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Abstract Data Publication

In 2021, HMC conducted a community survey to understand the status quo, gaps, and * 60% have published at least some of their research data. - 40% have never published
needs of research data management practices across the Helmholtz Association. . Respondents who publish some of their data said they published their data.
631 completed survey replies were obtained from researchers in all Helmholtz centers data as a supplement to journal publications (64%) and Legal / ethical concerns 43.9 %
' ' repositories (52%) or data journals (10%).
from all six Helmholtz research fields. P (52%) J (10%) { ack of incentives 40 1 %
An official report with a Helmholtz-wide analysis of the survey data and a data .
S ; - 4 4 Good scientific practice 60.1 % | Lackoftime/ personnel- 04.4 o Lack of time / personnel 31.9%
publication will be available soon [1].
Reusability 59.5 % Technical barriers [l 40.4 % Technical barriers [l 30.2 %
ApproaCh Research Data Management Visibility 48.4 % Lack of incentives- 36.0 % No data to publish ] 29.3 %
* The survey was designed to dynamically adaptto | « Only 17% of respondents store their data on
; - - - . Top 3 motivations to publish Top 3 obstacles encountered in Top S5 obstacles that discouraged
the respondents’ expertise across subject topics. . _y
P | P | ) P external servers and repositories after the end of a research data (All hubs) publishing research data (All hubs) | participants from publishing data (All hubs)
* Survey consisted of 49 (sub-) questions. research project. 83% of respondents store their | —w---——e——moo—ooo e i  oaoiotfdhd  l iiiin i1 P
« Data analysis was carried out with the HIFIS- research data in internal servers. Services e —
_ 48.2 %
surveyval python framework [2]; e 35% document their research data in a (n=581) N 154
structured way, out of which 62% use  The community has expressed a need for support I I
. . nformation portal | 6 %
Personal BaCkg round internationally used schemas and standards. in RDM software & tools, best practices, etc. (N =579) | 105 % o
° 1 o
Most responses from research associates (36%) | . 570, \work on purely or mostly self-generated data. RDM software & tools IEEG_—SS 52.3 % Organization of interest groups | Lo _—
and principal investigators (23%). Best practices [ 49.5 % (N =572) U =32«
. Most responses from participants who have been | ° 227 Work on purely or mostly reused data. Metadata enrichment of research data /EEEG_—_—S 6.5 % ——
working in research more than 10 years (49%) DHIF SR lop ot N, - R B oy o o9 %
0). = 580 n
Technical aspects of RDM [N 44.9 % " ! 7%
Improved findability 81.3 % Legal aspects I 3.7 % i _ I : 2 %
Dt - 39 7 % ec n|c;a|(nf‘:,EIii'ﬁli’ocji).-53 : 315 %
4 5 publication [ Y./ 7o = 3%
Apply FAIR 170 % Improved reproducibility of workflows 75.9 % ol s Rl =
- 0 o I, 436 %
Provide research data context 64.0 % Research data reuse I 28.5 % Trainings and WOFk_S%%%S- e
No need for support il 7.5 % (0= 599) s % — R
Familiar with FAIR 36.9 % Top 3 motivations to document work in a Other{ 0.3 % osiersisly ifpmesied
structured way (A” hUbS) B not interested
“In which areas of research data management do you “Please rate your interest in the following service
- ) . perceive a need for supporting services?”. (All hubs; formats™. (All hubs; Multiple-choice; One non-mandatory
NeFamiliak With EAIR 0.4 % Lack of resources 99.0 % Multiple-choice; n = 604; relative amounts refer to n.) interest rating per service format n = 612; relative amounts
Lack of technical solutions 45.3 % referto n.)
“How familiar are you with the FAIR data Lack of incentives 30.1 % References
guidelines?” (All hubs, except Hub Information; ” - S . A
Single choice: n = 599: relative amounts refer to n.) Top 3 difficulties encountered in collecting :1: HMC Community Survey 2021 (data publlcatllon) doi: https../{d0|.org/10.7802/24.3.3
metadata (All hubs) 2] HIFIS-Surveyval python framework https://gitlab.hzdr.de/hifis/overall/surveys/hifis-surveyval
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