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Why am I here?



Some questions to be answered

Your community is historically open access oriented. Is it also
open science oriented?

What about FAIR data?

What about Research data management?

What about Open peer review?

What about preregistration?



What is open science?

Open 
Access

Open Data
Open Peer 

Review

Open 
Source

Open 
Notebooks

Open 
Educational 
resources

Citizen 
science

Open 
Software

Is the standard method of working under Horizon Europe. Is the policy priority for the EC as a key factor

to improve the quality, efficiency, and responsiveness of research



Do we have a 
problem?

Sample Footer Text

Probably yes!

5Ross-Hellauer T  et al. (2017) https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0189311

https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0189311


ACCESSIBILITY

TRANSPARENCY

REPRODUCIBILITY



Accessibility

Not so relevant for 
publications in 
physics

Very relevant for 
other disciplines
(high APCs or 
Subscription prices) 
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COALITION S (Italy participates with INFN): Trials and 
errors

Transformative

agreements were a big 

hoax and didn’t reached

the expected results.

Fortunately, Coalition S 

has recognized the 

error, and this measure 

will be discontinued in 

2024



Rights retention strategy (RRS)



Transparency

• The research processes

should be transparent, 

evident, explained



Reproducibility



Horizon Europe



https://medium.com/fluree/making-data-f-a-i-r-93629e82c459

https://medium.com/fluree/making-data-f-a-i-r-93629e82c459


FAIR data

Findable

The data must be easily traceable by both humans and machines. This property is ensured through the 

use of persistent identifiers and descriptive metadata, which must be recorded in "catalogs" or 

in repositories that can also be indexed by machines.



FAIR data

Accessible

The data must always be accessible, 

persistent over time, and retrievable on 

the web through standard protocols. If making 

the data "open" is not possible, authentication 

systems can be used, provided that at least 

the metadata is always available.

https://tutorialedge.net/software-eng/what-is-a-rest-api/

https://tutorialedge.net/software-eng/what-is-a-rest-api/


FAIR data

Interoperable

The data (and metadata) must be 

interoperable, meaning they should be able 

to be combined with other data and tools. This 

implies that their format must be open (a 

CSV is, an XLS is not), and the content and 

descriptive metadata must be represented in a 

standardized language (using ontologies and 

controlled vocabularies, where possible).

machine-readable but non-
standard & proprietary format

machine-readable in an open, 
standard format

non-machine-
readable



FAIR data

Reusable

The data must be reusable, so it should 

be clear how both the data and 

metadata can be reused (replicated, 

used in different contexts, for different 

purposes, etc.). This also means providing 

the data with one or more open 

licenses that are clear, accessible, and 

preferably internationally recognized.



https://5stardata.info/en/

https://5stardata.info/en/
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What is a DMP

A data management plan or DMP is a formal document that outlines how data are to be handled both 

during a research project, and after the project is completed. The goal of a data management plan is to 

consider the many aspects of data management, metadata generation, data preservation, 

and analysis before the project begins; this may lead to data being well-managed in the present, and 

prepared for preservation in the future. [Wikipedia]



../corso dottorato unimi/ResearchDataManagementDecisionTree12_10_2022.pdf


4 main challenges for 

scientific communication

Lack of openness

(publications, 

data, protocols, methods, 

code)
Delays and inefficiency

Excessive costs and 

inequities Lack of incentives

L Waltman The rise of preprinting, implication for 

research intelligence 10.5281/zenodo.7415220

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7415220


Emojis by Mozilla (CC BY 4.0)

Journal 1 Journal 2 Journal 3

Private

Public

Peer Review

Submit

Revise
Manuscript

Peer reviewed 
paper

Community feedback, ideas, discussion
Months to 
years

Preprint server

<48 hrs 
screening 
process

Revise

Double track

J Polka, Peer review in the context of preprints UCSF 

https://github.com/mozilla/fxemoji
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/14Zhr5IqVE9m3V-NA_UmabKDQHciZchxBdkBUm9Fqyjk/edit#slide=id.g5cf00b1ab7_0_9


https://asapbio.org/preprint-servers

https://asapbio.org/preprint-servers


I had not authorized you to show [our manuscript] to specialists before it is 

printed. I see no reason to address the—in any case erroneous—comments of your 

anonymous expert. On the basis of this incident I prefer to publish the paper 

elsewhere [1936 Einstein to the Physical review]

Peer review as we know it today does not originate with the scientific journal but 

in the Cold War period and is first internal and then becomes external to journals

Melinda Baldwin, “Peer Review,” Encyclopedia of the History of Science (January 2020) doi: 10.34758/srde-jw27

How old is peer review?



Presently, the dominant peer review model for the physical sciences is “single 
blind,” meaning that the referees are kept anonymous but the authors are not—
their names are visible to the referees. Many scientists, however, say that this 
system is susceptible to unfair bias—papers may be judged, consciously or 
subconsciously, based on the pedigree of the authors, on their geographical 
information, and even on their ethnicity

https://physics.aps.org/articles/v14/136

https://physics.aps.org/articles/v14/136


More recently, peer review seems have faced its own moment of 

crisis. Critics have argued that the peer review process is not doing 

a good job of distinguishing good science from bad. Several high-

profile papers have been published in top journals after having 

passed through peer review, only to be heavily criticized after 

publication or retracted amid allegations of fraud.32 Some studies have 

indicated that women and underrepresented minorities are more 

likely to receive unfavorable referee reports than their colleagues.33 

Other observers have argued that peer review suppresses innovative 

research and rewards more familiar, safer projects.34 In 2011, Great 

Britain’s House of Commons commissioned a report on the state of 

peer review, and concluded that while peer review “is crucial to the 

reputation and reliability of scientific research,” many scientists 

believe the system stifles progress, is often biased, and that “there is 

little solid evidence on its efficacy.”35 In the 1970s, peer review was 

recast as the system that rewarded good science and corrected bad 

science; in the 2010s, scientists are now grappling with the fact that it 

doesn’t seem to do either of those things particularly well. [

Melinda Baldwin, “Peer Review,” Encyclopedia of the History of Science 

(January 2020) doi: 10.34758/srde-jw27]



More recently, peer review seems have faced its own moment of 

crisis. Critics have argued that the peer review process is not doing 

a good job of distinguishing good science from bad. Several high-

profile papers have been published in top journals after having 

passed through peer review, only to be heavily criticized after 

publication or retracted amid allegations of fraud.32 Some studies have 

indicated that women and underrepresented minorities are more 

likely to receive unfavorable referee reports than their 

colleagues.33 Other observers have argued that peer review 

suppresses innovative research and rewards more familiar, safer 

projects.34 In 2011, Great Britain’s House of Commons commissioned a 

report on the state of peer review, and concluded that while peer 

review “is crucial to the reputation and reliability of scientific 

research,” many scientists believe the system stifles progress, is often 

biased, and that “there is little solid evidence on its efficacy.”35 In the 

1970s, peer review was recast as the system that rewarded good 

science and corrected bad science; in the 2010s, scientists are now 

grappling with the fact that it doesn’t seem to do either of those 

things particularly well. [

Melinda Baldwin, “Peer Review,” Encyclopedia of the History of Science 

(January 2020) doi: 10.34758/srde-jw27]



More recently, peer review seems have faced its own moment of 

crisis. Critics have argued that the peer review process is not doing 

a good job of distinguishing good science from bad. Several high-

profile papers have been published in top journals after having 

passed through peer review, only to be heavily criticized after 

publication or retracted amid allegations of fraud.32 Some studies have 

indicated that women and underrepresented minorities are more 

likely to receive unfavorable referee reports than their 

colleagues.33 Other observers have argued that peer review 

suppresses innovative research and rewards more familiar, safer 

projects.34 In 2011, Great Britain’s House of Commons commissioned 

a report on the state of peer review, and concluded that while peer 

review “is crucial to the reputation and reliability of scientific 

research,” many scientists believe the system stifles progress, is often 

biased, and that “there is little solid evidence on its efficacy.”35 In the 

1970s, peer review was recast as the system that rewarded good 

science and corrected bad science; in the 2010s, scientists are now 

grappling with the fact that it doesn’t seem to do either of those 

things particularly well. [

Melinda Baldwin, “Peer Review,” Encyclopedia of the History of Science 

(January 2020) doi: 10.34758/srde-jw27]



More recently, peer review seems have faced its own moment of 

crisis. Critics have argued that the peer review process is not doing 

a good job of distinguishing good science from bad. Several high-

profile papers have been published in top journals after having 

passed through peer review, only to be heavily criticized after 

publication or retracted amid allegations of fraud.32 Some studies have 

indicated that women and underrepresented minorities are more 

likely to receive unfavorable referee reports than their 

colleagues.33 Other observers have argued that peer review 

suppresses innovative research and rewards more familiar, safer 

projects.34 In 2011, Great Britain’s House of Commons commissioned 

a report on the state of peer review, and concluded that while peer 

review “is crucial to the reputation and reliability of scientific 

research,” many scientists believe the system stifles progress, is 

often biased, and that “there is little solid evidence on its 

efficacy.”35 In the 1970s, peer review was recast as the system that 

rewarded good science and corrected bad science; in the 2010s, 

scientists are now grappling with the fact that it doesn’t seem to do 

either of those things particularly well. [

Melinda Baldwin, “Peer Review,” Encyclopedia of the History of Science 

(January 2020) doi: 10.34758/srde-jw27]



Different forms of peer 
review: open reports 
and open identities



The dichotomy of peer-reviewed versus non-peer-reviewed science should also be 
subject to discussion. With more and more preprints becoming available, and 
increasing opportunities for post-publication peer-review, this dichotomy is 
increasingly scrutinized. Publications that have not yet been peer-reviewed are 
sometimes seen as less trustworthy than publications that are peer-reviewed, but 
this distinction is not absolute. Indeed, differences in quality between preprints 
and published works seem to be small. At the same time, in some domains, 
preprints with incorrect results may do harm when widely circulated, which needs to 
be considered. One possibility could be to allow a short embargo period where 
fellow researchers could provide quick initial reviews before a preprint is made 
publicly available, along with the reviews.

Perspectives on scientific error https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rsos.230448

https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rsos.230448


What is interesting here is that the retraction was not the outcome of a scientific discussion, but something 

imposed by the publisher.

Something that should never happen



Regenerate response: what about peer review? (and most of all what

are we paying for?)



Prepublication peer review:should be abolished?

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/10.1093/bjps/axz029


The ORE model

https://open-research-europe.ec.europa.eu/articles/1-68


The PCI model





Preregistration



Some questions to be answered

Your community is historically open access oriented. Is it also 
open science oriented?

What about FAIR data?

What about Research data management?

What about Open peer review?

What about preregistration?


