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Current practice of peer review (n=3040)
— An international study by Mark Ware Consulting-

Single-blind review (84%), double blinded (44%), open peer review (22%)
Longer review times was a cause of dis-satisfaction (average 80 days)
The most productive reviewers were overloaded. 3-4 journal, average 8/yr

Active reviewers (>6/ yr) make up 44% of all reviewers, they are
responsible for 79% of all review

About 20% of invitations to review are declined.

The average review takes 5 hours and is completed in 3-4 weeks
Altruistic reasons for reviewing were preferred over self-interested ones.
The average acceptance rate was 50%.

Use of online submissions systems (76%)

Access to journals literature(69%)
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Reviewing the Reviewers:
Comparison of Review Quality and
Reviewer Characteristics at the
American Journal of Roentgenology

°

80

OBJECTIVE. The purpose of our study was to determine which manuscript reviewer char-
acteristics are most strongly associated with reviewer performance as judged by editors of the
American Journal of Roentgenology (AJR).

MATERIALS AND METHODS. At the AJR, manuscript reviews are rated by the jous-
nal editors on a subjective scale from 1 (lowest) to 4, on the basis of the value, thoroughness,
and punctuality of the critique. We obtained all scores for AJR reviewers and determined the
average score for each reviewer. We also sent a guestionnaire to 989 reviewers requesting spe-
cific information regarding the age, sex, radiology subspecialty, number of vears serving as a
reviewer, academic rank, and practice type of the reviewer. The demographic profiles were cor-
related with the average quality score for each reviewer. Stafistical analysis included correla-
tion analysis and analysis of variance modeling. Reviewer quality scores were also correlated
with the scoring of individual reviews and ultimate disposition of 196 manuscripts sent to the
AJR during the same period.

RESULTS. Responses to the questionnaire were obtained from 321 reviewers (33.0%), for
whom quality scores were available for 714 (37.0%). Correlation analysis shows that the qual-
ity score of reviewers strongly correlated with younger age (p = 0.001). A statistically signifi-
cant correlation between quality score and practice type was seen (p = 0.008), with reviewers
from academic institutions recetving higher scores. No significant correlation was found be-
tween quality score and sex (p =0.72), vears of reviewing (p = 0.26), academic rank (p =0.10),
or the ultimate disposition of the manuscript (p = 0.40). The quality score of the reviewers
showed no variation by subspecialty (p = 0.99).

CONCLUSION. The highest-rated AJR reviewers tended to be young and from academic
institutions. The quality of peer review did not correlate with the sex, academic rank, or sub-
specialty of the reviewer.



Is there any training?

“Most journals provide online guidelines for reviewers but in my
experience little other training is available. The skills are largely learned
from colleagues and mentors in the reviewer's own depariment.”

PROFESSOR MIKE CLEMENS
Biochemistry & Molecular Biology, University of Sussex

“When | started reviewing | had no formal training, but | did get
invaluable guidance from senior staff. Now there are also training days
and web courses which give advice on the structure and content of a
review, and, importantly, the expectations of the editor.”

DR DEIRDRE HOLLINGSWORTH
Epidemiologist, Imperial College London




Rules for reviewing anything

e Read the instructions to find out what you are being asked to
do and why.

e If you receive no instructions and are not clear about what
you are being invited to do, ask for more information or
decline the request.

e Review the work not the person (unless you have been asked
to do this), and don’t try to be clever.

e Admit your limitations.

e Be as objective as possible and take account of (and declare)
any

e conflicts of interests.



Being invited to review

e |sthe manuscript within my field of expertise?

e Am | happy with the journal’s peer review process?
Do | have time to do this review?

e Can | meet the deadline?

e Do | have any conflicts of interest?
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e timely and relevant to a current topics
* well written, logical, and easy to comprehend

 well designed and appropriate methodology

Provenzale JM et al. AJR 2005



BMJ recommended review style

 Importance of the work to general readers - does this work matter to clini
cians, patients, teachers or policy makers? Is a general journal the right pl

ace forit?

e Originality — does this work add enough to what is already in the publishe

d literature? If so what does it add?
e Validity of the research
 Presentation of the study

e Ethical issues
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Introduction-method-results-conclusions



"Rules of Third”



Study design-study population-data collection-

laboratory methods-statistical analysis

Cf) in detain, arm



[H FHARE

|__I_
- O

AEOAM

ol
<

_I

of

ZolA 7|=, "data not shown”



Nk

TH

H_I

d|

0o

I

i

K

o4 THl
Uy

T ol

o  TH

E_E x_.o
ST
ATg
o & o
U < g
N < .
#_u.._ I W
N R
= ol I3

"Rule of third”



. 07 Hge 22 X YT o7t EEE

-t

<0
10

I+
[l
I

-l

10

10
Il
Kl



I

1o

joll
%0

mk=
|2 A(<40)

0{0
oJ

=l

1o

=]l



2 AIQHHE] K|

242} AfOF XN

Down to EarthtH o 2

oI

ol

IH
I}-

il

=

k0O

jod
Kir
il

A7z

A

HARS|ELE 20t & 5 &



HE7I HAe| =53

JH|g

Kl
o
Kk

ol
o

Ofo
i)
)
o
TR
ERE
T O



4+

2

Sciencelnsider

Breaking news and analysis from the world of science policy

DAMNIEL CLERY Dan is a deputy news editor for Science.

EMalL ME | | W Follow @danclery

U.K. Parliament Panel Reviews Peer
Review

2011-07-27 19:01 | 2 Comments

Following an inquiry into peer review in scientific research, U K. parliamentarians have
concluded that, despite many criticisms and little evidence of its effectiveness, the traditional
practice of having research articles evaluated by anonymous colleagues before publication is
valued by the community and shouldn't be completely abandoned. But in their report released
today, the House of Commons Science and Technology Committee says that innovative
approaches to disseminating research, including preprint servers, open peer review, and
online repositories, should be investigated as they could remove some of the reviewing burden
on researchers.

The lawmakers looked at postpublication peer review approaches, such as having online
commentary by other researchers. Such methods "represent an enormous opportunity for
experimentation with new media and social networking tools," they said, although they caution
that such tools should only be used "as a means of supplementing prepublication review."

The fundamental aim of peer review, the report says, is to ensure that research publications
are scientifically sound and enable others to reproduce the work. Given that gold standard, the
report recommends that unless there is a strong reason against it, all data should be fully
disclosed and made publicly available at the time of publication, particularly if it is the outcome
of publicly funded research. That recommendation, however, has prompted some concern. "In
our experience, most misunderstandings from scientific research come from an absence of

meaninn and ronteyt landl Prenarinn and errnifinicinn naners for nohlic atinn i a vital nard nf

There's only one

For your career in science,
there’s only one Science

All for FREE! Register today
ScienceCareers.org ’

POPULAR

MOST COMMENTED

Monogamy May Have Evolved to Prevent Infanticide
'Space Vikings' Spark NASA Inquiry

'Liullaillaco Maiden' May Have Been Drugged Before
Sacrificed

Swirls in the Afterglow of the Big Bang Could Set
Stage for Major Discovery

'Total Recall' for Mice

FROM THE MAGAZINE

2 August 2013, Vol. 341, Ho. 6145

Dizscovery of a Hew Titi Monkey

. Avyoung Colombian researcher made
=% the find of a lifetime when he discovered
B the red-bearded titi monkey.



a few signs that should raise suspicions

L13RY FEATURE

[HE PEER-REVIEW SCAM

When a handful of
authors were caught
reviewing their own
papers, it exposed
weaknesses in modern
publishing systems.
Editors aretryingto
plug the holes.

BY CAT FERGUSON, ADAM MARCUS AND IVAN ORANSKY

ost journal editors know how much effort
it takes to persuade busy researchers
to review a paper. That is why the edi-
tor of The Journal of Enzyme Inhibition
and Medicinal Chemistry was puzzled by the
reviews for manuscripts by one author —
Hyung-In Moon, a medicinal- plant researcher
then at Dongguk University in Gyeongju,
South Korea.
Th i

how to improve the papers. What was unusual
was how quickly they were completed — often
‘within 24 hours. Theturnaround wasalittle too
fiast, and Claudin Supuran, the journals editor-
in-chief, started to becom e suspicious.

In 2012, he confronted Moon, who read-
ity admitted that the reviews had coma in so
quickly because he had written many of them
himself. The deception had not been hard to

mostly ble, with A

set up. Sup journal and several others

480 | RATURE | VOL 515 | 27 NOVEMBER 1014

shed by Informa Healthcare in London

ILLLISTRATICH BY DL EECHIN MLRRAY

Science 2014
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€ - C [ www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168192312000391 o7
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SIS Volume 157, 15 May 2012, Pages 30-48 4 Gelrights and content
Highlights &80
Keywords ELSEVIER Bibliographic information
- [T ELay Citing and recommended articles
2. Materials and methods
- ; lications and tools =
2.1. Experimental site . . . . . . App
> Vineyard frost protection with upward-blowing wind machines
; Get rights and content
Mark C. Battany & - & 9
University of California Cooperative Extension, 2156 Sierra Way, Suite C, San Luis Obispo, CA 53401, USA
Peer Review Reports
2.1.1. Upward-blowing wind Abstract
machines Upward-blowing wind machines have been commercialized for use in frost protection but little quantitative
2.1.2. Conventional wind machine information exists regarding how their operation alters site temperatures In particular, their performance @ | Download review reports
2.1.3. Wind machine operation relative to conventional wind machines has been debated. To address this need, experiments were
2.2. Micrometeorological conducted on 12 spring frest nights in 2010 and 2011 in a commercial winegrape vineyard where either two I Downioad the original manuscript (PDF,
measurements upward-blowing wind machines or a single conventional wind machine were operated. Comprehensive 21MB)
2.2.1. North—south transect of 10m measurements of air temperature changes caused by wind machine operation were evaluated on multiple
fowers and 10m remote tower transects at heights of 1.1, 4, 7 and 10 m. All 12 frost nights were characterized by low wind and clear sky
2.2.2. East-west transect of 1.7m conditions, with temperature inversion strengths commonly associated with beneficial wind machine use
sensors occurring on 9 of the 12 nights. The operation of the conventional wind machine preduced consistently larger
S EEUTE SETTT AW 2T and more statistically significant increases in temperature, particularly at the 1.1 m vine level, as compared
inversion measurements - ) ) ; N }
) _ to the operation of the upward-blowing wind machines which produced very minor increases in temperature at
2.2 .4 Smoke fracking of the air jet . . .
i the 1.1 m level under strong inversion conditions and either no change or decreases in temperature under
2.3. Evaluation theory and data . . .
analysis weaker inversion conditions. Based on the summary relationships between temperature changes as a
b . . function of inversion strength, under conditions of an inversien gradient of 0.2 °C m™" the conventienal wind
3. Resulis and discussion
machine would be expected to raise target area temperatures by 1.6 °C at the vine level, while the upward-
blowing wind machines would have no net effect under the same inversion conditions. Smoke tracking of the
air flow from the upward-blowing wind machines indicated that the air jet reached 25 m height, and then
tended to slowly settle back towards the ground. These results indicate relatively poor performance of this
type of low-powered (6.3 kW) upward-blowing wind machine compared to a conventicnal wind machine under
the conditions of this study.
3.1. Microclimate conditions during
wind machine operation
EEE Table 1 Highlights
EE Table 2 . Th . . )
e performance of upward-blowing wind machines for frost protection was tested. » They did not produce

useful increases in temperature at the vineyard test site. » A conventicnal wind machine at the same site +  Workspace
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PubMed Commons is a system that enables researchers to share their opinions about scientific publications. Researchers can comment on any publication indexed by PublMed, and read the comments
of athers.

A
VO

ToubMed Commibns

scientific disgourse

PubMed Commons: Frequently asked questions

PubMed Commons is a forum for open and constructive criticism and discussion of scientific issues. It will thrive with high quality interchange from the scientific community.

PubMed Commons is currently in a closed pilot testing phase, which means that only invited participants can add and view comments in PubMed.
FAQs

+ Why can’t| see any comments in PubMed?
« How can | join PubMed Commons?

. Can I join PubMed Commons via my academlc or research institution?

« How can | know if someone has commented on one of my articles in PubMed?

« Can | limit searches to those articles that have comments, or search for comments by a particular person?
« Can | comment anonymously?

+ |s there a word limit?

+« Can |l link to an gutside URL in a comment?

« Can | connect multiple articles through a comment?

+« Are comments to PubMed Commons moderated?

« Can | reply to. rate or complain about a comment?
« Are comments permanent and can they be cited? Can | provide feedback on the system, whether or not | am a participant?

« Can | provide feedback on the system. whether or not | am a participant?
« Will there be a way to integrate comments from PubMed Commons into other websites or applications (API)?
+ |s there a way to be kept up-to-date on PubMed Commons developments?

Why can’t | see any comments in PubMed?
Only PubMed Commons participants can see comments during the closed pilot phase.

Participants need to be signed into their My NCBI account to see and post comments. For information about My NCBI, click here or on the “Sign in to My NCBI” link at PubMed at the top of the page on
the right.

If vou have tried all this and still can't see comments, you can contact us using the “Write to the help desk” link at the bottom right on the PublMed homepage.
[T

How can | inin PubMed Commons?
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