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Publication ethics?

“A set of common rules among

authors, editors, reviewers and

publishers to protect integrity of
the scientific record”

Charlotte Haug, previous Vice Chair COPE

® Based on consensus about
standards and best practice

® Ensures the integrity of the
scientific record

® Ensures that readers can trust
what they read




Who guides publication ethics?

INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE of
MEDICAL JOURNAL EDITORS

The ICMIJE recommendations are followed by
most journals. These are a set of guidelines
produced by the ICMJE for standardizing the
ethics, preparation and formatting of
manuscripts.

‘C‘O P|E| COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

Home  About COPE J{EII(AH

COPE is a forum for editors and publishers of
peer reviewed journals to discuss all aspects
of publication ethics. It also advises editors on
how to handle cases of research and
publication misconduct.



Choosing an open access journal

http://thinkchecksubmit.org/

¢ JTHINK _

Are you submitting your research to a trusted journal?
Is it the right journal for your work?

V] CHECK_

Use our check list to assess the journal mm

© QL

DIRECTORY OF

Only if you can answer ‘yes' to the questions on our check list OPEN ACCESS
j OAJ JOURNALS




Peer review is the evaluation of T R o e

. g . G P g 2
SCIe.ni.ZIfIC re_segl:ch findings for x,t"‘;ﬁw?‘"ﬁ%o kelglen B
validity, significance and A i <

. = . . g ey ¢ -~
originality, by qualified experts A wamestmhamempcyg Qo S
who research and submit work HeHORSHT Wt feeig TV SF o
for publication in the same field %&‘r%‘gk '

(peers) el ane ~ W Nt g
2% SRl oSaReE 2

www.senseaboutscience.org/data/files/resources/17/peerReview.pdf



IS PEER REVIEW FIT FOR PURPOSE?

* Slow

* Inconsistent

* Unclear

* Transparency?

* Block innovative ideas?
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A brief timeline of the evolution of peer review: The primordial times.

1600 1650 1700 1750 1800
Primordial pre publication
Philosophical Transactions 1st issue
Journal des Sgavans 1st issue
Royal Society of Edinburgh introduces society members' peer review
Pre publication

Tennant JP, Dugan JM, Graziotin D et al. A multi-disciplinary perspective on emergent and
future innovations in peer review [version 2]. F1000Research 2017, 6:1151 (doi:
10.12688/f1000research.12037.2)

1900 1950

Nature introduces peer review

FICOOResearch
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(doi: 10.12688/f1000research.12037.2)

A brief timeline of the evolution of peer review: The revolution.

Pre publication

Open peer review facilitator

Pre publication open

Pre and post publication open

Post publication open

Policy

Pre publication open

Post publication open

Decoupled post publication open
Service recognition

Decoupled pre publication

Pre and post publication optionally open

Optional post publication open

Optional pre and post publication open

Optional pre publication open

2000

1990 1995

arXiv launches Wikipedia launches

BioMed Central publishes reviewer names

2010 2011

elLife launches with collaborative peer review

Pubmed Commons launches

F1000Research launches
ScienceOpen launches
PubPeer launches

Hypothes.is launches

Publons launches

RUBRIQ launches

Peerage of Science launches

Axios Review launches

Peerd launches

PLOS ONE launches with objective peer review

Mature public peer review trial

Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics introduces public peer review

2014

PaperHive launches

2005 2010

PLOS introduces public comments to articles

2015 2016 2017

Peer Reviewers' Openness Initiative launches

PubPub launches

ScienceOpen introduces peer review by endorsement



VIEWPOINT

John P. A. loannidis,
MD, DSc

Stanford Prevention
Research Center
(SPRC) and Meta-
Research Innovation
Center at Stanford
(METRICS), Stanford,
California.

IS PEER REVIEW NEEDED?

Stealth Research

Is Biomedical Innovation Happening Outside
the Peer-Reviewed Literature?

Information about Theranos, a privately held bio-
technology company that has developed novel
approaches for laboratory diagnostic testing, has
appeared in The Wall Street Journal, Business Insider,
San Francisco Business Times, Fortune, Forbes,
Medscape, and Silicon Valley Business Journal—but not
in the peer-reviewed biomedical literature. As of Janu-
ary 5, 2015, a search in PubMed using Theranos as a

of venipuncture.® Several patents have been filed and ap-
proved. A search in the JUSTIA patent database using
Theranos as a search term yielded 71 items retrieved as
of January 5, 2015. However, it is practically impossible
tojudge the validity of the science based only on patents
with titles such as "Methods and Systems for Assessing
Cinical Outcomes.”

Theranos is just one example among many for which

“... even for successful, influential ideas, it is impossible to discern eventually
whether the success of those ideas resulted from better science or simply
better financial or advertising model”

Johnloannidis; JAMA February 17, 2015, Vol 313, No.7

FIOOOResearch



TYPES OF PEER REVIEW

 Single blind

* Double blind

» Consultative

* Results free review
* Open peer review
» Post-publication

F1000 TP FIOOOResearch



DOUBLE BLIND

Peer review survey in 2009 : international and cross-
disciplinary survey of more than 4,000 researchers —
76% of respondents indicated that double blind was
an effective and preferred peer-review system.
Mulligan, et al.; J. Am. Soc. Inf. Sci. Technol.

64, 132-161;2013

Other recent surveys have drawn similar conclusions.

Nature, Nature Communications, and others offer
authors to opt-in to double-blind peer review.

FIOOOResearch



CONSULTATIVE

elLife and Frontiers journals enable reviewers
to discuss the manuscript among themselves
before communicating a unified decision to
the authors.

FIOOOResearch



RESULTS FREE REVIEW

Implemented in BMC Psychology in 2016 (opt-
in)

Stage 1: Review of manuscript, excluding
results or any discussion of results

f’ 1<0.0p<0.00 ]
gv\/f 4“otoatoiotooioos |

Stage 2: If accepted at Stage 1, reviewers are oG | @
asked to assess if results and conclusions are GD e /
in line with the research question and L _Cé_ é—:\ ;
methodology A —

FIOOOResearch




OPEN PEER REVIEW

* Ensures transparency

« Accountability

* Reviewer receives credit

« Some journals offer reviewers to opt-in

"When peer review is cloaked in secrecy, there are
limited incentives for performing high-quality reviews,"
That allows bias, carelessness, conflict of interest, and
other deficiencies to persist without a way to penalize
those who generate inadequate reviews"

Jeffrey S Flier; It’s time to overhaul the secretive peer review process. STAT
Dec 2016 (accessed Nov 2017).

FIOOOResearch



BENEFITS OF OPEN PEER REVIEW

Asking reviewers to consent to the author being informed of their identity had no effect on
quality of review or reviewers’ recommendation (van Rooyen et al. BMJ 1999; 318:23-7)

Telling reviewers their signed report may be available online did not affect review quality
(van Rooyen et al. BMJ 2010; 314:¢5729)

A study comparing two similar journals, one operating single blind peer review (BMC
Microbiology), and the other operating open peer review (BMC Infectious Diseases), found
that the quality of reports was higher in the open peer review journal (Kowalczuk et al.
BMJ Open 2015;5:e008707. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2015-008707)

FIOOOResearch



TYPES OF OPEN PEER REVIEW

*  Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during
the review process, but this information is not made public.

*  Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during
the review process, and the reviewer report is published without the
identity.

*  Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during
the review process, and the reviewer identity is revealed, but not
the report.

*  Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during
the review process, and this information is all made available to the
public (in some cases this also includes the prepublication history).

FIOOOResearch



POST PUBLICATION

Informal: Usually in addition to usual peer review process, after publication
«  Comments
« Social media

Formal: F1000 Research (2013), Wellcome Open Research (2016), Gates Open Research (2017),
HRB Ireland (2018), African Academy of Sciences (2018)

« Only conducts post-publication invited open peer review
* Article status summary highlights progress
* Atrticle is indexed once it passes peer review

FIOOOResearch



PROBLEMS WITH CURRENT SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICATION

Many problems remain with the traditional
publishing process:

o introduces delays
o limited access to data
o introduces bias

= lack of transparency in publication
decisions

= bias in our understanding of science
o causes research waste

o lack of credit for key contributors:
reviewers

FIOOOResearch



THE TRADITIONAL SCIENTIFIC PUBLISHING PROCESS

oo v X

Scope?
Impact?
Ethics?
Timeliness?
| 3- 2months (or more)
i 353
5" i: 3(3 ~i ic
F1000 TP FIOOOResearch
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waeneg  Lancet retracts "utterly false' MMR paper

. Inappropriate manipulation of peer

healt| re‘ e ﬂ\

Tuesda: =
Retraction Watch
Follc
01 our ( —
a5 " I = 0 " < n racking retractions as a
Pl seve SAGE Publications busts “peer review and citation ring,
188 retracn Tracking retractions as
Elizal

e Retraction Watch

In Nao This one de
. _ Diederik Stapel retraction count hits 50
inapg SAGE Publi: —
e e e 7 July 2014 Last updated at 12:45 HO=a6
ring” involv
: It's Diederik Stapel's golt J t “ lb kth hl .I.' d'
The & (Please see dpanese stem-ce reaKtnrougn rinaings
peer The lucky notice appears retracted
alerts Here's the The following a By James Gallagher
COPE L & Stapel, D. (2¢ Health editor, BBC News website
Esiie & goals on group
1864-9335.39.
Ic
p This retraction
Y] Magnificus of tl
m Diederik Stapel
U Committee (Un

al concluded that

In the case of 1l
following (see |

“~ Data collectit
tha firct anthnr




® Fanelli D: How many scientists fabricate and falsify research? A systematic

How common is misconduct?

review and meta-analysis of survey data. PLOS ONE. 29 May 2009

Just 2% admitted to fabrication, falsification or manipulation of results

But 14% reported witnessing this behaviour in a colleague

34% admitted other questionable research practices

72% reported witnessing these in a colleague



OPEN RESEARCH PUBLISHING PLATFORMS

 Author focused

* Immediate publication

« Transparent refereeing

» Recognition for reviewers (including citable reports)
* No editorial bias

« Transparent reporting and data sharing

* Articles can be ‘living’

* Indexed in PubMed, Scopus, etc

« Gold Open Access (Article charges $150-$1000)

FIOOOResearch



“Journal” VS “Platform”

* Editorial checks * Editorial checks

* Peer reviewed * Published (version 1)

e Published * Peer reviewed

* Indexed * Revised or updated
(versions)

* Peer reviewed (if needed)
* Indexed if it passes peer
review

FIOOOResearch



ROLE OF THE EDITORIAL TEAM

All staff editors are trained to check for adherence to publication and research
ethics, data sharing policies and reporting guidelines (eg. CONSORT, CARE,
PRISMA and STROBE)

Editorial team checks every submission, and takes into account reporting guidelines
for particular study designs

Handling editor liases with authors until the manuscript can be published (especially
important as we publish before peer review)

Handling editor checks referee suggestions and oversees the peer review process

FIOOOResearch



),

Scope

Language

Reporting guidelines
Data availability
Ethics

Reviewer suitability
(competing interest:
expertise, etc)

A

THE F1000RESEARCH PUBLISHING AND PEER REVIEW PROCESS

9.302 7 i’q
Y

TR

~ 7 days

|

Methods & analysis

Strength of

conclusions

Scientific validity
DOI
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POST-PUBLICATION INVITED OPEN PEER REVIEW

* Author suggests reviewers

F1000Research team checks suitability
o not close collaborators
o competing interests
o suitable subject expertise

F1000Research team invites reviewers on behalf of authors

Article published online and peer review takes place in full view of
authors and readers

Reviewers (and readers) have access to source data (unless there
are ethical/legal restrictions)

* Article status summary highlights progress

FIOOOResearch



TRANSPARENT REFEREEING AND REVIEW STATUS

) Check for updates

(111

SHORT RESEARCH ARTICLE | EDIT VERSION METRICS
EE) Reprogramming diminishes retention of
Mycobacterium leprae in Schwann cells and elevates 1922
bacterial transfer property to fibroblasts [version 3; e
referees: 3 approved)] 708
Toshihiro Masaki'2, Aidan McGlinchey”, Simon R. Tomlinsen’, Jinrong Qu*, B8 Anura i
Rambukkana™
# Author details =% Ge: POF
% Grant information

= Get XML
Abstract & cite

G Export
T3 vrsck

Background: Bacterial pathogens can manipulate or subvert host tissue cells to their advantage at
different stages during infection, from initial colonization in primary host niches to dissemination.
Recently, we have shown that Mycobacterium leprae (ML), the causative agent of human leprosy,

reprogrammed its prefemred host niche de-differentiated adult Schwann cells to progenitor/stem 2 Emsil
celHike cells (pSLC) which appear to facilitate bacterial spread. Here, we studied how this cell fate
change influences bacterial retention and transfer properties of Schwann cells before and after o Share

reprogramming.

Results: Using primary fibroblasts as bacterial recipient cells, we showed that non-reprogrammed

Schwann cells, which preserve all Schwann cell lineage and differentiation markers, possess high

bacterial retention capacity when co-cultured with skin fibroblasts; Schwann cells failed to transfer bacteria to fibroblasts
at higher numbers even after co-culture for 5 days. In contrast, pSLCs, which are derived from the same Schwann cells but
have lost Schwann cell lineage markers due to reprogramming, efficiently transferred bacteria to fibroblasts within 24
hours.

ML-induced repi converts lineage-committed Schwann cells with high bacterial retention
capacity 1o a cell type with pSLC stage with effective bacterial transfer properties. We propose that such changes in
cellular properties may be associated with the initial intracellular colonization, which reguires long-term bacterial retention
within Schwann cells, in order to spread the infection to other tissues, which entails efficient bacterial ransfer capacity 10
cells like fibroblasts which are abundant in many tissues, thereby ll i bacterial di These
data also suggest how pathogens could take advantage of multiple facets of host cell reprogramming according to their
needs during infection.

http://f1000research.com/articles/2-
198

Open Peer Review

Referee Status: v + +*

Invited Referees
Version(s) 1 2 3
b v/

readreport  readepart
published
14 How 2013
v v 2
Version? ~ resdrepon resdrepert readreport
published
01 Now 2013
Varsion 1 ?
published oy
258ep 2013

1 Maximiliano Gutierrez, MRC National Institute for
Medical Research, UK

2 Yoshiko Takahashi, Kyoto University, Japan

2 Tom Gillis, Louisiana State University School of
Medicine, USA

All reports (6), Responses and comments (1)

Comments on this article
All comments (0)

Add a Comment

bscribe to Table of Content Alert

Indexed once it passes peer review:

ME~ A
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TRANSPARENT REFEREEING AND DISCUSSION

Referee Report 26 May 2015

Views
Rafael Irizarry, Department of Biostatistics, Harvard School of Public Heahh, Boston, USA m
7 Approved with Reservations &k Ci

Inthis PNAS paper is is found that the first three principal components obtained from mouse and

human gene expression ( -
s e H_D'WTO CITE THIS REPORT: ; ;

Irizarry R. Referee Report For: A reanalysis of mouse ENCODE comparative gene
Gilad and Mizrahi-Man (1 expression data [version 1; referees: 3 approved, 1 approved with reservations). —
their F1000Research artic F7000Research 2015, 4:121
sesm sound and they are (ejoi: 10.5256/f1000research.7019.18732)

An important discovery N The direct URL for this report is:

ifferent instruments. Th e /f1 000research. comyarticles/4-121/
model (ComBat) to acco

1i55UE (328 FIQUIE 3). THEy wun i ume wama yis Suwms it iU i L LI Ly Wi WUt i, L s e e
S f At 3 z m ¢ A

- — e 4

1#referee-response-8732

They Yoav Gilad,H
Dr. Irizarry,

Thank you for spending the time to provide a review of our work. We agree with you that given the study design
used by the mouse ENCODE consortium, applying a batch correction is futile. Indeed, we explicitly explain that in
our discussion (you referred to that section of the text in your review).

We further agree that it would be intellectually interesting to research the extent of the batch effect further - for
example, by following your suggestion on how to test for the effect of instrument and lane.

However, we feel that this effort e‘
B

papers did not discuss (or account for) tid Referees:
details that allowed us to reconstruct th . . . . . -
unusual biclogical result reported by he o > Gt credit for contrlbutlng to discussion

believe itis the resp)

feennieEl ez ol e oo > Focus on helping authors improve their work

Shin Lin, O . .
e éTh.elr reports provide new form of expert
wenaeregenerad  grticle-based assessment

multiplexing schemd
aesign, laneMow cel
separated from spe
al species-specific d Ca o o T MR R
previously reported. ! Thus, we emphatically disagree with the conclusion from Gilad and Mizrahi-Man that our
conclusions are ‘not warranted,” but rather we argue thal objective normalization procedures allow the discovery
of the dlustering of transcriplomes by species

Gilad and Mizrahi-Man's work focused on one particular datasetin Lin etal.” However, that paper contains a
principal component analysis (PCA) on data from multiple sources. Stanford (human, mouse), Salk (human),
HEM (human), LICR (mouse). and CSHL (mouse). There are undoubtedly many technical differences between

FIOOOResearch



METHODS AVAILABILITY — COMMUNITY REVIEW

Others can try to replicate

FICCOResearch

Open for Science

BROWSE SUBJECTS GATEWAYS HOW TO PUBLISH ~

METHOD ARTICLE

protocols could improve the trustworthines;
science [version 3; referees: 3 approved, 1 n
B Greg Irving’, John Holden?

#| Author details

+#| Grant information

Retraction

At the request of the authors Greq Irving and John Holden, the article titl
blockchain-timestamped protocols could improve the trustworthiness of
has been retracted from F1000Research. The authors have taken this dej
considering the methodological concems raised by a peer reviewer durir|
publication open peer review process. As the methodology has been deef
unreliable, the article is now retracted. This applies to all three versions

G and Helden J. How blockchain-timestamped protocols could improve

trustworthiness of medical science [version 1; referees: 2 approved]. F1

5:222 (doi: 10 12688/71000research 8114 1) Irving G and Holden J. How
timestamped protocols could improve the trustworthiness of medical scf
referees: 3 approved]. F1000Research 2016, 5:222 (doi: 10.12688/f10001
Irving G and Holden J. How blockchain-timestamped protocols could im|
trustworthiness of medical science [version 3; referees: 3 approved, 1 nal
F1000Research 2017, 5:222 (doi: 10.12688/f1000research 8114.3)

‘ ‘ ((§ SUBMIT YOUR RESEARCH

ABOUT ~

EEE) RETRACTED: How blockchain-timestamned

the study (referees often don’t have time)

Can then invite specific referees for those issues; the entire history is available to all

Search

Q

BLOG MY RESEARCH ~  SIGN IN

(M) Check for updates
s : 1] Retracted
METRICS
‘- ae |
Referee Report 22 May 2017 Views
William J. Knottenbelt, Department of Computing, Imperial College London, London, UK m
¥ Not Approved & Cite

The article propoeses the use of a blockchain as a timestamping service to assure the integrity of clinical

trial protocols. This appears 1o be a specific application of the more general idea of using the

blockehain to provide time-stamped "proof-of-existence” of various kinds of documents. As one of many examples, one
may refer to the web service http-//praofofexistence com and associated publicity (e g. htips-//www youtube com
fwatch?v=6YHiuZeWyrE, which dates from December 2013) to see that this idea has been around for some time before
the publication of the present article

The core of the methodology is described in the article as follows:

Following a method similar to that described by Carlisle the document’s SHAZ2S6 digest for the text was then calculated

by entering text from the trial protocal into an SHA256 calculstor (Xorbin®)F. This was then converted into a bitcoin

private key and corresponding public key using a bitcoin wailet. To do this & new account was created in

Strongcoin€® and the SHAZ56 digest used as the account password fo generate a private key’. From this Strongcoin@
it generated a Advanced Encryption Standard 256 bit public key®. An arbitrary amount of

bitcoin was then sent to a corresponding bitcoin address.

I struggle to follow some of the steps described here. Creating a SHA256 digest from afile is OK and straightforward

(although this should be done using the file = 2 e thie o ol
a bitcoin private key and correspanding public
invalve an untrusted third party like Strongcoin|
these)? Secondly, how does the Strongcoin ac
Strongcoin does ask for “A password 1o encryp|
and not to determine the private/public key pai
using the same account password (WNCH was
private key of each account. They are (as one rj

Competing Interests: No competing interests were disclosed.

Referee Expertise: Cryptocurrency and Blockchain Research

password is being used to *generate* or somehow determine (he privale key. Rather (he aCcount password protects” an
arbitrary public/private key pair generated by in. The pi private key pair do not seem 1o be
related to the SHA256 hash used as the account password. And so the act of sending an arbitrary amount of bitcoin to
the bitcoin address determined by the public key does not seem to fulfill the role of notarising the existence of the
document in a satisfactory manner. Nor is there anything in the script/metadat: with the ion 10 link it
to the document. Proofofexistence com for example uses the OP_RETURN field in the script to store the hash of the
document in question (see https-//proofofexistence com/about), which does provide the necessary link_ | also do not
think that changing the account password would affect the public/private key pair in any way, other than changing the
encoding used to encrypt them

F10C0




OPEN REVIEW, DATA ACCESS, AND NULL/CONFIRMATORY RESULTS

F1GCO C

contribution in any of the embryos that developed.

NATURE | ARTICLE < =
HFRSEEH
" FIOOOResearch (3 SUBMIT YOUR RESEARCH Search Q
Open for Science
Stlmulus-trlggered f BROWSE SUBJECTS GATEWAYS HOWTOPUBLISH - ABOUT v  BLOG MY RESEARCH ~  SIGN IN
RESEARCH ARTICLE Dataset 1 and 2. qPCR results of CD45+ = . o
Haruko Obokata, Teruhiko Wakayaf Transient acid treatment can| sp ytes/ lung fibrobl hr | ot |foes
i Showing 1/2 + ¥
Hitoshi Niwa, Masayuki Yamato & G cells to become pluripotent § Showing 1/2 Datasst1_gPCR_CD45+_Splenocytes csv
referees: 2 approved] 75
2 1 2 3 4
Mei Kuen Tang, Lok Man Lo', Wen Ting Shi', Yao
® Lee!
) Auho 1 Genes of interest Days post-acid-reatment
C I ‘ 2 Day 0 Day 6
;;‘2:::;‘@ sinchudedin e Brech E cold c . HOME | ABOUT | SUBMIT | ALERTS/RSS | CHANNELS
News P b 1 o RX IV | CHANNELS
Liboraton
4 ' beta )
. ‘THE PREPRINT SERVER FOR BIOLOGY | Search Q ‘
Sciencelnsider C q L
Abstract
Currently, there are genetic- and chemical-based g F1MResearc'1 ‘ [‘ SUBMIT YOUR RESEARCH Search Q
&4 SHARE somatic cells, but all of them are extremely ineffici Open for Science +
has recently been reported by Obokata er a/(2014 7 Contradictory
o acic-based treatment of somatic cells. These celt BROWSE SUBJECTS GATEWAYS HOW TOPUBLISH v  ABOUT ~  BLOG MY RESEARCH ~  SIGNIN
Ahst pluripotency (STAP) stem cells. This would be a mj Results of
3 independently replicated. Hence, we isolated CD45)
with acidified (pH 5.7) Hank's Balanced Salt Soluti . M) Check for updates .
e o 2014c. However, we found that this method did no Shin Azawa [ ARCH ARTICLE ih Open Peer Review
r— when observed under a confocal microscope three] doi: htps://d DL
acid treatment did not induce the splenocytes to ¢ Now publishe| G2 Results of an attempt to reproduce the STAP Referee Status: V' v
obtained similar results from acid-treated Octd-GF} - = o . 16313
Here ‘stem cells from neonatal splenocytes or lung fibrof 148 phenomenon [versmn 2; referees: 2 approved] —
2 (2014a,,¢) Abstract ETT—— Invited Referees
acqui o ) Version(s) 1 2
- @ ARTICLE usq [ Author details 281
#| Grant information DOWNLOADS
- Version 2
repro | Show by published
real-ti l Total % GerPor 170ct 2016
— @B This article is included in the Preclinical Reproducibility and Robustriess & s v
rearrg gateway = Get XML published
= 01 Jun2016 B
&6 Cite
Questions the STAP ique—which the, (7 Ewort
the cell types in a mouse fetus—from the start. Abstract * 1 Austin Smith, University of Cambridge, UK
0 Track 2 Irene de Lazaro, The University of Manchester, UK
] . In 2014, Dbokata and callagues reponed thei cbservation of 2 novel cell eprogramming — Rt G e w ot )
EXCLUSIVE: Nature reviewers not persuaded k enon they named stimulus rggered acquistion of (ETARY e mo
conclusive evidence for the pluripotency of so-called STAP cells was the purported ability of such
STAP stem cell papers cells 1o contribute to chimera formation. Tl e T L e o Share Comments on this article
pap o replicate the phenomenon under the supervision of the Scientific Validity Examination Team of e
By Gretchen Vogel, Dennis Normile | Sep. 112014, 9:45 AM IIENin this follow-up study, putative STAP cells prepared Fy Haruko Obokata were \Pj.ec(ed into
1051 embryos, of which 591 were recovered. However, the injected cells made no significant Add a Comment




VERSIONING OF ARTICLES

Chack fon tas o
® A ih Open Peer Review
SYSTEMATIC REVIEW EDIT VERSION METRICS
What is open peer review? A systematic review i STy
[version Z; referees: 4 approved)] 3237
B i il - VIEWS Invited Referees
ony Ross-nellaver s
! © Version(s)\ 1 2 3 4
& 908
# Grant information DOWMNLOADS W ' v
Wersion 2 2 feac s
published ot agort
“E". Get BOF 31 Aug 2017
of This article is included in the The Future of Schalarly Publizhing collection . Version 1 v ? ? ?
mY Gt XL published o il i =
27 Apr 2017 B EER eEE ol
& Cim
Export
Abstract o 1 Richard Walker (7). Swiss Federal Institute of
Ej Track Technolegy in Lausanne, Switzerland
Background: “Open peer review” (OPR). dezpite being 2 major pillar of Open Science, has neither a = Sl Blnnr_n Et:.),'lhe B
standardized definition nor an agreed schema of its features and implementations. The literature B Emai i ilah.arldet-mlﬁm ‘-J- REU_(G“’"P'NahEda'ids

refl his, with numerous overlapping and centradictony definitions. \ . : e e - - 2 2 T
(fera 0 pee reviet whar e emitas o both uthr sé-evener . HOW 10 cite: Ross-Hellauer T. What is open peer review? A systematic review [version 1;

aothers it signifies systems where reviewer reports are publizhed zlongs

s bothof thass condiions,and fr vt o« dascrbes oer [referees: 1 approved, 3 approved with reservations]| F1000Research 2017, 6:588 (doi:

experts” are able to comment. For =till others, it includes a variety of oo
N | 10.12688/f1000research.11369.1)
Methods: Recognising the absence of a consensus view on what cpen

reviews of definitions of “cpen peer review” or “open review”, to create a corpus of 142 deninitions. 1nese genniticns are AT 3 LOMMEenT
systematically analysed to build a coherent typology of the various innovations in peer review signified by the term, and

henee provide the precise technical definition currently lacking.

Resuits: This quantifizhle data yielda rich informztion on the range and

brosd subject sren Quundiyne defitans inthie mey oo see s HOW 1O cite: Ross-Hellauer T. What is open peer review? A systematic review [version 2;

“open peer review” has been used thus far, for the literature offers 22 A

s gt .ﬂ22dﬁm;mm‘afoén?:themwil referees: 4 approved]| F1000Research 2017, 6:588 (doi: 10.12688/f1000research.11369.2)
Conclusions: | cse & pragmatic definition of open peer review as &
that peer revieusrrt:;dels c:];r! zeadapted ir't lime wi‘t: th:aimsof Open S . .
identities open, publishing review reports and enzbling greater participation in the peer review process.
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throughput. LSR, living systematic review.
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