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#OxFOS23
Oxford Festival of Open Scholarship 2023 – 6th-17th March 2023

openaccess.ox.ac.uk/oxfos-23

Last day tomorrow – still time to book!
Wednesday 15th March

10:00-11:00 – The interplay between open scholarship and research integrity (Online, Public)

14:30-15:30 – Climate Research and Open Data at Oxford (Online, Public)

Recordings are also going up for previous events on the website (below)

10:00-11:30 – The Open Science Framework at Oxford (Online, Oxford SSO required)

10:00-12:00 – Play the ‘Publishing Trap’ board game (In person, Oxford SSO required)

12:00-13:00 – Research@Oxford (Online, Oxford SSO required)



Schedule

14:30-14:45 – Introduction (Sarah Humphreys)

14:45-14:55 – eLife (Fiona Hutton)

14:55-15:05 – F1000 (Kelly Woods)

15:05-15:10 – Brief comfort break

15:10-15:20 – H-Net (Neils Eichhorn, Jesse Draper)

15:20-15:30 – Peer CommunityIn (Denis Bourguet)

15:30-16:00 – Fireside chat and questions



Introduction – ‘Old school peer review’

Older than the printing press? 1

“a process of subjecting an author’s scholarly 
work, research or ideas to the scrutiny of others 
who are experts in the same field”3

“Memoirs sent by correspondence are distributed according to 
the subject matter to those members who are most versed in 
these matters. The report of their identity is not known to the 
author.” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society. 2



Modern peer review process

Peer Review

Passing peer review: 

1. Represents 
academic rigour 
from authors AND 
reviewers

2. Validates the 
research within 
the article

3. Allows journals a 
‘stamp of quality’ 
for publications



Tried but testy?
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New decade – new models



eLife's new publishing 
model

Dr Fiona G. Hutton
Head of Publishing
eLife



About eLife

•An unprecedented move by research funders to drive reform in research communication

•A non-profit established in 2012 led by researchers at all career stages

•Our annual funding budget is USD 3.5m

•Our mission is to accelerate discovery by operating a platform for research communication that 
encourages and recognises the most responsible behaviours
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The rise of preprints

Source: rXvist (https://rxivist.org/stats), Feb 2023

bioRxiv

medRxiv

https://rxivist.org/stats


elifesciences.org evolution of publishing 13

Preprints and the drawbacks of scientific 
publishing

Publishing can be slow: preprints offer immediate access to research

Publishing can be expensive: preprints are free to deposit and access

Publishing can be unreliable: can we make preprints reliable?



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

eLife’s move to preprint review 
From 2021 we started to exclusively review papers that had been posted as 
a preprint

We have also now posted public reviews and evaluations for more than 
2,200 preprints 

In January 2023 we launched our new model

14



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

eLife’s new model

15



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing 16

● We will publish all manuscripts with reviews and an eLife assessment on the 
eLife website (the Reviewed Preprint)

● eLife will no longer make accept/reject decisions after review

● Authors choose when to publish a version of record (these are the items that 
will be sent for indexing)

● Upfront Article Processing Charge (APC) of $2,000 charged, rather than 
previous $3,000

Key changes to the editorial and publishing process



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Submission

● We review only preprints: just send us a URL to your preprint and we’ll do the 

rest (end of March)

● Editors will send papers to peer review if they are confident we can produce 
high-quality reviews that will be of significant value to the community

17



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing 18

The new eLife model

The new model provides expert public 
review and assessment of preprints

This model promotes scientists’ 
evaluation based on what, not where, 
they publish

The end output of the new model 
(version of record) is equivalent to 
published articles under the old model



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Consultative Peer Review

● Each reviewer will submit a public review as well as private suggestions for 
authors.

● Editors and reviewers will consult to create a consensus eLife assessment using 
common vocabulary to briefly summarize the significance of the research and 
the strength of evidence supporting those conclusions.

● Authors will be able to correct any factual errors in the public reviews prior to 
them being published.

19



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Common Vocabulary

Significance of Findings Strength of Evidence

Landmark: Findings with profound implications and 
widespread influence, which are likely to be of broad interest.​

Exceptional: Exemplary use of existing and new methods that 
establishes new standards for a field.​

Fundamental: Findings that substantially advance understanding 
of important research questions.​

Compelling: High quality data and analyses, more rigorous than the 
current state-of-the-art.​

Important: Findings with theoretical or practical implications for 
multiple subfields.​

Convincing: Appropriate and validated methodology in line with 
current state-of-the-art, with good support for the claims.​

Valuable: Findings with theoretical or practical implications for a subfield.​ Solid: Uses appropriate methodology, with minor weaknesses.​

Useful: Findings with focused importance and scope.​ Incomplete: Methodology provides some support for the main claims 
with some limitations.​

None: For findings with no anticipated impact.​ Inadequate: Methodology does not provide support for the primary claims.​



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Reviewed Preprint

● Every paper reviewed by eLife will be made available on eLife’s website as a 
Reviewed Preprint.

● This will include the paper, the eLife assessment, the public reviews and (if 
provided) the authors’ response.

● All Reviewed Preprints will have a DOI and be citable.

21



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Reviewed Preprint 

22

eLife assessment: 
curation that sits 
under the Abstract
and communicates 
the editors' and 
reviewers' 
assessment of the 
impact and quality of 
the science with 
common vocabulary

Indication that the 
work was made 
available as a 
preprint and 
reviewed by eLife

Public peer reviews available 
within the eLife website

The article review history will 
be displayed average time 2-
3 months so far)



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Author Revision

● Authors can submit a revised version of their manuscript for re-review at any 
time following the first peer review.

● After re-review of the revised manuscript, a new Reviewed Preprint will be 
produced with updated reviews and eLife assessment. 
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elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

● At any time after a Reviewed Preprint is published, authors can declare it the 
Version of Record (VOR). Articles are no longer accepted/rejected.

● VOR declaration terminates the update process and triggers production of a 
typeset version that is sent for indexing in databases such as PubMed and Web 
of Science.

● The parent DOI for all versions up to and including the VOR remains consistent.

Version of Record

24



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Advantages of the new model for Authors

Restores control of publishing to authors​

Focuses attention on what authors have published​

Streamlines the process of peer review and publication, and gives certainty of process outcome​

Provides richer and more nuanced, yet still compact, assessments for readers and for use in hiring and funding​

Promote hiring and funding of scientists based on what, not where, they publish

Prioritizes research progress and quality of peer review over journal selectivity



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Public support

26

We have received strong support from 
eLife's funders as well as other funding 
bodies and research institutions to move 
to this model.



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

What is unique about eLife’s model?

• At eLife, an extensive board of scientists (>800) decide what preprints are peer reviewed and 
oversee/organise the peer review and assessment (curation) process.

• eLife produces a citable output, the Reviewed Preprint, that can be used in Research Assessment 
(as supported by funders)

• The eLife assessment is written by experts to reflect with a common vocabulary the strength of the 
data and the significance of the findings brings article-level curation. It is distinct from 
platforms/journals that use accept/ reject-like decisions 



elifesciences.org evolution of publishing

Thank you!



Information Classification: General

OxFOS: The future of peer review in 

academic publishing

F1000 introduction

Kelly Woods, Publisher



Information Classification: General

Contents

• F1000 introduction

• Open publishing model and open data

• Article types

• Publishing partners
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F1000 introduction



Information Classification: General
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Pre-prints
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Review
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Information Classification: General

▪ F1000Research - sound science title 

launched in 2013, showcasing open 

research publishing model

▪ ​​Backdrop of changing landscape in 

scholarly publishing

▪ Partnered with research 

organisations (including research 

funders) since 2016

▪ Joined the Taylor & Francis Group 

in 2020

Introducing F1000



Information Classification: General

Publishing model and open data



Information Classification: General

Our publishing model
Publish fast. Openly. Without restrictions.

Article 

submission

Publication & 

data deposition

Open peer review 

& user commenting
Article revision



Information Classification: General

Data sharing police features for replicability



Information Classification: General

Article types



Information Classification: General

Publishing content from across the research lifecycle

Linked together with funding, institution data, etc.



Information Classification: General

Partners in open



Information Classification: General

Publishing partners



Information Classification: General

Thank you

f1000.com

f1000research.com

guillaume.wright@f1000.com

http://www.f1000.com/


Short comfort break – 5 minutes



Neils Eichhorn & Jesse Draper - H-net















































Fireside discussion

Stefano asks: Are there valid alternatives to peer review?‘

How should peer reviewers be rewarded?

Should there be a unified ‘peer review’ model?

What does the future of peer review look like?

If peer review ‘isn’t enough’ what can be added?



Thank you for coming

openaccess.ox.ac.uk/oxfos-23

Slides and recording will be 
emailed after the event


