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	Response

	Name of activity being assessed

	Centre for Longitudinal Studies 2027-31 (closed opportunity)


	Council/department/project team
	ESRC Data Strategy and Infrastructure (DS&I) programme 

	Aims and objectives of the activity

	Brief outline of the activity being considered and its rationale and aims:
The activity involves a closed funding opportunity to assess the Centre for Longitudinal Studies’ (CLS) continued suitability as steward of the UK’s national cohort studies. The purpose of the activity is to evaluate CLS’s capability to manage and deliver these long-running, complex resources, with a view to renewing funding for its operations should the application be successful.

The aims and objectives of the activity are to:
· Design and implement a funding opportunity that enables a robust and proportionate assessment of CLS’s suitability as custodian of multiple national cohort studies, including its capacity to deliver high-quality, accessible longitudinal data that supports research, policy, and practice.
· Convene an expert review panel with the appropriate balance of subject-matter expertise, independence, and diversity to evaluate the proposal rigorously and fairly.

The aspects of the activity that need to be covered by the Equality Impact Assessment (EIA):
Equality, Diversion & Inclusion (EDI) considerations need to be embedded across all stages of the recommissioning process, including:
· The development of the funding opportunity and associated guidance, ensuring clarity, accessibility, and proportionality.
· The commissioning and assessment process, including the selection, briefing, and support of reviewers and panel members.
· The monitoring of outcomes and decision-making processes to ensure fairness, transparency, accessibility, and inclusion.

	Who is affected by your policy/funding activity/event?

	ESRC staff; applicants; panel members; award holders; collaborators; study participants; and members of the public who benefit from access to, and use of, the study data collected.

	What data and consultation have you used? 

	The following evidence sources and consultation activities have informed consideration of the equality impact of this activity.

· UKRI and ESRC EDI guidance and best practice, including:
· UKRI inclusion materials
· ESRC code of practice for reviewers
· UKRI guidance on recruiting diverse advisory groups 
· ESRC guidance on holding panel meetings
· MRC guidelines on peer review panels
· ESRC EIA guidance
· External data sources, including:
· Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) diversity data on university staff, including gender and ethnicity.
· UKRI diversity data reports.
· Previous DS&I EIAs, which have informed the structure, focus, and delivery of this activity.
· Ongoing consultation with key individuals, including:
· Funding opportunity leads: Emilia Sando and Thomas Graham
· DS&I EDI Team Lead: Rebecca Perring
· The ESRC ED&I Advocates Network
· Planned oversight by the CLS Management Board, including review of the opportunity specification to ensure appropriate consideration of EDI throughout the process.



General equality and diversity considerations

The EIA should be reviewed by all colleagues involved in the delivery of this funding opportunity, including those joining at later stages of the commissioning process. Responsibility for embedding EDI considerations throughout the lifecycle of the opportunity rests with all members of the delivery team.

Eligibility and criteria 
· This funding opportunity is closed to a single eligible Research Organisation (RO).
· The decision to limit eligibility reflects the recommissioning of an existing investment. CLS is the current custodian of multiple UK national cohort studies, and this opportunity is intended to assess its continued suitability to manage and deliver these long-running, complex resources over the period 2027–31. A closed approach enables a focused and proportionate assessment of CLS’s capabilities and performance. 
· Broadening eligibility to identify an alternative host would introduce a material risk to the continuity of the existing investment and could undermine established infrastructure, expertise, and delivery arrangements.

Standard grant Terms and Conditions:   
· UKRI Standard Grant Terms and Conditions (T&Cs) comply with UK equality legislation and include provisions to help mitigate potential adverse impacts. These include support for sick pay, parental and adoption leave, flexible and part-time working arrangements, and the ability to request grant extensions where appropriate.
· All eligible ROs are legally required to comply with equality legislation. Under Research Grant Condition (RGC) 8, the RO assumes full responsibility for all staff funded through the grant, including their employment terms, training, and supervision. Universities are therefore expected to make reasonable adjustments to support staff as required. 

Peer review and panel recruitment:   
· We will seek to ensure that the peer review and commissioning panel is diverse, targeting a minimum 60:40 gender balance in line with UKRI guidance.
· Where practicable, the Chair and Deputy Chair of the commissioning panel will be of different genders.
· We will aim to appoint panel members and peer reviewers who collectively reflect diversity across multiple dimensions, including:
· gender
· geography
· career stage
· institutional affiliation
· disciplinary background
· other protected characteristics as defined under the Equality Act 2010 (e.g., race, disability, sexual orientation, religion or belief, age)
· Decisions that may constrain diversity will be taken only where objectively justified, for example where necessary to secure the required breadth and depth of subject-matter expertise.
· The following internal guidance will be considered when forming the panel:
· DS&I guidance on recruiting diverse advisory groups and panels
· Appointing a panel guidance
· Advisor members on decision panels guidance

Process: 
· Meetings will be conducted in line with ESRC guidance on hybrid and in-person meetings.
· All documentation and assessment materials will comply with UKRI accessibility guidelines, ensuring they are usable by a diverse audience, including individuals with disabilities.
· Reasonable adjustments will be available and clearly communicated throughout the assessment process to reviewers and panel members.
· Applicants may request deadline extensions on EDI-related grounds, including illness, caring responsibilities, or bereavement.
· Panel members are responsible for moderating peer review and agreeing final scores for the proposal. In fulfilling this role, they will be:
· briefed on unconscious bias and the importance of ensuring fair and equitable assessment.
· encouraged to challenge potential bias constructively where they observe it.
· Panel Chairs and Secretaries play a key role in upholding these principles and in maintaining a respectful and inclusive environment.
· At the start of the commissioning panel meeting, an Implementation Intention Statement will be read aloud to set expectations, reinforce adherence to the published assessment criteria, and promote consistency and fairness in decision-making.
· All panel members will receive written guidance covering:
· objectivity;
· fairness;
· unconscious bias;
· inclusive and respectful discussion.
· Panel Chairs will receive specific briefing using Charing Inclusive Meetings guidance to ensure that all members are able to contribute meaningfully and are appropriately heard during discussions.

Opportunity dates: 
· The application window, expert review period, Principal Investigator (PI) response window, and panel meeting will be scheduled, where possible, to avoid clashes with school holidays and major religious or cultural observances.
· The commissioning panel meeting is provisionally planned for June 2026. While timings remain subject to change, the meeting and preceding review stages will be arranged to minimise scheduling conflicts.
· Ongoing engagement with CLS will ensure that the timeline reasonably accommodates application preparation, PI response, and participation in the panel process.

Design:
· EDI considerations will be embedded throughout the design of the funding opportunity, including:
· application guidance and opportunity documentation written in plain English and made available in accessible formats (for example, HTML and screen-reader-compatible PDFs);
· provision of alternative formats, where appropriate, to support disabled and neurodiverse applicants and assessors;
· use of the Résumé for Research and Innovation (R4RI) in place of traditional CVs, providing a flexible and inclusive format that enables applicants to evidence a broad range of skills and experiences, including career breaks, long-term illness, caring responsibilities, or other periods of absence;
· inclusion of a dedicated section within the application form requiring applicants to set out their approach to equality, diversity and inclusion.
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	Protected characteristic  
	Positive impact or opportunity to benefit
	Negative impact 
	Please explain the impact or why there is no impact including details of any evidence/data used
	Detail actions taken/ that will be taken to increase positive or reduce negative impact (or why action is not possible). Detail how you plan to measure the relevant outcomes and outputs of your activity. 

	
	Leave blank if there is no impact or unknown
	
	

	Age
	☒	☒	· Unconscious bias may associate “expert” status with older or more senior individuals, potentially disadvantaging early-career researchers (noting that early-career status does not always correlate with age). 
· Younger panel or peer review members may be less inclined to contribute actively when working alongside more experienced or senior colleagues.
· Older researchers may be unfairly perceived as less adept with new technologies or methodologies, affecting assessment of capability.
· Younger researchers may face stereotypes regarding reliability, commitment, or capability that do not reflect individual performance.
· Assumptions about work–life balance (for example, younger researchers being more flexible or older researchers having greater caring responsibilities) may bias perceptions of availability or commitment.
· Mid-career researchers may be overlooked, as attention often focuses on early- or late-career stages despite distinct challenges at this point. 
· Early-career researchers on fixed-term contracts may experience pressure to demonstrate rapid productivity, affecting fair competition. 
· Retirement-related policies or informal practices may limit participation or eligibility of older researchers, reducing inclusion.
	· Ensure criteria for expertise in peer review and panel roles recognise diverse career stages and non-linear career paths.
· Promote diversity in peer review and panel membership by including early- and mid-career researchers wherever possible. 
· Apply objective, criteria-based assessment guidance to minimise the influence of age-related stereotypes. 
· Brief panel members on unconscious bias, including age and career-stage bias, and encourage constructive challenge where bias is observed. 
· Implement flexible processes, including adaptable deadlines and reasonable adjustments, to support participation across different life stages. 
· Review eligibility and funding criteria to prevent unintended disadvantages related to age or proximity to retirement. 
· Ensure the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section focuses on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than volume, using the R4RI framework.
· Require applicants to consider the diversity of the study team and submit an EDI plan as part of the funding application.

	Disability

	☐	☒	· Applicants may require additional organisational support to navigate the application process effectively.
· Panel members with disabilities or neurodiverse conditions may experience challenges related to concentration, focus, fatigue, or sustained engagement during lengthy assessment processes.
· Unconscious bias may influence panel discussions and decisions, potentially disadvantaging disabled applicants or panel members if not actively addressed.
· Accessibility barriers may prevent disabled individuals from fully engaging if application or review materials are not provided in accessible formats.
· Virtual or hybrid meetings may reduce the need for travel, benefiting individuals with mobility impairments or other health-related constraints.
	· Ensure all application and review materials are fully accessible, including screen-reader-compatible documents, large-print formats, and captioned or transcribed video content.
· Provide a clear, confidential mechanism for applicants and assessors to disclose accessibility requirements and request reasonable adjustments at the earliest possible stage.
· Offer deadline extensions or additional time for applicants and assessors where disability-related adjustments are required.
· Make assistive technologies available during meetings, including live captioning and speech-to-text services.
· Offer virtual or hybrid meeting options where possible to support safe and inclusive participation.
· Schedule panel meetings flexibly, incorporating regular breaks to support panel members with disabilities or neurodiverse conditions.
· Include disability awareness and unconscious bias guidance in panel briefing materials to promote inclusive and respectful engagement.
· Ensure the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section focuses on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than quantity, using the R4RI format.
·  Require the applicant study team to consider the diversity of its membership and submit an EDI plan as part of the funding application.
· Make clear that applicants are not required to disclose a disability at any stage but may choose to do so to access reasonable adjustments; any disclosed information will be handled confidentially and not shared with the panel.

	Gender reassignment (Trans identity)
	☐	☒	· Trans people may require time away from work for medical appointments, procedures, or recovery related to gender transition, which may affect availability or be misinterpreted as a lack of continuity or commitment.
· UKRI or institutional records may not reflect an individual’s correct name or gender, creating a risk of misgendering or deadnaming, which can cause distress and exclusion.
· Trans applicants, reviewers, or panel members may experience microaggressions, exclusionary language, or unconscious bias at any stage of the commissioning process.
· Concerns about psychological safety may discourage trans and gender-diverse individuals from attending meetings or participating fully in unfamiliar group settings.
· Forms, systems, or materials that rely on binary gender options may exclude or alienate non-binary and gender-diverse individuals.
· A lack of visible trans representation in UKRI assessment processes may signal exclusion and reduce participation.
· Trans individuals may be reluctant to disclose identity-related barriers due to fear of discrimination or lack of trust in institutional processes.
· Virtual or hybrid meetings may increase safety, comfort, and participation for trans and gender-diverse individuals.
	· Enable applicants, reviewers, and panel members to self-identify their gender and preferred name in all relevant systems and forms.
· Ensure that records and communications use correct names and pronouns, supported by clear and confidential processes for updating personal details.
· Use gender-neutral and inclusive language across all documentation, application forms, grant systems, and guidance materials.
· Make clear that individuals are not required to disclose their gender identity at any stage; where disclosure is made to request adjustments or support, this will be handled confidentially and not shared with panels.
· Provide guidance to applicants on describing career breaks, medical leave, or changes in working patterns without requiring disclosure of personal or sensitive details, in line with the R4RI format within the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section.
· Require the applicant study team to consider the diversity of its membership and to submit an EDI plan as part of the funding application.
· Maintain confidential and, where appropriate, anonymous routes for raising concerns or requesting support related to gender identity or inclusion.
· Offer virtual or hybrid meeting options where possible to support safe and inclusive participation.

	Marriage or civil partnership
	☐	☐	· Assumptions about marital status (for example, default use of titles such as “Mrs” or “Mr”) may cause discomfort or feelings of exclusion.
· Inconsistent recognition or understanding of civil partnerships—particularly same-sex or non-traditional partnerships—may lead to unequal treatment or exclusion.
· Marital or partnership status may interact with visa, housing, or financial arrangements, affecting participation or eligibility, particularly for international applicants.
	· Avoid assumptions about individuals’ marital or partnership status in all communications and documentation. 
· Use inclusive and neutral language (for example, “partner” rather than “husband”, “wife”, or “spouse”) where reference is necessary. 
· Enable individuals to indicate constraints related to personal circumstances (such as location or family responsibilities) without requiring disclosure of personal or relationship details. 
· Provide clear and confidential mechanisms for applicants, reviewers, and panel members to request reasonable adjustments related to family or partnership circumstances.
· Equip assessors and panel members with guidance to recognise and address unconscious bias related to marital or partnership status.

	Pregnancy and maternity
	☒	☒	· Pregnant applicants or those on maternity leave may experience difficulties meeting standard deadlines or attending meetings due to health, recovery, or caring responsibilities.
· Childcare costs may create barriers to participation in meetings or assessment activities.
· Assessors who are pregnant or on maternity leave may require flexible scheduling or alternative modes of participation.
· Pregnancy-related health conditions may affect the ability to engage in assessments or reviews.
· Unconscious bias towards pregnant individuals or those on maternity leave may affect fair evaluation or inclusion.
· Applicants returning from maternity leave may have shorter or non-continuous track records that could be unfairly assessed against standard expectations.
· Lack of suitable facilities for childcare, breastfeeding, or expressing and storing milk may negatively affect participation and comfort during meetings.
· Pregnancy can increase vulnerability to illness, which may reduce confidence or ability to participate in person.
· Virtual or hybrid meetings may reduce travel and ease participation for those with childcare responsibilities or pregnancy-related health needs. 
	· Provision for parental leave, including maternity, paternity, surrogacy, and adoption leave, is covered under UKRI Standard Grant T&CS.
· Meeting dates, deadlines, and key milestones will be set and communicated well in advance to support planning and participation.
· Additional childcare costs directly related to participation (beyond normal contracted arrangements) may be claimed where institutional policy permits; routine childcare costs will not be reimbursed.
· Panel meetings will be scheduled with regular breaks to accommodate parental needs, including breastfeeding or expressing milk.
· Where participation would otherwise be prevented, reasonable childcare costs may be reimbursed (for example, on-site childcare, extended childcare hours, or care provided by a relative for school-age children).
· Sensitivity will be exercised in relation to pregnancy and maternity, including for individuals who have experienced pregnancy loss or who prefer not to disclose pregnancy status.
· Individuals are not required to disclose current or previous pregnancies at any stage; where disclosure is made to request adjustments, this information will be treated confidentially and not shared with panels.
· Reasonable adjustments, including virtual attendance or modified participation, will be offered to accommodate health, comfort, or caring needs during pregnancy or maternity.
· Appropriate facilities will be provided for nursing, expressing, and storing breast milk where in-person attendance is required.
· The “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section of the application will focus on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than quantity, using the R4RI format.

	Race
	☐	☒	· Applicants and panel members from racial or ethnic minority backgrounds may experience conscious or unconscious bias during assessment, scoring, or decision-making.
· Structural inequalities within the research system may limit access to resources, networks, or mentoring, affecting competitiveness and visibility of applicants from minoritised ethnic backgrounds.
· Cultural differences or language barriers may affect clarity of application materials or confidence in panel discussions.
· Racial or ethnic minority individuals may experience microaggressions or exclusionary behaviours during peer review or panel meetings.
	· Apply objective, criteria-based assessment processes supported by written guidance to reduce the influence of bias.
· Brief panel members on unconscious bias, including bias related to race and ethnicity, and encourage constructive challenge where bias is observed.
· Promote diversity in peer review and panel membership, seeking representation across a range of racial and ethnic backgrounds where possible.
· Ensure application guidance is written in clear, plain English and made available in accessible formats to support applicants for whom English may not be a first language.
· Use inclusive language and establish clear expectations for respectful and professional conduct during all meetings and discussions.
· Support Panel Chairs and Secretaries to intervene where exclusionary behaviour or microaggressions are observed.
· Ensure the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section focuses on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than volume, using the R4RI format to contextualise achievements fairly.
· Maintain clear and confidential routes for raising concerns or requesting support related to race or ethnicity.

	Religion or belief
	☐	☒	· Scheduling of meetings, deadlines, and events may conflict with religious holidays or observances, affecting participation.
· Applicants or panel members may require time off or flexible arrangements to accommodate religious practices, such as prayer times or fasting.
· Religious practices may lead to unconscious bias or microaggressions during panel interactions or assessments.
· Limited awareness or understanding of diverse religious needs within the commissioning process can create barriers to participation.
· Religious observances may influence applicants’ availability or preferences for travel and participation in specific activities.
· Virtual meetings may facilitate participation for individuals observing religious practices by reducing travel and accommodating scheduling needs. 
	· Schedule key dates and meetings to avoid major religious holidays and observances where possible.
· Provide flexible deadlines and options for meeting participation, including remote attendance where possible, to accommodate religious practices.
· Panel members and reviewers to be provided with information on unconscious bias related to religion and cultural practices.
· Use inclusive and respectful language in all communications to reflect religious diversity.
· Provide prayer breaks if requested. 
· Individuals are not required to disclose their religion at any stage of the process. However, applicants and panel members may confidentially share any religious needs or request reasonable adjustments, which will be treated in strict confidence and addressed as appropriate.
· Consider dietary requirements and cultural sensitivities when organising catering and events.
· The study team will be required to consider the diversity of its members and to produce an EDI plan as part of the funding application.

	Sexual orientation
	☐	☒	· Applicants and panel members who identify as LGBTQ+ may experience conscious or unconscious bias during assessment, scoring, or decision-making.
· Concerns about confidentiality or disclosure of sexual orientation may affect willingness to participate fully or to raise support needs.
· Limited representation of LGBTQ+ individuals in peer review or panel membership may reduce inclusivity and perceived fairness.
· Stereotypes, microaggressions, or exclusionary behaviours related to sexual orientation may negatively affect the experience and participation of LGBTQ+ applicants or reviewers.
	· Provide unconscious bias guidance for assessors that explicitly addresses sexual orientation and related considerations.
· Use inclusive, neutral, and non-assumptive language across all application materials, systems, and communications.
· Seek to build diverse and representative panels, actively widening recruitment and advertising opportunities broadly to encourage participation from LGBTQ+ individuals, in line with guidance on recruiting diverse panel members and advisory groups.
· Make clear that individuals are not required to disclose their sexual orientation at any stage; where disclosure is made to request support or adjustments, this will be handled confidentially and not shared with panels.
· Maintain confidential and, where appropriate, anonymous routes for raising concerns or requesting support related to discrimination or bias.
· Promote a respectful, inclusive, and professional culture throughout the commissioning and assessment process, with clear expectations for behaviour and conduct.

	Sex 
	☒	☒	· Unconscious bias related to sex may affect fair assessment, participation, or decision-making, including perceptions that individuals with caring responsibilities are disadvantaged.
· Sex-based stereotypes (for example, assumptions about capability, leadership, or commitment) may influence assessment outcomes.
· Imbalance within peer review or panel membership may reduce diversity of perspectives and undermine fairness.
· Applicants or assessors who are pregnant, on maternity leave, or experiencing sex-specific health conditions (such as menopause or hormone-related treatments) may face challenges in meeting deadlines or participating fully.
· Caring responsibilities, which can disproportionately affect women, may limit availability for meetings or assessment activities.
· Track records or publication histories may be unfairly critiqued if contextual factors such as career breaks related to sex-specific health conditions or caregiving are not taken into account.
· Virtual or hybrid meetings may support participation for individuals managing sex-specific health issues by increasing comfort and reducing travel requirements.
	· Provide unconscious bias guidance for assessors that explicitly addresses sex- and gender-based stereotypes.
· Offer flexible deadlines, extensions, and reasonable adjustments where required to accommodate pregnancy, maternity, sex-specific health conditions, or related circumstances.
· Use inclusive and non-assumptive language across all application materials, guidance, and communications.
· Provide clear and confidential mechanisms for applicants and panel members to request support or adjustments related to sex-specific health issues.
· Ensure the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section of the application focuses on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than volume, using the R4RI format.
· Schedule regular breaks during longer meetings to support participants managing sex-specific health needs.



Additional characteristics


	Additional characteristics  
	Positive impact or opportunity to benefit
	Negative impact 
	Please explain the impact including details of any evidence/data used
	Detail actions taken/ that will be taken to increase positive or reduce negative impact (or why action is not possible).

	
	Leave blank if there is no impact or unknown
	
	

	Geographical location and place (consider UK and international offices)
	☒	☒	· Access to institutional support, professional networks, or administrative resources may vary by location, with applicants based in remote, rural, or international offices potentially disadvantaged.
· Travel or relocation requirements associated with funding decisions may disproportionately affect applicants who are geographically distant from the host organisation.
· Time zone differences and meeting schedules may create barriers for non-local or international team members, limiting participation in assessment or governance meetings.
· Regional or institutional infrastructure disparities (for example, access to research facilities, high-speed internet, or administrative support) may affect the ability to engage fully in the funding process.
· Costs associated with participation, including travel, accommodation, or visa arrangements, may disproportionately affect applicants or collaborators based in certain regions.
· Local regulations or institutional policies (including visa, taxation, or employment requirements) may create additional administrative or legal barriers for international participants.
· Limited geographical representation within peer review or panel membership may reduce diversity of perspectives and contribute to unconscious bias against geographically distant applicants.
· Virtual or hybrid meetings may facilitate participation for individuals who are not based locally.
	· Encourage the applicant team to actively consider geographical diversity when assigning roles, responsibilities, and contributions within the project.
· Provide flexible participation options, including remote attendance for meetings and panels, to accommodate different locations and time zones.
· Where permitted, support or fund reasonable costs directly associated with participation for geographically distant team members, including travel or accommodation where in-person attendance is required.
· Seek to constitute panels with a spread of geographical representation, where possible, to ensure regional expertise and perspectives are reflected in assessment and decision-making.

	Socio-economic status
	☐	☒	· Applicants from lower socio-economic backgrounds may have reduced access to mentoring, institutional support, or professional networks, which can affect competitiveness.
· Costs associated with participation—such as travel, accommodation, childcare, or access to research infrastructure—may disproportionately burden applicants from lower-income households.
· Individuals from lower socio-economic backgrounds may have less flexible working arrangements, making it harder to attend meetings, panels, or interviews during standard working hours.
· Application and assessment processes that assume prior experience or familiarity with funding systems may disadvantage applicants who have not previously had access to such opportunities.
· Limited representation of individuals from lower socio-economic backgrounds on panels or advisory groups may reduce diversity of perspectives and reinforce structural inequalities.
· International applicants or those based in less well-resourced institutions may experience compounded barriers related to both geography and socio-economic status.
	· Provide clear, accessible guidance and signposting to support applicants in navigating the funding process.
· Where permitted, provide or reimburse reasonable costs associated with participation, including travel or accommodation, to reduce financial barriers.
· Offer flexible deadlines and enable remote or asynchronous engagement where possible to accommodate work commitments and financial constraints.
· Seek diverse representation on panels and advisory groups, explicitly considering socio-economic background alongside other dimensions of diversity.
· Ensure the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section of the application focuses on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than quantity, using the R4RI format to contextualise achievement.
· Require the applicant study team to consider the diversity of its membership and submit an EDI plan as part of the funding application.
.

	Education background
	☐	☒	· Applicants from non-Russell Group or smaller institutions may be subject to assumptions that their research or delivery capability is less competitive, despite equivalent evidence of quality.
· Limited access to research training, grant-writing support, or mentoring in some institutions may disadvantage applicants in navigating funding processes.

· Differences in institutional reputation may introduce unconscious bias during assessment, influencing perceptions of credibility, capability, or track record.
· Applicants from institutions with fewer resources may face challenges accessing research infrastructure, collaborative networks, or administrative support required to submit competitive applications.
· Limited representation from a range of educational and institutional backgrounds within peer review or advisory groups may reduce diversity of perspectives and reinforce structural inequalities.
	· Ensure assessment criteria and panel guidance explicitly address and seek to mitigate bias related to educational background or institutional prestige.
· Encourage diverse representation on panels and advisory groups, including members from a broad range of institutional contexts and education backgrounds.
· Ensure the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section of the application focuses on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than volume or institutional affiliation, using the R4RI format.
· Require the applicant study team to consider the diversity of its membership and submit an EDI plan as part of the funding application.

	Carer/parent carer responsibilities
	☐	☒	· Applicants or panel members with caring responsibilities for children or dependants may face challenges meeting deadlines, attending meetings, or participating in panels due to time constraints.
· Travel, relocation, or requirements for in-person attendance may disproportionately impact individuals with caregiving responsibilities, creating barriers to participation.
· Caring responsibilities may affect availability for investment activity or collaborative work and could be unfairly interpreted as a lack of commitment or capability.
· Limited support for childcare or dependent care during meetings, site visits, or panel activity may restrict participation or create additional financial burdens.
· Parents or guardians may experience unconscious bias, including assumptions about flexibility, availability, or willingness to travel, which may influence assessment outcomes.
· Individuals returning from parental leave may have shorter or non-continuous track records that could be unfairly judged if context is not considered.
· Virtual and hybrid meetings can have a positive impact by reducing travel requirements and enabling participation alongside caring responsibilities.
	· Offer flexible deadlines and enable remote or asynchronous engagement to reduce barriers associated with caring responsibilities.
· Where permitted, provide or reimburse reasonable childcare or dependent care costs to enable participation.
· Provide guidance to applicants on explaining career breaks, reduced outputs, or changes in working patterns due to caregiving without requiring disclosure of sensitive personal information.
· Schedule meetings with regular breaks and, where possible, consider timing to accommodate school hours or caregiving commitments.
· Ensure panel members and reviewers receive guidance on recognising and mitigating unconscious bias related to caring responsibilities.
· Ensure the “Applicant and Capability to Deliver” section of the application focuses on skills, experience, and quality of outputs rather than quantity, using the R4RI format.
· Require the applicant study team to consider the diversity of its membership and submit an EDI plan as part of the funding application.

	Political opinion (Northern Ireland only)
	☐	☐	· Applicants or assessors may hold political opinions that could give rise to conscious or unconscious bias during assessment or decision-making.
· Concerns about confidentiality or fear of discrimination related to political opinion may affect willingness to participate fully or to raise support needs.
· Political opinion may intersect with other protected characteristics (for example religion or belief, or geographical location), potentially compounding disadvantage.
	· Ensure panel and reviewer guidance explicitly addresses unconscious bias, including bias related to political opinion where relevant in the Northern Ireland context.
· Use clear statements in application, assessment, and panel materials that reaffirm UKRI’s commitment to respect, impartiality, and inclusion.
· Make clear that individuals are not required to disclose political opinions at any stage of the process; any concerns raised will be handled confidentially and appropriately.



	Are there general or overarching impacts on multiple groups? What actions will you take to increase positive impact, or reduce/mitigate negative impact?




	The activity may give rise to a number of cross-cutting impacts that affect multiple groups, including those defined by protected characteristics, career stage, institutional context, geography, and socio-economic background:

· Limiting eligibility to a single organisation may reduce the diversity of perspectives and approaches considered through the commissioning process, given the absence of open competition.
Mitigation: This risk will be addressed by ensuring diversity within the existing delivery team and by constituting commissioning panels that reflect a broad mix of career stages, disciplinary expertise, geographical locations, and institutional contexts wherever possible.
· A closed recommissioning approach may reinforce existing organisational hierarchies or established ways of working, potentially limiting opportunities for new voices or alternative approaches to be heard.
Mitigation: EDI principles will be embedded throughout the commissioning lifecycle, including in application guidance, assessment criteria, panel briefings, and review processes. Structured mechanisms—such as diverse panel membership, inclusive chairing practices, and objective assessment frameworks—will be used to ensure a range of perspectives are actively considered.
· Perceptions of exclusivity or lack of transparency may affect confidence and trust in the commissioning process, both within the research community and among wider stakeholders.
Mitigation: The rationale for limiting eligibility, the objectives of the recommissioning exercise, and the published assessment criteria will be clearly and consistently communicated to relevant stakeholders. The process will be designed and documented to demonstrate proportionality, fairness, and alignment with UKRI policy and governance requirements.
· The process may inadvertently reinforce existing systemic patterns of advantage or disadvantage across multiple dimensions, including career stage, institutional prestige, geography, or access to resources.
Mitigation: Participation, engagement, and outcomes will be monitored across relevant characteristics and contextual factors where possible. This monitoring will be used to identify potential gaps or unintended impacts and to inform proportionate mitigations or adjustments within the bounds of the closed process.



[bookmark: _Toc126841210]Evaluation

	Final Decision:

	Select the relevant box
	Include any explanation / justification required


	1. No negative or positive impact identified; therefore, activity will proceed.

	☐	

	2. Adapt or change the activity in a way which you think will eliminate negative impact or promote equality.
	☐	

	3. Stop the activity because the evidence shows bias or negative impact towards one or more groups.

	☐	

	4. Barriers and impact identified, however having considered all available options carefully, there appear to be no other proportionate ways to achieve the activity (e.g. in extreme cases or where positive action is taken). Therefore, you are going to proceed with caution with this activity knowing that it may favour some people less than others, providing justification for this decision. 

	☒	Barriers and potential impacts have been identified through this EIA, including the risk that a closed funding opportunity may limit wider participation and diversity of perspectives. However, no alternative approach would achieve the activity’s objectives in a proportionate or effective manner.

The activity relates to the recommissioning of an existing, long-running national investment. A closed approach enables a focused and proportionate assessment of CLS’s capability to continue managing and delivering the national cohort studies, while minimising risks to continuity, data integrity, and established infrastructure.

Proceeding via an open competition would introduce significant operational and delivery risks, including disruption to the stewardship of these complex resources, which would not be commensurate with the aims of the activity. The decision to proceed with a closed approach is therefore justified on the grounds of proportionality, continuity, and value for money.

The activity will proceed with appropriate safeguards in place. Equality, diversity and inclusion considerations will continue to be embedded throughout the commissioning and assessment process, with mitigations applied and monitored to minimise adverse impacts and promote fairness wherever possible.



[bookmark: _Toc126841211]
Review and sign off

	What are the arrangements for monitoring and reviewing the impact of your activity?
	The EIA will be treated as a living document and reviewed at key stages throughout the lifecycle of the activity, in line with the accompanying action plan. Reviews will take place at appropriate points during the design, commissioning, assessment, and decision-making phases to ensure that EDI considerations remain embedded and that mitigations remain effective.

Monitoring will include consideration of participation, engagement, and outcomes across relevant characteristics and contextual factors, where appropriate and proportionate. Any emerging risks, unintended impacts, or areas for improvement identified through this monitoring will be addressed through timely and proportionate adjustments to the process.

The EIA will also be revisited during closure and lessons-learned activities to capture insights, assess the effectiveness of mitigations, and inform future commissioning practice and policy development.

	Next review date:
	01/06/2026



	Will this EIA be published? * Yes/Not required

	Yes

	Point of contact 
	datainfrastructure@esrc.ukri.org

	Signed off by (name and date):

	Emilia Sando, Senior Investment Manager
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	Name
	Date
	Version
	Change

	Emilia Sando
	02/01/2026
	1
	 First version of the document.

	
	
	2
	

	
	
	3
	



[bookmark: _Toc126841213]Action plan
Use the table below to define the actions you intend to take (or have taken) to address the indications of negative impact you have identified or to promote equality. Actions should be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Time-bound).

	Action
	Deadline
	Owner
	How will it be monitored?
	What is/will be the impact/outcome?

	Review and update diversity criteria in the funding opportunity
	January 2025
	Emilia Sando / Thomas Graham
	Confirmation that EIA requirements and diversity considerations are explicitly reflected in the funding opportunity documentation prior to launch.
	The funding opportunity is designed in an inclusive manner and actively supports equality, diversity and inclusion objectives.

	Review and adapt the recruitment process for the commissioning panel
	Spring 2026
	Emilia Sando / Thomas Graham
	Review of recruitment approaches, materials, and panel composition to ensure alignment with the findings and mitigations set out in the EIA.
	A commissioning panel is recruited that reflects a broad range of perspectives across the research community.

	Embed EDI principles into peer review and commissioning panel planning
	Spring 2026
	Emilia Sando / Thomas Graham
	Verification that EIA findings and relevant EDI requirements are incorporated into planning documents, briefings, and assessment materials.
	EDI principles are consistently embedded across peer review and panel planning activities.

	Implement EDI-inclusive guidelines during commissioning panel meetings
	June 2026
	Emilia Sando / Thomas Graham
	Confirmation that panel guidance, chair briefings, and meeting processes reflect EDI principles and agreed mitigations.
	The panel meeting is conducted in an inclusive and respectful manner, enabling all members to participate fully and equitably in decision-making.
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