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Print format with online access or online only
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or not-for-profit

Professional editors, academic editors or both



Open Access in Europe and US

e Support in Europe

— European Commission makes OA a “general
principle” of Horizon 2020 - €80billion programme in
research and innovation.

— “We need Open Access to scientific information”
(Neelie Kroes, Vice-President of the European
Commission responsible for the Digital Agenda”

e Supportin the US
— Research Works Act - withdrawn
— Petition calling for OA received over 29k signatures
— Federal Research Public Access Act reintroduced
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% OA in the life science literature
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Number of WT, and HHMI papers published in Nature, Science, Cell and PLoS Bio/Med/Gen in 2011
and available through PubMed Central [Data collected: Nov 2011]
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"How does peer review

http://www.scienceforseo.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/04/peerreview.jpg
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broken?




Reform peer review!

End the wasteful tyranny of reviewer
experiments
Peer review of scientific papers in top journals

is bogged down by unnecessary demands for
extra lab work, argues Hidde Ploegh.

nature

Martin Raff, Alexander Johnson
and Peter Walter

“The stress associated with publishing
experimental results...can drain much

SCiEﬂCE of the joy from practicing science.”




The evil referee #3

Scientific Peer Review, ca. 1945 Share ¥ More info
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It's always the third|goddaiiin
reviewer that screws us over!!
E3

http://youtu.be/-VRBWLpYCPY
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e Presentation of new
research often
limited by the print
edition

 Time to put digital
first
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San Francisco

D®RA

Declaration on Research Assessment

 General recommendations
— Move away from impact factors
— Assess outputs on their own merits
— Exploit new tools and approaches
« And specific recommendations for publishers,

funders, institutions, metrics suppliers, and
researchers

e >6000 signatories



San Francisco

D®RA

Declaration on Research Assessment

Step 1 —sign the declaration!
http://am.ascb.org/dora/

Google San Francisco DORA


http://am.ascb.org/dora/

eLIFE

The best in science and science communication

Ground-breaking science,
selected by experts, published
without delay, open to the world

elifesciences.org

Supported by HHMI


Presenter
Presentation Notes
eLife is a new initiative in research communication
The initial goal is to launch an outstanding new journal
Longer term, the vision is to catalyse fundamental change in research communication





wellcometrust

MAX-PLANCK-GESELLSCHAFT

e Supported by three of the world’s leading private research funders
e Effective research communication is a critical part of research
e Editorially, elLife is entirely independent of the funders


Presenter
Presentation Notes
First and foremost eLife could not ask for backers with greater credentials or commitment to improvement in research communication.

The involvement of these three funders also highlights the critical role of research communication in research itself.  The work that funders support needs to be communicated in the most effective way if its value is to be maximized.

The involvement of these funders will also rapidly build confidence in eLife as a venue for outstanding work.

It is important to emphasise that eLife will be run entirely independently of the funders.  Editorial decisions will be made regardless of the sources of funding for the submitted work.
 




e A collaboration between funders and the research community to improve
research communication

* Aresearcher-led digital publication for outstanding work across the life
sciences

e A platform to maximize the reach and influence of new research and to

showcase new approaches for the presentation and assessment of
research


Presenter
Presentation Notes
These are the key features of eLife, and what makes this project unique within research communication


Editor-in-Chief - Randy Schekman, Berkeley, USA
Deputy Editor — Fiona Watt, London, UK
Deputy Editor — Detlef Weigel , Tubingen, Germany

Senior Editors

Stylianos Antonarakis — Geneva, Switzerland Chris Ponting — Oxford, UK

lan Baldwin - Jena, Germany Janet Rossant — Toronto, Canada

Catherine Dulac - Harvard, USA Charles Sawyers — New York, USA

Joseph Goldstein — Texas, USA Tadatsugu Taniguchi - Tokyo, Japan

Tony Hunter — Salk, USA K Vijay Raghavan - Bangalore, India

Prabhat Jha — Toronto, Canada Xiaodong Wang - Beijing, China

John Kuriyan - Berkeley, USA Huda Zoghbi - Baylor College of Medicine, USA

Richard Losick - Harvard, USA
James Manley - Columbia, USA
Eve Marder - Brandeis, USA
Michael Marletta - Scripps, USA

A 150-200-member
Board of Reviewing Editors


Presenter
Presentation Notes
eLife will be run by the research community.

We have a reputable and experienced group of active scientists at the helm, who will take responsibility for the content, the editorial decision-making, policies and so on.

It is essential to have active researchers in this role because of the editorial process that we are putting in place.


Proportion of initial submissions in each major Proportion of published research articles in each

subject area (up to May 29, 2013; authors select major subject area (up to May 29, 2013; authors
1or?2) select 1 or 2)
Plant biology Plant biology
3% 4%

Microbio

Human biology
~ and medicine

Human biology

Epidemiology
and medicine and global
Epidemiology 4% health
and global Ecology 1%

Ecology health 1%



Results will be available for free immediately on publication

Users will have the right to use results freely, providing full author
attribution (Creative Commons-Attribution license)

All content will also be deposited in PubMed Central

Initially - also free of publication fees


Presenter
Presentation Notes
And of course eLife will be an open access journal, from the outset.

Open access content provides the most powerful foundation upon which others can build further research, and develop new materials to extend the reach of the work.

The costs of eLife will also be totally underwritten by the three funders, at least for an initial period, so that the journal can become established.  In time eLife will charge publication fees and build other revenue streams as 



Consultative review process

Cover letter . . . . .
and single Streamlined submission process prior to triage

Swift triage

A Limit submissions entering peer review

Senior Editors

el Source files plus information important for peer
submission reVieW

BRE member . . . .
AEEEt Consultation amongst reviewers before decision

reviewer(s)

Single set of instructions — focused revision

Revision

The end result N -
> A constructive process é\;sEersns;ﬂggr Limit rounds of revision

> Reduced times from submission
to acceptance




[BRE: Reviewer 1]

eLife does indeed wish to encourage short format notes. Let me lock into this
and then get back to you about what we can do. Just to be clear: if we could
ask for a short format, would you be, in principle, in favor of proceeding with
a revision rather than a rejection?

[Reviewer 2]

My sense is that nearly all structure-based manuscripts benefit from some
interrogation of structure by, for example, mutagenesis and functional
analysis. My position is that we should not publish this work as it is and that
what is required, at a minimum, are one or more tests of the mechanism that
arise from the structural studies.

[BRE; Reviewer 1]

I'll go ahead and draft a decision letter for discussion. I'll indicate that if
experimental support can be made available in a couple of months then we
will consider a revised paper.

[BRE: Reviewer 1]

I have drafted and saved a decision letter on the website. Please take a look at

it if you can. I'll send it off tomorrow if I don't hear from you, since we seem
to have reached a consensus.

||'Rcviawar 2]

|A very reasonable letter indeed. Please go ahead.

Display Review Summary

Add consultation comments to session

e




[BEE; Beviewer 1]

[ don't think the incremental part was a uniform view. [ was not in & position to
judge. but [ am not sure that [Reviewer 2] would agree. Maybe he would.
[Reviewer 2] if you concur, [ will reject. [ would like your input on my
difficulties following the paper. You both have interests that overlap the contents
of the paper.

[Reviewer 3]

[BRE/Reviewer 1], [ suggest that you re-read [a previously published] paper
before making any decisions on this paper.

[BRE; Reviewer 1]

Actually, [ will have to read it for the first time, not re-read it. [ have not taken
any position on the derivative nature of the paper yet. | had other problems with
the manuscript — problems of the naive reader. [ am waiting to sec if [Reviewer
2] wants to defend the paper from either of our (vours or my) concerns.

[Reviewer 2]

[ thought the paper was well written and was able to follow it. As [ mentioned in
my review, | do think it mirrors much of [previously published] work, but in my
opinion, the work presented here 15 cleaner and even more compelling. However,
one thing that was not clearly articulated in this paper is how this work advances
(and distinguishes itself from) [previously published] work. My instinct would
be to accept it: the movies themselves are absolutely wonderful and the paper
will be highly cited. One idea is to let the authors respond to the reviews, with
the understanding that there were =ome concerns about the novelty of the work.

[BRE; Beviewer 1)

[ was just about to commence with rejecting the manuscript. And then [ paused. [
want to raise the issue of the “synapses™, which [ think might carry the
manuscript over the hump. Showing these connections Is very important for a
couple of reasons. [t provides mechanism for cell-cell transfer. [s this a new
finding and is 1t of general interest?

[ favor acceptance after looking at the paper again last night. [ do think the “bells
and whistles™ make this a significant contribution. In addition, providing the

[Reviewer 2] images to support the model 1s important and challenging. Again, the movies are
simply fantastic.
[Reviewer 3] [ have no objection to accepting the paper as [ feel that the guality is high. [ think

thiz is more of an cditorizl decision rather than a scientific one.

[BRE; Reviewer 1]

It is a close call. My thinking now is that if they can be more clear about their
advances that this can be accepted. [ will try to make it clear to them that
contributions vs confirmations and speculations should be clear.

[Reviewer 2]

|Tha:|1:5 [all]. [This] 15 a great review process.

Display Review Summary

Add consultation comments to session

o comem | crc’




A new approach to the editorial
process

Swift triage process by Senior Editors

BRE member assigned as a reviewer

A single review decision, reflecting a consensus of reviewers’ comments
Identify only essential revision requirements

Most revisions assessed by the handling editor, without further review

The end result

A constructive process
Reduced times from submission to acceptance


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Central to the success of eLife will be an editorial process that is constructive, swift and fair. eLife will pioneer some important initiatives in the editorial process.

These initiatives mostly affect the peer review process, after an initial triage.

There will be a consultation between the handling editor and the reviewers before a decision is reached.  The editor will compose a letter that only includes comments from the reviewers that must be addressed.  

After revision, the editor will be empowered to make the decision on the paper without further review.

The end results are significant – we want to move away from some of the less constructive aspects of the editorial process that can sometimes afflict publication.  This is particularly important for researchers at the early stages of their career,

 



| hate the editors of these journals more than
| hate Republicans.

—James Watson, of double-helix fame, speaking
about recent rejections from several journals
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