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Reviewer Comments to Author: 

Figure 1 is not readable. The sampling process lowered the quality of the image and made the text not 

readable. Please, use vectorial images (e.g., PDF or EPS). Anyhow, I could understand the process from 

the descriptive text. 

Figure 2 is readable, but the quality is relatively low. Nevertheless, I do not think this figure is 

instrumental; it is a simple logical schema of a relational database. Uploading the SQL dump or the SQL 

schema in an external repository and reference it in the paper would be enough. 

The sentence "we imported an ORACLE SQL data warehouse that employs state-of-the-art database 

technologies" is not very clear. What do you mean by "imported a data warehouse"? Could you provide 

more details about the DBMS you used? To my understanding, you designed a relational model. You 

then implemented it in SQL using an Oracle DBMS (MySQL? or the native Oracle DBMS?) to store and 

query the data. Check page 9 description and add some details to avoid confusion. This is not a key 

passage though, I am sure that you handled the data somehow, and the paper's focus is not on this. 

"reference integrity between the tables was checked" -> This is a "weird" statement. Reference integrity 

is a constraint to guarantee the consistency of data. You "check the integrity" when you store the data in 

the DB, and if it is not validated, the data cannot be stored in the DB. So, I do not understand this 

sentence that is not explained anymore. Indeed, the paragraph continues by talking about the SQL 

queries to count the paper identifiers (this is not directly linked to reference integrity, or at least you 

should explain what you mean). 

Recent analysis about issues related to ORCID ids and duplication of ids can be found here: http://ceur-

ws.org/Vol-2816/paper10.pdf 

Table 1 is not that useful; it can be described in the text that you did the experiment and verified the 

discrepancies between open access publications and paywalled papers. It is a well-known problem, and 

it is not analyzed in-depth here. I think you can get rid of it without affecting the quality of the paper. 

Figure 4, like all the other images, is not readable. I directly accessed the Webapp, which works fine. 

The paper is well-written, and the data collection is fine. Nevertheless, the article is a bit anti-climatic 

because there, not many provided insights. You discuss what we can do with the data, but little analysis 

of the data themselves. We could use some more in-depth analysis and a few insights about the 

achievable outcomes we can get using the collected data. Also, more about the best practices that 

should be defined in the field would be a nice addition. 
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claim your Publons credit. I understand this statement. 



Yes Choose an item. 

 


