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1 Foreword

The goal of this document is to openly contribute with our comments to the Open Letter [I] Establishing a
national research software award published in Open Research Europe, that has received two Referee reports
12, 3].

We hope that they can contribute to enrich the discussion on the involved subjects. Moreover, we think
that these suggestions could be also useful for the authors to react to the Referees’ comments when they
discuss and ask for more precision regarding both the concept of research software presented in the Open
Letter, and the proposed evaluation criteria and steps.

2 Introduction

As the authors of the references [I1, 12}, 14}, 15l 13| 16l [I7], we would like to express our acknowledgment of
this interesting French initiative that will undoubtedly help to build an Open Science ecosystem in which
research software finds its right place as a research production.

This award will help to convey best dissemination practices [I1, 12] such as, for example, to put a
free/open source license in the software before its dissemination. It will also help to increase the visibility of
research software produced within French (research) institutions and establish research software models to
be followed, which will help to install and expand an Open Science culture.

It will also establish a model to be followed, which is already in its beginning pace with the Australian
award mentioned at the end of the Open Letter [I].

On the other hand, we would also like to offer some comments on this Open Letter. We hope that they
can contribute to enrich the discussion on the involved subjects. Moreover, we think that these suggestions
could also be useful for the authors to react to the Referees’ comments when they discuss and ask for more
precision regarding both the concept of research software presented in the Open Letter, and the proposed
evaluation criteria and steps.

3 Comments
Definition of Research Software In the Defining research software section of [1], it is stated:

research software is software designed, maintained, and/or used by scientists and/or re-
search institutions. It is developed to meet a specific need of science, hence it results from
research work and/or enables scientific work, which is notably valued by publications be-
fore/on/around/with the software.
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This definition is unclear as it seems to us that it does not delimit a precise subset of software, as
software used by scientists and/or research institutions include many different layers of software at
the very instant a scientist opens a computer or a phone for its every day work. Would every word
processor, used to write scientific papers, qualify as research software? A much more precise definition
would be something like:

research software is software designed and developed by scientists to meet a specific need of
science, hence it results from research work and/or enables scientific work, which is notably
valued by the publication of the scientific results obtained with the software.

This means that the software that is qualified as research software is a product of the research work,
coinciding thus with the research software definition provided in section 2.1 of [14]:

research software is a well identified set of code that has been written by a (again, well
identified) research team. It is software that has been built and used to produce a result
published or disseminated in some article or scientific contribution. Fach research software
encloses a set (of files) that contains the source code and the compiled code. It can also
include other elements as the documentation, specifications, use cases, a test suite, exzamples
of input data and corresponding output data, and even preparatory material.

The authors of the Open Letter should clarify the precise formula proposed for the research software
concept and put it in perspective with the definition provided in [I4]. We would like to remind here
that much of the software developed by scientists or by research institutions is simply not maintained,
then this qualification should be avoided in the definition, otherwise it will be gambling to define an
almost empty set.

As not every software produced by scientists is disseminated as free/open source software, or simply
disseminated, this should not be a characteristic that enters in the definition of research software, but
in the software that is considered within the award context. As remarked by the Referee [3], this point
could benefit of more insight about how it was dealt with the software without a license.

Evaluation criteria The Referee [3] comments: * Establishing a national award: I see opportunities for

facilitating the evaluation of activities related to the production of research software as a research
activity, which could be important for a more fair evaluation of research activities in the context of
open science. This point is also remarked by the Referee [2]: The Evaluation Criteria section (page
6) could benefit from more explicit information. Which also coincides with the point: * FEvaluation
criteria of [3].
We also agree with both Referees, and this presentation of the French national research software award
will gain in interest if the evaluation criteria could be disclosed. Among other benefits, it will provide
a more transparent context that will help potential candidates to improve the conditions to present
new research software to the future editions of the award.

In particular we would like to compare these award criteria with the CDUR evaluation protocols
proposed in section 4 of [I4]. CDUR stands for Citation, Dissemination, Use and Research, and
proposes these four steps in order to evaluate different aspects of the research software. We submit
here a precise question to the Open Letter authors: how the three considered levels “strong support,
support, do not support” are related to the basic/good/excellent levels that we do study in the section
4.3 CDUR: a use case step-by-step of [14].

Standing on the shoulders of Giants As this French research software award shows, the situation of
research software in France is in a privileged status, where many important points related to this
research production are in discussion at the Ministry level. But to arrive to this situation has taken
different and previous stages that have not occur in other countries or that are currently in construction,
which also shows the French idiosyncratic situation.

Among all the pre-existing work, we would like to mention the French DevLOG networkﬂ that gathers
the software development community. It was launched in 2009 with a website and a mailing list, and

Thttps://wuw.devlog.cnrs.fr/
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it organised the JDEV2011, the Ieére édition des Journées nationales du DEVeloppement logicieﬁ in
Toulouse (see also the other JDEV editionﬂ). This network was launched by some developers, members
of the research community that were already part of the team of the French PLUME project (2007-
2013) [15]. The platform where this project published software descriptions was closed in 2022, which
is surely the reason for not to mention it in the Open Letter, nevertheless, descriptions of the project
goals, and of the work realized by the PLUME team can be found in [14] [I5]. Readers interested to have
more insight about this project can consult [Bl [6l [7, [8, @], and [10] (work related to years 2007-2013),
and the video [4]. Among all the publications produced within the PLUME project we would like to
highlight [13], and the already mentioned [I1], others are available at the mentioned link [10].

Data award A possible new version of this Open Letter could also mention the Data award also organized

by the French Minister of Higher Education and Research in 2022ﬁ

Again, we would be interested to have more knowledge about the review criteria process that has been
used in this Data award, as we would like to compare it with our proposed evaluation protocols for
research data [16, [17].

Note The present comments are also submitted to the Comment section of the Open Letter [I].

Acknowledgements We would like to thank the authors of the Open Letter for such an inspiring work.
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