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OVERVIEW

* Opening up the peer review process

* Removing editorial bias

 Data sharing and reducing research waste

« How funders and institutions are getting involved
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SOME MAJOR MILESTONES IN LIFE SCIENCES OA PUBLISHING

2000 — BioMed Central launches as first major OA publisher. PubMed Central also
founded as the first OA digital repository

2001 — Public Library of Science (PLOS) launched. Creative Commons founded.

2002 — Release of Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI). Also start of Research4Life
to provide developing countries with free/low cost access to peer-reviewed
literature

2003 — Launch of Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ). Wellcome Trust
announced endorsement of OA

2008 — NIH announces an OA mandate (green or gold OA)

2013 — F1000Research launched as first OA post-publication peer review publishing
platform

2014 — Charity Open Access Fund established (administered by Wellcome).

2015 - Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation mandates OA (gold since 2017)

2016 — Wellcome Open Research launched

2017 — Gates Open Research and MNI Open Research launched (and more to follow)
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OPEN ACCESS

Issues around access have been improved....

... but problems in scientific publishing are bigger than just access
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PROBLEMS WITH CURRENT SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICATION

Many problems remain with the traditional
publishing process:

o introduces delays
o limited access to data
0 introduces bias

= Jlack of transparency in publication
decisions

= bias in our understanding of science
0 causes research waste

o lack of credit for key contributors:
reviewers
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IS PEER REVIEW FIT FOR PURPOSE?

* Slow

¢ Inconsistent

* Unclear

* Transparency?

¢ Block innovative ideas?

Flickr: Gideon Burton
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TYPES OF PEER REVIEW

Single blind
Double blind
Collaborative
Open peer review
Post-publication
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TRADITIONAL PUBLISHING — END OF THE ROAD?

Journal concept outdated?
Demand for rapid access

Demand to reduce research waste
Demand to accelerate impact
Increasing drive towards Open Science |
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PUTTING THE RESEARCHERS BACK IN CONTROL

Open Science Publishing Platform

Author led

Immediate publication

Transparent refereeing

Recognition for reviewers (including citable reports)
No editorial bias

Data included

Indexed in PubMed, Scopus, etc

Gold Open Access (Article charges $150-$1000)

FIOOOResearch




THE F1000RESEARCH PUBLISHING AND PEER REVIEW PROCESS

Scope

Language

Reporting guidelines
Data availability
Ethics

Reviewer suitability
(competing interest:
expertise, etc)
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~7 days

Methods & analysis

Strength of \I" X
conclusions
Scientific validity
\py
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POST-PUBLICATION INVITED OPEN PEER REVIEW

Author suggests reviewers

* F1000Research team checks suitability
0 not close collaborators
0 competing interests
0 suitable subject expertise

* F1000Research team invites reviewers on behalf of authors

* Article published online and peer review takes place in full view
of authors and readers

* Reviewers (and readers) have access to source data (unless
there are ethical/legal restrictions)

* Article status summary highlights progress
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TRANSPARENT REFEREEING AND REVIEW STATUS

M) Check for updates c II
SHORT RESEARCH ARTICLE | EDIT VERSION ! METRICS
E) Reprogramming diminishes retention of
Mycobacterium leprae in Schwann cells and elevates 1922
- . VIEWS
bacterial transfer property to fibroblasts [version 3;
referees: 3 approved] 708
Toshihiro Masaki'®*, Aidan McGlinchey’, Simon R. Tomlinsen’, Jinrong Qut, 28 Anura pownLOADS
Rambukkana™
] Author details ) GetPOF
| Grant information
= Get XML
Abstract 66 ce

Background: Bacterial pathogens can manipulate o subvert host tissue cells 10 their advantage at (G Expon
different stages during infection, from initial colonization in primary host niches to dissemination. m Track
Recently, we have shown that Mycobacterium leprae (ML), the causative agent of human leprosy,

reprogrammed its preferred host niche de-differentiated adult Schwann cells to progenitor/stem 25 Emai
cell-like 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
reprogramming.

Results: Using primary fibrablasts 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 1o fibroblasts
at higher numbers even after co-culure for 5 days. In contrast, pSLCs, which are derived from the same Schwann cells but
have lost Schwann cell lineage markers due to reprogramming, efficiemly wransferred bacteria to fibroblasts within 24
hours.

g Share

ML-induced rep: converts lineage-committed Schwann cells with high bacterial retention
capacity to a cell type with pSLC stage with effective bacterial transfer properties. We propose that such changes in
cellular properties may be with the initial i which requires long-term bacterial retention
within Schwann cells, in order to spread the infection to other tissues, which entails efficient bacterial transfer capacity to
cells like fibroblasts which are abundant in many tissues, thereby p i imizing bacterial These
data also suggest how pathogens could take advantage of multiple facets of host cell reprogramming according 1o their
needs during infection.

http://f1000research.com/articles/2-
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TRANSPARENT REFEREEING AND DISCUSSION

Referee Report 26 May 2015 Views
Rafael Irizarry, Department of Biostatistics, Harvard School of Public Health, Boston, USA 1386
7 Approved with Reservations &€ Cite

In this PMAS paper is is found that the first three principal components obtained from mouse and

human gene expression | .
“tlissues appear more sin H_Dw TO 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 arti ] 000Research 2015, 4121
seem sound and they are  (jnj: 10.5256/f1000research.7019.r8732)

Animportant discovery N The direct LIRL for this report is:

differentinstruments. Th 1 000research.com/articles/4-121/
maodel (ComBat) to accol

tissue (see Figure 3). THey wuimius wian wins we QUi s s LIS UELLE S1IELE LY Uiy LUl LG, IS LUt IS GUVE Yos

1 #referee-response-8732

D - L X b i " " L foeal i This is
ot y
The Yoav Gilad i

D Irizarry,

Thank you for spending the time 1o provide a review of our work. We agree with you that given the study design
used by the mouse ENCODE consortium, applying a balch correction is fulile. indeed, we explicilly explain that in 1
our discussion (you refemed to thal secion of the tex in your review) '

We further agres that it would be inteliectually interesting fo research the exent of ihe balch effect hurhar - for -
example, by following your suggeston on how 1o test for the effect of instrument and lane

However, we fael that this offort|
papers aid not discuss or account o md Referees:
details that allowed us 1o reconstruct th . . . . B
unusual blolesical resut ieporizd iy e f > Get credit for contributing to discussion

believe it is the res,
- Focus on helping authors improve their work

b ] 9Th_e|r reports provide new form of expert
wenaa et grticle-based assessment

mulliplexing schem
design, laneMow cel
separated om spe
alsp pecific
previously reported ' Thus, we emphatically disagree with e conclusion from Gilad and Mizrahi-Man hiat our
conclusions are not wamanted” bul rather we argue that objective normalizabion procedures allow te discovery
of the clustering of ranscriptomas by species.

Shin Lin

Gilad and Mirahi-Man's woek focused on one particular dataset in Lin ef al' However, that paper contains a
pringipal component analysis (PCA) on data rom multiple sources: Stanfor man. mouse). Salk (uman),
HBM (hu There are unc
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METHODS AVAILABILITY — COMMUNITY REVIEW

Others can try to replicate
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Open for Science

BROWSE SUBJECTS GATEWAYS HOW TO PUBLISH ~

METHOD ARTICLE

‘ ‘ (4 SUBMIT YOUR RESEARCH

the study (referees often don’t have time)

Can then invite specific referees for those issues; the entire history is available to all

Search

Q

protocols could improve the trustworthines
science [version 3; referees: 3 approved, 1 n
Greg Irving!, John Holden?

=+ Author details

¥ Grant information

Retraction

Al the request of the authors Greg Irvmg and John Holden, the article tit
blockehai d improve the

has been retracted from Fl 000Research. The authors have taken this :!e
considering the methodelogical concemns raised by a peer reviewer durin|
publication open peer review process. As the methodology has been dee
unreliable, the article is now relramed This applies to all three versions
G and Holden J. How blockckh Il Id improve
trustworthiness of medical science [version 1; reterees 2 approved]. F1
5:222 (doi: 10.12688/f1000research.8114.1) Irving G and Holden J. How
timestamped protocols could improve the trustworthiness of medical sc|
referees: 3 approved]. F1000Research 2016, 5:222 (doi: 10.12688/f1 000
Irving G and Holden J. How blockchain-timestamped protacols could im
trustworthiness of medical science [version 3; referees: 3 approved, 1 no|
F1000Research 2017, 5:222 (doi: 10.12688/f1000research 8114.3)

(& RETRACTED: How blockchain-timestamned

F100O0

ABOUT ~  BLOG MY RESEARCH ~  SIGN IN
(W) Check for updates
= i Retracted
METRICS
e
Referee Report 22 May 2017
William . Knottenbelt, Department of Computing, Imperial Callege Landon, London, UK L 130 ]
‘% Not Approved 6 Cite

The article proposes the use of a blockchain as a timestamping Service to assure te integrity of clinical
wial protocols. This appears 1o be a specific abuhcatmn of the more general idea of using the

in to provide tim ped | " of various kinds of documents. As one of many examples, one
may refer to the web service htln //proofofexistence.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 SHAZ256 digest for the text was then calculated

by entering text from the triai protocol into an SHA256 caiculsior (Xorbin®)F. This was then converted into 2 bitcoin

private key and corresponding public key using a bitcoin wallet. To do this 2 new account was created in

Sirongeoin@” and the SHAZ56 digest used as the account password 10 generate 3 private key’. From this Strongcoin@
generated 2 Advanced Encryption Standard 256 bit public key’. An arbitrary ameunt of

bitcoin was then sent to a comesponding bitcoin address.

I struggle to follow some of the steps described here. Creating a SHA256 digest from a fil s OK and straighiforward
L o shy .

(although this should be done using the file
a bitcoin private key and corresponding public
involve an untrusted third party like Strongcoirg
these)? Secondly, how does the Strongcoin ac
Strongcoin does ask for “A password to encryp)
and not to determine the private/public key pai
using the same account password (which was
private key of each account. They are (as one

Competing Interests: Mo competing interests were disclosed.

Referee Experise: Cryptocurrency and Blockchain Research

password is being used to *generate* or somefy
arbitrary publicy/private key pair generated by Strongcain The public/private key pair do not themselves seem to be
related to the SHA256 hash used as the account password. And so the act of sending an arbitrary amount of bitcoin to
the bitcoin address determined by the public key does nat seem to fulfill the role of notarising the existence of the
document in a satisfactory manner. Nof is there anything in the script/metadat with the 1o 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 htps://proofofexistence com/about), which does provide the necessary link_ | also do not
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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757 Brain-to-Brain (mind-to-mind) interaction at T Refores Status: [ T
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Get PDF ]
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F i rogier Kievit Crogierd - Sepd
Grartinformation « mhNeuro_Skeptic @RidgwayGR @neurobollocks @mollycrockett permuted null

would have been nice (eg PNAS happiness paper had false + rate of 55%)
Abstract

This study reports the results of a confirmatory experiment testing the hypoth
detect coincidences of a sequence of events (silence-signal) of different length
activity of two human partners spatially separated when one member of the pal
stimulation and the second one is connected " T

Seven selected participants with a long frienc Open data.

concentration, were divided into two groups |

- Referees can assess manuscript & conclusions properly

- Can refocus discussion from nonspecific uninformed
Referee Report 30 Sep 2014 e . . . .pr . .
criticisms to specific scientific debate & discussion
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Narender Ramnani ©n_ramnani - Sep d
)RidgwayGR @neurobollocks @Neuro_Skeptic @mollycrockett Hmmm...data

Sam Schwarzkopf, Institute of Cc

E3 ot Approved

=+ correlations are significant. Considering that | |
extracting power from different frequency band Ged Ridgway ©RidgwayGR - Sep 5

@Neuro_Skeptic Indeed. One peculiarity is that the results seem to be
subjectively assessed, "two co-authors... agreement was 89.3%"

"' Based on all these factors, it is impossible for me
N - - . - N . el Al ey e D
the authors chose to make all the raw data of their experiment publicly available. Without this it would S I s = -
me to carry out the additional analyses, and thus the most fundamental problem in the analysis woulg
unknown. | respect the authors’ patience and professionalism in dealing with what | can only assume M o e
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OPEN REVIEW, DATAACCESS, AND NO EDITORIAL BIAS

in any of the e hat developed
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OPEN RESEARCH PUBLISHING PLATFORMS

Why Publish on F1000Research?

Immsediate Publication

Welleome Opan Ressarch

Speed ¢

HOW WILL IT WORK?

0 resies St by D T o o 2 4 B e S St

UCL Child Health .2
Open Research

How wil It wark?

¢ F1000’s own platform
e Launched 2013

« Controlled by
Wellcome; operated by
F1000

e Launched Nov 2016

* Controlled by Bill &
Melinda Gates
Foundation, operated by
F1000

* Due to launch Nov 2017

* Controlled by UCL
Great Ormond Street
Institute of Child Health,
operated by F1000

* Due to launch in 2018

F100O0

Benefits of funder-model:
» Authors decide what they want to share — take more responsibility for their w
* Authors publish what they find — reduces selective reporting
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WHY WE NEEDED TO CHANGE THE SYSTEM

Transparency in peer review processes

Transfer control from publisher to researchers

Give reviewers credit for their work, and make reports citable
Reduce bias in published scientific literature

Facilitate data sharing and reproducibility of research

Give space to null findings, replication studies, etc

Speed up how scientific findings can be communicated
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QUESTIONS?

| wellcomeopenresearch.org | gatesopenresearch.org| f1000.com/work

sabina.alam@f1000.com
@f1000 | @fl000research | @Sab_Ra
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