
HAL Id: hal-05273020
https://hal.science/hal-05273020v1

Submitted on 22 Sep 2025

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access archive
for the deposit and dissemination of scientific re-
search documents, whether they are published or not.
The documentsmay come from teaching and research
institutions in France or abroad, or from public or pri-
vate research centers.

L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaireHAL, est des-
tinée au dépôt et à la diffusion de documents scien-
tifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non, émanant
des établissements d’enseignement et de recherche
français ou étrangers, des laboratoires publics ou
privés.

Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY 4.0 - Attribution - International License

Evidence of Use of Template-Based Peer-Review Reports and
Concern About Review Mills

Cyril Labbé, Gilles Hubert, Wendeline Swart, Guillaume Cabanac

To cite this version:
Cyril Labbé, Gilles Hubert, Wendeline Swart, Guillaume Cabanac. Evidence of Use of Template-Based Peer-
Review Reports and Concern About Review Mills. PRC’25: 10th International Congress on Peer Review and
Scientific Publication, Sep 2025, Chicago, United States. . ⟨hal-05273020⟩

https://hal.science/hal-05273020v1
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr


Evidence of Use of Template-Based Peer-Review Reports and Concern About Review Mills

Conclusions
○ Clear evidence of template-based peer-review reports

practices (limitation: copy-paste of instructions).
○ The extent of these practices varies from one dataset to

another. This might be due to reviewers’ practices,
discrepancies in dataset sizes, to differences in scientific
fields or to journals, editors or publishers’ habits.

○ More openly available review reports datasets would
help further characterise and understand this
phenomenon.
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Datasets Years Number of 
reports

Number of 
articles

Report mean 
length

Number of 
reports with CST

Number of 
similar reports (≥0.75)

MDPI (11 journals) 2018–2025 122,831 47,593 251.5 12,430 (10.12%) 1,604 (1.31%)

PeerJ2 (7 journals) 2015–2022 12,959 6,292 504.8 1,137 (8.77%) 62 (0.48%)

NLPEER3 (5 conferences 
and F1000Research)

2016, 2017, 
2020, 2022

12,061 NA 356.3 951 (7.88%) 122 (1.01%)

BMJ 2021–2024 308 97 530.4 37 (12.01%) 2 (0.65%)
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Design
We investigated plain-text reports only (excluding attached 
files). Considering ‘Round 1’ only.  We computed statistics 
on:

○ Report length, 
○ Common Sequences of Terms (CST), 
○ Similarity measures between reports.

Objective
Test methods to investigate review mills1:
various coordinated reviewer misconducts.

We studied 4 datasets of peer-review reports in search for
evidence of such practices.


