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Peer Review In our time

> 2,2M articles
published in 2016
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https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00487333
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00487333/43/10

Why do you peer review?

» Playing my part in the research community
ble to help improve the paper
riting skills

> benefit gained

urvey 2016



Let's not forget:
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1665: Philosophical Transa.




1831: Open Peer Review

William




Physical Review: 1936

Dear Sir,
We (Mr. Rosen and [) had sent you our man-
uscript for publication and had not authorized

you to show it to specialists before it is printed.
I see no reason to address the—in any case er-
roneous—comments of your anonymous ex-

pert. On the basis of this incident [ prefer to
publish the paper elsewhere.

Respectfully,



Lessons from the past

> Purpose of peer review is not set in stone

review depends on researc

ant it to serve




Peer Review: Researchers’ |

> Are you saftisfiede

> What's the purpose<¢

peer reviewe

OpenAlIRE:
+3000

researchers,



Demographics

SocSci + Arts Chemistry,

Hum + 5% C ;
Economics, .ompu Sl
17% Science, 6%

Earth & Env.

Physlc __ Science, 11%

Asitronomy,
8%

Engineering,
14%

Sciences,
17%

survey 2015



Are you saftisfied with peer revi

without peer review

there is no control in
scientific

communication

83% agree

Peer review helps
improve rejected
articles too

Beneficial

76%

“Alternative interpretations of the dafa Suggestions on
better presentation of results indigus
Word smithj




What is the purpose of peer revi

Improve Quality Detect Originality
#1 #2

ier survey 2015



How can it be improvede

and Recoghnition




Transparency: OpenAlRE surv

avor direct reciprocal discussion
Quthor(s) and reviewers

olication of review report
quality

t reviewers should be
oose to reveal their identity

. penAIRE Surevy-2016
|


https://zenodo.org/record/570864#.W4P_4s4zbIV
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Transparency: Who handled the pegf

Advances in Mathematics I ——

Volume 320, 7 November 2017, Pages 1-81

Euler class groups and the homology of
elementary and special linear groups

Marco Schlichting &

Mathematics Institute, Zeeman Building, University of Warwick, Coventry CV4
TAL, UK



Volume 66, July 2017, Pages 1-15

The effectiveness of the computerized visual perceptual
training program on individuals with Down syndrome: An fMRI
study

Yi-Ting Wan?®, Ching-Sui Chiang?®, Sharon Chia-Ju Chen®, Yee-Pay Wuang?® © - =

2 Department of Occupational Therapy, Kaohsiung Medical University, Kaohsiung, Taiwan

b Department of Medical Imaging and Radiclogical Sciences, Kaohsiung Medical University, Kaohsiung,
Taiwan

© Department of Pediatrics, Kaohsiung Medical University Hospital, Kaohsiung, Taiwan

Received 9 December 2016, Revised 16 March 2017, Accepted 26 April 2017, Available online 20 May



Annals of Medicine and Surgery

Volume 4, Issi 3
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Long-term results of o
aneurysm
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“ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amsu.2015.01.
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Annals of Medicine and Surgery

journal homepage: www.annalsjournal.com

Peer review report

Peer review report 3 on Long-term Results of Open repair of Popliteal

Artery Aneurysm

Original Submission
Recommendation

Reject - invite resubmission.

Comments to the author

This paper describes treatment of popliteal artery aneurysm
(PAA) from a single centre. Only 30 patients, operated on 42 legs.
Open operation with medial approach in all cases. All aneurysm
were resected at the operation. Different subgroups of the PAA
are based on morphology, symptomatic or asymptomatic.

Control examination and assessment of the quality of life with
clinical examination/duplex sonography and a homemade
questionnaire.

Good operative results and patency in accordance with other

The outcome of this paper is not accordance with the title. The
descriptions of the long-term results are few and weak. The opera-
tion technique could be better described in details. The anatomic
dissernination of the aneurysm could be of interest for other sur-
geons who would like to use this approach instead of the posterior
approach. The analysis of the 8 patients, who were deceased or did
not participate in the control examination, could be more detailed,
ex. From which group did they come and what did they die from?

The 12 patients who had bilateral operations: Symptoms from
the legs, which group did they belong to; asymptomatic or
symptomatic?

The answers from these 12 patients in the guestionnaire: Did
they get two or one questionnaire? How did the author assess
the information from these questionnaires? Which leg was of cur-
rent interest?

The discussion is very focused on endovascular treatment. The
discussion consists of 36% of treatment which is not the author's
treatment of choice and only 7% questionnaire review.

g | L L

| Referred to by  Peer review report 3 on Long-term Results of Open repair of Poplite...

Annals of Medicine and Surgery, Volume 4, Supplement 1, January-
December 2015, Pages S1



http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168192315008163
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o Most Reviewers Desire Training
77 /o Desire was high among both early
career and established researchers.

Demand for training by reviewing experience

ess than s yrs

more than 6 yrs B

other
reviewer
comments

Elsevier: Reviewgr Feetiback Program
Wiley: reviewer §i '



Researcher Academ

F1000

Faculty of 1000 e
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MENDELEY

Recognifion

12 Clarivate “publons
Analytics

Connecting Research
and Researchers




My Elsevier Reviews profile U

Claim your Book discount o
Claim your Webshop discount o

My Latest Review: January 2018,
Consciousness and Cognition

= i Create a signat Yearl iew for 2017 | ~
= My Review Status

Please find an overview of your review recognitions below.

SN\
Recognized reviewer - Consciousness and Cognition
Achieved: January 2018

— You have been awarded this recognition because you completed at least one manuscript review in
the last two years for Consciousness and Cognition.
View details for your full Elsevier journal review record and to claim your free certificate.

View Detail...

Outstanding reviewer - Cortex

o Achieved: June 2017
% — You have been awarded this recognition as you are within the top 10" percentile of reviewers for
= this Journal, in terms of the number of manuscript reviews completed in the last two years. For

Cortex, this meant a minimum of 2 reviews in two years. View details for your full Elsevier journal



Recognition: My Elsevier Revie

Objective

e Recognition
s Eiesiaierment

Current Status

e +/00,000 review profiles
e ~2000 Elsevier Journals
e ~50,000 of Volunteers

Furthermore

» Peer Review card on Mendeley
profiles




Engagement and Feedback

Journal homepage Registration page

Volunteer for Peer Review with JMB

Science, Scientific Reports, JACS, The Journal of Membrane
Review history:

JME provides kigh quality and broad coverage in all areas of molecular BiO|DgyJ‘ Internatiﬂnal JDurnal Of MOIECUIar SCiences

OLF aTs TMacs OV Ioe sditorial board membaers

their respective fislds.

ists and recognized eXpErts

TIIO 4 JaTpe mamber of dedicated

Short C.V.:  IMB volunteer peer-review pilot

Ragister as a revigwear for Journal of Molecular Biology

Other Journals:  Journal of Molecular Biology

revigwars in order to request o review.

TME Editors will consider voluntesr revisws along with editor-invited ) . ]
aviaws for sach manuseript and provids feedbac] _ . NMR; structural biology; amyloid fibrils; macromolecular
List of subject areas: _ o

assemblies; protein filaments

Motivation:  to be actively engaged in the reviewing process.

Availability: ~ Monthly

Latest articles: ORCID or Scopus ID



Engagement and Feedback

Feedback from reviewers:

“This was the first time that | got a
detailed review/feedback on my
review. It's really helpful, and | think
more journals should do this.
Encourages a better review
process, and also encouraged me
that my efforts to improve the
manuscript were appreciated by

the authors/editors”
S

e 60% reply rate to initial nofification Feedback from editors:

— ) )
e 7.7 daysin average to submit
review

e 4.18/5 editor satisfaction authors, than the usual

O e

O O The ealtor an

e 5/5reviewer satisfaction reports.”
~

W




Peer Review In Future '

o Measurable research output

collaborative

enhanced




Thank youl!



ELSEVIER

We surveyed 440 referees

Transparency: Survey results who deciined

We surveyed 204 referees

0,
et B 100 (22.7%) Response to the survey

91(91.0%) Publication of referee reports
Response to the survey 40 (19.6%) W was not the reason for declining

Willing to accept further review 39 (97.5%) W
invitations from the journal

Publishing referee reports 38 (95.0%)
did not influence their
recommendation

W 68 (68.0%) Indicated lack of time as the
primary reason

—_

B 24 (24.0%) Indicated personal reasons

WM 23(23.0%) Indicated a mismatch with
areas of expertise

02 B2
¥ E ' m?’E W Neutral
100 43 E Disliked it
117 BT 39 . E W Didn't like it at all

supportive
of the pilot




ELSEVIER | 30

Transparency: Data analysis with PEERE

» No significant impact on accept-to-review
= despite the design of the pilot

* No significant impact on recommendation type

* No significant impact on reviewer turn-around time

P EERE



ELSEVIER

Engagement: VolunPeers

RRP registered volunteers in JMB
600

500
400
300

200

100

Apr-17
May-17
Jun-17
Jul-17
Aug-17
Sep-17
Oct-17
Nov-17

Nov-16
Dec-16
Jan-17
Feb-17
Mar-17

France

stralia

armany United States

of America

United
Kingdom



