemination routes, or implementation capacity that could support pathways to impact? 

• Are the roles of the student, supervisory team, and partner organisation sufficiently clear in relation to 

collaboration, knowledge exchange, and impact-facing activity? 

• Are academic and non-academic beneficiaries, users, or audiences clearly identified, and are the proposed 

pathways to impact plausible for the EOI stage? 

• Is the partner integrated into the development, translation, dissemination, or realisation of impact, rather 

than being included only as a nominal supporter? 

Score Descriptor 

9-10 Outstanding Collaboration is exceptionally strong and clearly oriented towards credible impact. The 
partner adds distinctive value through expertise, access, networks, settings, users, 
dissemination routes, or implementation capacity, and the pathways to academic, 
societal, and/or economic impact are specific, plausible, and well integrated into the 
project. 

7-8 Very good Strong and convincing collaboration with a clear partner role, well-articulated 
beneficiaries, or users, and plausible partner-enabled pathways to impact. 

5-6 Good Collaboration and impact are relevant and credible, though the partner role, 
beneficiaries, mechanisms for knowledge exchange, or pathways to impact may require 
further specification. 

3-4 Marginal A partner and potential impact are identified, but the impact case is generic, aspirational, 
or weakly connected to the partner's specific contribution and capacity to enable change 
beyond academia. 

1-2 Unsuitable Limited evidence of substantive collaboration, identifiable beneficiaries, or credible 
partner-enabled impact pathways; the partner role appears peripheral or 
underdeveloped. 

 

5. Project team, feasibility and fit with LISS DTP (weighting 20%) 

What is being assessed: The extent to which the academic team, partner organiaation, and wider supervisory 

environment appear well placed to deliver the proposed CASE studentship, provide a strong training environment, 

manage feasibility risks, and contribute to the wider LISS DTP community. 

Reviewers should consider: 



• Why is this combination of academics, partner organisation, and supervisory environment appropriate for the 

proposed CASE studentship? 

• Is there relevant supervisory, methodological, substantive, or stakeholder expertise? 

• Is there evidence of prior collaboration, access to relevant data, networks, or field sites, or other relationships 

that strengthen feasibility? 

• Do relevant achievements, outputs, institutional strengths, or partner capacities indicate that the project is 

sufficiently developed to proceed to full application? 

• Would the project provide a supportive and distinctive training environment for a LISS-funded doctoral 

student, and contribute to the wider LISS DTP community? 

Score Descriptor 

9-10 Outstanding Exceptional fit between the project, academic team, partner organisation, and 
supervisory environment. Strong evidence of relevant expertise, achievements, access, 
prior work, or relationships that make the project highly feasible and provide a distinctive 
LISS training environment. 

7-8 Very good Very strong team, partner, and training-environment fit, with clear evidence of relevant 
expertise and credible feasibility. 

5-6 Good Team and partner appear suitable and the project is broadly feasible, though some 
evidence could be strengthened at full application stage. 

3-4 Marginal Adequate team, partner, or training-environment fit, but evidence of expertise, prior 
work, access, or feasibility is limited. 

1-2 Unsuitable Weak or unclear fit between the team, partner, training environment, and project; 
significant doubts about expertise, access, partner capacity, or feasibility. 

 

 

 


