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CrossCheck User’'s Guide: Part 1
Overview of CrossCheck within ScholarOne Manuscripts

With the MCv4.2 release, ScholarOne Manuscripts will offer the ability to sulbmit a
manuscript for plagiarism checking. When submitted to this service, the manusitiigt
compared against various sources, including the CrossCheck database. TiasSdaliyr
integrated into ScholarOne. ScholarOne Manuscripts will integrate withdseuseful
functions available in CrossCheck, but the functionality represented in the Suflar
Manuscripts integration is by no means the complete set of features and functilatdeava
the CrossCheck tool.

Documents can be submitted to the service for checking at any point in the workfémy bser
configured to have access to the feature. For those roles configured to be ablatto subm
documents for checking, a new section will appear on the Manuscript Informahatiréetly
below the Author Supplied Data section (Figure 1). From this screen, the userecatheelile
they wish to send toCrossCheck and click the “Submit” button.
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Figure 1: Manuscript Information Tab: Ability to bmit a file for checking

Once the file has been submitted to CrossCheck, the screen will change to display the
confirmation to the user (Figure 2). Most files will take between 45 seconds and 4sminute
complete the check and receive results from CrossCheck.
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Figure 2: Manuscript Information Tab: Successfubsiission to CrossCheck/iThenticate



Once results are received, the screen will show the Overall Simllzdigx Percentage (an
aggregate percentage of the likelihood that the submitted document matches documents in the
CrossCheck databases) and a link to the Originality Report created by#s€8eck system
(Figure 3). All submissions, including those that were not successfully rddgnerossCheck,

will be recorded in the Audit Trail for the manuscript.
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Figure 3: Manuscript Information Tab: Results reted from CrossCheck/iThenticate

In order to be able to track and monitor the manuscripts that have been submitted th&&tossC
for checking, ScholarOne Manuscripts will include a Plagiarism Historg (fagure 4). This
page can be accessed from the dashboard of any role name configured to have txess t
feature and will contain a listing of all documents submitted to the CrossChede sthe
Manuscript ID, the author’'s name, date submitted, who submitted the document and the
document status. The Manuscript ID will be hyperlinked to direct the user to the Mphusc
Details of the manuscript. The author’'s name is hyperlinked to open an editabledeenied
to the author and the checker’'s name is hyperlinked to open an editable e-mail tcklee. che
The history page will also have a link to the Originality Report and display thelOSenilarity
Index, if available. Users will also be able to export all plagiarism chgdkstory as a CSV
file.
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Figure 4: Plagiarism Checking History

In order to help manage communication about the plagiarism checking resutgréhewo new
e-mails (located in the System E-Mails > Miscellaneous section oflezamdiguration) and two
new e-mail tags associated with this feature.



New e-mails available:

* Plagiarism Percent Match Threshold Exceeded. This e-mail is triygéren the Overall
Similarity Index Percentage meets or exceeds a pre-defined codfialue. This value is
configurable based on your journal’s requirements. As with any ScholarOnedviptsuis-mail,
the Percent Match e-mail can be configured to be delivered to anyone and caret@tuand
off based on journal needs.

* Plagiarism Originality Report Completed. This e-mail is triggerednndm Originality Report
for a given manuscript has been successfully generated by CrossCheckessgafrttie Overall
Similarity Score of that manuscript. As with any ScholarOne Manuseriptail, the Plagiarism
Originality Report Completed e-mail can be configured to be delivered to aagdrean be
turned on and off based on journal needs.

New e-mail tags available

» ##PERCENT_MATCH##. Thise-mail tag can be inserted into any manuscript-related e-mail
and will display the Overall Similarity Index for a given manuscript. Ehimsail tag appears in

the email tag list within a new section labeled “Plagiarism Checking diagd Fields.”

» ##PLAGIARISM_REPORT _LINK##. This e-mail tag can be inserted into any roaptis
related ScholarOne Manuscripts e-mail and will contain a hyperlink to iga&ity Report
generated by CrossCheck. This e-mail tag appears in the e-madit taghin a new section
labelled “Plagiarism Checking Tags and Fields.”



CrossCheck User’s Guide: Part 2
Reviewing and Interpreting Similarity Reports

Introduction

Understanding the Folder View

Reviewing a Similarity Report

Interpreting Matching Percentages of Individual Sources
Actions to Take if a Paper Appears to Contain Plagiarized Text
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1. Introduction
By now, you have begun using CrossCheck and have found manuscripts with a range of differe
similarity levels. Now what do you do?

The first thing to understand is that nearly every paper scanned by CrossCOhdekest
SOME similarity to another source. This doesn’t mean that every paper is suBpee is only
a concern if CrossCheck:

Detects a substantial amount of text in the paper that has been duplicated frormah orig
source, and
The text from the original source is not cited in the paper

By following a few simple steps, you can quickly evaluate a large numiseibafissions and
pinpoint any papers that may have problems.

2. Understanding the Folder View

It's important to keep in mind that the percentage level of each similarityt isgpocontain
several individual sources (sometimes as many as 20 or more). These indidoes £ach
has its own similarity percentage that is combined into the full reportiasi;percentage
shown in the Folder View. For example, a paper with a similarity report of 20% avay20
individual sources, each with only 1% of similar text, which can represent commedly us
phrases.

There are three categories for similarity percentage rangespgaorkeend when reviewing a
group of submitted manuscripts in CrossCheck:

<10% Low Percentage = Not Likely to Be an Issue (Disregard)
The similarity found in these papers is sporadic matching text or commonly usedsphra

Single sources normally only yield 1-3% similarity. These reports maysbegarded.

10-50% Moderate Percentage = Possible Issue (Review Briefly)

Papers that fall in this range may contain portions of copied text that are of sorencbot
this depends on the percentage of similarity in the individual sources. Opening dgd brief
reviewing these reports can ensure that no individual source has more than 1@#itysimi



> 50% High Percentage = Probable Issue (Review Carefully)
At this level, the report percentage is automatically highlighted by Chesk in orange.

These reports require a more careful review. There is likely to be a higgnsage of
similarity to one or more individual source.

Factors to Keep in Mind when Reviewing Reports

1.

False Alarms-A false alarm paper yields a similarity percentage higher than 30% but
shows no sign of plagiarism in the report. Diverall percentage is high but there are
many different sources which all yield 5% or less. These papers neetira\nee.

Hidden Problems-Hidden problems are papers that look acceptable on the surface but
show possible plagiarism upon review of the report. They generally have a lail over
similarity percentage but yield a high percentage from a single sobozeexample, a

paper with a 12% similarity level (which is nearly a negligible amouny) onéy have

two individual sources. One source may have 1% of similar text, while the other source
has 11% of similar text (which may include several copied paragraphs of texte The
reports should be reviewed carefully.

3. Reviewing a Similarity Report
Beginning from the Folder view of all documents, choose a report to open. As anexaepl
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After clicking on the orange percentage bar, a new page opens to show theoftll fidne two-
panel report page shows a list of sources on the right side. The first source hasimiz8tty.
This is a potential problem that should be checked more carefully.

Clicking on the number “1” on the right panel will bring the first instance of aiitylin the
submitted text on the left panel. A corresponding number “1” will appear on matckind tee
color of the source link (red) will match the color of the similar text in the s$ibonis
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Clicking on the text portion on the left panel (A), the right panel will now show theasitaitt
as it appears in the original source (B). Clicking on the up/down arrows on thghtg) will
scroll through all matching portions of text, showing them side-by-side witsuthraission text.

In this example, a reference number followed the matching text on the submission.

By scrolling to the end of the submission and reviewing the references, wetdbe thatching
text was properly referenced.




4. Interpreting Matching Percentages of Individual Souces

It may seem that any source of matching text should be a concern, but in fachatahing
sources are likely to not be the result of plagiarism. For example:

< 1%-3% match—Occurs with small groups of similar words or a few short phrases. In
general, there is little need to review these sources.

4-7% match—These matches can be similar single sentences or a small paragraph. One
source at this level may not be an issue, but several sources at this perceatage lie
signify an overall problem with the submission.

8-15% match—A source in this percentage range usually involves a few matching
paragraphs. Similarity at this level could indicate improperly reusedialate

15-25% match—This level of similarity in a single source likely involves as much as one
full page of matching material, depending on the size of the submission. It is inbporta
check matches carefully against the source.

>25% match—This level of similarity from a single source should raise serious concerns
about inappropriate reuse, and should be checked very carefully.

Factors to Keep in Mind when Reviewing Individual Sources

Is the similarity to the authors’ own work?

This can often be the case. Authors build upon their own previously published work, and will
often reuse portions of text. While this would not be considered plagiarism, gtithaydicate

an issue of multiple publication (uncited reuse of previously published material)

Is the similarity to work that has been properly cited in the submissin?

As shown in the example in Section 3, checking the submission’s referenca ligtteemine if
the similar text was reused with an appropriate attribution to the sourcelsti gasible that
the similarity between the two papers is because both authors (submitting adtsouece
author) have used the same portion of text taken from another source.

5. Actions to Take if a Paper Appears to Contain Plagirized Text

Notify the IPR Office immediately to confirm the report findings by groa@pyrights@ieee.org
or by phone 732-562-3966

Please send a copy of the paper along with any other information. Please doauttbent
paper’s author about the CrossCheck report until the IPR Office confirmsnyiairfindings. If
the intial review of the report suggests that the paper contains plagiaxtea full review will
need to be conducted. The IPR Office will be available to advise and assist you inghtued|
matter.



