
This presentation will provide a brief overview of the review processes that are 

followed by journals (both traditional and open) when these publications make use 

of the peer-review process. There are currently many concerns when it comes to 

peer-reviewing but it is still the best process that we have available to ensure 

quality in writing and reporting. I will also very briefly speak about the requirements 

when reporting to funders



The intention here is to consider the peer review process in both paywall and open 

environments. I'll briefly mention the automation of the peer review of data. Lastly, 

we’ll consider the reporting required by funders.



In brief, the peer-review process could be summarised as follows: the researcher 

conducts his research, he then writes up the findings and submits that to the journal 

editor for review. The journal editor checks whether the article meets basic 

requirements of the journal. If it does not there is an outright rejection. If the article 

appears sound it is sent for review by people that have a similar background to the 

researcher (his peers). These peers then read what was written and evaluate the 

article both for the correctness of the research methodology and the quality of the 

writing. They report back to the editor and a decision is then made whether the 

article should be rejected, whether it should be revised before publication or 

published as is (which almost never happens). From here on the editor 

communicates with the author/researcher. The editor may request a second round 

of review if major revisions were recommended. For smaller revisions the editor is 

responsible for the acceptance. The article is then language edited and is is

published.



● Journals name make use of blind or open review. Blind review means that 

you do not know who the reviewers are. Double blind review means that the 

peers do not know who the author is and the author also does not know who 

the peers are. With open review the reviewers are known. Open peer 

reviewers could be appointed by the editor, as the Frontiers journals do, or the 

review process could be totally open and anyone may comment. Reviewers 

partially take responsibility for the journal quality.

● Note that reviewers usually do not get paid for the reviewing activity (although 

editorial staff usually are). The current trend is to give reviewers recognition 

for the work that they do by allowing them to make the review reports available 

as outputs and by linking these reviews to the relevant researcher ID (if they 

wish to do so).



● It is important to look for the author guidelines provided by the journal. It not 

only states the editorial requirements, it usually also indicates the reviewing 

process. 

● As an aside: It is not your literature review that is the most important – your 

research results are what is interesting. It is also essential to make the article 

applicable to more people than your thesis/dissertation audience.

● Lastly, you will have an indication of the length of time the process is expected 

to take. Emerald serves here as an example. They follow the standard peer 

review process and the expected time period between the first submission and 

publication is two to eight months.



● Emerald claims that the administrative process – after the article has been 

accepted for publication until it is actually published is 32 days.

● Note that many journals make available pre-publication copies of articles that 

are ready to be published but where the editor is finalising the journal. 







● ‘Frontiers’ serves as an example of a leading open access publisher.

● Frontiers journals credit all editors and reviewers – not only the authors.

● Their journals cover 900+ scientific disciplines.

● They claim that their publishing process takes 90 days.

● Transparency places quite a bit of pressure on the reviewers but I truly believe 

that it improves the quality of the reviewing.



● PLOS: A non-profit, Open Access publisher empowering researchers to 

accelerate progress in science and medicine by leading the transformation in 

research communication.

● They allow the author to decide whether the reviews are published with the 

article or not. 



● Bottom line: Check the review process before deciding where to publish.



● I came across this article while preparing these slides.

● Please read the article as this is the start of how peer review will in future be 

supported.

● Automation holds huge potential in stream-lining at least parts of peer review 

process which could be arduous. If it were possible to quickly investigate the 

data underpinning publications much reviewing time could be saved.



● Let’s then turn to funder reporting and the processes associated with that.

● Note that funder reporting is usually NOT a peer review process. Here it is 

about ensuring that the administrators responsible for gaining an overview of 

the progress made on a research project understands the results.

● It is standard practice that such an administrative group would appoint a 

technical committee to evaluate the technical quality of the work that has been 

completed. In such cases both a technical report and a project progress report 

will be required.



● Because funder reporting is very often NOT a peer review process. It is more 

about understanding the aims and objectives of the funder & then dovetailing 

that with your own research interests. Do not expect the funder to change their 

needs to serve your own. Note that the focus is here on reporting and not on 

proposal writing. Please provide some feedback via Slack if you think that we 

should in future also provide insight into proposal writing.

● To meet funder requirements the most important aspect is to take careful note 

of the reporting frequency & requirements BEFORE the project is initiated. It 

will save many painful hours later. Design templates (if they are not 

prescribed). Make sure that you understand what key issues need to be 

documented so that these could be documented as they occur. Keep the 

report short and meaningful and ensure that the financial reporting is 

transparent and accurate.

● Alert the funder, in writing, of any changes and make sure that all revised 

instructions are properly documented and recorded with the project contract. 

Changes to contracts are negotiations – do not accept changes without fully 

understanding the consequences. Successful reporting relies heavily on 

disciplined records keeping!



● The figure demonstrates the usual process for funder compliance reporting. 

● Note that winning the grant is only the start of the writing process. 

● If the accounting, monitoring and reporting aspects of research funding is 

underestimated, much valuable research time will be wasted when that time is 

most precious.

● Diligent record keeping and properly planned reporting are at the foundation of 

efficiency. 



● Here are some references that you may find useful. Both peer review and 

funder reporting have extensive bodies of knowledge reported in the literature. 

I would suggest that you have a look at some of these articles before you start 

gaining experience in either.


