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1600 1650 1700 1750 1800 1850 1900 1950
Primordial pre publication

Philosophical Transactions 1st issue

Journal des Sgavans 1st issue

Royal Society of Edinburgh introduces society members' peer review

Pre publication Nature introduces peer review
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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
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1990 1995

arXiv launches

Wikipedia launches

BioMed Central publishes reviewer names

2010 2011

L 2 &

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

The Winnower launches

PLOS ONE launches with objective peer review

Mature public peer review trial

Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics introduces public peer review

2014

PaperHive launches

ScienceOpen introduces peer review by endorsement

2010

PLOS introduces public comments to articles

2015 2016 2017

Peer Reviewers' Openness Initiative launches

PubPub launches

RIO launches




VIEWPOINT

John P. A. loannidis,
MD, DSc

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

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
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waeneg  Lancet retracts "utterly false' MMR paper
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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 5 Email
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 imizing bacterial di: ion. These
data also suggest how pathogens could take advantage of multiple facets of host cell reprogramming according to their
needs during infection.
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Referee Report 26 May 2015

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

In this 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:

differentinstruments. Th - - 1/£1 000research.com/articles/4-121/v1 #referee-response-8732
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 1

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‘

papers did not discuss (or account for) th 4
details that allowed us to reconstruct th
unusual biological result reported by the ) A #
believe itis the resp)

ech 03sIDility " " [T
technical possibilit - - ! # ! (

eader Com
Shin Lin,Departme

We continue our cos
We have re-generatq 7
multiplexing schemd
aesign, laneMow cel
separated from spe
al species-specific d Ca PO —— T P
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 dataset in Lin et al.” 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 undoubledly many technical differences between
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Referee Report 22 May 2017 Views
William J. Knottenbelt, Department of Computing, Imperial College London, London, UK
¥ Not Approved & Cite

The article proposes 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 S‘HA256 digest used as the account password to generate a private key’. From this Strongcoin®
generated Advanced Encryption Standard 256 bit public key®. An arbitrary amount of

bitcoin was then sent to @ cmespondmg bitcoin address.

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

(although this should be done using the file e e
abitcoin private key and correspanding public

imolve 2 unirusted hirdpary e Swongcorf  COMpELinG Interests: No competing interests were disclosed.

these)? Secondly, how does the Strongcoin ac
Strongcoin does ask for “A password 1o encryp|

e e e a2 Referee Expertise: Cryptocurrency and Blockchain Research

using the same account password (which was|
private key of each account. They are (as one 1y

password is being used to *generate* or somehow determine the privale key. Rather (e account password "profects” an
arbitrary public/private key pair generated by in. The pt private key pair do not seem tobe
related to the SHA256 hash used as the account password. And so the act of sending an arbitrary amount of bitcain
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 fon to 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 hitps://proofofexistence.com/about), which does provide the necessary link. | also do nat
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
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