17/08/2016

Peer review — what is trending?
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Do reviewers want rewards?

YES !!

» Wiley 2015 research found 4 of 5 researchers agree there is not
enough recognition

Responses

» “Reviewing should be acknowledged as a measurable research
output by research assessment bodies/my institution”

» “l would spend more time reviewing if it was recognised as a
measurable research activity by research assessment bodies/my
institution”

» “Reviewing is not sufficiently acknowledged as a valuable
research activity by research assessment bodies/my institution”
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What is valuable to reviewers

» Recognition is more valued than rewards

* Feedback

— On the quality of their review, seeing other comments, informed of the

decision

* Acknowledgement
— In the journal, and personally from the editor

* Money

What do publishers do?

* Veruscript (UK commercial publisher)
— Pay reviewers ¢.£100 (cash, credit, fund)

* Collabra (University of California Press)
— Reviewers awarded points

* points =

share of the “Research Community Fund”
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What do publishers do?

* Recognition tools
* Elsevier: Reviewer recognition platform
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What do publishers do?

* Partner with recognition tools
* ORCID - linking review activity to individuals
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What do publishers do?

» Partner with recognition tools
* Publons - "get credit for peer review”
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Unfair burdens

Wiley life science journals using ScholarOne Manuscripts in 2014
{top 10 countries by no, of corresponding authors)
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PRE- OR POST-PUBLICATION REVIEW

Pre-publication ... “normal?”




Post-publication

Post-publication
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FICCOResearch
Open for Scence

BROWSE SUBJECTS GATEWAYS CHANNELS HOW TOPUBLISH -+ ABOUT - BLOG

Articles F1000 Faculty Reviews Posters Slides

240 ARTICLES SHOW FILTERS 1-200f 240

RESEARCH AR E AWAITING PEER REVIEW

Neurosteroids are reduced In dlabetic neuropathy and may be associated
with the development of neuropathic pain [version 1; referees: awaiting
peer review]

Stephen R. Humble
» Referees: Invited

PUBLISHED 05 AUG 2016

CASE

B
Case Report: Frontalis sign for early bedside consideration of impending
uncal herniation [version 2; referees: 1 approved, 1 approved with
reservations]

Sunil Munakomi, Bijoy Mohan Kumar

» Referees: G. Bryan Young; Osman Sinanovic and Sanela Zuki¢

PUBLISHED 04 AUG 2016 @ETD

Post-publication : Pubpeer

PubPeer piog Recent Featured Journals Topiks Login Eoi®

PubPeer > Recent

Recent Comments Latest Blog Posts
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Post-publication : ResearchGate
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£ Introducing Open Review
A new way to evaluate research.
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BMC
Public Health

Search | BMC Public Health ¢ for

Advanced search
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Pre-publication history

Open

Health policies,

Building on the EGIPPS performance assessment: the multipolar framework ;V“;;‘rm;‘:’

as a heuristic to tackie the compiexity of performance of public service Vol 18

oriented health care organisations

Bruno Marchal, Tom Hoerde, Valéria Campos da Silveira, Sara Van Belle, Nuggehalli § Prashanth and Guy Kegels

BMC Public Heaith 2014, 14:378 doi:10.1186/1471-2458-14-378 Viewing options
Abstract

Pre-publication versions of this article and reviewers' reports

pippa.smart@gmail.com
www.pspconsulting.org

BMC Public Health

(530K8)
Original Submission - Version 1 Manuscript 30 Oct 2013 Associated material
PubMed record
Resubmission - Version 2 Manuscript 30 Oct 2013 Article metrics
Readers' comments
Reviewer's Report lnap van den Heyvel 30 Nov 2013 Pre-publication
Reviewer's Report Sandra Lrogat 19 Dec 2013 history
Resubmizsion - Version 3 Manuscript Author's comment 30 Jon 2014 Rdﬂtedhﬂmmure
Cted by
Reviewer's Repert Sandra Leogat 12 Mar 2014 Google blog search
r icles
Resubmizsion - Version & Manuscript Author's comment 31 Mar 2014 ::::0:" cles:by.
Editorial acceptance 03 Apr 2014 » on Google Scholar
» cn Pub™ed
Published 17 Apr 2014 Reloted articles/pages
on Goagle

on Goagle Scholar

eon PubMed

RESEARCH ARTICLE PREGNANCY

Relationship between vaginal microbial
dysbiosis, inflammation, and pregnancy
outcomes in cervical cerclage

Lindsay M. Kindinger"%3, David A. Macintyre", Yun S. Lee!, Julian R. Marchesi*?,
Ann Smith®, Julie A. K. McDonald®, Vasso Terzidou®, Joanna R. Cook!, Christoph
Lees 7, Fidan Israfil-Bayli?, Yazmin Faiza®, Philip Toozs-Hobson?, Mark Slack®,
Stefano Cacciatore', Elaine Holmes*'?, Jeremy K. Nicholson*'%, T. G. Teoh® and
Phillip R. Bennett-2"

+ Author Affiliations

+"Corresponding author. Email: d.macintyre@imperial.ac.uk (D.A.M.); p.bennett@imperial.ac.uk
(PR.B.)

Science Translational Medicine 03 Aug 2016:
Vol. 8. Issue 350, pp. 350ral02
DO!: 10.1126/scitransimed.aagl026
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% Peer Reviewed
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Article Figures & Data Info & Metrics elLetters PDF

You are currently viewing the abstract. View Full Text
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Science Translational Medicine RYAaAs

NTEGRATING SCIENCE. ENGINEERING, AND MEDIC

Peer Review Details DOI: 10.1126/scitransimed,aag1026

m Peer review method: Single-Blind m Rounds of review prior to acceptance:

Peeor review policy Roles who reviewed
m Date of original submission: May-08-2016 Editor
m Date accepted. Jun-23-2016
Reviewer
Advisor.
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Peer Reviewed
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You are currently viewing the abstract. View Full Text >
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Pre-submission peer review?

* Peerage of Science
— Peer review prior to submission
— Links to publisher submission systems, editor trawling

Commercial peer review?

* Rubiq
— Paid-for peer review (@$500)
— Publisher partnerships?

°Rubrlq

Why would an author pay for @
independent peer review?

1K i3y BN 20 aw o)

Find out how Independent Peer Review can help you publish faster m

There's a faster way to publish trusted research How it works
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WHAT DO WE WANT?

it is slow, expensive,
largely a lottery,
poor at detecting
errors and fraud,
anti-innovatory,
biased, and prone to
abuse
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RihoSmith Richard Smith, BMJ Blogs, March 22, 2010
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Why review?

+ To check for soundness

+ To assess originality, significance and interest
 To assess fit between the paper and journal

* Help authors improve the quality

» Michael Jubb, Wellcome Trust research, published 2016 in
Learned Publishing: Peer review: The current landscape and
future trends. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/leap.1008

Peer review: An expensive business
Pippa Smart

Why do peer reviewers decline to review manuscripts?
A study of reviewer invitation responses

Shameless plug ... v

Peer review in Is compared with traditi
scholarly journals: Does it make a difference?
Bo-Christer Bjork and Paul Catani

Peer review: The current landscape and future trends
Michael Jubb

The JBJS Peer-Review Scoring Scale: A valid, reliable
instrument for measuring the quality of peer review reports
Stephen R. Thompson, Julie Agel and Elena Losina

Peer choice-does reviewer self-selection work?
James Hartley, John Cowan and Nick Rushby

Chinese hers, behavi
and trust

NP —— David Nicholas, Jie Xu, Lifang Xu, Jing Su

k LEARNED and Anthony Watkinson
ie ~

PUB U SHING Rewarding reviewers - sense or sensibility? A Wiley

study explained
Learned Publishing o Verity Warne

An update on peer review and research data
Fiona Murphy

l‘ January 2016
Vi 29, lssue 1 Process for selecti a:ld i ) I ing a ipt
Pages 172 system: of anew

peer-reviewed journal
Prenious lssus | Mext lasue

Ruwaida M. Salem. Natalie M. Culbertson
and Alison O'Connell

Early adopters of ORCID functionalil bling rec
of peer review: Two brief case studies

Brooks Hanson, Rebecca Lawrence, Alice Meadows
and Laura Paglione

Is peer review still the content industry’s upper house?
Alison Baverstock

Back to the future: (re)turning from peer review to
peer engagement
Rebecca Kennison
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