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Bias Mitigation in Peer Review Training

This handout is a companion to the asynchronous Bias
Mitigation in Peer Review Training for program staff developed

Alliance

by the Health Research Alliance. This handout lists the
SIERWIEE e MIE LA d eIy references cited within and used to inform the Bias Mitigation
Staff and Reviewers in Peer Review Training.

Learn more about the Bias Mitigation in Peer Review Training
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