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Innovations

* Peer Review
*Preprints
e Open access mandates

Source: Research to Action www.researchtoaction.org/reviewing-peer-

review/

“Peer review is the critical assessment of
manuscripts submitted to journals by
experts who are usually not part of the
editorial staff.

Because unbiased, independent, critical
assessment is an intrinsic part of all
scholarly work, including scientific
research, peer review is an important
extension of the scientific process.”

International Committee of Medical
Journal Editors (ICMJE)
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Taken from Rennie, D. Peer Review in Health Sciences. Eds. Godlee and Jefferson. London: BMJ, 1999. 1-13
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“Memoirs sent by correspondence are distributed
according to the subject matter to those members who
are most versed in these matters. The report of their
identity is not know to the author... The sanction which
the Society gives to the work now published under its
auspices, extends only to the novelty, ingenuity or
importance of the several memoirs which it contains.
Responsibility concerning the truth of facts, the
soundness of reasoning, in the accuracy of calculations
is wholly disclaimed: and must rest alone, on the
knowledge, judgement or ability of the authors who
have respectfully furnished such communications.”

Taken from Rennie, D. Peer Review in Health Sciences. Eds. Godlee and Jefferson. London: BMJ, 1999. 1-13
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Royal Society Committee on
Papers (1752)

“empowered to call on any
other members of the Society
who are knowing and well
skilled in that particular branch
of science that shall happen to
be the subject matter...”

BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL:

BEING THE JOURNAL OF THE BRITISH MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,

EDITED FOR THE ASSOCIATION BY ERNEST HART.
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“It is a laborious and difficult method,
involving heavy daily correspondence
and constant vigilance to guard against
personal eccentricity or prejudice or —
the bugbear of journalism- unjustifiable
censure. But that method may... be
recommended as one that gives
authoritative accuracy, reality and
trustworthiness to journalism.”

Ernest Hart (Editor of The British Medical Journal) writing
to US medical editors in 1893

Taken from Drummond Rennie, Editorial Peer review:its
development and rationale, 2002




REVEALING PEER REVIEW

Journal editors have long consulted referees to select and improve papers. The
focus has shifted to sharing them

1750s: The UK Royal Society establishes a committee to vote on what is published
in its journal, Philosophical Transactions.

1890s: UK scientific soci
referee system to curb “veritable sewage thrown into the pure stream of science”.

s debate and abandon the adoption of a standardized

1940s-1960s: Formal peer review comes to be considered the linchpin of science.
Science, Nature and the Journal of the American Medical Association take up the
practice.

1970s: The term peer review becomes widely used.

1989: Inaugural Peer Review Congress organized to evaluate the process. Itis
held every four years.

1999-2003: The BMJ decides to disclose reviewers' names after assessing effects
ina ized trial. The publisher BMC begins publishing signed reviewer
reports. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics promotes open discussion of

submissions.

2006-16: Several journals and platforms start publishing reviewer comments.
They include Biology Direct (2006), The EMBO Jowrnal (2009), eLife (2011), F1000
Research (2012), Peer) (2013) and Nature Communications (2016).

Polka JK et al. Nature 2018;560:545-7
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20% Century

Technical review vs. editorial selection

Technical review - by experts in the field

Is the work properly done?
Are the claims statistically valid?

Can the conclusions be drawn from the

results shown?

Editorial selection - by editors, with
advice from experts in the field

Is the work interesting and important

to the readers of this journal?




But...

* “Stand at the top of the
stairs with a pile of papers
and throw them down the
stairs. Those that reach the
bottom are published.”

* “Sort the papers into two
piles: those to be published
and those to be rejected.
Then swap them over.”

e Slow

* Expensive

* Profligate of academic time

* Highly subjective

* Something of a lottery

* Prone to bias

* Easily abused

* Hopeless at spotting error and

fraud

Smith R. J Royal Soc Med 2006;99:178




Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews

Editorial peer review for improving the quality of reports of
biomedical studies
I Review ‘ I Methodology |

Tom Jefferson &, Melanie Rudin, Suzanne Brodney Folse, Frank Davidoff
First published: 18 April 2007
Assessed as up-to-date: 19 February 2007

Editorial Group: Cochrane Methodology Review Group
Main results

We included 28 studies. We found no clear-cut evidence of effect of the well-researched practice of
reviewer and/or author concealment on the outcome of the quality assessment process (9 studies).
Checklists and other standardisation media have some evidence to support their use (2 studies). There
is no evidence that referees' training has any effect on the quality of the outcome (1 study). Different
methods of communicating with reviewers and means of dissemination do not appear to have an
effect on quality (3 studies). On the basis of one study, little can be said about the ability of the peer-
review process to detect bias against unconventional drugs. Validity of peer review was tested by only
one small study in a specialist area. Editorial peer review appears to make papers more readable and
improve the general quality of reporting (2 studies), but the evidence for this has very limited
generalisability.

Impact of interventions to improve the quality of
peer review of biomedical journals: a systematic
review and meta-analysis

22 reports of RCTs (only 7 since 2004)

Training (n=5): did not improve review report quality

Addition of a statistical reviewer (n=2): improved the final manuscript
Use of a checklist (n=2): did not improve the manuscript

Open peer review ([open identities]; n=7):

e improved quality of the review report;

» did not affect the time reviewers spent on review;
» decreased the rate of rejection

Blinded peer review ([peer reviewers blinded to authors’ ID]; n=6): did not
affect the quality of review or the rejection rate

Bruce R et al. BMC Medicine 2016;14:85
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Unreliable and Inconsistent

* Weak level of agreement between reviewers

* Inconsistent decision making

* Failure to detect major methodological problems
* Does not filter best papers to best journals




Unreliable and Inconsistent

TABLEl  Concurrence Within Pairs of Reviewers Who
Rated (A, B, C or D) 496 Consecutive
Submitted Scientific Articles, Five or More
Manuscript Pages in Length"

Degree ol COncurrence
(% of lolal)

Table 1. Likelihoad of Initial Decision to Reject in Relation to Reviewer Agreement.

Reviewer Recommendations N (%) Fraction Rejected by Editors (%)
Complete agreement not to reject 1080 (477) 203
Any level of disagreement 1027 (45.4) 708
Complete agreement to reject 157 (63) 885
Total 2264 1100) 478

Dala 1 2 3 4
Rejected papers (401) 39.7 31.1 17.5 11.7
Accepted papers (95) 50.5 33.7 105 5.3
All papers (496)
Observed 4.8 317 161 | 10.4
As determined 30 29 24 17
by chance

NOTE: (1) Both reviewers gave identical ratings, i.e., AA
B-B, etc. (2) Reviewers differed by one step, i.e., A-B, B-C, or
C-D. (3) Reviewers differed by two steps, i.e., A-C, B-D. (4)
Reviewers disagreed totally, i.e., A-D.

* Dr. Ronald Goldberg collected and analyzed these data.

Inglefinger FJ. Am J Med 1974;56:686

do£10.1371/fournal pane. 00100721001

JGIM

Kappa statistic for inter-

reviewer agreement on reject

vs. accept/revise was 0.11

Kravitz RL et al. PLoS ONE 2010:5(4); e10072.

Retraction Watch . - .
5. Viral pathogenicity determinants
essors of transgene
Top 10 most highly cited retracted papers silen: icotlana
P ighly pape benthamiana. EMBO JOURNAL, NOV 16
without comments
1998 o015
Ever curious which retracted papers have been most cited by other scientists? Below, we .
present the st of the 10 most highly cited retractions. keaders willsee some familiar Brigneti G, Veianc: O, LI WX, Ji Lk, Ding
entries, such as the infamous Lancer paper by Andrew Wakefield that originally suggested a .
link Between autism and childhood vaccines. You'll note that many papers — including the.
#1 most cited paper — received more citations after they were retracted, which research has
shown Is an ongoing problem. As always, we will update the |ist as more information comes
fas aoing p Rk i P t . 6. TREEFINDER: a powerful graphical
analysis environment for molecular
phylogenetics. BMC EVOLUTIONARY
Cites . from journals BIOLOGY, JUN 28 2004
et S Gt L
retraction Web of Jabb G, von Haeseler A, Strimmer K.

Science

1. Visfatin: A protein secreted by

visceral fat that mimics the sfiets of

Insulin, SCIENCE, JAN 21 2005

Fukuhara A, Matsuda M, Nishizawa M,

Segawa K. Tanaka M, Kishimoto K,

Matsuki ¥, Murakami M, fchisaka T,

Murakami H, Watanabe E, Takagi T, 2007 247 776 1023
as,

Alkiyoshi M, Ohtsubo T, Kihars
Yamashita 3, Makishima M, Funahashi T,

7. Combination treatment of
angiotensin-Il receptor blocker and

Nakao N, Yoshimura A, Morita H, Takada

Vamanaka 5, Hiramatsu R, Matsuzawa ¥,
Shimomura I, M, Kayano T, idet
2 lleal-lymphoid-nodular 8. Spontaneous human adult stem cell

perplasia, non-specific colitis, and

E asi
children. LANCET, FES 28 1998

transformation. CANCER RESEARCH,
levelopmental disorder in APR 15 2005

2010

Rubio D, Garcia-Castro J, Martin MC, =

Wakefield A, Murch Sk, Anthony A, 2010 675 308 983

M, Dhiilon AP, Themsor
Vatenting A Bavies S&, Wabter-Smith JA

3. An enhanced transient expression

de la Fuente R, Cigudosa JC, Lloyd AC,
Linneil . Casson DM Mallk M, mm.wz Bernad A.

lly acting microRNA,
ts breast cancer
CELI JUN 12 2009

Valastyan 5, Reinhardt F, Benaich ~,
system in plants based on 2015
suppression of gene silencing by the Calogrias D, Szdsz AM, Wang IC. brock

P19 protein of tomato bushy stunt
virus. PLANT JOURNAL, MAR 2003

Vainnet 0, Rivas 5, Mestre P, Bavicombe

JE, Richardson AL Weinberg &

10. Regression of human metastatic

renal cell carcinoma after sdcciqation

ith tumar cell-dends
brids. NATURE Mznlcmz, un 2000

Kugler & Stuhler G, Waiden P, Zaller G,
e ¢, Trefrery, 2003

mesodermal p ywalski
NOV 12001 i S, Miller CA, Becker v, Gross Al

2008 655 214 869 Hemmerle
Reyes M, Lund T, Lenvik T, Aguiar D, Ringert RH.

Koodie t, Verfatllie CM.

in B, Kanz L, Miller GA,

792

748

mn

530

348

166

792

748

Peer-reviewed
papers sometimes
have to be
retracted
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Unaccountability and risk of subversion

e Editors may choose reviewers with outcome in mind
* Reviewers shielded by anonymity may act unethically
e Authors may falsify reviews/stolen identities

BIAS & ABUSE

11



Other issues...

Years of working and dozing in an editorial office R Wi ki
persuaded me that the outside experts who advise Emire e SooerE e
editors are a saintly band who give unstinted help
with no thought (and never a chance) of proper el
recognition. No general journal that publishes - e
original work could function reasonably without being =
able to call on their aid. But how often should this et e
help be invoked? P

I am a convinced opponent of routine peer review of e e
articles. The experts’ pronouncements tend toward
cautious conservatism; they are not invariably beyond
misplacing the big with the bogus; and they are apt to
be swayed by the current vogue in their discipline.
The expert is as likely as not a member of an in-group,
recoiling from utterances that do not blend readily

with the group’s current thinking. If he delivers an
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How satisfied are you with the peer review system
used by scholarly journals?

Percentage

Ware 2016 -

Study

OpenAIRE 2016 -

100

Response . Very.diss. - Dissatisfied Neutral . Satisf. . Very.satisf.

Fig 6. Overall with peer review: Ware (2016, n =2004) vs. OpenAIRE study (2016, n = 3001).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0189311.g006

Ross-Hellauer Tet al. PLoS ONE 2017:12:e0189311

Attitudes toward research and scholarly publishing

Without PR there is no control in scientific communication 83% 7%
Scholarly communication is greatly helped by PR of journal 75% 2%
papers

Readers can have confidence in rigour of publications 68% 14%

PR is holding back scientific communication 26% 44%
Current PR system is the best we can achieve 34% 31%
34% 26%

PR in journals needs a complete overhaul

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
N=1907-1982
W Agree M Neutral ™ Disagree ® Don't know

rrene PRC peer review survey report Final 2016-05-19.pdf

Mark Ware Consulting
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Did peer review at another journal help improve the article?

8%

[ Yes, helped me improve the article substantially
Yes, led to some improvement
No, led to no improvement
Article was not previously peer reviewed

25%

45%

r4

Mark Ware Consulting

PRC peer review survey report Final 2016-05-19.pdf

Does peer review...

93%

..improve quality? 74%

88%

...determine originality of the manuscript? 63%

...detect fraud? 21% 81%

81%

...help determine importance of the findings? 59%

78%

|

...detect plagiarism? 449

0,
...ensure prior work is acknowledged? 44% 78%

76%

...select best manuscript for journal? 50%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
B Should be able M® s able

rrv e
Mark Ware Consulting

PRC peer review survey report Final 2016-05-19.pdf
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“Peer review is like
democracy, which is, to
use Churchill's phrase,
the worst form of
government except for
all those other forms
that have been tried
from time to time.”

Rennie D. JAMA 1993;270:2856-58.
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Open Peer Review

* Open identities: Authors and reviewers are
aware of each other’s identity

BM) Open

FIOOOResearch

Open for Science

BM) Open Science
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Open Peer Review

* Open reports: Review reports are published

alongside the relevant article

BM)J Open

ovcwns
Open for Science

BM) Open Science

130 550 138 594 Pt S 255 Pae 1t

EDITORIALS

Prepublication histories and open peer review at The
BMJ

Tiish Groves deputy ecior, Ezabeth Loder acting head of research
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Ross-Hellauer T. F1000Research 2017, 6:588

POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF PUBLISHED REVIEW

Encourages good-quality, constructive comments. The expectation that reviews
will be published will encourage editors and reviewers to hold them to a high
standard.

Preserves useful scholarship. Peer reviews contain arguments and ideas that
can reveal how thinking in a field evolves. This material should be preserved and
made available to others.

Builds trust. Readers have a right to understand the level of scrutiny that a paper
has undergone.

Makes journal decisions more transparent. Editors must integrate information
from diverse sources, including reviewers, to make their decisions. Published
peer review provides a window on the process.

Creates a pathway for crediting reviewing. Reviewers can point (even privately)
to their work as evidence of scholarly activity for grants and promotions

Provides a resource for training. Reports can show people how to (and how not
t0) assess a paper.

Bolsters systemic study of peer review. Published reports and rebuttals enable
more research on best practices, leading to improvements in the system as a
whole.

Polka JK et al. Nature 2018;560:545-7
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RESEARCH

Bl oeenaccess Asspciation between physician US News & World Report
medical school ranking and patient outcomes and costs of care:
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1900 comparison of (43% of quality judged by recommend
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review chose to sign courteous (judged
their reviews) by editors) and
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authors)
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unsigned reviews article with 8 No. of errors
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Effect on peer review of telling reviewers that their signed
reviews might be posted on the web: randomised controlled
trial

Susan van Rooyen, research assistant.’ Tony Delamothe, deputy edior,' Stephen | W Evans, professor of
pharmacoepidemiology”

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS TOPIC

Openness and transparency are areas of concern in medical research, especially involving
medicines

Secrecy and lack of accountability are serious flaws of traditional peer review, but most
scientific journals are reluctant to address these concemns

Revealing the identity of a reviewer to a co-reviewer or to the author of the reviewed paper
does not adversely affect the quality of a review

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS

Telling peer reviewers that their signed review might appear online alongside the published
paper does not affect the quality of their review

Reviewers who know that their signed review might appear online alongside the published
paper take significantly longer to complete their review

Reviewers, although not authors, are reluctant to participate in an experiment of very open
peer review

Table & |Effect on review quality and time taken to review of forewarning reviewers that their
signed reviews might be published online

Intervention (mean Control (mean

(SD)) (D) Difference (95% CI)

Total

Editors’ assessment (mean total score) 3.40(0.73) 3.36 (0.69) 0.04 (-0.09 10 0.17)
n 225 246

Authors' assessment (mean total score) 3.16 (0.77) 3.10 (0.80) 0.06 (-0.09 to 0.20)
n 213 240

Reviewers' time taken (minutes) 182(135.2) 157 (101.9) 25* (3.0t0 47.0)
n 219 237

Acrantad nanared

Van Rooyen S et al. BMJ 2010;341:c5729
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Open Peer Review
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* Open pre-review manuscripts: Manuscripts are
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PREPRINTS ON THE RISE

Life scientists are increasingly posting preprints online, although the much older arXiv server
attracts ten times as many preprints, mostly in physics, computer science and mathematics.

Eight websites:
Wellcome Open Research
Preprints.org T
The Winnower
(5 0.6 WBIORXIV L.
W PeerJ Preprints
F1000 Research
I reeaesneeensssenssmpenssmssensns e s ne s & JEU SOOI (D34 W Nature Precedings ™"
M arXiv g-bio

=
o

= arXiv == Life sciences (eight websites)

Preprints per month (thousands)

‘*w==='/ T o

0 1 ] T LI T I T
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2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016

16 FEBRUARY 2017 | VOL 542 | NATURE | 283

Why are preprints taking off now?

* Funders (NIH, Welcome) favour ‘interim research outputs’
* Funders accepting in grant applications

* NIH provide guidance on how to choose a repository

* Launching own open research platforms

* SSS injection by CZI into bioRxiv

* Generational change?




What constitutes a preprint server? Does it matter?

1991 1994 2013

f|gShare Assign DOIs and take all types of data

Expose some or all of peer review

sneakPeek  FIOOOResearch

/_\ )(\y\ O‘{ ey \/_ C\ \/\(\

BMJ 2019;365:12301 doi: 10.1136/bmj.I2301 (Published 6 June 2019) Page 1 of 2

) EDITORIALS

Check for
updates

New preprint server for medical research

Announcing the launch of medRxiv for faster access to better evidence

Claire Rawlinson publisher, Theodora Bloom executive editor, The BMJ

'BMJ, London, UK
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Harmful to health?

What do clusters of similar HIV genetic sequences tell us about
HIV risks in Africa?

“...most sex partners are in or close to home, genetic diversity
showed little or no geographic structure in the three studies
that looked at the issue. Evidence from these studies does
not support the common view that sex accounts for most HIV

infections in Africa. Studies did not do what they..”
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Posting and public discussion
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What happens once a preprintis live

« Prominent ‘not peer reviewed’ warnings, no press releases
« Moderated comments: peer-to-peer network for researchers
« Authors may submit a revised version

« Articles receive a DOI, and are citable with bidirectional
linking between preprints and published versions

« Very rare take-downs

medRyiv
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Q Previous
Increasing the Mobility of EEG Data Collection Using a Latte Panda Computer

Posted February 23, 2018.
Linda Sussman, Kevin-John Black
doi: https:/doi.org/10.1101/01000448 B Download PDF
This article is a preprint and has not been peer-reviewed [what does this mean?]. It =% Ema
reports new medical research that has yet to be evaluated and so should not be used to
guide clinical practice.

Subject Area

Abstract

Article Summary: In fewer than 100 words, summarize the significance of your article

Abstract Info/History Metrics [ Preview PDF

X i . Subject Areas
for the general readership of Genetics. This summary may be modified and used in
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What is an unrefereed preprint?

Before formal publication in a scholarly journal, scientific and medical articles
are traditionally “peer reviewed.” In this process, the journal's editors take
advice from various experts—<called “referees”"—who have assessed the paper
and may identify weaknesses in its assumptions, methods, and conclusions.
Typically 2 journal will only publish an article once the editors are satisfied
that the authors have addressed referees’ concerns and that the data
presented support the conclusions drawn in the paper.

Because this process can be lengthy, authors use the medRxiv service to make
other scientists to see, discuss, and comment on the findings immediately.

Readers should therefore be aware that articles on medRxiv have not been
finalized by authors, might contain errors, and report information that has not
yet been accepted or endorsed in any way by the scientific or medical

community.

We also urge journalists and other individuals who report on medical
research to the general public to consider this when discussing work that
appears on medRxiv preprints and emphasize it has yet to be evaluated by the
medical community and the information presented may be erroneous.

Publishing work that has previously been a preprint

bioRyiv

HOME | ABO AMERICAN
COLLEGE of
CARDINIOCY

THE PrEPRINT sERvER For| Research

Impact of 2017 ACC/AHA guidelines on prevalence of hypertension and

eligibility for a"“"ypeq Sharing science at today’s pace: an

i ks nationally representati . ith .
halspack ol 37 ACE/AAD experience with preprints
Hypertension and EIl

States and China

Rohan Khera, Yuan Lu, Ansh
doi: hetps:/idol.org/10.1101721

(NEjM
Journal Watch

‘ HOME  SPECIALTIES £ TOPICS ~ NEWS '  CME  SPECIAL FEATURES

Clinical Conversations

Audio podcasts featuring the week's news, plus your comments and pertinent interviews.

August 234, 2018

Podcast 224: What's a “preprint server,” and how might it change how we
think about journals?

(3 votes, average: 5.00 outof §)

p 0o @

|«

pdical research is past- [ m 43 ﬂ

The BM/ has just published our peer
reviewed research paper addressing the
population impact of a recent overhaul of
the clinical guidelines for hypertension in
the United States and China. The study is
important for my coauthors and me, not
only as a scientific contribution, but

perience of using a preprint platform.
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Duplicate publication is publication of a paper that overlaps substantially with
one already published, without clear, visible reference to the previous

publication. Prior publication may include release of information in the public
domain.

This recommendation does not prevent a journal from considering a complete
report that follows publication of a preliminary report, such as a letter to the

editor, a preprint, or an abstract or poster displayed at a scientific meeting.

Authors who choose to post their work on a preprint server should choose one
that clearly identifies preprints as not peer-reviewed work and includes

statements of conflicts of interest.
INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE of
MEDICAL JOURNAL EDITORS
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Listof academic journals by preprint policy

vty oot Gt

_—— Journal / Publisher SHERPA/
ROMEO

Most major publishers

Cell Press

The Lancet

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_academic_journals_by_preprint_policy NEJM

JAMA

LA X [ X[ AL A

BMJ Journals

Publisher &

The JAMA
Network

American Heart
Association
(AHA)

BMJ (company)

Nature Publishing
Group

Elsevier

Wiley

PLOS

Policy
type

Incompatible

Compatible

Compatible

Compatible

Compatible

Compatible

Compatible

Policy text L

“Public dissemination of manuscripts prior to, simultaneous with, or following submission to this journal, such as posting the manuscript on

preprint servers or other repositories, is discouraged, and will be considered in the evaluation of mar ip bmitted for p

publication in this journal. The evaluation will involve making a determination of whether publication of the submitted manuscript will add
meaningful new information to the medical literature or will be redundant with ir ion already di: inated with the posting of the
preprint.”

All AHA journals share the same policy: "Posting of un-refereed manuscripts to a community pre-print server by the author will not be
considered prior publication, provided that the following conditions are met: 1) During submission, authors must acknowledge pre-print server
deposition and provide any associated accession numbers or DOls; 2) Versions of a manuscript that have been altered as a result of the peer
review process may not be deposited; 3) The pre-print version cannot itself have been indexed in MEDLINE or PubMed; 4) Upon publication,
authors are responsible for updating the archived pre-print with a DOI and link to the published version of the article."

The policy states "Neither conference presentations nor posting on recognized preprint servers constitute prior publication,” and an editorial
explains: "Nature never wishes to stand in the way of communication between researchers.[...] Communication between researchers includes
not only conferences but also preprint servers. The ArXiv preprint server is the medium of choice for (mainly) physicists and astronomers who
wish to share drafts of their papers with their colleagues, and with anyone else with suffici time and k ledge to navigate it. [...] If
scientists wish to display drafts of their research papers on an established preprint server before or during submission to Nature or any Nature

Elsevier is generally permissive with respect to authors and electronic preprints. "(i) Authors can share their preprint anywhere at any time. (ii)
[They] encourage authors to link from the preprint to their formal publication via its Digital Object Identifier (DOI). (i) Authors can update their
preprints on arXiv or RePEc with their accepted manuscript." [However, please note that Cell Press, The Lancet and some society-owned
iournals have their own preorint ilable in the Infc ion to Authors.1

Wiley believes that in communities where non-commercial preprint servers exist, journals should allow for the submission of manuscripts
which have already been made available on such a server. Allowing submission does not, of course, guarantee that an article will be sent out
for review; it simply reflects a belief that availability on a preprint server should not be a disqualifier for submission.

[all PLOS Journals feature this language:] PLOS allows and encourages researchers to share early versions of their original research
manuscripts via preprint servers either before or after submission to a PLOS journal. Authors choosing bioRxiv may now concurrently submit
directly to select PLOS journals through bioRxiv's direct transfer to journal service. Posting a research article on a preprint server prior to or
concurrently with submission to a PLOS journal will not preclude consideration of manuscripts for peer review in any PLOS journal.
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The BMJ (formerly British
Medical Journal)

New England Journal of
Medicine

Science

The Lancet

BMJ

AAAS

Elsevier

Compatible

Incompatible

Compatible

Compatible

Preprint ("the pre-review manuscript that is submitted to a journal, or any earlier draft.") can be
posted.

NEJM expects that the articles it publishes will not have been published or released elsewhere
before they are published in NEJM. The policy page does not explicitly mention preprints; however,
the journal has come under public scrutiny.

Science will not consider any original research paper or component of a research paper that has
been published or is under consideration for publication elsewhere. Distribution on the Internet may
be considered prior publication and may compromise the originality of the paper as a submission to
Science, although we do allow posting of research papers on not-for-profit preprint servers such as
arxiv.org and bioRxiv. Please contact the editors with questions regarding allowable postings to
other servers.

Presentation of data at a scientific meeting, as a poster, abstract, orally, on a CD, or as an abstract
on the web or on a pre-print server does not conflict with submission to The Lancet

Integrating preprints and peer review

Preprints under consideration at Nature
Communications

Recently sent for review

Read in full at bioRxiv

This is an abstract of a preprint hosted on an indepe

rd party site. It has not

been peer reviewed but is currently under consider: at Nature Communications.
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Integrating preprints and peer review
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UIUC Plant Physiology Journal Club: 2018-08-13

) steven Burgess (University of llinois at Urbana-Champaign)

Abstract

The paper “Arabid:

* by Bouzid et al.
towater by
assessing the growth and survival of A thaliana, A lyrata and A halleri accessions in a dry down experiment. By including

(https://doi.org/1

multiple f each species the auth ableto p and
between species based on eight phenatypic parameters. The authors went on to perform comparative transcriptomic analysi
between A lyrato and A hofleri over a f drought treatment and identified ly genes. GO
ontology anal tthe lysed g stress, with A

avoidance , whereas A idance but na tolerance.

with the amount of work performed and thought the study aims to.address an interesting question. During the hour long

asked to aspects of the paper as part of a training exercise, including novelty,
interest, soundness as well a5 writing and presentation.

Review
There are several looking at the effect of drought ludingA. lyrata (Sletvold
and Agren 2011; Paccard et al. 2014) and A.thaliana Ferguson et al. 2018; Kalladan et al. 2017). We suggest toning down the

Recommendation services

- PeerCominEvolBiol @PCIEvolBiol - May 22
|
W
hypothesis to explain Ebola's high virulence
evolbiol.peercommunityin.org/public/rec?id=...

Today

Mircea T. Sofonea, Lafi Aldakak, Luis Femando Boullosa, Samuel Alizon

hitps://doLerg/10.1101/108589

\ Recommended by Virginie Ravigné based on reviews by Frq
[ / Ravigné
A A new hypothesis to explain Ebola's high virulen

The tragic 2014-2016 Ebola outbreak that resulted in more than 28,
West Affica [1] has been a surprise to the scientific community. Bef
was known to produce recurrent outbreaks in remote villages neq
Africa, never exceeding a few hundred cases with very high vi
circulate for several months in large urban human populations
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Overlay journals

Discrete Analysis Articles

http://discreteanal urnal.com,

READ ARTICLE AT ARXIV

Editorial introduction

Combinatorial Geometry New bounds on curve tangencies and orthogonalities, Discrete

Analysis 2016:18, 22 pp.

New bounds on curve

An important subfield of combinatorial geometry is that of

tangencies and incidence problems. Typically with such a problem one has two

collections A and B of geometrical objects and some notion of
.y s Ees :
Orthogonalltles incidence concerning them, and one wants to know how many
incidences there can be. A fundamental theorem of this kind is
Jordan S. Ellenberg , Jozsef Solvmosi , Joshua Zahl the Szemerédi-Trotter theorem, which asserts that given n

10.19086/da930. points and m lines in the plane, the number of incidences
November 04, 2016 g 3
between them (that is, the number of pairs (p, £) where pis one

of the points, £ is one of the lines, and p is contained in £) is at

. .

Research into preprints

« Citation

« Changes during peer review

« Speed of uptake of findings

« Proportion of papers preprinted, and of preprints published

« Mainstream media coverage
.« 7
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Statements on scholarly communication

Making research publications
open access should be common
scholarly practice.

Making research data open
access should be common
scholarly practice.

Open Peer Review should be
common scholarly practice.

The overall current system of
scholarly communications
works well.

0 25 50
Percentage

75 100

Response [ stongly disagr.  Disagree  Neutral [l Agree [JJ stronaly agr.
Fig 7. General attitudes towards aspects of open science.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0189311.9g007

Open Access

“Open-access (OA) literature is digital, online, free
of charge, and free of most copyright and
licensing restrictions. What makes it possible is
the internet and the consent of the author or
copyright-holder” Peter Suber.

Two conditions:
1. Free of all restrictions on access (Gratis)
2. Free of many restrictions on use (Libre if 1+2)

http://legacy.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/brief.ntm
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Open Access

Ways to provide:

Green: Publish and self archive in repository
where it may be accessed for free (PubMed
Central, Institutional, non-OA journal). Publisher

may impose delay

: Publish to make it immediately available

(OA and hybrid OA journal)

FIOOOResearch o3

@ CrossMark
Cro
REVEW

The academic, economic and societal impacts of Open
Access: an evidence-based review [version 3; referees: 3
approved, 2 approved with reservations]

Jonathan P. Tennant', Frangois Waldner2, Damien C. Jacques?, Paola Masuzzo®4,
Lauren B. CollisterS, Chris. H. J. Hartgerink®

) ondon, Landon, UK
2Eartn in, L Beigum
Shadial Botechnology Cerver, VIB, Ghen, Bagium
“Dapartment of Biochermistry, Ghant Univarsity, Ghant, Beigium
SUniversity Library System, University of Ptsburgh, Pitisburgh, PA, USA

ology Tilourg, Netherlands

v3 First published: 11 Apr 2016, §:632 (dol: 10.12688/11000research 8460.1) Open Peer Review
Sacond version: 08 Jun 2016, S632 (3ot 10, 126561100 research £460.2)
Latest published: 21 Sep 2016, 5:632 (doi: 10.126561000r050316h 5460.3) Referee Status: [/ (7] (Z)[4[¥)

Studies that found
a citation advantage
Studies that were inconclusive,

Studies that found
no citation advantage

found non-significant advantage, etc.
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Table 10 Salient characteristics of potential predatory journals

1. The scope of interest includes non-biomedical subjects
alongside biomedical topics

The website contains spelling and grammar errors

“Predatory open access publishing = e seredtin niriea o ok e

iS an exp|0itative fO rm Of academ iC 4, The homepage language targets authors

p u b||sh | ng’ in Wh |Ch pu b |ication 5. The Index Copernicus Value is promoted on the website

fees iS Cha rged tO th ea Uthors bUt 6. Descnpn‘on of the manuscript handlmg? proce‘ss is Iatck\ng
h b | . h ” d t . | 7. Manuscripts are requested to be submitted via email

t S pU IS Ing as well as editoria 8. Rapid publication is promised

services related to the journalsis o thee s no retraction poicy

n Ot p rOVi d ed ” 10. Information on whether and how journal content will
' be digitally preserved is absent

1. The Article processing/publication charge is very low
(e.g, < $150 USD)
12, Journals claiming to be open access either retain
P red ato ry J O u rn a IS copyright of published research or fail to mention copyright
13. The contact email address is non-professional and non-journal

affiliated (e.g., @gmail.com or @yahoo.com)

https://predatoryjournalsblog.wordpress.com Shamseer L et al. BMC Medicine 2017;15:28

Open Access at BM)

Solutions for Authors, Institutions and Societies.

Making research free at the point of use is critically important to advancing medical research and enabling healthcare professionals to make
better decisions. We offer authors, institutions and funders the option to publish open access research across our journals, including our
flagship journal, The BMJ.

Societies and Partners For Institutions For Authors

a® e




Accelerating the transition to
full and immediate Open Access
to scientific publications

Vex RECODE  EXPLANERS THEWGHLGHT FUTUREPERFECT THEGOODS POLTICSAPOLCY MORE= W f @ 3

The costs of academic publishing are absurd.

The University of California is fighting back.

The UC system just dropped its $10 million-a-year subscription to the
world's largest publisher of academic journals.
By Brian Resnick | @B _resnick | brian@vox.com | Mar 1, 2019, 11:10am EST
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Office of Scholarly Communication
University of California

About OSC  Campus Resources

Home Access @ UG ~ OpenData  Guides for Authors ~ UG OSC Blog

Home » Open Access @ UC » UC Open Access Policies As a leader in the global

P 1t te rd
UC Open Access Policies e o e

access to publicly funded
research, the University of

The Academic Senate of the University of California adopted an Open Access Policy on July 24, 2013, ensuring that future research California is taking a firm
articles authored by faculty at all 10 campuses of UC will be made available to the public at no charge. A precursor to this policy was stand by deciding not to

UCSF Acadenic Sena . 1 o o .
adopted by the UCSF Academic Senate on May 21,2012 renew its sulrseriptions with
On October 23, 2015, a Presidential Open Access Policy expanded open access rights and responsibilities to all other authars who write Elsevier.
seholarly articles while employed at UC, including non-senate , lecturers, post-doctoral scholars, istrative staff, Learn more.

librarians, and graduate students.

There is not currently a UC systemwide policy on open access to dissertations and theses. Read more about which campuses have open

access ions and theses here on the OSC site, and contact your eampus graduate division if you have questions.

Recent Posts

Deposit your work

Upload a copy of your article or provide a link to an open access version « You're invited to the Open Access
Tipping Point Public Forum!

Geta Walver/Embargo + Announcing the Open Access

If your publisher has requested a waiver or embargo of UC's open access policies, get it here. Tipping Point Workshop, co-
sponsored by the UC Academic

Policy FAQ Senate & Libraries

« UC launches toolkit for negotiating
1ransformative agreements with
OA Policy Contacts scholarly publishers

+ UC-wide pilot of protocols.io
CP20A results are in: Open access

Get quick answers and see a flow chart of how to comply with the policies.

See who you can talk to on your campus or in the Office of Scholarly Communication if you have more questions

©0 00

https://osc.universityofcalifornia.edu/open-access-at-uc/open-access-policy/

Author’s
manuscript

Submit to
journal

TRADITIONAL
WORKFLOW

Peer review in

private

Publication in
journal

Commentar:
discussion,
education
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Author’s
manuscript

Submit
preprint

PrePubMed

Preprints.org

Submit to -
. Screen and
journal :
host preprint Wellcome Open
Research
POINTS OF
TRADITIONAL Peer review in
. THREAT & F1000 Research
WORKFLOW private : .
Peer review: OPPORTUNITY
Open ? :
Real time ? Science Open
Publication in
journal The Node
Co.mmer?tary, Peer Community
discussion, |
Gl EE T education =
discussion,
education
Thank You
jmerino@bmj.com
jmerino@som.umaryland.edu
@JG_Merino
L~

S~

| UNIVERSITY of MARYLAND
SCHOOL OF MEDICINE
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International Congress on
Peer Review and Scientific Publication

Enhaneing the quality and credibility of science
September 12-14, 2021 | Chicago, USA

“...anyone who reads journals widely and critically is forced to realize
that there are scarcely any bars to eventual publication. There seems to
be no study too fragmented, no hypothesis too trivial, no literature
citation too biased or too egotistical, no design too warped, no
methodology too bungled, no presentation of results too inaccurate, too
obscure, and too contradictory, no analysis too self-serving, no argument
too circular, no conclusions too trifling or too unjustified, and no
grammar and syntax too offensive for a paper to end up in print.”

Next Congress: 2021

Rennie D. JAMA.1986;256(17):2391-2392.

Open Peer Review D E LETE?

* Open pre-review manuscripts: Manuscripts are
made immediately available in advance of the FIOOOResearch

Open for Science
formal peer-review process

19\ Aeigel  bioRyiv medRyiv

THE PREPRINT SERVER FOR BIOLOGY THE PREPRINT SERVER FOR HEALTH SCIENCES

m Peerd Preprints

Ross-Hellauer T. F1000Research 2017, 6:588
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Type

Pre-peer review
commenting

Pre-publication (closed)

Post-publication

Post-publication
commenting

Collaborative

Portable

Recommendation
services

Decoupled
post-publication
(annotation services)

Description

Informal commenting and
discussion on a publicly available
pre-publication manuscript draft
(i.e., preprints)

Formal and editorially-invited
evaluation of a piece of research
by selected experts in the
relevant field

Formal and opticnally-invited
evaluation of research by selected
experts in the relevant field,
subsequent to publication

Informal discussion of published
research, independent of any
formal peer review that may have
already occurred

A combination of referees, editors
and external readers participate
in the assessment of scientific
manuscripts through interactive
comments, often to reach a
consensus decision, and a single
set of revisions

Authors can take referee reports
to multiple consecutive venues,
often administered by a third-party
service

Paost-publication evaluation and
recommendation of significant
articles, often through a peer-
nominated consortium

Comments or highlights added
directly to highlighted sections
of the work. Added notes can be
private or public

Py ot

Rapid, transparent,

public, relatively
low cost (free for

Variable uptake, fear
of scooping, fear

of journal rejection,
fear of premature

authors), open

Editorial moderation,
provides at least
some form of quality
control for all published
work

Rapid publication

of research, public,
transparent, can be
editorially-moderated,
continuous

Can be performed on
third-party platforms,
anyone can contribute,
public

Iterative, transparent,
editors sign reports,
can be integrated
with formal process,
deters low quality
submissions

Reduces redundancy
or duplication, saves
time

Crowd-sourced
literature discovery,
time saving, “prestige”
factor when inside a
consortium

Rapid, crowd-sourced
and collaborative,
cross-publisher, low
threshold for entry

cor 1, N0
editorial control

Mostly non-transparent,
difficult to evaluate,
potentially biased,
secretive and exclusive,
unclear who “owns”
reviews

Filtering of “bad research”
occurs after publication,
relatively low uptake

Comments can be
rude or of low quality,
comments across
multiple platforms lack
inter-operability, low
visibility, low uptake
Can be additionally
time-consuming,
discussion quality
variable, peer pressure
and influence can tilt the
balance

Low uptake by authors,
low acceptance by
journals, high cost

Paid services (subscription
only), time consuming
on recommender side,
exclusive

Non-interoperable,
multiple venues, effort
duplication, relatively
unused, genuine
critiques reserved

bioRxiv, OSF Preprints,
PeerJ Preprints,
Figshare, Zenodo,
Preprints.org

Nature, Science, New
England Journal of
Medicine, Cell, The
Lancet

F1000 Research,
ScienceOpen, RIO,
The Winnower, Publons

PubMed Commons,
PeerJ, PLOS, BMJ

eLife, Frontiers
series, Copernicus
journals, BMJ Open
Science

BioMed Central
journals, NPRC,
Rubrig, Peerage of
Science, MECA

F1000 Prime, CiteULike

PubPeer, Hypothesis,
PaperHive, PeerLibrary

Table 3. Pros and cons of different approaches to anonymity in peer review.

Approach

Single blind peer
review

Double blind peer
review

Triple-blind peer
raview

Privale, open peer
review

Unattributed peer
review

Optional open peer

Pre-publication
open peer review

Post-publication
open peer review

Peer review by
endorsement (PRE)

Description

Referees are not revealed
to the authors, but referees
are aware of author
identities

Authors and the referees
are reciprocally anonymous

Authors and their affiliations
are reciprocally anonymous
to handling editors and
reviewers

Referee names are
revealed to the authors
pre-publication, if the
referees agree, either
through an opt-in or opt-out
mechanism

If referees agree, their
reports are made public but
anonymous when the work
is published

As single blind peer review,
except that the referees are
given the option to make
their review and their name
public

Referees are identified to
authors pre-publication,
and if the article is
published, the full peer
review history together
with the names of the
associaled referees is
made public

The referee reports and
the names of the referees
are always made public
regardless of the outcome
of their review

Pre-arranged and invited,
with referees providing a
“stamp of approval” on
publications

Allows reviewers lo view
full context of an author's
other work, detection of
COls, more efficient

Increased author
diversity in published
literature, protects
authors and reviewers
from bias, more
objective

Prone to bias, authors
not protected, exclusive,
non-verifiable, referees
can often be identified
anyway

siill prone to abuse

and bias, secretive,
exclusive, non-
verifiable, referees

can often be identified
anyway, time consuming

institutional, personal
and gender biases,
work evaluated based
on merit

Protects referees, no
fear of reprisal for critical
reviews

Reports publicized for
context and re-use

Increased transparency

Transparency, increased
integrity of reviews

Fast publication,
fransparent process

Transparent, cost-
effective, rapid,
accountable

with pre-
prints, low-uptake, non-
verifiable, secretive

Increases decline to
review rates, non-
verifiable

Prone to abuse and bias
similar to double blind
process, non-verifiable

Gives an unclear
pictures of the review
process if not all reviews
are made public

Fear: referees may
decline to review, or be
unwilling to come across
too critically or positively

Fear: referees may
decline to review, or be
unwilling to come across
too critically or positively

Low uptake, prone
1o selection bias, not
viewed as credible

Most biomedical and
physics journals, PLOS
ONE, Science

Nature, most social
sciences journals

Science Matters

PLOS Medicine, Learned
Publishing

EMBO Journal

PeerJ, Nature
Communications

The medical BMC-series
journals, The BMJ

F1000Research,
ScienceOpen, PubPub,
Publons

RIO Journal
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