INCENTIVES FOR GRANT REVIEWERS – POSTED 10/11/2021
Consolidated Responses from HRA Listserv

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES:
On Monday, October 11, 2021, the Fanconi Anemia Research Fund (FARF) reached out to the HRA member organizations via the HRA listserv to gather member organizations' practices on paying individuals for reviewing grant proposals as FARF considers offering incentives to potential reviewers for their grant proposals. Individuals from seven organizations responded to this inquiry soon after this inquiry was distributed via the HRA listserv. Four of these organizations indicated that they pay individuals to review potential grant proposals to be funded, one organization gives “coffee cards”, and one organization indicated that they do not pay individuals to review potential grant proposals to be funded. One representative from an organization discussed her personal experience as a grant proposal reviewer, noting that she received $500 last year for completing a review for a large, US-based life science-related philanthropic endeavor. The amount paid to these individuals ranged from $100 to $1,000 per grant proposal to review, with generally more money being offered for longer grant proposals and more detailed reviews. 

RESPONSE DETAIL:
Initial post:  	October 11, 2021
Laura Hefner, Research Program Coordinator, Fanconi Anemia Research Fund
Dear HRA Organizations:
 The Fanconi Anemia Research Fund (FARF) is looking into the possibility of incentives (monetary and non-monetary) for our external reviewers for our grant proposals. FARF research grant awards two-year, up to $250,000 grants to investigators studying topics relevant to Fanconi anemia. Proposals contain a research strategy limited to 5 pages for review. We were wondering if any organizations offer incentives to their external reviewers for their grant proposals, and if so, what these incentives are. 
 We greatly appreciate any advice you can offer.
 
Response 1:  	October 11, 2021
Elise Hoover, Senior Director of Research, PKD Foundation
Hi all,
The PKD Foundation awards up to 8 grants (@ $80k) and 3 fellowships (@ $60k) per year. Our scientific reviewers are not compensated (aside from travel expenses related to the review meeting), as our Scientific Advisory Committee recommended that the value to career development was sufficient. However, we provide a stipend to our stakeholder (patient) reviewers @ $500. Each reviewer is usually assigned 5-6 applications.  Best of luck on the decision!

Response 2:	10/11/2021
Jackie Hausman, Program Officer, Health, Kenneth Rainin Foundation
Hi Laura,
We use external reviewers for LOIs and pay them a $250 honorarium. The amounts of the awards range from $100,000 - $300,000. Our full proposals are only reviewed by our Scientific Advisory Board. 
Best,
Jackie

Response 3:	10/11/2021
Amy Bernard, Ph.D., Director of Life Sciences, The Kavli Foundation
Hi,
My own experience as a reviewer involved receiving $500 for my participation in a comparable review that I did last year.  Not sure I can share the organization, but it’s a large, US-based life science-related philanthropic endeavor.
-Amy

Response 4:	10/11/2021
Dawid Potgieter, DPhil (he/him), Director, Programs in Discovery Science
Templeton World Charity Foundation
Hi Laura,
We would offer $300 for grants of a similar size. For larger proposals, we offer $500. That said, it also depends on the detail of the review. If you ask reviewers to write detailed comments, then it might be worth paying more.
All the best,
Dawid

Response 5: 	10/11/2021
Kevin Moses, PhD, Senior Program Director, W. M. Keck Foundation
Dear Laura,
Right now, we (W. M. Keck Foundation) do not.
But we have been debating that issue.  I would be interested in what you learn: how many do pay and what is the going rate?

Response 6:	10/12/2021
Nicholas J. S. Gibson, Ph.D. | Director, Human Sciences | John Templeton Foundation
Hi Laura, 
We do pay external reviewers for full proposals (generally quite a bit longer than what you describe); we aren’t consistent, but are transitioning from offering $300 to offering $500. We might offer more for especially complex proposals.
Side note: reviewing for a funder and reviewing for a journal isn’t quite the same thing, but with the 450 Movement getting some attention, offering a minimum of $450 might be a helpful benchmark. (See https://twitter.com/450movement or https://www.science.org/content/article/450-question-should-journals-pay-peer-reviewers  for more on this.)
Nick 

Response 7: 	October 15, 2021
Liz Jackson, Sr. Specialist, Scientific Programs, lizjackson@foundation4pt.org
I am unsure if I am too late to this comment, but this is a question I have asked and fielded over the years as a grants administrator. And I have found that I will talk to someone and think, why that is a great idea! Then I talk to someone else who tells me that it depends on who you are getting to complete your reviews. It seems to me most do not want compensation for something they expect to be asked to do. Some say they do take the stipends but then they donate them somewhere else because they don’t want to take financial support or their institutions do not allow them to take it.

 We buy ours coffee cards to say thank you and to support them in completing our reviews. I don’t think it is part of the “sales pitch” to get them to participate – not really a huge incentive but people seem to enjoy coffee. 😊

Something we do is invite them each year well ahead of time and spell out what their commitment really is as part of our review committee. Then we ask them along the way if they still want to participate as we hit each point in the process. I think that helps. We aren’t giving out huge dollar amounts of grants and we, of course, are always working to streamline our review with an online platform that is easier and simple to use each year.

 I am not sure if the results of the poll from a few years back are somewhere in the HRA archive or if thoughts and plans have changed around stipends for reviewers with all of the changes that have taken place over the past year and a half or so.
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