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Peer review – separating impact 

assessment from technical 

assessment 
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2006 

PLoS Biology 
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Other projects at PLoS 

• Alms 

• Hubs 

• Currents 
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The goals of the 
peer review 

the claim… and its reliability 

Assessment of 

impact technical 



www.flickr.com/photos/sewpixie/2374778051/ 

Journals are a giant 

(and very slow) 

sorting mechanism 
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Online, content can be 
enhanced and organized 

after publication 

All the more so, if it’s 
Open Access 
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• Editorial criteria 

– Scientifically rigorous 

– Ethical 

– Properly reported 

– Conclusions supported by the data 

 

PLoS ONE’s Key Innovation –  
The editorial process 

 

 

 
 

• Editors and reviewers do not ask 

– How important is the work? 

– Which is the relevant audience? 
 

• Use online tools to sort and filter scholarly 
content after publication, not before 
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PLoS ONE – quarterly 
publications 
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Year Submissions Publications % of annual 
PubMed 

2007 2497 1231 0.16% 

2008 4401 2723 0.34% 

2009 6819 4404 0.52% 

2010 13845 6749 0.84% 

2011 >22,000* >14,000* ~1.5%* 

*Projections 

 

 

PLoS ONE – growth 

In 2010, PLoS ONE became the 

largest peer-reviewed journal 
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PLoS ONE – citations 
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Open-access  

megajournals 
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Features of OA Megajournals 

• Open Access 

• Peer-reviewed for rigour not “impact” 

• Post-publication mechanisms (eg  article-
level metrics) 

• Supported by publication fees 

• Scalable, and can become very large 
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The list is growing… 

• BMJ Open 
• SAGE Open  
• Scientific Reports (Nature Publishing Group) 
• G3 (Genetics Society of America) 
• AIP Advances (American Inst Phys)  
• Physical Review X (American Phys Society) 
• Biology Open (Company of Biologists)  
• Open Biology (Royal Society) 
• Cell Reports (Elsevier, Cell Press) 
• QScience Connect (Bloomsbury Qatar Foundation 

Journals) 
• ChemistryOpen (Wiley) 
• The Scientific World Journal (Hindawi) 
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PLoS ONE – quarterly 
publications 
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What PLoS ONE doesn’t do 

• Organize content 

• Assess content for impact 

• Publish opinion/commentary 
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Online, content can be 
enhanced and organized 

after publication 





(http://tiny.cc/ALM1) 











“The Dirty War Index (DWI) method has been 
adapted for use in NATO military environments to 
monitor civilian, woman and child casualties. This 
version of the DWI is called a ‘Civilian Battle 
Damage Assessment Ratio’ (CBDAR).  
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Next steps for article-level metrics 

 

 

 
 

• More data sources 

– F1000, Mendeley, media coverage, tweets 

• Impact that is hard to measure 

• Expert analysis and tools 

• Broader adoption 

– By publishers 

– By tenure committees, funders etc 
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The goals of PLoS Hubs 

 

 

 
 

• Aggregate open access content  
– Wherever it is published 

• Add value to content by connecting with 

data 

• Build communities around content 

Demonstrate the power 

of open access 









ITIS 

Flickr 

Wikipedia 

NCBI 

GBIF 
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Next steps for PLoS Hubs 

 

 

 
 

• Enhance and automate content 

enrichment 

• Develop Hubs community 

• Extend literature sources beyond 

PubMed Central 

• Make Hubs easy to replicate 
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Research communication 

Publication 

Research 

Submission 

Peer review 

R
e
je

c
ts

 
Funding 
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New models of research 
communication 

Open access 
Publication 

Research 

Submission 

Peer review R
e
je

c
ts

 
Funding 

Added value 
Post publication 
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Summary 

• Impact and technical assessment 
can be separated 

• Post-publication mechanisms can 
be used to enhance content 

• Research communication and 
research itself can both be 
accelerated 

 

 

 
 


