BIA Barnett Christie Lecture scoring criteria

Evidence of substantial body of independent

Score uality, novelty & impact uality of lecture proposal Career trajecto
research Q Y, Yy P Q y prop J ry
Highly robust research techniques and
Very substantial body of work including many |,. g . Y ) 4 . . Clear evidence of top rate clinical
. ) . findings. Entirely novel. Demonstrated Extremely well written. Definitely of . L
5 first author peer-reviewed primary research ] o . ] academic career direction (e.g.
L global impact e.g. on policy, industry, broad interest to FIS audience . . .
publications . awards, prizes, independent funding)
public health
Strong progression towards
Substantial body of work including multiple  [Strong research quality. Mostly novel. independent clinical academic career
) v . . g P & q A y. v . Well written. Likely to be of broad P ] .
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1 methodology or findings. No novelty.
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