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Open Access (OA) publication
• Good news: 

• Broader accessibility
• Increased citation

• Bad news:
• Various definitions (Gold OA vs. hybrid 

and 12-month models)
• Costs more

• Build into budgets
• Not the same as

• Open peer review
• Data repository/sharing requirement
• Pre-print servers
• ResearchGate

https://clarivate.com/webofsciencegroup/article/a‐researchers‐complete‐guide‐
to‐open‐access‐
papers/?utm_campaign=EM_1_Newsletter_Oct_Research_Smarter_SAR_Global_2
020_Researchers_Non_US&utm_medium=email&utm_source=Eloqua



The funders, under an umbrella called cOAlition S that includes the Wellcome Trust and the Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation, have rowed back on one of the most controversial aspects of the plan — a ban on ‘hybrid journals’, which 
are outlets that allow researchers to make their work free to read if they pay a fee, but that keep other studies behind 
a paywall.  Many publishers have expressed concerns about this aspect of the initiative.
Instead of an outright ban, Plan	S funders now simply say that they will not cover the costs of publishing for authors 
who choose non-compliant hybrid journals, but that papers in these journals will still be regarded as compliant if an 
open copy is posted on a repository in tandem with publication. This means that it will be possible to publish open-
access articles in any hybrid journal and, by posting those articles online, be compliant with Plan S.
Additionally, Plan S funders will actively support paying fees for publishing in particular hybrid journals that intend 
to become fully open-access. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586‐018‐07557‐w





Reporting Guidelines
Principles and background
• Scientific research should be reported so as to allow 

reproduction/replication of the study
• Readers can only judge quality and weigh inferences and 

application from what is reported
• Reporting guidelines do not prescribe design or analysis, but 

should help to improve them
• Poor reporting precludes inclusion in systematic reviews and 

meta-analyses





Why is reporting often incomplete or 
poor?
• Lack of clarity at the planning or design stage
• Lack of awareness of correct methods
• Lack of perspective or awareness of reporting
• Preference for significant differences
•Wish for novelty
• Pressure to publish



Common substantial issues
• Lack of (description of ):
• Definition of primary outcome(s)
• Consistent with the (stated) objective and hypothesis

• Basis of the sample size
• Method of randomization
• Blinding of evaluators
• Nature of grouping of subjects; contextual data
• Statistical methods
• Inclusion and exclusion criteria, especially for (unplanned) subgroup 

analyses
• Losses to follow-up
• Accounting for experimental unit and clustering

• Candid and complete discussion of strengths and limitations



Quality of reporting is related to bias
• Randomly selected sample of trials in livestock health and 

production (Sargeant et al Preventive Veterinary Medicine 2009) 
and in pre-harvest food safety (Sargeant et al Foodborne 
Pathogens and Disease 2009):

• Poorer reporting (randomization; exclusion criteria; lack of 
details on subjects, interventions, and measurements) was 
associated with reporting positive treatment effects 



Why use reporting guidelines?
• Adoption and use of 

CONSORT was 
associated with 
improved quality of 
reporting of trials
• Transparency is stronger 

than trust
• Is incomplete reporting 

just sloppy or selective?









Sample of 120 papers published in 
JDS in 2017









Responding to reviewers
• Be brief 
• Don’t thank them for every comment
• Accept that you may have to re-analyze some things
• Put important information in the text, not just the response
• Make it easy for them

• Correct line numbers
• Choose your battles


