
Figure	
  1.	
  Anonymized	
  shot	
  from	
  a	
  panel.	
  

Figure	
  2.	
  Anonymized	
  screenshot	
  from	
  
the	
  videoconference	
  panel.	
  

Figure	
  4.	
  NIH	
  scoring	
  rubric.	
  

Figure	
  3.	
  Typical	
  workflow	
  of	
  NIH	
  study	
  secEon	
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Table	
  2.	
  Final	
  Impact	
  Scores	
  

Scores	
  across	
  panels	
  were	
  highly	
  similar	
  in	
  
the	
  aggregate,	
  but	
  highly	
  variable	
  at	
  the	
  
grant	
  applica7on	
  level	
  	
  
	
  
VC	
  panel	
  did	
  not	
  differ	
  from	
  FTF	
  panel	
  in	
  
aggregate	
  final	
  scores	
  

Table	
  1.	
  Count	
  of	
  Changes	
  in	
  Individual	
  
Reviewers'	
  Scores	
  AJer	
  Discussion	
  	
  

Overall,	
  more	
  common	
  for	
  reviewers	
  to	
  
worsen	
  scores	
  aAer	
  discussion,	
  but	
  panels	
  
varied	
  in	
  degree	
  of	
  score	
  change	
  (see	
  Fig.	
  5)	
  

Table	
  3.	
  Total	
  Time	
  in	
  Minutes	
  and	
  Seconds	
  
Spent	
  on	
  Each	
  ApplicaEon	
  at	
  Each	
  MeeEng	
  	
  	
  

VC	
  panel	
  was	
  more	
  efficient	
  (>1	
  minute	
  less	
  
per	
  proposal)	
  

Figure	
  5.	
  Average	
  Changes	
  in	
  Individual	
  Reviewers'	
  Scores	
  Before	
  and	
  AJer	
  Discussion	
  
of	
  Each	
  Grant	
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Videoconference 

ABSTRACT	
  
Grant	
  peer	
  review	
  is	
  a	
  founda7onal	
  component	
  of	
  scien7fic	
  research.	
  In	
  the	
  
context	
  of	
  grant	
  review	
  mee7ngs,	
  the	
  review	
  process	
  is	
  a	
  collabora7ve,	
  
socially	
  mediated,	
  locally	
  constructed	
  decision-­‐making	
  task.	
  The	
  current	
  study	
  
examines	
  how	
  collabora7ve	
  discussion	
  impacts	
  reviewers’	
  scores	
  of	
  grant	
  
proposals,	
  how	
  different	
  review	
  panels	
  score	
  the	
  same	
  proposals,	
  and	
  how	
  the	
  
discourse	
  prac7ces	
  of	
  videoconference	
  panels	
  differ	
  from	
  in-­‐person	
  panels.	
  
Methodologically,	
  we	
  created	
  and	
  videotaped	
  four	
  “constructed	
  study	
  
sec7ons,”	
  recrui7ng	
  biomedical	
  scien7sts	
  with	
  NIH	
  review	
  experience	
  and	
  an	
  
NIH	
  Scien7fic	
  Review	
  Officer	
  (SRO).	
  These	
  mee7ngs	
  provide	
  a	
  rich	
  medium	
  for	
  
inves7ga7ng	
  the	
  process	
  and	
  outcomes	
  of	
  authen7c	
  collabora7ve	
  decision-­‐
making	
  tasks.	
  Implica7ons	
  for	
  research	
  into	
  the	
  peer	
  review	
  process,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
for	
  the	
  broad	
  enterprise	
  of	
  federally	
  funded	
  scien7fic	
  research,	
  are	
  discussed.	
  	
  

CONCLUSIONS	
  
•  This	
  case	
  study	
  aligns	
  with	
  prior	
  research	
  finding	
  substan3al	
  variability	
  across	
  peer	
  review	
  panels,	
  but	
  is	
  the	
  first	
  study	
  to	
  explore	
  how	
  scores	
  change	
  as	
  a	
  

func7on	
  of	
  collabora7ve	
  discussion	
  
•  Panelists	
  are	
  con7nually	
  re-­‐nego7a7ng	
  the	
  meaning	
  of	
  numerical	
  scores	
  during	
  score	
  calibra+on	
  talk	
  (Pier	
  et	
  al.,	
  2015),	
  which	
  may	
  lead	
  to	
  the	
  variability	
  we	
  

observe	
  across	
  panels	
  
•  Poten7al	
  for	
  videoconference	
  panels	
  to	
  increase	
  efficiency—and	
  reduce	
  costs	
  of	
  convening	
  study	
  sec7ons—without	
  altering	
  final	
  score	
  outcomes	
  	
  
•  Future	
  work	
  will	
  examine	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  collabora7ve	
  discussion	
  during	
  peer	
  review	
  panels,	
  explore	
  the	
  rela7onship	
  between	
  the	
  scores	
  reviewers	
  assign	
  to	
  

grant	
  applica7ons	
  and	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  their	
  cri7ques	
  of	
  the	
  applica7ons,	
  and	
  inves7gate	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  process	
  and	
  outcomes	
  of	
  FTF	
  vs.	
  VC	
  panels	
  The	
  research	
  reported	
  in	
  this	
  poster	
  was	
  supported	
  by	
  the	
  NaEonal	
  InsEtute	
  of	
  General	
  Medical	
  Sciences	
  of	
  the	
  NaEonal	
  InsEtutes	
  of	
  Health	
  under	
  Award	
  
Number	
  R01GM111002.	
  The	
  content	
  is	
  solely	
  the	
  responsibility	
  of	
  the	
  authors	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  necessarily	
  represent	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  the	
  NaEonal	
  InsEtutes	
  of	
  Health.	
  	
  

OBJECTIVES	
  
•  The	
  Na7onal	
  Ins7tutes	
  of	
  Health	
  (NIH)	
  spends	
  $30.3	
  billion	
  on	
  biomedical	
  

research	
  every	
  year;	
  more	
  than	
  80%	
  of	
  funding	
  is	
  awarded	
  via	
  compe77ve	
  
grants	
  (NIH,	
  2015)	
  

•  NIH	
  peer	
  review	
  is	
  a	
  model	
  for	
  other	
  federal	
  research	
  founda7ons,	
  including	
  
the	
  Na7onal	
  Science	
  Founda7on	
  (NSF)	
  and	
  the	
  Ins7tute	
  of	
  Educa7on	
  
Sciences	
  (IES)	
  

•  Advancing	
  our	
  understanding	
  of	
  peer	
  review	
  has	
  the	
  poten7al	
  to	
  improve	
  
scien7fic	
  and	
  educa7onal	
  research	
  throughout	
  the	
  na7on	
  	
  

THEORETICAL	
  FRAMEWORK	
  
•  Peer	
  review	
  consists	
  of	
  a	
  group	
  of	
  distributed	
  experts	
  (Brown	
  et	
  al.,	
  1993)	
  

within	
  a	
  community	
  of	
  prac3ce	
  (Lave	
  &	
  Wenger,	
  1991)	
  co-­‐construc7ng	
  
meanings	
  and	
  con7nually	
  nego7a7ng	
  review	
  criteria	
  	
  

•  In	
  grant	
  peer	
  review,	
  inter-­‐reviewer	
  reliability	
  is	
  typically	
  poor	
  (Cichef,	
  
1991;	
  Fogelholm	
  et	
  al.,	
  2012;	
  Langfeldt,	
  2001;	
  Marsh	
  et	
  al.,	
  2008;	
  Olbrecht	
  
et	
  al.,	
  2007;	
  Wessely,	
  1998)	
  

•  Gallo	
  et	
  al.	
  (2013)	
  found	
  few	
  differences	
  between	
  face-­‐to-­‐face	
  (FTF)	
  and	
  
teleconference	
  peer	
  review	
  mee7ngs	
  	
  

RESEARCH	
  QUESTIONS	
  
1.  How	
  does	
  collabora7ve	
  and	
  distributed	
  discussion	
  affect	
  reviewers’	
  scores	
  

during	
  grant	
  peer	
  review?	
  
2.  How	
  consistent	
  are	
  different	
  panels	
  of	
  reviewers	
  in	
  scoring	
  the	
  same	
  grant	
  

applica7on?	
  
3.  In	
  what	
  ways	
  does	
  the	
  videoconferencing	
  format	
  differ	
  from	
  the	
  face-­‐to-­‐

face	
  format	
  for	
  peer	
  review	
  of	
  grant	
  applica7ons?	
  	
  

METHOD	
  &	
  DATA	
  SOURCES	
  
•  Four	
  “constructed”	
  study	
  sec3ons	
  	
  

of	
  experienced	
  NIH	
  reviewers	
  	
  
reviewed	
  deiden7fied	
  applica7ons	
  	
  
from	
  2012	
  –	
  2015	
  submijed	
  to	
  the	
  	
  
Oncology	
  groups	
  of	
  the	
  Na7onal	
  	
  
Cancer	
  Ins7tute	
  

	
  
•  42	
  par7cipants	
  nested	
  in	
  	
  

four	
  study	
  sec7on	
  panels	
  
•  Mee7ng	
  1	
  (FTF):	
  n	
  =	
  10	
  
•  Mee7ng	
  2	
  (FTF):	
  n	
  =	
  12	
  
•  Mee7ng	
  3	
  (FTF):	
  n	
  =	
  12	
  
•  Mee7ng	
  4	
  (VC)	
  :	
  n	
  =	
  8	
  

	
  
•  Par7cipants	
  assigned	
  to	
  review	
  	
  

and	
  score	
  2	
  applica7ons	
  as	
  primary	
  	
  
reviewer,	
  2	
  as	
  secondary	
  reviewer,	
  	
  
and	
  2	
  as	
  ter7ary	
  reviewer	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
•  Mee7ngs	
  videotaped	
  and	
  	
  

all	
  dialogue	
  transcribed	
  	
  
	
  
•  Descrip7ve,	
  case-­‐study	
  	
  

approach	
  to	
  the	
  data	
  
given	
  small	
  sample	
  size	
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