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Welcome New CSR Advisory Committee Regular & Ad Hoc Members

Denise Wilfley, Ph.D.
4/1/2018 to 12/31/2021

Mark Peifer, Ph.D.
1/1/2019 to 12/31/2022

Professor, Psychiatry, Pediatrics,
Psychological and Brain Sciences
Washington University

Professor, Department of Biology
Michael Hooker Distinguished Professor
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

Elizabeth Villa, Ph.D.
Ad-Hoc
Assistant Professor

Division of Biological Sciences
University of California, San Diego
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Peer Review and
IT Coordinator

NIH

Center for
Scientific Review

Leadership and Management Transitions

Sharon Gubanich Vonda Smith

DRR Assistant Directors

Michelle Timmerman

DRR Associate Director
Guide Liaison Officer

Retirement

Move

Robert Freund
Chief

AIDS and Related Research
(AARR) IRG Chief

Karyl Swartz
Associate Director
Diversity & Workforce
Development

Joanna Bare
Former: Executive Officer

Now: Director of Business
Transformation, NHLBI



Underlying Principles

Transparent, data-driven Involvement/engagement Open, multi-directional
decision-making of stakeholders communication strategies
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Plans for Council Membership and Meetings

Membership

= » Broaden membership to include all career stages (Early/Mid Career)

= Total number of slots increased by 2 (from 11 to 13)

= Publish council member information on website organization (photos?)

Meeting Content

1. Advice on study section restructuring, initiatives, processes, evaluations (no change)

2. Higher level of engagement between council meetings - council working groups with CSR staff,

Council members and external scientific community members

3. Peek under the hood - how does CSR...? Can we do it better?
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Engagement with the Scientific Community

Peer Review Notes New blog, webinars, social media feeds
sunsetting after April 15

Twitter: Facebook: Blog:
center for scientific review CSRpeerreview https://www.csr.nih.gov/reviewmatters

548 followers 19 followers

3 ; ientifi 5 i Review Matters
Margot Damaser, PhD [ ea m» NIH.Center flor Sqemlflc.Rev:ew updated their cover photo.
@MDamacer \ o Y =< Published by Timothy Flynn [?] - February 27 at 9:53 AM - @ Welcome to the Center for Sclentific Review (CSR)

,  Dr.Noni Byrnes
i irectar

£am hanored £ have the GaPorURTY to work with Jn incred biy dedicated St in fulfilling CSy wital méssion of ensuring that NI
recelve fair, expert, and timely reviews—free from inappropriate (afluences—so NI can
fund the most promising research.

This is huge! #NIHfunding #NIHGrants about
time. Thanks you NIH and @CSRpeerreview

Center for Scientific Review [0 “Rpeereview

In 2017, NIH announced (NOT-0D-17-050} that preprints and other interim research
products can be cited in NIH grant applications, Common in other scientific fields, but
relatively new in biomedical science.

€585 shrgular focus on the Trst bevel of review based on sclentilic meny, is irdependence from soy specfic NI funding imsitute or
center, and its eficiens operation make it a crivcally important bink in advarcing new and exciting discoveries across a broad
spectrum of biomedical research,

Be'ow, [ have cutlined a few initial prioriting for the Center. What binds these tegecher is my prrsonal commitment 10 strergthening
the pesr review process In a transparens marmer, combining obiective, dats deven approaches with significant engagement of the
selontiic community:

235 PM - 13 Mar 2019

1. Bvaluating the qualiny of roview and revigwers - maldeg study soctions nimble onough o adapt o rapidly evabdng, increasingly

pilnary sciantific fighds o Inpue, 3nd raducing risk-aversaness in reviou.
2 Likes ” 0 2 Agdressing iz n pear raviaw
13 0 P e P 3 Sirength he corfidentialty oy 0 the peer sevie process
Q o Q2 8 This inaugural Review Matters bicg is fst 3 small first staq in 3 broader COMMUKCALONS and targeted-ouireach strategy, Futers
blog posts will expand upon the 10pkcs above, desariding some efforss aready undensay, With MOome 10 COMe as we Tackie these
oY Like (J comment A> Share @ - Issues togeibes

Acknowledgment: Kristin Kramer & IMB
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Redesigned CSR Website

_f: LLE. Expartrrairs of Hewlts & Humsan Senioei Vil Teaf sl Diremey  Chewsor (SR

: : For Applicants For Reviewers
Application Piocess For Applicants PP |

Flanning & Writing S 2 w
CER's prmany role i 16 handbe the receipl and review ol

Application Deadlines of the grani applications that NIH receh
Subimitssian & .I'l.'\g.l:l:l"llr:.-ll review procest leom lunding decisions

Application Process

Initis] Review, Results, & Appests

FAGs for Applicants Planning & Writing

Application Deadlines

- Submission & Assignment
Why Scientists Review for NIH
v

Initial Review, Results, & Appeals

Learn from reviewers abaut the benefits of service

L bl i FAQs for Applicants

MacBook
e

Acknowledgment: Kristin Kramer & IMB
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Scope of Review Operations

. 17% - 24010

NIH Applications -I_l_l- Chartered or Recurring

62,000 of 81,000 Study Sections
: ) . 245

Scientific Review Officers

j##h  >18,000 223 >1,600

'S | -
Distinct Reviewers Annual Review Meetings
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CSR Continues to Review ~75% of all NIH Applications

RPGs SBIRs/STTRs Fellowships

55,046 6,265 4,702

FY18 Applications
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Types of Review - A Variety of Special Initiatives and Inter-agency Collaborations

FDA

NIH

NIH All-of-Us Program Reviews, plus Other Transaction
Authority Reviews

Brain Research through Advancing Innovative
Neurotechnologies (BRAIN)

NIGMS Maximizing Investigators’ Research Awards (MIRA)

Native American Research Centers
for Health (NARCH)

All Division of Program Coordination, Planning, and
Strategic Initiatives (DPCPSI)/Common Fund review

Many IC PARS and multi-IC RFAs

FDA/Tobacco gﬁ Global Alliance

\._ﬁ for Chronic Disease

Center for

Scientific Review

Investigation of Co-occurring conditions across the
Lifespan to Understand Down syndrome (INCLUDE)

Cancer Moonshot

Alzheimer’s Disease (AD)

Office of Research on Women'’s Health (ORWH) at NIH -
Specialized Centers of Research Excellence (SCORE) on
Sex Differences

All Fogarty International Center Reviews

All Office of the Director (OD)/Office of Research
Infrastructure Programs (ORIP) Reviews

NIH-NSF and NIH-DOE All USA-China
Reviews




CSR Continues to Lead in Efficiency/Timeliness
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CSR Budget: FY19 $138 miillion

m CSR Staff and Personnel Costs
m Reviewer Costs

m Operation Costs

Less than 0.4% of the $39.3B NIH budget
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Quality of Peer Review
Study Sections

Scientific boundaries (relevance, adapting to
emerging areas, perpetuating stale science)

o e Output (identification of meritorious science)
— v i : . ,
R Size — appropriate for competition and breadth?
Study
Sections

Reviewers
» Training reviewers/Chairs — consistent,
transparent

* Review Service — Overuse vs. broadening
pool, incentivizing service

* Evaluating reviewers —
qualifications/expertise, scoring patterns,

2
ok

Reviewers

Process

« Confidentiality/Integrity in review

e Bias in review

» Assignment/Referral of Applications
* Review Criteria

» Scoring system

critiques

Center f
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17 Study Sections

Evaluating Panel Quality in Review (ENQUIRE)

A New Evaluation Framework for CSR Study Sections




17 Study Sections
Previous Study Section Evaluations at CSR (2003-2015)

By CSR’s internal organizational/management groupings (IRG)
* Input from CSR management only (2004-8)
* Input from chairs/selected reviewers (2008 -11)

» Input from blue-ribbon external scientific working group, given data re: application, workload, bibliometric, (2077 -15)

Output: Comments about use of surveys, exit interviews, ranking, H-indices,
bibliometrics, should Chairs be used to recruit new members, % ND, private discussion
% with SROs without management to assess IRG function, NIH A2 policy.

** Only scientific changes recommended were endorsement of proposals made by the
CSR IRG Chief during his/her presentation of the science

Problems:

1) Reviews by study sections clustered by CSR organizational structure

2) Too much info, too broad a scope including both science and process

Center fi
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17 Study Sections

CSR “SRG Reviews” 2015 - 2018

*  Review by scientific clusters, not by management/organizational clusters or IRGs (10-20 SRGs)

 Assemble blue-ribbon Working Group (WG) of scientifically broad, senior scientists (with interest in
more than one SRG)

 Ask 1 question designed to focus discussion on science, not process

“How well does the scientific scope of the study sections align with the current state of
the science?”

Center f
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11 Study Sections
Multiple Possible Actions for Restructuring Study Sections

Move an area of science from one

Change in scientific
study section to another/others

guidelines

Add emerging areas

Merge study sections
of science

Create new study
sections

Eliminate study
sections

Center for
Scientific Review



17 Study Sections

NIH

Center for

Scientific Review

Study Sections

HIV Coinfections and HIV Associated Cancers HCAC
Starts 01/2019 Council

HIV Comorbidities and Clinical Studies HCCS
Starts 01/2019 Council

HIV Immunopathogenesis and Vaccine Development HIVD
Starts 01/2019 Council

HIV Molecular Virology, Cell Biology, and Drug HVCD
Development
Starts 01/2019 Council

HIV/AIDS Intra- and Inter-personal Determinants and HIBI
Behavioral Interventions
Starts 01/2019 Council

Population and Public Health Approaches to HIV/AIDS PPAH
Starts 01/2019 Council

HIV/AIDS Fellowship Special Emphasis Panels (AARR F17
Fellowship SEP)

HIV/AIDS Small Business Applications: AARR Small AARR (10)
Business Special Emphasis Panels (AARR Small Business

SEPs)

HIV/AIDS Small Business Applications: AARR Small AARR (11)

Business Special Emphasis Panels

Example: SRG Review
HIV/AIDS: 9 study sections eliminated, science reorganized into 6 new study sections

AIDS Clinical Studies and Epidemiology ACE
Ends 10/2018 Council

AIDS Molecular and Cellular Biology AMCB
Ends 10/2018 Council

AIDS-Associated Opportunistic Infections and Cancer AOQIC
Ends 10/2018 Council

AIDS Immunaology and Pathogenesis AIP
Ends 10/2018 Council

AIDS Discovery and Development of Therapeutics ADDT
Ends 10/2018 Council

Behavioral and Social Consequences of HIV/AIDS BSCH
Ends 10/2018 Council

Behavioral and Social Science Approaches to
Preventing HIV/AIDS BSPH
Ends 10/2018 Council

MNeuroAIDS and other End-organ Diseases NAED
Ends 10/2018 Council

HIV/AIDS Vaccines VACC
Ends 10/2018 Council
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https://public.csr.nih.gov/StudySections/DABP/AARR

17 Study Sections
Scientific Reorganizations of Study Sections Thus Far...

“SRG Reviews” completed (scientific
restructuring only):

Bioengineering

Imaging

Basic Cancer Biology cluster

HIV/AIDS

Visual Sciences

Center f



17 Study Sections

ENQUIRE (Evaluating Panel Quality in Review)
New Framework/Process for Study Section Evaluation (2019)

« Largely builds on CSR’s existing successful model of scientific SRG Reviews - external
panel to evaluate science by examining workload trends, guidelines, random sample
abstracts/specific aims, adds in publication/bibliometric data.

 Adds in a process evaluation component - internal NIH panel to look at process issues
e.g. IC distributions, scoring patterns, reviewer/PO surveys, discussions, rosters, ESI
application/award rates, etc.

Center fi
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17 Study Sections
SRG Reviews (2015-2018) to ENQUIRE...(2019-)

“SRG Reviews” completed (scientific ENQUIRE (Scientific restructuring, adding

restructuring only): in bibliometrics, process evaluation)

Bioengineering Lnuf::r?‘fsss: Health delivery/patient
In progress: Gl/renal and

Imaging endocrine/metabolism

Basic Cancer Biology cluster Coming up: Cardiovascular

HIV/AIDS

Visual Sciences

Center fi
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17 Study Sections
Key Aspects of ENQUIRE

 Combines strength of expert opinion and objective metrics
« Stakeholder engagement — external scientific community, Council and ICs

e Continuous and systematic approach - Evaluate ~20% of the study sections each year (i.e.
a study section is evaluated every 5 years).

* Addresses both NIH Strategic Plan element “Optimize approaches to inform funding
decisions” and CSR’s mandate to continuously examine the function

Center f
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."I". Study Sections Timeline

Internal Process EAWG and CSR
Evaluation Panel Advisory Council

External Scientific
Evaluation Panel

Prioritization
Of Clusters

Cluster
Formation

Implementation
by CSR

Completed Completed Months 1- 4 Months 5 Months 6- 8 Months 9-12

* One year per cluster
» 3-4 clusters per year (20% of study sections)
 |terative Approach — Continuous refinement/modification of process based on experience and feedback

 Critical to success — matching referral of applications and reviewer expertise to redefined scientific
content of study section

Center for

Scientific Review




Quality of Peer Review
Study Sections

Scientific boundaries (relevance, adapting to
emerging areas, perpetuating stale science)

o e Output (identification of meritorious science)
— v i : . ,
R Size — appropriate for competition and breadth?
Study
Sections

Reviewers
» Evaluating reviewers —
qualifications/expertise, scoring patterns,

critiques
» Training reviewers/Chairs — consistent,
transparent Q
Review Service — Overuse vs. broadening e Process
pool, incentivizing service . » Confidentiality/Integrity in review
Reviewers Process « Bias in review

» Assignment/Referral of Applications
» Review Criteria

» Scoring system

e Current review process
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27,070 distinct reviewers / 393,433 meetings



Presenter
Presentation Notes
High density map 
27,070 distinct reviewers resulting in 393,433 meeting reviews



12 Year Service History of Reviewers

& Reviewers
Participated in meetings in last 2 Years
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{8& Reviewers Reviewers: Future Plans

Broadening the pool of reviewers, limiting overutilization of same reviewers
Incentivizing peer review — Solicit ideas via social media? Prize?

Development of online training modules — goals: consistency, adaptability,
transparency to applicant community

Continuation/enhancement of annual incoming chair training

Systemic Evaluations of Reviewers — scoring behavior, consistency, critique
quality

Center for
Scientific Review
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Quality of Peer Review
Study Sections

Scientific boundaries (relevance, adapting to
emerging areas, perpetuating stale science)

o e Output (identification of meritorious science)
— v i : . ,
R Size — appropriate for competition and breadth?
Study
Sections

Reviewers
« Training reviewers/Chairs — consistent,
transparent

» Review Service — Overuse vs. broadening
pool, incentivizing service

» Evaluating reviewers —
qualifications/expertise, scoring patterns,

critiques

2
ok

Reviewers

Process
« Confidentiality/Integrity in review
e Bias in review

» Assignment/Referral of Applications
Review Criteria
Scoring system
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Process: Future Plans

« Assignment/referral of applications — automation for less complex decisions,
transparency of process, enhanced communications

e Scoring System — percentiling versus ranking

* Review Criteria — simplification, focus on scientific input, limit administrative
elements (needs NIH-wide discussion)

e Bias — address results of study (fall 2019); Implicit bias training pilot

« Experiment with different designs of peer review process

Center f
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g? Process Review Integrity

ﬁ ACTIONS ()  PRO-ACTIVE MEASURES
«  Following up on every allegation = - Review Integrity Officer
Actions have included »  Enhanced Reporting — SRO signature
» Deferral of application Enhanced SRO Awareness and Training
* Withdrawal of application Reviewer/Chair Targeted Training, Case
« Removal from serving on peer review Studies
committees «  Tighter IT controls
* Notifying the institution of the Pl or +  Outreach to scientific community — culture
reviewer which has led to personnel actions change

* Pursuing government-wide suspension and
disbarment, or referral to other agencies for
criminal violations

Coming: Loop back to informant

Center f
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Sexual Harassment

m National Institutes of Health e Q
Turning Discovery info Health NIM Employes lotranas | SslfDicectory | En Espabied

Health Information Grants & Funding

Peer Review

e = Abowsl NEH = Wha We Are = Tha 0IH Directsr

THE NIH DIRECTOR

Relted inks » At agency discretion

NIH Ani-Sexual Harassment

Fhans Gty pdate on NIH’s efforts to address websze
“ongressionsl Testimonies . . =
o sexual harassment in science Dvwtars s Churyrg

Advisory Groups the culture of science to end

@ogon

* Not arbitrary

Stavements Ag the NIH Director stated in September, sexual harassment is about power, The goal

The NIH Director Februa

Video & Scund Gallery sexual hargszment

of the perpetrator, mest commanly but not exchusively a man, is 1o objectify, exdude

demoralize, diminish, and coerce the VcTim, MOt COMMOnly & WOMSN, 10 SXET POwer
over her. It's morally indefenaible, it's unacceptable, and it presents a major cbstadle
that i keeping women from achieving their rightful place in soisnce.

Victims of harassment know this all too well. Sexual harassment does nat just damage . . . . . .

e e * Protection of impartiality/integrity of

students shared through the #MeTooSTEM movernent portray & heartbresking swry of ° ° ° °

opporTumitis lost, pain suffersd, and & syrarvic failune. t protect and defend. To all review. n ot Im p Iyl Nn g g uil It
’

those who have endured these experiences, we are 3oy that it has taken 30 long 1o i
acknowiedge and address the climate >

National Academies report on sexy’
“Federal agencies may be perpey

cencerned thak MH has bonk These steps are only the beginning and are not meant to usurp the charge of the ACD
ol e sohlory Working Group, which will result in concrete recommendations to the ACD, or the

This month, the Werling Group

Changing the Culture to End 58
#wade-range of experts and per
lesdershig of the #hieToo5TEM
haratsment. We have heard s
intramural program during mee

conmersations have made it abl

continuing efforts of the internal NIH Anti-Harassment Committee. There is still a
tremendous amount of work to be done, and we are confident that these two groups,
with the input of all affected communities, will provide a roadmap for meaningful and
sustainable culture change.

CSR will exercise its discretion to exclude
individuals about whom we have

concerns, until concerns are resolved

the underlying culture that enal
contributions 1o perpetuating th

sy takes this nsoe S We can do better. We must do better.

The discussions of the ACD Woe
in June and provide a final repel
centered around & number of - °

internal Ant-Hi it G

o g e e ' * More on CSR blog later this week:

recommendations and other iInput to strengthen our efforts:

. csr.nih.gov/reviewmatters

message to the institutions we fund and researchers who lead the rescarch that

Francis S. Collins, M.D., Ph.D., Director

sexual harassment is unacceptable. Discussions from both the NIH Anti-
Harassment Committee and the ACD Werking Group strongly endorsed an ethos
of transparency and accountability 1o demonstrate the agency’s serious

and deterring future inappropriate

[T I S A S ————

Center fi
N I H Ssire;ri:ﬁgrﬂeview




>
o
o
{ =
—
v
|
®
-
19
©
2
©
v
)
S
>
O
>
&
O
S
Y
—
©
)
L
O
o+
o+
C
©
=
=




DISCUSSION
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