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Group 2: Peer review of data
1. Taxonomy of peer review

There may be a need for a new taxonomy to better define different types of review.  Review of a data set is more about checking the integrity of the data and should be undertaken ideally by a trusted data repository.  It is misleading to lump this this type of validation under the banner of “peer review”.

The Digital Curation Centre could potentially take a lead in putting together an initial paper defining the different types of validation and their roles, including:

· Data integrity checking
· Scientific review

· User reviews

There was some discussion as to the scaleability of models such as DRYAD and their role in ensuring the integrity of data.  And of the possible need to specific requirements for validation of different data types.

2. Role of publishers
There was strong agreement that journals needed to provide clear policy guidance on what the expectations of reviewers were in relation to the review of data sets associated with publications.  This is seen to be lacking at present.
There was general agreement that in many cases publishers would not be best placed to take a lead role in management of data themselves.  However, their role may vary between different types of publishers and disciplines.  For example, journals associated with scientific societies may well take a more active role.  And more generally, it was felt that there was key role for scientific societies and academies in developing best practice in terms of data deposit/review in different disciplinary areas.
3. Data assurance
It was noted that the ability of repositories to provide assurance on the quality of data would be variable and a range of mechanisms were discussed that might help in establishing trust around particular repositories.
· First, promoting the use of DOIs will enhance the ability of researchers to track down datasets and assess the standards that have been applied to them.  This should gradually help to build trust, and help resources to gain the status of ‘trusted repository’ through an evolutionary process.

· Second, there was significant interest in the concept of compound publications – with a ‘manifest’ directing users to various data resources described in the paper.  The further development of the JISC SWORD protocol will support this goal, and integration with Cross Ref and DataCite would be important.

· Third, there were some evolving official stamps of approval for repositories which could also play an important role in promoting trust (e.g. Dutch data seal of approval, World Data Service, etc)

4. Role of institutions
Finally, it was noted that institutions might also have a key role – as a key part of the scientific community and employers of peer reviewers, they could potentially take responsibility for ensuring that the data outputs their researchers submit meet appropriate quality standards.  The responsibilities of institutions and of repositories would however need to be clearly defined.

A final unrelated point, was to note that there are a growing number of cases where software tools need to be provided alongside datasets to enable their validation.  This would become an increasing issue moving forward and needs to be factored in.
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