Open Access. Present and Future
At the premises of RACAB (The Royal Academy of Sciences and Arts of Barcelona) at La Rambla 115,
Thursday 30th May 2019 took place the event «Open Access. Present and Future».
The invited speakers to the roundtable, moderated by Pere Puigdomènech (CRAG, ALLEA and RACAB), were
• Lídia Borrell-Damian, European University Association
• Maria Noguera, Scientists Dating Forum
• Luke Drury, ALLEA Responsible to Plan S
• Michele S. Garfinkel, European Molecular Biology Organization (EMBO)
• Ignasi Labastida, Centre de Recursos per a l'Aprenentatge i la Investigació (CRAI)
• Magdalena Skipper, Editor-in-chief of Nature
After a Coffee Break there was the Open discussion. Here you can find what we talked about.
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Roundtable
The president of RACAB, Joan Jofre, welcomed participants and attendees, and introduced Pere
Puigdomènech, who established the aspects related to the session. As a board member, he reminded that
ALLEA (All European Academies) give total support to open access: as science is publicly funded, all results of
the research should be publicly available. Thus, the changes resulting from open access are modifiying
scientific publishing landscape, in which sense? After introducing the diverse members of the table, the
session began to look for some answers.
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Ignasi Labastida: The current situation
Labastida reminded the difference between «open access» and «public access». By «open access» in
scientific literature, we mean its free availability on the public internet, permitting any users to read,
download, copy, distribute, print, search... according to the Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI, 2002).
https://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/
The Director of the National Institutes of Health shall require that all investigators funded by the NIH submit
or have submitted ... an electronic version of their final peer-reviewed manuscripts upon acceptance for
publication, to be made publicly available no later than 12 months after the official date of publication (NIH
Public Access Policy, 2008). https://publicaccess.nih.gov/policy.htm
After Budapest, two strategies evolve in publishing, and they have been named Green Open Access and Gold
Open Access. On the one hand, «Green Open Access» repositories which permit self-archiving, that is the
practice that permits to solve scholars’ needs, tools and assistance to deposit their refereed journal articles
in open electronic archives. In them scholars are free to post but the copyright belongs to the publisher, and
there is a rarely «creative commons» license. There are more than 4.700 Green Open Access repositories in
the world, where public access to full texts in several versions and sometimes available after an embargo
period from the actual publication. This is the most accepted access by the main publishers, and the rates of
deposition in repositories depend on policies, evaluation and disciplines.
And on the other hand, «Gold Open Access» repositories that are the means for scholars to launch a new
generation of journals committed to open access, and help existing journals that elect to make the transition
to open access, and that use copyright and other tools to ensure permanent open access to all the articles
they publish. Because price is a barrier to access, these new journals will not charge subscription or access
fees, and will turn to other methods for covering their expenses. There are many alternative sources of
funds for this purpose; there is no need to favour one of these solutions over the others for all disciplines or
nations, and no need to stop looking for other creative alternatives. In «Gold Open Access» repositories
research outputs are distributed online, free of cost or other barriers; and, in its most precise meaning, there
is in addition an open license that removes most restrictions on use and reuse. Generally there is an article
processing charge (APC), which means there is a publication fee charged to authors to make a work available
open access in either an open access journal of a hybrid journal. There are more than 13.000 journals
identified in the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ), where –in January– only the 27% of journals
listed had an APC with an average of 800 € and a median of 600 €. However most articles (58% in 2018)
involve fees.
Labastida showed the increase of hybrid open access citing Björk (2017): Growth of hybrid Open Access,
2009–2016 [https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.3878].
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And showed also the situation of Article Processing Charges (APC) according to
https://blog.frontiersin.org/2017/12/08/frontiers-apcs-structure-and-rationale-2/.

The situation in Catalan Universities has evolved from 2011 to 2018, according to the Open Access
Observatory: https://bibliotecnica.upc.edu/observatori.

Preprints and publishing platforms are also current trends in scholar publishing that are characterized by:
• Non reviewed text made publicly available before publication in a journal.
• Free reading for anyone without payments or subscriptions
• Authors usually keep copyright and allow reuse by means of a license
• In publishing platforms there is an Open Peer Review
While the practice of preprinting in the life sciences is not completely new, it has grown dramatically over
the past few years.
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https://asapbio.org/preprint-info/biology-preprints-over-time
Following philosophy of open access there had been a considerable amount of cancellations to the big
journals in the past year:

For more information Labastida proposed three different outcomes for transitional agreements:
Kwoin, Diana (Apr 24, 2019): «Elsevier and Norway Agree on New Open-Access Deal». The scientist
https://www.the-scientist.com/news-opinion/elsevier-and-norway-agree-on-new-open-access-deal-65789
Page, Benedicte (Apr 11, 2019): «CUP in OA partnership with University of California». The bookseller
https://www.thebookseller.com/news/cup-oa-partnership-university-california-988666
Wilke, Carolyn (Jan 16, 2019): «German Institutions and Wiley Reach Open-Access Publishing Deal». The
scientist https://www.the-scientist.com/news-opinion/german-institutions-and-wiley-reach-open-accesspublishing-deal-65327
To finish, Labastida quotes Science Europe that intends to shape the future of European research to
accelerate the transition to full and open access by 2020. Because, at the end, open access is a threat, a
challenge or an opportunity?
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Magdalena Skipper: The perspective from Nature
Skipper stood that, as an editor, she is in favour of open access; but, as a publisher, she is in «business». She
also stood that there is a need of a broaden discussion, because talking on open access should lead to talk
about open science, open data, protocols and software, all these issues that make up science. Thus, she
argued that besides wishing the open access there should be a broad open science for which we are still not
ready. She gave the example of genomics; we are not still ready to share all the compiled data. There should
be established protocols, open platforms…
Except Nature Communications –that is an open access journal that publishes high-quality research from all
areas of the natural sciences– no other Nature magazine offers open access. Skipper clarifies that Nature is
more a magazine than a journal, as they do a work more related to journalists than to scientists.
On the other hand, for Nature is very expensive to make pay only authors for the publication, because of the
costs in the publishing process. Nature journals only publish seven-per-cent articles that they receive. So,
there is an amount of work on considering, evaluating and treating each one of them. And this work is not
cost free; they have esteemed that each published article really costs five thousand euros. So, as Nature
does, all other publishers have to cope with all this cost. Thus, for them Plan S at the moment is not realistic,
because some communities are closer to open access, but others are still closer to the conventional way of
publishing.
Even though great publishers know that open access articles are being more cited than those that are not;
how can they convince that we are not ready to publish in open access? Nature proposes a transformation
to open access throughout some readable agreements advocating the high potential to be cited and nonforgetting that there should be a consideration beyond open access leading to open science.

Michele Garfinkel: Routes to Open Science through Open Access
Garfinkel as EMBO Science Policy Programme Head began showing us the campus where they work in EMBL
(Heidelberg, Germany) not strictly for open access, but for other questions. From her office window
Garfinkel sees how science happens, how scientists do experiments; how they write them down… by seeing
them she can add a guess to give them support.
EMBO (European Molecular Biology Organization) was founded in 1964 (in Heidelberg) by the European
Molecular Biology Conference with the aim of advancing policies for a world-class European research
environment. The current director is Maria Leptin; thirty-two members and associate member states belong
to EMBO, and it has signed two cooperation agreements to establish advancing policies for a world-class
European research environment.
The Science Policy Programme Garfinkel leads at EMBO gives advice to members and individuals, especially
to young researchers; not funding them, but creating a fellowship community. For that objective, they
organize courses and workshops with the newest programmes of science policies, and scientific publishing is
one of the major areas of interest.
As the definition of the National Academies Press, the publication of scientific information is intended to
move science forward. More specifically, the act of publishing is a quid pro quo in which authors receive
credit and acknowledgment in exchange for disclosure of their scientific findings.
https://www.nap.edu/read/10613/chapter/1
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From the past years changes in scientific publishing, particularly those related to access to publications,
allow policymakers (governments, funders, and other research administrators) to modify the way that
scientific information is communicated, and the precise nature of these changes and how they are
implemented will have serious implications for scientists, publishers, and libraries.
According to that changes, the Science Policy Programme works for publishing at EMBO in a community
responsive way, with a not-for-profit objective, aiming to support scientific excellence through selectivity
(quality and interest, but not fashion) and for an open science (in which open access is a building block).
Following publishing premises we reach the iron triangle; two of the picks tend to be cheap and fast, but if
for the third one you choose «open» (which is easy) you cannot choose «selective» (because it is not). Thus,
as EMBO Press chooses «selective», EMBO journals will never be cheap because they provide a good value.
EMBO thinks that open access is not really the point; it is just one part of achieving open science. Everything
in OS will have a cost.
EMBO Press follows a fast and selective publication way in the four journals strictly of the institution: EMBO
Reports, The EMBO Journal, Molecular Systems Biology and EMBO Molecular Medicine. All of them follow an
easy submission: authors can submit in any format, and in three days there is the first decision taken
(focused in essential experiments and only one round of revisions in which there is a compact work amongst
author and editor. After thirteen days the peer review is done. Three months later 95% revisions are
published.
Garfinkel cited Wouters (May 28, 2019) in Nature: «Rethinking impact factors: better ways to judge a
journal» to emphasize that the science system needs a broader, more-transparent suite of metrics to
improve science publishing, colleagues and co-signatories. Then, what is a journal for?
•
•

•

•

•

Registering. Through publishing, journals associate the intellectual claims in a piece of work with a
date and authorship, which can be used to establish priority.
Curating. Through editorial and other reviews, work is selected and placed in a collection; this
collection signals associations and delineates the theoretical and methodological scope of a scholarly
domain.
Evaluating. Through peer review, works are evaluated according to several criteria (such as quality
and novelty), and authors receive feedback from their peers. Through publishing, the journal
certifies that the work has been evaluated; the journal continues to perform evaluative functions by
issuing corrections and retractions.
Disseminating. By making the work public, a journal formally distributes it to a specialist community;
with open access and other communication tools, the journal makes the work available to broader
communities.
Archiving. By associating work with adequate metadata and making it available online and to
indexes and aggregators, the journal contributes to the permanent scholarly record an facilitates
discovery.

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-01643-3
And about the preview policy findings Garfinkel argued:
•

Selectivity is not an absolute value:
o prices (and costs) of selectivity not universally accepted
o if we had the right tools, we would not need selectivity
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•

•

•

Whose responsibility?
o Who are going to be Plan S funders?
o Have we have done everything we could?
o What about the power and information asymmetry?
o Everyone needs to be transparent on values/goals/costs
Community values may not resonate with other parties
o Publishing as a ticket
o Telling stories
o Diversify rather than homogenize routes to OS and allow the community to state why a
venue is best than other
There are systemic problems; but, sometimes «the system» is just an excuse for inaction

So, focusing on solutions, there should be different strategies, because one size does not fit all. Items to be
solved are competitive funding for journals (quality, open science, subject specificity) and packages.

To finish, Garfinkel reminded Asilomar Conference on Recombinant DNA (held in 1975), when a group of
about 140 professionals (primarily biologists, but also including lawyers and physicians) participated in the
conference to draw up voluntary guidelines to ensure the safety of recombinant DNA technology. The
conference also placed scientific research more into the public domain, and can be seen as applying a
version of the precautionary principle.

Luke Drury: ALLEA Response to Plan S
Drury left several copies of the ALLEA Response to Plan S, produced in November-December 2018 with the
input from various working groups.
https://www.allea.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/ALLEA_Response_PlanS.pdf
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Drury’s question is «Why all the fuss?». According to him, the points are:
•
•
•
•
•

Moral argument is incontestable: if the public funds the research, the public should be able to
access it.
Part of the wider move towards open science and open data: science (Wissenschaft) should be a
global public good.
In combating conspiracy theories and fake science we are fighting with one hand tied behind our
back if the good science is locked away behind paywalls.
Widespread sense that commercial interests are profiteering and unfairly «ripping off» the system.
Chance to re-invent scholarly communication for a digital age.

Drury gave the audience some indications for the open access (OA) jargon; some of them had already been
indicated:
•
•
•
•

Gold OA: Author pays APC (article processing charge, average €2000, but can be much higher) to
traditional journal to have article available OA on journal website.
Green OA: Traditional journal allows self-archiving in a repository usually after some embargo
period, typically one year.
Diamond OA: journal finds other means of support and publishes full OA with no APC.
Hybrid journals: allow both green and gold routes, some articles behind paywall.

The Key Issues in Plan S are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Retention of Copyright under CC-BY: a problem for publishers, and some mainly humanities scholars
(want CC-BY-NC or CC-BY-ND)
No Hybrid journals: major issue for learned society journals and the cause of much unease among
chemists in particular.
Clear intent to push Gold OA model with APCs: pay to publish rather than pay to read.
Interaction with research assessment: generates major concern of early stage researchers: DORA
principles.
The specific circumstances of the Health and Social Services (HSS) sector do not seem to be properly
addressed in Plan S.
Draft implementation plan ridiculously over-prescriptive for repositories.

So Drury gave some alternatives, He explained that on his field (Astrophysics) the arXiv preprint archive
originated by Paul Ginsparg in 1991 is where experts go to find the latest work, not to the journals. It costs
virtually nothing and enables rapid and open dissemination of ideas as well as «date-stamping».
Nevertheless it will not be compliant with Plan S (perhaps in next iteration). And still a peer review process is
needed, but can split that off from the traditional journals: e.g. overlay journal model, open peer review, or
just go green OA.
Drury cites Stern and O’Shea article (Feb 12, 2019): «A proposal for the future of scientific publishing in the
life sciences» where they state that although journals have their strengths, the traditional approach of
selecting articles before publication («curate first, publish second») forces a focus on «getting into the right
journals». They believe that a «publish first, curate second» approach with the following features would be a
strong alternative: authors decide when and what to publish; peer review reports are published, either
anonymously or with attribution; and curation occurs after publication, incorporating community feedback
and expert judgment to select articles for target audiences and to evaluate whether scientific work has stood
the test of time. [https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000116].
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Thus, now the reputation traps are:
•
•
•

•
•

Why do we continue to pay such large sums of money to the big 5 for very little benefit? Why are we
so addicted to prestige journals?
Problem is the system of research assessment.
Early career researchers need papers in «prestige» journals to get promotion, and established
researchers need them to retain grant funding: note that the same big 5 control the bibliometric
sources!
DORA is fine in principle, but in reality? Need tools to enable it.
Papers in high impact journals are Veblen goods like mechanical watches: despite cheaper and
better e-versions we buy them as easily visible markers of prestige and quality.

So, in fact, the question should be: Do we still need journals?
•
•
•
•

We do need improved peer review and easily understood markers of quality and impact, but at the
article level and not the journal level.
Article discovery is now more often by intelligent search engines than by scanning tables of
contents.
The conventions of layout and style developed in the print era are excessively constraining for
modern digital media.
Why not reinvent scholarly communication in a born digital model? But to do that we must reform
research evaluation and culture: and this is hard!

To finish, Drury recommended a Report of the Expert Group to the European Commission: «Future of
scholarly publishing and scholarly communication» (2019).
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/464477b3-2559-11e9-8d0401aa75ed71a1

Lidia Borrell-Damian: European Universities in Open Science
Key objectives for open science
•
•
•
•

Sharing of research-generated knowledge
Quality of research and research ethics and integrity
Transparency of the research process and outcomes publication
Easy and affordable accessibility to research publications and data

Conditions for open science
•
•
•
•

Investment in open access business models (cost of publications)
Investment in e-infrastructure (deposit and access – FAIR principles)
Policies fostering open access to research publications and data
Researchers motivation and careers

Main challenges for the future of scholarly publications
•
•
•

Publishing models – open access / subscriptions
Scholarly quality and research assessment
Open Access Policies (institutional, national, supra-national – Plan S)
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Share of Scholar Publications in open access worldwide is far from 100% even though research centres are
developing a policy.
Piwowar, Heather; Priem, Jason ; Larivière, Vincent; Alperin, Juan Pablo; Matthias, Lisa; Norlander, Bree;
Farley, Ashley; West, Jevin; Haustein, Stefanie (Feb 13, 2018): «The state of OA: a large-scale analysis of the
prevalence and impact of open access articles». PeerJ https://peerj.com/articles/4375/

EUA Open Access Survey (2017-2018)
The European University Association (EUA) published a report named «2019 Big Deals Survey Report» an
Updated Mapping of Major Scholarly Publishing Contracts in Europe, lead by Rita Morais, Lennart Stoy and
Lidia Borrell-Damian.
https://eua.eu/resources/publications/829:2019-big-deals-survey-report.html
Key data of the survey
•
•
•
•
•

The data collection was betwwen August and November 2018.
Respondents: 31 Consortia negotiating on behalf of the university sector and other higher education
and research performers
Focus: Periodicals of the 5 major publishers (Elsevier, SpringerNature, Taylor & Francis, Wiley,
American Chemical Society)
Data analysed in aggregated fashion
Most data refers to big deal contracts ongoing in 2017 or 2018

The open access estimation is below 35 % of the total of scholarly publications. And to the question on an
existence of an OA policy, the answers were:
What is the real cost of the publication system? Total annual expenditure on big deals for all subscriptions
to electronic resources (including periodicals, databases, e-books) by national consortia of 30 European
countries was around ~ 1 025 253 055 EUR (estimate 2018, 3.5% yearly increase). This is a conservative
figure not including:
•
•
•

Article Processing Charges (APCs)
Consortia other than those participating in the Survey
Individual institutional contracts with publishers

For periodicals only in the surveyed 31 consortia (representing 30 European countries) the amount is ~ 726
350 945 EUR (average yearly increase 3.6%). The proportion of costs covered by universities in the consortia
is 519 973 578 EUR (~72%).
Some of the results on the National Consortia Negotiating «Big Deals» with large Scientific Publishers:
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The constraints for open science are the limited engagement of a large part of researchers for many
reasons. Necessary (although not sufficient) conditions to make open science a reality are:
•
•
•

Clarification of legal issues concerning sharing and reuse of publications and data – copyright
regulation
Original authorship respect – ethical considerations
Reputation and research career progression – linked to research assessment and outputs

The dominance of the journal impact factor leads to two main problems:
•
•

The quality of an article produced by researchers is not evaluated directly, rather through a proxy,
i.e., the reputation of the journal it is published in;
This situation reinforces the dominant position of commercial academic publishers and
disproportionately adds to their power in shaping the way research is funded and conducted.
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There is the EUA commitment to raise awareness and support universities in the improvement of research
assessment approaches that focus on research quality, potential and future impact, and that take into
account open science practices.
The «EUA Roadmap on Research Assessment in the Transition to Open Science» (2018)
https://eua.eu/resources/publications/316:eua-roadmap-on-research-assessment-in-the-transition-to-openscience.html
Researchers, universities and other research performing organisations, research funders and policymakers
are revisiting their approaches to research assessment (see briefing):
•
•
•

Current approaches related to negative trends in academia
Discussion about the current state and future direction of scholarly research, as well as technical
discussions
Sprawling field involving a wide variety of actors, creating the need for a concerted approach

Bringing together scholarly, Policy and financial aspects for the future Scholarly System has shown that there
is a need of a systemic change in the publishing scholarly system.

Briefing: Saenen, Bregt; Borrell-Damian, Lidia (Apr 04, 2019): «Reflections on University Research
Assessment: key concepts, issues and actors». European University Association
https://eua.eu/resources/publications/825:reflections-on-university-research-assessment-key-concepts,issues-and-actors.html
Survey: «2019 EUA Open Science and Access Survey on Research Assessment». European University
Association
https://eua.eu/resources/publications/825:reflections-on-university-research-assessment-key-concepts,issues-and-actors.html
Workshop: «2019 EUA Workshop on Research Assessment in the Transition to Open Science»
https://www.eua.eu/events/87-2019-eua-workshop-on-research-assessment-in-the-transition-to-openscience.html?utm_source=social&utm_medium=Twitter&utm_name=Twitter-social-06-02-2019
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Maria Noguera: Perspectives from young scientists
Having had several years doing research in –omics, Noguera is now editor at MDPI, which is a pioneer in
scholarly open access publishing, since has supported academic communities since 1996. Based in Basel,
Switzerland, MDPI has the mission to foster open scientific exchange in all forms, across all disciplines. Our
204 diverse, peer-reviewed, open access journals are supported by over 35,500 academic editors. We serve
scholars from around the world to ensure the latest research is freely available and all content is distributed
under a Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). https://www.mdpi.com/about
Besides, Noguera is engaged in Scientists Dating Forum, is a non-profit association formed by young
international interdisciplinary members, including scientists, business people, lawyers, communications
specialists, philosophers and economists. The main goal of SciDF is to raise awareness of the importance of
science and the scientific field at different levels. http://scientistsdatingforum.org/about-us/
From Scientists Dating Forum, open access is a broader issue that leads to open science, as it was stated in
the meeting «Open science: from values to practice. Building a roadmap for transformative change» a BDebate held in CosmoCaixa in October 2018.
https://www.bdebate.org/en/forum/open-science-values-practice-building-roadmap-transformative-change
Also Scientists Dating Forum call science representatives of political parties before the election for having a
debate in which they should give their opinion on vaccines, climate change and other science related issues.
The commitment was not that much, at the end. You can find the results of the debate #tambevotemciencia
here: https://twitter.com/SciDating/status/1131821010410463232
There are initiatives to help scientists to learn about open science and how to publish in open access oneself,
like The FOSTER portal: https://www.fosteropenscience.eu/about
According to their opinion the main points for young scientists are
•
•
•
•
•

Train young scientists before facing hard publishing
How to improve your career problem
Science communication
Tools available to practice open science
Open Education resources as video lectures, TED talks on any topic, like Ibiology.org

And Noguera wanted to emphasize two more points:
•
•

Publication or dissemination is a wheel that needs analysis, publishing, outreach and assessment.
And finally publication needs to be discovered.
She wants to remark the existence of the Open Knowledge Foundation is a global non-profit
organisation focused on realising open data’s value to society by helping civil society groups access
and use data to take action on social problems. Open Knowledge Foundation does this in three ways:
1. We show the value of open data for the work of civil society organizations
2. We provide organisations with the tools and skills to effectively use open data
3. We make government information systems responsive to civil society
ps://okfn.org

In the Open Knowledge Foundation there can be found an overview of Global Open Data Index
https://index.okfn.org/place/
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Open discussion
[Enric Banda from RACAB]: asked for the Public Engagement in Science, the two directions movements
that engages citizens in the research agenda.
For Labastida, the open data is crucial for giving the results as open as possible, closed for sensitive
situations. There is a UB policy draft for open data. And especially In citizen science data gathered by citizens
should be given with a response.
For Drury open data is a very big issue. Metadata should be properly curated, fundable and accessible and it
needs plenty of human resources. And according to public engagement, citizens should be aware that
science is not easy, it is hard; it demands a lot of mental work and commitment.
For Borrell-Damian Public Engagement in Science and Technology is a big issue in which you have to avoid
saying that scientists work is hard, because everyone’s work is. Citizen science is an intellectual project that
works: citizens do research not only by gathering data and scholars assure vigour for their research.
It is important to citizens because one only engages when one works in an issue.
In Universities of middle size cities –as some in Slovenia and Poland– there are projects that engage citizens
and move students for science. We have to learn from those initiatives.
To obtain scientific is expensive, so there is a need to reorganizing how we spend money in the research
system. Lot of investment is a clue. And it should be considered that often different fields can be connected.
80% universities policy research and 20% open data investment should be the ideal implementing
investment.
For Garfinkel EMBO and EMBL think that open data is helpful. But in this top-down deal to treat and reuse
data, do scientific communities want to give them?
For Skipper there is a need of broader open science with protocols and other issues, because plain open
data is hardly understandable. Sadly, there is a huge complexity in open data about which we have not
talked. She agrees that you cannot say that science is hard because discourages any initiative. Say science
needs effort and that is amazing.
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For Noguera some authors use different strategies, with different copyrights: results and conclusions with a
creative licence CC-BY that can be used except commercial use, and open data in a more open license.
[Xavier Giménez from Chemistry UB] made a request and a question. The request was: why the audience
cannot have the explanation of the extensive use of acronyms, which is the jargon for experts. The
question: what does open access offer to companies not in Research, but in Development and Innovation?
Labastida agrees with Giménez, and begins to give the meaning of some acronyms such as CC-BY, DORA; he
adds that even though sometimes somebody could know what the acronyms apply for, many times one
could not know what it really means, especially in the types of creative commons licenses.
Borrell-Damian explained that DORA applies for the San Francisco Declaration that promoted evolution of
Impact Factor. And Plan S is a proposal of the European Research Council that applies in the national level.
Borrell-Damian explained that it is not really known that the «S» applies for: science, society, Smith… they
made jokes because Smith was the one who first proposed plan S. Plan S is a proposal to move to open
access, now there are developing the policies in the COAlition S in which there are included several
countries, as India recently, or entities as Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation or Wellcome Trust.
Borrell-Damian’s opinion is that open access is too recent to find results of OA in society, but enables an
emergence bigger than ever before. Patients can give knowledge to research or at least for exploration. The
benefits of open science in society are difficult to count.
There is also a change in universities to publish with industry criteria, which is a helpful point that can help
the researchers.
University of Gent, 14 May in Brussels?
Other universities have abolished Impact Factor
Novel ways in EUA: Reflections on University Research Assessment: key concepts, issues and actors?
https://www.eua.eu/resources/publications/825:reflections-on-university-research-assessment-keyconcepts,-issues-and-actors.html
Open Science: EUA discusses «big deals», research data management and sets priorities for 2018
https://www.eua.eu/news/63:open-science-eua-discusses-%E2%80%98big-deals%E2%80%99,-researchdata-management-and-sets-priorities-for-2018.html
Garfinkel answers that it is very difficult to see what open science, open data and open access can do for
development and innovation. She points that may be something related with evidence based studies?
[Maruxa Martínez from PRBB] any of you have any examples of reaching that goal? Is there any bias in
open access accessing scientists?
Labastida gives us some recommendations to experiment with.
Hicks, Diana; Wouters, Paul; Waltman, Ludo; de Rijcke, Sarah, and Rafols, Ismael (Apr 22, 2015):
«Bibliometrics: The Leiden Manifesto for research metrics» Nature.
https://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-manifesto-for-research-metrics-1.17351
Barcelona’s Plan for Local Development (PDE) o Pla de Desenvolupament local (PDL)
https://ajuntament.barcelona.cat/noubarris/pla-desenvolupament-economic/ca/com-entenem-eldesenvolupament-local
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At Utrecht University there is the involvement of patients and other stakeholders in the way a hospital
works. https://www.uu.nl/en/organisation/utrecht-university-school-of-governance/research
[Marta Estrada from ICM and RACAB] Peer review takes lot of effort and from journals sometimes there is
an excess of demanding activity. Is there any comment?
Noguera answers that they receive lots of papers. The first step is pre check before sending to the peer
reviewers, for a reduction of manuscripts. Then they have an internal database on revivers that let them
know the profile and the last review asked to the reviewer. They do not contact a reviewer more than once a
month.
Skipper answers that in Nature they also have a data base of peer reviewers and agrees with Estrada that is
a completely unrecognized works, they remain invisible. But they can give the name of reviewers to authors
if wanted.
[Juan Roberto Castelo, UPF] In the internet era there has been a change and different issues, for instance,
printing is not the same as publishing; and preprinting and other mechanisms evolve very quickly.
Drury says that Plan S is responsibility of research councils, not a plan for Open Access. Plan S is top-down
whilst open access is bottom-up.
Borrell-Damian adds that all these solutions will evolve and universities will have to adapt to take its place in
society, but the essence must prevail.

Conclusions
In order to conclude, Pere Puigdomènech summarizes the discussions in the following points:
1. Scientific journals have to reinvent themselves in a moment when the use of digital systems has
deeply transformed the way how science is transmitted to other colleagues and to the general
public. The different types of journals need to redefine their business models, including journals that
belong to learned societies and those, like Nature, that have become a reference for scientific
excellence. The trust that scientific community and general public has in the information contained
in scientific journals is an important factor for the scientific system as a whole.
2. It is a responsibility of everyone to revise the peer-review system. The present archiving systems
offer interesting alternatives, for instance to publish negative results, but it is difficult to totally
scape from a reviewing system for publication and for evaluation of scientific activity. It is the duty of
scientists, institutions and journals to look for the best ways to review the system in the near future.
3. It has been shown that to link the impact factors of journals to the performance of scientists,
university departments and research centres leads to a perversion of the system. While the quality
of publications may be a component of evaluation, the use of simple polynomial indicators has
shown to lead to undue pressure upon scientists and journals. It has been identified as one of the
factors leading to the rise in misconduct in science publications.
4. Universities, institutions and funders have an essential role in clearly defining the role of scientific
publications in measuring the success of their missions. It is so for scientific journals, for publications
directed to the general public and in the way they communicate their results through classical and
new social media. Academies may play a role in the reflexion needed at this time to profit from the
advantages offered by new ways of communicating science while avoiding the disadvantages that
are being experienced.
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Glossary, acronyms and links
All European Academies (ALLEA): https://www.allea.org/
Article processing charge (APC): there is a publication fee which sometimes is charged to authors to make a
work available open access in either an open access journal of a hybrid journal.
arXiv is a repository of electronic preprints (known as e-prints) approved for posting after moderation, but
not full peer review. It consists of scientific papers in the fields of mathematics, physics, astronomy,
electrical engineering, computer science, quantitative biology, statistics, mathematical finance and
economics, which can be accessed online. In many fields of mathematics and physics, almost all scientific
papers are self-archived on the arXiv repository.
Barcelona’s Plan for Local Development (PDE) o Pla de Desenvolupament local (PDL)
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation: https://www.gatesfoundation.org/
Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI, 2002): https://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/
Creative Commons (CC): is one of several public copyright licenses that enable the free distribution of an
otherwise copyrighted «work». There are several types of licenses that differ by several combinations that
condition the terms of distribution. They were initially released on 2002 by a U.S. non-profit corporation.
https://creativecommons.org/share-your-work/licensing-types-examples/
CC-BY-NC: you are free to share –copy and redistribute the material in any medium or format– and adapt –
remix, transform, and build upon the material– and the licensor cannot revoke these freedoms as long as
you follow the license terms.
CC-BY-ND: you are free to share –copy and redistribute the material in any medium or format– for any
purpose, even commercially. The licensor cannot revoke these freedoms as long as you follow the license
terms.
Directory of open access journals (DOAJ): https://doaj.org/
DORA – San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment: https://sfdora.org/
Promoted evolution of Impact Factor.
European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL): https://www.embl.de/
European Molecular Biology Organization (EMBO): https://www.embo.org/
EMBO Press: https://www.embo.org/embo-press
European University Association (EUA): represents more than 800 universities and national rectors’
conferences in 48 European countries. EUA plays a crucial role in the Bologna Process and in influencing EU
policies on higher education, research and innovation. Through continuous interaction with a range of other
European and international organisations, EUA ensures that the independent voice of European universities
is heard. https://eua.eu
The FOSTER portal: an e-learning platform that brings together the best training resources addressed to
those who need to know more about open science, or need to develop strategies and skills for implementing
open science practices in their daily workflows.
https://www.fosteropenscience.eu
Ibiology.org: https://www.ibiology.org/
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NIH Public Access Policy Details: https://publicaccess.nih.gov/policy.htm
Open Access (OA) is a mechanism by which research outputs are distributed online, free of cost or other
barriers, and, in its most precise meaning, with the addition of an open license that removes most
restrictions on use and reuse.
•
•

•
•
•
•

Green Open Access: to repositories where scholars are free to post and the copyright belongs to the
publisher; and there is a rarely «creative commons» license.
Gold Open Access: repositories where research outputs are distributed online, free of cost or other
barriers, and, in its most precise meaning, with the addition of an open license that removes most
restrictions on use and reuse; generally there is an article processing charge (APC).
Bronze Open Access: article published and available for free on the website of the publisher, but
without a reuse license.
Diamond Open Access: when journal finds other means of support and publishes full OA with no
APC.
Toll Access: item available for a fee, typically by subscription.
Hybrid journals: allow both green and gold routes, some articles behind paywall.

Open Data (OD): is the idea that some data should be freely available to everyone to use and republish as
they wish, without restrictions from copyright, patents or other mechanisms of control. The goals of the
open-source data movement are similar to those of open-source software, hardware, open content, open
education, open educational resources, open government, open knowledge, open access, open science, and
the open web.
Open Science (OS) is the movement to make scientific research (including publications, data, physical
samples, and software) and its dissemination accessible to all levels of an inquiring society, amateur or
professional.
Open Knowledge Foundation: https://okfn.org
Plan S: is an initiative for open access publishing that was launched in September 2018. The plan is
supported by cOAlition S, an international consortium of research funders. Plan S requires that, from 2021,
scientific publications that result from research funded by public grants must be published in compliant open
access journals or platforms.
https://www.coalition-s.org/
PRBB: Parc de Recerca Biomèdica de Barcelona: https://www.prbb.org/
RACAB: Reial Acadèmia de Ciències I Arts de Barcelona
Science Europe is an association of European Research Funding Organisations (RFO) and Research
Performing Organisations (RPO), based in Brussels. https://www.scienceeurope.org/
UB: Universitat de Barcelona: http://www.ub.edu
Wellcome Trust: https://wellcome.ac.uk/
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