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Why Use Peer Reviews?
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Traditional Peer Review Flawed?
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Opening up Peer Review

Ross-Hellauer, T. (2017) “What is open peer review? A systematic review“

OPR



Detail OPR Features (1)
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Detail OPR Features (2)
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– Publicize content / pre-print version before review
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Meet H2020 Project OpenUP
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Testing OPR Aspects: Two Venues

•

–

–

–

–

•

– Health Informatics meets eHealth

– Improve the quality and efficiency of health 
care 

– About 300 participants



Setup 1:  EMVA Forum

•

–

–

•

– Each program committee member got ten votes

– Each conference attendee gets four votes

–

–

•

–



Preparations:  eHealth2018

•

– Fear of loosing reviewer’s trust

– Fear of loosing publisher for proceedings

•

– Small subset of participants (15 expected, six 
received)

– Students at the start of scientific career

– Selected reviewers interested in OPR

– Proceedings publisher was asked: no problems with 
the new process



Setup 2:  eHealth2018

•

– Single-Blind [with a twist ;) ] 

– Program chair appointed expert reviewers

•

– Remain in the competition (reveals content & 
identities)

– Withdraw submission (no disclosures)

•

– Each author was assigned to do two lay-man 
reviews of his competitors

– All previous and new discussions & identities 
visible to all participants of the competition

•



The Right Tool for the Job: CMS

•

– Submission

– Review assignment

– Review viewing and editing

– Rebuttal / multiple rounds of reviewing

– Voting / decision process

– Decision publication

– Gather final version 

•



Supporting OPR in CMS

•

– Novel concepts of pilots not present

– Closed-source / commercial software not 
changeable

•

– Initial SotA study for existing open source CMS

– We chose HotCRP: 

• many features implemented

• relative easy to modify

• active community

• BSD-like license

– All needed concepts for both pilots were added



Feedback EMVA (19 of 22)

•

– Clearness of execution and implementation/CMS 
interface: 94% strongly agree

– Acceptance of OPR (review phase): 100% strongly agree

– Acceptance of OPR (voting phase): 88% strongly agree

– Overall acceptance of OPR approach, would support 
again: 94% strongly agree

•

– Open identity skewed feedback towards too much 
positivity: 69% agreed



Feedback eHealth2018 (6 of 15)

•

– Clearness of execution and implementation/CMS 
interface: 83% agree

– Acceptance of OPR (lay-man reviews): 50% strongly agree

– Acceptance of OPR (open identity): 67% strongly agree

– Overall acceptance of OPR approach, would support again: 
83% strongly agree

•

– Open identity skewed feedback towards too much 
positivity: 17% agreed



Qualitative Feedback

•

– Less effort (one paragraph vs. full reviews)

– Include all authors in the voting

•

– Whitewashed reviews due to non-anonymity

– Backlash for critical reviews

– Lay-man review could make the reviewer 
look bad

– Lay-man review offers too little value for the 
time invested



Summary & Outlook
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Thank You!

Open Source Release 
of our OPR CMS branch:

https://github.com/mthz/hotcrp

Contact: oliver.zendel@ait.ac.at
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