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Thank you for the opportunity to review this interesting proposal. Since this review is in depth and structural, I am providing this review as an annotated PDF with this summarizing document, rather than making drastic changes or putting long comments into Overleaf. 
Overall, the language is clear and the arguments flow well. The problem context and significance are also explained well. As you know, the paper is three pages too long, but there are good opportunities to reduce some repetition. I highlighted them in the PDF so you can review them. 
Abstract (1 page)
The abstract is arranged logically and clearly, but does not grab attention very well because the reader must get to the end to understand the problem. My suggestion is to start the second paragraph with a "hook" (a marketing term) that will highlight the problem immediately and interest reviewers. I have put detailed notes in the PDF about how I think this can be done. 
I also recommend making the final sentence stronger to highlight how necessary this fundamental research is.
2 Scientific Background (2 pages, recommended length 3-4 pages)
In this section, the description of LLMs is good. 
The  definitions of demographic attributes/groups, fairness, bias, and stereotypes are good, although I think they could be shortened, as most people will have a broad understanding of these terms, and a highly specific understanding is not critical to understanding the grant. 
The itemized list of gender, age, and ethnicity is too detailed. It describes the definitions used in the preliminary research only, so it is not "background" but more "methods," and it limits the scope of the grant too much. My suggestion is to move it to the methods in shortened form.
By contrast, I think the description of existing bias mitigation/identification methods is not detailed enough. I do not get a clear sense of whether they are statistically based, handcrafted rules, or machine-learning based. This makes it difficult to judge the research gap in the final paragraph and how this grant will fill it. My suggestion is to be more specific. Maybe a table of methods (like you often see in reviews) would be appropriate? If another solution would be better, that is fine.
Please check if material needs to be added here to place RO7 in context (see my notes below).
3 Research objectives and expected significance
3.1 Research objectives (2 pages, recommended length 1-2 pages)
There are many research objectives in this list (seven), and on first reading, they feel a bit scattershot. The final one (RO7) seems to be particularly unconnected. In addition, the last sentence of RO1 seems a bit applied, not theoretical. I suggest considering conglomerating the objectives under two main headings: Identification and Mitigation (this will link strongly to the title). Something like
1. Bias identification:
	1.1. Theoretical understanding of bias (RO1)
	1.2 Holistic understanding of bias (RO7)
2. Bias mitigation:
	2.1 Formal Frameworks for mitigation (RO1)
	2.2 Reinforcement learning for mitigation (RO3)
	2.3 LLM self-evaluation for mitigation (RO4)
3. Dataset collection and public release of data (RO5) - this is for both identification and mitigation, so I suggest making it its own objective.
4. Investigating LLM Bias in Morphologically Rich Languages (RO6) - same here.
With respect to RO7, I recommend hinting that you will be using both quantitative and qualitative approaches to identifying bias in the Abstract and perhaps mentioning the poetry of prompting in the Scientific Background. Then readers will expect it more.
3.2 Expected significance (1 page)
This section is written well, although the first paragraph could be deleted and the language made more concise. This section mentions "the use of word embeddings, machine learning classifiers," but these terms were not mentioned in the objectives above. I recommend introducing them earlier as well.
4 Detailed description of the proposed research
Please review. All ISF grants I have seen/worked on have arranged the work into work packages that relate strongly back to the research objectives.  This grant doesn't include any work packages. I couldn't find a statement from ISF about whether they are required, but they are conventional. At the moment, only the hypotheses, data collection for the preliminary results, and the quantitative bias identification methods used in the preliminary results are described. The holistic bias identification and mitigation approaches should also be included for completeness.
My suggestion is to firm up the research objectives and then put  work packages in for each one. Of course with strongly theoretical and basic work such as this, it can be difficult to write a specific plan. However, if there are milestones or general aims that could be arranged into work packages, it would make this grant more conventional in form.
4.1 Working hypotheses (0.5 pages)
The first paragraph could be shortened, but otherwise this section is good.
4.2 Research design and methods (5 pages)
For the data collection description, I recommend adding the languages of the LLMs so that the claim of investigating multiple languages is supported. 
Figure 1 is useful.
I think you can get rid of the formal notations list. I read the text and it was understandable without the formal notations.
5. Preliminary results (5 pages, recommended length 5-7 pages)
Only results should be described in the results section, so the description of SEiLLM can be removed here. 
Please check the table captions for Tables 1 and 3 in Section 5.1.1 "Gender Results". It does not mention the RtA results, just the Nemenyi test, so I initially couldn't find the RtA results, and this might also be confusing for a reviewer. 
I had a hard time qualitatively understanding these preliminary findings. They seem to indicate that gender bias is not much of a problem, ageism might be a problem for seniors, but that LLMs just RtA anything regarding ethnicity? Maybe the LLMs are already censoring themselves. I recommend adding a short discussion paragraph at the end of this section about these findings and their implications for the research proposed in this grant.
This is a minor thing, but Section 5.1.3 seems highly focused on American ethnicities, which may jump out at a reviewer. It might be worth mentioning in the discussion this is preliminary work and that the focus of further work will be more international.
6 Resources and conditions (1 page)
This section looks good. I have no suggested changes.
7 Expected results and potential pitfalls (1 page)
This section flows well and the content is appropriate. I recommend moving the expected results to the beginning of the section so that the two topics follow the order in the section title.
