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Grants Assessment Report Round 1, 2014 
Innovation and Development applications 
A total of 98 full proposals were received for Innovation and Development projects.  The Grants Standing 
Committee recommended 12 projects for funding to a total value of $2,636,000. 

Seed Project applications 
A total of 69 applications were received for Seed Projects.  The Grants Standing Committee recommended 10 
projects for funding to a total value of $475,000. 

Expressions of Interest (EOIs) 
A total of 122 EOIs were received.  The Grants Standing Committee recommended 44 EOIs to submit a full 
proposal in Round 2, 2014.  

Table 1: Successful grants, round 1 2014 (not including EOIs) 

Nominating Institution Nominations (as lead) Successful 

Innovation 
and 

Development 
Grants 

 

Seed 
Projects 

Innovation 
and 

Development 
Grants 

 

Seed 
Projects 

Australian Catholic University 1 1 0 0 

Avondale College 0 1 0 0 

Bond University 0 1 0 1 

CQUniversity 1 0 0 0 

Charles Darwin University 0 0 0 0 

Charles Sturt University 2 1 1 0 

Curtin University 6 2 0 1 

Deakin University 4 7 0 0 

Edith Cowan University 2 1 0 0 

Federation University 2 0 0 0 
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Flinders University 1 1 1 0 

Griffith University 3 0 2 0 

James Cook University 1 0 0 0 

La Trobe University 2 1 0 0 

Macquarie University 2 1 0 0 

Monash University 4 2 3  

Murdoch University 1 2 0 0 

Queensland University of Technology 8 6 0 1 

RMIT University 4 5 0 1 

Southern Cross University 1 0 0 0 

Swinburne University 4 1 1 0 

The University of Adelaide 2 0 0 0 

The Australian National University 1 4 0 1 

The University of Melbourne 3 5 1 0 

The University of New South Wales 0 2 0 0 

The University of Newcastle 6 0 0 0 

The University of Notre Dame 1 1 0 0 

The University of Queensland 1 2 0 1 

The University of Sydney 9 5 1 1 

The University of Western Australia 4 0 0 0 

University of New England 4 1 0 0 

University of South Australia 2 2 0 2 

University of Southern Queensland 2 0 0 0 

University of Technology, Sydney 4 1 0 0 

University of the Sunshine Coast 0 3 0 1 

University of Tasmania 2 1 1 0 
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University of Western Sydney 5 7 1 0 

University of Wollongong 3 1 0 0 

Victoria University 0 1 0 0 

Total 98 69 12 10 

 
As defined in the 2014 Information and Application Instructions for each program, full proposals, expressions 
of interest and seed project applications were evaluated on a scale of 1 – 5 (where 5 is the highest) based on 
the criteria of: 

• Project outcome and rationale 
• Approach 
• Value and need for the project 
• Project management and 
• Budget  

 

General comments about the applications 
• Applications generally presented novel and well-formulated ideas. 
• Applications addressed a number of priority areas yet were varied in approach and generally showed 

good collaboration. 
• Rationale statements were generally sound and clearly stated. 
• Issues that were raised in applications were pertinent to the sector. In the majority of cases there were 

linkages across a number of universities. 
• Applications have improved compared to previous years – educational jargon has been minimised and 

applications are clearly articulated. 
• Identified 'top' grants had useful evidence to support them, and were grounded in pedagogical directions 

with technology playing a supportive role (not technology dictating pedagogy and learning outcomes). 
• Strong applications acknowledged previously completed work, however, in general there still is a lack of 

knowledge of what has been developed through the OLT and others, including internationally. 
Applications that do build on the success of previous OLT projects should give some evidence of the 
earlier project’s success.  

• The concept of engaged dissemination and impact needs to be considered more thoughtfully when 
applying for a grant. 

• Project management – including resourcing (financial and human), team member roles and 
responsibilities, timeframes, milestones and deliverables – needs to be considered more thoughtfully 
and demonstrated through application.  

• Selected approaches, outcomes and deliverables did not always align with the aims of applications. Too 
often deliverables were vague and unfocused and the approach proposed activities without any clarity of 
purpose. 

• Not many early career researchers were listed in the applications and few Indigenous academics were 
involved in projects, which was an overall weakness. 

• Some applications were applying for OLT funding for projects that were clearly institutionally-centric with 
minimal broad sector applicability. 
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Comments specific to full proposals  
• Proposals had solid literature reviews and clearly written project purpose, aims and approach. 
• Some proposed teams consisted of too many team members, which would be very difficult to manage. 
• Some proposals had unrealistic timelines for the work and deliverables proposed. 
• Budget items were mostly well costed. 
• Some proposals included a very strong rationale and theoretical framework. Those with a clear 

theoretical framework or questions to answer were generally stronger than those with more focus on 
technology and buzzwords.  

• Many proposals were too wordy and some used too much jargon. 
• Several applications read as if the purpose was to receive research funding.   
• A limited number of proposals had an adequate evaluation framework. Evaluation should be linked to 

the different phases of the project. An external evaluator should already be listed in the application, not 
engaged once a project has commenced. 
 

A good application: 
• Includes solid and current literature reviews that take into consideration OLT work already completed as 

well as other relevant Australian and international research and projects 
• Considers the project’s value, need and impact beyond the home/partner university and demonstrates a 

readiness in the sector for the outcomes of the project. 
• Addresses the priority areas and links to national priorities. 
• Has a clear, engaged and broad dissemination strategy and shows consideration of the impact of the 

project beyond its completion date. 
• Links the aim/s of the proposed project in a logical way to the approach and projected outcomes and 

deliverables. 
• Lists clearly identified deliverables. 
• Has realistic timeframes and budgets – do not underquote time needed and over quote budget. 
• Especially important for full proposals: Include a solid evaluation framework and possible external 

evaluators. 
• Includes early career researchers in the application as well as team members across institutions and of all 

professional levels. 
• Includes Indigenous academics in the application, on the project team, and consults with relevant 

Indigenous Australians. 
• Demonstrates a passion for improving learning and teaching.  
• Uses plain English. 

 

Feedback from the Grants Standing Committee 
• Ensure that your Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) signoff is an actual indication of support for the 

work, not just a template “sign this please”.  The DVC(A) will be interested if you take the time to engage 
in a discussion. 

• Although learning and teaching work should be endorsed by the DVC(A), letters of support from DVC 
(Research)s are acceptable. 

• Ensure you provide details in your application about previous work on the topic. 
• The Committee discourages more than one application from the same project leader.  Certainly, no more 

than two. It raises immediate questions around capacity. 
• Too many repeat applications are being resubmitted with minimal changes.  The Committee 

recommends no repeat applications for a period of two years unless the new project is significantly 
different or if there has been a distinct change in the higher education system that makes the proposal 
clearly relevant. 
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