*',,, ﬂ
2N Peer Review - One Sfep Forward.in the

-~ “Cultural Chcm‘gem'f",Scholarly Comm ions »

e

7 {U‘ » ‘ \1;1“’ ‘Ki N | e




Open Science
is such a
scientific
practice where
the generated
information

Open Science

openly available.

OPEN Research is collaborative,

To share knowledge it uses
digital fechnologies. SCIENCE Trogé%%rsesglg.nd

Its main
purpose is to
support the
continuous
development
of research,
science and
innovation.

Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021

UNIVERSITY of i ‘ : :
DEBRECEN Innovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries




Open ACCESS Open Research

Open Data (LOD)
Open Resen reh Data

Open Software (FOSS)
TDM

Open Deston

Open Sclentific workflows

Open. Methodologies
Open Peer Review

Collaborative Sclence

TANDARDS
OVERNANC

Altmertics

Q
G

RESBARCH ' of . REWARDING
H\JTEGR[TY RESEARCH SYSTEM
INFRASTRUCTURE ‘
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Eva Méndez, 15/02/2017



OpenAlRE

Helps to strengthen
the evaluation of
research via open

peer review

Map up new
models of peer
review

Seeking for
answers how to
motivate and
credit review work

Describe
alternative peer
review tools

Reseraching the
efficacy of

different OPR
models
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Quality assurance
mechanism where scholarly
works are analyzed by others,

Peer re\/leW out of the feedbacks which

are used to improve work
and make final decisions
regarding selections.

2nd September 2021 -
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Changing roles

: Growing
Role of Peer Review Chon%r)g Roleior responsibility of Involvment of peers
itors
authors
e Functions: crifical e Tasks: first scan, e Tasks: finding * Role of the
review checking finding reviewers, reviewers, community/peers:
the soundness of reviewing, cooperation with who is the peer?
research assesing collaboration with editors/Reviewer,
originaty novelty, authors/other revision based on
intrest. editors community
comments

Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
ey Innovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries
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Open peer review is an aspects
umbrella term for o

number of overlapping

ways that peer review
models can be adapteo
. . . . en pre-review manuscripis
in line with the aims of e e

. aspects
Open Science.

Open peer review

Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
Innovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries

UNIVERSITY of
DEBRECEN Ross-Hellauer, 2017, “What is open peer review? A systematic review”, FI000Research. DOI: 10.12688/f1000research.11369.2
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Open identities

Open participation

Open pre-review
manuscripts

Authors and
reviewers aware of
each other’s identity

Wider community
able to contribute to
review process

Manuscripts/pre-print
s available online in
advance of peer
review

Open platforms

(“*decoupled
review")

Open reports

Open interaction

Open final-version
commenting

Review is facilitated
by a different
organizational entity
than the venue of
publication

Review reports
published alongside
relevant article

Direct discussion
petween
author(s)/reviewers,
and/or between
reviewers

Review or
commenting on final
“version of record”
publications.

Ross-Hellauer, 2017, *What is open peer review?e A systematic review”, F1000Research. DOI: 10.12688/f1000research.11369.2

UNIVESITY of
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Open identities

Pros Cons

e|lNCrease quohfy of ° DIffICUHy IN TOklng and
reporfs g|V|ng critical feedbacks

- Foster fransparency to * Labor-intensive process
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avolid conflicts of interest

* More civil language (in
review and response)

Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
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Openreports ~ . -

g(:ons

Pros |

* Feedback improves work * Higher refusal rates amongst
and provide contextual pofential reviewers
information » Time-consuming and more

« Glving better feedback - demanding process

ncredse review quality » Fear of being exposed (esp.
- Enable credit and reward for early career researchers)
for review work

* Help train young
researchers in peer
reviewing

810z ADW ‘sUDd ‘810z HVYINVA/ sHNsal doys)om §d0O/yboioo
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Open participation

Pros

e Expanding the pool of
reviewers (including to those
non-traditional research
actors)

« Support cross-disciplinary
dialogue

e Increase number of
reviewers being part of the

debate
N i

\

DEBRECEN 2018, Paris, May 2018

Q

£,
Cons

* Time issue: difficulties
motivating commentators
to take part and deliver
useful critique

 Self-selecting reviewers tend
to leave less “in-depth”
responses

» Feedback from non-
competent parficipants

SOLIDIQIT YD0sSay IO} MBIASY 198d SAILDAOUU|
- |20z Jeqwieidas puze - 1202 dIv4 @ouelos uadQ

T. Ross-Hellauer / OPR How & Why / PEERE Training School, Split, May 2018 And E. Gérégh/OPR workshop results /DARIAH



Review History
KL-MOB: automated
niti

ass
enh: nda
modified MobileNet Version 0.3 (accept
CNN
& Davide Chi
=
Version 0.2
& Davide C
-

nnnnnnnnnn

Exosrimantal asign

Validity of the findings

Table 1 shows that classes are imbalanced and large variance. How it is handled during training?
The loss and accuracy graphs need to be presented. Epoch and training explanation needs to
present.

Authors can compare his work with baseline Deep CNN classifier models.

Cite this review as

Garg D (2021) Peer Review #1 of "KL-MOB: automated COVID-19 recognition using a novel
approach based on image enhancement and a modified MobileNet CNN (v0.1)". Peerd Computer
Science

What does it look like in
practicee
Peer)

Facts:
« Optional open peer review
* 40% of reviewer signed their name

« 80% of authors made review
reports openly available

NveReTYof Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -

DEBRECEN
https://peerj.com/benefits/review-history-and-peer-review/
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What does it look like in practicee
Science Open

| nsstract | axricie G}

The effect of temperature on persistence of SARS-CoV-2 on common
surfaces

Author(s): Shane Riddell , Sarah Goldie , Andrew Hill, Debbie Eagles, Trevor W. Drew
Publication date (Electronic): 7 October 2020

Journal: Virology Journal

Publisher: BioMed Central L T " o : (R * . P OS-I- p U b | I C O -I-I O n p e e r
Keywords: Environmental stability, SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, Survivability » N . TN . :

i ¥ ] o
Read this article at % 5 T reVI eW

ScienceOpen ‘ PMC

oowins et R okt | sgatss - ‘Reviewers get credit for
their reviews via ORCID

The effect of temperature on persistence of SARS-CoV-2 on common

surfaces %
Author(s): Shane Riddell , Sarah Goldie , Andrew Hill, Debbie Eagles , Trevor W. Drew “ het
Publication date (Electronic): 7 October 2020 Jor
Journal: Virology Journal
Publisher: BioMed Central s s
Keywords: Environmental stability, SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, Survivability ; h
Read this article at
o 3 o . L.
ScienceOpen ‘ PMC $ -t

Review article “K Bodkmark || Export as citation v

Invite someone to review

Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
UNIERSITY of Innovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries

https://about.scienceopen.com/peer-review-guidelines/



What does it look like In
practicee
Frontiers

P o Collaborative peer review

The Perspective of Dysregulated . T .
LncRNAs in Alzheimer's Disease: A Unite: authors, reviewers and the

e OYStematic Scoping Review handling Editor
‘g‘ff?ﬁr(?r Rah;::n m Mohammad Reza Asadil?, g Mehdi Hassani®", Shiva Kiani?, Hani Sabaie?3, [ ] d ire C'I' O n ” n e d iO |O g U e

Marziyeh Sadat Moslehian?®, Mohammad Kazemi®, Soudeh Ghafouri-Fard’, j,,

Mohammad Taheri®" and Maryam Rezazadeh'>”

L] L] L] L]
« enabl ck iferations
IMolecular Medicine Research Center, Tabriz University of Medical Sciences, Tabriz, Iran n I n U I I r I n

2Student Research Committee, Tabriz University of Medical Sciences, Tabriz, Iran

3Student Research Committee, University of Social Welfare and Rehabilitation Sciences, Tehran, Ir

, Iran ope 3
4Department of Molecular Genetics, School of Biological Sciences, Tarbiat Modares University, Tehran, Iran L fO ( I | ITO -I-I n g < O n S e n S U S

5Department of Medical Genetics, Faculty of Medicine, Tabriz University of Medical Sciences, Tabriz, Iran

 Editors and reviewers work with the
authors to iImprove their manuscript.

* reviewers name appear on the
published arficle

2L

UNIVERSITY of . . .
DEBRECEN https://www.frontiersin.org/about/review-sysiem



What does it look like in

“ Publons

HEH =

Decouple peer review

“Bublons T Gives visibility to review and
— editorial work

University of Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary

UH Hungary .
Able to evaluate other reviewers
359 researchers 3,875 reviews 894 reviews last year = 9,820 publications
6th in Hungary 2nd in Hungary 3rd in Hungary 6th in Hungary
a Torok Peter ra‘ Laszlo Nagy ’ Tibor Magura JS  Janos Szollosi
2 Peter Nagy "s) Peter Balogh GD  Gareth Dyke O viktor Oldh
&
b o i
A Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
DEBRECEN Innovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries

https://publons.com/benefits/researchers



Transpose database

What type of peer review is used?

B other [ Unsure Double blind [ Single blind [l Not blinded
100
75 I
50 7
46
15
n
259
. ~ 1
0 0] 0, 0 © 0 0 v
All journals Business, Chemical & Engineering&  Health & Humanities, Life Sciences Physics & Social
Economics & Materials Computer Medical Literature & & Earth Mathematics  Sciences
Management Sciences Science Sciences Arts Sciences

Can co-reviewers contribute to the review?

Unsure [ No [ Yes

100% 2 18 Com® i Il Nl ‘ 2 1

75%

50% | | 1 ]

All journals Business, Chemical & Engineering & Health & Humanities, Life Sciences  Physics & Social
Economics &  Materials Computer Medical Literature & & Earth Mathematics Sciences
Management Sciences Science Sciences Arts Sciences

Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
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Reichmann. et. al:Editorial policies of many highly-cited journals are hidden or unclear. 2019



Transparency

Reliability

Credit for peer reviewers
Why OPR?

Educational tools

Accountabillity

Quality of feedback

)
* Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
e Innovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries



Two ways to practice OPR

Retain the current
peer review
system but with

open reviews and open to the
identities ) community )

Open Science FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
Innovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries

Develop an
entirely new
system that is




Open peer review models
are developing,
improvements are made and

lessons learnt.

—
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How these practices work out in the long

rune

» To be able to collect the good/best
practices - It would be necessary to have
an open dialog with publishers about the
review data they are collecting

The picture of open peer review practices
are tfremendously varying.

ience FAIR 2021 - 22nd September 2021 -
ovative Peer Review for Reseach Libraries
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