EVENT REPORT TEMPLATE
(Annex - Quality Control and Monitoring Manual)

The European Commission support for the production of this publication does not constitute an endorsement of
the contents which reflects the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for
any use which may be made of the information contained therein.

This template has to be filled by project partners (organisers) for all BE-OPEN events
(except SC meetings). Furthermore, this template can be used to inform colleagues and
partners about other events attended (promoting BE-OPEN). In the second case please just
fill in the first page and delete the chapters thereafter.

Author:
Event Title:
Event Date:
Event Venue:
Type of event:
(National, international, press
conference, promotional event
etc.)
Short description:

Partners
Workshop programme BE‐OPEN
17 – 19 May 2017
University of Leiden, Gravensteen, Pieterskerkhof 6,
Leiden
Workshop and study visit

Study visit to the Leiden University to transfer know-how regarding on EU open science
practices and transfer of know-how regarding the guidelines, mandates, and legislations
underpinning open science in research and education.

Organiser(s):
Agenda:
Number of participants:

University of Leiden
Agenda
First day 21, Second day 23, and on the third day 22
participants
BE-OPEN website

Links to further information:
Other personal remarks:
Here you can include the information such:
N/A

EVENT ORGANISATION DETAILS
Invitation was sent off to participants on:
Information material was sent off to participants on:
Date of initial participant list compilation:
Date of final participant list compilation:
Total number of participants invited:
Date of agenda finalisation:

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED DURING THE EVENT PREPARATION PHASE
*(To be filled by organisers)
Organisers: Please complete (if you have not met with any problems in that phase, please
fill in “N/A”. Please also include any feedback by the participants before the workshop ):
1) N/A
2) N/A

EVENT ROLLOUT
Some general information (to be filled by organisers):

Event Implementation – Commentary by Organizing Partners
WP-leader:
N/A
Task leader:
N/A

EVENT EVALUATION BY PARTICIPANTS
Summary of the Participant Feedback Form
Results to be filled by organisers based on the questionnaire results. Please note: insert only
the overall percentage of all feedback forms received (e.g. participants total number=30; 15
of them were most satisfied and 15 of them satisfied – please include 50% in the column most
satisfied and 50% in the column satisfied.)

The event administration

Very
Somewhat
dissatisfied dissatisfied
5%
0%

The structure of the programme
The venue and facilities
The quality of presentations
The quality of discussions
Level of presenters' competence
Level of attendees' competence

The information I got will be of
immediate use to me
This event completely covered the
topics I have expected.
I enjoyed the interaction with other
participants
My expectations about this event
were met or exceeded
The discussions were relevant for
the participants.

5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
0%

5%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Neutral
15%

Somewhat
Very
satisfied satisfied
15%
65%

5%
0%
5%
10%
10%
25%

5%
20%
10%
25%
5%
35%

80%
75%
80%
60%
80%
40%

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

65%

30%

0%

5%

0%

60%

30%

5%

0%

5%

75%

20%

5%

0%

0%

85%

15%

0%

0%

0%

75%

20%

5%

0%

0%

The methods of working were
suitable for the topics and for the
participants
The overall organisation was
professional.
The time management was always
to my fullest satisfaction.
The style and level of
communication between organisers
and participants was professional.
I would recommend this kind of
event to my colleagues.

70%

20%

5%

0%

5%

90%

10%

0%

0%

0%

80%

5%

5%

10%

0%

90%

10%

0%

0%

0%

90%

5%

0%

5%

0%

Strongly
Disagree
disagree
The information I got on open
science was very useful to me.
The information I got on open
access was very useful to me.
The information I got on open data
was very useful to me.
I have received all information
needed on best practices for
introducing the open science,
open access and data
management.

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
agree

0%

0%

0%

25%

75%

0%

0%

0%

25%

75%

0%

0%

0%

25%

75%

0%

0%

20%

15%

65%

Prior Experience of Similar Events – Overall %:

85%

Strengths and limitations of the event: please include comments received
Strengths of the event and contributions or activities
enjoyed by participants:

•

•

•

•

•

Large variety of relevant
topics covered and highly
competent speakers from
academia, governmental
institutions, and
publishers.
The scope and depth of
presentations was fully
adequate for everyone to
get a grasp on the
principles and practice of
open science in the
European research
community.
Being at the very start of
the process, the event
was quite good and well
organized.
The presentations
revealed that developed
countries with a strong
OA and OS tradition faced
some of the obstacles
present in Serbia.
Although it seems that
some of the policy
solutions applied in the
Netherlands may not be
directly applicable in
Serbia, the presented
good practice and
technical solutions are
very relevant to Serbia's
local situation and the
goals of the project.
The discussions on the
status of humanities and
the problems associated
with publishing and
evaluation in humanities
were useful because they

•

•

•

•

•

showed that at least some
of the problems could be
mitigated through OA, i.e.
through a greater visibility
of research outputs in
humanities. Presenters
were very competent and
hosts were nice.
Several presentations
indicated best practices in
this field that can be used
for the implementation of
project activities.
I was mostly interested in
seeing Leiden University
existing software
solutions and
infrastructure and I was
somewhat disappointed
to see that they
eventually opted for third
party vendors.
The presenters and the
host are main strengths of
the event. Everything was
relevant to the goals of
the BE-OPEN project.
The expert level of both
presenters and
participants at the event.
Presentations open a lot
of questions and shows
steps we have to follow.
Additionally, it clears the
picture where the
developed scientific
communities are today,
and what are their main
topic for them. The
quotes highlighted in my
notes are: "No rules,
without tools", “To make
Holland smarter, more

•

•

•

•

•

Suggestions for the improvement:

•

creative and better
skilled”, "Open is not
without cost", “OS
requires optimal
availability of
information”.
The information collected
in this event could be very
useful because the
presenters were on the
top level in the OA field.
In my view, the list of
contributors from the
Netherlands was top.
I think that, given the level
of development of OS/OA
in the Netherlands, the
contributors had a lot to
inform the attendees
from Serbia.
Perhaps the level of
'hands on' was too low for
some attendees, but given
the fact that we had the
honor of kicking off in the
project, a broader
contextual approach was
necessary.
Open discussions,
feedback on
presentations,
understanding of each
other position
Perhaps the organizers
could have been more
informed on the situation
in Serbia regarding open
science and science
evaluation because
sometimes they were not
aware of some specific
issues we are concerned
with.

•

•

•

•

•
•
•

•

Comments on the workshop:

•

•

The attendees should
have been better
prepared for discussion.
There was an impression
that the organizers did
not get the expected
feedback as some of the
attendees did not take
part in the discussion.
Daily sessions should be
shorter. It' s very difficult
to pay full attention after
eight hours of
presentations.
The event could not be
better, it exceeded my
expectations.
I would suggest separating
sessions for policy makers
from sessions for
developers.
Event is organized in best
possible manner.
Less presentations, more
interactive discussions.
It will be good to
summarize (within the
group) at the end of every
day.
More days, in order to
participants be
concentrated all the time.
Perhaps the Ministry of
Science should have send
an additional
representative that is
more involved in decision
making processes.
All attendees had the
chance to present their
opinion. The discussions
were substantial and
inspiring. However, some

•

•

•

•

•

Serbian universities did
not have attendees that
are involved in policy
making. One of the
universities did not send
any attendees at all to the
event.
The majority of
stakeholders were
present. Everyone had the
chance and the time to
present its opinion or
suggestion.
The attendees should
have included policy- and
decision-makers. All of
the attendees were given
a chance to present their
opinion but some of them
did not use it.
It was a great idea to hear
representatives of both
Glossa (former Lingua)
journal and the "evil"
Elsevier empire.
All important stakeholders
attend the event and have
presented their opinion
on open science and open
access.
Five participants are
predominantly from IT
sector, and this topic is
not interesting from
them. The decisions
makers on policy level
were missed (just 2
Universities were
present), especially on the
National level. It is a pity,
because top European
speakers for Open Science
delivered presentations

•

Any further comments:

•
•

on this topic. I don't think
that we (they) will have
another opportunity for
this.
The most important
stakeholders from Neth.
were presented at the
seminar.
More of events organized
in this way.
(1) Some attendees came
without any preparation
for the topic of the event,
and this is the reason why
they didn’t participate in
any discussions. (2) This
kind of event (small
number of participants)
could be used to start new
contacts and relationship
with speakers. (3) The
organizer really invited
the top level experts
(Bravo).

Additional comments:
*to be filled by local partner
Please add the following additional information here:
•

Charts of the statistical figures from the tables above (pie or bar charts);
The first set of questions:

THE EVENT ADMINISTRATION
5%
15%

Very dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
15%

Neutral
Somewhat satisfied

65%

Very satisfied

THE STRUCTURE OF THE PROGRAMME
5%

5%

5%

5%

Very dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Neutral
Somewhat satisfied
Very satisfied

80%

THE VENUE AND FACILITIES
5%
20%

Very dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Neutral
Somewhat satisfied

75%

Very satisfied

THE QUALITY OF PRESENTATIONS
5%

5%

Very dissatisfied

10%

Somewhat dissatisfied

Neutral
Somewhat satisfied
Very satisfied

80%

THE QUALITY OF DISCUSSIONS
5%

10%

Very dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
25%

65%

Neutral
Somewhat satisfied
Very satisfied

LEVEL OF PRESENTERS' COMPETENCE
5%

10%
5%

Very dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Neutral
Somewhat satisfied

80%

Very satisfied

LEVEL OF ATTENDEES' COMPETENCE
25%

Very dissatisfied

40%

Somewhat dissatisfied

Neutral
Somewhat satisfied
Very satisfied

35%

The second set of questions:
THE INFORMATION I GOT WILL BE OF IMMEDIATE USE TO ME
5%

Strongly agree

30%

Agree

Neutral
65%

Disagree
Strongly disagree

THIS EVENT COMPLETELY COVERED THE TOPICS I HAVE EXPECTED

5% 5%

Strongly agree
Agree
30%

Neutral
60%

Disagree
Strongly disagree

I ENJOYED THE INTERACTION WITH OTHER PARTICIPANTS
25%

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
75%

Strongly disagree

MY EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THIS EVENT WERE MET OR EXCEEDED
15%

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree

85%

THE DISCUSSIONS WERE RELEVANT FOR THE PARTICIPANTS
5%
20%

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
75%

Strongly disagree

THE METHODS OF WORKING WERE SUITABLE FOR THE TOPICS
AND FOR THE PARTICIPANTS
5% 5%

Strongly agree

20%

Agree
Neutral
70%

Disagree
Strongly disagree

THE OVERALL ORGANISATION WAS PROFESSIONAL
10%

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree
90%

THE TIME MANAGEMENT WAS ALWAYS TO MY FULLEST SATISFACTION

10%
5%

5%

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
80%

Strongly disagree

THE STYLE AND LEVEL OF COMMUNICATION BETWEEN ORGANISERS
AND PARTICIPANTS WAS PROFESSIONAL

10%

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree

90%

I WOULD RECOMMEND THIS KIND OF EVENT TO MY COLLEAGUES

5% 5%

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree
90%

The third set of questions:
THE INFORMATION I GOT ON OPEN SCIENCE WAS VERY USEFUL TO ME

25%

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

70%

Strongly agree

THE INFORMATION I GOT ON OPEN ACCESS WAS VERY USEFUL TO ME

25%

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

70%

Strongly agree

THE INFORMATION I GOT ON OPEN DATA WAS VERY USEFUL TO ME

25%

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

70%

Strongly agree

I HAVE RECEIVED ALL INFORMATION NEEDED ON BEST PRACTICES FOR
INTRODUCING THE OPEN SCIENCE, OPEN ACCESS AND DATA MANAGEMENT

20%

Strongly disagree
Disagree
15%

65%

Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

PRIOR EXPERIENCE OF SIMILAR EVENTS
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

•

Any further comments concerning the feedback you received by the workshop
participants: N/A

LESSONS LEARNED
(Please fill in using bulleted text, e.g.)
•

N/A

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
(May be filled by any of the organising partners)
Please add in any other comments concerning the preparation and organisation of this
event:
On the project website, partners can find Agenda, Gallery, Attendance sheet and this
report.

BE-OPEN TEAM

The European Commission support for the production of this publication does not constitute an endorsement of
the contents which reflects the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for
any use which may be made of the information contained therein.

