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Joining MiRoR project

• PhD Fellow from March 2017

• Original scheduled project on manuscript quality

• New project on review report quality
– more focused and manageable study topic

– peer review report: fundamental element of peer review process
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“Measurement is the first step that leads to control and 
eventually to improvement. 

If you can’t measure something, you can’t understand it. 
If you can’t understand it, you can’t control it. 
If you can’t control it, you can’t improve it.”

H. James Harrington



Criticism 
of the peer review process

• Peer review
➢Defined as “evaluation of scientific, academic, or professional work 

by others working in the same field” 1

➢Aged and established process 2

➢ Its efficacy is still a topic of controversy 3

• Peer Reviewers
➢Assisting editorial decisions

➢Helping to improve the quality of a manuscript
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1 Oxford Dictionaries. Peer review definition [Internet]. Available from: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/peer_review
2 Jefferson T, Alderson P, Wager E, Davidoff F. Effects of Editorial Peer Review. JAMA J Am Med Assoc. 2002;287(21):2784–6. 
3 Smith R. Peer review: a flawed process at the heart of science and journals. J R Soc Med. 2006;99:178–82. 

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/peer_review


Criticism 
of the peer review process

• No formal training4

➢ 72% (n=1479) respondents strongly/somewhat agree that some
training should be required for peer reviewers 5

• Unable to detect 6:
a) misconduct
b) plagiarism
c) fraud

• Variation within and between journals 7

7

4Smith, J R Soc Med, 2006
5Peer Review Evaluation (PRE) Report, 2016
6Moore, Br J Gen Pract, 2014
7Moore, Br J Gen Pract, 2014; Marusic, Croat Med J, 2002; Gasparyan, CMJ, 2012



Measuring the quality 
of a peer review report

• Heterogeneity of instruments 8

• Lack of consensus on which outcomes and criteria are more appropriate 9

• Lack of a validated standard instrument for assessing the quality of a 
review

To offer a comprehensive approach for measuring the quality of peer review 
report

8

8 Moore, Br J Gen Pract, 2014; Van Rooyen, J Clin Epidemiol, 1999; Henly, Nurs Outlook, 2007; Thompson, Learn Publ, 2016
9 Jefferson, JAMA J Am Med Assoc, 2002



Objectives

➢Objective 1: To identify tools used to assess the quality of peer review
reports.

➢Objective 2: To describe the practices and to understand the perspectives of
editors toward the quality of peer review reports.

➢Objective 3: To develop a checklist of items to measure the quality of peer
review reports.
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Structure and methodology
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Project 1. Methodological systematic review
• Search strategies: 

➢ MEDLINE (via PubMed), EMBASE and The Cochrane Library
(last search: October 27, 2017)
➢ Search further refined with the help of an expert methodologist from

Iberoamerican Cochrane Centre
➢ Hand search citation lists of the included studies
➢ Consult with an expert editor from BioMed Central

• Inclusion criteria:
➢ Articles, book chapters, methodological handbook, editorials, research

letters and webpages in English describing tools used to assess peer
review report quality.

➢ Studies using tools to assess peer review report quality as outcome
criteria to evaluate an intervention on editors or reviewers

• Exclusion criteria
➢ Comments
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Project 1. Methodological systematic review

• Screening:
➢All articles retrieved were imported into Endnote X7
➢A reviewer screened all search results based on title and abstract
➢A second reviewer carried out a quality control of a 25% random sample

• Data extraction:
➢ Form designed using Google Docs
➢ Two reviewers piloted and refined the form with a random 5% sample of

extracted articles
➢ Full data extraction was conducted by two reviewers independently for

all included references
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PRISMA Flowchart
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Chronology tools

• 22 tools identified from 1985 to 2017



Example

• RQI (Review Quality Instrument) v 3.2
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Quality components
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Content



Editor 
Perspective
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Project 2. Semi-structured inteviews
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• Participants:
➢ Editors from major biomedical journals (e.g. New England Journal of

Medicine, Lancet, JAMA, BMJ, Annals of internal Medicine, BMC Medicine)
➢ Relevant authors

• Data collection:
The interviews will be conducted from March 2018 to April 2018

• Sample:
➢ Purposeful sample (about 20 participants)

➢ Parameters of saturation and simple size developed by Hennink et al.

• Ethical Approval:
The protocol will be submitted to the UPC Ethical Committee during the
upcoming weeks.



Project 3. Delphi consensus survey

• Delphi approach
➢A panel of experts which are asked “to identify, clarify, refine, and finally 

reach agreement on a particular issue” 

➢ Series of “rounds” (normally 2 to 4)

➢Data is collected anonymously

• Participants
➢ Experts in the field of biomedical research methodology, editors and 

reviewers from biomedical journals.
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MiRoR students´ common project
• Qualitative study on perception and experience of questionable 

research practices among European PhD students in biomedical research

• Steps:
1. Review of the scientific literature

2. Qualitative interviews with doctoral students

3. Web Survey
➢ Multiple-choice and open-ended questions

➢ Participants: PhD students in biomedical disciplines at any 
European university

➢ Large sample (more tan 1000 participants)

➢ Recruitment: University Graduate Programs, advertisement on 
social media, and snowballing.
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Academic courses
• Academic courses 
➢ Two master courses from the Master's degree in Statistics and Operations 

Research: 
• “Quantitative technique in marketing” (Profa. Roser Rius and Prof. Jordi 

Cortés Martinez)

• “Advanced experimental design in clinical research” (Prof. Josep Lluis 
Carrasco Jordan and Prof. Jordi Ocaña Rebull)

• Summer school 
➢ XI Summer School in Statistics and Operations Research: “Design aspects of 

individually randomised trials, cluster randomised trials and stepped wedge 
designs”, July 4-7 2017, Barcelona, Spain

➢ XI Summer School in Statistics and Operations Research: “Data Science con 
R: Tidyverse”, July 3-7 2017, Barcelona, Spain
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Conferences 
• Attended:

➢ 38th Annual Conference of the International Society for Clinical 
Biostatistics, 9-13, July 2017, Vigo, Spain

➢ Eighth International Congress on Peer Review and Scientific 
Publication, 10-12 September 2017, Chicago, USA

➢ III Jornadas Científicas de Estudiantes de la Sociedad Española de 
Biometría (SEB), 18-19, January 2018, Bilbao, Spain

• Upcoming:
➢ PEERE Congress, 7-9, March 2018, Roma, Italy

➢ XXIXth International Biometric Conference (IBC), 8-13, July 2018, 
Barcelona, Spain
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Extra activities

• Interview to John Ioannidis (Stanford University) for MiRoR newsletter
➢ Link: http://miror-ejd.eu/2017/11/13/interview-with-professor-john-

ioannidis/

• Beta tested and completed Publons Peer Review Course, offered by 
Publons Academy

•   Weekly students’ seminar
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http://miror-ejd.eu/2017/11/13/interview-with-professor-john-ioannidis/


Secondments

• The EQUATOR (Enhancing the QUAlity and Transparency Of health 
Research) Network
➢Oxford, UK 
➢ from February to April 2018

• University of Split
➢ Split, Croatia 
➢ from September to December 2018

• Cochrane Editorial Unit
➢ London, UK 
➢ still to define
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Publications

• Co-Author, Prosper Kujinga et al. ‘Combining food-based dietary
recommendations using Optifood with zinc-fortified water potentially
improves nutrient adequacy among 4-to 6-year-old children in Kisumu
West district, Kenya’, Maternal & Child Nutrition, September 2017

• Co-Author, Laura Martínez García et al. ‘Development of a prioritisation
tool for the updating of clinical guideline questions: the UpPriority Tool
protocol’, BMJ Open, July 2017

• Co-Author, Laura Martínez García et al. ‘Methodological systematic
review identifies major limitations in prioritization processes for
updating’, Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, May 2017
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Thank you for your attention!

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under the 
Marie Sklodowska-Curie grant agreement No 676207

www.miror-ejd.eu @MirorProject

cecilia.superchi@upc.edu
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