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Background: There is no standardized definition of what a predatory journal is, nor have the

characteristics of these journals been delineated or agreed upon. In order to study the phenomenon Email
precisely a definition of predatory journals is needed. The objective of this scoping review is to
summarize the literature on predatory journals, describe its epidemiological characteristics, and to ‘: i

extract empirical descriptions of potential characteristics of predatory journals. p—
Methods: We searched five bibliographic databases: Ovid MEDLINE, Embase Classic + Embase,

ERIC, and PsycINFO, and Web of Science on January 2™, 2018. A related grey literature search was

conducted March 27t 2018. Eligible studies were those published in English after 2012 that discuss predatory journals.
Titles and abstracts of records obtained were screened. We extracted epidemiological characteristics from all search
records discussing predatory journals. Subsequently, we extracted statements from the empirical studies describing
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In keeping with the growing movement in scientific publishing toward transparency in data

and methods, we propose changes to journal authorship policies and procedures to provide
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Tracing the fate of stable isotopically-enriched nutrients is a sophisticated method of describing and

quantifying the activity of metabolic pathways. Nuclear Magnetic Resonance (NMR) spectroscopy a Export

offers high resolution data in terms of resolving metabolic pathway utilisation. Despite this, NMR

spectroscopy is under-utilised due to length of time required to collect the data, quantification @ Track

requiring multiple samples and complicated analysis. Here we present two techniques, guantitative

spectral filters and enhancement of the splitting of '>C signals due to homonuclear *C,'3C or £ Email

heteronuclear '*C,"*N J-coupling in "H,'*C-HSQC NMR spectra. Together, these allow the rapid

collection of NMR spectroscopy data in a quantitative manner on a single sample. The reduced '<: Share

duration of HSQC spectra data acquisition opens up the possibility of real-time tracing of

metabolism including the study of metabolic pathways in vivo. We show how these technigues can

be used to trace the fate of labelled nutrients in a whole organ model of kidney preservation prior to

transplantation using a porcine kidney as a model organ. In addition, we show how the use of multiple nutrients,
differentially labelled with '*C and "N, can be used to provide additional information with which to profile metabolic
pathways.

MY ACCOUNT ~ SIGN IN

Open Peer Review

Referee Status: v 2 v v

Invited Referees
Version(s) 1 2 3 4

D - v

Version 2 rezd read
published regort report
22 Aug 2018

Version 1 ? ? v ?
published read read read read
12 Jan 2018 report  report  report  report

7

1 Sebastien Scrres (v}, Uiiiversity of Nottingham, UK
2 Paul C. Drisoll (2}, Fran :is Crick Institute, UK

3 Julian L. Gri fin, Universit’ of Cambridge, UK

4 Hector C. Keun (v}, Impzrial College London, UK

All reports (6), Responses and comments (4)

Comments on this article
All comments (0)

Add a Comment

F1000



HRB Open Research | SUBMIT YOUR RESEARCH Q,

BROWSE HOW TO PUBLISH W ABOUT ¥ MY ACCOUNT Vv SIGN IN

W) Check f dates i .
ot Somins il Open Peer Review
RESEARCH ARTICLE
Participants’ perspectives and preferences on clinical Referee Status: ¥ v

. . . . = . 261
trial result dissemination: The TRUST Thyroid Trial

. " Invited Referees
experience [version 1: referees: 2 approved]

37 Version(s) L z

roline Hurley®, Aoife Cheung®, Carol Sinnott

= Emmy Racine

s BMatvienko-Sikar®,

Jersion 1 v v

tine Baumgartner, Nicolas Redondi™”, Williagh

Smitheon®, Patricia M. KEarney

+ Author details Get PDF

Get XML
Abstract 1 Shaun B Treweek
Cite UK

ity of Aberdean,

Hanne | yruhn Univeriity of Abardean, UK
Export 2 Thilo Krill (), Universily College Dublin,
. Ireland
nd Track

Marina Zaki, Lini

rsity Co

ge Dublin, irefand

evaluate a patient-preferred methed of recelving results of the Thyreid Hormone

Replacement for Subclinical Hypo-Thyroidi

m Trial (TRUST). All reports (2)

Methods: This is a mixed methods study with three consecutive phases. Phase 1 iteratively

Share
developed a patient-preferred result method using semi-structured focus groups and a = .
VEIORSC S DALENE-D i s s Comments on this article
consensus-orientated-decision model, a PPI group to refine the method and adult literacy
review for plain English assessment. Phase 2 was a single-blind parallel group trial. Irish TRUST All comments (0}
Us-’ti:ﬂ:\ﬂl'-'.& were randomised to the intervention ||.'l.-:'.":"“-f-|'."f'.-'-'\*'fe(] method) and contro gEroup (standard method ,f_“dd a C'.')I"I'I"nE'ﬁT

developed by

d study site}. Phase 3 used a patient understanding questionnaire to compare patient

s, with qualitative findings indicating three key themes 2
i Ly ‘ i Sign up for content alerts
\ ‘contributing for a colle t" and ‘receiving

essible and easy to of receiving

E ) 1
i A ; g i m
& respo e on g for roup. There were no

understanding of results between the two methods.,

Results: Patients want to receive results of clinical tria

including "ackno

viedgement of individual contributio

results \

question

differences in patient understanding between t wo methods.

F1000



ORCID

Thoughts?
Questions?
ldeas?

Liz Allen
Director of Strategic Initiatives, F1000

,@allen_liz F](ID

ORCID Webinar | September 10t 2018



About me

F1000 Director of Strategic Initiatives(2015 - present)
Head of Evaluation at Wellcome (2000 - 2015)

Co-led development of project CRediT (2010 - present)
ORCID, Board of Directors (2010 — 2015)

Crossref, Board of Directors (2017 — present)

Visiting Senior Research Fellows at Policy Institute @ KCL

Love all things research outputs, metrics & ‘science of science’

F1000



Linking research outputs: ORCID

COLLECT & CONNECT FOR RESEARCH

FUNDING
hssert awarg

DISPLAY CONNECT
7 in funding award to
database record

Research
outputs: links to
research inputs

SYNCHRONIZE

COLLECT
iD Enter |Reuse with ORCID
Once | Often record

7}
(2 4
w
o
Z
-
L

GIOICIO

Source: https://members.orcid.org/cc-funders

F1000




	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	ORCID full house! (nearly)
	Recognition for reviewing activity … 
	From authorship to contribution …�and other meta-data … �
	ORCID full house! (nearly)
	ORCID full house! (nearly)
	Slide Number 8
	About me
	Slide Number 10

