








Streamlining the reviewer selection process

“Editors are searching, not just for available
reviewers, but more for those with the right
expertise to review the particular papers at
hand,” van Wezenbeek explains. “That means
scientists in that particular field of study,
with knowledge and expertise in the subject
matter. That search can be long and difficult.”
To lighten the workload, Egbert van Wezen-
beek and his team are exploring ways to
simplify and streamline the reviewer search
process, including ways to create a search tool
specifically designed for identifying suitable
reviewers for a particular paper and inviting
them to review. This tool will also help ex-
pand the pool of reviewers and help find new
reliable reviewers that are beyond the current
network of the editors.

“We are trying to reduce the number of
steps to arrive at accurate reviewer search
results,” van Wezenbeek continues. “We need
the wealth of information that a system like
Scopus provides, and combine this with the
ease of use and efliciency of EES, our online
editorial and peer review system.”

One possibility is to add a specially designed
search tool to EES itself which editors can
use. By extending the scope of EES to in-
clude reviewer finding and selection, the re-
viewers can benefit from a more streamlined
process and Editors will be able to increase
their lists of qualified reviewers.

“A reviewer finding tool also opens the door
to discussions on additional functionality,”
van Wezenbeek says. “For example, if we can
track the number of papers that each scientist
is currently reviewing, we can avoid multiple
requests to one reviewer, while others have
very few. Authors benefit from this: a higher
acceptance to review rate will expedite the
peer review process. Finally, the possibility to
track a scientist’s reviewing history could also
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prove to be helpful.”

Van Wezenbeek says that although the proj-
ect is in the initial phase, it is considered a
high priority in the department especially as
it has been clearly indicated by both review-
ers and editors that this part of the review
process would benefit from improvements.

Protecting and enhancing the peer review
process Crosscheck

Another initiative currently being piloted by
a group of journal editors is that of Cross-
Check which includes a plagiarism detec-
tion tool called iThenticate which is used to
identify possible cases of plagiarism after a
manuscript has been submitted.
CrossCheck is an initiative started by Cross-
Ref* in June 2008 that uses iThenticate origi-
nality detection software. This software tool,
iThenticate (which comes from the same
creators as Turnitin), compares manuscripts
with both a web repository and with the
CrossCheck database, to detect text similari-
ties which may indicate plagiarism.
CrossCheck’s database contains approximate-
ly 22 million articles, including all Elsevier-
published articles,(which number almost

9 million), as well as peer reviewed articles
from other scientific publishers such as IOD,
Nature and Oxford University Press.

Technical Screening

“There are things editors can do, both before
and after the review process, to help maintain
reviewer satisfaction,” van Wezenbeek contin-
ues. “Through technical screening and an ini-
tial editorial review, many journals are able to
greatly reduce the number of papers to enter
the peer review process that do not meet up
to the basic scientific, style or subject matter
standards of the journal.” Technical screening
involves the initial screening of submitted

»

manuscripts purely on the basis of technical
standards, to evaluate whether they are suit-
able for passing through into the formal peer
review process. Manuscripts which do not
meet this set of minimum technical standards
are first returned to the submitting author(s)
with a check-list of missing or insufficient
items. The author(s) is given the opportunity
to resubmit after attending to these technical
insufficiencies.

Continuing to recognise the valuable work
done by Reviewers Elsevier also offers ways
to recognise, and even reward, reviewers. This
begins with 30-day access to Scopus and
Science Direct to all reviewers.

“The key is to provide our editors and
reviewers with as many tools and resources
possible to ensure that the best reviewers are
motivated to review again and remain loyal
to the journal(s) that they are working with.
We are working towards improvements at ev-
ery step in the process to make that happen.”

* CrossRef is a not-for-profit membership
association founded and directed by publish-
ers which provides reference linking services
http:/[www.crossref.org

For further information:

CrossCheck:

heep://www.crossref.org/crosscheck.html

iThenticate originality detection software:
hetp://www.ithenticate.com/

Ref: Adapted from Toni Bellanca, Targeting
relevant reviewers, Elsevier Editors’ Update, Issue
27, August 2009, for publication in Reviewers’
Update, Issue 3”
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How can Scopus help

the peer review process?

Scopus is the largest abstract and citation da-
tabase of research literature and quality web
sources. It is designed to find the information
scientists need. Quick, easy and comprehen-
sive, Scopus provides superior support of the
literature research process.

To help editors and reviewers with the peer
review process, Elsevier provides access to
Scopus through EES our online submission
and peer review system. Scopus is integrated
directly into EES, eliminating the need to
toggle between systems. Via EES, editors
receive Scopus access for the duration of their
editorship, and each reviewer who accepts a
reviewer invitation receives 30 days access to
Scopus. Here are some of the ways in which
Scopus, via EES, can help with the review
process:
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1. Scopus Author Search - find out what
an author has previously published by using
the Scopus Author Search quick link in the
EES menu. This provides instant access links
to the author’s abstracts and fulltext articles
(when available).

2. Use the h-index* - find out what the
author’s overall impact and research per-
formance is by visiting the author’s detail
page in Scopus to view the author’s h-index.
Editors can also use the h-index to evaluate
potential reviewers.

3. Subject Matter Search - who is the best
person to review this paper? By performing a
subject matter search in Scopus, editors can
easily identify the most highly cited publica-
tions in the field and invite the top research-
ers in the field to review. This expands an
editor’s reviewer bank beyond her or his own
connections or author recommendations and
avoids inviting unsuitable reviewers.

4. Scopus RefWorks - can be used by the
reviewer to quickly build and include, along
with the reviewer’s comments, a recom-
mended bibliography list for the author to

consider.

5. Cross Ref — Reference Linking

provides easy and fast access to the informa-
tion reviewers need to complete a manuscript
review. Reviewers are brought to the abstracts
of those articles (in Scopus) by clicking on
the hyperlinks listed alongside the referenced

articles.

For further information:

g EI SEVIER

Learn more about how Elsevier helps support
the journal publishing process. Sign up to
receive our TrainingDesk Newsletter which
includes information about upcoming training
sessions: http://www.trainingdesk.elsevier.com/

Ref adapted from Susanah Megow,
(2009, January).

TrainingDesk Flash: How can Scopus help the
peer-review process? Library Connect Newsletter,
7:1 for publication in Reviewers' Update, Issue 3

* The h-index is a contemporary metric to qualify
the impact and quantity of an individual’s research
performance.
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