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Reviewer Recognition Program
• Reviewer Recognition Platform
• Publishing Peer Review Reports
• Cross-Review
• Reviewer Dashboard
• Single/Double-blind

Joris van Rossum and Bahar Mehmani



TITLE OF PRESENTATION |

Reviewer Recognition Platform
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Reviewer Recognition Platform

Objective: 
Recognize
important 
contribution 
of reviewers

Current status:
500 journals 
across all 
subject areas, 
+220,000 
Reviewer 
Profile page
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Volunteer for review
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Emails are sent 
to reviewers 
after review 
with link to 

personal profile 
page
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Survey Results

Rated: 8.3/10
NPS: 19
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Publishing Peer Review Report
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• Which Journals?
• Why?
• How?

Publishing Peer Review Reports on Science Direct
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• Annals of Medicine and Surgery
• International Journal of Surgery
• Engineering Fracture Mechanics
• Journal of Hydrology
• Agricultural and Forest Meteorology

What? Publishing peer review reports for 5 journals
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Why? 

Transparency

Recognition
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Initial Pilot results

a. Supportive 
Survey results 
from an initial 
pilot

b. Implementatio
n of 
Reviewer’s 
suggestions:

i. Visibility: 
DOI

ii. Proper 
format: 
typesetting

• No influenced on evaluation
• No influenced on writing report
• No influenced on recommendation

• 27% authors, 45% reviewers say they 
got new insights
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Reviewer Feedback                                       Author Feedback

Positive: It hasn't affected the way that I 
write reports, since I generally try to be as 
constructive as I can. However I think that 
this policy is an excellent one since it will 
encourage people to improve the quality of 
their reviews (and discourage them from 
writing ones that are just nasty).

Negative: I do not support the open peer 
review policy. If, however, it is to be 
continued, a far more useful document would 
be the editor's summary and 
recommendations. After that, the author's 
response to reviewers should also be a 
priority. In the end, however, this policy would 
create much more work for everyone with 
little, if any, improvement in science.

Positive: The reviews often allow you as a 
reader to realise how was the study initially 
conceived and what were the initial flaws. It 
is often useful to see what are the things that 
people overlook and that reviewers pick up.

Negative: Reviewer's comments should be private 
between the author and reviewer. Is this supposed to 
be a way to "shame" authors into submitting a more 
final product? Even the best of articles can benefit 
from constructive criticism and a different point of 
view. With this new policy, you are essentially taking 
away that benefit of the publication process. In 
addition, I believe many scientists will refuse to act as 
a reviewer.
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• Only Peer Reviews of Published articles 

• Only those approved by the Editor

• Reviewer's consent to reveal his/her name

How?
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Peer review reports as articles on Science Direct
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Freely available

Interlinked to the articleSeparate DOI

Typeset
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Would you accept a review
request from a journal that
publishes your review report
but gives you the option to
remain anonymous?

Survey Results
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Thank you!


