
Town Hall Meeting–
Proposed Changes to ERIC’s 

Peer Review Policy

SEPTEMBER 15, 2015 2:00-3:00 P.M.
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Welcome/Housekeeping
Muting 

 Questions/comments – Use Chat 

 Polling  

 Slides/archived webinar – ERIC Multimedia Page
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http://eric.ed.gov/?multimedia


Poll #1: What is your role?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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Presenters
Erin Pollard, ERIC Project Officer 

Institute of Education Sciences

Fern Frusti, ERIC Collection Development Lead
AEM Team
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Poll #2: What version of ERIC do 
you use?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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Agenda
Welcome and Background

Why Consider a Change?  

 Proposed Policy

What’s the Impact?

 Summary of Community Feedback

 Q&A

6



Background -
ERIC Selection Policy

 States broad collection goals

 Defines the standards and criteria required of approved 
sources and individual materials in the ERIC digital library

 Communicates policy and process to staff, users, and 
publishers

 “Criteria: Peer Review” defines how the status is 
determined for approved sources and individual user 
submissions

 Available at http://eric.ed.gov/?selection
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Types of Content in ERIC
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Timeline of the Peer-Review 
Indicator on ERIC Records
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Why Consider a Change?
 ERIC seeks to provide complete and accurate information 
on each record

 In addition to IES and IES funded centers and individuals, 
ERIC indexes other high-quality grey literature that has gone 
through a peer-review process
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11

Peer-Reviewed IES Publications 
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IES Publications in ERIC
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IES Grantee Submissions in ERIC
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IES Funded Work
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Peer-Reviewed Content from 
Other Grey Literature Sources



Setting Priorities
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Definition of Peer Review in 
Proposed Policy 

Defines the types of peer review ERIC accepts for this 
indicator:
ERIC recognizes the following types of peer review: 
 Blind, or Anonymous Peer Review – Content is reviewed by external reviewers 

and the author’s identity is unknown to the reviewer. A double-blind peer 
review process is where both the reviewer and the author remain anonymous 
throughout the process.
 Expert Peer Review – Content is reviewed by internal or external reviewers, 

and the author’s identity may or may not be known to the reviewer.

A peer review process employing at least two reviewers with scholarly 
affiliation is preferred. Internal, editorial reviews are not recognized by 
ERIC as an accepted type of peer review.
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Impact of Proposed Changes on 
the Collection

Expands the possibility of a peer-review indicator to grey 
literature content other than IES published products and 
defines a process to determine the peer review status:
Content from sources under agreement:
To determine if content published by an approved source is peer 
reviewed, ERIC will research the publisher’s website to consider their peer 
review policies and processes. If this information is found, the peer review 
designation will be automatically assigned to the ERIC records. If not, the 
publisher may complete an application form documenting their process.
 For journals, the peer review designation is determined at the journal level 

and applied to all ERIC records created for the source.
 For non-journal publishers, the peer review designation may be assigned to 

ERIC records for all of their content, or to records created for a specific series 
or type of publications (e.g. conference papers).
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Impact of Proposed Changes on 
Online Submissions

Applies the proposed policy to content acquired from 
individuals via the ERIC Online Submission System:

A federal grantee or contractor may submit peer-reviewed work 
supported by federal funding and peer reviewed. The peer review may 
be conducted as part of a journal submission or through an external 
process for non-journal sources. Contractors and grantees should 
indicate during submission that the content has been peer reviewed. 

Non-grantee content may only be marked as peer reviewed if evidence is 
provided that the material is from a peer-reviewed source. This will be 
demonstrated by submitting a URL to the publisher’s page outlining the 
peer review process.
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Click “Learn more” 
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What is the Impact?
 Approximately 100 new records marked as peer 

reviewed
 Peer-reviewed grey literature would appear in search 

results as well as journal records
 Elevate the status of grey literature
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Poll #3: Are you in favor of the 
proposed change?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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Call for Feedback
 Call for feedback on the proposed policy
 Posted on the ERIC website
 Announced via ERIC Newsflash and social media
 Publicized at major library conferences this spring

 In response ERIC received 27 emails:
 23 in favor of the policy
 4 expressed concerns

Who responded?
 Researchers
 Professors
 Academic Librarians
 Others (Publishers, Curriculum Supervisors, Undetermined)
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A Welcome Change
“I am pleased to see that you are suggesting these changes to 
grey literature in ERIC -- this is a welcome policy shift!” 

“Excellent job with the proposed changes to the ERIC peer 
review identification policy. This is a much-needed change 
that is long overdue.”

“Scholars often find conference papers and presentations 
indexed in our databases, but unless we are familiar with the 
conference, the quality is difficult to assess. Thank you for 
this useful initiative!” 
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Beneficial to Know that Grey 
Literature is Peer Reviewed

“Most definitely revise the ERIC Peer Review Policy. . . It is 
very beneficial to my research. Peer reviewed conference 
papers, specifically those from the American Education 
Research Association, are very important to fields of inquiry 
that change quickly. My current example is state academic 
accountability for schools. State accountability is changing 
so quickly, I need the most current research available. It is 
often conference papers. Professional associations like 
AERA use a rigorous peer review system. Such literature 
should be considered peer-reviewed.” 

“I’ve seen conference papers, depending on the 
conference, [that are] very poorly done.”
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Poll #4: Would it be helpful to know 
if a conference paper has been peer 
reviewed?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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The Policy Will Challenge Current 
Perceptions

“Whenever I talk to a class about doing research at [my 
university] I always include a discussion about the peer review 
process and try and include the professor in those discussions. 
Every time the professor, no matter which professor it is, 
describes grey literature as not being peer reviewed. . . I noticed 
that the APA’s database of grey literature, PsycEXTRA, removes 
the “peer reviewed only” option when searching that database.

I believe that many grey literature publications are rigorously 
peer reviewed so ultimately I am in favor of your proposed policy. 
. . But I do think it will challenge some researcher’s perceptions of 
what is peer reviewed. Perhaps this is a good thing.” 
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Poll #5: Do you believe the peer-
review process is different for grey 
literature than it is for journals?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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Concerns About the Change 
 “Why would I care if an organization’s internal report is 
peer-reviewed? . . . It seems as if [ERIC wants] to promote a 
subset of this literature as being more valuable. The notion 
is laudable, but using peer review as the criterion seems 
dubious.” 
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Give Equitable Treatment to the 
Public in Online Submission

“We may want to change the policy to be that authors 
revise their work based on peer review. Otherwise it is a low 
bar and we may get a lot of shlock.    Why are we treating 
grantees and contractors differently than the public in the 
online submission system?”   
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Poll #6: Should reports from 
organizations that have a peer-review 
process be flagged as peer reviewed?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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Concerns About Student Needs 
 Students need the ability to limit search results to peer-reviewed 
journal articles only, or be able to differentiate journal from non-
journal materials. 
 Many professors require students to use peer-reviewed journal 

articles for their research papers.
 ERIC should “clearly separate out the different types of sources you 

are determining are peer reviewed. If not, ERIC is not as useful as it 
was previously. It has moved to a generalized view of all scholarly 
sources.” 
 Do not add the indicator. “Students are already confused about 

scholarly materials.” This would only confuse them more. 
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Poll #7: Do you believe that this 
change will lead to user confusion, 
especially among students?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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Summary of the Call for Feedback
 In favor of proposed Peer Review Policy update (23)
 A welcome change
 Beneficial to know that grey literature is peer reviewed
 The policy change will challenge current perceptions

 Concerns about the change (4)
 Not sure the indicator adds value for grey literature
 Give equitable treatment to the public in online submission
 Concerns about student needs
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What Do You Think?
Please let us know using the Chat feature!
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Q&A

 Continue to use Chat to ask questions or to provide 
additional feedback

 For questions and to give feedback following the webinar, 
send an email to ERICRequests@ed.gov
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mailto:ERICRequests@ed.gov


Poll #8: Given what we’ve discussed, 
do you agree with the proposed 
change?
 Please answer the poll that appears on the right of your 
screen. 

 Please be sure to hit “Submit” to lock in your answer.
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Next Steps
Meet with the ERIC Collection Advisory Group

 Consider all feedback

 Post an updated Peer Review Policy – tentative date of 
January 2016
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THANK YOU!
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