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Open Research Funders Group (ORFG) Overview
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e We believe openness is better for philanthropy, better for science, and better for society

e Collectively ORFG members hold assets in excess of $250B, with total annual giving of $12B +
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Model Funding Program Components

It is a community of practice where
funders, experts, and the extended
research community identify,
develop, contribute, and implement
strategies to make existing funding
mechanisms more equitable and more

open.

Extended Research
Community

(particular focus to get
feedback from
underrepresented groups)

Working Group Funders cohort

(Funders, scholars,

scientists, activists) (6 - 10 Philanthropies)
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O&E Model Funding Program Overview

Objective: To identify and implement interventions designed to embed equitable

and open research practices throughout the grantmaking process.

Scope: To implement, follow up, and document a set of around 40 interventions

among a cohort of 4 to 6 funders (ORFG and HRA).
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How do we build the Program Interventions?

e ORFG Equity & Open Science Working Group:
o Representatives from five ORFG members,
o Seven scholars, scientists, and activists working at the intersection of
open research and marginalized communities.

e Good practices identified among our members (ORFG and HRA)

e Continuous feedback from the community
o Twitter campaigns
o  Open Community Calls
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Examples

e Train reviewers and program staff on implicit bias

e Create mechanisms for reporting racist or biased conduct not limited to a
Code of Conduct

e The pool of application reviewers should itself be diverse

e Application is not overly complicated

Open Research
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Analysis of Interventions
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https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVOdfvk_4=/

Implementation analysis

Review

Intervention

> I Rev 1. Train reviewers and program staff on implicit bias I

ORFG puts together the primer for other interventions and shares the primers to PREreview to do
the ones related to their area of expertise.

We could create lift levels. The first one is to indicate good examples, the second can be I'll
outsource it with PREreview, and the heavier one the funder creates customized training at the
level of the funder. |

Rev 4. The pool of application reviewers should itself be diverse.

Implementation
. —> [ J
mechanics !

Rev 6. If external reviewers are used, particularly if they come from traditionally underrepresented groups,

What do you mean by 'diverse'? Gender diversity, racial diversity, instituti iversity, career
stage, all of the above? Be explicit. And then how will you collect and act on these data? Also,
look to PREreview for guidance here.

We should loop PREreviews

This is related to sending diverse channels and networks. Expand and diversify your networks.

they should be properly compensated for their time and expertise.

Collaborative identification

How much do you compensate folks? Are there parameters?
Can we provide a list of examples or references to give an idea of the pay range, Pre-review, NIH,
NSF may have others?

Rev 7. Create evaluation criteria and rubric built on REDI lens framework

Align with the goals of the RFP (dimensions).
= A L P

of resources

Disseminate with your reviewers
We should loop PREreview here

Example: Rev 1. Train reviewers and program staff on implicit bias

Daniela Saderi T
12:34 PM Jan 20 @
I'm envisioning a toolkit that includes A) practical
instructions for funders on how to recruit and train grant

reviewers and B) resources and training materials for
Show more

Daniela Saderi i
12:40 PM Jan 20 ®
This is very important. If the focus is racial/ethnical diversity,
then that's should be made explicit. For our Open Reviewers

proaram pilot we specifically focused on racial diversity and
Show more

Daniela Saderi 7
12:41 PM Jan 20 o

Yes, the toolkit for reviewers will include a rubric.

. rf Open Research
Funders Group



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1YLIf2wDzNkZZgr6WvV6VElp7-W6sqq8V0Pgrc9cQ-TE/edit

Primer
e Interventions: What
® Primers: How

o It is a document that contains strategic and concise information
on how to implement the interventions, so funders can use it to
improve their grantmaking processes.

o A concrete list of actions (checklists) to create the basis to develop
follow-up instruments

o A dissemination tool easy to consume and to share.
rfgos



Primer key components: Cover
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Intervention

—>

| Train reviewers and program staff on implicit bias Ili

Specifications

Grantmaking stage: REVIEW

e What

Applies to: ALL FUNDERS
Audience/target: PROGRAM STAFF, EXTERNAL REVIEWERS

Relevance
* Implicit bias is when people act on the basis of prejudice and without i ing to do so,
and can i Jiscrimination and ities into the process by lowering rating and

funding levels for Underrepresented Minorities (URM) in science and engineering.
©  For funders with an external review process: Training reviewers can help to most objectively

—p» Specifications
e When
e Who

Relevance

identify potential grantees based on el like per impact, i ion, etc. It can
also help to create materials and tools (RFP, reviewer guideli; pool of i
criteria) for inclusivity.

©  For funders who do not have a formal review process: Training program officers or other staff
who make funding recommendations or decisions can improve their objectiveness in identifying
potential grantees for inclusivity based only on el like per impact, il
etc.

Strategic Considerations
o Timing:
©  For external reviewers: Before they turn in their first reviews or attend review board meetings.
©  For existing program staff: Before they handle their next round of applications.
©  For new staff: At the time of hiring, as part of onboarding.
e Staffing:

e Why

Strategic considerations
e Timing

©  Online training or reading materials: Little to no staffing is required, other than the possible
curation, mail and i update of the ials list.
© Courses or workshops: It requires staff whit expertise in this area who will dedicate hours to
conduct the training. , or external instructors will need to be contracted.
©  OQutsourcing training: No staffing is required since reviewers take the training with a third party.
Costs (and benefits):
©  Online training or reading materials: Could have little to no cost, but could have limited impact.
©  Courses or workshops: Paying staff or external experts for additional hours for these activities.
©  Outsourcing training: The cost of the service paid to an external provider. Most likely the most
expensive option, but it may increase expertise in the organization, thus its impact.
Legal: Funders may want to consider consulting with their legal team prior to implementation. Legal
recommendations could be on how to improve language, curricular content, or whether funders can ask
reviewers to sign a statement saying they have undergone implicit bias training.

> Staffing

°
e Costs and benefits
o Legal
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Primer key components: body

" Fondas Gt Open & Equitable Model Funding Program

Possible Approaches to Implementation

Funders should require all program staff, external reviewers, and anyone else involved in making funding
recommendations or decisions based on grant applications to undergo some form of implicit bias training.
However, this training could take several different forms:

e Online training or reading materials: Provide digital materials on implicit bias to all program staff and
potential reviewers. This approach to training would be low-cost, involve a minimal operational burden,
and would likely be an improvement over current reviewer training which often involves no guidance on
implicit bias. However, the passive nature of this training and the reliance on self-reporting that
reviewers have studied the materials may result in limited impact. This could be a good first step for a

funder to take, but hopefully would act as a stepping stone and not the final action.

o Materials: A set of curated links to video explainers by experts in the field, grey literature, and
peer-reviewed articles, preferably a combination of these. Funders could also allow experts in
the ¢ ity to make rec dations as to what should (and should not) be on the
viewing/reading list.

o Delivery: These materials would be provided to staff and/or reviewers at least 1-2 months in
advance of their reviewing activities to allow time for study.

o Compliance: Staff and revi could be asked to sign a short statement saying they had
viewed/read the materials before being allowed to carry out their reviews.

Examples of [Intervention]

-

e [insert examples)

Additional resources
Additional resources that could provide valuable guidance on implicit bias training, and also help in educating
program staff, grantees, and reviewers include:

®  As part of PREreview’s Open Reviewers Toolkit, see the Bias Reflection Guide: Designed for reviewing
manuscripts, but could be adapted for reviewing grant applications

Last updated: 28 January 2022

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which allows
users to copy, redistribute, remix, transform, and bulld upon the material for any purpose, even

commercially. Please attribute the Open Research Funders Group.
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p Primer licence

Possible approaches to
Implementation

—p Example

Additional resources
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Q&A

e Do you have any questions or comments about the program?

e Do you have suggestions about initiatives, good practices we should
look at or people we should talk to?

e Do you feel primers are the right way to provide guidance?

e What other types of information or guidance would be useful for your
organization?

e Would you like to participate in the first funder cohort?

eunice@orfg.org



