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Problems with closed peer review

* |nadequate, inconsistent, biased, subjective reviews
* Editors = key to high science/ethics standards

e Peer review behind closed doors prohibits quality control
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What is an open peer review?
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Benefits of open peer review

 Goal = improve peer review through transparency
* Increased accountability of reviewers, editors

 Meta-research: data is available for analysis

e Readers can learn more about the research

* Reviewer comments are useful/civil, especially if signed

Teaching tool: students can learn how peer review works

https://peerj.com/blog/post/43139131280/the-reception-to-peerjs-open-peer-review/
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Reactions from reviewers
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Reactions from reviewers

Conflicts of interest: do not review if you
have co-authored/collaborated in the past 3 years
e are at the same institution
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Reactions from reviewers / editors

2015-2016: 5 Elsevier journals piloted publishing review
histories alongside article

Mehmani 2016 https://www.elsevier.com/reviewers-update/story/innovation-in-publishing/is-open-
peer-review-the-way-forward




Reactions from reviewers / editors

2015-2016: 5 Elsevier journals piloted publishing review

histories alongside article
Publishing peer review reports — impact on reviewers

Of the reviewers who accepted the invitation:

* g5 percent said publishing review reports didn't influence their recommendation

* 76 percent said the fact their reports will be publicly available didn’t change their
wording

* 45 percent gave us consent to reveal their names

* 36 percent of those who preferred to stay anonymous said they will reveal their
names next time they review for the journal

* 98 percent said they will accept further review invites for the journal

Of the reviewers who declined, 91 percent said their decision was not influenced by
the open review; most (68 percent) stated a lack of time as their reason for declining.
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2015-2016: 5 Elsevier journals piloted publishing review
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Publishing peer review reports — impact on reviewers

Of the reviewers who accepted the invitation:

* g5 percent said publishing review reports didn't influence their recommendation

* 76 percent said the fact their reports will be publicly available didn’t change their
wording

* 45 percent gave us consent to reveal their names

* 36 percent of those who preferred to stay anonymous said they will reveal their
names next time they review for the journal

* 98 percent said they will accept further review invites for the journal

Of the reviewers who declined, 91 percent said their decision was not influenced by
the open review; most (68 percent) stated a lack of time as their reason for declining.

33% of editors noticed an improvement in review quality.
/0% of these editors noted “more in depth and constructive for authors to
improve the quality of their manuscript’

Mehmani 2016 https://www.elsevier.com/reviewers-update/story/innovation-in-publishing/is-open-
peer-review-the-way-forward




Open review = editorial quality control

* | reviewed a paper, raised many Issues, some
unsurmountable



Open review = editorial quality control

* | reviewed a paper, raised many Issues, some
unsurmountable

* Decision = Major Revision



Open review = editorial quality control

* | reviewed a paper, raised many Issues, some
unsurmountable

* Decision = Major Revision

e Not cc’ed on further decisions, no re-review



Open review = editorial quality control

* | reviewed a paper, raised many Issues, some
unsurmountable

* Decision = Major Revision
e Not cc’ed on further decisions, no re-review

* Asked to publish a response to accepted article. Accepted
version didn’t address comments; many errors



Open review = editorial quality control

* | reviewed a paper, raised many Issues, some
unsurmountable

* Decision = Major Revision
e Not cc’ed on further decisions, no re-review

* Asked to publish a response to accepted article. Accepted
version didn’t address comments; many errors

* Executive editor + handling editor + president of society
refused to acknowledge they accepted the paper
without proper revision and didn’t seem to care it was
low quality / incorrect



Open review = editorial quality control

* | reviewed a paper, raised many Issues, some
unsurmountable

* Decision = Major Revision
e Not cc’ed on further decisions, no re-review

* Asked to publish a response to accepted article. Accepted
version didn’t address comments; many errors

* Executive editor + handling editor + president of society
refused to acknowledge they accepted the paper
without proper revision and didn’t seem to care it was
low quality / incorrect
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(unless double-blind)

Including the ones | reject

It ensures | am respectful and constructive

Only positive experiences: many authors have thanked me

for useful comments



Open peer review options

You can always sign (unless double-blind)
These journals also offer open review history:
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Taking control of where you donate your reviewer time

Reviewing Ethics

If I am invited to review a paper for a journal and/or publisher that is not aligned with my commitment to conducting
rigorous science, I accept the review, write the below text in the Comments to the Authors section, and submit the
review. I got this idea from the Peer Reviewers' Openness Initiative and modified it to suit my particular ethics.

My goal is to ethically conduct and promote rigorous science. I avoid exploiting myself as a scientist, I facilitate
equality and diversity by ensuring that no one is discriminated against when reading scientific literature I contribute to,
and I keep funds in academia (see my presentation for background). I use the mechanism of transparency to achieve
my goal so anyone can evaluate my contributions at every step of the process.

Therefore, I am only willing to review papers that:

1) are going to be published gold open access under a CC-BY license,

2) will publish the review history alongside the paper (when it is an option), I

3) are submitted to a journal where 100% of the articles are open access, and

4) are submitted to a journal that is published by an academic non-profit organization, or a for-profit corporation that a)
has low or no article processing charges, and/or b) heavily invests profits in academia.

I am not willing to review this paper at this journal because criteria 1 and 3 are not met.

Sincerely,
Corina Logan
University of Cambridge

Also results in editorial quality control

http://www.corinalogan.com/ethics.html



Post-publication review

Commentary...

Peer

Have differences in learning abilities
been implicated as an underlying
mechanism for variation in BWCs?

The fact that, while American Robins were the most
abundant species, only the juveniles collided with
windows suggests that this species has to learn about the
properties of windows either through personal experience
or by watching others to know that they need to avoid
flying into them. One way they could learn is by
remembering what windows are where in their
environment, but since this is a mig...

...read more, vote or answer

Animal Behavior | Zoology e, Corina Logan + 880
Bird Cognition + 3 years ago
Social Learning
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(¢ Edit

Ask a question about this section Close

Learn more about Q&A

We found that collision mortality for adults was inversely
related to species abundance, and only adult Long-
distance Migrants died early in the breeding season.
Conversely, juvenile mortality was positively related to
species abundance, and juveniles of all three migratory
guilds (Long-distance and Short-distance Migrants and
Permanent Residents) died from late June through early
August. Mortality differences among age classes would
be expected to reflect the timing at which individuals
were present on site: adult mortality prior to successful
reproduction and post-fledging mortality after juveniles
enter the population. However, adults generally remain
within breeding territories near buildings throughout the
entire season and, if collision risk is simply related to
abundance, then we should have observed adult
mortality more consistently throughout the summer. The
mechanism driving mortality differences in age and
migratory class is unknown, and because we could not
differentiate age classes during point counts, we are not
certain whether differences in species or age class
abundance drove differences in mortality.

Living document...
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Comments on this article

Version 3
+ Comment

Author Response 11 Jul 2016
Jon Tennant, Imperial College London, UK

Dear Ruth,

Many thanks for pointing out that typo. It looks like
it in future versions of ... Continue reading

Reader Comment 11 Jul 2016
Ruth Lewis, Biology Library, Washington Universit

BWCs are hypothesized to be influenced by flight behavior

and temporal variation in mobility, i.e., flight speed, distance Very useful review! Pardon my ignorance but | don't

Open Accessfggd policies - Figure 3?

moved, and dispersal patterns (Klem, 1989). From the

Hager & Craig 2014 Peerd, Tennant et al. 2016 F1000
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* Increases scientific rigour through transparency and
accountability
* Allows quality checking of editors, reviewers, and

authors
e Can turn an archived paper into a living document
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