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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. | will also very briefly speak about the requirements
when reporting to funders
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Roadmap
« Peer review process (Pay wall vs Open processes
« Emerald as example of ‘closed’ review
. Frontiers & PLOS as examples of open review
« Automating peer review (partially)
. Funderreporting

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.




Scientists study
something.

Journal editor receives
an article and sends it
out for peer review.

Scientists write
about their results.
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The peer review process

Peer reviewers read
the article and
provide feedback
to the editor.

—~————

Editor may send reviewer comments
to the scientists who may then revise
and resubmit the article for further
review. If an article does not maintain
sufficiently high scientific standards, it
may be rejected at this point.

If an article finally
meets editorial and
peer standards it is
published in a
journal.
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eley. edu/article/howscienceworks

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.




Open vs blind peer review

Concept of open and blinded Peer Review

OPEN manuscript
accepted

_ editor assesses
editor assesses manuscript send reviewsl/answers

manuscript to reviewers

BLINDED manuscript
: (single or rejected
manuscript double)

rejected

author
revisions

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 currenttrend 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).




THE JOURNAL PUBLISHING PROCESS [ €merald

The speed with which your article appears online will depend on your chosen journal’s publishing model. In the graphic below, we highlight the
Jjourney for a paper published in a journal offering article level publishing (ALP). We are in the process of rolling out ALP to all eligible Emerald titles
and our goal is to have the majority of our journals on board by the end of 2018. For more information, visit our EarlyCite page.
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SUBMIT

Submit your research through your

chosen journal’s online submission

site. You will need to register for an
account to do this.

Once your account is set up, you
will be guided through a 7-step
submission process.
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EDITOR CHECK

Your paper will then be read by the
Journal Editor to see If it fits with the
alms and scope of the journal. If you

have submitted to an academic journal,
they will enter it into a rigorous,
double-blind peer review process
which considers the quality, originality,
approach and clarity of your paper.
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Once the reviewers have read your
paper, they will make one of the
following recommendations:

The final decision lies with the Editor.
Reviewer feedback on the paper will be
provided to the corresponding author.

Note, if the paper is outside the
Journal’s scope, the Editor may reject it
and suggest it is transferred to a more

REVISIONS

You will receive an email from the
Editor containing the final decision.

If you are asked to make revisions, you
have 30 days to resubmit for minor
revisions, and 90 days to resubmit for
major revisions.

Once you have resubmitted your

paper, it will be reassigned to the

same reviewers to check whether
their comments have been addressed.

If sutficient improvements have been
made, your paper will be accepted
If not, you may be asked to perform

multiple revisions or have your paper

withdrawn

relevant Emerald journal

o

hitps:/imwww.emeraldgrouppublishing conveditors/running-successful-journal.him

e Itis 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.

e 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.

e 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 as an example (2)

TYPESETTING

Once accepted, your paper is
immediately processed by our in-house
team, who check the copyright forms
and whether third- party of

applicable) have been provided

Your paper is then sent to our
typesetting team, who will perform
further quality checks and prepare

POF proofs. You will receive an emal
link to the POF proofs, along with
2 query form that highlights any
inconsistencies, grammar, table/
figure and referencing errors that need
resolving before publication.

.......................................

AUTHOR

PROOFS

Your proof must be returned to the
typesetters within 10 working days.
If this deadline cannot be met, any
outstand.ng quenes will be resotved by
the Emerald team.

—

FH

Please note, the timelines given are for guidance only, and are subject to change.

.......................................

EARLYCITE

Once proofs are returned, corrections
are made by the typesetting team, then
final proofs are sent to the journal's
content Editors for final checks.
Once this is complete, your paper Is
published through EartyCite.
Your paper is now a fully citable,
published article with a DOl number.
The article can be promoted,
downloaded and referenced.

Your published article will remain on
EartyCite until it is assigned to an issue.
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PUBLICATION

When a journal issue is avallable for
your article to be published in, the
typeset fles will be reworked by the
typesetting team to add pagination,
volume and issue detalls. The re-

m;m:opyw'lthm
be produced.
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hitps /iwww.emeraldarouppublishing conveditors/running-successful-journal. htm
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e Emerald claims that the administrative process — after the article has been
accepted for publication until it is actually published is 32 days.

e 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.




Open peer review jargon (1) ©
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e Open identities: Authors and reviewers are aware of each other's identity.
e Open reports: Review reports are published alongside the relevant

article.

e Open participation: The wider community to able to contribute to the

review process.

e Open pre-review manuscripts: Manuscripts are made immediately
available (e.g., via pre-print servers like ArXiv or AfricXiv) in advance of

any formal peer review procedures.

Source: hitps.//mwww.openaire.eu/blogs/defining-open-peer-review-part-one-competing-definitions-1

CHCH




Open peer review (2) © ggrtngols

e Open final-version commenting: Review or commenting on final
“version of record” publications.

e Open interaction: Direct reciprocal discussion between author(s) and
reviewers, and/or between reviewers, is allowed and encouraged.

e Open platforms: Review is de-coupled from publishingin that it is
facilitated by a different organizational entity than the venue of publication.

Source: hitps.//mwww.openaire.eu/blogs/defining-open-peer-review-part-one-competing-definitions-1
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FAST, RIGOROUS REVIEW

Collaborative peer review

> Rigorous, constructive, efficient and transparent peer

review

> Reviewers and handling editor acknowledged on all
Fast, rigorous review published article

90 days from submission to acceptance

‘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 | truly believe
that it improves the quality of the reviewing.
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Example: PLOS

Reviewers
decide whether
to sign their review

Final journal checks

Initial journal checks and production

Article O

published Review

Manuscript submitted Peer review

history
published

Author decides
whether to publish
review history

Author opts-in to
post a preprint*

Preprint posted

* Preprint not offered for PLOS Medicine

B8y

hitps://blogs.plos.org/plos/2019/05/plos-journals-now-open-for-published-peer-review!

e PLOS: A non-profit, Open Access publisher empowering researchers to
accelerate progress in science and medicine by leading the transformation in
research communication.

e They allow the author to decide whether the reviews are published with the
article or not.




Editorial flow chart - from submission to decision — small journal

ms = Author submits ms to Editorial office by | 4 wieagement
manuscript post or email, or directly into the system sent © Author
Editor accepts

ms for review
Editor perf

sent © Ao
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http://www_ijcset.com/editorial-process.php

Look for the journal’s
review workflow

e Bottom line: Check the review process before deciding where to publish.
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e Robien W. 2021. The Advantage of Automatic Peer-Reviewing
of 13C-NMR Reference Data Using the CSEARCH-
Protocol. Molecules; 26(11):3413.
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules26113413

e |t is shown that the systematic application of the CSEARCH-Robot-
Referee during the peer-reviewing process prohibits at least the
most trivial assignment errors and wrong structure proposals.

12

e | came across this article while preparing these slides.

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

e  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.
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Funder Compliance

Reporting
_FSC]

Foundation for Social
© Red Umbrella Fund Change and Inclusion

Gubiat e gaed by a¢ for sex

BILL& MELINDA
G/\TLS foundation

e Urgent Action Fund for
W 's Human Rights

e Let's then turn to funder reporting and the processes associated with that.

e 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.

e |tis 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.
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e Understand what the funder requires.
e Note the reporting frequency.
e Plan the reporting:

Designtemplates (if they are not provided)
Documentimportant events/findings as they occur
Keep the report short but meaningful

Keep your financial management transparent
e Alert the funder if there are changes in plans. Negotiate!

e Provide value for money!

-
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e  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.

e 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.

e  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!
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Grant management

Monitoring Reporting

Application Financial trackingand Operational delivery
management reporting andreporting

hitps:/irsmus.comvour-insights/newsletters/muse/strategies-for-streamiining-the-grant-management-process.htmi @' BY

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

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

e 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.

e Diligent record keeping and properly planned reporting are at the foundation of
efficiency.
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Here are some references that you may find useful. Both peer review and
funder reporting have extensive bodies of knowledge reported in the literature.
| would suggest that you have a look at some of these articles before you start
gaining experience in either.




