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RESEARCH QUESTIONS
1. How does collaborative and distributed discussion affect reviewers’ scores CONCLUSIONS
during grant peer review? * This case study aligns with prior research finding substantial variability across peer review panels, but is the first study to explore how scores change as a
2. How consistent are different panels of reviewers in scoring the same grant function of collaborative discussion
application? * Panelists are continually re-negotiating the meaning of numerical scores during score calibration talk (Pier et al., 2015), which may lead to the variability we
3. In what ways does the videoconferencing format differ from the face-to- observe across panels
face format for peer review of grant applications? * Potential for videoconference panels to increase efficiency—and reduce costs of convening study sections—without altering final score outcomes

* Future work will examine the nature of the collaborative discussion during peer review panels, explore the relationship between the scores reviewers assign to
grant applications and the content of their critiques of the applications, and investigate differences between the process and outcomes of FTF vs. VC panels
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