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NIH

Leadership & Management Transitions [Since March 2020]

_--- Dual Role Duties  -------------mmm oo .

Acting Division Director (effective 10/26/20)
Division of Neuroscience, Development and Aging )

Acting IRG Chief |
Musculoskeletal, Oral and Skin Sciences )

Delia Olufokunbi Sam Dr. Katherine Malinda

IRG Chief

Bioengineering Sciences and Technologies I
Vinod Charles !
IRG Chief  Thomas
Immunology \
Audrey Lau T
Chief of Staff
IRG Chief Amy Wernimont )
Biological Chemistry and Macromolecular Biophysics
James Mack
Reviewer Training Coordinator
Tasmeen Weik )
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@> Impact of COVID -19 on Peer Review ]
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CSR response to COVID-19 pandemic

Ahead of the curve: Acquisition of FedRAMP-certified
Zoom platform, 650 licenses in preparation for an
emergency. Tested the platform to prepare for
adaptation in early/mid 2019

Most advanced telework policy at NIH - enabled 100%
of CSR workforce to be virtual with 100% productivity
immediately. All review meetings virtual with very
short notice, relevant security and integrity in place

April Review Matters blog on Zoom security  to
address community concerns re: Zoom-bombing, etc.
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“While many investigators have had to shutter
their labs due to this public health emergency,
the research enterprise will spring back,” noted
Dr. Kristin Kramer, communications director at
the Center for Scientific Review.

NHLBI's Childs on Front Lines of

Covid 10 tiealit Crista “Key to seeing that happens without additional
delays is that review of the roughly 27,000
Medical Research Scholars

i applications NIH receives each council round
Shelter in Place at NIH

continues. CSR handles the review of about 75
OER Adapts to Fresh Challenges

percent of NIH grant applications, amounting to
of Pandemic

62,000 per vear and about 20,000 per council

FEEDBACK Q

Review Matters

Security of Our Virtual Peer Review Meetings

. Dipak Bhattacharyya
Chief Information Officer
April 15,2020

CSR will conduct all summer peer review meetings using one of three platforms - 1) video; 2) telephone; 3) web-based discussion. A
majority will take place using the Zoom video platform. We want to provide information about how we are maintaining the security
and confidentiality of our review meetings.

The Zoom video platform that we are using is not the same as that used by schools or by you at home. Instead, we are using a
FedRAMP-certified version of Zoom within the zoomgov.com domain. It meets requirements for other agencies that handle very
sensitive information, including the Department of Homeland Security. FedRAMP certification means, for reviewers, the platform can
be used without risking installation of malware and, for applicants, meetings remain confidential. Key features include:
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CSR held 600+ Zoom review meetings [Mar -Aug 2020]
>1000 additional planned Sept 2020 -Mar 2021

100%

Meeting Formats

B Regular

B0%
. Fegular Meeting + *idea Conference
B0% ﬁ Yideo Azsisted Meeting ]
B ittual Meeting
A0% . Telephone Assisted Meeting
B Cther
0%

Oct/Nov 2019 Feb/Mar 2020 Jun/Jul 2020
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REVIEWER and SRO Meeting Format Preference

Zoom Compared to In -Person
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REVIEWER Impressions: Quality of Review

Zoom Compared to In -Person
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Zoom Compared to In -Person

SRO Impressions
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SRO Experience: Ease of Reviewer Recruitment

Zoom Compared to In -Person
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I Objective data re: scoring, recruitment, diversity
I Reviewer/staff surveys re: experience, discussion quality

NI

Post-pandemic: Future of peer review meetings?

Forced Experiment
1 Zoom vs. older Cisco platform & easier to use
1 Socialization, lowered resistance among staff, reviewers

Data-driven decisions about the future

Environmental and fiscal considerations balanced with
primary goal to maintain or improve quality of the NIH
review process

Unlikely to go back to the way it was @ if safe, then some
hybrid reality (1-2 times/year virtual)
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ENQUIRE

Study Sections
A Scientific scope (relevance, adapting to

emerging areas, perpetuating stale scienc
A Output (identification of meritorious

Framework: Quality of
Peer Review

—+

EEm science)
Study Size appropriate for competition
Sections

Reviewers

A Reviewer Training & Evaluationd
consistent, transparent

A Review Service & broadening pool |,
incentivizing service
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Reviewers

Process

A Confidentiality/Integrity in review

A Bias in Review

A Assignment/Referral of Applications
A Review Criteria and Scoring System

Process
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ENQUIRE

Evaluating Panel Quality in Review




;I—u:_ Study Sections ENQU|RE

Multiple Possible Actions Follow

e Change in scientific guidelines Redistribute areas across study sections

Merge study sections @ Add emerging areas of science
@ Create new study sections . Eliminate study sections
Process Overview for Each © Cluster Formation
Cluster of StUdy Sections How? Determined by science, not management structure - 9-12 study sections in each cluster

© External Scientific Evaluation Panel
Who? Scientifically broad, senior scientists provided with:

* current scientific guidelines
= sample abstracts & aims
* data on workload trends, bibliometric output, ESI submission and success rates

Asked: How well does the scope of the study sections align with the current state of the science?

© Internal Process Evaluation Panel
Who? NIH extramural staff with broad perspective

= workload data

* scoring trends

= survey feedback from reviewers & program officers
= site-visit information on meeting function

= External Scientific Working Group's report

Asked: Does the study section function in a way that supports optimal identification of high-impact
science?

Approvals

= Office of Extramural Research

* (SR Advisory Council
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;I—u:_ Study Sections ENQUIRE 2019
Implementation 042 study sections

A
@ Healthcare Delivery/Patient Outcomes 8 9 study sections A
‘]l’ Gl, Renal, Endocrine, Metabolism & 11 study sections A
@ Functional/Cognitive Neuroscience & 12 study sections A
% Cardiac, Vascular, Hematology 8 10 study sections

A

ENQUIRE 2020
Ongoing: Basic Sciences (16 study sections)

Approved by CSR Advisory Council, March 2020

Implementation delayed due to COVID -19 &
from June 5, 2020 to Oct 5, 2020 receipt dates

New and restructured study section
descriptions posted on the web

Members being reassigned according to
expertise need/scientific area realignment- Nov
2020

First study section meetings of
new/restructured committees in Feb 2021

Upcoming (2 clusters, each with 1012 study sections): Epidemiological & Oncological Sciences
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Topic choice contributes to the lower rate of NIH
awards to African-American/black scientists

Travis A. Hoppe'-2, Aviva Litovitz'2, Kristine A. Willis®", Rebecca A. Meseroll'-%, Matthew J. Perkins'%, B. lan Hutchins'?, ...
+ See all authors and affiliations

Science Advances 09 Oct 2019

Vol 5,no. 10, eaaw7238

DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.aaw7238

00600

Article Figures & Data Info & Metrics eletters PDF

Abstract

Despite efforts to promote diversity in the biomedical workforce, there remains a lower rate of
funding of National Institutes of Health RO1 applications submitted by African-American/black
(AA/B) scientists relative to white scientists. To identify underlying causes of this funding gap,
we analyzed six stages of the application process from 2011 to 2015 and found that disparate

ewer

based on Tc

Bi as o

Important Points to Note:
A Award rates differ 4-fold across different topic clusters

A E.g. Cluster A (low award rate): child obesity intervention, physical
activity, weight | oss progr amé
wound healing, ocular surface,

A The science of high and low award rate topic clusters are generally
not reviewed in the same study
explain differential award rates was puzzling
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OOur analysis shows that all three of the factors
that underlie the funding gapérevolve around
deci si ons made Oblgppertaav i ewer s. 06

| (2019), Sci Adv.




NIH Reanalysis: Added in individual
NIH IC award rate as a variable

0OThese new anal yses déferentialawardaates, ratheér thdn ldecisions made by peer reviewers :
asindicated in Hoppe, were critical drivers of differences in funding outcomes for applications linked to different
t opi <cSeadOpen Mike, Aug 12, 2020; Corrigendum submitted.
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