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Peer Review in General

Career steps

Assistant Professors start within a temporary position. The duration of this first contract depends

on the work history of the candidate. A candidate from outside Wageningen University will have, in
general, a temporary contract for 7 years. After that period, if the tenure tracker passes the assessment
procedures, he/she will be offered a permanent position. Usually this will be combined with promotion
to the next level, Associate Professor.

Due to the Dutch legislation, a candidate from inside Wageningen University
will be assessed for a permanent position within a maximum
period of four years, if possible combined with

the assessment for the next

career step.
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Tenure Track at WUR

4@ Online Manual

> My Area — User account and roles
> Participant Register — Register your
v Grants
> Applying for funding
v Selection — From evaluation to gi
Admissibility and eligibility chec
v Evaluation
Award criteria
Evaluation and evaluation res
Special procedures: Ethics reviey
» Grant preparation
Grant signature
Complaints about proposal reje
> Grant management
Procurement
Prizes

Financial instruments

v

Working as an expert

Help

/ Online Manual / Grants / Selection — From evaluation to grant signature
Evaluation

Special procedures Grant preparation Grant signature

Evaluation

Admissibility and eligibility check

Complaints about
proposal rejection

Evaluation

Award criteria Evaluation and evaluation results

Evaluation

Admissible and eligible proposals are sent on to evaluation by an independent evaluation committee.

For most programmes the evaluation committee (panel) is made up of EU staff from the Granting Authority and other services. They are often and assisted by outside
experts for individual evaluation and consensus group evaluation. For some programmes however (e.g. Horizon Europe), the committee is usually composed exclusively of
outside experts — for all stages of the evaluation process (no internal staff).

The evaluation committee wil also take position on the operational capacity of the consortium and individual participants to properly implement the tasks planned. This
assessment will be based on the competence and experience of the participants, including operational resources (human, technical and other) and is, for many programmes,
integrated into the award criteria.

Grant Proposal Evaluation
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Peer review, what and why?

articles for publication. Its ultimate purpose is to maintain the integrity of

Q Peer review is designed to assess the validity, quality and often the originality of
science by filtering out invalid or poor-quality articles (Willey Publisher).

In the field of academia, you write and submit your research articles for
]s publication, and you also review articles written by your academic peers. This is
a tough but rewarding duty as a researcher.
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What benefits you?

o . g . ) WHY DO RESEARCHERS CHOOSE TO
Critical thinking and quality comments PEER REVIEW?

It's part of my job as a researcher

41%
Do my fair share / reciprocate for reviews of my work
35%
Keep up-to-date with the latest research trends

33%

Validating your research skills

Voluntary service to my field / research community
33%
Ensure the quality & integrity
18%

Stand in the frontier of your research .

Develop personal reputation & career progression

14%
Improve my own writing skills
@ 14%
. Build relationships with journals / editors

More exposure to the journals and editors 129

®@ OO0

Global State of Peer Review 2018, web of science
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https://publons.com/community/gspr

A brief history of Peer Review

Google Books Ngram Viewer
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A Brief History of Peer Review
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» January 1665:
Journal des Scgavans, France
* March 1665:
Philosophical Transactions, England

(First Journals)
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Rudiment of Peer Review)

* Privilege;
* Avoid bias and incompetence;
» Gives the impression of a collective decision;

A fellow of the A meeting of

Society > the Royal
(communicator) f | Society
’
The Society’s Committee
officers of Papers

Figure 6.1 The formal editorial process for the Transactions in the late eighteenth
century, and the informal influence of the Society’s officers.

Robert Oppenheimer

* Cold war resulted flooded funding;

* English becomes international language;

* Entrepreneurial new entrants to journal
publishing: Robert Maxwell and subscription;

* Impact Factor: Eugene Garfield;

* Peer review in the systematized and
institutionalized form

* Ingelfinger rule 1969

Commercialization
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Opinions about peer review

FIG.6 — HOWRESEARCHERS REGARD PEER REVIEW PURPOSE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF PEER REVIEW

Improving the quality of the published paper
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Global State of Peer Review 2018, web of science
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Elsevier (2017) How researchers really feel about peer review. Inforgraphic
for Peer Review Week 2016
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https://publons.com/community/gspr

Opinions about peer review

FIG.6 — HOW RESEARCHERS REGARD PEER REVIEW
PURPOSE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF PEER REVIEW A
Q. peer review is
Improving the quality of the published paper
2015 G peer review is — Search with Google
IMPORTANT -
2009 -
L. L , Q. peer review is not always academic
Determining the originality of the manuscript
u 2015 D Q. peer review is not scientific
L /0 2009 o - )
Detecting fraud [FEEN revIew |5 not science
2015 ~ Q. peer review is an example of
2009
Determining importance of the findings Q. peer review is which process
0 Q. peer review is important
EXTREMELY 2009
IMPORTANT i o
Detecting plagiarism Q. peer review is fake
2015 [ INRTCD
o 2009 Q. peer review is scientific
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Comments received during peer review

[14 -
@ oot - 10 mo. 20 The title appears to me to be “Ts this a joke‘?”
Was told my first, first author phd work had ‘no physiological relevance’ . Rejected after a Cthbalt’ and’ as usual for —.

round of ‘minol
— w Temitope - Follow
] Lecturer- Assistant Professor at University of Bristol (2022-present) - 6mo

= Oycla - 10 mo. ago - edited 1{

=y

. . i i ‘ended that the authors
Thadasimilar experience  Almost 7 years! Did a Ph.D. and had a baby in that time. No idea what happened. 4y had a reasonable

epted to a serious

— while the reviewer's sp

poor English, butwhentt the date on the paper here:

before/after equations. . . .
Risk analysis versus risk governance: the case study of the
Ebola Virus Disease

[deleted] - 10 mo. agd Temitope Tunbi Onifade &
Pages 625-647 | Received 15 Aug 2016, Accepted 20 Mar 2023, Published online: 04 May 2023

“This paper is only of this paper -
& Cite this article https://doi-org.ezproxy.library.wur.nl/10.1080/13669877.2023.2204859 | Sheck for updates >st hopelessly

insignificant.”

* Concept ABC should be shown as a diagram, it makes no sense to have it as text only”
(there was a huge diagram of ABC on the following page) '

Another one: “The |
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Peer Review-Detecting Plagiarism

materialstoday:
PROCEEDINGS

Volume 92, Part 1, 2023, Pages 309-313

Experimental study of solar PV/T panel to
increase the energy conversion efficiency by
air cooling

Malagouda Patil , Alur Sidramappa , Sunil Kumar Shetty ® © &, Ajit M. Hebbale ®

™

¢ Mechanical Engineering Department, Angadi Institute of Technology &Management,
Belagavi 590009, Karnataka, India

b Nitte (Deemed to be University), NMAM Institute of Technology (NMAMIT), Department of
Mechanical Engineering, Nitte, Karnataka 574110, India

¢ Mechanical Engineering Department, 5. G. Balekundri Institute of Technology, Belagavi

590010, Karnataka, India

Available online 15 May 2023, Version of Recaord 28 November 2023.

future development are discussed. The aim of this work is to provide suggestions and
open new horizons in this research field, allowing for in-depth and broad exploration
[18], [19], [20], [21], [22], 23], [24], [25].

Regenerate response

2. Experimental study

The experimental setup was designed to investigation the electrical performance of the
PV system. The Luminous brand mono-crystalline Silicon solar panel was used in this
experiment. The electrical and physical characteristics of the penal was described in the
Table 1.

Surfaces and Interfaces
Volume 46, March 2024, 104081

ELSEVIER

The three-dimensional porous mesh
structure of Cu-based metal-organic-
framework - aramid cellulose separator
enhances the electrochemical performance
of lithium metal anode batteries

Manshu Zhang ° Y, Liming Wu ® !, Tao Yang ", Bing Zhu °, Yangai Liu ° L=

Beijing Key Laboratory of Materials Utilization of Nonmetallic Minerals and Solid Wastes,
National Laboratory of Mineral Materials, School of Materials Science and Technology,
China University of Geosciences, Beijingl00083, China

® College of Materials & Environmental Engineering, Hangzhou Dianzi University, Hangzhou

310036, China

Received 8 November 2023, Revised 29 January 2024, Accepted 16 February 2024, Available online
17 February 2024, Version of Record 21 February 2024,

1. Introduction

Certainly, here is a possible introduction for your topic:Lithium-metal batteries are
promising candidates for high-energy-density rechargeable batteries due to their low

WAGENINGEN

UNIVERSITY & RESEARCH

electrode potentials and high theoretical capacities [1], [2]. However, during the cycle,
dendrites forming on the lithium metal anode can cause a short circuit, which can affect
the safety and life of the battery [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9]. Therefore, researchers are
indeed focusing on various aspects such as negative electrode structure [10], electrolyte
additives [11], [12], SEI film construction [13], [14], and collector modification [15] to

Journal of Cardiothoracic and Vascular JCVA

Anesthesia
Available online 24 February 2024
In Press, Journal Pre-proof @ What's this?

ELSEVIER

2023 Clinical Updates in Liver
Transplantation

Chantal C. Mercier Laporte M.D. FRCPC. FASE (Assistant Professor),
Brittany Brown M.D. (Assistant Professor), Trevor J. Wilke MD (Assistant Professor)
Cale A. Kassel MD, FASA (Associate Professor) .2, &

Show more v

+ Addto Mendeley < Share 33 Cite

hitps://doi.org/10.1053/}jvca.2024.02.029 Get rights and content

Liver transplantation continues to provide life-saving treatment for patients with end-stage
liver disease. Advances in the field of transplant anesthesiology continue to support the care

of more complex patients. The use of ext membrane oxygenation has been

described in critical care settings and cardiac surgery but may be a valuable option for

specific conditions for patients undergoing liver tr: ation. Changes to the

process for liver grafts now focus on acuity circles to reduce regional disparities. As the
number of life-saving transplant surgeries increases, so does the need for specialty
knowledge in the anesthetic considerations of these procedures. The specialty of transplant

anesthesiology continues to grow and develop to meet the demands of complex patients and

the inereased number of P Liver t tion can be a resource-
demanding procedure and predicting the need for massive transfusion can aid in planning

and preparing for significant blood loss.

Introduction

The field of transplant anesthesiology continues to develop and evelve. As anesthesiologists
caring for patients undergoing liver transplantation (LT), there are many unique and
challenging aspects to consider. As with previous editions, the authors selected topics of
interest to transplant anesthesiologists. While the use of extracorporeal membrane
oxygenation has been described in cardiac surgery and critical care settings its usein LT is a
growing area of interest. Recent regulatory changes updated the allocation policy that aims
to reduce geographic disparities, and this will impact providers across the country. The use
of dedicated teams for LT can provide clinical benefits to patients. As such, there is growing
interest to better define how we train and educate transplant anesthesiologists. Finally, new
strategies are being developed to predict the need for massixe ion in [T and help
"m sorry, but I don't have the

prepare centers for the maj

document you're referring to. If you provide me with the document, I can certainly assist you

with checking its grammar.

ECMO in Liver Transplantation

Found during the proofreading,
has now being corrected.

14



Forms of peer review

Single-blind review: author doesn’t know reviewer. x

Author

Double-blind review: author doesn’t know reviewer and vice
versa.

;

A
>

Author

;

Open peer review: author and reviewers are aware of each

X =

Yo

<]

)
Reviewer

\ 4

]

[X] &=

Yo
S

Reviewer

v

other’s identity

Eg’

A

Author

M =

00O
S
Reviewer

For a comparison, read https://www.enago.com/academy/double-
blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
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https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/

Single-blind review

Single-blind review: author doesn’t know reviewer. x > %]

==| [7]- So2

Author Reviewer

For a comparison, read https://www.enago.com/academy/double-
blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
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https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/

Single-blind review: Pros vs Cons

® The reviewer can be totally honest with their ® Not transparent (how does reviewers being
thoughts on the paper as they will remain selected)
anonymous throughout the process ® Bias of conscious and unconscious towards

someone (rival) or topic (competitive),

® Some reviewers may use their anonymity to
write reviews that are rushed, rude, or unfair.
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Double-blind review

Double-blind review: author doesn’t know reviewer and vice ‘ %]
versa. —
— A O0nO
%_—- ) TR
Author Reviewer

For a comparison, read https://www.enago.com/academy/double-
blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
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https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/

Double-blind review: Pros vs Cons

Less risk of conscious or unconscious bias ® It’s not possible to guarantee the anonymity of
from either the reviewer, or the author the author. For example, if the reviewer was

“That it is fundamentally unfair for authors to be exposed to the
judgment of someone acting behind the screen of anonymity.”

---------- Pros and cons of open peer review. Nat Neurosci 2, 197-198 (1999). https://doi.org/10.1038/6295
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https://doi.org/10.1038/6295

Reviews of the peer review process in journals

Submit a Support @ My (Q Search ¥
SciRev

Analyses  All
us

@
reviews review

sClreu ™’

Review the scientific review process and

find an efficient journal to publish your work in

Q. Search for a journal or discipline...

SciRev - Review the scientific review process
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About us v

scirev

Science of the Total Environment

Journal info (provided by editor) 7

% accepted last year % immediately rejected last year

n/a n/a
Articles published last year Manuscripts received last year
n/a n/a
Open access status Manuscript handling fee
n/a n/a

Impact factors (provided by editor)
Two-year impact factor Five-year impact factor
n/a n/a

Duration of manuscript handling phases

Duration first review round

1.3 months

Decision time immediate rejection

7 days

Difficulty of reviewer comments

3.1 /5.0 (moderate)

Analyses  Allreviews Submit a review Support us

@ My SciRg

Show reviews [  Review t

Tot. handling time acc. manuscripts

1.8 months

Average number of review rounds

2.0 rounds

Average number of review reports

2.4 reports

=
=i

Characteristics of peer review process

Quality of review reports

3.9/5.0

Overall rating manuscript handling

4.2/5.0
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https://scirev.org/

Open Peer Review

Open peer review: author and reviewers are aware of each

M=

other’s identity xl—:m 4 (O\ %
Author Reviewer

For a comparison, read https://www.enago.com/academy/double-
blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
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https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/
https://www.enago.com/academy/double-blind-peer-review-for-better-or-for-worse/

Open Peer Review Levels & o- 2=

Author Reviewer

a Open invitation review

Depends on the openness

a Open disclosure peer review
Open identity /
Attributed peer review

Anyone can contribute to the
peer review process. This
becomes a continuous process,

This means that the substance of
the reviews, that is the reviews
and comments themselves, are

With open-identity the

. , even after publication. This has
reviewer’s names are part of the

this most impact in a rapidly
evolving area.

publicly available.

It has also been called public
peer review or transparent peer
review.

record of publication and can be
considered when evaluating the
work.
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What is Preprint

Choose Journal Reaudl Manuscript prep. B 4—
I (Re-submit)
Rejected «~— B HTOVEINN 1S

Invite Reviewers l

Publish

a

Revisions received

Peer Review

Collect reviews l

Editorial Decision
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What is Preprint

Manuscript prep.
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Preprint:
Publication of a manuscript in an online repository that is immediate
available and without peer-review.
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Open Peer Review - EGU journals

Hydrology and Earth System Sciences

Referees | ol  lliiiiiiiiiiiIIIIIIIIIIIIIITT
— || = | Referee
—_ || = | comments
.2 4 — —||= EE
Author — Editor ——|=_ —|| = [+«—+— Author «——— Editor
t 3 | L [= At t 8
: Preprint comments

Short comments

1st stage 2nd stage

( d is Eus Si u n ; : (j ﬂ u r n a I ] Fi na [ An interactive open-access journal of the European Geosciences Union
forum) l T 5} T l revised _
paper Eum= (@ Sopomices Tublcatone

Scientific community
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https://www.hydrology-and-earth-system-sciences.net/peer_review/interactive_review_process.html

PLOS lournals since May 2019 option to open the review

Reviewers
decide whether
to sign their review

Final journal checks

Initial journal checks and production

Manuscript submitted Peer review Article
published payiew
history
Author decides published

Author opts-in to
post a preprint*

whether to publish
review history

Preprint posted

* Preprint not offered for PLOS Medicine
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Growth of open peer review journals by discipline

Examples of publishers offering Open Peer

ReVI ew From: Open peer review: promoting transparency in open science
650
600
® BioMed Central , sso —+—Humanities
< s00 ~#—Medical and Health Sciences
®* BMJ Group 3 450 —+—Multidisciplinary
w Natural Sciences

o 400
° . ! :
rni li —+—Soci i
Copernicus Pub Cﬁggd 1S Social Sciences

25 —~e—Technology
® European Moleculgr Biolo B\ All Disciplines

Organization (EM @iﬁ
=2

. = 150
® Frontiers -
1
® Nature Research _
0
2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019

YEAR

Growth of OPR journals by discipline groups

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11192-020-03488-4
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https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11192-020-03488-4
https://www.biomedcentral.com/about/advancing-peer-review
https://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-reviewers
https://publications.copernicus.org/services/public_peer_review.html
https://www.embo.org/policy/open-science/
https://www.embo.org/policy/open-science/
https://www.frontiersin.org/about/peer-review
https://www.nature.com/nature-portfolio/editorial-policies/peer-review#the-review-process

What is Preprint

Choose Journal Eemmdl Manuscript prep. E

Preprint:
Publication of a manuscript in an online repository that is immediate
available and without peer-review.

PrePrint
Server
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Peer Review for Preprint

Peercommunityin.org

Review of preprints by a community of recommenders.

 The recommendation itself can be cited.

 The recommended pre-print can be cited
as “Peer reviewed”.

* The author can submit their work to
traditional scientific journal for
publication.
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_REPOSITORY

data + script + code |

author deposits their manuscript,
data and code

PREPRINT server

LA

[[B

version 1

version 2

[l
Q)

Recommended article

versionn

o0 § O
author submits PCI Invited Reviewers Recommendation
the DOIWURL Recommender il tahl
Peer Review
Not considered Rejected
29


https://peercommunityin.org/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4PZhpnc8wwo

Peer Review for

“ bioRyiv

THE PREPRINT SERVER FOR BIOLOGY

bioRxiv/medRxiv TRiP Review Activity

217 Reviews — All Partners — Ecology

Most recent first Page I: Articles I-10 | Next ©

Ivermectin resistance in dung beetles exposed for multiple generations
Tokman, D. G., Torres,A.A., Baena-Diaz, F, Bustos, C., Martinez M, I.
10.1101/2023.05.08.539900 — Posted: 2023-05-10 — Discussion: 2024-03-04  Peer Community In

A note on predator prey dynamics in radiocarbon datasets
Marom, N.,Wolkowski, U.
10.1101/2023.11.12.566733 — Posted: 2023-11-15 — Discussion: 2024-03-02  Peer Community In

Cities as parasitic burden? Malaria prevalence and diversity along an urbanization gradient in
great tits
Caizergues,A. E., Robira, B,, Perrier, C., Jeanneau, M., Berthomieu, A, Perret, S., Gandon, S., Charmantier, A,

10.1101/2023.05.03.539263 — Posted: 2023-05-03 — Discussion: 2024-03-01  Peer Community In

Intra and interspecific diversity in a tropical plant clade alter herbivory and ecosystem
resilience
Grele,A., Massad, T. J., Uckele, K.A,, Dyer, L., Antonini,Y., Braga, L., Forister; M. L., Sulca-Garro, L., Kato, M.,
Lopez, H. G., Nascimento, A. R,, Parchman, T,, Simbana, W. R., Smilanich, A. M., Stireman, . O., Tepe, E. |, Walla, T,
Richards, L.A.

10.1101/2023.03.05.531210 — Posted: 2023-03-07 — Discussion: 2024-02-26  eLife

Preprint

HOME | ABOUT | SUBMIT| NEWS & NOTES | ALERTS /RSS

| CHANNELS

Evaluation Sources

Show All Partners

ASAPbio crowd review

Biophysics Colab
elife
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Gigabyte
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Low potential of arthropod species to aquire resistance
to invermectin drug could induce a risk of extinction in
contaminated pastures

Christian Mougin ~ based on reviews by Marcel Amichot and 2 anonymous reviewers

A recommendation of:
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Ivermectin resistance in dung beetles exposed for multiple
generations

Daniel Gonzalez Tokman, Antonio Arellano Torres, Fernanda Baena-Diaz, Carlos Bustos, Imelda Martinez M
(2024), bioRxiv, ver.3, peer-reviewed and by PCI Ecotoxicology and Chemistry
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Open Peer Review: Pros vs Cons

® Allowing other researchers to benefit from the ® Referees for authors who hold power and
feedback, arguments, and references influence;

® Making it clear to readers which parts of a ® Quarrelsome or vindictive peers comments
manuscript have been scrutinized ® Opportunities of nepotism as prominent authors

® Prompt referees to be more careful and receive preferential treatment;
thoughtful o

Reciprocate favours over time;

* Enhancing peer review training ® |imit the candidates pool and lead to more bland,

® Open review receives a DOl and can lead to timid reviews.
higher impact of researcher.

® Fairly exposure
® Avoid hostile comments
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Post Publication Review

PubPeer enables scientists to {
start a conversation anonymo

tions and provide feedback and/or

PUBPEER

The online Journal club

Neural Networks

Volume 37, January 2013, Pages 1-47

Adaptive Resonance Theory: How a brain
learns to consciously attend, learn, and
recognize a changing world ¢

advanced search

ubMed ID, or

Dedicated to Gail Carpenter in appreciation of her many fundamental contributions to Adaptive Resonance Theory
Stephen Grossberg 8 = @
Show more

+ Add to Mendeley =5 Share 99 Cite

* Comment on published pa ay be anonymous

https:/fdoi.org/10.101&/j.neunet.2012.05.017

e All comments in searchable ments available at journal websites

e Authors get notified when
PubPeer

The PubPeer Foundation

7 3 3w W (0) | 7.000+ Users | Search tools
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Predatory journals

What are they?

How do I know if a journal is predatory?

Fake editorial boards (are they credible

No language editing/poor English
Quality of the articles
https://predatoryreports.org/home

In short, predatory journals & conferences are scams. They take your work for a fee, "review" it,
and then publish it to one of their issues. The problem is that there is no real review process.
They take your pdf and money and throw it on a site.

scientists?)

Very quick/consistent period from submission to acceptance (no date for revision!)

blog: watch out for predatory publishers

Think Check Submit
or ask the library

©® N AW -
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Received October 15, 2013; Accepted October 16, 2013; Published October 25,
2013
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Use of Gen. Al in Peer Review

CREATE AN IMAGE

PLAY THE VIDED PLEASE

MAKE A VIDED ABOUT...

4
& -

< J/
/“:

Image by Pro_Vector / shutterstock.com
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Use of Gen. Al in Peer Review

Peer review of project applications, manuscripts and policy documents

We strongly advise against entering a project application, manuscript or policy
document as a reviewer in ChatGPT or similar 'non-privacy-friendly' platforms,
for example to get a summary and then review it, as important aspects in the
application could be missed which could make the review inaccurate. In
addition, such documents are confidential.

WUR: Policy paper on the use of generative Artificial Intelligence tools in PhD research
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https://intranet.wur.nl/Project/GenerativeArtificialIntelligenceAIatWUR/Documents?path=%2FResearch&preview=SUlblWgJkEmNRgA89Y-UaA

Create an ORCID

SIGN IN/REGISTER

Search... n

SIGN IN

English v

Connecting research and researchers

ABOUT FOR RESEARCHERS MEMBERSHIP DOCUMENTATION RESOURCES NEWS & EVENTS

Distinguish yourself in three easy steps

ORCID provides a persistent digital identifier (an ORCID iD) that you own and control, and that distinguishes you from every other researcher. You can connect your iD
with your professional information — affiliations, grants, publications, peer review, and more. You can use your iD to share your information with other systems,

ensuring you get recognition for all your contributions, saving you time and hassle, and reducing the risk of errors.

FIND OUT MORE ABOUT OUR MISSION AND VALUES

USE YOUR ORCID ID SHARE YOUR ORCID iD

Use your iD, when prompted, in systems and
platforms from grant application to manuscript
submission and beyond, to ensure you get credit for
your contributions.

REGISTER

Get your unique ORCID identifier. It's free and only
takes a minute, so register now!

The more information connected to your ORCID
record, the more you'll benefit from sharing your iD
- so give the organizations you trust permission to
update your record as well as adding your
affiliations, emails, other names you're known by,
and more.

Connecting research and researchers

https://orcid.org/
0000-0002-5998-4652
Other IDs >

ResearcherID: K-2799-2012
Loop profile: 263599

SIGN IN/REGISTER

Search...

e Is this you? Sign in to start editing

Published name

Ken E Giller

Name
Ken Giller

Activities

v Peer review (92 reviews for 40 publications/grants)

v Review activity for Acta agriculturze Scandinavica. (1)

journal, Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica - Section B Soil and Plant Science
ISSN: 1651-1913

Review date: 2022 Type: review Role: reviewer Show more detail

Source: Web of Science Researcher Profile Sync

> Review activity for Agriculture & food security (1)

> Review activity for Agriculture, ecosystems & environment. (1)

> Review activity for Agroforestry Systems (1)

English v

& Printable version

Expand all

View
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Some resources

®  Nice quiz about peer review

® A good read about peer review for early career scientists

®  Another good read about peer review

®  History of Journal Peer Review: https://vimeo.com/216091379

® 12 Tips to Critically Review a Research Paper:
https://publons.com/blog/how-to-critically-evaluate-a-manuscript-12-questions-you-should-always-ask-yourself/

®  https://blogs.]se.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2019/06/12 /peer-review-is-not-just-quality-control-it-is-part-of-the-social-infrastructure-
of-research/

B Elsevier's reviewers home: http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers

®  Elsevier Researcher Academy: https://researcheracademy.elsevier.com/learn

®  British Ecological Society
https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Guide-to-Peer-Review.pdf

®  Wiley Author Services:
https://authorservices.wiley.com/Reviewers /journal-reviewers/index.html

®  Bourne & Korngreen, 2006. Ten simple rules for reviewers. Plos Computational Biology, 2(9):e110. doi: 10.1371 /journal.pcbi.0020110

®  blog post about Publons: https://weblog.wur.eu/openscience/rewarding-your-peer-review-and-editorial-contributions-publons/

" blog postabout Open Peer review (2022): https://weblog.wur.eu/openscience/open-peer-review/

®  University of Manchester Library, My Research Essentials: Peer review. You can take the course here:
https://www.escholar.manchester.ac.uk/learning-objects/mre/peer-review/story html5.html

WAGENINGEN

UNIVERSITY & RESEARCH



https://knowledgee.typeform.com/to/HfUcZC0H?typeform-source=peerreviewweek.wordpress.com
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/bjpsych-advances/article/peer-reviewing-made-easier-your-questions-answered/883AEFD3907F0DAE49C7214C468E48FA/share/772c87ff4a736b99cb1f03b29f542eb0d7fa4eab
https://senseaboutscience.org/activities/peer-review-the-nuts-and-bolts/
https://vimeo.com/216091379
https://publons.com/blog/how-to-critically-evaluate-a-manuscript-12-questions-you-should-always-ask-yourself/
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2019/06/12/peer-review-is-not-just-quality-control-it-is-part-of-the-social-infrastructure-of-research/
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2019/06/12/peer-review-is-not-just-quality-control-it-is-part-of-the-social-infrastructure-of-research/
http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers
https://researcheracademy.elsevier.com/learn
https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Guide-to-Peer-Review.pdf
https://authorservices.wiley.com/Reviewers/journal-reviewers/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.0020110
https://weblog.wur.eu/openscience/rewarding-your-peer-review-and-editorial-contributions-publons/
https://weblog.wur.eu/openscience/open-peer-review/
https://www.escholar.manchester.ac.uk/learning-objects/mre/peer-review/story_html5.html

Thank you!

o] Gebouw 102
51 Droevendaalsesteeg 2
6708 PB Wageningen
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Library |
Wageningen University and Research

www.wur.nl/Library

WUR Library Search Databases & Collections | Google Scholar | Research@WUR

Search for articles, books, journals and more.

Enter a title, author or subject

> How to use WUR Library Search

Using the Library Special Collections Copyright Information

2] Fanrong Meng

Information Specialist, WUR Library DA fanrong.meng@wurnl
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http://www.wur.nl/Library

II. How to Review
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