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Executive summary

SQW Consulting and LISU, Loughborough Universityerer commissioned by Research
Councils UK (RCUK) to identify the effects and ass¢he impact of Open Access to research
outputs on pay-to-publish and self-archiving pubtig models.

Open Access models provide fteenline access to research literature (in padicubeer-
reviewed journal articles): either by publishingan Open Access journal, which does not
charge fees to the reader (‘Gold’ OA); or by araigvpeer-reviewed articles published in
subscription journals in an online repository (‘EmeOAY.

RCUK published a position paper on access to releantputs in June 2006. The guiding
principles in the paper were:

. publicly funded research should be made availaideazcessible as rapidly as possible
. outputs should be effectively peer reviewed

. it should be a cost effective use of public funds

. outputs must be preserved and remain accessible.

Individual research councils provided statementsopen access to research outputs to their
communities. Open access policies vary betweararels councils.

Scope of the study

This study addresses two key areas:

. what has been the impact of RCUK Open Access gslion pay-to-publish and self-
archiving?
. more generally, what has been the impact of Opareggon the ‘traditional’ scholarly

communication process?
The research comprised four main stages:

. a review of existing data and literature — coverthg position both nationally and
internationally with regard to trends in Open Accesblishing; drivers and barriers to
the take-up of Open Access publishing; researchereptions of Open Access journals
and repositories as both sources of information @fates to publish; market
developments and current funding trends for bothsetiption and Open Access
journals; and gaps in the existing data and liteeat

! to the reader; under ‘Gold’ OA, the costs of pedaion are met through non-subscription means
2 See the JISC website for further details:
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/themes/informationvieonment/scholarly_comms/oa.aspx
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. a series of consultations with a variety of keykshklders involved in the scholarly
communications process - including funding bodiBedearch Councils, charities,
government departments); higher education inspitsti (HEIS) and representative
organisations; researchers, librarians, publishars] not-for-profit organisations.
Topics covered varied by stakeholder organisati@hiavolvement.

. primary data collection — the research included tmeb-based surveys; one of HE
libraries in the UK, and the other of researcherd post graduates supported by the
research councils

. analysis and reporting.

An expert panel provided support and guidancee¢aé¢search team.

Findings

Demand for scholarly output comes primarily frone ficademic research community (though
there are other users of scholarly output from gowent, the business sector, not-for-profit
organisations and the general public). Demand fileenacademic community is not directly

influenced very much by price — rather, demanddtenined by the standard of the work
sought. In general, academic authors seek to plage articles in outlets which are widely

read and highly respected with high impact factors.

Different individuals and institutions in the comnications process: scholars, research funders,
publishers, higher education and research ingiitgtiand the wide variety of users, sit in
different structural positions within the processdahave different amounts of power in
influencing how the process operates. They hafferdint objectives in the short and long term
and this influences how they behave in the process.

Variables which influence behaviour in the commaroiarket do not necessarily have a strong
relationship with the concerns of academic userd producers, in the context of the
furtherance of scientific communication.

The costs of publishing can be carried by the stholvho wish to publish, by the individuals
and institutions who wish to have access to tharkwor by a third party who may wish to
facilitate the communication process. Differentysv@f covering costs — payment systems —
have implications for the efficiency of the commuations process.

There are a number of different funding modelgdoarnal publishing. Journal funding models
include:

. traditional subscription (the reader may not besctly responsible for the cost of
subscription, for example where university librdmydgets pay subscription costs on
behalf of academics and students)

. Open Access (often referred to as pay-to-publighickvinclude author-pays, funder-
pays and institution-pays models)

. hybrid models — where a traditional subscriptioarj@l offers authors the opportunity
for Open Access to their articles on payment afea f
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In general, the costs of ‘Gold’ OA are met throymgly-to-publish models, and those of ‘Green’
OA through traditional subscription models. Theeex to which Open Access journals are
currently able to cover their publication costsd dhe level at which pay-to-publish charges
should be set, were both contested by consultees.

Context

There are a number of arguments, both ethical actipal, put forward in favour of OA. The
first is that knowledge is an international pulgiod, and that barriers to accessing information
should be minimised. The second is that since nmaskarch is funded by the taxpayer,
taxpayers should have easy access to the resttie ofdsearch which they collectively fund. In
addition, there are concerns on the part of fundiadies that they do not necessarily have
access to publications stemming from research whigly have funded, but must pay a
subscription fee for access.

Opposition to OA arises largely from the view tbammercial publishers and learned societies
provide useful and necessary services to the m@semmmunity, which have to be paid for.
Open Access may threaten the viability of a stabltem. In addition, existing pay-to-publish
models may burden smaller research funders, fampkasome of the small charities, and so
reduce their opportunity to publish the resultshair research and ultimately to fund research.
However, it should be noted that most publishers radlow some form of open access
publishing — either though hybrid journals (whidfil sequire a payment to publish), or in
repositories (following an embargo period).

There has been a shift in favour of Open Accesldrpast decade on the part of many actors in
the scholarly communications process. While OpeateAs and online access are not
equivalent, the technologies allowing online acdesg facilitated the dissemination of Open
Access material. Technological developments mieanthe marginal costs of providing online
access to journal articles are minimal, so thatethie no need to charge subscription fees to
meet additional (online) distribution costs. Threwgth of OA and hybrid journals, as well as
repositories, mean that there are now more opptigarfor researchers to publish and use
Open Access material. However, knowledge and wtaleding of the key features of Open
Access remains relatively limited.

Engagement with the Open Access debate variestjgcarea. These differences stem from
the nature of the subject; differences in the mebegrocess; the history of scholarly
communication and collaboration within differensdplines; the number of active researchers
within the discipline; funder mandates; and theirebf data sets used.

Journals

There are about 25,0@@tive peer-reviewed scholarly journals currently published in English -
both paper and online. The market is dominatefivigyor six major commercial companies.
Subscription journals remain the most common modéh Open Access provided by some
exclusively Open Access journals but also hybridrpals, now offered by virtually all
publishers (but not for all journals).

3 see www.ulrichsweb.com
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Repositories

There are two main types of repository: central osipries (CRs) organised on a
subject/discipline basis; and institutional repm$#s (IRs), which collate output from an
individual institution (or, in some cases, a smgilbuping of institutions). Institutional
repositories are seen by HEIs as a good tool fowshsing and managing research; and a
number of major research funders require the rebeantputs that they have funded to be
deposited in subject-based repositories.

Nine institutions responding to the survey had Bcpamn Open Access, and another thirteen
were planning to introduce one (generally overdbarse of the 08/09 academic year). Two-
thirds of responding institutions had their ownasipories, and a further quarter had plans to
introduce one. In general, Open Access has haapact on library subscriptions to date.

Academics have so far been relatively slow in adgpthe use of repositories and are not, in

general, actively depositing their work. Less thame third of survey respondents had

deposited material in a repository in the last fiugars. Various support projects and

programmes have been established at differentdewedupport the use and improve the take up
of institutional repositories by academics as aslbther users

The operation of the funding regime for pay-to-publish

Respondents to library survey stated that pay-tdigiu Open Access was funded through a
variety of means at their institutions: 41% by lgegpecified in research funding; 15% from
indirect costs administered at faculty/departmentl;, 13% from indirect costs administered
centrally; and 18% from the author’'s own resources.

Relatively few authors had paid a fee to publighst 357 of the 1,067 who responded to this
guestion reported having done so, and only 17%exd had paid this personally. The fee was
paid by the project funder in 45% of cases. Otherders mentioned included sponsor

organisation, collaborators, third party funderd gublisher of proceedings. Some noted that
fees were included in a wider payment, such asyéecence fee or learned society membership.
In some cases, fees had been waived due an igdbilitay, or remained unpaid.

Not all OA journals are pay-to-publish, and there a variety of business models that can
cover the costs of OA journals, including mixedeewe streams and subsidy by a university or
learned society. This does not mean that the obgiablication disappear, but rather that they
are met not by the author or reader, but by théighdy.

Visibility and use of research outputs available via Open Access in both
academic and non-academic environments

Initial evidence appears to suggest that OA adi¢kehether published in OA journals or self-
archived) have increased citation rates immediaiéhr publication compared to subscription-
model articles, although resultant impact is mafficdlt to assess.

Open Access is not equivalent to online accessweder, a number of consultees and survey
respondents were unclear as to this distinctiod,camflated the two.
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There is very limited evidence on the importanceafess to journals by non-academic users
and therefore the value to them of Open Access lmoddany non-academic users have, at
most, limited interest in original research outplatsicles). Their need is, instead, for synthesis
and interpretation of leading edge results. Tlaees however, specific areas where free access
could be important, including access to medicataesh by the general public and access by
the voluntary sector.

Research funder policies

A number of major research funders, both withinltteand overseas, have started to mandate
or encourage Open Access to research outputs stepfnaim the research which they fund.
The rationales for these mandates include enstiaigbodies have access to research which
they have funded, ensuring that the public hassacte research funded by taxpayers, and
ensuring the widest possible dissemination of mreseautput.

Research funders are increasingly mandating Opexesscto research outputs, and requiring
researchers to deposit articles in repositoriese RCUK statements need to be understood in
the context of global changes. In particular:

. there had been a trend towards OA for some timerbahe 2006 statements.

. the UK accounts for a relatively small proportiohgtobal research funding and the
policies of other funders will have a major impantthe movements towards OA.

The Research Councils have adopted varying mandaitssome significantly stronger than

others. Since the Research Council mandates wkmgted, there have been further funder
mandates worldwide, including, most recently, tli®mion of a new mandate by the US
National Institutes of Health, which requires grhotders to submit a copy of their peer-
reviewed articles to PubMed Central, with a maximpeniod of 12 months from the date of

publication. However, few funders are currentlynibt@ring compliance with their mandates in

any systematic way.

It is too early to determine the impact of the RCthiéndates on Open Access, although they
appear to assist in:

. supporting the development of an institutional ppbbn Open Access
. supporting development of an institutional repasito
. raising awareness of Open Access.

Our consultations suggest that to date the implittecoResearch Councils’ mandates has been
limited. To some extent this is because of timargl is likely to increase as additional
publications from RC-funded research are produced.
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Drivers and barriers to take up of Open Access

Drivers for Open Access include:

. Legacy of the ‘serials crisis’ when the price of nyasubscription journals rose
significantly faster than the rate of inflationhetlegacy of the serials crisis has been a
lack of trust between (particularly commercial) [sirers and libraries; and a
disjuncture in the scholarly communications proceb®reby publishers are seen as
separate from (and in some cases in oppositionotbgr actors in the process,
motivated largely by financial returns rather thgndisseminating research

. Funder mandates - Research funders are increasinghlydating Open Access to
research outputs, and requiring researchers to siepoticles in repositories.
Consultees, including librarians, argued that funmendates have had a significant
impact on behaviour and are the main influencenoreiased self-archiving. However,
the survey findings contradict this.

. Citations - it is in the interests of researcherd funding bodies for research findings
to be disseminated as widely as possible. Ing@étlence appears to suggest that OA
articles (whether published in OA journals or seithived) have increased citation
rates immediately after publication compared tosstption-model articles, although
subsequent impact is more difficult to assess.

Non-researcher access to publications appearsdblimited significance.

The reasons most frequently given for not publigh®pen Access concerned the Research
Assessment Exercise, and the need to publish mitigact journals. Many respondents stated
that there were no high impact Open Access jouiindlseir fields. Open Access journals were
perceived to be generally of lower quality, andessier to get into’ by some respondents. A
number also perceived Open Access journals as tpéitile or no peer review. Cost was also
an issue for some, as was unfamiliarity with theoept of Open Access.

Authors who had published Open Access papers vaiedo rate the most important factor as
speed of dissemination, followed by the principfefree access for all; the availability of
material to researchers with limited access to @iliesd journals; and the possibility of
increased citations. The least important reasorgeneral were mandates from funders and
from institutions. Overall 66% rated mandates ffamder as not at all important.

The views of learned societies on the benefits pérDAccess vary. In general they expressed
concern about the impact of Open Access on thditighing, often in relation to embargo
periods, particularly by those societies where'tlaé-life’ of research is long.

Conclusions

There is undoubtedly a trend towards OA amongstUuleresearch community. We expect
these trends to continue as awareness spreads Withresearch communities and more HEIls
adopt policies towards institutional repositoriesl &elf-archiving. We would note, however,
that there are substantial differences betweerestijeas in this respect.
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The main obstacles to continued expansion are:

. a perception amongst many disciplines that OA jalsrtack impact
. limited awareness amongst researchers of fundiages for pay-to-publish models
. non-compliance with institutional policies which maite self-archiving in institutional

repositories.

The underlying rationale for OA is that use of diedi knowledge by one individual does not
prevent use by another. A socially optimum allmratof resources requires it be made
available at marginal cost which, given on-lineess; is virtually zero. More specifically OA
has enabled:

. research outputs and data to be accessed by aagi@@éemic constituency

. wider access by the non-academic community of uséttsough it is unclear whether
this is a substantial benefit in practice

. quicker (free) availability of research results enGold
. more efficient searching, and therefore researcht least some disciplines.

The costs of scholarly communication, notably dqualbntrol, are, however, still incurred. A
recent study sponsored by RIN estimated that tinyeld be a net cost to the UK of a
movement to a pay-to-publish model which in vergdat terms is around 2% of the research
and HE funding councils research budgets.

The eventual outcome of a move to OA is uncertain,our general conclusion is that there is
no inherent reason why such a movement should jdiggathe position of existing publishers
to the detriment of the academic community; esfigciander a funded system of Gold
publications. The main caveat is that learnedesi@s may find it difficult to adapt to a new
business model and their general contribution tmlscly communication could be threatened.

©00

. 4 7 R h& It
SQWoconsulting ¢ LIS U it mamagument
Information, cultural & academic services

.



11

1.2

13

1.4

15

Open Access to Research Outputs
Final report to RCUK

1: Introduction

Background to the study

SQW Consulting and LISU, Loughborough Universityerey commissioned by Research

Councils UK (RCUK) to identify the effects and ass¢he impact of Open Access to research
outputs on pay-to-publish and self-archiving pubtig models. This study focuses on the
potential impacts of Open Access to research ositpuithe scholarly communications process,
and how these might affect the UK research commuinicluding producers and users of

research.

The scholarly communications process refers to ‘tdeenbination of the publishing and
distribution of scholarly research articles in dahly journals, and the provision of access to
such journals by academic and non-academic litwaaied other channels (including Open
Access journals). It is the final, essential stage piece of scholarship or research project that
provides certification of the work, dates it, idéets the authors as originators and disseminates
it*. This study focuses in particular on peer-revidvi@urnal articles, and the data which
underpin them.

Traditionally, access to journal articles is pr@ddby subscription journals published by
learned societies or commercial publishers, andctists of providing access are met largely
through subscription fees charged to readers. ®@peass models provide fre@nline access
to research literature (in particular, peer-revidy@urnal articles): either by publishing in an
Open Access journal, which does not charge feabheaeader (‘Gold’” OA); or by archiving
peer-reviewed articles published in subscriptiamjals in an online repository (‘Green’ GA)

RCUK policy statements

RCUK published a position paper on access to releantputs in June 2006. The guiding
principles in the paper were:

. publicly funded research should be made availaiteazcessible as rapidly as possible
. outputs should be effectively peer reviewed

. it should be a cost effective use of public funds

. outputs must be preserved and remain accessible.

In recognition of the differences between discipéinindividual research councils provided
their own statements to their communities. Théseexl similarities, notably the affirmation of
Open Access and archiving (subject to outstandimgeanents with publishers), but there have
also been some differences in approach. The MeResearch Council (MRC), for example,

4Activities, costs and funding flows in the schofasbmmunications system in the UK, RIN, 2008 - pf9-1
5 to the reader; under ‘Gold’ OA, the costs of pedion are met through non-subscription means

® See the JISC website for further details:
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/themes/informationvieonment/scholarly_comms/oa.aspx
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directs researchers to PubMedCentral or UKPMC;Nhawairal Environment Research Council

(NERC) has established its own repository (for higld peer-reviewed papers by its own staff,
and as a repository of ‘last resort’ for other sgshers supported by NERC funding); the
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) haspsatrepository for all outputs resulting

from ESRC-funded research; and others have lefarekers and their institutions to decide on
the most appropriate way forward. Examples of jp@di@and position statements are listed in
Annex A.

Study objectives

This study addresses three key areas:

. what has been the impact of RCUK Open Access gglion pay-to-publish and self-
archiving?
. more generally, what has been the impact of Opareggon the ‘traditional’ scholarly

communication process?

The focus of this study has been the UK researamumity, including academics and other
users of research information. Thus, we have woisidered the potential benefits which
researchers in low income countries might derivemfrfree access to journglsnor the
difficulties they might encounter in publishing wndgpay-to-publish models. Nor is the study
concerned with the commercial returns to the phllg sector except insofar as an OA model
might threaten the stability of scholarly commutiimas. It seems likely that OA could lead to
a redistribution of revenues between actors in gbleolarly communications process, and
perhaps also between publishers, but the econongilications of such transfers have not been
considered in this study.

It should also be noted that relatively little titas elapsed since the Research Council Open
Access mandates were adopted. As such, it is adyg & determine the full impact of the
RCUK mandates on Open Access. This report idestifiends to date and the likely future
direction of travel.

Approach

The research comprised four main stages:

. a review of existing data and literature

. consultations with a wide range of organisations

. primary data collection, mainly through web basaways
. analysis and reporting.

LISU took lead responsibility for the literatureview and primary data collection, with SQW
Consulting leading on stakeholder consultationalyesis and reporting.

" The publishers currently operate price discrimiorabetween different markets and researchersdh sauntries
pay lower subscription rates (or none) in somesase
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Areas covered in the literature review (attachefireex C) included:

. the position both nationally and internationallyttwiegard to trends in Open Access
publishing

. drivers and barriers to the take-up of Open Acpedsishing

. researcher perceptions of Open Access journalsr@pasitories as both sources of

information and places to publish

. market developments and current funding trendbdtin subscription and Open Access
journals
. gaps in the existing data and literature

A series of consultations was undertaken with aetarof key stakeholders involved in the
scholarly communications process, including fundindies, researchers, librarians, publishers,
and not-for-profit organisations. A full list ofonsultees is attached at Annex G. Topics
covered varied by stakeholder organisation andvevoent (full aides-memoire are attached at
Annex H and Annex I).

Topics covered with funding bodies (for examples&sch Councils, charities, government
departments, major overseas funders) included:

. policies towards Open Access
. funding support for pay-to-publish
. views and data on trends.

Consultations with HEIs and representative orgdioisa covered:

. policies on institutional repositories and pay-tdsfish

. drivers and barriers to the take up of Open Acfaa®als
. researcher perceptions

. effects on researcher career development.

Topics discussed with publishers included:

. market developments
. funding regimes and the range of models for Operess
. key drivers.

Staff in non-academic environments (for exampldgasional and learned societies, as well as
charities) were also interviewed to assess theiragerhes to, use and awareness of Open
Access sources.
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LISU undertook two web-based surveys as part ofstbdy, in order to fill data gaps, update
existing research and assess directly the impatieoRCUK mandates. One survey was of HE
libraries in the UK and the other of researchers post graduates supported by the research
councils. The surveys were carried out in June820lhe results of these surveys are attached
at Annex B, and referred to where relevant througioe body of the report.

Management group and expert panel

Four meetings were scheduled between the projact téand the client management group. The
purpose of these meetings was to:

. agree the scope and workplan for the project

. finalise the work programme after the researchgmetsisk

. report on progress and present proposals for pyichata collection
. present and discuss the draft final report

In addition, an expert panel provided support amdance to the research team. Two meetings
were held with the expert panel: at the end of ideearch design stage; and prior to the
preparation of a draft report to discuss its stmectand present some of the work in progress.
Members of the expert panel were also consultedichally.

Format of the report

The remainder of the report is structured as fadtow

. Chapter 2: Background and context

. Chapter 3: Features of the scholarly communicdtindscape
. Chapter 4: Factors in the move to Open Access

. Chapter 5: Findings

. Chapter 6: Scenarios

. Chapter 7: Conclusions

There are a number of annexes, in a separate datupneviding further background detail:

. Annex A: Policies and position statements
. Annex B: Survey Findings

. Annex C: Literature Review

. Annex D: Role of publishers

. Annex E: Research specification

8 A presentation was also made in September to thedReh Outputs Group of the RCUK
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. Annex F: Expert panel membership

. Annex G: List of consultees

. Annex H: Aide-memoire for Expert panel and stratdgvel consultations
. Annex |: Aides-memoire for stakeholder consultasion

. Annex J: Terms of reference

Acknowledgements

1.22 Thanks are due to the members of the ManagementpGnad the Expert Panel, as well as all
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2: Background and context

Introduction

Scholarly communication is an important elementhefresearch process. It allows researchers
to disseminate their findings and results, and fximise the impact of their findings by
allowing other researchers to access their outplitaditionally, scholarly communication has
relied upon researchers providing a significanppraon of their scholarly outputs without the
expectation of payment, in the form of journal @des, peer-reviewed by other researchers (also
without expectation of payment). However, the picithn and dissemination of articles is not
free, and these services must be paid for.

Publishers of scholarly journals have traditiona#lied upon a subscription model to meet the
costs of providing their services. Initially, jmas were mostly published by learned societies,
which represented researchers active in their figfdl facilitated the sharing of knowledge

within dispersed groups. Increasingly, journaks aow published by commercial publishers

(including many on behalf of learned societies) &arned societies which also publish on a
commercial basis.

Technological developments, in particular the giowf the internet, have facilitated the

provision of online access to research outputs.erdhare certain costs associated with
publishing, many of which (such as copy-editing)ndo differ significantly between online and

print-based publishing. However, the costs oftprgnand circulating paper copies of outputs
are significant. These circulation costs are lgrgdiminated with online access, as the
marginal cost of providing access to an additiarsalr is close to zero.

However, it is important to note that Open Accesnat the same as online access, although it
is facilitated by the latter; and that the majoiifysubscription, print journals also have online
versions.

A definition of Open Access

The Budapest Open Access Initiative (2001) stdtas‘an old tradition [researchers publishing
in journals without the expectation of payment] amdhew technology [the Internet] have
converged to make possible an unprecedented pugjolod... the world-wide electronic
distribution of the peer-reviewed journal literatand completely free and unrestricted access
to it by all scientists, scholars, teachers, sttgJeand other curious minds’ It continues: ‘By
"Open Access" to this literatdfe we mean its free availability on the public imtet,
permitting any users to read, download, copy, ithiste, print, search, or link to the full texts of
these articles, crawl them for indexing, pass thsmata to software, or use them for any other
lawful purpose, without financial, legal, or tecteli barriers other than those inseparable from
gaining access to the internet itself. The onlgst@int on reproduction and distribution, and

9 Budapest Open Access Initiative; cached at httpaivsoros.org/openaccess/read.shtml
10 defined as in the Initiative as ‘that which schislgive to the world without expectation of paymenivhich
includes peer-reviewed journal articles as welprsprints
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the only role for copyright in this domain, shoblel to give authors control over the integrity of
their work and the right to be properly acknowledigad cited'.

There are two main elements to this definition pe@ Access:

. access should be free of charge to the reader yadrabprice barriers)
. access should be free of copyright and licensirstyiotions (removal of permission
barriers).

This report does not investigate copyright andnlébeg issues in any depth, except insofar as
they form one element of the institutional suppanich may be provided for open access, and
were raised by academics in the researcher survey.

There are two key routes through which Open Actesssearch outputs can be provided:

. ‘Gold’ OA, whereby peer-reviewed papers are pulisin an Open Access journal,
which does not charge subscription fees. The adgisblishing are met in other ways,
including through pay-to-publish models wherebyea fs charged to the authors (or
their funder or institution); and

. ‘Green’ OA, whereby research is published in aiti@ohl (subscription) journal, and
the authors self-archive their peer-reviewed papex digital, online repository (often
following an embargo periot)

‘Hybrid’ journals also exist: these are traditiosabscription journals, which allow immediate
Open Access to individual articles on payment fdea

Repositories are an important component of the Gueess ‘infrastructure’ and there are two
main types: central repositories (CRs), organised subject/discipline basis; and institutional
repositories (IRs), which collate output from adiuidual institution (or, in some cases, a small
grouping of institutions). The aims of repositsriare to collate research outputs; facilitate
access to research outputs; and to provide a redalidciplinary progress. In some cases, IRs
are also used for management information.

Theoretically, there is no limit on what type oftex@al can be deposited in a repository. Some
accept only peer-reviewed articles; others accegprpts, non-published material including
teaching material; and visual and audio files.

Repositories should be fully searchable. Some Hhhe&r own search index; many are
searchable using Google Scholar. The Open Archiugémtive'> Protocol for Metadata

Harvesting (OAI-PMH) sets out requirements to ftatié inter-repository searching, so that
researchers can use an ‘overview' search and dohawe to search each repository
individually. Over 90% of the repositories idemd in the survey were compatible with OAI-
PMH.

11 SHERPA classify publishers’ archiving policiesfaliows: green - can archive pre-print and poshipriblue - can
archive post-print (i.e. final draft post-refereginyellow - can archive pre-print (i.e. pre-refeireg); and white -
archiving not formally supported

12 see http://iwww.openarchives.org/
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As noted above, Open Access is not equivalent t{meraccess. However, a number of
consultees and survey respondents were unclear théstdistinction, and conflated the two.
This was largely attributable to the nature ofjthenal subscription market: in a large number
of cases, the users of research (academics) ar¢hose directly responsible for meeting
subscription costs (met by institutions). As sufidr, many academics, online access is
perceived as free of cost.

Why Open Access?

In conventional economic terms codified knowledgech as journal articles) is a “public
good” in that use by one individual does not redaxailability, and therefore potential use, by
another. Under these circumstances, an optimuocaibn of social resources requires
codified knowledge to be made available at margica$t. In a world of electronic
publications, this cost is close to zero and thisvigles the underlying rationale for OA
publication. A move to OA could therefore expahd humber of readers and the social and
economic benefits arising through access to catifiowledge.

OA through archiving in institutional or subjecpmsitories would, at one level, enable these
potential benefits to be exploited. The costhtwduthor of self-archiving would be negligible
and readers could search for documents using dematdor specialised search engines.
However, archives are not a perfect substitutgoiamals: most OA advocates regard them as a
complement to rather than a replacement for pegewed journals. In particular, repositories
do not, of themselves, provide quality control tigh peer review or a number of other
important journal functions. In addition, the oafrcosts of providing a means of self-
archiving may be significant.

The peer review issue is complex. Some we haveutea consider it unnecessary and claim
that researchers who are active in a field can $eéras judge the quality of an article without
the need for external validation and that thisl$e aufficient as a means of judging ability and
career progression. There is evidence to suppiarirt at least some subject areas. arXiv, for
example, is a repository for preprint physics &tavhich has been established for many years.
We understand that the particle physics commuueiligs on this for access to articles. In other
subject areas, the peer-reviewed journal appedrs tauch more important to researchers as a
means of narrowing search and judging career pssgne. Peer-reviewed journals are also
important to non-specialists, although there isitBoh evidence on the importance to these
groups of access to primary research outputs @ritsealth-related research, which is often of
interest to the media and the informed public). erPeeview may also be important to
interdisciplinary activities when researchers nieskearch outside their specialisms.

131t should be noted that this does not mean thpatsieory content has not been peer-reviewed, lauttte
repository itself does not generally provide therpgeview function.
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The current situation

Introduction

This section summarises current trends in the Uk€liation to Open Access. There has been a
significant shift in favour of Open Access in thespdecade on the part of many actors in the
scholarly communications process. Many academigsearchers and other actors in the
process have more receptive attitudes to Open Adbtes was the case even five years ago,
and a better understanding of the issues. Iniaddithe growth of OA and hybrid journals, as
well as repositories, mean that there are how rapp®rtunities for researchers to publish and
use Open Access material. However, our research dkown that knowledge and
understanding of the key features of Open Accassaires relatively limited.

Engagement with the Open Access debate variestijgctarea. These differences stem from
the nature of the subject; differences in the mebegrocess; the history of scholarly

communication within different disciplines; the nben of active researchers within the

discipline; and funder mandates. For example,igh-energy physics, there is a history of
collaboration between different groups who shangpmgent; and a ‘pre-print’ culture whereby

findings are shared at an early stage. In contiaghe arts and humanities, the monograph
remains of prime importance and OA has so far ddally no impact on this area.

In addition, there are significant variations ire thature of data sets used within disciplines,
some of which lend themselves more easily to edaatrsearching and tagging; the coherence
of research communities and commonality of goalsl #he importance and nature of

collaboration in undertaking research (for exampielti-author papers are far more common
in the sciences than the humanities).

The nature of the market

A market exists in the sense of scholarly commuitnabeing supplied and demanded but the
fact that some sort of exchange process takes plamgd not be taken to mean that it operates
in the way described by conventional economic nmsdel

Publication has costs and those costs must be lnyriseme body or institution. The way in

which the publication takes place may have implocet for research output: it may promote or
discourage output and we shall come back to th. the time being however, it is helpful to
analyse the market for scholarly communication (ootput) as if the nature of the

communication has no effect on output.

The most successful communication process is thiathvmakes the output available to the
greatest number of users. The process is nhotshativever, and a process which maximises
use now may have consequences which limit useeifiutiure. We shall also come back to this
point. For now, to simplify, we shall carry outranalysis in a relatively static framework.

Given these limiting assumptions the analysis liatikeely straightforward. Scholars wish, or

are required, to publish their outputs. The cao$tpublishing can be carried by the scholars
who wish to publish, by the individuals and ingdiibtas who wish to have access to their work
or by a third party who may wish to facilitate tt@mmunication process. Cost may be carried
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by institutions cross-subsidising from one are¢hefr work to another, and in some cases they
may be unaware of the costs, or only implicitly asydbut the costs must be borne. Publishing
is not free of cost.

Different ways of covering costs — payment systentgve implications for the efficiency of
the communications process, in the static sengich we are dealing with it here.

. direct payment by, or on behalf of, authors hasastriction on readership and in this
simple world is very efficient

. payment by, or on behalf of, readers restricts eeddp and therefore, again in this
simple world, does not enable the communicatioeéech the greatest number of users

. payment can also be made in many other ways, Eimple:

> costs carried in the overhead of organisations sgclesearch departments or
learned societies, such as the provision of atfsagser electronic journal or
newsletter where the organisation decides it is gfats objectives to carry out
publication of this kind. This is also efficiemt maximising use.

> costs carried by publishers and covered by embpegods on free access so
that overhead costs plus marginal costs, in adyasee covered by reader
payments before free access is granted. Thisakatvely efficient process in
enabling users to have access to outputs but isetinvhen use is required
speedily.

Different individuals and institutions in the comnications process: scholars, research funders,
publishers, higher education and research ingiitgtiand the wide variety of users, sit in
different structural positions within the processdahave different amounts of power in
influencing how the process operates. They hafferdint objectives in the short and long term
and this influences how they behave in the proc&ssh of them has different levers they can
pull to try to fulfil their objectives.

The two restrictive assumptions made above helgatify the position. The first assumed the
communication process has no influence on researngut. In practice ease of publication for
those supplying the communications will be influaht If it is difficult to publish or the quality

of the publication is poor, there is likely to les$ publication. This is one of the areas in which
there is disagreement between proponents of diff@@mmunications processes.

Secondly, we assumed a relatively static worlde pablishing world clearly is not static and it
is important to consider the consequences, inteadddunintended, of changes to the structure
of the scholarly communication process. Electropidlication is ubiquitous and carries
expectations linked to other developments in welyedeng and the availability of information
so that some of the dynamism in the system is @eitie control of the present players. There
are fears on some sides that adoption of new mthdit routes might damage a communication
system which has been effective for generationdstvtithers argue that the opportunities now
available have to be grasped systematically bec#iusg increase the efficiency of the
communication and will inevitably come into playsgée resistance to them.
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Demand for scholarly outputs

Demand for scholarly output comes primarily frone icademic research community (though
there are increasingly other users of scholarlpairom government, the business sector, not-
for-profit organisations and the general publi©emand from the academic community is not
directly influenced very much by price — rathermdad is determined by the standard of the
work sought. Standards are assessed by the acaslemwn knowledge of the subject area plus
the ‘brand’ given by the place of publication oe tleview comments of knowledgeable readers.
The journal brand and review comments become isargly important as the topic of the
article moves further away from an academic’s spistiarea.

Demand for journals is exercised primarily by litea on behalf of their academic
communities. Demand for articles from repositoriesexercised largely by academics
themselves. In neither case do the academics ipagtly for their use of scholarly output and
they are largely protected from the commercial iogilons of the market. In addition, as
Pinfield (2007) argues, ‘once a journal has esthblil itself in its subject area, it increasingly
becomes a 'must have' title, making demand fagldtively price inelastic. In other words, if
the price is raised, people will still buy'ft However, any increased costs need to be net from
library budgets so the funding available for addhitil journal subscriptions is reduced
academics are indirectly affected. In additionig‘Beals’ or packages of journal titles distort
the market, in that they provide ‘little flexibiitto select or cancel individual titles’.

Supply of scholarly outputs

In general, academic authors seek to place thidles in outlets, usually journals, which are
widely read and highly respected with high impaaitérs. The career path of authors and their
opportunities to acquire research funds are paltiiermined by the outlets in which they
publish. As such, authors are primarily concerngith achieving publication in the highest
quality vehicle they can reach. In some disci@ingpeed of publication is also an important
factor.

In some cases, academic institutions and researodefs either require or encourage
academics working for them or using their fundglace articles in institutional or subject-
based repositories, or to publish in journals wihiake Open Access.

Subscription journals, pay-to-publish journals aegdositories have different implications for
academic authors. They require different levelaaivity from authors including, in the case
of pay-to-publish journals, the need to secure $udpay for publication.

Publishers may operate completely commerciallyrothe case of many learned societies, seek
surpluses to finance other objectives of the spcidirequently, commercial publishers carry
out much of the publishing activity for learned igbies. They are an integral part of the supply
chain for scholarly outputs. It is obvious that@artput must be published in some way if it is
to be available in an appropriate form. In someesa such as working paper series, the
publication may be very informal but for the puressof this discussion it is reasonable to

14 pinfield, Stephen (2007) Libraries and open acdlssimplications of open-access publishing asgefnination
for libraries in higher education institutions. Digital Convergence - Libraries of the Future. 8ger, New York,
pp. 119-134.
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assume that all scholarly output undergoes somdispiy input such as, for example,
appropriate tagging (or checking of tags providedne author) when placed in a repository.

Publishers, whether commercial or not-for-profitidavalue to scholarly output. Different
levels of publishing activity are required for difént kinds of output. A simple working paper
series with minimal peer review requires veryditithtervention and may well be published by a
semi-formal group of colleagues but a peer reviepagaker, available electronically and in hard
copy in a high impact journal, with all relevant tagata and other features, requires
considerable work. In a recent position p&pethe International Association of STM
publishers, lists the contribution of publishersleinseven headings: Registration, Certification,
Formalisation, Improvement, Dissemination, Predtmaand Use (the headings are not self-
explanatory and the STM publishers’ descriptionseath can be found in Annex D). The
position paper argues that through these feat®@$/1' publishers form a core part of the
process of scholarly communication’. This is notttoversial nor is it controversial that these
activities all incur costs which must be fundedefie is debate, however, about how and where
the different publishing activities take place; Whex they are all necessary; whether they are
better done by academics or publishers; and howgheuld be paid for. Many of the tasks are
not necessarily ones which the academic commurotyidvwish to take on itself, as they often
require specialist technical skills and are timastoning. Furthermore, it is also recognised by
a number of commentators that the commercial pubgs have been important in permitting
new directions to develop.

The market is thus very complex. Different playiarthe market respond to different variables.
Academics respond to impact factors and qualitysmess. Libraries try to obtain a portfolio
of journals which best meets the needs of the as@deommunity they serve. Commercial
publishers attempt to maximise profits through malating price and availability of journals.
Learned societies, as ‘not-for-profit’ publishettempt to acquire a satisfactory return, which
enables them to fulfil other objectives, whilsttlaé same time maximising the availability and
impact of their discipline’s output. Managers @positories wish to make scholarship as
accessible as possible but, if they manage institak repositories, will have a series of other
objectives in addition to the furtherance of scHgpl@ommunication. Conventional market
clearing mechanisms, using price to match demaitial svipply, do not operate effectively in
this market.

For academics, the supply of and demand for astialee determined by factors relating to
current research concerns and the quality of outfite commercial market largely bypasses
academics and was until very recently a relativebnventional market with publishers
providing a product to libraries. The growth inpositories has complicated the picture.
Publishers are a mixture of profit-maximising comiga and organisations which seek to attain
a minimum level of profit. Profits continue to aawl largely on the levels of subscriptions to
their journals, and to a lesser extent on the paoteay-to-publish articles. The libraries
respond to price by increasing or reducing purchasil their budget limit is reached. The
publishers worry that libraries will reduce purcka# scholarly outputs are easily available via
Open Access though the definition of ‘output’ imstbontext is not entirely straightforward and

15 International Association of STM Publishers (Ap2D08) An overview of scientific, technical and medical
publishing and the value it adds to research outputs http://www.stm-assoc.org/documents-statements-poli
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relates to the provenance of the article — largéigther or not it has been peer reviewed and is
in its final published state.

Variables which influence behaviour in the commaroiarket do not necessarily have a strong
relationship with the concerns of academic userd producers, in the context of the

furtherance of scientific communication. If ‘thearket is to decide’, which is one of the

‘solutions’ sometimes proposed, it is important participants in the market, especially the
academic users and producers, to assess theivegiawer and how they might exercise that
power.

Mandates from funders or higher education instingihave an influence on relationships in the
market and market outcomes, as demonstrated bytacibsequent to the Wellcome Trust's
decision to mandate its grant-holders. The Welkomust is now recognised by most
commentators as behaving thoughtfully and apprtgyian the way it insists on its researchers
behaving in certain ways and in its willingnesg#y for the consequences (although there are
some dissenting voices which argue that the Welkcdinust mandate limits researcher choice
over where to publish or deposit. Publicationanrpals devoted purely to Open Access has
grown and most publishers now have flourishing lt/bptions available. The uptake has been
relatively low across the whole of scholarly outfaurrently about 2% of papers are published
as ‘Gold’ OA) but relatively high in some areasclsias bio-medicine, where the debate has
been at its most acute. Open Access publishingatgeto a different business model from
conventional subscription journals and is more dpament in its costing. This changes
relationships in the market as other players aletatsee some operational characteristics more
clearly. Levels of trust in this market are lovartly as a result of the serials crisis of the late
1990s which continues, though currently at a lelesel.

The number of repositories has increased enormauklythis has had a substantial influence
on attitudes towards the nature of the marketfitsehis has caused questions to be posed about
the long-term existence of journals in the formytlaee currently understood, notwithstanding
the centuries over which they have existed anditherent conservatism of the academic
world.

Looking at the wider market for scholarly outpute tapproach of the HE funding councils to
research assessment has the potential to makdicagnidifferences to the acceptability of
different publication routes and the requiremeritstber user groups are now being asserted
more strongly.

Drivers for Open Access

There has been a noticeable increase in Open Aat@ssent years, both in terms of journal
and repository availability, but also the profikeetsubject has attained in policy and academic
debate. In this section we discuss some of thddagrs responsible for this.

Public good and public funding

There are a number of arguments, both ethical actipal, put forward in favour of OA. The
first, discussed in 2.14 and subsequent paragraphe, is that knowledge is an international
public good, and that barriers to accessing inféionashould be minimised. Financial costs
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are a significant barrier to access. A separatepften conflated argument is that since much
research is funded by the taxpayer, taxpayers gdhwle access to the results of the research
which they collectively fund.

In addition, there are concerns on the part of ifuppdodies that they do not necessarily have
easy access to publications stemming from reseahith they have funded, but must pay a
subscription fee for access. While OA advocatésm@eledge that publishers can add value,
they argue that the majority of the value in reskeds contributed by research funders and
academics; not by publishers.

The producers and consumers of research overlaqguéers of scholarly outputs are primarily
academic researchers (and in a smaller number sdscacommercial researchers). The
audience for such outputs includes the academsarels community (the primary consumer) as
well as industry, government, the business seatirfor-profit organisations and the general
public. For example, medical charities or orgatiose representing individuals with genetic
illnesses may have a particular interest accesbmtatest research, but subscription prices may
be prohibitively expensive, thus forming a bart@access.

Opposition to OA arises largely from the view thatnmercial publishers and learned societies
provide useful and necessary services to the m@semmmunity, which have to be paid for.
Open Access may threaten the viability of a staktem. In addition, existing pay-to-publish
models may burden smaller research funders, fampkasome of the small charities, and so
reduce their opportunity to publish the resultshafir research and ultimately to fund research.
However, it should be noted that most publishers radlow some form of open access
publishing — either though hybrid journals (whidiil sequire a payment to publish), or in
repositories (following an embargo period).

In addition, a number of consultees raised versiontrol as a potential problem — under
‘Green’ OA, not all journals allow the final pulilied version of the paper to be deposited in
repositories, but do allow the author’s final versito be deposited. There may be minor
differences between the two versions.

Legacy of the serials crisis

The ‘serials crisis’ refers to the trend from tH&7Qs onwards whereby the costs of access to
scholarly outputs have increased faster than iofiat There are two main drivers of these
increased costs: the number of journals being gledl has increased; and publishers have
increased subscription fees. This has impactetherbility of libraries to provide access to
journals within constrained budgets. In additidnig deals’, whereby libraries purchase
packages of journal titles from publishers, caruoedflexibility in selecting individual journals
because libraries have limited control over theteohof the packages.

While price increases appear to be moderating straevhe legacy of the serials crisis has
been a lack of trust between (particularly comnaycpublishers and libraries; and a
disjuncture in the scholarly communications proogbereby publishers are seen as separate
from (and in some cases in opposition to) otheoracin the process, motivated largely by
financial returns rather than by disseminating aese
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A recent study commissioned by Rf\has modelled the costs of a system with 90% pay-to
publish OA journals. The model compares OA costh those incurred by a system of 90%
electronic publication on a subscription-fundedifhiasThe model imputes a cost for peer
reviewers’ time, which is significant, although actual payment is made. This projects a
reduction in the global costs of scholarly commatian of £273m which arise, in the main,
from reduced variable publishing cd$ts The main changes on the funding side are that
academic library subscriptions fall by £2.9bn amg-fo-publish charges increase by £3.2bn.
The projected changes for the UK are savings tdexo& libraries of £128m but an increase in
publishing payments of £213m, reflecting the higbdoctivity of UK researchers in terms of
published outputdé We have not had the opportunity to investigaie sensitivity of these
figures but, taken at face value, they imply afivencial loss to the UK research community
given a movement to OA (as defined in the model).

Within these general movements there would, of smuse:
. a redistribution of costs towards research (puttiod intensive HEIs

. a redistribution of costs from the corporate sebtbovards the academic sector. The
RIN report estimates that 17% of current subsamsiare from non-academic sources
(including individuals) but it is believed that #®e subscribers account for a
significantly smaller share of published artitfeand would therefore contribute a
smaller share of pay-to-publish revenues.

Role of funders

Research funders are increasingly mandating Opemgscto research outputs, and requiring
researchers to deposit articles in repositoriesons@ltees, including librarians, argued that
funder mandates have had a significant impact drabeur and are the main influence on
increased self-archiving. However, the surveyifigd contradict this — funder mandates were
only important to 17% of researchers when publigh®A, and 72% said that they were not
important®. It may be that mandates have not yet been eglang enough to have affected
academics’ publishing decisions. Specific mandat#s the potential for significant impact
include the Wellcome Trust, a number of the UK Resle Councils, and the US NIH. These
are listed in Annex A and discussed in more détathapter 4.

Maximising impact

It is in the interests of researchers and fundiodids for research findings to be disseminated
as widely as possible. Initial evidence appeasutggest that OA articles (whether published in
OA journals, or self-archived) have increased icitatrates immediately after publication

compared to subscription-model articles, althougbssquent impact is more difficult to assess.

16 Research Information Network, Activities, Costs &uding Flows in the Scholarly Communications Sysiem
the UK May 2008

" The model appears to assume that the numbericiarper journal increases but there is no allmedor the
increased costs of peer review which this presuynabulld imply.

18 The assumptions about peer review mentioned ipriaéious footnote may also be relevant here dinedJK
peer reviews a relatively high proportion of glopablications.

1910% is used in the model.

20 Respondents were asked to rate importance on ading scale where 5 was “not at all important2%rated
funder mandates as 4 or 5.
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It is important to distinguish impact attributakite online access, and that related to Open
Access. However, there are some indications tipain@Q\ccess channels may have advantages
in this respect.

First, research outputs might be made availableenguickly, thus contributing to a faster
research cycle with benefits for further reseancti mnovation. Speed of dissemination was
given as the most important reason why responderktse survey chose to publish OA outputs.
Increased speed of access to research is undoylttedlin relation to self-archiving, but we
have not encountered any evidence to suggest tAajo@rnals publish significantly more
quickly than electronic subscription journals.

Second, OA articles may have greater impact. Thiglifficult to assess because of the
problems in identifying robust control groups. Téadence at present is unclear but would
tend to suggest an accelerated citation rate fojddals but with little difference in lifetime
citations for the subject areas studied.

Third, free availability may increase readershipitganisations which cannot at present afford
access to subscription journals. In the surveypitinciple of free access for all was the second
most important reason for publishing OA outputsnuinber of research institutions in the UK
cannot access all of the literature at present:tritids can only afford to subscribe to a
proportion of the peer-reviewed output. The currstem involves researchers only having
access to a proportion of the peer-reviewed liteeatwhereas an OA system would lead to all
researchers having access to all of the literature.

We have not been able to identify evidence on tbalesof non-researcher access to
publications or the likely costs savings which beskses and others might derive from OA.
However, consultations indicated the following:

. many organisations with an interest in researchltseslo not have the capabilities to
work with primary research outputs and instead iregfiltering and interpretation.
Such organisations, will typically access reseameults in many ways including
through trade and professional associations, atb®vorks and technology consultants
(including from the academic sector in some casds$lese channels add value to the
primary research information by combining resultsrf more than one source and OA
is unlikely to add much value in such cases

. large corporate R&D departments do require acdrgshe costs of journals are small
in relation to R&D budgets

. businesses and others are sometimes interestagbiished outputs, not so much for
the results, but because they are a way of idemjfieading edge expertise. However,
article abstracts are widely and freely availabietlee web, even for non-OA journals,
and these are often sufficient

. where direct access is required there may be aligas to direct subscription.
Companies may, for example, need to review andleitding edge research in grant
applications or for IP protection purposes, but ow@rtial organisations exist which
will undertake the necessary searches and reportmgddition, some businesses may
gain access to university and other research ldwar
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Ease of technology

While Open Access and online access are not egmi/alhe technologies allowing online
access have facilitated the dissemination of Opetcess material.  Technological
developments mean that the marginal costs of piryidnline access to journal articles are
minimal, so that there is no need to charge syttsmni fees to meet additional (online)
distribution costs. Digital repositories play grsficant role in facilitating ‘Green’ OA.

Research assessment

Finally, there have been suggestions that uniyersipositories could play an increasingly
important role in research assessment, by providingcord of institutional output, and more
particularly a new means of assessing the impcetariacesearch to uséts However, as is
discussed in sectionNBSQW] below, methodologies (and theories) to interptie¢
significance of downloads from repositories medmat there are unlikely to be significant
changes in this respect in the near future.

21 OA journals can be relatively easily incorporaited bibliometric databases for the purposes @atticih analyses,
although they are unlikely, at present, to altgnsicantly the picture presented by databasesio$&iption
journals.
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3. Features of the scholarly communication
landscape

In 2006, the Research Information Network (RIN),URCand the Department of Trade and
Industry (DTI) commissioned a Baseline Study refotb examine existing data in six key
areas:

. the volume and value of the academic journal market

. journal supply-side economics

. usage

. citations and impact factors

. disciplinary differences

. costs and impact of Open Access journals and dtiadligpositories.

One of the key purposes of that study was to iflegtps in the available evidence, as a
consequence of which a number of further studiesluding this one, have been
commissioned.

This chapter describes and interprets featurehetholarly communication landscape. It
builds on consultations with stakeholders and sufielings. In addition, LISU carried out a
literature review focusing on Open Access, covebath academic sources and a wide range
of web sites and other resources, which providespatate to the Baseline Study. The full
literature review is included as Annex C, and iitglihgs have informed this chapter. There
are two important points to note here:

. the published debate amongst the various stakeisotdads to focus on scholarly
communication within the higher education sector developed countries, for
example the majority of respondents to surveys l@en researchers in universities,
based in Western Europe or North America. In tie tbncern has been expressed
that the majority of research grants are made fpoislic funds, but then outcomes
have to be purchased using public funds (via lipsaibscriptions) and even then only
relatively few people have easy access

. a relatively short time has elapsed since the patitin of the Baseline Study report;
however scholarly publishing, and particularly Opfetess to scholarly outputs, is
changing at a fast pace, so that much has changeel2006. The numbers of hybrid
journals and institutional repositories have peshted, research funders and

22 Electronic Publishing Services (2006), UK Schalgolrnals: 2006 baseline report: an evidence-basetysis
of data concerning scholarly publishing. Reporttfar Research Information Network, Research Coubils
and the Department of Trade and Industry. Availalble
http://www.rin.ac.uk/files/UK%20Scholarly%20Jours#202006%20Baseline%20Report.pdf
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academic institutions are actively promoting Opeccdss, and support is being

provided for individuals and repositories. Howevegsearchers still have some

reservations, and, in some cases, a lack of urgshelisig of open access . Publishers
also have concerns about the effect this chandingite for research dissemination

might have on their operations.

Repositories

According to OpenDOAR, the UK currently has 11% of all repositories wiaride which
translates to 101 repositories representing 74 Uktitutions. Whilst 57% of these
repositories are interdisciplinary, 18% are relat@dComputers and IT, 8% to Library and
Information Science and 6% to Maths and Statistics.

Although subject-based repositories were histdsiceidle first to emerg®, institutionally
based repositories have recently become more doiindust over three quarters of UK
repositories are institutional, whilst only 17% asabject-based and 4% governmental.
OpenDOAR lists most UK universities as having institutiomapositories (IRs) and, for
example, 18 out of 20 Russell Group Universitieg] &3 of the 19 universities in the 1994
Group have IRs.

The increase in the number of IRs is partly dribgrthe HE institutions themselves because
the repositories are seen as a good tool for sheimgdheir research. However, in some
institutions there are decisions to be made over will take the responsibility for running
the repositories and how they will be funded inltrg run.

Academics have so far been relatively slow in aidgpthe use of repositories and are not
generally actively depositing their work. Lessrthane third of survey respondents had
deposited material in a repository in the last fiv@ars. Various support projects and
programmes have been established at differentdégedupport the use and improve the take
up of institutional repositories by academics asll ves other users. A number of
commentators suggested that cultural factors wapnitant here; many academics do not
perceive OA to be directly relevant to them, andhawee little incentive to deposit where it is
not mandated (particularly as the RAE/REF are egieddent on repository content), a view
reinforced by the survey responses. Internatioesgarch shows that, across all disciplines,
even with policies that invite researchers to dgposepositories, only 5-15% of researchers
self-archive. However, one consultee reported 8% of researchers agree with OA in
principle and would not have any problems with gsiepositories if mandated; another
argued that the proportion of papers depositedpositories is increasing rapidly.

In addition, there is some confusion about whaukhbe deposited: one commentator, for
example, argued that repositories “do not offerliguaontrol and there are issues related to
version control”. (Repositories do not directhopide quality control but may include peer

2 Driver Support (2008). United Kingdom: SummarnyAativities. Accessed onlindttp://www.driver-
support.eu/en/national/uk.html

24Suber, P. (2007). Timeline of the Open Access Muwist. Accessed online:
http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/timeline.htm

2 OpenDOAR (2008). Directory of Open Access RepasitotUnited Kingdom. Accessed online [Md{), 008]:
http://www.opendoar.org/countrylist.php?cContinenirdpe#United%20Kingdom
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reviewed journals— they do have version control arake clear the peer-review status of
content). This confusion was also a recurring #né@mthe researchers’ survey responses.

A number of major research funders require thearebeoutputs that they have funded to be
deposited in large subject-based repositories, asdPubMed. According to NCBlbetween
January and May 2007 PubMed had on average 79(BbSghrches a month and over time,
there has been a steady increase in the numbeaafi®es. The subject-based repositories are
focused on certain subject areas, such as BioMatlical Sciences and Physics.

One of the main opportunities related to subjestedarepositories, often highlighted by
funders, is their potential to enable derivativesegrch by facilitating data mining.
Consequently, there is increasing demand for uyidgridata to be placed in the repositories
together with the research publication. It was gaested that this might enhance
accountability, as the validity of underlying datan be checked by academics as needed.
However, there is significant variability by subjerea regarding willingness to share data,
particularly where there may be commercial applcest

Consultees had divergent views on whether insbitati or subject-based repositories were
preferable. There were no clear differences bg.rdbome stakeholders suggested that IRs
provide a variety of non-OA related functions withtheir institutions, such as collating
outputs and facilitating institutional manageme#@s such, the adoption of institutional OA
mandates can be ‘sold’ to senior management teanas useful internal tool, and they are
likely to become the norm. While initially, reptisies were seen as competing with
publishers, a number of stakeholders now see theittion as providing an institutional
record of publications, at various stages, which tacilitate the implementation of REF
strategies and the management of submisSionsOn the other hand, subject-based
repositories offer opportunities in building upotisting research, which serves the interest of
both funders and academics themselves. It wasaafjwed that most researchers are not
particularly concerned about the institutionalleffion of researchers; rather they are seeking
information on a specific topic.

There is no consensus on which kind of repositoighirbe adopted most easily: the two are
likely to co-exist for some time, as their use defson the needs of the academics in
different subject areas. The key issue here &adperability — using a single search interface
to search across all repositories will facilitagsearchers in finding relevant papers by
minimising the number of places to be searchede JISC is currently funding a digital
repositories programme looking at repository inperability’®,

There is some variability in who carries the resuoifity for maintaining institutional
repositories (often librarians, and sometimes vdtlledicated responsibility as repository
manager). In addition, research funders do netctlir meet the costs of running repositories
— although the research councils contribute tocthets through contributions to fEC. Some
institutions are collaborating to fund ‘group’ resitories, and at least one university runs a
‘depot’ available for individuals whose institut®don’t have a repository.

2 National Center for Biotechnology Information NBCI (). PubMed Searches. Accessed online:
http://www.ncbi.nIm.nih.gov/About/tools/restableatstoubmeddata.html

27 Citations may also be increased, although the segléor this is not clear.

B gee http:/iwww.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmestaligepositories2007.aspx

27
> Research & consultanc!
SQWCOnSult'ng . L I S U for performance n:anagyement
tion, cultural & academic services

 ————— Informatior



3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

Open Access to Research Outputs
Final report to RCUK

A number of commentators (mainly publishers) exgpedsconcern about the use of and
growth (in terms of number and size) in reposiwrid_earned societies expressed concern
about the financial impact that repositories migave on their activities. One publisher felt
that the ‘Green’ OA route was inequitable, as ‘ribppays’ for access, and libraries will not
pay subscriptions for material which is freely dable. There is, however, no evidence that
libraries are cancelling subscriptions as a reduDA and this finding was borne out by our
survey results. However, this situation may chaagyadditional material is available through
open access channels.

Finally, we would note the potential importance repositories to the research councils
themselves:

. if the current mandates are to continue as preseint,some modified form, then the
councils will need to monitor compliance and ingttinal and subject repositories
will be a important source of information

. although not related directly to open access issiga on research outputs placed in
repositories, and potentially also on downloadsidde valuable to the councils in
reporting to DIUS and other stakeholders.

Journals

Electronic journals are ubiquitous and the varithig deals’ (or bundles) have increased
access for academics who now have something wfochhem, is close to Open Access at
their desktops. However, ‘journal’ is no longesimple concept.

Subscription journals remain the most common mdxefar though the proportions vary
widely between disciplines. Open Access is pravitty some exclusively Open Access
journals but also hybrid journals. In additionyioals may allow self-archiving, sometimes
after an embargo period.

SHERPA classify publishers’ archiving policies frgmeen to white. They provide summary
statistics on the 418 publishers listed in the SHREROMEOQO database, as shown in Table 3-
1

Table 3-1: Data on OA journals

SHERPA definition Publisher policy Number of publishers % of total
can archive pre-print and

green post-print 139 33
can archive post-print (i.e.

blue final draft post-refereeing) 94 23
can archive pre-print (i.e.

yellow pre-refereeing) 51 12

white archiving not formally 137 32
supported

Information fror

SHERPA,

RoMEO Source: http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo.php?stats=yes; accessed 1/10/2008
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However, this classification does not take embagrgdods into account. As such, publishing
in the journals offered by green, blue or yellovbighers may not be sufficient to comply
with a funder mandate, as embargo periods may hgefothan the 6 months’ maximum
stated in the mandate.

Hybrid journals are now offered by virtually all lishers (but not for all journals) as an
option for authors. Several consultees (acadeamcspublishers) argued that ‘the journals
are not going to disappear’ and that ‘they brintpeahat is worth retaining as they have an
important role in establishing quality rankingsSsome publishers are relatively open about
the costs they incur and appear to regard the dhybwirnal very much as a transition model,
but there is a high level of cynicism among somenmentators regarding publishers’
motivation for using the hybrid model and the likebd of subscription charges falling as
Open Access usage increases. Publishers arguethiat costs do not decline in a
straightforwardly linear way as Open Access optimusease. STM Publishers (20883et
out a number of factors explaining cost changesesof which are unrelated, or non-linearly
related, to the number of articles published, feaneple, the increased average length of
articles, the increased requirements for specihliaaguage, graphics, images and links to
databases, the value added attributes of electymuiddication such as navigation, search,
retrieval and analysis and the relative inefficiené new journals. Transparency of costing
and pricing is important in improving levels of ¢tibut is not widespread.

The business model for journals is being incredgirsretched. Open Access journals
operate on a different business model from subtgenijournals. Hybrid journals are a mix
of the two. Some publishers now have robust systensupply scholarly output at the article
level rather than at a journal level for their striygtion journals. The movement from
subscription journal to Open Access journal appéatse challenging probably for cultural
rather than technological reasons, and very fewnpla have made the transition — the
subscription model is stable for publishers (a& iGold’ OA model) but the transition period
might bring some financial risk. However, withimet Open Access business model, recent
developments, such as PLoS One, are changing nidsdape. PL0S One is an interactive
open-access journal for the communication of akrgeviewed scientific and medical
research but the peer review assesses only ther rigmal ethical position of the research, not
its importance. In some respects, therefore, PD08 is a peer reviewed repository rather
than a journal. It publishes everything whichigorous and ethically sound, very quickly.
Other publishers have similar models and this destnates the fluidity of the journal market
created by the opportunities and expectationsngrisom the new technologies.

In the UK ‘big deal’ journal subscriptions pricegedrequently linked to student numbers,
though the details of particular deals are oftenfidential. In general there seems to be a
consistency between universities in terms of acttegsurnals. In the United States there are
differences between publicly funded and privateversities. Some of the smaller publicly
funded universities have suffered from the big sleal they have limited library budgets and
researchers in those universities may lack accesthd appropriate journals. Similar
arguments apply to researchers in poorer countridsth subscription and pay-to-publish

2 |nternational Association of STM Publishers (A@@08)An overview of scientific, technical and medical
publishing and the value it adds to research outputs http://www.stm-assoc.org/documents-statements-poli
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business models have methods to ameliorate thdepnebof more poorly funded research
communities.

Many publishing functions have been carried outauntries offering cheaper labour and
highly skilled staff for many years. Book publish@s well as journal publishers have used
internet communications to carry out quite compeitorial functions since the late 1990s.
This may increase and could have significant ingplans for business models. The success
of the Egypt-based Hindawi Publishing Corporatiodi¢ates some of the possibilities.

Quality assurance and journal brand are importaniatademics for their career prospects
and prestige. A well known hierarchy of where Hest research is published also helps to
maintain research excellence and to promote goaditguesearch, it is claimed. There
remains a good deal of agreement around this pbimigh some we consulted in the physics
community, but also other commentators on OA, dimgyneed for a journal at all. They
point to the increasing role of repositories andnethods which could be relatively easily
adopted, in principle, to enable repositories wuire peer review and branding credentials.

Review journals, which provide assessments of rebesreas written by well known experts,
have always existed. They usually include valugeadcontent such as summaries of
developments and are particularly important forsigeho are not working in the areas under
discussion but need to keep abreast of changeme $ommentators see an increasing role
for review journals in recognising the leadersha field and providing value added services.
In addition, some non-academic users of researtgutsuargued that journals were essential
in enabling them to keep abreast of new developsnemd thus contributing to innovation.
Review journals are frequently seen as a corobéy move to Green route OA: if academics
increasingly deposit their work in repositoriesyh@os, though not necessarily with some
peer review element, scholars with an intereshin field will need somewhere to turn for
guidance on the most up-to-date and important relsedReview journals can provide that, as
could virtual journals selected by, for examplearfeed societies. The role of learned
societies in the changing market is important.

Concerns are expressed by some about the pay-tistputiodel - namely that this increases
the temptation for journals to publish more, patdhyt reducing quality. The counter
argument is that there is a trade-off between tyualid revenue, whether the latter comes
through subscriptions or pay-to-publish models.itdfil boards and referees are charged
with the academic quality of the journal and angasated from business decisions associated
with publishing papers. Our consultations haverpoealed a view that pay-to-publish is an
intrinsically weaker model. It is seen as an aldive, in some cases an attractive alternative,
to ‘conventional’ publishing models.

Funders, research councils and HE institutions

A number of major research funders, both within i€ and overseas, have started to

mandate or encourage Open Access to research sigimming from the research which

they fund. The rationales for these mandates declkensuring that bodies have access to
research which they have funded, ensuring thapthiic has access to research funded by
taxpayers, and ensuring the widest possible disegian of research output.
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The Research Councils have adopted varying mandaitbssome significantly stronger than
others (see Annex A). To date, the mandates hadelitile impact on numbers of OA
publications, given the inherent time-lag betwewsara of research funding and delivery of
research outputs. However, a number of stakeloldmnmented that the Research Council
mandates were specifically referred to by thoseyoly for the adoption of a mandate by the
National Institutes of Health.

Since the Research Council mandates were adoptya, have been further funder mandates
worldwide, including, most recently, the adoptiohaonew mandate by the US National
Institutes of Health, which requires grant-holdeyssubmit a copy of their peer-reviewed
articles to PubMed Central, with a maximum period 1@ months from the date of
publication The argument behind the change in the NIH mandate based on public
interest (research funded by taxpayers who shoave lccess to outputs). It was suggested
by several US-based academics that the ResearafciCouandates helped to increase the
cultural acceptability of mandates in the US. Amfer of medical charities have also
adopted Open Access mandates. However, few furadersurrently monitoring compliance
with their mandates in any systematic way.

Institutional mandates have also played an importale in raising the visibility of OA
among HEIs. Within the UK, Southampton Universitgs a long-established mandate.
Internationally, the adoption of a mandate by taoulties at Harvard University has raised
the visibility of Open Access. However, relativéév of the institutions in the survey had a
mandate on Open Access — one in five — and less dha quarter of researchers in those
institutions were aware of that mandate.

Publishers have expressed concern about the durafiembargo periods, as set out in
mandates. In addition, there are concerns ovenghative effects of any transition from the
current system to a (universal) pay-to-publish nhagdating to:

. an increase in net costs to the UK, given the piglductivity of UK researchers

. while funds to support payments may be availablelfs (through Full Economic
Costing (fEC) treatment from indirect costs), felsl have established mechanisms
to allocate this to researchers as yet

. significant research in some disciplines (partidylabut not exclusively, the arts and
humanities) is undertaken without project fundingd awill not therefore generate
indirect cost support

. not all researchers have institutional affiliatiared so may not have equal access to
research grants

. in some disciplines, average research grants aal, and so publication costs would
form a very significant element of the funding reqd.

However, it should be noted that not all OA jousnare pay-to-publish, and there are a
variety of business models that can cover the afs®A journals, including mixed revenue
streams and subsidy by a university or learnedespciThis does not mean that the costs of
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publication disappear, but rather that they are nmuétby the author or reader, but by the
publisher.

It has been suggested by some stakeholders thabitefes may enhance research
assessment processes by inferring impact througimidad counts. If this were to be
feasible, it might provide a means of assessingieppesearch and knowledge transfer and
we understand that the HE funding councils werenat time considering potential roles for
repositories in future REFs. Work is ongoing witle JISC, but the state of the art with
bibliometrics is such that there is ho acceptednmed inferring impact (much less quality)
from data on downloads from repositories. Downiongda research output does not
necessarily mean that the research therein is tosedorm further knowledge. Some work
has been done which demonstrates a correlationekatwownloads and citations, but this
does not add anything to assessments based onntimmas citation counts. The problem is
more acute with respect to knowledge transfer, witkere is little empirical or theoretical
understanding of the links between download, residler use and impact. As such it seems
unlikely that repositories will have a major impact research assessment in the near future
and our understanding is that their use is notgheonsidered actively in relation to the REF
at present.

It should be noted that these comments apply tatheaal use of repositories in the formal
assessment process. HEIs may continue to uset@Esas a management tool in preparing
REF submissions. In addition, OA journals can, hade, been relatively easily incorporated
into bibliometric databases

Publishers

There are a number of requirements for dissemigaoademic research findings. Crucially,
most scholarly communication relies on quality aasoe through peer review, and this
process must be managed. Copy-editing and typegedre also required to facilitate

readers’ comprehension and ensure that the disa@diinformation is accurate. Finally, the
outputs must be disseminated — traditionally thloagprint-based journal, but increasingly
online. Publishers currently play an importanterah this process and services provided
include: peer review process management; the ptiothuprocess (copyediting, typesetting,
proofing; adding tags/links to electronic versigre)d a service element (branding; context;
and providing links to other content)

Traditionally, the costs have been met throughgihgrsubscription fees, although a number
of publishers operate (wholly or partially) on aped Access model (whether funded through
pay-to-publish or other means). Other sources@dme include reprint sales, page charges,
advertising and additional charges for access ttadag¢a or online supporting resoures
Some OA journals do not charge author fees, busasidised by university departments or
learned societies. As discussed above, the imphadhe serials crisis on libraries had
contributed to a feeling that publishers of sulpgmn (and hybrid) journals are benefitting
financially from inputs which are provided to théon free (both the research papers and peer
review). Publishers argue that they invest heawilyjournal branding and technologies to
improve the services which they provide to reseanshnd thus communication.

30 Costs may also be met to lesser degree by repimtk issues, advertising and rights income
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There are about 25,008ctive peer-reviewed scholarly journals currently published in
English- - both paper and online. The Directory of Open Ascisurnals (DOAJ) lists 3,620
Gold OA journals. Sherpa collects summary stagsdily journal and publisher, which show
that 95% of journals allow papers to be deposite@A repositories, with 63% of journals
allowing post print self-archiving; and 32% prepsin In addition, many publishers offer a
‘hybrid’ option, whereby an individual paper may ©pen Access subject to payment of a
fee. This allows publishers to ‘test the wateiThere are also some ‘gold’ OA journal
publishers, operating on a for-profit or not-fofit basis.

Table 3-2 shows the number of publishers imposmgaggo periods of varying length. In
addition, 53 publishers ‘allow authors to depokgit articles immediately in open access
repositories upon payment of a fee’; these inclsdme large publishers such as Elsevier
(which offers an ‘author-pays’ Gold OA option fob 4f its 1892 journals, as well as for all
journals for authors funded by The Arthritis ReskarCampaign; The British Heart
Foundation; Cancer Research UK; Chief Scientisic®ffDepartment of Health UK; Medical
Research Council (UK); and The Wellcome Trust); ahalylor and Francis (whose
iOpenAccess option covers 234 journals).

Table 3-2: Embargo periods on depositing in institutional repository

Length of embargo Number of publishers

No restrictions 51
6 month 5
12 month 7
24 month 3
4 year 1

5 year 1

SHERPA

RoMEO Source: ROMEO website (last updated: 15/09/08); accessed/10/08
‘Gold’ OA publishers attribute their motivation tpoublish ‘Gold’ OA journals to the
characteristics of the disciplines which they sergemmitment to widening access to
information; and financial incentives. Howeveterth is limited evidence that existing ‘Gold’
OA publishers are meeting the costs of publishimgugh OA models, although ‘Gold’ OA
publishers stated that they were confident of reachinancial stability within the period set
out in their business plans.

Learned societies

Learned societies are (usually not-for-profit) anigations which bring together and represent
researchers within a particular discipline. Sorpeieties are membership organisations;
others also act as professional bodies. The afnfsamned societies include promoting the
discipline; encouraging and fostering research; disdeminating knowledge and research
findings. They fulfil this mission in a numberwhays:

31 see www.ulrichsweb.com
%2 see http://romeo.eprints.org/stats.php
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. holding conferences

. publishing journals

. supporting education within the discipline
. managing and curating research outputs

. in some cases, providing research funding

As such, they are important players in scholariycmnication.

Many learned societies publish journals, and sifitsan fees can form over 90% of revenue
(although some societies subsidise their journal8ny surplus made on publications is
reinvested into the society’s activities. In geedearned society journals are highly
regarded.

The Association of Learned and Professional Sodretylishers (ALPSP) represents not-for-
profit publishers, including learned societies. rAimber of learned societies, both
individually and through ALPSP, have expressed eam@bout the impact of OA on their
journal publishing, and on revenue streams forstideties. ALPSP states that it ‘is wholly
in favour of maximizing access to research litexgtthe various proposals for achieving this
(e.g. Open Access journals, institutional repomrself-archiving), however, raise complex
economic, logistical and sociological questions chihdiffer from field to field as well as
between different sizes and types of publisfiérs’

Learned societies, as not-for-profit organisatioase not entitled to accumulate large
surpluses. As such, they are vulnerable to chaingd funding of journal publication, as a
limited period of uncertainty (such as during ansiion to Open Access publishing) may
threaten their financial viability. In disciplineshere average research grants tend to be
small, there is concern about the impact on fundenseeting pay-to-publish fees.

The views of learned societies on the benefits per©OAccess vary, and a number of
consultees remarked that their positions had shifteecent years. However, in general they
expressed concern about the impact of Open Accetisedr publishing activities (despite the
fact that a number of learned societies alread¥igiuDA journals — an analysis of the DOAJ
shows over 400 society publishers responsible & df the OA journals listed). One
consultee argued that pay-to-publish models praVviaesingle source of income, whereas
subscriptions or pay-to-view models could providattuous income, which could be used
to maximise the utility of existing collections.

The majority of learned societies had not expegdna significant volume of requests for
OA. Where an OA option was offered within a sulggon journal, less than 1% of authors
took this up. This may be because the Researchdlswhich have adopted mandates are
not significant funders of research in some vemcHir fields. However, it was noted that
the Research Council and Wellcome Trust mandateg imaease this proportion once
research outputs from post-mandate research gbmgii®n to be published. A number of

33 seeALPSP Position Statement on Open Acc@3sAugust 2003
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consultees argued that academics are not interest@4, as they do not directly experience
access barriers.

Concerns were expressed in relation to embargogrparticularly by those societies where
the ‘half-life’ of research is long. In one casesociety had extended its embargo period
following the Wellcome Trust mandate to the maximaitowed under the mandate. Another
did not have an ‘author-pays policy’ or hybrid mhdeeing it as the ‘thin end of the wedge’.
However, it was noted that the Charities Act (200&Quires charities to provide public
benefit and OA can provide evidence of this by éinglaccess to research findings.

Payment systems

There are a number of different funding models jiarrnal publishing. Journal funding
models include:

. traditional subscription (the reader may not beeatly responsible for the cost of
subscription, for example where university librémydgets pay subscription costs on
behalf of academics and students)

. Open Access (often referred to as pay-to-publishichivinclude author-pays, funder-
pays and institution-pays models)

. hybrid models — where a traditional subscriptioruri@l offers authors the
opportunity for Open Access to their articles ogrpant of a fee.

In addition, within traditional subscription joulsaauthors may be required to pay page
charges for elements such as the reproductionimpor printing of images.

In general, the costs of ‘Gold’ OA are met throyggy-to-publish models, and those of
‘Green’ OA through traditional subscription modelslhe extent to which Open Access
journals are currently able to cover their publmatcosts, and the level at which pay-to-
publish charges should be set, were both contéstednsultees.

The role of embargo periods in ‘Green’ OA is alsactal for publishers. In some disciplines,
(for example, earth sciences) research outputsezaain relevant for many years; whereas in
others, such as medicine, findings are often rgmdperseded. Publishers argue that short
embargo periods may significantly affect their mawe and ability to meet publication costs in
disciplines where research remains relevant fog Ipariods, and in some cases may mean
that publishing is no longer economically viabl€his varies by discipline and therefore by
journal.

In addition, there is a lack of clarity among raskars as to the business models available for
Open Access. A number of survey respondents raisaderns about the potential for Open
Access to be seen as vanity publishing, or forrjalsrto accept increasing numbers of articles
(perhaps of lower quality) in order to maximisednee from authors. The ‘vanity publishing’
argument is, we believe based on a misunderstamaditite OA model that ignores the fact
that peer review can be incorporated in exactlysdime way as with subscription journals.
Publishers may, of course, wish to increase thebeurof articles in order to increase their
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revenues but if this reduces quality then the jaumill become less attractive to leading
academics.

3.51 There is an analogy with the subscription jourritalasion where publishers may be able to
increase revenues by introducing new journals. @@, if they are not meeting a genuine
need and/or quality is reduced then we would exihestto be reflected in circulation and low
quality journals to eventually disappear. The argot in respect to OA journals is
symmetrical. In both cases the publisher needetale on the trade off between volume and
guality. For the reasons discussed elsewhereisnctiapter, the journals market has some
special characteristics and we are not suggedteigthe market will necessarily arrive at the
optimum trade-off. However, there does not appedre any reason why an OA business
model would lead to a worse outcome than a sulismrimodel.
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4: Factors in the move to Open Access

Introduction

Previous chapters have described features of the l@Wscape and explained their
importance. In this chapter we discuss how thefkatures might change over the short-term
and the possible impacts on OA and scholarly conication. The discussion is organised
under four headings:

. context and environment
. publishers

. funding bodies

. researchers

Under each heading we consider the possibility aotential impacts of a range of
developments. This chapter considers the variagsoffs, largely in isolation from one
another; Chapter 6 brings them together by desgibarious scenarios for the future.

Context and environment

General increase in awareness of OA sources

The survey and consultations quite strongly indidahat there is a lack of awareness, both
within and outside research communities, of OA n®md®ad some confusion as to how they
operate. We believe that awareness will almodtaicdy increase in the near future as OA
journals and repositories continue to increaseuimber. During the consultations we were
told of instances where leading researchers hasistén on OA publication, and we believe
that such attitudes will become more widely knovathbwithin disciplines but also across
them. We have also encountered academic opiniaohwh strongly against OA, but this
appears to be in the minority, with ignorance dalifierence more common. In addition, we
think it likely that institutional managers willédnease pressure on researchers to self-archive
in institutional repositories; not necessarily hess of any commitment to OA, but because
this is seen as an important way of raising instihal profiles with stakeholders, and other
external bodies more generally. If this is cortbetre will be a general, perhaps very slow,
spread of willingness to disseminate through OAndlets such that eventually this becomes
the norm for most academics. In the researcheregui62% of those who expressed an
opinion thought that this would be the case wittnyears.
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Change in distribution of global research outputs

There are fairly clear changes in the global baaot research leadership, with China in
particular investing very substantial amounts ireste and engineering. The result is likely
to be a relative increase in the scientific outdsn developing countries vis-a-vis the US
and Europe. In the former, publishing sectors tenidrm a smaller proportion of GDP than
in the UK, and do not have international reputadiorSeveral of those consulted consider
there tends to be a (negative) correlation betvggemernment attitudes towards OA and the
strength of the domestic publishing sector. If arften these countries move to producing
relatively more research outputs than they reqageess t, then it would possibly be in
their short-term financial interests to retain @siption system. The changing global
balance of research strengths could thereforefbetar in promoting OA .

UK Government mandates OA for publicly funded research

A strong, and strongly enforced, mandate from gowvent would obviously promote GA
but we think this is unlikely to occur:

. although innovation continues to receive a higlonisi, the links between access to
primary research outputs and innovation are paantjerstood and there is very little
evidence to suggest that unrestricted accessitbearts an important component of
the process

. related to the previous point, we have not beer &blfind evidence that restricted
access to research articles is significantly irilmigi the capability of businesses to
innovate

. government also has a responsibility to foster ghblishing industry which is a

significant employer and contributor to gross vahaeled. There is a nervousness
that , in particular Green OA might cause the gsatificulties

. a strong mandate at this stage might be perceisazha step from dictating where
researchers publish outputs and this would raiseldmental issues of academic
freedond®.

However, it would not be surprising if governmeritsthe UK and elsewhere, encouraged
HEIs and other research institutes to develop i@ in an effort to make research
outputs as widely available as possible, despédabk of evidence that this will contribute to
innovation. We would also note that The Departn@nHealth and the Chief Scientist's
Office Scotland, for example, are already both memsof UKPMC. The Department of
Health mandates thatsearch papers arising from Department fundirzg bave been
accepted for publication in a peer-reviewed joutsn@ deposited within six months in
UK PubMed Central (UKPMC).

34\Which is the position of the UK; see the discussioChapter 3.

% The Research Councils with strong mandates aresémse, already providing this function acrossnaefiareas
36 Although it should be noted that Research Coundtls strong mandates have not to date encountered
significant problems in this regard
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Changes in research methodologies

This is a factor which we believe is important, ot which we can do little more than
speculate. It is striking how attitudes towardy] aptake of, OA differ between disciplines.
In part these reflect differences in the size aolesiveness of the research communities.
Particle physics, for example, is a relatively dnsammunity coalescing around large scale
facilities (CERN in particular). Research objeesvare similar and there is a widely shared
methodology so that active researchers can relateasily assess the validity of research
outputs without the need for external peer revies a result, pre-prints have become the
normal way of communicating research results intiglar physics and the community is
effectively engaged in OA.

Some of the differences may also reflect methodetognd it is noticeable that the
biomedical community is in the vanguard of OA. ®owe have consulted suggest that this
may reflect:

. the importance of communicating results as quiellyossible

. the importance of sharing data, as well as commhgsiand collaboration

. and related to this last point, experiences orhtitaan genome project (a publically
funded project where the results of DNA sequeneirg stored in the open access
GenBank).

If these ways of working were to spread to otheciglines then this would promote OA.
Similarly, if these subjects were to receive rekllf more funding there would be a move
towards OA, but it is outside the scope of thisdgtto answer either of these questions.
However, we think it is worth pointing out that tbherrent generation of students and post-
doctoral researchers are used to accessing and wormation in very different ways to
their predecessors. More specifically, the wideagdruse of social networking sites and blogs
(and the internet more generally) means there rieva generation of researchers, used to
accessing information for which the provenance may be clear, which makes its own
judgements about its validity and usefulness. Tareral attitude towards accessing and
using information could promote the use of repoE

Reduced importance of journals to researchers

There is an argument that the traditional journehdther OA or subscription) with peer

reviewed articles is becoming obsolete. Insteaticles are placed in repositories and
researchers decide for themselves whether theysatell and of sufficient quality. One of

the benefits of such a system would be that asticlee available very quickly after

preparation. If such a system became widespreaduld effectively replace the journal

market as currently constituted. However, this Manly happen if researchers considered
repositories to be an adequate substitute so thés ahot imply any breakdown in the

scholarly communication process. It is difficdtjudge the likelihood of such developments,
but we would note:

. the underlying assumption is that active reseasclaee able themselves to judge
quality. This may be reasonable in certain subgeeas, but, where there is a wide
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diversity of sub-disciplines which researchers nieekleep abreast of, the traditional
journal may be an efficient means of filtering s outputs

. researchers seeking to work across disciplinesmaay external peer review

. similarly, the journal may provide value for norsearchers (such as businesses and
other organisations) which are unable themselvesidge the value of articles in
repositories.

For these reasons, our view is that the journattfans of packaging and quality assurance
are likely to remain important for most subjectaare

Increasing competition between HEIs for research funding and students

HEIs are becoming increasingly aware of the paaenglue of the repository as a means of
publicising their outputs and achievements. Theynead to more explicit policies to
mandate self-archiving and closer enforcement efséhpolicies. There will be some
reluctance to dictate to researchers how they dhiisbeminate research outputs, but there is
a tendency for HEIs to seek to manage research muate actively than hitherto, for
example in rules governing bidding for projects ethido not attract overheads and the
selection of staff for the current (2008) RAE.

Research assessment

There is little doubt that research funding frone tHE funding councils will depend on
quality assessment and that this may become mareentrated in the future, increasing the
importance of returns to the REF. Repositories ofégr some scope to extend assessment,
especially in relation to applied research and Kadge transfer. However, as was discussed
in the previous chapter, there seems to be insefficunderstanding of the relationship
between downloads from repositories, and impactacuradity, for the assessment process to
change radically in the short term.

Technology developments

The key technological developments are likely to be

. increased bandwidth

. more effective search engines

. improvements in text/data mining and data analgsiBniques
. ‘harvesting’ between repositories.

Many of these are underway at present or are at fador-purpose. We do not therefore

believe that technology will have any new influencefurther moves to OA. There is an

issue as to whether publishers could discriminatavéen readers, enabling them to provide
OA to academic users but to charge businesses @sglbfy other users. This would be

technically possible through log ins and passwdpds the possible leakages between
different users could not be easily resolved biinetogical means alone.
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Shift offshore of publishing functions

Some components of the publishing process can tertaken offshore where skilled labour

is available at lower cost than in Europe and 8w is already exploiting this potential. In

one sense this tendency is neutral between OAw@rstsption business models. However, it
could be argued that fixed costs are relativelyariomportant to the OA business model than
the subscription journal and the possibility of ming low cost inputs abroad may therefore
benefit OA.

Trend toward business seeking innovation externally (open innovation)

Businesses, especially large corporations, ares@isimgly seeking innovative ideas from
outside the business and are approaching thismora strategic way than hitherto. They
need to be better informed of innovation sourcestbere is no obvious reason why this
should promote OA. As was mentioned in the previchapter:

. large corporations are unlikely to be significantbynstrained by budgets in terms of
accessing subscription journals

. the key requirement is to access expertise rathan tresults per se and this
information is readily, and freely, available vieetweb.

Publishers

Competition from OA journals

A danger, mentioned by some consultees, is thatc@Apetition might force publishers to
withdraw from the market, resulting in reduced g=y to researchers. However, it is not
clear why competition from OA journals should Igadlishers to withdraw from the market,
even partially. It is possible that some are emrabove average (supra normal) profits
because they have established a leading brand vddth as a barrier to new entrants.
However, if this is the case they ought to be ableharge above average rates in a pay-to-
publish model, since the market entry barrier resmand this might be reflected, to some
extent, in higher pay-to-publish charges than wailtkrwise be the case. This might not be
the case if OA made it easier to establish newnglutitles but we do not have evidence to
support this. Indeed, given the additional obs&eglhich researchers face in a pay-to-publish
model, the opposite would seem to be the case.n Bvaublishers are generating surplus
profits, they would not withdraw from the marketless they could obtain similar returns
elsewhere; and again it is not clear why this sthdod the case. If publishers are earning
‘normal’ profits they should be able to maintaiedk in competition with OA journals since
the cost structures would be similar.

The general conclusion is that publishers wouldy amithdraw if OA publications were
preferred by researchers. If this were the case A publications would be meeting the
needs of researchers and there seems to be nam iwhgoscholarly communication should
suffer.
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The major caveat we would add is that OA publicationight benefit from ‘charitable’
donations to cover their start-up costs and theigitnenable publication even when there
was no prospect of long-term sustainability. Tésuft could be that commercial publishers
withdraw from ‘Gold’ OA publishing and, over theniger term, the ‘Gold’ OA substitute is
not financially viable without subsidy.

Publishers are also concerned about the costa@fi@m the growth in ‘Green’ OA, driven
by research funder mandates, where no externairfgrid provided to meet any potential
decrease in subscriptions to journals becausedpberp are also available in repositories.

Loss of revenue to commercial publishers

An OA system may lead to lower revenues for comrmakgublishers, which may reduce
supply, through:

. lower advertising revenue. Advertisers may consaléree sheet’ a less attractive
place in which to advertise, but this seems unfikel be significant. However, a
radical move to repositories-only might face diffites in evolving a business model
with advertising revenues so there could be ariawutbf revenue from the scholarly
communications system.

. reprints, the revenue potential of which dependtenength of the embargo period.

Learned societies are unable to compete with OA developments

This would result in a reduction of services toegsh communities. However, there is no
reason why the volume of articles should decreasmuse competition arises from OA
provision. As a first approximation, if commercialiblishers can compete with OA (see
paragraph 4.18) then learned societies shouldogsdble to do so. However:

. they are not commercial organisations and may gleun adapt

. there may be transitional issues - if users (liegrwithdraw subscriptions but pay-
to-publish funds are not available then learnedesies may not have reserves to tide
them over

The ‘radical’ model of academics relying on repmsés (paragraph 4.10) may create
opportunities which learned societies are well gthio realise:

. managing the peer review of articles in repositorie

. producing overlay journals

Demonstration of existing OA journals

If existing journals can demonstrate that pay-tblish models are financially sustainable this
could encourage others to enter the market. Adgmte there is very limited hard evidence,
but a perception that they are not covering fuits@nd instead relying on start-up donations.

42
> Research & consultanc!
SQWCOnSult'ng . L I S U for performance n:anagyement
tion, cultural & academic services

 ————— Informatior



4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

Open Access to Research Outputs
Final report to RCUK

Funding bodies

Allocation of quality-related research(QR) funding and incorporation of
repositories in REF assessment

The incorporation of repositories in the REF woudd, doubt, promote their establishment,
but for the reasons given in the previous chapteithink this is unlikely in the near future.

The main role of the funding councils is likelylte in relation to an allocation of QR funds
which recognises the importance of pay-to-publisbdefs. Funding could make for a

smoother transition and would also help to enshet¢ tesearch intensive universities are
compensated for their increased share of (pay-bdigh) costs. The funding issue is

complex:

. the costs of pay-to-publish are likely to be atredédy small component of QR funds

. it is likely that funding councils would only codgr this if they also reduced
indicative library budgets (not necessarily prayat However, the net effect would
be a transfer to research intensive universitigsclwis what the system would need.
In addition, if pay-to-publish funds are explicitigentified as a component of QR it
may encourage HEIs to establish internal fundimgashs and facilitate researcher
access.

We note that the recent RIN repBiuggests that costs to the UK of a pay-to-pubtisklel
would be greater than savings from reduced sulismigp Broad-brush estimates are that the
difference is not so significant as to warrant fagdcouncils seeking extra funds.

Mandate from HE funding councils for OA

This would raise the profile of OA and potentialgcourage HEIs to adopt institutional OA
policies. However, we think it is unlikely thatathfunding councils will consider a strong
mandate and are more likely, if anything, to milREZUK statements:

. the funding councils (especially HEFCE) will wisb fvoid any suggestion of
encroaching on university autonomy

. the councils will consider that the researcher khdacide where and how to publish
and would not contemplate strong mandates untilcBa#nnels were widespread

. QR provides infrastructure for project funding afiutiding councils will not (and
cannot) impose requirements on other funders.

Continued support viathe JISC
We consider this to be relatively important. TH&G has promoted OA by:

. funding demonstrator projects

37 HE funding council funds are provided as a blo@ngand HEIs have considerable discretion ovendipe
However, the grant is determined (largely) by foleon the basis of various activities.

38 Activities, costs and funding flows in the schfarommunications system in the UK, Report commissibby
the Research Information Network (RIN), May 2008
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. spreading awareness
. technical support

We assume that this will continue and grow. Intpera result of this support, technology
issues are unlikely to inhibit OA.

Strengthening of research council mandates

If the research councils (other than MRC whichadsehas a strong mandate) were to issue a
stronger statement which mandated an OA publicatiate we have little doubt, provided
the policy was monitored and enforced, that thisildstimulate OA development. It would:

. raise awareness
. provide greater confidence for OA publishers
. stimulate the supply side for OA.

However, our discussions with some of the reseaothncils indicated that there may be a
reluctance to take any steps which could be ing¢epr as dictating where grant holders
should publish.

Project funders meeting pay-to-publish costs

The current system whereby research councils witis@ler indirect costs and others (e.qg.
Wellcome Trust) will meet specific expenditures e@p to be sufficient in principle.
However:

. there may be problems for researchers in meetigdggpublish costs where research
is undertaken without project grants

. there may be similar problems in funding reseantiputs published after the project
finishes
. HEIs need to develop internal systems for the atioo of indirect costs to address

these issues

. the RIN study’ indicates a net increase in costs of OA to thereiéarch system and
it is unclear from which funding source the additibfunds needed will be provided

HEIs and research institutes

Attitudes towards repositories

This could be a significant factor in the promot@mnOA. There are strong pressures within
the system for the further development of repositoand harvesting techniques mean that
the choice between subject or institutional (omthgc/programme) is becoming less of an

%9 Activities, costs and funding flows in the schfarommunications system in the UK, Report commissibby
the Research Information Network (RIN), May 2008
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issue. However, our survey indicated a lack ofrawass amongst researchers of institutional
policies and a general tendency to encourage ralfiaer enforce mandates where policies
exist.

Internal provision of funds for pay-to-publish

This is very significant if OA is to spread:
. researchers have to access funds somehow

. unless funds are easy to access, subscriptionglsuwill always be more attractive
(other things being equal).

We have encountered (a few) examples of centralsfubut it may be that pay-to-publish

costs will be met from departmental budgets. bhegi case, mandating deposit in an IR
potentially gives institutions another research aggment lever. Given the importance of
research outputs it seems that some at least sélithis lever. Perhaps there will be a move
to a situation where the OA or subscription decisitiepends on whether research is
considered a strategic priority by the HEI, as thil affect the relative costs of each model

for the HEI.

There may be special issues for disciplines whixinat depend on project grants for research
activity since they will not be able to generatg-papublish funds from project funders and
may be driven down the subscription route. Could Gmpensate for this? Units of
Assessment (UoAs) may be too clumsy a vehicledtacsive intervention and it seems more
likely that the funding councils would expect HEbsresolve these issues themselves.

Protection of intellectual property

This has been raised as an issue during consukahiot it is difficult to see why it should
impact on the choice between OA and other formsutllication. The key issue is that ideas
need to be protected before they are communicatedhés is true regardless of the means of
communication. Similarly, it is difficult to seehy industry collaborators or sponsors would
have any particular preference for OA comparedraditional methods of dissemination.
There may, however, be difficulties in enforcingpdractice. Specifically, if self-archiving
becomes the norm then it may be more difficult dommercialisation offices to ensure
intellectual property is protected in advance gsdmination.

Researchers

The key issues for researchers in terms of a &hifird Open Access are:

. perceptions of OA journal impacts — related to RIBRsiderations and the extent to
which OA journals are properly represented in bioketric data bases

. the development of internal funding systems for-fmpublish models. It is far
easier for researchers to use the subscriptiomgbuoute since OA journals typically
require them to access funds. The ease with whighare able to do so will have an
important influence on attitudes
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. simplicity of the archiving process (including iorse cases self-archiving)

. awareness of OA potential benefits and opportws)itiere we think the culture may
be changing

. access, and speed of access, to research outpludsitzn

. similarly, perceptions of speed to publish, cirtiola and citation potential

. differences between subject areas reflecting diffees in research outputs (e.g.

article versus installation art), research methogiels (importance of data versus
findings, cohesive versus dispersed communitiegjces of funding (project versus
time/QR)
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5: Findings

One purpose of this study was ‘to identify the effeand impacts of Open Access on
publishing models and institutional repositoriedigit of national and international trends,
including the impact of Open Access on the quadibhd efficiency of scholarly outputs

(specifically journal articles)’. In the precedinhapters, we have identified key trends in
Open Access and potential future impacts.

This chapter presents our findings against theakegs identified in the terms of reference, as
follows:

. Review the current state of play of Open Accessestablish national and
international trends.

. Assess the transition from subscription to payblsh models across academic
disciplines.

. Determine the impact of repositories for self-avoig research outputs.

. Assess the effect(s) of Open Access on the qualificiency and impact of research
outputs.

Review the current state of play of Open Access to establish
national and international trends.

Repositories

There are two main types of repository: centralosgipries (CRs), organised on a
subject/discipline basis; and institutional repos#s (IRs), which collate output from an
individual institution (or, in some cases, a sngatluping of institutions).

According to OpenDOAR, the UK currently has 11% of all repositories wiaride which
translates to 101 repositories representing 74 Uktitutions. Whilst 57% of these
repositories are interdisciplinary, 18% are relat@dComputers and IT, 8% to Library and
Information Science and 6% to Maths and Statisticiust over three quarters of UK
repositories are institutional, whilst only 17% asabject-based and 4% governmental.
OpenDOAR! lists most UK universities as having institutiomapositories (IRs) and, for
example, 18 out of 20 Russell Group Universitieg] &3 of the 19 universities in the 1994
Group have IRs.

The increase in the number of IRs is partly dribgrthe HE institutions themselves because
the repositories are seen as a good tool for shsiaggheir research to the outside world and
as a tool for managing RAE/REF submissions. A remadé major research funders require

40 Driver Support (2008). United Kingdom: SummaryAativities. Accessed onlindttp://www.driver-
support.eu/en/national/uk.html

1 OpenDOAR (2008). Directory of Open Access RepasitotUnited Kingdom. Accessed online [Md{), 008]:
http://www.opendoar.org/countrylist.php?cContinenirdpe#United%20Kingdom
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the research outputs that they have funded to pesited in large subject-based repositories,
such as PubMed.

Academics have so far been relatively slow in adgpthe use of repositories and are not, in
general, actively depositing their work. Less thame third of survey respondents had
deposited material in a repository in the last fivwars. Various support projects and
programmes have been established at differentdeégedupport the use and improve the take
up of institutional repositories by academics al asother users

The funding and maintenance of repositories areis®yes. There is significant variance in
who carries the responsibility for maintaining ingtonal repositories (often librarians,
although in a number of institutions there is aickt@d repository manager). In addition,
research funders do not directly meet the costarofing repositories — although the research
councils contribute to the costs through contrimsgi to fEC. Some institutions are
collaborating to fund ‘group’ repositories, andedst one university runs a ‘depot’ available
for individuals whose institutions do not have pastory.

Journals

There are about 25,0@@tive peer-reviewed scholarly journals currently published in English

= both paper and online. The Directory of Open Aschmurnals (DOAJ) lists 3620 Gold OA
journals. Sherpa collects summary statistics byrjal and publisher, which show that 95%
of journals allow papers to be deposited in OA s#poies, with 63% of journals allowing
post print self-archiving; and 32% preprifits

The market is dominated by five or six major comer@rcompanies. Subscription journals
remain the most common model by far though the gmtams vary widely between
disciplines. Open Access is provided by some akafly Open Access journals but also
hybrid journals.

Hybrid journals are now offered by virtually all lishers (but not for all journals) as an
option for authors. Some publishers are relatioglgn about the costs they incur and appear
to regard the hybrid journal very much as a tramsitnodel, but there is a high level of
cynicism among some commentators regarding pulssimeotivation for using the hybrid
model and the likelihood of subscription chargdiinijias Open Access usage increases.

Concerns are expressed by some about the pay-tistpufiodel - namely that this increases
the temptation for journals to publish more, patdlyt reducing quality. The counter
argument is that there is a trade-off between tyualid revenue, whether the latter comes
through subscriptions or pay-to-publish models.r Gansultations have not revealed a view
that pay-to-publish is an intrinsically weaker modk is seen as an alternative, in some cases
an attractive alternative, to ‘conventional’ publigy models.

2 see www.ulrichsweb.com
3 see http://romeo.eprints.org/stats.php
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Research funder policies

Research funders are increasingly mandating Opeesicto research outputs, and requiring
researchers to deposit articles in repositoriepecfic mandates with the potential for

significant impact include the Wellcome Trust, anter of the UK Research Councils, and
the adoption of a new mandate by the US Natiorstitlites of Health, which requires grant-

holders to submit a copy of their peer-revieweitkd to PubMed Central, with a maximum

embargo period of 12 months from the date of pabbnn These mandates are listed in

Annex A and discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.

The RCUK statements need to be understood in thiexioof global changes. In particular:

. there had been a trend towards OA for some timerbehe 2006 statements. Indeed,
the statements were a response to these changes

. the UK accounts for a relatively small proportidngtobal research funding and the
policies of other funders will have a major impact the movements towards OA.
Their policies will influence the ‘take-up’ of OAylbresearchers in other countries,
but UK researchers may also secure funding froreroéigencies and/or collaborate
with foreign researchers who are subject to thesedates.

Consultees, including librarians, argued that fundandates have had a significant impact
on behaviour and are the main influence on inceeas#f-archiving. However, the survey

findings contradict this — funder mandates werey émiportant to 17% of researchers when
considering OA, and 72% said that they were ngoirant®. It may be that mandates have
not yet been in place long enough to have affeatediemics’ publishing decisions.

It is too early to determine the impact of the RChilindates on Open Access. The library
survey suggested that there were three main aressssa which influence could be
determined, as follows:

. supporting the development of an institutional @ptbn Open Access
. supporting development of an institutional repasito
. raising awareness of Open Access

Block deals to use Open Access journals.

We are aware of two examples of funders seekiragremge block deals to use OA journals.
The first, which has been agreed, is an agreemeintelen HEIs in the Netherlands and
Springer for Dutch academics to publish in hybodrpals at no fee. All Springer journals
are hybrid at present. The second is still aplaaning stage. It is moving forward under the
auspices of CERN and entails plans for the pargiblgsics community to contract with major
publishers for the latter to make their journalsikable at no cost. The aim is that current
funders of subscription journals would pool theibscriptions and these funds would be used

44 Respondents were asked to rate importance on adine scale where 5 was “not at all important2%rated
funder mandates as 4 or 5.
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to negotiate with the publishers to convert to QA Wwith no publication charges. We would
note:

in both cases the user community and their funaerselatively small in number

the negotiations are with six journals in the caphysics and one publisher, in the Dutch
case.

The potential complexity of deals in other areas meean they are not feasible and they
would also require cooperation between, at leaseral major funder funders in the UK and
abroad.

Assess the transition from subscription to pay-to-publish models
across academic disciplines.

The current state of the Journal market

Open Access journals operate on a different busimasdel from subscription journals.
Hybrid journals are a mix of the two. Some puldishnow have robust systems to supply
scholarly output at the article level rather thaa gournal level for their subscription journals.
The movement from subscription journal to Open Ascpurnal appears to be challenging
probably for cultural rather than technologicals@as, and very few journals have made the
transition. However, within the Open Access bussneodel, recent developments, such as
PL0S One, are changing the landscape.

Review journals, which provide assessments of rebesreas written by well known experts,
have always existed. Review journals are frequesgkn as a corollary of a move to green
route OA: if academics increasingly deposit thearkvin repositories, perhaps, though not
necessarily with some peer review element, schaldis an interest in the field will need
somewhere to turn for guidance on the most up-te-dad impressive research. Review
journals can provide that, as could virtual jousrsglected by, for example, learned societies.
The role of learned societies in the changing ntaskienportant.

The operation of the funding regime for pay-to-publish

There are a number of different funding models jarrnal publishing. 'Pay-to-publish’
models include:

. Open Access (often referred to as pay-to-publishichivinclude author-pays, funder-
pays and institution-pays models)

. hybrid models — where a traditional subscriptiorurf@l offers authors the
opportunity for Open Access to their articles ogirpant of a fee by the author.

In general, the costs of ‘Gold’ OA are met throyggy-to-publish models, and those of
‘Green’ OA through traditional subscription modelslhe extent to which Open Access
journals are currently able to cover their publmatcosts, and the level at which pay-to-
publish charges should be set, were both contéstednsultees.
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Respondents to library survey stated that pay-tdigiu Open Access was funded through a
variety of means at their institutions: 41% by lgespecified in research funding; 15% from
indirect costs administered at faculty/departmewnel;, 13% from indirect costs administered
centrally; and 18% from the author’'s own resourcEerty-six percent of respondents stated
that they did not have any mechanisms to fund pgwblish Open Access. Others noted
that a combination of methods was used, and tlkea¢ tvas ‘no mechanism across the board”.
Other means of funding noted included grants fram Wellcome Trust (five institutions),
subscription to Biomed Central (three institutigres)d transfers from other internal accounts
to the library (two institutions).

Librarians who responded to our survey supportied firinciple of Open Access’ but were

‘unable to afford to support the pay-to-publish miad Another respondent noted ‘concerns
about funding publication charges in parallel wathbscriptions’. Half of all researchers

responding to the survey did not know how to obfamds for pay-to-publish Open Access,
and 17% reported that no funding was availableer@lwas considerable variation between
the Research Councils, with AHRC and ESRC respdadeast likely to know about sources
of funding, and BBSRC and MRC most likely to knoand to indicate that funds were

available when included in the research funding.

Relatively few authors had paid a fee to publisfust 357 just 357 of the 1,067 who
responded to this question reported having doneasd,only 17% of these had paid this
personally. The fee was paid by the project fundet5% of cases Other funders mentioned
included sponsor organisation, collaborators, thaty funder, and publisher of proceedings.
Some noted that fees were included in a wider paynseich as a conference fee or learned
society membership. In some cases, fees had beeredvdue an inability to pay, or
remained unpaid.

Drivers and barriers to take up of Open Access journals from both university
and researcher perspectives

The reasons most frequently given for not publighpen Access concerned the Research
Assessment Exercise, and the need to publish im inigpact journals. Many respondents
noted that there were no high impact Open Accas@s in relevant fields. Open Access
journals were perceived to be of generally of logpeality, with little or no peer review, by
some respondents. Cost was also an issue for ssnmeas unfamiliarity with the concept of
Open Access. Co-authors were the most likely teehafluenced respondents’ decisions
whether to publish Open Access research outputgifast five years.

Authors who had published Open Access papers vekexdao rate a series of seven possible
reasons for choosing to publish Open Access orake $om 1 (very important) to 5 (not at
all important) (note that this question did nottidiguish between ‘Green’ and ‘Gold’ Open
Access). The most important factor, with 74% aipendents rating this at 1 or 2, was speed
of dissemination. This was seen as particularlpartant by STFC, ESRC and AHRC
researchers.

The second most important factor was the princigfldree access for all, with 70% of
respondents rating this as 1 or 2, while 12% rétad 5, not at all important. There were no
differences between categories of researcher, Rés€auncils or institution type. Sixty-one
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percent of respondents rated the availability ofemial to researchers with limited access to
subscribed journals as 1 or 2, with 14% rating &si$. The possibility of increased citations
to the output was rated as 1 or 2 in importancB8% of respondents, with 17% rating this as
not at all important.

The prestige of the journal was rated as 1 or 2llmost as many respondents — 57% of the
total, although 25% rated this as not at all import In this case, there were statistically
significant differences between the Research Ctajngith NERC and MRC researchers

most likely to rate it very important, and ESRCeaaghers as least.

The least important reasons in general were masideden funders and from institutions.
Overall 66% rated mandate from funder as not atrglbrtant, while 74% rated mandate by
institution as not at all important. There weratistically significant differences in the
patterns of response concerning funders’ mandagekn the Research Councils: no STFC
researchers reported the mandate as ‘very impgrtaut 27.5% of MRC researchers did,
perhaps reflecting differences in the Research €iimandates.

A significant minority of researchers (21%) feltathpublishing in Open Access journals
might adversely affect their careers. Lecturersewmost likely to hold this view (32%

strongly agreeing or agreeing). ESRC and AHRCame$ers were most likely to hold this
view (32% and 27%), and BBSRC respondents leaslylikl1%). The reasons for feeling
that Open Access might adversely affect their caresdated largely to ‘the weight given by
funding and promotion and hiring committees to a#tions. If you actually make those
committees give great value to open-access puisiicathey will succeed'.

Determine the impact of repositories for self-archiving research
outputs

Changes in university policies on Open Access journals and repositories

Nine institutions responding to the survey had kcpamn Open Access, and another thirteen
were planning to introduce one (generally overdhgrse of the 08/09 academic year).

Two-thirds of responding institutions had their ovapositories, and a further quarter had
plans to introduce one. The earliest of the reépdes had been set up in 2001, but half had
been set up in the last three years. The majandye the responsibility of the library, or a
merged information services department.

Forty-two percent of respondents reported thatr timstitution had its own repository, but
slightly more — 43% — did not know. Junior resears were less likely to know whether or
not the institution had a repository. Fifty-fivenpent of MRC respondents did not know
whether their institution had a repository — thésan area where there is a high-profile
subject-based repository which is widely used.

The majority of researchers (93%) were at instingi which were reported by the library
staff to mandate or encourage self-archiving inr imstitutional repository, but less than half
of them — 42% - knew this. Knowledge of policy lwiespect to self-archiving on a web site
was no better — 47% of researchers were at instigitwhere this was reported by librarians
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to be encouraged, and 37% of them knew this. Tieatgst ignorance concerned policy
regarding subject repositories — 65% of researciverg at institutions which were reported
by the library staff to encourage self-archivingaisubject repository, but less than one in five
of them — 19% - knew this. Just 24% of respond&ot® institutions with a policy knew
about it, and 8% thought there was no policy. nktitutions where there was no policy, 11%
of respondents knew this, but 17% thought thatkthexs a policy in place.

The potential impact of self-archiving on subscription and pay-to-publish
models

Among survey respondents, there was consideratiteofeknowledge about repositories, and
some confusion as to their role. Eighty-nine perad respondents were from institutions
which had a repository. Eleven percent of respotsdthought that their institution did not
have a repository, when it did.

Another theme was that there was no incentiveldoepmaterial in a repository, and that it
was a time-consuming and difficult process. Onmlgrity-two percent of respondents had
published in their institutional repository. Ahé institutions concerned offered mediated
deposit by repository staff. Deposit was mostljike occur when it could be mediated by
other staff — 32% of authors had deposited matesigre this was an option.

Issues concerned with copyright, and the availgbdf different versions of papers which
often results from publishers’ policies with regaedrepository deposit of manuscripts was
another key area of comment:

In general, Open Access had a minimal impact aatjbsubscriptions. Just three institutions
— all post-1992 universities — said that the awdityg of Open Access had affected their

expenditure on journal subscriptions. In one céseas suggested that OA had helped to
make more resources available than would otheriaase been possible within the allocated
budget. Another commented that ‘Open Access hayeatoaffected expenditure on journal

subscriptions... [it's] possible that if we were science based may have been able to

cancel some subscriptions”

The proportion of research council funded research that is ending up in
repositories

We do not have information which would enable usligiinguish between research council
funded outputs and research supported in other wassour consultations suggest that to
date the impact of the Research Council's mandaeseen limited. To some extent this is
because of timing and is likely to increase astamtl publications from RC-funded research
are produced.

When asked whether they were aware of the Res&zoahcils’ policies on Open Access,
again almost three quarters were not, and theree veggnificant differences between
institution types, researcher categories, and Relséaouncils. It is perhaps not surprising
that postgraduate students should be least awdheiofResearch Council’s policy, although
the differences between Councils are more sigmificand may be indicative of differing
levels of publicity for the policies.
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However, where researchers were aware of the pslithey were clear that they needed to
comply with them. Of those respondents to theareber survey who had published research
outputs within the last five years, 72% had madéast one open access publication. In
publishing their most recent open access publicatié?% of researchers had used a
repository.

Assess the effect(s) of Open Access on the quality, efficiency and
impact of research outputs.

Visibility and use of research outputs available via Open Access in both
academic and non-academic environments

It is in the interests of researchers and fundingids for their research findings to be
disseminated as widely as possible. Initial evigeappears to suggest that OA articles
(whether published in OA journals, or self-archivedave increased citation rates
immediately after publication compared to subswwipinodel articles, although resultant
impact is more difficult to assess. In generaesrchers agreed with the statement that Open
Access journals publish material more quickly tludher journals (13% strongly agreeing;
26% agreeing; 54% neutral). ESRC researchersmestlikely to agree (with 57% agreeing
or strongly agreeing).

Researchers used a wide variety of search todetuify appropriate resources. The most
commonly used were bibliographic databases; tharliportal; and internet search engines.
Very few used SHERPA (0.1% usually, 1.8% sometianed 6.4% rarely), and even fewer
OAlster (0.4%, 0.9% and 4.3% respectively). Usédearch tools varied by category of
researcher and field. Postgraduate students were likely than other groups to use library
portals, subject-based portals, the library cataognd Google Scholar, and less likely to use
bibliographic databases to identify appropriat@ueses. Researchers from STFC were most
likely to use subject-based portals, while thosenffAHRC and ESRC were more likely to
use the library catalogue or a library portal tithose from other Research Councils.
Researchers from BBSRC, MRC and STFC were lesly likeuse Google Scholar than those
from other Research Councils.

Open Access is not equivalent to online accessveder, a number of consultees and survey
respondents were unclear as to this distinction, @nflated the two. This was largely
attributable to the nature of the journal subsmipimarket: in a large number of cases, the
users of research (academics) are not those giresthbonsible for meeting subscription costs
(met by institutions). As such, for many academicdine access is perceived as free of cost.
Open Access outputs are therefore not necessastipguishable from subscription ones for
researchers, unless they hit a toll barrier.

Respondents were asked how often they took a yaoiebptions when they identified a
resource for which they did not have access to ftlletext. There were significant
differences in the patterns of response betweeeareSers from the different Research
Councils, and in some instances between differatdgories of researcher. Postgraduate
students are most likely to seek an Open Accesxaamf the same material (59% would
usually do this), and least likely to contact tiiéhar for a copy (68% rarely or never do this).
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Respondents from STFC are also very likely to seelpen Access source (75% usually do
s0), and very unlikely to contact the author (7%ally do this, while 64% rarely or never do
s0). They are also less likely to use inter-lipriran, and more likely to do nothing than
respondents from the other Research Councils. dRegmts from AHRC are also unlikely to
contact the author for a copy, with only 8% usudibhyng this.

There is very limited evidence on the importanceafess to journals by non-academic users
and therefore the value to them of Open Access modélowever, anecdotal evidence
suggests:

. many non-academic users have, at most, limitedesten original research outputs
(articles). Their need is, instead, for synthesisl interpretation of leading edge
results

. one important reason for businesses to review gafiins is to identify expertise

rather than to access results, but abstracts &a sefifficient for this and these are
freely available for traditional subscription joais

. where specific access is required, for example weading edge results need to be
referenced, businesses have alternative meanslingleaommissioning information
consultants

. subscription costs do not appear to be an obstacléarge corporate R&D labs,
which do require access to articles

. some public sector organisations we consulted Batisfactory access through inter
library loan mechanisms and/or on-line subscrigion

. there are, nevertheless, some specific areas \irleeraccess could be important. We
have not been able to identify any studies to addidhese views but the following
were mentioned during consultations:

> access to medical research by the general publicn{ore accurately
individuals with specific interests)

> access by the voluntary sector, especially inioHab social science, where
budget constraints are particularly important.

Perceptions of the quality of Open Access publications by academics and non-
academics

In the survey of researchers, the reasons mostidrely given for not publishing though
Open Access routes concerned the Research AssdsEmegise (RAE), and the need to
publish in high impact journals. Many respondesttsted that there were no high impact
Open Access journals in their fields. Open Acgessnals were perceived to be of generally
of lower quality, and as ‘easier to get into’ byrsrespondents. A number also perceived
Open Access journals as having little or no pegere

Overall, 15% of respondents strongly agreed with statement ‘there are Open Access
journals with high status in my field of researchiid a further 20% agreed. However, 22%
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disagreed and a further 12% strongly disagreederellwere differences by subject areas,
with BBSRC and MRC researchers most likely to agaeel AHRC researcher most likely to
disagree.

5.49 However, researchers tended not to agree withttiensent that ‘Open Access outputs are
likely to be of lower quality than non Open Accesgputs’: overall, 63% of respondents
disagreed or were neutral. There was a relatipnshtween seniority and response, with
more senior respondents generally tending to be iiikely to agree. Responses also varied
by research area: researchers in STFC subjects lastelikely to agree, but those in
EPSRC/ESRC areas more likely.
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6: Scenarios

Introduction

This section discusses the implications of thremnados, defined by the client. The three
are:

. A majority of major world-wide funders move to a maate similar to that taken by
the Wellcome Trust and the MRTand as a result the other research councils adopt
a similar position

. Business as Usual — this scenario would see alk R@h mandates of one form or
another — some fairly tough and some more flexdpié less monitored

. A majority of major world-wide funders start to reme mandates because of
pressure from various sectors e.g. publisherseas@md, HEI's, Governments.

The purpose of the scenarios is to enable posdéielopments to be explored, both in terms
of their impacts but also encouraging and restgirinfluences. They are not intended as
alternative projections of how the scholarly comimations system might actually evolve.
Nevertheless, we there are undoubtedly cultural @ther pressures emanating from the
research community in the direction of open acce8s. a result we think that the third
scenario is unlikely in practice and some combaratif the first two is more likely.

World wide funders move to a Wellcome Trust (WT) position

Introduction

The WT mandate is as follows; the WT:

. expects authors of research papers to maximisepihertunities to make their results
available for free

. requires electronic copies of any research papeas lhave been accepted for
publication in a peer-reviewed journal, and arepsuged in whole or in part by
Wellcome Trust funding, to be made available thto@gibMed Central (PMC) and
UK PubMed Central (UK PMC) as soon as possible ianeny event within six
months of the journal publisher's official datdiofl publication

. will provide grantholders with additional fundinprough their institutions, to cover
open access charges, where appropriate, in oraeeéd the Trust's requirements

. encourages - and where it pays an open accessefpares - authors and publishers
to license research papers such that they may dmyficopied and re-used (for

8 The current methods of providing funds to researsio meet pay-to-publish costs differs betweea Th
Wellcome Trust and the MRC.
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example for text and data-mining purposes), pravideat such uses are fully
attributed

There are three key aspects of the mandate:

. insistence on placement of peer reviewed articlesrepository
. an ‘embargo’ period of six months
. specification of which repository is acceptabléite Trust.

The key assumptions are:

. compliance is monitored and enforced; for examplan-compliance on previous
project would disqualify researchers from futureding.

. research councils in the UK, and other significasearch funders adopt a common
policy requiring OA to journal articles producedrn their funded research, and
provide funds, directly or indirectly, to suppdnts

Impacts on researchers

International adoption of the mandate is likelynave a profound impact on researchers’
behaviour through the distribution of project geant

. if enforced, then leading researchers in the UKIla/biave little option but to follow

. Researcher attitudes would change as OA publicabecomes the norm, and
OA/hybrid journals are seen to maintain their gyali

. this would be reinforced by international practisghin which we would include EU
funds, and our survey suggested that co-authosyress already the main incentive
influencing OA publication

This would leave three major funding sources paéintoutside the mandate:

. business (and other non-public) and governmenjdgirfunds)
. core funding (QR) from the HE funding councils
. charities, especially the smaller ones.

Business funders are unlikely to have much intdreQA one way or another. At present,
they often seek a delay in publication in ordepttotect any IP over which they have control
and this is likely to continue. The delay periatigs, but we believe that six months is not
uncommon and should be sufficient for businessesprmtect any IPR they hold.
Government, the HE funding Councils and charitiasse a different set of issues. Much of
the government funded research is joint with bussirend similar comments to those made
above apply. However, we think it likely that fiodlowing trends would emerge:

. where government, or other public funding agencas, the sole funders there is
likely to be a move to adopt similar mandates. NWe'ee not discussed this issue with
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government departments but the general thrust disseminate research outputs as
widely as possible in the hope that this will cdnite to the adoption of results and
the promotion of innovation more generally. In #&dd, government funders have,
historically, been sympathetic to academic requari®m and if an OA mandate
became the norm it seems unlikely that this woudd rbsisted by government
departments. At the very least, we believe thakegument finders are unlikely to
resist any move to OA publication of results frdme tesearch that they fund. There
may be significant exceptions where research iatedl to national security, for
example, but such research is unlikely to be phetisin any form. We would note
that the Department of Health already requiresladito be deposited in UKPMC
within six months of publication

the HE funding councils are in a different positioQR (and other Council) funding
can be, and is, used to support researcher tirttaspublications in some disciplines
may be generated without specific project fundibtpwever, it also seems likely that
the HE funding Councils would adopt a similar maed@ the RCs and insist that
research outputs from Council supported staff aaderavailable through repositories
(after an embargo period). There would appear gostime reluctance to direct
researchers to publish in specific journals, b HE funding councils are also
interested in making research outputs as freeljlabla as possible. In addition, if
and when the REF comes to rely more heavily oniogtinstitutional mandates
could become more important to researchers

some of the smaller charities we consulted wengcteht to themselves support OA
because it would mean diverting funds from reseauth this was perceived to be
unacceptable to donors. However, we would makeetpoints. First, some charities
have already followed the WT mandate and will ptevadditional funds. Second,
many, but not all, these charities are relativatyald and this is reflected in the
volume of research they suppgbrt Third, there will be pressure on the organisetio
to support OA as such journals become the nornpatticular, as the highest quality
journals become OA it will be more difficult to &ttt high quality proposals unless
financial support is also provided for publication.

We therefore think it likely that if the mandate svadopted widely, other funders would
follow and there would be a substantial increaseegearchers seeking to publish in journals
which would permit peer reviewed articles to becpthin suitable repositories.

Publisher responses

Publishers could comply with the mandate in thragav

OA journals which are free to use, electronicalwith articles uploaded to a
repository either by the publishers or by the au{ksmld)

subscription journals with the articles uploadedat@epository within six months
(Green)

48 The British Heart Foundation and the Arthritis ReskeaCampaign will provide funds but CRUK did not a th
time of writing although the policy is under review
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. hybrid journals under which authors can pay a faetlieir article to become OA,
(while access to other articles requires a subon such articles may be uploaded
to a repository within 6 months.

One of the key elements of this scenario is thgttpgublish costs are met by the research
funders. This is important because it will giveblighers confidence that the OA business
model can be sustainable. Our understanding it tti& costs of producing OA and
subscription journals are broadly simffaand if this is this the case we would expect the
strengthened mandate to promote the conversiomldcsiption journals to OA (Green or
Gold) as researchers demand OA channels and alsodeaess to funds to cover publishing
charges. Under this scenario, we would expectiaimesponses from commercial publishers
and learned societies. Many consultees suggebstdthe reluctance of (some) learned
societies to adopt OA business models reflectedertmaties as to whether sufficient
revenues could be generated to at least cover, dagt® commitment by funders would do
much to overcome this uncertainty.

In practice, we would expect the main movementaddwards Gold rather than Green open
access. This is mainly because the Gold routesgiveater certainty over revenue streams.
It seems unlikely that hybrid journals would betairable over the longer term, at least as a
significant source of articles. If researchersehagcess to funds for pay-to-publish then they
are likely to opt for the Gold or possibly Greewites (assuming the journals are of required
guality) since this will guarantee as wide a reakigras possible at no additional costs to the
researcher or their institution.

We would also note that the scenario could alseigeonew commercial opportunities for
both commercial publishers and learned societiieévirtually) all articles are placed quickly
in repositories under licenses which permit themse then there is enhanced potential to
produce review journals, or more accurately catasgof articles, which may be sold.
However, we have no information on the potentigkéreies which might be so generated.

There is uncertainty as to whether either GreeGad OA is likely to predominate but we
think the latter is more likely. The Green routgakles publishers to generate revenues
because early access to results is important dodriies are therefore willing to pay a
subscription. The importance of this factor vabeswveen disciplines; in the life sciences, for
example, we have been told that immediate accessgisred; in other subjects, for example
law and humanities, articles can have a valuedeemal years and certainly much longer than
six months. We might therefore expect differensesveen disciplines to emerge but some
publishers we have consulted have stated a gepsr@rence for Gold as a more viable
business model. Given the availability of fundsstpport pay-to-publish we think it likely
that this would become the norm. Institutionalagfories, at least, would also contain the
articles and pre-prints and other methods usedffgreht disciplines are likely to continue.

47 Costs are saved on maintaining subscriptions hiitiadal costs will be incurred through collectipgy-to-
publish charges.
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Transition phase

It seems unlikely that a WT-type mandate would kepsed simultaneously by funding
bodies internationally. Many look favourably on G#ut there are also many policy
statements which ‘encourage’ rather than mandatke vamch do not provide funding to
support OA. However, we would speculate that itldde possible to coordinate approaches
between UK, US and EU funding bodies. This wouddoaint for a significant proportion of
global research funding and would be sufficienkitk-start a transition to OA. We assume
that any change in policies would be announced s8omeein advance and given the time
between new projects starting and articles emerglirege could be at least three years
between the announcement of policy changes anddffect. This should be sufficient for
publishers to consider their responses and alsm$titutions to design funding frameworks
in cases where pay-to-publish charges would nabbered by project funders.

Under these circumstances we would expect a sniotkition encompassing:

. market research by publishers and decisions onnGaed Gold routes for selected
journals

. the initial conversion of some subscription jousnia hybrid form in order to comply
with the mandate and to further test the markebweber, over the longer term we
would expect hybrid journals to disappear as Gofdb@comes established amongst
researchers and libraries become unwilling to paoseriptions as there is a growing
volume of high quality articles with free access

. where pay-to-publish routes are adopted, an inergasecognition within the
research communities that these journals are highitg (and high impact)

. increased propensity on the part of researchersevhimders have not introduced the
mandate to publish in these high impact journalultang in pressure on those
funding bodies to provide financial support whexgquired

. over time, the establishment of OA models as themndor the majority of
disciplines. As mentioned above, we would speeulsiat the Gold route will
predominate because of publishers’ preferences.

Impacts on scholarly communication

The main impacts on the research community aréylikebe:

. wider access to articles, since library budgetsaarenstraint in some institutions (but
probably less so in the research intensive HEIS).

. easier access to papers via repository searcheacaeds, although version control
issues may remain

This enhanced access may come at a cost to theelgkce budget because the UK produces
a relatively high share of articles. However, RN study estimated additional costs of
around £100m to the UK from a (90%) OA system.isTit approximately 2% of research
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council and HE funding council expenditure on reska There would, however, be a
redistribution of payments:

. research intensive institutions would contributiatreely more to costs, but under a
system of project funders meeting costs the inereabkely to be very small

. non-academic organisations currently contributesaglol7% of subscriptions (RIN)
but publish significantly less. They, and in pautar large corporates, would
therefore gain at the expense of the research caoitynu

Research users outside the science base woultdalsovider and no-cost access. However,
as was discussed iNBSQW!] there is no hard evidence to indicate that thisihd represent
a significant benefit.

Business as Usual

Introduction

We interpret this as reflecting the current sitmativhich so far as the research councils are
concerned encompasses:

. a general commitment to the principles of the RClidtement

. a willingness to contribute to the costs associatgd OA publication (Green Gold
or hybrid) either through direct costs if they ameurred during the lifetime of the
project or through fEC

. variations in the strength of the mandate betwemmdils ranging from insistence
that articles are made freely available within ac#fied time period to freedom for
the researcher to decide on where, and how, tagbubl

. variations from identification of specific reposies to freedom for the researcher to
decide.

In addition, we assume there will be no radicalng/es in the polices of foreign-based
funders. If there was to be a movement towardtheious scenario, especially in the US,
then we believe that OA journals would become iasiegly important globally in major

disciplines and that UK researchers would increggimvish to publish via these channels.
The result would be pressure on the research dsutwiprovide financial support and
‘business as usual’ would not be tenable overahgér term.

Similarly, we would not expect major changes in fhalices of other research funders
(government, charities and HE funding councils)ERRR and DIUS, which could be most
influential in this respect, consider the preseahdates represent an important move towards
improving access to research outputs and are nitittit there might be risks to the current
scholarly communication process in moving furthewards OA. This is not, however,
intended to imply that thy would not consider sesly the benefits, and risks, of
strengthened mandates
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This scenario is therefore largely concerned wittbatinuation of existing trends, but with
divergences between disciplines. In part reflgctiifferences in the strength of mandates,
but also historical differences between disciplimethe extent to which they have embraced
Open Access. Our main findings with respect temétrends are:

. an increased volume of OA publications over regears (Green, Gold and hybrid)

. significant differences between disciplines (and-disciplines). These reflect
differences in research practices and modes oflatjh)@ommunication rather than
differences in mandates which have been introdusedecently to have noticeable
impacts in most cases

. increases in the number of institutional reposi®rio95% of respondents to the
institutional survey had, or intended to, estabéisiepository or policies towards self-
archiving

. limited awareness amongst researcher of policefutional and research courigil

towards OA. Seventy-five per cent of to the resiear survey were unaware of their
institutions’ policies

. limited awareness of funding sources for OA pubiicg Half of respondents to the
researcher survey were not aware of potential indources

. amongst those which had considered OA publicativa chief reason for not taking
this route is a perception that such journals drpomr quality, with low impact
factors, and that they will be given lower ratirigsthe RAE (and the REF in the
future) The main driver for considering OA pubtioa is pressure from co authors
(30% of respondents) and the most important refmochoosing this route (75% of
respondents) is a perception that articles will dagckly available and widely
accessible.

Impacts on researchers

We believe that there would be significant diffearem between subject areas. As has been
mentioned several times in this report, there areeatly differences between disciplines in
their attitudes towards, and use, of open accesangts. These tend to be mirrored in the
current mandates with, for example the MRC takimg $trongest line, and we assume this
would continue under this scenario. Under thesmugistances we would expect a generally
increasing propensity to use OA routes as:

. OA journals become more established and some amgmesed widely as high
quality and high impact. This would be especiéllye of those disciplines where the
mandate was strongest, but we would also expectj@hnals to increase in
importance in other fields, not least because efddéamonstration effects provided by
the fastest moving disciplines

“8 |t is possible that the low levels of awarenesseetarch council polices reflect respondents awiny applied
for grants since the statements were introducdtk limited awareness of institutional policieshisywever, more
surprising.

63
> Research & consultanc!
SQWCOnSult'ng . L I S U for performance n:anagyement
tion, cultural & academic services

 ————— Informatior



6.25

Open Access to Research Outputs
Final report to RCUK

. more individuals with a high profile in their subjearea opt for OA for a variety of
reasons (including self-commitment to free dissetnom). This reinforces the
previous point and is important as a demonstratdria spreading awareness. We do
not have any hard evidence, but we would specthatesome disciplines, especially
bio medicine, are close to a ‘tipping’ point wh€@#a becomes the norm

. institutional repositories expand in number as He&ish to publicise and monitor
their research. Policies are progressively intoeduand enforced to mandate self
archiving in institutional or thematic repositoriesThe increase in repositories
increases awareness of their strengths and weamesthin research communities
and helps to establish the infrastructure for G@én

. there is no evidence so far that libraries araraygubscriptions because of OA but
eventually savings should arise and this will fegeresources which could support
open access routes. However, as is discussed Jtblerg is no guarantee that these
will be redirected towards pay-to-publish models.

However, there will also be some inhibiting factdree most important of which is likely to
be securing funds for pay-to-publish journals. haligh these costs will be covered through
fEC it will require researchers to obtain fundingprh their institutions, at least for
publications after the project is completed, orotege agreements for Green OA which is
even more onerous. The survey indicated that femyinstitutions have, as yet, established
payment systems and even where these do exist fbetinited awareness amongst
researchers. As such the traditional subscrigdomal will always be an attractive option
where this is permitted by the mandate,

There will be significant differences between sgbjareas reflecting the strength of the mandate.
Developments are likely to be fastest in the mddicaa reflecting recent history, the MRC (and

Wellcome) mandates and the well established PM€veldpments are likely to be slower in the arts

and humanities, in part reflecting the lower pefif journal articles as a research output.

6.26

6.27

6.28

Impacts on publishers

This scenario is more complicated than the prevlmause there is no direct link between
financial support for OA publications and actuablications. Comparatively few articles
will be published during the lifetime of a projeatd institutions will need to recover costs
through fEC and distribute these to academics whablishing. Publishers will therefore
be less confident that Gold OA routes are viablg &8 was mentioned above, there are also
concerns over the viability of Green routes attleasongst some publishers.

This applies particularly to learned societies, sahwhich will find it more difficult to adapt
to a new business model than commercial organisatio

Outcomes are likely to include:

. subscription journals continue as the norm in sdiseiplines where this is permitted
by the mandate
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. hybrids become more prevalent as publishers see&k risk options which
nevertheless enable researchers to meet reseanctilobandates

. Open access journals continue and establish a richa limited number of
disciplines, based largely on the impact factorthefjournals.

The development of institutional repositories ertesntheir usefulness to researchers and
encourages researchers to self-archive becaudee ofitle exposure their work may have.

Their may therefore be increased pressure fromareBecommunities to adopt the Green

route. However, some publishers will resist embgrgriods of less than six months and in

some cases will require longer. If the researamci(s) are not prepared to accept a longer
embargo period then Gold is the only way that afueimg compliance with mandates.

We would note that there may be scope for new Ofd @@rnals to emerge where existing
journals are slow to adapt to research council msdand researcher requirements. In
particular, is may be feasible for groups of acaide to launch Gold journals with out any
pay-to-publish journals. These already accounafsignificant share of OA publications and
if there are no charges for publication then thdlyavoid a significant administrative cost. It
would, however, depend on senior academics devitigig time freely to the journal and the
availability of administrative support from theihs.

Impacts on scholarly communication

The final outcome is likely to be complex involviegmix of publishing mechanisms and
funding methods. The development of OA will bensigantly slower than under the

previous scenario but will no doubt increase, drivwy cultural factors as well as the
mandates. The benefits would mirror those undeiptievious scenario but would be smaller
in magnitude, and take longer to realise.

A majority of major world-wide funders start to remove mandates

The key consideration under this scenario is whigtheject funders, either through fEC or
through direct funding, would continue to providmahcial support for pay-to-publish
models. If the mandate was withdrawn then thisld/@oply limited or no interest in OA
and we assume funding would also be withdrawrthi#f did occur on a global scale then we
believe that it would reverse the trends outlinedhie first scenario. There would still be an
interest in some disciplines in open access dissdmn, but quality of journal be the
dominant consideration and unless researchersthavieinding to cover costs, OA journals
are unlikely to increase substantially. Some OAdGournals which do not charge for
publication would continue, but given the costgpaodduction we think it unlikely that they
would increase substantially their share of theketar

We would also note that withdrawal of the mandateilel be a powerful signal that research
funders do not attach much importance to OA. é#ns® likely that this would discourage
researchers which may have been considering OAgatioin routes from taking it seriously.

It would also send a signal to publishers thatauld be difficult to generate revenues from
Gold OA business models.
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Institutional mandates for repositories may stidlcbme more widespread as a tool for
presenting research outputs. However, they woaldain less peer reviewed material and
would therefore become less useful to many reseesch

We believe that this scenario could reverse mantheftrends underway at present and the
impacts would therefore be the reverse of undefitsiescenario.
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7: Conclusions

Introduction

This chapter briefly summarises the key conclusiémmsn the study. The scholarly
communications landscape is complex and fast maairtygaps in the evidence base remain,
so we have not sought to make projections, in atgill of where the system will move to
nor how quickly. Nevertheless, we have confideimcstating some broad conclusions from
our research.

Trends

There is undoubtedly a trend towards increasedpé@cee and use of OA amongst the UK
research community. In the main this reflects glatevelopments rather than resulting from
the RCUK policy statement more directly. Our syrve fact, suggested limited awareness
of the statement and council mandates, but this medlgct the possibility that many
respondents had not applied for funding since tlamdates were introduced. The trends
instead reflect:

. globally, encouragement from research funders fesults to be made freely
available, although the introduction of mandates lramost cases been more recent

. researcher attitudes - in some subject areas opeess® is now considered the
preferred method of publication, if not yet themor

. the wider availability of options for OA publicatipnot least because of responses
from publishers. The number of OA (Gold) journlaés increased and Green access
is now relatively common. This has also been agammed, and stimulated, by the
growth of institutional and subject repositories.

We expect these trends to continue as awarenesadspwithin research communities and
more HEIls adopt policies towards institutional rgipwies and self-archiving. We would
note, however, that there are substantial diffe¥sitetween subject areas in this respect.

The main obstacles to continued expansion are:

. a perception amongst many disciplines that OA jalsriack impact and, in some
cases, are prepared to accept poor quality sulkmgssi

. limited awareness amongst researchers of fundingees for pay-to-publish models
so that the traditional subscription journal iseoftthe most convenient route to
publication. There are, however, examples of Hi#seloping new models for
providing funds

. non-compliance with institutional policies which mnaate self-archiving in
institutional repositories — often associated vaittack of awareness of such policies
rather than wilful defiance.
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Impacts on the UK

The underlying rationale for OA is that use of digdi knowledge by one individual does not
prevent use by another. A socially optimum allamatof resources requires it be made
available at marginal cost which, given on-lineess; is virtually zero. More specifically
OA has enabled:

. research outputs to be accessed by a wider academnistituency, for which
subscriptions would otherwise be a constraint. N&ee no evidence to suggest that
staff in research intensive universities curreettperience widespread difficulties in
this respect, but library budgets are restrictedsecthe sector as a whole

. wider access by the non-academic community of ya#ét®ugh it is unclear whether
this is a substantial benefit in practice

. quicker (free) availability of research results en@Gold OA
. more efficient searching, and therefore researcht least some disciplines.

The costs of scholarly communication, notably gualontrol, are, however, still incurred. A
recent study sponsored by RIN estimated that thwereld be a net cost to the UK of a
movement to a pay-to-publish model which we estntatbe around 2% of the research and
HE funding councils research budgets. This affisea the high relative productivity of UK
researchers reflected in their propensity to phablis

Risks

The point has been made that the current schatartlymunication system is largely fit-for-

purpose in that it meets the needs of researchalis$eminating quality controlled research
outputs. The eventual outcome of a move to OAnisettain, but our general conclusion is
that there is no inherent reason why such a movesteould jeopardise the position of
existing publishers to the detriment of the acadeoammunity; especially under a funded
system of Gold publications. The two caveats weald/immake are:

. learned societies may find it difficult to adaptamew business model. At present,
many subsidise activities which are integral tootatty communication from their
publishing activities and this may be threatened

. probably of less significance, new OA Gold journalsuld arise supported by
charitable donations and/or academic good will atmé. These might compete with
existing publishers but prove unsustainable oveldhger term.
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