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Our Rules — A (partial) History of Open at Springer Nature

1996 — Nature’s 'Guide to Authors' sets out our expectations for sharing materials, methods and data

GUIDE TO AUTHORS

Guide to authors of contributions to Nature erces’ and cditors' comments o0 the carlicr versior
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https://www.nature.com/articles/380560a0

Our Rules — A (partial) History of Open at Springer Nature

2002 — Nature requires MIAME-compliant open data for all microarray results published in its journals

nature

26 September 2002 Volume 419 Issue no 6905

Microarray standards at last

Not a moment too soon, the microarray community has issued guidelines that will make their data much more useful and
accessible. Nature and the Nature research journals will respond accordingly.

ou read a paper with a fascinating conclusion about the
Yexprmun of several genes. You decide to use some of the
same experiments on your system of choice. But when you
wade through hundreds of pages of supplementary information,

you find that crucial details needed for replication are missing.
Welcome to the exciting but frustrating world of DNA microarray
research. Microarrays are plastic or glass chips spotted with tiny
amounts of thousands of probes, used to query the activity levels
of that many genes in any tissue or organism at one time. Variables
in every step of the experiment often make cross-paper comparison
virtually impossible. Microarray papers also pose a considerable
the vast amounts of data mean that

ask.

strain on the refereeing pro

critical review isa monumenta

Yet referees sometimes feel they are not given enough details, lead-
ing cautious reviewers to think that they must reanalyse the primary
data set. In other cases, the primary data provided are in proprieta
software and soare impossible to comment on. Many journalsallow

authors to put the huge data files on their own websites for the review
process, until it became clear that unscrupulous authors compromised
the anonymity of referees by tracking who had visited the website.

Inamove to remedy these problems, the international Microarray

Gene Expression Data (MGED) group has written an open letter to

ournals proposing standards for publication. Other mem-
bers of the microarray community welcomed these steps, designed to
clarify the Minimal Information About a Microarray Experiment
(MIAME) guidelines (Nature Genetics 29,365-371;2001).

— — — L]

For authors, the proposal provides a checklist of variables that
should be included in every microarray publication, at http://www.
mged.org/Workgroups/MIAME/miame_checklist.html. This check-
list, with all variables completed, would be supplied as supplementary
information at the time of submission. The MGED group suggests
that journals require submission of microarray data to either of two

databases emerging as the main public repositorie: O (www.ncbi.
nlm.nih.gov/geo/) or ArrayExpress (www.ebi.ac.uk/arrayexpress).
Harried editors can r e that, at last, the community is taming
the unruly beast that is microarray information. Therefore, all
submissions to Nature and the Nature family of journals recejye:
or after 1 December containing new microarray experimer
include the mailing of five compact disks to the editor. These
should include necessary information compliant with the MIA}

standard. The information must be supplied in a format that could
be read by widely available software packages. Data integral to the
paper’s conclusions should be submitted to the ArrayExpress or GEO
databases, with accession numbers where available, supplied at or
before acceptance for nublication

How much data
Specifically, do othe
microarray just to tef
could presumably by
further evolution a1
the need to specify s
standardsare surelya

community?
te the exact
genes, which
lerhaps with
technology,
the MGED
efild. =

“... all submissions to Nature and the Nature family
of journals received on or after

1st December [2002] containing new microarray
experiments must include ... necessary
information compliant with the MIAME standard.
The information must be supplied in a format that
could be read by widely available software
packages. Data integral to the paper’s
conclusions should be submitted to the
ArrayExpress or GEO databases, with
accession numbers where available, supplied
at or before acceptance for publication.”

— Nature, 26th September 2002.
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https://www.nature.com/articles/419323a

Our Rules — A (partial) History of Open at Springer Nature

2013 — Nature and its sister titles mandate reproducibility checklists for life science papers

From May 2013, all life science papers published in Nature and all other Nature research
journals must be accompanied by a reporting summary that contains details of
experimental design, reagents, and statistical analysis. From June 2017, we started
publishing these beside each paper.

| ANNOUNCEMENT |
Towards greater
reproducibility

Since 2013, Nature and the Nature research journals have asked
authors of papers in the life sciences to complete a checklist
when they submit a paper. This extra step — prompting authors
to disclose important elements of experimental design and
analysis — was part of a broader effort to improve the quality of
reporting in our life-sciences articles.

This week we go further. Alongside every life-sciences
manuscript, we will publish a new reporting-summary docu-
ment, to which authors will now be expected to add details of
experimental design, reagents and analysis. This is another step
in encouraging transparency, in ensuring that papers contain
sufficient methodological detail, and in improving statistics
reviewing and reporting.

We expect that the new reporting summary will assist reviewers
e A e -

—_— e —_—

greater experimental detail for papers based on chromatin
immunoprecipitation sequencing, flow cytometry and magnetic
resonance imaging. Although our physical-sciences papers will
not use a standard reporting summary, we are launching accessory
summaries on lasers and solar cells to elevate reporting standards
in these areas. In future, we will expand this set to cover other
techniques. Like the core reporting summary, these accessory
summaries will be published with the relevant paper.

We are happy for other journals and institutions to use the
same approach, and so we have made all the reporting-summary
templates available for use or adaptation under a CC-BY licence.

As with the initial checklist, these documents aim to improve
reporting, rather than to enforce a defined set of standards. They
should make apparent the details of how a study was designed,
performed and analysed, to allow reviewers and readers to interpret
the results and understand any limitations. There are, of course,
separate experimental standards that must be met to comply with
our editorial policies, and these are captured in our new editorial-
policy checklist (see go.nature.com/2rdnfbh).

Asa complement to these new documents, we will now mandate

greater transparency in data presentation. We will ask authors,
—— —rted: ——— - — —— a

Nature 546, 8 (2017).

SPRINGERNATURE



Our Rules — A (partial) History of Open at Springer Nature

The Reproducibility checklist had an immediate effect

An independent study of the reproducibility of in vivo cell biology papers published in
Nature journals before and after implementation of the reproducibility checklist found
that:

e The proportion of papers meeting all relevant ‘Landis 4 criteria’ (reporting
randomisation, blinding, sample size calculation, and exclusion criteria) increased
from 0% to 16%.

® The proportion that explicitly reported:

® Randomisation increased from 2% to 11%;

e Blinding increased from 4% to 23%;

® Sample size calculations increased from 2% to 15%;
® Exclusion criteria increased from 14% to 31%.

@ w2 @

http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/187245
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http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/187245
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Our Rules — A (partial) History of Open at Springer Nature
2015 — BMC journals mandate Data Availability Statements

RESEARCH ARTICLE
The citation advantage of linking publications
to research data

Giovanni Colavizza'?, lain Hrynaszkiewicz»**, Isla Staden'"®, Kirstie Whitaker ',

Barbers McGillivray ™+ “... In 2015, BMC updated and standardised
e T its policy and all of its journals (more than
5 Queen Mary University, London, United Kingdom, 6 University of Cambridge, Cambridge, United Kingdom 250 ]O urn a.l S) req u | red—m an d ated_a DAS
(styled as ‘Availability of data and

ABtrace materials’) in all their publications.

Efforts to make research results open and reproducible are increasingly reflected by jour-

nal policies encouraging or mandating authors to provide data availability statements. As _ C_:OIaVIZZ_a’ G . etal. The citation advantage of
a consequence of this, there has been a strong uptake of dats linki ng pu blications to research data. PLoS
recent literature. Nevertheless, it is still unclear what proporti( LI Jer P ONE 15. e0230416 (2 02 O)

ally contain well-formed links to data, for example viaa URL ¢
there is an added value in providing such links. We consider £
lished by PLOS and BMC, develop an automatic system for I
statements according to four categories based on their conte|
ability they display, and finally analyze the citation advantage
gories via regression. We find that, following mandated publis

statements become very common. In 2018 93.7% 0f 21,793 f
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https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0230416

Funder Rules — Horizon Europe

Mandates data management plans and open sharing of data for grants awarded from 2021 onwards

European Research Council
Scientific Council

Established by the European Commission

Open Research Data and Data Management Plans

Information for ERC grantees

by the ERC Scientific Council

“Under Horizon Europe (Work programmes
2021 and onwards), grantees of all ERC
projects that generate research data have to
submit a DMP6 (at the latest six months
after the start of the project), deposit such
data in a ‘trusted’ repository and provide
access to them, under the principle ‘as
open as possible, as closed as

necessary-.

SPRINGERNATURE



Funder Rules — NIH Open Science Policy

Mandates data management plans and open sharing of data, eventually

In January 2023, the US National Institutes of Health
(NIH) will begin requiring the researchers and
institutions it funds to include a data-management
plan in all grant applications.

The policy also requires that

“Shared scientific data should be made accessible
as soon as possible, and no later than the time of
an associated publication, or the end of the
award/support period, whichever comes first.”

Newsinfocus

NIH ISSUES A SEISMIC
MANDATE: SHARE
DATA PUBLICLY

Policy could set astandard for research, scientists say,
but they have questions about logistics and equity.

SPRINGERNATURE


https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-022-00402-1

Funder Rules — The White House Office of Science and Technology Policy

In August, the White House Office of Science and
Technology Policy announced that as of 1st January
2026, all research that the US government funds must be
made freely available to all upon publications, without
embargo.

Most news outlets described this-as a momentous day
for open access publishing. And is was. But what fewer
people mentioned, in the immediate aftermath at least,
was the sweeping mandate on open research data
sharing!

10

NEWS | 26 August 2022 | Correction 30 August 2022

US government reveals big changes
to open-access policy

Biden administration instructs all US to require access to federally
funded research after it is published, starting in 2026.

Jeff Tollefson & Richard Van Noorden

y f =
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Why tools are better than rules

The Fogg behaviour model — making things easy is usually easier for everyone!

The Fogg behaviour model observes that people

will only exhibit a given behaviour in response
to a trigger if their motivation AND ease in
doing so exceeds a certain threshold.

You can increase the chances of triggering a
behaviour by increasing their motivation —
such as with a reward for compliance or a
penalty for non-compliance — or making it
easier for them to comply.

It is cheaper and more effective to make it
easier for researchers to comply than to police
or reward their compliance.

12

strong
motivation

motivation

trigger
succeeds

activation
threshold

trigger
fails

difficult easy

SPRINGERNATURE



Also...

Researchers already spend too much time doing things that aren’t research!

FEDERAL DEMONSTRATION PARTNERSHIP (FDP)

Federal
‘ ’ Demonstration
| | | Partnership
2018 Faculty Workload Survey

RESEARCH REPORT: Primary Findings

Prepared by

Sandra L. Schneider (Principal Investigator), etc.

University of South Florida

13

“... previous surveys in both 2005 and 2012 revealed that
faculty researchers estimated that approximately 42.3% of
their research time was devoted to fulfilling administrative
and other requirements associated with obtaining and
managing federally-funded projects. In 2018, this value
increased by 2% ... Pls reported that almost half of their
available research time for federal projects had to be
allocated to fulfilling requirements instead of focusing
on the content of their research projects.”

SPRINGERNATURE



And...

State of Open Data surveys suggest that support for mandatory open data policies has been falling

How supportive would you be of a national mandate Should funders penalise researchers who do not
for making research data openly available? comply with a data sharing mandate?

2020 m 2021 2022 m 2023 2020 m 2021 2022 = 2023

Strongly or Strongly or
somewhat somewhat
supportive against | don't know

14 SPRINGERNATURE
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Publication
Who reads open access research?

* Researchers analysed data
from the US National
Academies of Sciences,
Engineering and Medicine
(NASEM) about how Open
Access consensus study reports
are used by the public

* Half of all reports used for non-
academic purposes including
public health and local/regional
planners

e Widely used by science and
maths teachers

» ‘Serious leisure’ — edible plants,
astronomy

¥  Misinterpreted the question
0.2% - time
0.3% - device

Sentiment
0.6% - gratitude
0.1% - rant

1.3% contain "thank"

0.4% environmental
Where

0.7% government

0.5% consulting

0.2% nonprofit

0.7% - evaluation
0.4% - regulatory
0.2% - guidelines
0.2% - VA claims help

0.8% - committee work
0.6% - public outreach
0.5% - meeting

SPRINGERNATURE


https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2022/05/05/who-uses-open-access-research-evidence-from-the-use-of-us-national-academies-reports/

HOW CAN WE MAKE PREPRINTING EASY?

Early sharing is becoming more common but still a relatively small proportion
n Review

“Springer Nature receives more than
one million submissions a year from
authors all around the world,
publishing well over 300,000 papers
across a huge range of disciplines

[In Review] provides every Springer
Nature author regardless of
academic discipline with a route ... to
sharing their research as a preprint. ”
Alison Mitchell, Chief Journals Officer

Easy sharing of a preprint integrated with journal
submission systems:

o Author selects In Review option when they submit

o Preprint available and shareable via Research Square
platform in html format: easy to read and navigate

o Authors establish priority and benefit from early
comments and citations

Others benefit from early access to a version of their
paper

SPRINGERNATURE GROUP
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Peer review
Transparent peer review

PEER REVIEW OPENS UP

In 2021 and 2022, transparent peer-review comments were published

alongside many Nature research articles. In total, 447 out of 974 articles

in 2021 were published with anonymous referee reports. By 1 February
2022, it was 30 out of 61 articles.

Genetics and genomics
Palaeontology and evolution

Geosciences

Biochemistry and
molecular biology

Physics and astronomy
Neuroscience

Cell and
developmental biology

Social sciences

Research fields

Ecology and plant
and animal sciences

Microbiology, virology
and immunology

Chemistry and materials
Clinical and translational

Physiology

0 10 20 30 40 50

Percentage of research articles

published with peer-review exchanges Tra n S pa rent pee r TEViEW i S W h e n rEfe ree

BMC Genomics Peer Reviewers
Named 15%

* Nature: 48% of authors
chose to share their peer
review reports

* Nature Communications:
69% transparent peer
review

*  BMC Series journals: 100%
transparent peer review

85% « BMC Genomics: 15% open
with reviewer choosing to
name themselves

60 70

reports and the authors’ response are

published with the manuscript. IR ERAERAT RS



.::::::
411 -

) ) ) ) )
o e e e e

SIS
e e
aqadaqadadaa
(TEATIEIITITIY

) =L IEC)
ST R

F{-82-4-H--
D.D-nrD:PD.




Hypothesis and study design

Early sharing reduces bias and speeds up sharing of knowledge

Making your study design, methods and analysis available

before data are available or accessed reduces bias from
selective reporting, decreases false discovery rates and

reduces questionable research practices.

REGISTERED REPORT

Self-insight into emotional and cognitive abilities
is not related to higher adjustment

Joyce C. He* and Stéphane Coté

the adjustment, o effec-

iites
bites

Indicators of adjustment. We found no support
for benefita of self-insight. billtes o sef-views.
re st met.

Protocel registraion

Trials

STUDY PROTOCOL Open Access.

Evaluation of the safety and immunogenicity 2
of different COVID-19 vaccine combinations

in healthy individuals: study protocol

for a randomized, subject-blinded, controlled
phase 3 trial [PRIBIVAC]

Mathods

EBMC =

Registered reports are peer-reviewed
descriptions of the background, study
design, methods and analysis plan (Stage 1)
and the study’s results (Stage 2) are
published regardless of the outcome.

Study protocols are a time-stamped
record of a study’s design, methods and
analysis published before data are
collected or analysed.

SPRINGERNATURE



Experimental design
Early sharing advances science and improves reproducibility

protocols.io was acquired by Springer Nature in 2023
@ p roto C o I S i O and provides a secure platform for scientific
° collaboration outside of traditional protocols and
R - methods workflows, in addition to providing a space
for them to be shared openly.

T ents Springer Nature Experiments brings together

content from Nature Protocols, SpringerProtocols,

Nature Methods and Nature Reviews Methods
Search over 75,000 protocols and methods Primers.

SPRINGERNATURE
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Open code has the same needs as open data

Proper
documentation

Peer review and
verification

Permanence
and recognition

F.A.I.LR

Code needs to be sufficiently documented with rich metadata that enables
others to check and re-use it. This includes information on dependencies,
operating systems, technical requirements as well as licenses and terms of use.

Peer reviewing the code ensures that it is evaluated by an expert and it is
functional and re-usable at the time of publication

Code should be stored in a repository using a permanent unique identifier,
cited in the paper and recognized as a valuable output in its own right

Like data, published code should be Findable, Accessible, Interoperable and Re-
usable

SPRINGERNATURE



Integrated solutions support authors, reviewers and readers

25

Supporting code
sharing

The container
assembles data,
code and the right
environment and
offers transparency
and reproducibility
of the results

AUTHOR +
CONTAINER-STAFF

o &
X

‘Supporting authors
Authors are given the

option to use the Code
Ocean platform and
technical support to
set up their code and
data in a container.

Supporting
reviewers
Reviewers are

provided private
access to the code
container and free-
computing time. The
container facilitates
checking and running

Code
author is assisted
by container-
stafftosetup a
compute capsule

tha rnda
SUBMITS  EDITOR REVIEWER
Run
A n
reviewer hits RUN
and verifies code and
results anonymously
PUBLICATION OF VERIFIED CODE
IN INTERACTIVE PLATFORM
Code
R Data I:I Run
pol @@

Supporting readers
Readers access code,
data and environment in
one place, via a link to
the capsule. The capsule
is given a DOI to enable
proper recognition,
citation and re-use

SPRINGER NATURE



Positive engagement and response from the community

e Average 54% uptake from authors of Code availability
offered service

. . . All source codes and models of DeepFragLib are publicly available
e High engagement by reviewers (24 views

through a Code Ocean compute capsule
per capsule; 1.3 runs per capsule) (https: //doi.org/10.24433/C0.3579011.v1)*® and on GitHub

° Positive feedback from the Community (https: //github.com/ElwynWang /DeepFragLib). We have also provided

an online server for DeepFragLib at

http: //structpred.life.tsinghua.edu.cn/DeepFragLib.html.

A% @
wor ou:}:paper 4 "?)f\iafgﬂ‘“‘hlgéjl.' Wle s,“t Just had an absolute joy of a reviewing experience for
everything on @CodeOceanHQ including . . .
5 S niilsted dataset There 5 16 Eresas @NatComputSci - really interesting paper that | felt |
for avoiding reproducibilty. could help strengthen even more, and solid code
capsule on @CodeOceanHQ as part of the package
ADSUEVIVAL Dep temiing cardiac too! May all reviews be so educational and fun! AND
motion analysis for human survival...

& codeocean.com HAVE INLINE FIGURES

2:15 PM - Jan 21, 2020 0) 1:07 PM - Mar 12, 2021 - Twitter for iPhone TURE

>
-
-
-
-
.

; S08-900
“ne eer



What’s next?

1 Improve integration into our systems and expand roll out of service across journals

Reach more disciplines, support reproducibility of the article

Continue to evolve our code sharing policies in partnership with the community

Software citation guide (FORCE11)
Software citation implementation Journals taskforce (FORCE11)

Reproducibility badges for computational work (NISO)

‘ Promote better recognition and credit for sharing verified peer reviewed code

Enhancing code visibility and recognition in the paper via our article platforms

SPRINGERNATURE
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The problem

Data Availability Statements are better than nothing... but only just

A 32000

B no DAS
[- Upon request ]
24000 | == In paper & S|

;% e 60% of open access
2 16000 papers state their data
E are “available on

- 8000 request”.

2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2018
Publication date

29 SPRINGERNATURE



The problem

Data Availability Statements are better than nothing... but only just

Journal of Clinical Epidemiology

Available online 30 May 2022

) .
ELSEVIER

In Press, Journal Pre-proof ()

“Only 6.8% of authors stating

Original Article

Many researchers were not compliant with ‘Available on request’ actually
their published data sharing statement: supply their data when
mixed-methods study requested.”

Mirko Gabelica ' &, RuFica Bojéi¢ 2 &, Livia Puljak > & &

Show more

30 SPRINGERNATURE


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2022.05.019

The problem

Even if authors technically comply, the data are rarely findable, accessible, interoperable or reusable

31

‘Available on request’

Original Article \ Open Access | Published: 03 January 2019

Molecular structure of human synaptonemal complex
protein SYCE1

Orla M. Dunne & Owen R. Davies

Chromosoma 128, 223-236(2019) | Cite this article

3512 Accesses | 9 Citations | 7 Altmetric | Metrics

Supplementary Information

Additional file 1.

Additional file 2:

Fig. S1. Full Western blots used for Fig. 1b, ¢, ¢
Western blots used for Fig. 1c. (¢) Full Western

Source data
Data availability Source data
All data are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.
'H )
Data ‘in the paper
A B
Weight (Ibs.)  Weight (Ibs.) Priee Prioe
Mileage (mpg)  —108.4°" —91.22° —40.51 21.85
(~11.60) (~10.34) (-0.57) 0.29)
Car type —550.1"" 36731
(—4.96) 537
Weight (Ibs.) 1747 3.465°""
(2.72) (5.49)
Constant 5328.8%* 5125.7** 1046.1 —5853.7
(2793) (0.54) (-1.73)
74 7 k)
P st
SPRINGERNATURE




Our first step was to provide advice to authors who want to open their data
Springer Nature Research Data helpdesk

Support for authors:

Compliance with the policies of their funders and institutions
Information on the data policy of their target journal(s)
Identifying and using appropriate data repositories

Data reporting standards

Support for editors:

Understanding and implementing a data policy
Identifying appropriate repaositories for their journal
Dealing with peer review of sensitive/human data
Best practice for integration into the literature

Authors and editors can visit https://www.springernature.com/gp/authors/research-data/helpdesk or
email researchdata@springernature.com for help and advice.

32 SPRINGERNATURE


https://www.springernature.com/gp/authors/research-data/helpdesk
mailto:researchdata@springernature.com
https://www.springernature.com/gp/authors/research-data/helpdesk

Integrating with the figshare data repository into the submission process
Lowering the barrier of effort for best practice

38

Springer Nature has partnered with figshare at seven
Nature Portfolio and Academic Journals, providing authors
with a simple solution to share their data into a repository.

Ease of use: facilitating deposition during manuscript
submission encourages data sharing by authors who haven’t
yet used a repository.

Automation: integrated deposition is quick, easy and allows
coordination of manuscript and data progress.

Integrity: data are made available to reviewers and editors
prior to being made publicly available.

Control: data are stored privately until publication of the
related article.

Expert support: data specialists check all submissions and
provide feedback to authors.

Flexibility: submissions can be handled up to 50GB, covering a

wide range of disciplines and data types.

nature tash
portfolio IgShare
ACADEMIC JOURNALS

ON NATURE.COM

Archived data Audio
Zip, rar, is0. mp3, wav, aif...

Spreadsheet Documents
Csv, XS, tsV. G W doc, pdf, odt...
Text @ e Notebook
txt, rtf, bib... ipynb
Molecular
cif, pdb, xyz

1pg. png, svg... i 'l PP, pptx, pptm
Visualisations ﬁ Geographical & map
gephi, gexf keyhole, GIS, gif...

Code Video
python, r, java... mp4, moy, avi...

Some examples of
the hundreds of
different research

=I06 B data file types

obj, sti, ply
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How it works
Straightforward deposition with quality assurance

-l

\ submit files and metadata/

figshare from within the
manuscript submission
system, no separate login
or searching for
repositories.

® One simple form to

/o Data are stored \
privately & made

available to reviewers.
® Specialist data checks
are performed on scope,
presence of sensitive
data, rights issues, file
and metadata integrity.
® Guidance on data
citation and general

/o Authors add their data to\

/oProgress is coordinated\

with the manuscript.

e Data are shared in the
Springer Nature figshare
repository and linked to
the manuscript.

® Authors have a
persistent, citable data
record with clear licence

\support is provided . /

\for reuse. /
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The published output

Linked article and data

||=§ Read the peer-reviewed publication

nature > bone marrow transplantation » articles » article

Post-transplant cyclophosphamide and

Article ‘ Open Access | Published: 08 June 2022 5 AL, Second CR 2 3 1

Post-transplant cyclophosphamide awd sirolin prophyiaxis atter allogeneic stem cell
graft-versus-host disease prophylaxis after all transpiantation for acute myeloid leukemia Explore more content ¥
stem cell transplantation for acute myeloid le

sirolimus based graft-versus-host disease

CITId

Lorenzo Lazzari &, Aitana Balaguer-Rosellé, Juan Montoro, Raffaella Greco, Rafael Hernani, Maria Teresa

- . o . . Post-transplant cyclophosphamide and sirolimus based graft-versus-host disease
Lupo-Stanghellini, Marta Villalba, Fabio Giglio, Ana Facal, Francesca Lorenting, Manuel Guerreiro, k . i . )
prophylaxis after allogeneic stem cell transplantation for acute myeloid leukemia

Alessandro Bruno, Ariadna Pérez, Elisabetta Xue, Daniela Clerici, Simona Piemontese, José Luis Pifiana,

. Download (201.69 kB) Share Embed + Collect
Miguel Angel Sanz, Carlos Solano, Javier de |a Rubia, Fabio Ciceri, Jacopo Peccatori & Jaime Sanz

Dataset posted on 10.06.2022, 08:03 by Lorenzo Lazzari

Bone Marrow Transplantation (2022) | Cite this article USAGE METRICS [

13 1 1
512 Accesses | 12 Altmetric ‘ Metrics Dataset used for the study "Post-transplant cyclophosphamide and sirolimus based graft- views downloads citations &*
ute
H HH the peer-reviewed publication
Abstract Data availability
Post-transplant cyclophosphami The dataset generated and analyzed during the current study is available in the Figshare
disease (GvHD) prophylaxis in allogen repository, https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19688673.
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Results of the figshare integration pilot

The rate of uptake is modest but greater than we expected!

The 10 week pilot period saw data deposited to figshare
from 13% of submitted manuscripts across the seven
journals — Nature Chemistry, Nature Ecology &
Evolution, Nature Energy, Nature Neuroscience, Bone
Marrow Transplantation, Oncogene, and Oncogenesis —
with uptake ranging from ~9 to ~17%.

This is on top of data sharing that was already
happening via specialist repositories.

The overall rate of deposition in open data repositories
has increased from 50% to 62% following integration.

Based on this, the data sharing will continue on these
journals and expand to include many more.

36

s, (b 23 T

natureenergy

Chargingahead

Kinetic competition
in cathode synthesis

Bone Marrow

hature . Transplantation
neuroscience

Structure-based designofan
antipsychoticdrug

'
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What next for the figshare integration?
What can we learn and how can we do even better?

As well as making the integration available more widely, we are committed to learning from usage so far

and developing a better offering for authors. Including:

37

Ensuring reviewer engagement: We want to better understanding of how much reviewers are using
this feature, and how we can promote review of data alongside the manuscript.
Improving quality of metadata: The main focus of the pilot was to see whether integration would
increase data sharing. Now that we know it does, we’re keen to see how we can help researchers
ensure that their data is made more useful through rich metadata.
Usage and impact: As data sharing increases, we're keen to learn more about how these records are
used, both via direct citations and Altmetrics embedded-on the figshare page. We’re particularly
interested to measure how this improves usage and impact of the papers the datasets are linked to
and, independently, of the datasets themselves.
Extension to more journals: Eventually we like to be able to offer this service to all of the 3,000+
journals we publish
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Ed Gerstner

Director, Research Environment Alliances
Springer Nature

, Thank you

—_ e.gerstner@nature.com

Big thanks to

Maria Hodges, Executive Editor, Springer Nature
Graham Smith, Open Data Programme Manager,
Springer Nature

and

Erika Pastrana, Editorial Director, Nature Portfolio
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