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• The Review Panel

• Panel Discussion of Application

• The Grant Itself

• Proposals for Improvement

• Case Study of American Heart Association and 
other similar foundation practices

Peer Review Subcommittee of the National Research Committee
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https://professional.heart.org/professional/ResearchPrograms/PeerReview/UCM_423732_Peer-Review-Committees.jsp





The Review Panel

Diversity
Gender
Faculty level
Geographical



Diversity
Gender
Faculty level
Geographical

Goals:

35% female reviewers across committees
10% underrepresented minorities across committees
Equal distribution among faculty levels



Spring 2017 reviewer data
926 reviewers in 60 review committees
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Spring 2017 reviewer data
926 reviewers in 60 review committees
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Spring 2017 reviewer data
926 reviewers in 60 review committees

No apparent association of distribution of faculty level 
, e.g. assistant, associate, or full professor level with 

gender of committee leadership.

The Review Panel Lay Reviewer

Diversity
Gender
Faculty level
Geographical



Lay Stakeholder in Science Initiative

Pilot program to place lay reviewers in 
selected committees

Identified 7 key characteristics of lay 
committee members

Lay person description in grant applications



1. Connection with the topic
2. Level of interest and experience evaluating research 

applications or science materials (based on 
professional experience)

3. Level of education, relates to critical thinking and 
writen and oral competencies

4. AHA volunteer experience, preferably at board or 
leadership level

5. Knowledge of the AHA, commitment to its mission
6. Familiarity with heart disease and stroke
7. Basic knowledge of scientific method and peer 

review

Lay Stakeholder in Science Initiative



Lay Stakeholder in Science Initiative

• Strategic Program Review Committees
• The Institute for Precision Medicine Review Committees
• Guidelines for Writing Groups
• Research Committees and Subcommittees

Significance and 
potential impact on 
the AHA mission



Congressional authorization  
1993 NIH Revitalization Act

Enhance geographical 
distribution of NIH research 
funds and increase research 
capacity

Currently 23 states & Puerto 
Rico are IDeA-eligible

Institutional Development Award (IDeA) Program







1. Organizations that fund research are in a strong position 
to assess and seek improvement in effectiveness and 
value of the peer review process.

2. Evidence-based evaluation of peer review needs more 
attention. Performing randomized controlled trials on 
innovative aspects of peer review are warranted.

3. Formal sharing of peer review practices between 
organizations should be encouraging.

4. Peer review practices for special purposes should 
undergo evaluation and testing.

5. Mathematical and technical aspects of scoring grants 
needs evaluation and scrutiny (weighting, normalization, 
statistical analysis, variation)


