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Why supporting peer reviewerse

Improving consistency and quality of feedback
Community development

Support for innovation
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Why supporting peer reviewerse

Demand for help
« 85% of PLOS reviewers report that they read existing guidelines
« 65% would be interested in additional reviewer resources

« What additional resources would be useful

« 79% wanted tips for writing effective feedback

» 49% reading the manuscripts H E I P

« 49% organizing the review

PLOS survey Fall 2017 ~600 reviewers Nick Youngson CC BY-SA



What's out there- publishing landscape

« No reviewer-specific resources
« Reviewer guidelines

« Robust reviewer resources and outreach

® No resources
m Reviewer guidelines
= Significant resources

®-PLOS
Publicly available information from
38 publishers End 2017



. of training and/or resources are offered?

« What does the ¢ How is it e
« What are covered? Is it e
« Are there for participating in
training¢
e-Learning modules Example reviews
Tips from editors or experienced reviewers Review femplates
Presentations Videos

Articles, readings, studies In-person workshops



Reviewer recognition and credit

 How do publishers reviewerse
« Are acknowledgments e
« How are reviewers given for their
reviewse
« What is captured for reviewer recognition and/or
credit?
« What strategies are used 1o reviewer performance and
expertise?
Thank you acknowledgment ORCID credit integration
Review assigned a DOI Publons credif infegration
Review indexed Named review co-author (e.qg., postdoc)

Metrics for report views Badging/certification of expertise/experience



Rewards and incentives

do publishers reward reviewers for service?

« Are rewards contingent on e

« What incentives are offered to

¢

Certificate of performance
APC/membership discount
Discount on other product/service (e.qg.,

published material or franslation services)

Access to paywalled content

Continuing Medical Education (CME) credit



Bullding a reviewer community

« How do publishers

« What are the

engagemente

for

Events & receptions
Workshops

Awareness campaigns
Newslefters

Blogs



Reviewer recruitment and targeting

« How easily can reviewers e

« How do new reviewers to be considered for reviewse

« To what extent do publishers to
sign up<¢

@ PLOS



Trends in/ types of reviewer programs

Training and
informational
resources

Courses
Exercises
Presentations
Webinars
Videos

Example
reviews

Tips from experts

Recognition
and credit

Public thank
you

Review DOI
PubMed
deposit

Report metrics
ORCID

Publons
Badging/profile

Rewards and
incentives

Certificates
AcCcess

APC discount
Content
discount
CME credit

Community
building

Newsletters
In-person events
INn-person
training
Campaigns

Recruitment
and targeting

Sign-up options
Locating editors
Locating
reviewers

@ PLOS




How to support peer reviewers
train
recognize
certify
Incentivize
reward
engage

@ PLOS




Why supporting peer reviewerse

Demand for help
« 85% of PLOS reviewers report that they read existing guidelines
« 65% would be interested in additional reviewer resources

« What additional resources would be useful

« 79% wanted tips for writing effective feedback

» 49% reading the manuscripts H E I P

« 49% organizing the review

PLOS survey Fall 2017 ~600 reviewers



What is the primary reason that motivates you
to review submitted manuscriptse

PLOS survey Fall 2017 ~800 reviewers

m | feel that it is my professional responsibility
| am able to see the latest research in my field
= | want to give back to the research community
| know the editor and/or journal who has asked me

to review
m Other

@ PLOS



Approximately how many reviews do you do
every year (for any journal)?

m1-3
m4-6
=7-10
m11+
m Other

@ PLOS



With which of the following career stages do
you identify¢

B Early career researcher

® Mid-career researcher

® Advanced career researcher
= Other

@ PLOS



How fo train reviewers- Reviewer centre

/@ PLOS | reviewer center

Everything you need to write a peer review, right now

=)

/'eviewers.plos.org\




Reviewer centre

How to peer review

— 10 tips for getting started as a reviewer {est. read
— You've been invited to review

v. Now what? {est. read time 3:45

— How to read a manuscript as a peer reviewer {est. read time 6:00

lmage: Pexals (0CH

Peer review toolbox

H —— — How to review a manuscript (Wdeo, 5:76 min.)

— Peer rev

w checklist (toolbox activity)

P ' & — Peer review template (foolbox activ
|

| y — — Competing interests for peer r

— — Ethics for reviewers (est. read time 7

image: Pexals (CCH

@ PLOS

reviewers.plos.org



Reviewer centre

Peer Review Checklist

LIS T eV IEY Vel

When you're invited to review a manuscript
@ & Confirm the manuscript is in your area of expertise
4 Make sure you have enough time
A Check for competing interests

When you're reading the manuscript
2 Identify the research question and key claims
& Think about context and related literature
4 Look at the figures and tables. Are they clear? Do they represent
what the study is about?
2 Examine the results. Are they supported by the data?
4 Read the conclusions. Do they make sense?
& Check the methods. Are they appropriate and reproducible?
2 Review the journal guidelines and publication criteria
O Keep everything confidential!

When you're writing the review

4 Start with a summary of the research

2 State your overall impression

4 Wumber your comments and separate them into “major® and
“minor” issues

2 Give concrete examples

2 Refer to specific sections and page numbers

O Don't focus on spelling and grammar

4 Be professional and respectful

4 Indicate if you're available to look at the revised version

4 Include positive feedback too!

& Finish on time

reviewers.plos.org

Peer Review Template

uick guide for new reviewers

Organizational structure

Sumimary of the research and your
arveral imgressian

Major issues that must be addressed
Minor istues (0 s deess (may not alfect
cpnclusiansg

Miscellaneous remarks
Confidentisl commanls 10 the sditoes

Sample outling

1. Summary of the research

2. Exomples and evidence

Major issues

Minor issues

3. Other points (opticnal)

@ Want more reviewing tips
Content = licensed under & () T




Reviewer centre

Read more about peer review

BLOGS

View recent articles and commentary @ PLos

rs SpeCtives on = and medicine
other topics in science publishing. on sdience an c

STAFF BLOGS ~ BLOGS BY TOPIC » ABOUT PLOS BLOGS CONTACT N

PLOS ECR Community| .

About This Blog

5ign up for PLOS Updates

Email Address {re

Imaoge: The Be:tf\d vice | Ever Heard Dealing with the reproducibility crisis:

Fosted May £, 201E by Steven Easbzck i1 Tha Sugant Biog what can ECRs do abour it?
Poeted Aprll 27, 2013 by allydlienourng in The Sludent Sog
peer revi

PLOS ONE
Early Career
Travel Awards

in the
Physical Sciences

LEARN MORE

The PLOS ONME Early Career Researcher | survived giving my first large

. Travel Awards in the Physical Sciences conference talk as a PhD student _
reVIewerS_plos_O['g Fosted Al 18, 2018 by PLOS OME Editars n The Siudant Posted Apri 10, 2013 fy Lel Shen n Saify Carser Reseamh Popular Posts

http://blogs.plos.org/thestudentblog/about-this-blog/



~ How fo frain reviewers-
Artficle collection: Ten Simple Rules

Erowse Search Q

About

@.Pl_os | coLLecnions

advanoed sesch

Ten Simple Rules

"Tan Simple Rules” provide 3 quick, con
guide for mastaring some of tha profes
minzllonnac recoarnh ENMI‘EE‘ HEE h m

OPEN a ACCESS Freely available online Pl ,“5 COMPUTATIONAL BIOLOGY

| ediofial
Ten Simple Rules for Reviewers

Philip E. Bourne ', Alon Korngreen

Rule 1: Do Not Accept a Review
Assignment unless You Can
Accomplish the Task in the

Requested Timeframe—Learn to

Say No

Rule 2: Avoid Conflict of Interest

Rule 3: Write Reviews You Would Be

ast summer, the Student
Council of the International
Society for Computational

| “Ten
Simple Rules for Getting Published”

Biology prompted an Editor

[1]. The interest in that piece (it has 2 .
been downloaded 14,880 times thus far) Requested Timeframe—Learn to review quality as assessed by the Editor f_’ mple ru Of the AUThorlng Process
prompied “Ten Simple Rules for Say Mo and of timeliness of review should be dimat
Writing a Grant™ [2] With this third Late reviews are not fair to the f'““c'}'i"l_ﬂ o "_1“‘ I"'_““d of. M““_}' 5 Compuiadios . .
contribution, the “Ten Rules™ series authors, nor are they fair to journal .]"'-“'“?t-“- ““—'[“d“_lﬂ lhl-“_"”"- provide RUle S:Be SUI’e fOEnJoy Ond fo
would seem to be established, and more staff. Think about this next time you _\.‘uu_ with the reviews of ;\'ch:r fellow LeOrﬂ from fhe ReVIeWIng PFOCGSS
rules for different andiences are in the have a paper under review and the bl bk after a paper 2 3"""-[’“—'?" OF
making. Ten Simple Rules for Reviewers is reviewers are unresponsive. You do not rejected. R_c“d those £ _"“Tfl ully
based upon our years of experience as like delays when it is your paper, and learn from them in writing your - RUIe 6 Deve|0p a Mefhod Of
3 g : prirs - oy o next review. R e . .

=5 Reviewing That Works for You
review p]'n_rt:ses. -Suggtiill.ﬂl'l_‘i also came L;;n-t T (}:m B .)uh]i:ghi[.] g_“ Rule 4: As a Reviewer You Are Part of Jnt':g- 3
l;i:::t(;;;:::: il]:d‘_ :-_:11::1?,:?: :::_: imt}(:inltd w‘il‘h ('Iw_ting ;'m'it.?';\\':;rs for thE' Authoring Process - s:-!.z:lﬂ.;r::l-'l.zh'.k

; i overdue reviews. No one benchis from Your comiments, wheo, revisiong are OE Computasiod

and fresh to the process of reviewing.

feature to suggest their own rules and
comments on this important subject.

Rule 1: Do Not Accept a Review
Assignment unless You Can
Accomplish the Task in the

thic nroeecs

not be known to the authors, the Editor
knows who you are, and your reviews
are maintained and possibly analyzed
by the publisher’s manuscript tracking
system. Your profile as a reviewer is
known by the journal—that profile of

requested, should lead to a beter
F=&= ™

) B Flasst fow Cobers
1. Eary 2 a

Ten simple rules for collsborative lesson

development

Satisfied with as an Author

Rule 4: As a Reviewer You Are Part

Bourne PE, Korngreen A (2006) PLoS Comput Biol 2(9): e110 e s

Sabriz] A Devenyl, Rémi Emonet, Ray
Herasck Damien indng lan MElgan,

The X CollecSon: Effeciive
Consen/alion Requires Sciencef...

PLOE Compuiadional Elology: 07 ar 2015

http://collections.plos.org/ten-simple-rules




How to recognize reviewers- Thank you article

PLOS | one

RESEARGCH ARTIGLE

PLOS ONE 2017 Reviewer and Editorial Board
Thank You

PLOS and the PLOS ONE team would like to express our appreciation for our academic edi-
tors, guest editors, and reviewers who contributed to the peer-review process this past year.
‘We are indebted to volunteers who generously give their time and expertise to thoroughly
review research and advance Open Access. In 2017, PLOS ONE received the help of over 4,400
Editorial Board members and 500 guest editors to curate nearly 45,000 submissions. Along
with the participation of 63,000 reviewers, we were able to publish more than 20,000 articles
with meaningful and impactful results.

The names of our 2017 editors that handled submitted manuscripts appear in the Support.
ing Information as 51 Editor List and as 51 Guest Editor List. Qur reviewers appear in the Sup-
porting Information as S1. viewer List. With genuine gratitude, we thank you all for your
dedicated support of PLOS ONE and our efforts to promote Open Science, thereby contribut-
ing to the scientific community as a whole. Thank you all.

@ PLOS |one

PLOS ONE would like to thank all those who reviewed on behalf of the journal in 2017:

Jerome A.

Farhan Aadil
Eivind Aadland
Jens Aagaard-Hansen
Anna-Mari Aalto
Juha Aalto

Lauri Aaltonen
Mikko Aaltonen
Maria Aamelfot
Aase Aamland
Zach Aanderud
Carolien Aantjes
Hilde Aardema
Andre Aarnink
Roy Aaron

Shawn Aaron
Ulrika Aasa

Jan Aasly

Tor Aasmundstad

John Abatzoglou
Theodore Abatzopoulos
Serebe Abay

Solomon Abay
Mohammed Abba
Yusuf Abba

Alexander Abbas
Faisal Abbas

James Abbas
Khushnood Abbas
Naeem Abbas

Syed Abbas

Amir Abbasi

Jessica Abbate
Giovanni Abbate-Daga
Wissem Abbes

Kirsten Abbot-Smith
Carla Abbott
Catherine Abbott

@ PLOS
(2018) PLOS ONE 2017 Reviewer and Editorial Board Thank You. PLoS ONE
13(3): e0194158. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0194158



hank you article

a

s
Thank you too
contributions to

- Mar 21

1 Very cool of you to acknowledge our collective

in 2016

Michael Witt @mwattin - 25 Feb 2016

8 2 DOI-referenced thank you from @PLOSONE for serving as a reviewer, a first

for me

11 Open Science Re

tweeted

Senia Boender @SoniaBoender « Mar 20 v
Just received a ‘thank you' from @PLOSONE, who published a FULL list of their
reviewers {N=63,000) and editors (N=4,900) of the year 2017!

8

PLOS ONE 2015 Reviewer Thank You

11 PLOS OME Retweeted

Richard Ahn @scilahn -

Great to see how the scientific process is becoming more and more transparent,

hankYou

e

Thank you tc ?3—?—"—" .:: s ME r p Adeline Boatin Johanna Bodin
& . = Timothy Boaz Antonio Bodini

reviewers for PLOS ONE #PeerReview #s5 Flaviu Bob ivan Bodis- Wolner
Anna K. Bobak Charles Bodmer
Marina Bobkova Michele Bodmer
Lyuba Bobova Rolf Bodmer
Elzbieta Bobrowicz-Campos Lisa Bodnar
Paulo Estefano Bobrowiec Richard Bodnar
Ladislav Bocak Péter Bodndr
Anna Boccaccio Donald Bodner

Francesco Boccalatte
Enrico Bocci
Stefania Boccia
Thomas Bochaton
Natalia Bochkina

Mathilde Body-Malapel
Pauline Boeckrxstaens
Carsten Boehler
Alexandria Boehm
Amelia Boehme

Aaron Bochner Stefen Boehme
Mandy Bochnia Kasey Boehmer
Matthias Bochtler lan Boehnke

Beth Bock Susan Boehnke
C. Thomas Bock Hennie Boeije
Naomi Bock Michael Boele van Hensbroek

Marija Bockarjova
Detlef Bockenhauer
Maximilian Bockhorn

Wilbert Boelens
T. 50nia Boender
Wouter Boendermaker

@ PLOS



How to support peer reviewerse

A PLOS ONE perspective

It's complicated

@ PLOS




Challenges: how to support consistency

Size of journal

Scope of journal

Journal editorial structure
Field differences

Journal Differences

Human factor




Challenges: how to support consistency and quality

Defined publication criteria
1. Study presents primary research that contributes knowledge
to the field

2. Results have not been published elsewhere

3. Experiments are performed to a high technical standard

and described in sufficient detail
4. Conclusions are supported by the data
5. Article is intelligibly written in standard English

6. Meets all applicable standards of research and publication

ethics

/. Adheres to reporting guidelines and meets data availability

requirements



Challenges: how to support consistency and quality

Structured reviewer form/template

« Technical soundness of the work

« Rigor of the analysis

« Adherence to our data availability policy
« Clear use of English language

« Publications ethics

« Research ethics

-« COl



Challenges: specific publication criteria

1. Study presents primary research that contributes knowledge to the field

PLOS ONE publication criteria focus on rigor rather than subjective significance

“The results are negative”

“I have problems with the
PLOS ONE policy that the
interest of the paper,
scientifically or other,

should not be taken into

account”

“The work is not significant enough/

has limited impact”

“I suggest to submit to @

“It's not a priority area/ o .
more specialized journal”

space is limited”

@ PLOS



Challenges: specific publication criteria

2. Results have not been published elsewhere

« pre-prints, institutional site,

conference abstracts, blogs

« publishing systems/platforms




Challenges: specific publication criteria

6. Meets all applicable standards of research and publication ethics

PLOS ONE upholds the highest international standards...

Animal and field studies:

« |ACUC approval required for all vertebrate animal studies, including
collection of tissues and cells

« Assess use of humane endpoints for survival experiments
«  Ensure appropriate methods of anesthesia and euthanasia

« Require applicable permissions and permits for field studies

Human studies:

+ IRB approval required for all studies involvingz e g
information, including collection of tissues a

heterogeneity between countries/
fields

«  Protection of participant privacy and vulne w ,-)

«  Ensure participants provide informed conse

«  Wereserve the right to reject any study whic

the highest ethical standards Possible exclusion of countries
because of limited resources/ lack of

framework



Challenges: specific publication criteria

/. Adheres to reporting guidelines and meets data availability requirements

Reporting Guidelines for Specific Study Types
Authors are expected to comply with standard reporting guidelines for study designs. Check the EQUATOR Metwork for reporting

instructions and supporting documentation. Documentation for specific studies should be uploaded as supporting information during
manuscript submission. Read the submission guidelines.

Clinizal trial reports|must adhers ]0 the relevant reporting guidelines for their study design, such
as COMNSORT for randomized controlled trials, TREMD for non-randomized trials, and other specislized

guidelines ss sporogriste.

Clinical trials

Read more about our policy on clinical frials.

Reports of systematic reviews and mets-analysed must adh to the PRISMA statement a5 3 guide, and
include a completed PRISMA checklist and flow diagram to accompany the main text. Blank templates of

Systematic
Y . the checklist and flow diagram can be downloaded fram the PRISMA web site.

reviews and

meta- Authors must slso state within their Methods section whether a protocol exists for their systematic review,

analyses and if so, provide a copy of the protocol as Supporting Information.
\We support the prospective registration of systematic reviews. Authors whose systematic review was
prospectively registered (e.g.. in a registry such as PROSPERQ) should also provide the registry number
in their sbstract Registry details and profocols will be made avsilable to editors and reviewsrs, and
included slongside the paper for readers if the report is wltimately published.
Reports of studies of diagnostic accuracy should conform to the STARD reguirements.

Diagnostic

studies
Faor reports of epidemiclogical studies, suthors should|consult the STROBE initiative.

Observational

studies in

epidemiology

Reports of microarray experiments should conform to the MIAME guidelines published by the Functions

L]
[ o
Micmarray Genomics Data Society (FGED), and the data from the experiments must be deposited in a publicly .
. accessible databasze. .
experiments .
) L ]

http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/best-practices-in-research-reporting



Challenges: specific publication criteria

/. Adheres to reporting guidelines and meets data availability requirements

The PLOS Data policy requires authors to make all data underlying the findings

described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare
exception (e.g. ethical restrictions). The data should be provided as part of the
manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For
example, in addition to summary stafistics, the data points behind means,
medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions
on publicly sharing data—e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third

party—those must be specified.

@ PLOS



Challenges: specific publication criterio

/. Adheres to reporting guidelines and meets data availability requirements

E OPEN ACCESS

Citation: Salles T, Ding X, Brocard G (2018)
pyBadlands: A framework to simulaie sediment
transport, landscape dynamics and basin
stratigraphic evolution through space and time.
PLoS ONE 13(4): e0195557. hitps:/doi.org/
10.1371/journal. pone. 0195557

Editor: Iman Borazjani, Texas A&M University
System, UNITED STATES

Received: December 7, 2017
Accepted: March 23, 2018
Published: April 12, 2018

Copyright: © 2018 Salles et al. This is an open
access article distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Aftribution License, which
permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in amy medium, provided the original
—author and source are credifed

Data Availability Statement: pyBadlands is cross-
platform, distributed under the GPLv3 license and
available on GitHub (hitp-/nithub.com/badlands-
model).

Funding: This work was supported by Australian
Research Council Grant Number IH130200012
(Basin Genesis Hub).

Competing interests: The authors have declared
that no competing interests exist.

Salles T, Ding X, Brocard G (2018) pyBadlands: A framework to simulate
sediment transport, landscape dynamics and basin stratigraphic evolution
through space and time. PLoS ONE 13(4): e0195557.
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RESEARCH ARTICLE

pyBadlands: A frarmework to simulate
sediment transport, landscape dynamics and
basin stratigraphic evolution through space
and time

Tristan Salles™* , Xuesong Ding®, Gilles Brocand™
Schonl ol Gemeoances. Usrarsrty of Sysray | Sydrary. NSW, 2006 Aussirabe

& Thase suthom conirSuied squsily & s work.
* Lsan o B oiings 90U B

Abstract

L wJ Earth sur, s Rgsmes of iy ics 10 chimatic vanability
mmmmlsmmmmwmmn:mw
wwndufon of sedimend irareler and associaied mophologioal changes. This paper peasanis
an opa python-hasod & hich v Qaokognal
mmuﬂmrmnmmmnmmmﬂngnrmmm
by longsiora cuments and | 3) development of coml resl syssems. pyEadands ks cross-plat-
e, distributed wndar tha GPLY3 lmense and avalabile on GitHub [hitpcigrhib. com!
badiands modcl). Hane, wa dascriba B underlying physical assumplions bahingd tha simis
laied peocessos and e main oplions akoady available in the rararnical famesok. Aloeg
with the soene 0ode, a lisl of hands-on @ampes is prowided that llusirases T model capa-
Iikities. In addiSon, pra and post-procassing dasses have boon bullt and any acoessibés as a
companion joolbox which comprises a serios of workdows fo atficiently build, guaniiy ard
‘maplorn simulaion inpul and oupat Has. While the Famewnrk has baon prmarily desigred
‘o resaarch, its simploity of use and portabiity makes i a great ool for teaching puposes.

Intreduction

e ) A i ol Owver the bt devades, many semerical modek have Been propoead te amulae how the Earth
B . oo verimce b evolved ever genlogicsd e scals in mmlnﬂumtdrlﬁngm wech m
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Mumenus sl have fevesenl on sbream bed dysamics and enesion [7-11] bach les
wiinrlk has been devolad 10 simulae reglonal i d seadi depesition and asseciaed
sodimenliry bisin acchitecure |6, 12]. With & few exceptaons 13- 15], most of these model
have diker Bxused on e part of the sediment roating system (2.4, Quvial geamonphology,




Challenges: specific publication criterio

/. Adheres to reporting guidelines and meets data availability requirements
'@;Pl_os |cmE

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Data sharing in PLOS ONE: An analysis of Data
Availability Statements

Liza M. Federer*, Christopher W. Belter, Douglas J. Joubert, Alicla Livinskl, ¥a-Ling Lu,
Lissa M. Snyders, Holly Thompson

NIH Library, Divigion of Library Servioss, Office of Ressarch Senices, Mational Instiluies of Health, Bethesda,
Maryland, United States of America

* s fecerar & nib gow

Abstract

A number of publishers and funders, including PLOS, have recently adopted policies reguir-
ing researchers to share the data underlying their results and publications. Such policies
help increase the reproducibility of the published terature, as well as make a larger body

of data available for reuse and re-analysis. In this study, we evaluate the extent o which
EGP'EN ACCESS authors have comgplied with this policy by analyzing Data Availability Statements from
it Faderar LM, Bhsr CY, Jouter [, 47,593 papers published in F'LIDS. OMNE between Man:!'l 2 4 {when 1hE| Fu:licy.mnl into
Livinski &, LuY-L, Smyders L, ef &l {2015 Data affect) and May 2016. Our analysis shows that compliance with the policy has increased,

sharing in PLOS ONE: An anslysis of Dals with a significant decline over time in papers that did not include a Data Availability State-
Fuzialily Sistements. PLOS ONE 13(3): ment. Howewver, cnly abowt 20% of statements indicate that data are deposited in a reposi-
L L tory, which the PLOS policy states is the preferred method. More commonly, authors state

: that their data are in the paper itself or in the supplemental information, thowgh it is unclear
m*;:é“’"‘“m’ﬂ Unhverly, whether these data mest the |evel of sharing required in the PLOS policy. Thess findings

suggest that additional review of Data Availability Statements or more stringent policies may

A Macriar 1. 21T be needed o increase data sharing.
Receplad: March 8, 2018

[Published: My 2 2018 e o PL S
Federer LM, Belter CW, Joubert DJ, Livinski A, Lu Y-L, Snyders LN, et al. (2018) Data sharing e °

in PLOS ONE: An analysis of Data Availability Statements. PLoS ONE 13(5): e0194768.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0194768
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