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Why Your Entry May Not Have Been Shortlisted

We know how much time and effort goes into an award entry, and we appreciate every submission we
receive. If your entry was not shortlisted this year, it does not necessarily mean your work isn’t
important or impactful — competition across all categories is strong, and our judges make careful,
evidence-based decisions.

The guidance below draws directly on feedback from our judging panel, many of whom have been with
the GGA across multiple years. We hope it helps you understand where entries most commonly fall
short — and gives you a stronger foundation for future submissions.

One overarching note: write like your judges are sceptical — because they are.

1. You described intentions, not actions

Commitments are intentions but ‘should’ only recognise action. Judges cannot score what you plan to
do, are working towards, or are committed to — only what you actually did and what changed as a
result.

e The entry used language of aspiration (“we are committed to”, “we are working towards”) rather
than achievement

e Activities were described without explaining what they produced or changed

v Strong

We reduced our Scope 1 emissions by 34% between 2023-2025 by switching our entire fleet to electric vehicles
and renegotiating supplier contracts.

X Not: “We are committed to a net zero transition and are working towards a greener future.”

2. You didn’t answer the questions being asked

Judges tell us this is the most common — and most avoidable — mistake. The questions and criteria
are there for a reason, and entries that miss the specific ask, however well written, will not score well.

e Theresponse addressed a related topic but not precisely what was asked

¢ |f entering multiple categories: content was copied across without being adjusted to reflect the
different criteria or scoring weights for each

¢ Readthe category description and criteria at least three times — before you start, after your first
draft, and again before you submit
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3. The evidence wasn’t strong enough — or wasn’t in the right place

Tangible, verifiable results are the foundation of a winning entry. Judges are not looking for perfection
— they are looking for real, measurable progress from a clear baseline.

e QOutcomes were described in general terms: “huge”, “significant” and “massive” are not
metrics. Judges can score a 40% reduction in food waste or 600 volunteer hours; they cannot
score “a massive impact”

¢ Numbers were given without context: “we reached 150,000 people” means little without
explaining what those people did, thought, or changed as a result

e There was no baseline or starting point, making it impossible to assess the true scale of
progress

¢ Key data was buried in supporting documents rather than in the main entry where judges will
see it — always lead with your strongest evidence

e Social mediaresults referenced reach or impressions rather than demonstrated, measured
impact

v Strong

We delivered workshops to 4,200 students across 18 schools. Post-session surveys showed 71% reported
changing at least one daily behaviour within a month.

X Not: “We engaged with over 150,000 people through our campaign.”

4. The entry read like a marketing document

One of the most consistent pieces of judge feedback is: “the entry was full of marketing waffle — lots
of words, not telling me anything meaningful.” Polished, PR-led entries that lack substance do not
make the shortlist.

e The entry described activities and intentions without demonstrating outcomes

e |tread as a corporate overview or brand statement rather than a specific, honest account of
real work

e Greenwashing: large claims unsupported by evidence are identified immediately by
experienced judges and will undermine an otherwise strong entry

e The authentic voice of the people behind the work was absent — judges want to hear it from the
heart, not from the PR department

e (Claiming innovation is not the same as demonstrating it: “we took an innovative approach” is
one of the most common phrases in award entries and one of the least convincing. Describe
what you did that hadn’t been done before, and why it worked
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5. Impact and outcome weren’t front and centre

For most GGA categories, impact and outcome account for 40% of the available score. This is where
entries are most often won or lost.

e Qutput was confused with outcome: the number of people you worked with is not the same as
the difference it made to them

¢ The ‘ripple effect’ of the work — its wider reach and influence beyond the immediate activity —
was not explored

e Challenges and obstacles were not mentioned: judges are experienced professionals who
know nothing worthwhile is straightforward. Entries that acknowledge difficulty feel credible;
entries that list only achievements often do not

¢ Innovations that the team considered routine were not highlighted — what feels ordinary to you
may be genuinely impressive to a judge

e Best practice and transferability were not addressed: entries that show how learnings could
benefit others are well regarded

6. The sustainability angle wasn’t genuinely central

Judges are experienced in sustainability and will see straight through entries that treat it as a box-
ticking exercise.

e The work described was the organisation’s standard business model rather than a meaningful
sustainability intervention above and beyond normal operations. If your business is sustainable
by default, you need to go further: bring in clients or partners your work has helped to change,
and tell that story together

e Collaboration and partnership were underplayed: real change happens through collaborative
working. Judges want to see who was involved from outside your organisation and what
difference it made — not just financial sponsorship of a third party delivering impact
independently

e Forfinance-category entries: the connection between financial activity and measurable
sustainability outcomes was not clearly established

7. The entry wasn’t clearly written

Judges may have broad sustainability expertise but will not necessarily know your sector,
organisation, or initiative in advance. Write for an informed but fresh pair of eyes.

¢ |twas unclear what the initiative actually does, who it benefits, or what problem it solves

e Sector-specific jargon was used without explanation — one judge’s rule of thumb: ‘explain like
I’m five’

e The opening paragraphs did not land strongly — these are your best opportunity to capture a
judge’s attention and summarise your key activities and impact concisely

e The scope of the work — geographic reach, number of beneficiaries, time period — was not
defined
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8. Criteria weighting wasn’t taken into account

The GGA publishes scoring criteria with percentage weightings for every category of transparency,
which is not common across award programmes. Entries that don’t use this information are at a
disadvantage.

e Equal effort was given to all criteria regardless of their scoring weight. A criterion worth 40%
deserves significantly more detail, evidence, and word count than one worth 15%

e |f 40% of the score is available for measurable impact, don’t spend the majority of your word
count on background context

9. Presentation and process

e The word limit was significantly underused, leaving insufficient room to build a compelling case

¢ The entry was submitted without adequate time for review — rushed entries contain avoidable
errors and missed points. If you hear yourself say “That’ll have to do”, then perhaps you should
press pause until next year — or plan earlier!

¢ The final draft was not checked against the criteria by someone who hadn’t written it — fresh
eyes consistently catch gaps the writer cannot see

e Supporting documents were too long or not referenced or worse still, they carried crucial
impact data not mentioned in the application itself: judges will not read a 60-page PDF. Attach
only what is directly relevant, and reference specific pages or paragraphs for anything critical

What to do next

We encourage you to enter again. Many of our shortlisted and winning entrants were not shortlisted in
their first year. The Judges’ Top Tips document is available on our website, and we offer bespoke one-
to-one consultations for individuals and teams if you would like personalised guidance before the next
cycle opens.

Please do not hesitate to get in touch with the GGA team — we are here to help you put your best work
forward.

Want to know exactly why your entry didn’t make the shortlist?

A GGA Entry Review Consultation gives you something this document can’t: a direct, personalised
conversation with the judges who assessed your entry. You’ll find out precisely how your submission
was scored, how it compared to others in your category, and what you’d need to do differently to
reach the shortlist — or the podium.

It’s a structured three-stage process: an initial call to agree your focus, a detailed written report, and
a follow-up meeting to discuss it in depth. The insight is yours to keep — and because many awards
programmes ask similar questions, it will strengthen your entries across the board, not just at GGA.

Find out more about our expert consultation services by visiting the website:
globalgoodcomms.co.uk/expert-entry-guidance
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