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Many landmark findings in preclinical oncolegy research are not reproducible, in part because of inadequate cell lines and animal models.

Raise standards for
preclinical cancer research

C. Glenn Begley and Lee M. Ellis propose how methods, publications and
incentives must change if patients are to benefit.

Over the past decade, before pursuing a particular line of research,
scientists (including C.G.B.) in the haematology and oncology
department at the biotechnology firm Amgen in Thousand Oaks,
California, tried to confirm published findings related to that work.
Fifty-three papers were deemed 'landmark’ studies (see 'Reproducibility
of research findings"). It was acknowledged from the outset that some of
the data might not hold up, because papers were deliberately selected
that described something completely new, such as fresh approaches to

targeting cancers or alternative clinical uses for existing therapeutics.

Even knowing the limitations of preclinical research, this was a

shocking result.



Estimating the reproducibility of psychological science

Original Investigation

Open Science Collaboration™T
+ See all authors and affiliations Evolution of Reporting P Values in the Biomedical Literature,
1990-2015

David Chavalarias, PhD; Joshua David Wallach, BA: Alvin Ho Ting Li, BHSc; John P. A. loannidis, MD, DSc

Science 28 Aug 2015:
Vol. 349, Issue 6251, aacd716
DOl 10.1126/5cience.aacd716

HARKing: Hypothesizing After the Results are Known

Norbert L. Kerr
Department of Psychology
Michigan State University

The Extent and Consequences of P-Hacking in Science

Megan L. Head [&], Luke Holman, Rob Lanfear, Andrew T. Kahn, Michael D. Jennions

Published: March 13, 2015 « https://doi.orgM0.1371/journal.pbio. 1002106




The Inside Story Of How An lvy League Food
Scientist Turned Shoddy Data Into Viral
Studies

Brian Wansink won fame, funding, and influence for his science-backed advice on healthy
eating. Now, emails show how the Cornell professor and his colleagues have hacked and
massaged low-quality data into headline-friendly studies to “go virally big time.”

Wansink also acknowledged the paper was weak as he was preparing to submit it to journals.
The p-value was 0.06, just shy of the gold standard cutoff of 0.05. It was a “sticking point,” as

he put it in a Jan. 7, 2012, email.

“It seems to me it should be lower,” he wrote, attaching a draft. “Do you want to take a look at it

and see what you think. If you can get the data, and it needs some tweeking, it would be good to

get that one value below .05.7
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Author guidelines for
journals could help to
promote transparency,
openness, and
reproducibility
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ransparency, openness, and repro-
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TOP Guidelines

8 Standards

. Data citation

. Data transparency

. Analytic methods (code) transparency
Research materials transparency
Design and analysis transparency
Preregistration of studies
Preregistration of analysis plans
Replication
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Reporting guidelines

/ C O N SO RT TRANSPARENT REPORTING of TRIALS

g e CI UQO TO I Enhancing the QUAIity and

Transparency Of health Research

network



Preregistration

B u.s. National Library of Medicine

ClinicalTrials.gov

Open Science Framework

A scholarly commons to connect the entire research cycle
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Data and analysis sharing

% Dropbox GitHub

Open Science Framework

A scholarly commons to connect the entire research cycle ‘ Google Drive
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Vision

The Smathers Libraries
drive research integrity
and quality across
campuses




Systematic Review Service with CTSI

# Records identified through # Records identified through
database searching other sources

# Records after duplicates
removed

# Records screened for # Records excluded
relevance

# Full-text articles assessed # Full-text articles excluded
for eligibility with reasons for exclusion

# Studies included in
qualitative synthesis

# Studies included in
guantitative synthesis (meta-
analysis), fany




Reproducibility

* Hiring Reproducibility Librarian

* Alignment of data and reproducibility services

* ARCS (Academic Research & Consulting Services)
e HSCL faculty with data interest

* Institutional software to support reproducibility
» OSF N
e GitHub for Education

* Data repository (non-clinical)
» Research Reproducibility conference




Thank you!

Melissa Rethlefsen

ml.rethlefsen@ufl.edu
352-273-8402

@milirethlefsen
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