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Establishing our Program

• Volume

• Planning 

• Workflow

• Communication

• Reporting

• Experiences to-date

• Challenges



Annual Volume (based on 2007)

• 21,022 editorial pages

• 3,513 research articles

• ~25,000 images (including Supporting 
Information)

• Experiment to screen 20% of figures



Planning

• In-house vs. outsource?

• Scalable

• Cost-effective

• Manual vs. programmatic



Workflow

• Which 20% to screen?

• When will images be screened?

• How long does screening take?

• Who contacts the author?



Communication

• Information for Authors (
http://www.pnas.org/misc/iforc.shtml)

– Comprehensive

– Straightforward

• Letters to authors
– Non-accusatory

– Clear instructions



Reporting

• Results of screening for individual figures

– Manuscript and figure information

– Summary of findings

– Graphical representation

• Monthly reports

– Recordkeeping and project analysis





Experiences to-date

• 591 images screened

• 22 flagged for PNAS review (~4%)

• Fewer suspicious figures than expected!

• Why?  Some problems resolved by 
Cadmus?  Rigour not catching everything?



Experiences to-date

• What kinds of problems are we seeing?

• How are we resolving the problems?



Challenges

• 20% vs. 100%

• Post-publication screening

• Interpreting reports

• Timing 

• Reporting impact on time in production



Thank you!

Dana M. Compton

Production Manager, PNAS

dmcompton@nas.edu 


