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The Stage-based Assessments of Grants for EDI (SAGE) toolkit aims to support efforts by
funding agencies to increase equity, diversity and inclusion (EDI) in their grant processes for
early-career researchers in ecology and related STEM fields. Funding is a critical factor at the
early-career stage (e.g., graduate, postdoctoral levels) that can influence whether individuals
can pursue a career in their field and also what that career might look like. However, early-
career researchers who are black, indigenous, and people of colour (BIPOC) or from other
historically under-represented racial backgrounds and marginalized identities have been
systematically under-served, under-resourced, and under-funded. By increasing EDI in grant
processes, deserving early-career researchers have a greater chance at securing funding and
establishing fruitful and satisfying careers in their chosen fields.

The SAGE toolkit identifies 4 stages of the funding opportunity (Advertisement, Application,
Review, and Awarding) and provides stage-specific considerations posed in the form of
guestions, justifications, and recommendations for advancing EDI efforts. Questions and
recommendations are intended to facilitate iterative assessments and improvements over
multiple funding cycles. This toolkit was motivated by racial inequalities observed among recent
cohorts of ecology-related early-career grants in North America, but is also applicable to
supporting other axes of identity, especially because intersectionality (i.e., the combination and
overlapping of multiple components of identity and thus also potential forms of discrimination
such as racism, sexism, ableism, and classism) can further disadvantage applicants from
equitable consideration.

This toolkit is geared for implementation by funding agencies, and grant-makers, and decision
makers. Considerations in bold are especially important for EDI, while all considerations are
valuable for increasing accessibility and transparency. Considerations with an (*) may require
knowledge available only to those working within the funding agency; other considerations may
be assessed with publicly available information online. The toolkit draws from existing guidance
for equitable grant-making and expert solicitation of professionals in ecology and related fields,
across multiple axes of identity including age, gender, race, ethnicity, stage in career, and
experiences with applying for and/or facilitating funding opportunities.

Increasing EDI among grant recipients is a complex issue for which there is no single strategy
or action to address the current lack of representation among ECRs. While we have made an
effort to make the document as concise as possible, efforts to increase EDI require continued
work, commitment, and constant evaluation. Space has been added in each section for funding
agencies to add their own additional considerations. For more information and the most recent
version of the SAGE toolkit, please visit bit.ly/ediSAGEtoolkit.
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qu: Advertising

Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken

Where is the funding Yes / No
opportunity, or call for
applications or Details: ...
proposals, advertised?
. . Yes / No
Is recruitment active,
passive, or both? * Details: ...
>
o
= ) ) Yes / No
E When is the funding
a opportunity advertised? Details: ...
How much time is there Yes /No
between advertising and Details:
the application deadline? o
. Yes / No
Are URLs and hyperlinks
up to date? Details: ...
Yes / No
Additional considerations... o
Details: ...
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Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken

. . Yes / No
What language is used in
the advertisement? Details: ...
Yes / No
Does language convey a
neutral tone? Details: ...
Is there information about Yes /No
T ; p
.E eligibility requirements? Details: ..
(0]
e
c
(@]
&) ) Yes / No
Does the ad include an
g EDI statement? Details: ...
=
©
=
|-
8 Does the ad describe Yes / No
£ how thereview process Details:
will meet EDI goals? o
Are required and preferred Yes/No
qualifications clearly o
differentiated? Details: ...
Yes / No
Does the ad clearly state
the award amount? Details: ...
Yes / No
Additional considerations... .
Details: ...
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Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken

Is the application through a Yes/No
university or can it be direct Details:
g to the funding agency? o
=
©
e
c
(O]
=
D s the application Yes/No
Q. submls_smn process single Details: ..
& or multi stage?
Yes / No
Additional considerations... o
Details: ...
0
e
c
(O]
e . - Yes / No
o How flexible are eligibility
A~ requirements? Details: ...
>
O
(O]
o
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Yes / No
Are official or unofficial

transcripts required? Details: ...
+—
c
O
O  Are letters from references Yes/No
(» required or just their contact -
‘C details? How many? LIS oo
(]
=
O]
=
-]
O
& Are there specific formatting Yes/No
requirements for preparing Details: ...
applications?
Yes / No
Additional considerations... o
Details: ...
Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken
Is the applicant required Yes / No
to say how they have
contributed to EDI Details: ...
+— efforts?
c
O]
)
c
(@
O Does the application ask Yes / No
for EDI/demographic
information about the Details: ...
applicant?
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—

€ Does the application ask Yes /No

O about non-academic o

o i 2 Details: ...

— ©experiences®

c

O]

[

[

@

O Yes / No
Additional considerations... Details:

Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken

Is there an estimate of how Yes /No
long the application will take Details: ..
to complete?
+ . _ Yes / No
O Is an email available for
O applicants to contact? Details: ...
o
-
0p)
- Yes / No
Are additional resources
available to applicants? Details: ...
Yes / No
Additional considerations... .
Details: ...
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Review

Consideration Recommendation

Description

Action Taken

Provide dates by which all applicants should
receive a decision. Communicate how long
the review process will take, e.g., "applicants
will receive a decision by March 1."

Are expected timelines and
decision dates clearly
stated?

c Provide updates, especially regarding delays

o in the review process. Confirm with

‘= Are updates about the . N

@ review process provided to apph_cants when submlssmns_ have been

O  applicants? received and as soon as decisions are

= ' made.

-}

e Is there public information B_e as specific as possible a_bou_t how

S about the weighting and dlff_erent aspects of the application are

O evaluation of application weighted, e.g., 30% to proposal, 15% to EDI,

QO  sections? etc. These metrics should be public.
Additional considerations... Recommendations...

Recruit reviewers from diverse backgrounds,

What requirements of considering for example: geography,
reviewers are considered language, institution affiliation, gender,

) when assembling career stage, age, accessibility, and ability.

— reviewers?

©

o

= Provide EDI resources and require reviewers

) to receive EDI training, such as those

'S What trainings do required by the Canadian Tri-Council (CIHR,

Q reviewers receive before NSERC, and SSHRC). Require evidence of

O  the review process? training. Activities such as mock reviews can

also familiarize reviewers with the process
and help clarify procedures.

An explicit timeline helps applicants plan. This increases
transparency, helping applicants plan as well as for
reviewers who serve on panels for multiple grant cycles.

Confirmations provide applicants with a sense of closure
at each stage of the process, reduce the number of
inquiries, and offer a realistic sense of when they will
receive a decision. Updates help applicants plan.

Provides applicants with a guide with respect to how
much time should be spent on different sections. Public
information increases EDI accountability.

Description...

This ensures that multiple perspectives are present, and
also helps minimize personal biases, especially those
that would otherwise be held by the majority!®- 1°. For the
Banting fellowship, requirements include academic and
research excellence and representation from a range of
institutions, expertise, region, language, and gender?°.

Training helps reduce bias and unprofessionalism?!
during the review process and increases knowledge
about the EDI and its importance when reviewing
applications?? 23,

Considerations with asterisk indicate that only the funder may be able to answer these questions.

Considerations in bold indicate that they are especially important for EDI.

Yes / No

Details: ...

Yes / No

Details: ...

Yes / No

Details: ...

Yes / No

Details: ...

Yes / No

Details: ...

Yes / No

Details: ...
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Consideration Recommendation

Names should be publicized (e.g., posted on
website) during or after the review process,
and updated per funding cycle or when
reviewers change.

Are reviewers’ names
public?

When possible, compensate reviewers for
their time and expertise. Consider
Are reviewers recognized meaningful acknowledgement of reviewers'
or compensated for their contributions (e.g., financial compensation or
contributions? * some mechanism with employer or
institution).

Consider asking previous successful

Are previousl| ; . ;
P y applicants to either serve as reviewers, or at

+— successful applicants :
C  invited to act as least request optional and anonymous
O  |eviewers for future feedback from them about the application
& . process.
__funding cycles?
o
c Consider placing an EDI advocate, officer, or
© “champion” on the review panel to participate
a Does an EDI advocate sit in meetings and discussions, even if they do
; on the review panel? not contribute to application reviews.
2
>
S:J Before beginning their duties, require
reviewers to agree to a code of conduct that
Is there a code of conduct describes expectations, how issues may be
for reviewers? resolved, and consequences for failure to
adhere.

Designate a maximum number of review
How long do reviewers cycles (e.g., 3-4 years) for which someone
serve? * can serve as a reviewer.

Additional considerations... Recommendations...

Consideration Recommendation

Description Action Taken
Publicizing reviewers’ names contributes to a transparent
review process. However, reviewer anonymity during the Yes/No
review process may be important for safety and unbiased Details:
reviews. C

Undue burdens and workloads should not be put on
reviewers, especially those from under-represented

groups. Yes / No
Details: ...

Previous recipients have experienced the review

process. Accessing their perspectives increases EDI in Yes / No

the review process and helps application components

achieve the desired elicitation from applicants, resulting Details: ...

in greater EDI in applicants and recipients.

A person trained in EDI, bias reduction, and facilitation

can help maintain EDI standards and expectations of Yes / No

reviewer conduct, with merely their presence and/or by

asking mindful questions about the motivations behind Details: ...

scores and decisions,

A code of conduct for reviewers increases awareness,

provides a guide, and creates accountability. Yes / No
Details: ...

Having a maximum reduces the burden on reviewers and
encourages diversity in the review panel. Reviewers for Yes/No
the Banting Fellowship serve a maximum of 3

consecutive years?. DI oo
Yes / No
Description... Details: ...
Description Action Taken
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A double-blind process is a good approach A carefully developed review structure contributes to a

to address some biases, but it can also mask transparent process. No approach is likely to be perfect, Yes / No
Is the review process other, implicit, personal biases. Alternatively and limitations and weaknesses should be
blind? * (or additionally), have a diverse review panel acknowledged?>. Details: ...

with multiple reviewers for each application.

State in the advertisement and application Research has shown that narrow definitions of

that applications from marginalized, appropriate, rigorous science, or accepted paradigms
underrepresented, and BIPOC groups will can limit and systematically underfunded demographics
receive special/additional consideration (not (e.g., black)?6. This approach will also help redress the
Do all applications begin just that they are encouraged). Consider pre- history of marginalization and intersectionality. For Yes / No
with thepgame A O? scoring or preliminary rankings to help example, Vanier and Banting fellowships have a form of
standing? * applications that self-identity as from under- this through their selection criteria and procedures, Details: ...
g represented groups and elevate them to the although it does not seem to specifically target EDI
(V)] forefront of discussion or review, although objectives?”.
g this may leave some out if self identifying is
o optional.
9
0 After scoring but before final decisions, Over-reliance on quantitative scores reduces nuance in
= reviewers should meet to review applicants’ evaluations. Roundtable meetings create consensus and Yes / No
o Do reviewers discuss evaluations and scores. Use scores as a tool transparency, and reduce personal biases that may have
.— rubric scoring? for discussion rather than as a decision- influenced results. Details: ...
5 maker.
o
Non-academic, non-traditional but Extenuating circumstances (e.g., family responsibilities,
How are non-academic nevertheless relevant experience and leave) can affect traditional “success” metrics such as Yes / No
arts of the aoplication achievements such as leadership should be grades, work experience, publications.
b P considered indicators of excellence and Details: ...

i i ? .
weighted/considered? potential success?® %,

. . At the end of each funding cycle, provide Reviewers may have insights that can increase Yes / No
Do reviewers debrief after . . . S
: reviewers with the opportunity to offer transparency and accountability in future grant cycles.
the review process? ; -
feedback on the review process. Details: ...
Yes / No
Additional considerations... Recommendations... Description... .
Details: ...
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e Awarding

I\
Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken
Are non-monetary Explicitly state in the application process if
resources awarded? the award includes other benefits or Yes / No
resources, such as training, travel,
mentorship, and how long those resources Details: ...
are available.
Is there indication about Explicitly state in the advertisement and or Yes / No
how competitive the application the number of applicants and
opportunity is? awards given in previous funding cycles. Details: ...
In how many Explicitly state in the application how funds
c stages/portions is the will be awarded. Reduce the number of
© money awarded? * payments, ideally awarding funds up-front Yes/No
= rather than as reimbursements. Explicitly Details:
8 state if payment is through another institution o
= e.g., university, and tax implications.
3 . . . .
e Is feedback given to Feedback to all applicants increases their
c successful or unsuccessful future chances of success, either with the
) applicants? same or different funding opportunities. If this
O is an option, then also communicate when Yes /No
applicants should expect to be notified. Details: ..
Are applicants given the Ask applicants for feedback about the
opportunity to provide application process, as well as their
feedback? experience holding the award (e.g., exit Yes/No
interview or survey). Target questions to Details:

identify strengths and areas for future
improvement.
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Are there reporting Avoid unnecessary reporting that burdens

requirements for successful recipients with no benefit. If specific reporting

applicants? requirements exist, be explicit about
expected deadlines and reporting documents
(e.g., interim, annual, final reports, etc.).
Report templates are helpful and should be
provided upon award acceptance. Recipient-
specific discussions about realistic report
deadlines are encouraged.

Yes / No

Details: ...

Yes / No

Communication contd.

Additional considerations... Recommendations... .
Details: ...

Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken

Are recipients allowed Explicitly state in the advertisement and

to/prohibited from application materials if recipients are

accessing other resources? prohibited from holding multiple concurrent
(financial) awards or employments. Consider
allowing applicants to hold simultaneous
awards, especially if awarded by different
funding agencies.

Yes / No

Details: ...

Are funds limited to certain Explicitly state in the advertisement and

expenses? application materials if there are any
restrictions to how the funds can be used,
such as publication costs or salary/stipends.
Allow applicants to list in the application any
potential costs which may not already be
specifically mentioned under the award.
Generally, avoid stipulations.

Yes / No

Details: ...

Is multi-year or Specifically state whether the grant is

continued/renewed funding renewable or not. The possibility of renewed

possible? funding offers ECRs financial security when
trying to establish a foothold in their field.

Yes / No

Award Limitations

Details: ...

Are paid leaves or breaks  Allow for leaves and breaks to account for

allowed? unexpected circumstances that may affect
the ability of recipients to make progress.
Ideally, leaves and breaks should be paid. At
minimum, state in the application if leaves
are allowed.

Yes / No

Details: ...
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Are no-cost extensions of  Offer conditions for no-cost extensions to

T funds possible? funds if the proposed deliverables/project
s end up being delayed. Yes / No
(&)
2 Details: ...
2
g
£
£
-‘95 Yes / No
= Additional considerations... Recommendations... .
< Details: ...
Consideration Recommendation Description Action Taken
Is information about Aggregated patterns about recipients may be
recipients’ diversity tracked and reported to improve future
collected, analysed, and  funding cycles. This requires optional Yes/No
reported? * questions in the application to declare Details:
@) ethnicity, racial background, and other axes o
c of identity and underrepresentation.
=
O Are successful applications With consent from applicants, successful Yes / No
Q. published? applications may be published and made
& publicly available Details: ...
Yes / No
Additional considerations... Recommendations... .
Details: ...
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