1. Types of interim research products your or your organization create/and or host.
Rescuing Biomedical Research is an advocacy organization committed to catalyzing changes
that promote effective science policies and culture in the biomedical research enterprise. We
have a longstanding interest in accelerating scientific communication through the posting of
preprints by the biomedical research community. In February, four members of the RBR
Steering Committee organized and convened a meeting of stakeholders—including scientists,
journal editors and research funders—to discuss the utility of preprints in biology. These four
went on to found ASAPbio, an organization committed to the widespread adoption of preprints
in the biomedical research community.
This document is a lightly edited version of the ASAPbio response, without substantial
differences, reflecting the shared values and members of the two groups.
RBR considers preprints to be complete manuscripts—data, methods and interpretation—
posted on an established, public server typically prior to or during journal-organized peer
review.
Individual scientists on the RBR Steering Committee are posting preprints to disseminate their
scientific work prior to journal publication to receive additional feedback and visibility and to
accelerate the general pace of scientific communication.
2. Feedback on what are considered to be interim research products, and how they are used in
your field.
We consider preprints to be manuscripts containing complete disclosures of scientific
information: data, interpretation and methods. While they are typically identical to the version
of a manuscript submitted to a journal, preprints could also be used to communicate a broader
category of works like negative results, single figures, methods, mathematical/computation
models and data sets, for example. Preprints should always include a description of all methods
needed to replicate the work.
While preprints are not yet widely used in biology, their adoption is accelerating. We feel that a
wider use of preprints would significantly benefit the scientific process.
3. Insight on how particular types of interim research products might impact the advancement
of science.
A strong NIH policy concerning preprints will have far-reaching consequences. The
development of NIH-endorsed standards for preprints will be critical for their acceptance by the
biomedical research community; increased adoption of preprints will benefit both scientists
and the research process.
Preprints can accelerate scientific progress in several ways:

A) By quickly communicating new findings to other labs that can build upon the work. In
contrast to traditional peer review prior to publication in journals, a process that can
sometimes delay the release of findings by several months or even years, the posting of
preprints makes the work openly accessible in 1 to 2 days.
B) By encouraging diverse and more plentiful feedback from peers early in the process of
manuscript revision. In contrast to closed journal peer review processes in which 2 to 3
scientists review a manuscript, the entire scientific community is free to provide feedback and
input to authors during the time that a preprint is being revised. As usage of preprints
increases, their growing visibility will create the potential for even more commentary.
C) By raising the visibility of research work and promoting collaborations and invitations to
meetings. Preprints can connect scientists with similar interests to one another earlier in the
research process, presenting more opportunities to work together.
D) By enabling scientists to demonstrate recent progress in the pursuit of research goals,
productivity as demonstrated by preparation of a manuscript, and willingness to share findings
with colleagues and the public before formal publication. These features can help authors with
career advancement, with better informed review of grant applications, and with the
establishment of a record of independent work. This is especially important for early career
researchers, who are likely to have a limited publication history.
4. Feedback on potential citation standards.
Proper citation is essential for establishing credit for scientific work; this is inherent to the
academic process. If works are not cited in bibliographies, they are less discoverable and their
impact is difficult to assess by bibliometric methods.
A preprint represents an initial public communication of scientific findings and should be cited
as such. In physics (and increasingly in many biology journals), preprints are cited in a manner
similar to journal articles. We believe that this practice is essential for proper attribution of
publicly shared ideas and information. To achieve this, preprints should be citable in all grant
applications, biosketches, academic assessments, and in the main body of journal article
bibliographies. However, we recommend that preprints be identified in bibliographies by a tag
that clearly indicates they have yet to be peer reviewed.
In the future, pre-peer-reviewed manuscripts (preprints) and their corresponding peerreviewed manuscripts (journal articles) should be linked together by tools, such as Crossref’s
preprint service, so that their citations can be pooled. This linkage is important for maintaining
an accurate and visible record of the evolution of a study. At present, interim versions of the
work are easily lost or not recognized.
5. Insight on the possible need and potential impact of citing interim products on peer review of
NIH applications.

Preprints will enable researchers to publicly demonstrate progress toward goals during a time
when their research would otherwise be invisible during the journal review process. For this
reason, citing preprints in applications and reports will allow peer reviewers to determine an
applicant’s productivity with greater accuracy, particularly the most recent work of the
investigator that could be the most relevant to the application under review. For junior faculty
who have started their own labs, preprints and other interim research findings could help them
to provide more complete evidence of their independence after leaving their postdoctoral lab.
Allowing preprints to be cited in applications and reports would incentivize the creation of
these interim research products, which we believe will significantly advance scientific progress
as described in question 3.
6. Advice on how NIH reviewers might evaluate citations of interim research products in
applications.
We favor the language used in the CIHR Peer Review Manual for Grant Applications:
Evaluation of published papers is often strongly influenced by the journals in which they
appear. Because the names of preprint servers, unlike the names of journals, bear no assumed
relationship to article quality, reviewers should be encouraged to directly evaluate the content
of preprints and assess the merit and relationship of the data to grant application. In general,
relying more heavily on article content, rather than on journal title, will improve the quality of
evaluation of all papers.
7. Any other relevant information
To optimize the potential of preprints in the life sciences, these research objects should have
maximum visibility and be easily discoverable, abide by data and quality standards, be
considered as a “public good” governed by the scientific community and be open to innovations
that will advance the scientific mission.
To achieve these aims, we proposed ASAPbio’s proposal to create a Central Service that could
aggregate and distribute manuscripts from multiple sources. The Central Service would provide
a single place for biologists to look for preprints, a role similar to that served by PubMed for
peer-reviewed literature. All manuscripts submitted to preprint servers would ideally be
formatted and licensed in a standard way so as to facilitate data mining and other applications.
This will provide opportunities for innovation and resources for scientists well beyond the
current state of preprints today.
Other forms of interim research products also could be deposited to the Central Service, and
we recommend that all software used or created by the Central Service be open source. An
international governing body should be created to oversee the operation of the Central Service,
as has been implemented for other databases created for the scientific community (e.g. the
protein data bank).

As preprints are a public good, we recommend that the cost for the Central Service should be
borne by a consortium of funding agencies, at least for the first five years of operation until the
establishment of a sustainable business model. The benefits will be large and the cost
minuscule compared with publication charges being paid by funding agencies. We encourage
the NIH to participate in such a consortium and provide funding for a Central Service and its
governance.
We believe that the NIH should develop clear policies on preprints/interim research products
and encourage their use in biosketches, applications, reports and post-submissions materials.
These steps will incentivize universities to develop policies regarding the use and evaluation of
preprints in academic appointments and promotions and in the fulfillment of criteria for awards
of graduate degrees. Preprints could be used in hiring, promotion and tenure of faculty.
Additionally, preprints could fulfill Ph.D. graduate criteria or demonstrate productivity for
postdoc fellowships and job applications. Taken together, preprints could promote career
transitions and reduce time to independence, a topic of great concern to the NIH and the
scientific community in this era in which the increasing age of newly independent biomedical
scientists is a matter of national concern.

