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Thank you for your letter of 9" September regarding the Science and Technology Select Committee’s
inquiry Into the impact of sclence funding policy on equality, diversity, Inclusion and accesslibllity.

I am pleased to respond to each of the questions in turn and hope the responses will be useful in helping
to frame the inquiry.

UK Research and Innovation (UKRI) recognises that equallty, diversity and inclusion (EDI) — of people and
Ideas - is cruclal for delivering excellence in research and Innovation. As a research and innovation funder,
as an employer and as an influentlal voice across research and Innovation sectors, we have made EDI a
priority In our first year.

To underpin our ambitions, we appointed Professor Jennifer Rubin, Executive Chair of the Economic and
Social Research Councll (ESRC), as the UKRI Executive Champion for Equality, Diversity and Incluslon In
April 2018. Since then, she has recruited and Chalrs an EDI External Advisory Group that brings together
interdisciplinary experts from the UK and international public, private and charitable sectors to advise on
UKRI’s approach and priorities.? With the support and expertise of this group, we have developed our
UKRI-wide EDI Strategic Framework, which launches later this Autumn 2019. This framework emphasises
how we will create a research and Innovation culture that supports an inclusive environment for everyone
and how we willl lead by example.

Professor Rubln has championed an evidence-based approach to EDI and was instrumental in the hiring of
Dr Karen Salt to UKRI, who, as Deputy Director of Culture and Environment (Acting) offers senlor
leadership and support for peer review, EDI, research integrity, research culture, ethics, Open Access and
bullylng and harassment.

With the support of Professor Rubin and Dr Salt, UKRI teams have commissloned three evidence reviews
to build the evidence base of what does and does not work to improve EDI outcomes, and Identify where

! Further information about the EAG Is avallable from www.ukri.org/news/external-advisory-group-to-help-shape-
ukris-equallty-diversity-and-Incluslon-agenda/.
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there are gaps In knowledge that we must address. These reviews will be published alongside our strategic
framework in late Autumn. We will continue to take an evidence-informed approach to shape our work In
this area.

With the creation of UKRI, we have brought together nine organisations which fund and support a vast
array of institutions, researchers, innovators and businesses. There Is a significant effort underway to
harmonise the data we collect across our Councils and bring it into one system. In doing so, we can Identify
disparitles and ensure that we attract and retain talent from the widest possible pool. Our harmonisation
work features as part of our five-year programme of work on EDI. We have begun this work and will
continue building our capabllities during Year 1.

Before turning to the questions, there is one Important caveat. UKRI does not hold data for external
funding agencies. As such, in answering questions regarding ‘funding agencies’, we have responded with
UKRI-held data and discuss UKRI processes.

Q1: Which UK bodles annually disburse more than £40 million public funding to elther academia or
Industry for the purpose of research In sclence, technology, engineering, maths and medicine (STEMM),
elther as grants, fellowshlps or research contracts?

UKRI's total spend Includes funding for STEMM and other disciplines. Every constitutive funding body
within UKRI disburses more than £40m per annum (see the table, below). UKRI does not hold information
on other UK bodies that disburse public funding but would suggest the Committee approach organisations
including the UK Space Agency, National Institute of Health Research and the Defence Science and
Technology Laboratory.

UKRI Councll i
E— B _ allocation
AHRC _ £124m
BBSRC _ £438m
EPSRC _ £1,148m
ESRC £224m
MRC £717m
NERC _ £441m
STFC £725m
Research England £2,217m
Innovate UK £829m

Q2: What data pertalning to protected characteristics of applicants for funding do funding agencles
collect and hold?

The seven Research Councils collect data on sex, disabllity, ethnicity and age. Since the creation of UKRI
we have been working to harmonise this data and will be publishing the fnal dataset with a narrative in
November 2019. We are also in the process of developlng a new system that will collect data across

additlonal characteristics. The first funding opportunity will be piloted through the new system in 2020.
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Two of UKRI’s constituent bodies — Research England and Innovate UK - predominantly fund organisations,

not Individuals (universities and businesses, respectively). Our approach going forward is to strengthen
data collection across all UKRI bodies. Please see our answer to question four for further Information.

Q3: For funding agencies that gather data relating to protected characteristics, for each of the last flve

years (or a shorter perlod If 5-year data Is unavallable):

The statistics below represent key findings in the data, for example where there has been change over
time, no change or where further action Is needed. Some graphs have been Included below to Indicate
change over time. We have also Included an annex describing our statistical tests.

| or Professor Rubin would be very happy to meet the committee to provide more Information on the data

outlined in this letter and provide further analysls to give the committee a full picture of UKRI’s work on
EDI in preparation for the launch of this Inquiry.

Please note: Some of this data has been produced specifically to answer the questions asked of UKRI. Data

contained in these responses will be part of our publication In November 2019 as outlined in the summer

announcement

The number of applications and awards with decisions by year are presented in Table 1.

Tabie 1

' Financlal Princlpal Investigators | Co-Investigators Fellows '

|Year | Applications | Awardees | Applications | Awardees | Applications | Awardees |
14/15 9810 2,785 18.325 5,650 1235 265
15/16 9,485 2,585 18,360 5.475 1,455 295
16/17 10,195 2,920 24.460 6,255 1,305 255

| 17/18 ! 8.525 2,355 20475 | 6075 1,435 295
18/19 9415 2425 26,450 | 6765 1755 325

Note: 1. This dataset oh.lv_lncludes applications with decislons (footnote 3).

2. All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5.

i) How does the number and proportion of applications recelved by the funding agency vary with each

protected characteristic?

Please find below information on the number? of applications received by UKRI broken down by age,
gender, disability and ethnicity’. These include data on Principal Investigators (Pls), Co-Investigators (Cls)

1 All numbers are rounded to the closest 5. Percentages and differences are based on actual numbers. Percentages are rounded and may not
always add up to 100%. Averages and numbers for groups with 1 and 4 are suppressed to prevent disclosure.

¥ The database Includes applications with declslons In a given year. The grants database used for diversity analysis excludes non-competitive grants

such as Institute grants, travel grants, algorithmic grants where the grant holders are not researchers and grants with 100% success or rejection
rates. Additlonally, fellowships and research grants with multiple Principal Investigators are excluded from diversity analysls. Data may Include

Instances of applicants applying multiple time.
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and Fellows. For PIs, the data also covers Information on funding by responsive mode. There is correlation
between age, gender and ethnicity and the proportion of applications at all three levels, which are detailed
In the section below. The correlation between disability status and applications are less rellable due to
likely Issues with low level of disability disclosure, with only 1% declaring disabillty compared to the ONS
estimate of 13% in the economically active population.* We have begun more advanced analysls to
understand the degree to which personal characteristics Influence application rates.

Age
Figure 1 shows the relative share of each age category at all three levels of applications.

e Among Pls, the largest proportion of applicants over the last 5 years tend to belong to the 40-49
age group (approx. 35%) and the lowest proportion belong to the under 29 age group (<3%). The
relative proportion of applicants by age category has remalned relatively stable over the last 5
years.

e Like for PIs, the largest proportion of Cls are from the 40-49 age group and the lowest proportion
is from applicants. The relative proportion of applicants has remalned steady over the last 5 years.

e For fellowships, the 30-39 age group form the highest proportion of applicants (approx. 65%) and
the older age groups (50-59 and 60+) form the lowest proportion (4% and 1% approximately). This
pattern Is steady over the years.

e Inall age categorles In 2018/19, the number of applicants Is divided quite evenly between
responsive and managed mode with the largest divergence In the 50-59 age category where 54%
of applicatlons were for managed mode funding.

Figure 1
Proportion of applicants by a%? category as Pls, Fellows and
s
100%
80%
60%
20%
0%
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m<20 »30-38 =40-49 =50-58 =60+

4 Source : Table A0S, Economic actlvity of people with disablliities
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Disability

In all categories of applications, approximately 6% of applicants do not disclose their disability status. The
relative share of those disclosing a disability has remalned similar over the last 5 years for all three
categories of applications.

At 1%, the proportion of Pl applicants (1%) who say that they have a disabllity has remained steady
since 2014-15 (Figure 2). The proportion of applicants Is similar for both Cis and Fellows.

In 2018/19, UKRI received 135 (1%) applications from Pls who disclosed their disability compared
to 8,660 (92%) applications from applicants those who said that they did not have a disabllity.

In 2018/19, managed mode calls have a larger share of applicants relative to responsive mode,
regardless of whether disabllity is disclosed.

Figure 2
Applications by disability status for Pls
100% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92%
80%
60%
40%
20% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
0% 1% 1%
14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19
=== D|sabled Not disabled s=e=~Not disclosed
Gender

Between men and women, men form a larger proportion of applicants than women in all three categorles.
However, within the category of applications from women, women form a larger share of applicants at
Fellow level compared to Cl and Pl level. (see FigureFigure 3)

In 2018/19, UKRI received 2,675 (28%) applications from female Pls compared to 6,570 (70%) from
male Pls.

In 2018/19, UKRI received 1,256 applications for response mode funding from female applicants
and 3,180 from male applicants. The share of applications for managed mode and responsive
funding respectively is similar for both men (52% vs 48%) and women (53% vs 47%).

For Cls in 2018/19, UKRI received 8,545 (32%) applications from female Cls and 17,545 (66%)
applications from male Clis.

In 2018/19 UKRI recelved 615 (35%) Fellow applications from female applicants compared to 1,040
(59%) from male applicants.
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e Asshown In Flgure 3, the proportlon of female co-investigator applicants has increased over the
last 5 years (+5pp°). The Increase In the proportion of female Pis and Fellow applicants is relatively
smaller, although the proportion of female applicants for Fellowships was highest at 38% in

2016/17.
Figure 3
Proportion of female applicants as Pls, Cls and Fellow
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Ethnicity

In all categorles of applicatlons, between 8-10% of applicants do not disclose their ethnicity. White
applicants form the majority of applicants, although there Is an Increase In ethnic minority applicants for
Cls and Fellows since 2014/15 as seen In Figure 4.

e In 2018/19 UKRI recelved 1,215 applications from Pls from ethnic minorities (13%) and 7,460
applications from white applicants (79%). This pattern has remalned relatively steady since
2014/15 when the proportlon of ethnic minority applicants was 11% and that of white applicants
was 81%.

* In 2018/19, UKRI received 550 applications for response mode funding from those In ethnic
minorities and 3,655 from white applicants. In 2018/19, a majority of the ethnic minority (55%)
applicants applled to managed mode calls

e In 2018/19, UKRI received 5,950 (22%) applications from Clis from ethnic minoritles and 17,985
(68%) applications from white applicants. This is an increase of 10pp for ethnic minority Cls from
12% in 2014-15.

e In 2018/19, UKRI recelved 280 (16%) Fellowship applications from ethnic minorities, compared to
1,310 (75%) from white applicants. The 4pp Increase In the share of ethnic minority applications
masks annual fluctuations.

5 PP is percentage point
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Figure 4
Ethnic minority applicants as Pls, Cls and Fellows
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3ii) How does the success rate for all funding types (broken down by princlpal Investigator and co-
Investigator, where appropriate) vary with each protected characteristic?

Please find below Information on success rates for UKRI broken down by age, gender, disability and
ethnicity. These Include data on PIs, CIs and Fellows. For Pls the data also covers Information on success
rates for response mode funding. As this data is not a sample, a different approach to understanding the
uncertainty that comes with these flgures has been taken (more detalls are in Annex A). ® Success rates
vary by protected characteristics and year and we would require further analysis to understand the effect
of the characterlstic of interest. Llke in 3 (i), we have to Interpret the relation between disability and
success rate with caution.

Age

e In 2018/19, the success rate for Pls in all age categories ranged from 25% to 27%.
® For Pis, while the under 29 age group form the smallest share of applicants among those with

known ages, this group has the highest success rate In all years but 2015/16 (figure 5). The small
size of the under 29 category means that it fluctuates more than any other category, as it is more
susceptible to the effects of Individual funding Inlitliatives.

e The success rate for response mode funding for applicants aged 30-39 was 19% compared to 31%
for other funding types. For 50-59 age category, the success rate for response mode funding was
22%. The older age categories have higher success rates in both types of applications.

8 As this data Is not a sample, confidence Intervals are not reguired. However, each characterlstic has missing data and varlabllity In the number of
observations of the protected characteristics and the counterpart which could affect the concluslons and we have used sensitlvity tests to address
this. This approach creates two estimates for each success rate for the binary characteristies (disabllity, gender and ethniclty, but does not work
for age). [See graphs with sensltivity boundaries In the Annex]
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For Cls, In 2018/19, the success rate for all age categorles ranged from 22% to 27%, with the
highest rate for 50-59 age group.

There is annual variation in success rates for Cls. From having the highest success rate amongst all
age groups in 2014/15 and 2015/16 (33% and 35%), the under 29 age group had the lowest
success rate in 2018/19 (22%).

In 2018/19, all the age categories for Fellowships have similar success rates, ranging from 18% to
20%. There is, however, yearly variation in success rates for all age groups.

In prior years, the 50-59 age group has the highest success rates for Fellowshlps, compared to
other age groups.

Figurs §
Success rate by age category, for Pls
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Disability

As seen in Figure 6, in 2018/19 the success rate for Pls who sald they were disabled was 22%
compared to 26% for Pls who said they did not have a disability. The difference between the two
groups ranges from 2pp to 7pp over the last five years.

Success rates have fluctuated annually and declined for both groups of Pls In 2018/19 relative to
2014/15

In 2018/19, the success rate for Cls is 25%, irrespective of whether they revealed their disability or
not. There is fluctuation In the success rates in prior years.

In 2018/19, the success rate for Fellowship applicants who said they had a disability was 15% and
those who did not was 18%. In the previous four years, however, the pattern was the opposite
with those with stated disabilities having higher success rates than those without.

Due to the small number of applicants and awardees who disclose their disability and missing
values for disabillty, we cannot be certaln there Is a meaningful difference in success rates based
on disabllity.
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Figure 6
Success rate by disability for Pls and Fellows
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Gender

e In 2018/19 the success rate of female applicants at P! level was 24% compared to 26% for males.
Men have higher success rates in all years, with the difference ranging from 2-4pp.
e In 2018/19, men have higher success rates than women In both responsive (21% v. 19%) and

managed mode funding (31% vs. 28%).

Male Cls have higher success rates than women in all years, but 2018/19 when there Is no gap.

As shown in Figure 7, women have higher success rates than men as Fellows, unllke that as female
Pls. The success rate for female Fellow applicants in 2018/19 was 24% compared to 16% for males
Women have higher success rates than men in all years, but 2014/15 when the success rate was

equal for both (21%).

e Despite a fairly small gap In success rates, the low level of missing data and relatively large
numbers in both categories means we can be confident that the differences are unlikely to be the

result of chance varlation.
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Figure 7
Success rate by gender for Pls and Fellows
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Ethnicity

e In 2018/19, the success rate of applicants from ethnic minoritles at Pl level was 17% compared to
27% of white applicants. For Pls, white applicants have higher success rates than ethnic minority
applicants in all years (Figure 8). Sensitivity analysis suggests that we can be confldent that this
difference exists. It is not the result of chance variation.

e In 2018/19, both ethnic minority and white applicants have higher success rates in managed
modes than responsive mode calls, with white applicants having higher success rates than ethnic
minority applicants in both types of calls.

e In 2018/19, the success rate for ethnic minoritles and white applicants at Cl level was 22% and 27%
respectively. Ethnic minority Cls had consistently lower success rates than their white counterparts
In previous years.

® In 2018/19 the success rate for ethnic minority applicants for Fellowships was 21% and 19% for
white applicants, although missing data and relatively small number of observations means we
cannot be confldent In this difference. As seen In Flgure 8, success rates for both ethnic minority
and white applicants has remalned relatively steady.

10
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Figure 8
Success rate by ethnicity for Pls and Fellows
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3lll. How does the total amount of funding awarded vary with each protected characteristic?

Please find below information on total amount of funding’ awarded by UKRI broken down by age, gender,
disability and ethnicity for PIs and Fellows, respectively. Please note that in this section average amounts
refer to mean values.®® This sectlon also presents results by award size values.® While there is correlation
between protected characteristic and mean award value, higher mean award values tend to reflect higher
application amounts. These differences could be due to a number of factors such as experience and
subject area, which will require further investigation.

Age
Applicants in older age categories tend to apply for and win larger awards.

e For Pls, In 2014/15 the average award size for 60+ was £691,000. As seen in Figure 9, older age
categories (50-59 and 60+) have larger awards relatlve to other age groups. In 2018/19, the
average amount awarded to those aged 40-49 was £609,000 compared to £998,000 of those aged
60+.

o In all award slze categories, age categories 40-49 and 50-59 have the largest share of the grants
over the last 5 years. Thelr share of the ‘large’ and ‘very large’ award category tends to exceed
70% of the awards.

e For Fellowshlps, like for research grants, the under 29 age group gets the smallest award amount,
relative to other age groups as shown in all years (Figure 10). (Award amounts for 60+ age group
for Fellowshlps are suppressed in all but 2015/16 due to small numbers.)

7 All award values are rounded to the nearest 1,000.

® Award amounts have Inflation Indexation removed to enable comparison with amounts applied for.

® Medlan award amount Is less than the mean award. Preliminary analysis Indlcates that the relative award amounts for protected characteristics
and thelr counterparts were In a simllar direction for hoth estimates.

10 Award size categories for research grants are as follows: 1. Small-Less than £200,000 2. Medlum-£200,000-£1,000,000 3. Large-£1,000,000-
£5,000,000 and 4. Very large-More than £5,000,000. The award amounts used for these categaries Indude Inflatlon Indexatlon.

1
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Figure 9

Mean award amount for Pls for UKRI, by age category
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Figure 10
Mean Award amounts for fellows by age category
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Note: Fellowshlp award amounie are euppressed for the 60+age group due to low numbers (between 1 and 4) for all
years, but 2015/16.
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Disability

Figure

Gender

Award amounts closely correlate to the differences in the average application amount by
disability. The ratio of award amount to amount applied for Is simllar In all years except 2015/16
for PIs and in all years for Fellows.

In 2018/19 the average amount awarded to Pls who disclose a disability was £327,000 compared
to £653,000 to those who sald they did not have a disabllity. The relative value of award amount of
disabled and non-disabled applicants varies from year to year, with disabled awardees receiving
higher amounts than non-disabled awardees In 2015/16 and 2017/18 as shown in Figure 11.

Of ‘large’ awards given in 2018/19, 91% went to those who said they did not have a disabillty. This
figure is similar for all award sizes.

For Fellowshlps In 2018/19, UKRI awarded an average of £288,000 to applicants who disclosed
their disabllity, compared to £580,000 to those who said they did not have a disabllity.
Non-disabled applicants for Fellowships win larger awards than disabled applicants in all but one
year (2017/18).

Mean award amount and award to application ratio by
disability status for Pls

80%
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Mean award amounts

20%

0%
14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 168/19

= disabled wssn not disabled

Note: The line graph refers to the proportion of award amount relative lo the emount
applled for.

In 2018/19 the average amount awarded to female and male Pl applicants was £640,000 and
£672,000, respectively. The amount awarded to females Is consistently less than that awarded to
males. This disparity Is corelated with a lower amount applied for by females compared to males.
However, the ratlo of award amounts to application amount is higher for women than for men in
all years for research grants.

13
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By award slze category, female Pl led awards form a smaller proportion of all award slze
categories, compared to male Pl led projects. In all years, they have higher representation In the
‘small’ award size category, compared to the ‘medium, ‘large’ and ‘very large’ as lllustrated in
Flgure 12.

Fellowship awards for men are larger than that for women in all years. As shown in Figure 13,
women apply for and win lower award amounts than men in all years, but the amount they win as
a proportion of what they apply for Is simllar to or higher than that for men.

12

Proportion of female Pls in each award size category
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X' denotes results that have been suppressed due to small numbers (between 1 and 4).
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Figure 13

Application and award amount by gender over time
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Ethnicity

In 2018/19, the average amount awarded to Pl applicants from an ethnic minority was £564,000
compared to £670,000 for white applicants. Ethnic minority awardees generally won amounts less
than their white peers. This was the case In all years but 2014/15. It is also the case that white
applicants apply for higher amounts than thelr ethnic minority counterparts In all years.

The proportion of ethnic minorities in each award slze category Is between 7% and 11%. In
2018/19, 85% of large awards went to white applicants and 9% to ethnic minoritles (Figure 14).
For Fellowships, ethnic minority awardees have won larger awards In the last four years as shown
In Figure 15. The award value as a proportion of amount applied for Is similar for both groups of
applicants.

16
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Figure 14
Proportion of ethnic minorities in each award size category
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Figure 15
Mean award value and award to application ratio by ethnicity
for Fellows
£700
- — s 100%
3 £600 - M—
™y cC
52 cio
Bg 3
@ £300 8
g 2 £200 0% &
cE g100
S £0 85%
14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19
Year

mmmm Ethnic minority == While =====Ethnic minority es=\Vhite

Note: The line graph denctes the eward amount as a proportion of amount
applled for.

We do not consistently capture, hold or process data that correspond to Questions 3c and 3d. In terms of
Question 3c, across UKRI, Expression of Interest stages are not managed in a uniform system and the
current quality of record keeping varies by Council. Outline stage applications are captured in our system
but are not linked to subsequently submitted grant proposals. Work has been done in the past to try and
Join these processes up, but this remains a challenge.

Regarding 3d, UKRI Councils classify grants in different ways, using varlous levels of granularity.

10
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Factors to consider when interpreting this data

1. We have presented results for UKRI overall and have not broken them down by Councll. There Is
considerable varlation amongst the 7 Research Councils in proportion of applicants, awardees,
success rates and award amounts. Information by Indlvidual Councils will be published in
November 2019.

2. These results show while outcomes such as success rate and particular demographic characteristic
are related in these descriptive statistics, In order to isolate what Is driving these relationships,
more sophisticated analysis such as loglstic regression will Isolate particular drivers of the
relationships identified. However, It is clear that there are complex dynamics at play, including
asking for less being assoclated with getting less.

3. Further details on sensltivity analysis is contained In Annex A.

Q4: For all funding agencles, In terms of the collection of detalled data regarding protected
characteristics:

a. What data are published regularly, and with what frequency?
Untll 2018, the seven Research Councils within UKRI annually published thelr Council-specific diversity
data. This dataset covered four protected characteristics across a range of roles and funding types: the
ethnicity, age, gender and disability status of principal investigators, co-Investigators, postgraduates
holding studentships and those in receipt of fellowships. The last release of this data was In Aprll 20184,

Since the creatlon of UKRI, we have worked to harmonise across thlis dispersed dataset In order to
investigate patterns, recognise trends, prioritise actions and Improve our understanding of the impact of
our role as a public funder of research and innovation. We have worked to improve our data collecting
abilities and our analytical capabllities and will now publish diversity data for the four characteristics,
noted above, on our webslte later In Autumn 2019. This publication will cover the financial years 2014/15-
2018/19. Beginning next year, we will return to producing an annual report.

We also produce our Gender Pay Gap Report. Our reports can be found here:

b. What are the barrlers to collecting detalled data?
Barrlers to collecting data and belng confident in the accuracy of the information gathered can include:

e A rellance upon applicants self-disclosing their personal Information or having knowledge of the
personal information of their team. Self-disclosure remains a consistent challenge that Is not
overcome merely by trying to entice Individuals to disclose thelr Information. What may impel
someone to disclose informatlon about themselves to one organisation may eliclt a negative
response in another context, producing a dataset that has uneven rates (for example, if someone
chooses not to disclose their disabllity to one organisation, but will to another).

n Resulis for disabllity were only provided for atudent starts,
due o small sample sizes for other categories. Also, u large number chose not to disclose their disability atatua
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s Having expanded, consistent and synchronised data collection capabllities. Since coming together
as UKRI, we have reviewed our data collectlon systems and analytical capabllities. That assessment
indicated that we need to Invest In new systems to enhance our data capture and further refine
our processes for filtering and acting on the Information we hold. We are currently developing
new ways to gather integrated information and new systems for sharing that informatlon across
the organlsation. This Is a complex project, but we are taking the necessary steps to roll out a
robust and trusted system.

e Balancing a need for more Information with the responsibility of ethically handling sensitive
personal Information and complying with legal frameworks. Our data collection policies follow
data protocols, guldance on handling sensitive information and our legal obligations and
requirements as stipulated within the legal framework of the General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR). We take seriously our responsibility to ask and act on sensitive information In a trusted
manner — including when to solicit information and in what form. We are reviewing our collection
processes as part of the above-mentioned work and plan to review our data collectlon protocols
on a yearly basis to make sure that they reflect informatlon that we need and that we act on the
Information provided.

‘c. What are the barrlers to releasing detalled data?
Releasing detalled data comes with risks that need mitigating; some of these, such as the sensitivity of the
informatlon, have been expressed In previous answers. One risk and barrier that we have not previously
discussed is the issue of low reporting numbers. For example, there are low numbers of self-reporting
disabllity applicants across our dataset. There is a concern that such low figures might enable applicants to
be Identifled. In these and other Instances, we may need to minimise such risks of disclosure through data
suppression.

There are additlonal risks of releasing raw data or descriptors without further analysls. This may limit or
enable us to miss important drivers of that data, prompting an interpretation that no actlon is needed. In
some instances, releasing information without context may discourage certain groups from applying.

d. What are the barriers to analysing this data year-on-year?
Data can be analysed on a year on year basls however we may need to understand our data beyond what
could be incremental yearly fluctuations. We will use our annual data gathering and greater analytical
capacity to develop long-range analyses of trends and patterns. Our aim is to track and assess initiatives,
interventions and programmes. In addition to the need for long-term analyses, there are additional
barrlers that Include low numbers of people with disclosed characteristics across Councils and missing
Informatlon. We are addressing both through better data analysis and collection capabilities.

Q5: For cases where diversity data Is regularly analysed, If disparities In the award of funding between
people with different protected characterlistics are found, how do funding agencles address them:

a. What formal policles are In place to act on such disparitles?
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Collectively, UKRI has set out high-level principles for EDI. As a funder, we have also established clear
expectations of those we fund through our terms and conditlons.

With the establishment of the External Advisory Group and the appointment of Professor Jennifer Rubin as
Executive Champion of EDI, UKRI is now In the position to establish and coordinate an overarching strategy
that allows the nine bodles within UKRI to work with one strategic volce as they also address disparitles or

challenges within thelr respective communitles.

Current UKRI-wide policles Include:

® Anambition for each Council to have no wider than a 60/40 gender split.

® Achieving appropriate minimum (30%) published targets for the under-represented gender on all
advisory and peer review bodies and referee pools across the Councils, including the
representation of REF panel members.

e Pollcy statements about maternity, paternity, shared parental and adoption leave, grant
extenslons and alternative participation optlons related to funding and participation in peer
review.

b. Where are these policles published?
Detalls of the various policies published can be found both on the UKRI webslte.

www.ukri.org/funding/Information-for-award-holders/post-award-guldance

c. What evidence Is there that these policles are effective In Increasing diversity?
In line with the ambitions stated by the Executive Champion for EDI, Professor Jennifer Rubin, UKRI Is

taking an evidence-based approach. We are bullding the necessary systems, tools and policies that will
enable us to evaluate and assess ‘what works’ and adjust, modify or stop engaging In policles (where
approprlate) that are not effective.

For example, the findings from our evidence reviews (to be published later in Autumn 2019) make clear
that evaluation and measurement of EDI actlons is something that needs further resourcing and emphasis
across all sectors. To that end, UKRI wlll be implementing a robust evaluation process that wlil see us trial
and experiment (where needed) and monitor Impact. We believe that this will benefit our work and the
work of other funders and public bodles In producing evidence informed interventions. We will be
launching this workstream during Year 1 of our 5-year EDI programme and willl assess our actlons, every
year. This assessment will also Include informal stakeholder and community engagement.

With greater analysls of our diversity data, we will be able to highlight trends and patterns. This will allow
us to go beyond descriptions and understand the impact of proactive measures and any system changes.

19



UK Research
and Innovation

d. How are action plans arising from these formal policies put In place, Implemented and
subsequently monkored?

Professor Jennifer Rublin provides overall strategic oversight and leadership of EDI within UKRI. Professor
Rubln works closely with Dr Karen Salt (the Deputy Director of Culture and Environment, mentioned
previously) and a permanent EDI team. The EDI team Is complemented by a Research Culture Team within
UKRI that is steered by a Head of Research Culture. Both groups work within the wider Culture and
Environment unit supported and gulded by Dr Salt. Both teams also have Prof Rubin as their senior
responsible officer.

Professor Rubin reports directly on Issues and progress related to EDI to the Chief Executive and to the
UKRI Board. As noted above, Professor Rubin has also been working closely with the EDI External Advisory
Group (EAG) and internal UKRI teams (including Counclls) to glve strategic direction and develop a
coordinated programme of work.

With the creatlon of UKRI, we have the opportunity to create policies that involve the whole of UKRI,
Including our Institutes and centres. FollowIng a perlod of recrultment and development, we are In the
process of finallsing governance and reporting structures that will allow us to monitor, cascade, investigate
and transform our systems In a more aglle way. This should be in place in the early quarter of our Year 1
work.

Each councll also has internal governance arrangements for reporting on EDI progress, which typlcally
Involves presenting information to the senior leadership team and the Councll.

In addition to our internal work, there is also external challenge and monitoring by our cross-sector
partners and stakeholders. Professor Rubin and the EDI team work closely with external partners, Including
other funders, BEIS and other government departments to drive progress and change.

Q6: If funding processes Include stages that occur before a formal application Is submitted for
consideration, how are these processes managed/supported and evaluated by the funding agency, In
terms of equality, diversity, Inclusion and accessibllity?

As noted in previous answers, the funding processes within UKRI reflect the distinctlve research and
Innovation opportunities (such as working directly with industry partners) and requirements of specific
schemes. This can include preparatory stages which are not formally part of the allocation process. For
example, UKRI may host workshops or events to gather feedback on the design of a funding call or to
encourage participation in the creation or support of research teams. We may also run activities more
formally as part of the allocation process, such as the use of ‘sandplts’ which are interactive workshops
Intended to generate potential project proposals for future funding or mentoring schemes.

While we currently have limited information about how such approaches are systematically managed and
evaluated In terms of EDI, many of these preparatory stages are explicitly linked to supporting a wider
range of applications. For example, EPSRC Reglonal Meetings actlvely encourage researchers to attend
who do not traditionally engage with EPSRC, recognlising some students with disadvantaged backgrounds
tend to study in less research-intenslve Institutions.
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We are currently in the process of working with our EAG to evaluate our events and actlvitles associated
with some of these preparatory stages to consider how best to monitor, assess and encourage wider
particlpation — and also to evaluate the accesslbllity of these events for those with various protected
characteristics, Including those with a self-disclosed or hidden disabllity. We will announce any guidance or
changes to our processes by Year 2 of our programme.

Q7: For members of any underrepresented groups applying for funding:

a. What support is offered pre-award, In particular for those who quallfy as under-represented?
b. How are grants advertised? Is any marketing targeted at specific groups?

UKRI Counclls use several routes to support under-represented groups In the process of applying, for
example:

e Developing close relationships with unlversitles and other research organisations to actively
encourage them to support diverse researchers/research teams In applications.

e Communicating opportunities through active campalgns.
Running workshops and events prior to the application process to encourage participation and
sltuating these across the UK, Including in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland.

e Providing detalled guldance for applicants, mentors and researcher development teams to
encourage applicatlons from those who might otherwise not consider applying.

e Cascading information to research organisatlons, learned socletles and other stakeholders who
then can pass on information to prospective applicants.

e Offering research and innovation leadership through centralised roles with the responsibility to
convene workshops and build capacity around specific themes.

It is important to note that while some pre-application processes occur within higher education
institutlons, independent research organisations and funded Industry partners, we stlll take an active
Interest in the diversification of our applicant pool.

QB: In the evaluation of funding applications:

a. How are the scores awarded by reviewers In the evaluation of grant applications Influenced by
particular protected characteristics?

As reviewers provide one score to cover a range of areas of assessment, multivariate analysis or similar
techniques with large scale datasets would be required to identlfy whether there Is an effect, and large-
scale data are not currently avallable.

As mentloned previously, we are reviewing how best to reflect the diversity of our communitles. There will

be more systematic collection under the new funding service system. Where protected characteristics can
be attributed to applicants, we note thelr application and success rates as a group.
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b. What steps are taken to minimise both consclous and unconsclous blas In those evaluating
applications?

All Councils seek to increase the diversity of those involved in their evaluation and assessment processes —
including the diversity of disciplines, perspectives, ideas and location of the participants and teams.
Individually and through UKRI processes, the Councils provide training and guidance to support those
involved in these stages which includes specific training on the ways that stereotypes, framings of
excellence and assumptions about different types of people can negatively influence declslon-making. This
informatlon also Includes specific guidance on understanding and supporting the needs of specific groups
(such as returners to work or those returning to research and Innovation after a career break).

Across UKRI, applications are assessed through a range of mechanisms (e.g. scoring by peer and expert
reviewers, panels which conslder scores and rank proposals, moderation panel and face-to-face Interviews
with panel members). UKRI is currently in the process of assessing our expert review processes and will be
embarking on a signiflcant programme of work that wlll see us plloting, assessing and reforming our
systems in order to reduce bureaucracy in the application process, enhance the quality of assessment and
Increase the diversity of applicants.

With the creation of UKRI, we can now evaluate and assess our Councll approaches to fairness with the
ultimate goal of producing a single policy on managing and minimising blas — Including the use of diversity
training. It should be noted that evidence on the effectiveness of unconsclous blas training is contested,
suggesting that while helpful in raising awareness, it is not sufficient by itself to change behaviours or
mitigate the impacts of bias and in some cases may actually exacerbate the effects of blas.

Based on this evidence, we are reviewing our guidance on unconscious blas tralning and plan to announce
our recommendations In Year 1 of our programme of EDI work.

c. What steps are taken to encourage best practice?

All Counclls have committed to supporting EDI within thelr overarching strategic delivery plans and will
play a key role in Implementing UKRI’s vision, alms and objectlves In EDI. Formal governance processes are
being confirmed that will allow UKRI to pilot, test, assess, evaluate, monitor and scale up Councll-specific
activities that could beneflt the research and Innovation community.

Examples of scalable actions include:

e Establishing and seeking advice from speclallst external advisory groups on EDI.

e Consulting with sector groups and specialist groups.

e Drawing on internatlonal practice and benchmarks — for example the Global Research Councll
principles.

e Sharing learning and what works between Councils through Internal groups.

e Drawling on speclalist expertise within UKRI, for example from EDI strategy team speclallsts to
support the effective implementation of interventions.

e Working with external stakeholders to review all stages of the evaluation process and
Implementing recommendations.
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e Systematic monitoring and evaluation of methods to develop calls and policles.
e Engaging with communities and working with them to identify challenges, make further
improvements and hold Counclls to account.

UKRI is now able to leverage this work to improve practice, scale up effective and robust approaches
across the Counclls and crucially speak with one voice with funding partners to effect change.

Our recently commissioned evidence reviews on EDI practices within research and innovation both in the
UK and Internationally highlight that there is a paucity of evidence on what works and a limited
assessment of interventions beyond gender. In this context, It Is challenging for organisations to draw on
best practice as little is currently rigorously assessed, evaluated and published with accompanying data.
UKRI will use its unique role to work across sectors to flll this gap in knowledge and drive change.

d. Isthere evidence that current evaluation processes create systems-based blas and disadvantage
In the evaluation of funding applications?

We do not currently know If our evaluation process causes disparities in the levels of funding awarded to
different groups. The most systematic literature review highlights that wider evidence is conflicting;
although there is some evidence to substantiate ‘cronyism’.:2

There are gaps in our data that make it difficult for UKRI to investigate our evaluation system for
systematic biases or disadvantage. Making any causal link would require large scale multivariate regression
analysis or similar types of statistical methods.

Nevertheless, we recognise that within a process of expert review and assessments relying on human
Judgement and expertise, there is scope for us to do more to investigate if biases do exist and what can be
done to address these, and we have already begun work on this.

While reviewers contribute to the assessment of applications, they do not make funding decislons.
Reviewers must be independent and impartial to act as an expert reviewer. Conflicts of interest must be
declared, Identifled and managed. This means that if peer reviewers are approached and have a conflict,
they must declare such interests and decline to review. Where conflicts of interests are identified after a
review has been submitted, the review is excluded as unusable.

In some Counclls, reviewers are recrulted Inlitlally to a peer review college, and wlill have been asked to
complete additlonal Informatlon to assess their sultabllity. Most colleges have a code of conduct (e.g.

).

e. What approaches are used to ensure that evaluation of funding Is transparent?

As noted above, we are building a unifled approach across the organisatlion. Current approaches to
maximise transparency include:

e Publishing all guldance provided to reviewers and panels

12 (RAND, 2018 https://www.rand.org/pubs/research reports/RR1822.html)
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e Providing Information about panels and thelr membership including to applicants during the
process

e Providing peer reviews to applicants and providing an opportunity for investigators to respond to
peer reviewer comments

f. How are evaluation processes assessed and Improved, In the light of Internatlonal best practice
and evidence-based policy development?

See question on best practice 8C above.

Q9: What policles do funding agencles have In place to address complaints about discrimination on the
basls of protected characteristics In the evaluation process? a. If such policles exist, where are they
published and are they accesslble to applicants?

UKRI has a published complaints policy which can be used to make complaints about discrimination within
the evaluation process including by applicants. However, it is important to note that the complaints
process deals with fallure to follow agreed processes and Is not about the outcome of funding awards.
Further Information about thls Is avallable on our webslte.

The process is not currently available in multiple formats. UKRI is currently reviewing Its complaints
processes which relate to EDI concerns, including providing access to our information In alternative
formats, such as Braille. This work should be complete by Year 1 and may include an update to our
processes.

UKRI also has a published whistleblowIng policy, which can be used by employees of UKRI should they
have concerns about discrimination within internal processes that cannot be resolved through other
routes. This policy is available here:

Where individuals have complaints about discrimination in relation to their own Institutions It should be
noted however that UKRI is not listed under the prescribed people and bodies to whom public interest
disclosures may be made.

This means that currently UKRI is not legally empowered to respond or intervene, should a member of the
public or an employee of a research organisation funded by UKRI have a concern about discrimination
relating to activities funded by UKRI. Should an individual raise a whistleblowing case with us they would
not currently be afforded any legal protection against action taken against them, for example by their
employer.

In supporting the falrness of funding awards (and avolding discrimination), universities, research
organisatlons and businesses themselves have a key role to play as they act as ‘gatekeepers’ for which
applicatlons are put forward to UKRI. Individuals who wish to make complaints about treatment by their
Institution are directed towards thelr employers’ own complaints process or must consider legal recourse.
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Other than students, who may approach the Offlce of the Independent Adjudicator, there is currently no
regulator or ombudsman with responsibility for investigating or resolving such Issues.

Finally, | welcome this inquiry from the committee and look forward to engaging with it fully. | hope the
answers provided above will be useful in helping to shape your inquiry.

As stated above, we would be happy to come in and speak to the Committee or provide any further
information or clarifications on the above.

Y SIS S -
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Annex A
Senslitivity analysls

Each characteristic has missing data and variability in number of observations between protected groups
and their counterparts which could affect the conclusions. We can use sensitivity tests to address this.
This approach creates two estimates for each success rate for the binary characteristics (disability, gender
and ethnicity, it does not work for age).

The estimates calculate success rates assuming the unknown values are either one or the other categorles,
giving us the maximum possible effect the missing data could have on the success rate. For example, an
estimate of the success rate for men If all Pls with an unknown gender were male, and again if all unknown
Pls were female.

Where the sensltivity boundarles overlap between the two groups, we cannot be confident of the
differences between the two groups, given our population size and missing data. Examples of this are
given in Figures 1-3.

Figure 16

UKRI Co Investigator succees rate by disabliity status, with sensitivity boundaries
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Figure 17

UKRI Principal inveatigator succeese rate by ethniclty, with sensitivity boundaries
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Figure 18

UKRI Fellow success rats by ethnicity, with sensitivity boundaries
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Permutation tests

We can also address the question of whether the differences in success rates seen are significant, In the
traditional sense, using permutation tests. A permutation test answers the question ‘how likely is it that
an effect (in this case a success rate difference) at least as large as this would be seen if the characteristic
in question in fact had no effect on the outcome?’ It does this by randomly assigning labels (F/M, non-
white/white, disabllity/no disabllity declared) to Individuals and calculating the size of the success rate
difference for each randomisation.

It repeats this process multiple times, In this case 1000 times. By comparing the actual difference with the
distribution of differences seen in the randomised calculations we get a p value. If the p value is less than
the chosen significance level of 0.05, then the difference Is considered unlikely to be the result of chance
at that significance level. The results of these tests can be found in Table 1.

Table 1%

EDI Characteristic P Rate
characteristic . category value difference
Gender Pl main 0 -2.7
Gender Pl F 0 -2.7
Gender Pl M 0 2.7
Gender Fellow main 0 5.7
Gender Fellow F 0 5.4
Gender Fellow M 0 5.8
Gender Co-l main 0 -19
Gender Co-l F 0 -1.8
Gender Co-l M 0 -2
Ethnicity Pl main 0 7.5
Ethnicity Pl white 0 75
Ethnicity Pl not white 0 4.3
Ethnicity Fellow main 0.18 16
Ethnicity Fellow white 0.2 1.5
Ethnieity Fellow not white 0.24 12
Ethnicity Co-l main 0 4.7
Ethnicity Co-l white 0 4.7
Ethnicity Co-l not white 0 3
Disability Pl main 0.02 4.2
Disability Pl disability 0.4 0.7

13 '‘Characteristic category’ Indicates the outcome based on the assumptlon that all ‘unknown’ Investigators’
characterlstic Is In fact In one category or the other (sensltlvity analysis.) ‘Main’ is the actual result excluding
Investigators with a characteristic which is ‘unknown’. Rate differences are F-M, white — non-white and disabllity — no
disability declared.
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Disability Pl no disability 0.03 4.2
Disability Fellow main 0.45 -3
Disability Fellow disability 0.03 -3.8
Disability Fellow no disabllity 0.53 -2.7
Disability Co-l main 0.49 0.9
Disability Co-l disability 0.73 -0.2
Disability Co-l no disability 0.49 0.9

In summary, the permutation tests find that female Pls and Co-Is tend to have lower success rates than
those of male applicants, and the differences in success rates by gender for Pis and Co-Is are very unlikely
to be the results of chance. But for Fellows the difference Is In the opposite direction, with female
applicants having the higher rate and the difference is significant. The sensltivity analysls Indicates an
insensitivity to uncertaintles In the data, with the results being unchanged when we assume either that all
‘Unknown’ investigators are female or male.

For ethnicity, the results are almost as clear: the success rates differ for Pls and Co-Is, with non-white
applicants (as defined in the data) having lower rates In those categories and irrespective of assumptions
about the missing data. The differences seen for Fellows by ethnicity are not significant in the traditional
sense and are sensitive to the data.

For disability status, Co-l and Fellow differences are not significant, but that for Pls is. However, all figures
are highly sensitive to the effects of ‘unknown’ data and it is probably not a good Idea to take any of them
at face value.



