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John P. Holdren

Director, OSTP

725 17th Street Room 5228
Washington, DC 20502

Re: Document #2011-28623
Dear Mr. Holdren,

AABB (formerly the American Association of Blood Banks) is pleased to respond to OSTP’s November
3, 2011 Federal Register notice requesting comments on “Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly
Publications Resulting from Federally Funded Research.” As owner of the medical journal
TRANSFUSION, AABB appreciates the opportunity to respond to the issues raised in the notice.

AABB is an international, not-for-profit association representing individuals and institutions involved in
the field of transfusion medicine and cellular therapies. The association is committed to improving health
by developing and delivering standards, accreditation, and educational programs that focus on optimizing
patient and donor care and safety. AABB membership consists of nearly 2,000 institutions and 8,000
individuals, including physicians, nurses, scientists, researchers, administrators, medical technologists,
and other health-care providers.

TRANSFUSION is the foremost publication in the world for new information regarding transfusion
medicine. Written by and for members of AABB and other health-care workers, TRANSFUSION reports
on the latest technical advances, discusses opposing viewpoints regarding controversial issues, and
presents key conference proceedings. In addition to blood banking and transfusion medicine topics,
TRANSFUSION presents submissions concerning tissue transplantation and hematopoietic, cellular, and
gene therapies.

Like many other societies that publish peer-reviewed research, AABB depends on the subscription
revenues from TRANSFUSION to support activities that serve not only a specialized (in this case,
medical) community, but also society in general. Those revenues also enable AABB to conduct the peer-
review process, which cannot be accomplished without significant expense.

AABB offers the following responses to the Request for Information appearing in 76 FR 68518.

1. Are there steps that agencies could take to grow existing and new markets related to the access
and analysis of peer-reviewed publications that result from federally funded scientific
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research? How can policies for archiving publications and making them publically accessible
be used to grow the economy and improve the productivity of the scientific enterprise? What
are the relative costs and benefits of such policies? What type of access to these publications is
required to maximize US economic growth and improve the productivity of the American
scientific enterprise?

Through its publisher, John Wiley and Sons, TRANSFUSION encourages growth in existing and new
markets. The journal has a policy for open access to federally funded research. That policy has been in
place for some time without controversy or challenge, and appears to meet the needs of the journal’s
constituency. AABB and Wiley have made investments in digital and online technology, and have
actively participated in library consortia worldwide to accelerate and broaden access to the peer-reviewed
literature by several orders of magnitude. There is more access to more content by more users now than
ever before. In fact, over half the submissions to TRANSFUSION are from outside the United States.

AABB is unaware of any studies showing that free access to the research literature will increase research
productivity or economic growth. Access to the literature does not automatically translate to the ability to
use that same literature. The modern research enterprise is complex and requires huge investments.
Limited resources are the constraint, not access to the research literature.

AABB does not accept the premise that because government funds scientific research, the government is
entitled to full access to and control of manuscripts reporting on this research. Publishing peer-reviewed
research is expensive. The government pays only for the research; it is unfair for it to lay claim to the
final publication. Having each funding agency open its database of funded projects, including research
project reports and lay summaries, best serves the public interest and protects the scientific research
enterprise.

Many research funders require research progress reports on all grants. Expanding this information by
requiring the addition of a one-paragraph lay summary, and making both freely available, has more
potential to enhance public understanding than does providing free access to scientific journals. AABB’s
strong preference would be that the federal government does not mandate deposit of journal manuscripts
in a freely available archive, regardless of format, process, or timing. Rather, the federal government
should strive to provide public access to the information that it already controls and has a right to
distribute — for example, research summary reports.

Typically, these reports are produced as part of each federally funded project, and they are provided to the
government as a contract deliverable. Thus, there is a report for virtually every project. Each project itself
undergoes peer review before being selected for funding, and the research results being reported on are
solely those that the government funded. In short, these reports are the federally funded research results.
Thus, if the policy is to provide public access to federally funded research results, then these reports are
the natural vehicle for doing so. The government already has them, so all it has to do is make them
publicly available. Several federal science agencies already do this; no new system is required.

The government should not impose unfunded mandates that pertain to the outputs of the publishing
process, including accepted author manuscripts and published journal articles. Such policies would not be



December 30, 2011

justifiable or warranted. Government-imposed public access policies would violate fundamental copyright
principles by allowing the government to diminish existing copyright protections for private-sector
journal articles.

2.  What specific steps can be taken to protect the intellectual property interests of publishers,
scientists, federal agencies, and other stakeholders involved with the publication and
dissemination of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally funded scientific
research? Conversely, are there policies that should not be adopted with respect to public
access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications so as not to undermine any intellectual property
rights of publishers, scientists, federal agencies, and other stakeholders?

Some options to consider include:

* Make funds available for the purchase of open access to published articles. Several research
funders already do this (eg, Howard Hughes Medical Institute, The Wellcome Trust, Max-Planck
Institutes). These costs are a small fraction of the investment in the research itself.

* License content from publishers and learned societies and make it available to specific audiences.
AABB licenses content to customers of many kinds, and would consider entering into
negotiations regarding access by specific communities to packages of content.

What should not be considered is to take accepted or published articles from publishers or learned
societies (directly or via a mandate placed on grantees) and make them freely available.

3. What are the pros and cons of centralized and decentralized approaches to managing public
access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications that result from federally funded research in
terms of interoperability, search, development of analytic tools, and other scientific and
commercial opportunities? Are there reasons why a federal agency (or agencies) should
maintain custody of all published content, and are there ways that the government can ensure
long-term stewardship if content is distributed across multiple private sources?

Scholarly journal articles have been published for several hundred years by a combination of society, not-
for-profit, and for-profit publishers. This multiplicity of publishers has not prevented broad public access.
In fact, one could argue that it has been an advantage in promoting competition that has, in recent years,
driven development of increasingly sophisticated platforms to deliver this content.

Over the past decade, publishers have developed the Digital Object Identifier (DOI), a unique identifier
for each piece of content, in this case a journal article. Almost 1,000 publishers (including Wiley) and
societies (including AABB) participate and assign DOIs to their published content items. Navigation of
the research literature is seamless, so that researchers using the bibliography in one article can link from a
reference in the bibliography to the full text of the referenced article.

It is questionable whether the government could become a credible provider of these kinds of services.
Given government budget constraints, the government would be unlikely to use taxpayer dollars to
duplicate an existing, well-functioning service. PubMed Central, the repository for mandated NIH
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grantees, is not a simple archive of articles but a sophisticated publishing platform requiring millions of
dollars of investment.

4. Are there models or new ideas for public-private partnerships that take advantage of existing
publisher archives and encourage innovation in accessibility and interoperability, while
ensuring long-term stewardship of the results of federally funded research?

5. What steps can be taken by federal agencies, publishers, and/or scholarly and professional
societies to encourage interoperable search, discovery, and analysis capacity across disciplines
and archives? What are the minimum core metadata for scholarly publications that must be
made available to the public to allow such capabilities? How should federal agencies make
certain that such minimum core metadata associated with peer-reviewed publications resulting
firom federally funded scientific research are publicly available to ensure that these
publications can be easily found and linked to federal science funding?

A number of projects are under way or envisioned for public-private partnerships, including
standardization of information on funding sources, DOIs for data sets, assigning of unique identifiers to
make individual researcher contributions less ambiguous, management/mining of content, and linking
to/from research reports. These projects are more fully described in a separate response by Wiley to
Document #2011-28623.

6. How can federal agencies that fund science maximize the benefit of public access policies to
US taxpayers, and their investment in the peer-reviewed literature, while minimizing burden
and costs for stakeholders, including awardees institutions, scientists, publishers, federal
agencies, and libraries?

Publishers would argue that those who can benefit from access to the peer-reviewed journal literature
already have access; researcher surveys bear out this assertion. Publishers and learned societies are
committed to the wide dissemination of our content. We support any and all sustainable access models
that ensure the integrity and permanence of the scholarly record. This includes open access, where
publication is funded by a publication fee or article processing charge. Many publishers now offer open
access options and/or publish open access journals, and work closely with funders, institutions, and
governments to facilitate these developments. We believe that authors should be able to publish in the
journal of their choice, where they feel their work will be best reviewed by their peers and where its
publication will have the greatest potential to advance their field. Research funders could provide a fund
to publishers to cover open access publishing fees.

7. Besides scholarly journal articles, should other types of peer-reviewed publications resulting
from federally funded research, such as book chapters and conference proceedings, be covered
by these public access policies?

No. Publishers also invest in these other types of content used by researchers, often by conceptualizing
the project, commissioning the content, and investing heavily in its development. Any kind of mandated
free access to that content is simply an expropriation of that content.
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8. What is the appropriate embargo period after publication before the public is granted free
access to the full content of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally
funded research? Please describe the empirical basis for the recommended embargo period.
Analyses that weigh public and private benefits and account for external market factors, such
as competition, price changes, library budgets, and other factors, will be particularly useful.
Are there evidence-based arguments that can be made that the delay period should be different
for specific disciplines or types of publications?

There are no “appropriate” embargo periods. Any embargo period is a dramatic shortening of the period
of copyright protection afforded all publishers.

AABB believes that peer-reviewed papers should not be made public within the duration of the article’s
copyright without the copyright holder’s permission. AABB believes that publishers — and learned
societies — themselves should determine the business models under which their publications operate.
This should include the time, if any, at which the final peer-reviewed manuscript or final published article
is made publicly available. Peer-reviewed papers are the direct result of investment and value added by
societies and/or publishers, not the federal government. Thus, material should not be made freely
available to the public unless the copyright owner authorizes the government to do so.

Respectfully,

Laurel V. Munk, MLS

Publications Director
AABB

8101 Glenbrook Road
Bethesda, MD 20814
301-215-6595
laurie@aabb.org




Subject: Comment
Date: December 30, 2011 3:48:24 PM EST
To: publicaccess@ostp.gov

There must be full and free public access to all research funded by public
funds.

Saleem Jahangeer, Ph.D.



Subject: AlA response to RFI re public access
Date: December 30, 2011 4:58:37 PM EST

The Archaeological Institute of America (AlA) is pleased to join the American
Anthropological Association (AAA) in its response to the Request for Information (RFI)
issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) on behalf of the National
Science and Technology Council Task Force on Public Access to Scholarly Publications,
published November 3, 2011 in the Federal Register. And we join them in requesting
that those comments in response to the RFI announced at 76 FR 68518 be made an
official part of the rulemaking docket.

Founded in 1879, the AlA is the largest organization in North America devoted to
archaeology. With more than 220,000 professional, student, and lay members belonging
to more than 100 local societies throughout the US, Canada, and overseas, it represents
a very diverse population joined by an interest in learning about the material remains of
the past.

One of the primary tools for advancing its mission of education is the scholarly
quarterly American Journal of Archaeology (AJA), whose annual print length is
approximately 800 pages. While AJA does present some primary archaeological reports
(i.e., through its occasional "field reports," data gathered in the field) almost all of its
content deals with archaeological interpretation rather than the primary reporting of
archaeological data. We agree with the AAA that "while the government might have a
right to the unfinished work product (i.e., the research data or 'findings') of researchers to
whom they provide financial support, it does not have the right to journal articles that are
the cumulative result of the significant time and financial investment of reviewers,
editors, copywriters, designers, technology providers, archivists, publishers and
distributors of such journal content—none of which is supported by federal research
dollars." To get a sense of how much intellectual value is added during production,
consider that the average time between the submission of articles to AJA and their final
publication is approximately 18 months.

AJA strives to reach a wide readership by offering its content both in print and
electronic versions. In the last years, it has expanded its electronic content by moving
all book reviews and many museum exhibition reviews to the web. Striving for open
access, AJA has made its content accessible in various ways: through a purchased
annual subscription (rates are modest, with electronic-only at the lowest price point of
$50); through JSTOR's archive collection program, which gives access to all content
except that of the last five years; through purchase of an individual article in PDF format
(this applies only articles published after 1923). All content prior to 1923 is freely
accessible as it is out of copyright.

We join the AAA in sharing the objective of enhancing the public understanding
of our global archaeological heritage and to this end we support the widest dissemination
of information possible. Access to such information currently already exists and no
additional federal government intervention is necessary.

We thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

Elizabeth Bartman
President
Archaeological Institute of America
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What Is To Be Done
About Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly Publications
Resulting From Federally Funded Research?
(Response to US OSTP RFI)

Stevan Harnad
Moderator, American Scientist Open Access Forum (1998-2011)
Canada Research Chair in Cognitive Sciences, UQAM
&
Adjunct Professor, Electronics and Computer Science, University of Southampton, UK
http://users.ecs.soton.ac.uk/harnad/intpub.html
http://openaccess.eprints.org/

[Please note that as parts of several questions sometimes ask the same thing, some of the
replies are repeated too, in order to make each reply self-contained rather than requiring cross-
referencing.]

QUESTION 1 (1a, 1b, 1c, 1d):

(Question 1a) “Are there steps that agencies could take to grow
existing and new markets related to the access and analysis of peer-
reviewed publications that result from federally funded scientific
research?”

Yes there are very specific practical steps.

(“Markets,” however, is perhaps not the most direct and instructive way to
understand the dynamics involved: basic research growth (1) and the resulting
growth in R&D applications/products (e.g., technology, medicines) (2) need to be
considered separately, with (1) feeding into (2)):

US Federally funded research is funded by the US tax-payer, and conducted,
analyzed and published by researchers (and for researchers), so that the
research findings can be accessed, taken up, used, applied, and built upon, by
all potential users, for the benefit of the US tax-paying public that funded it,
through both further research (1) and R&D applications (2).



Barriers to the uptake and usage of publicly funded research are barriers to both
research progress itself (1) and to the practical, social and economic benefits of
R&D (2). Anything that reduces access to the research findings reduces their
impact, which in turn reduces the return in the public benefits from the tax dollars
invested in funding, conducting, analyzing and reporting the research.

Here are some papers on the economic benefits of providing open access to
research (and hence also the economic losses from not providing it):

Houghton, J.W. & Oppenheim, C. (2009) The Economic Implications of Alternative
Publishing Models. Prometheus 26(1): 41-54
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a920247424

Houghton, J.W., Rasmussen, B., Sheehan, P.J., Oppenheim, C., Morris, A., Creaser, C.,
Greenwood, H., Summers, M. and Gourlay, A. (2009). Economic Implications of
Alternative Scholarly Publishing Models: Exploring the Costs and Benefits, London and
Bristol: The Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC)
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/publications/reports/2009/economicpublishingmodelsfinalreport.asp
X

Harnad, S. (2010) The Immediate Practical Implication of the Houghton Report: Provide
Green Open Access Now. Prometheus 28 (1): 55-59 http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/18514/

ABSTRACT: Among the many important implications of Houghton et al’s (2009)
timely and illuminating JISC analysis of the costs and benefits of providing free
online access (“Open Access,” OA) to peer-reviewed scholarly and scientific
journal articles one stands out as particularly compelling: It would yield a forty-
fold benefit/cost ratio if the world’s peer-reviewed research were all self-archived
by its authors so as to make it (“Green”) OA. There are many assumptions and
estimates underlying Houghton et al’'s modelling and analyses, but they are for
the most part very reasonable and even conservative. This makes their strongest
practical implication particularly striking: The 40-fold benefit/cost ratio of providing
Green OA is an order of magnitude greater than all the other potential
combinations of alternatives to the status quo analyzed and compared by
Houghton et al. This outcome is all the more significant in light of the fact that
self-archiving already rests entirely in the hands of the research community
(researchers, their institutions and their funders), whereas (“Gold”) OA publishing
depends on the publishing industry. Perhaps most remarkable is the fact that this
outcome emerged from studies that approached the problem primarily from the
standpoint of the economics of publication rather than the economics of
research.

Below (Figure 1) is Houghton et al's summary of the estimated
benefit/cost ratio for the UK for the two ways of providing Open Access:
Green OA = authors publishing in their journal of choice, but also making
their peer-reviewed final drafts OA by self-archiving them in their
institutional OA repository or (ii) Gold OA = authors publishing in OA
journals that make all their articles free online and charge the author a
publication fee. Houghton et al calculate, separately, the benefit/cost ratio
for the UK universities (“HE”) and for UK as a whole, for converting to
Gold OA or for converting to Green OA, and as a function of whether it is
the UK alone that converts, or the conversion is done worldwide.



The two important things to note for the US RFI are (1) that, for all
conversion scenarios, the cost of converting to Green OA is much lower
(and distributed across institutions) and the benefit/cost ratio is much
higher) than for converting to Gold OA and even more important, (2)
federal funders (as well as institutions) can mandate a conversion to
Green OA by mandating self-archiving by their fundees (or employees) but
they cannot mandate a conversion to Gold OA (because that is in the
hands of publishers).

Mandating Green OA is hence the optimal policy for the US as well.

OA Economic Advantage
Benefit/Cost comparisons for the UK (cee milions over 20 years)

for (Gold) OA publishing versus Green OA self-archiving 4m

Note that: (1) the ratio is always much higher for Green OA
and (2) only Green OA can be mandated

Benefit
Transitional Model Benefits | Cost
Increased
Costs Savings returns Ratio
Scenario (UK Unilateral OA)
OA Publishing in HE 1,787 2,990 615 2.0
- OA Repositories in HE (Green OA) 189 67 615 36 -
OA Repositories in HE (Overlay Services) 1,558 2,990 615 2.3
OA Publishing Nationally 2,079 3,479 850 21
- OA Repositories Nationally (Green OA) 237 96 850 4.0 -
OA Repositories Nationally (Overlay Services) 1,831 3,479 850 24
Scenario (Worldwide OA)
OA Publishing in HE 1,787 5,198 615 3.3
B OA Repositories in HE (Green OA) 189 786 615 74 4@
OA Repositories in HE (Overlay Services) 1,558 5,198 615 3.7
OA Publishing Nationally 2,079 6,054 850 33
- OA Repositories Nationally (Green OA) 237 1,132 850 8.3 -
OA Repositories Nationally (Overlay Services) 1,831 6,054 850 3.8

Note: Compares Open Access alternatives agalnst subscription publishing of national outputs, with costs, savings and Increased retums
expressed In Net Present Value aver 20 years (GBP milliens). Retums are to public sector and higher education R&D spending. HE =
Higher Education.

Data from John Houghton Centre for Strategic Economic Studles and Alma Swan, Key Perspectives

Figure 1. Houghton et al’s Benefit/Cost Analyses for Green and Gold OA in the UK
See also:

The effect of open access and downloads (‘hits’) on citation impact: a bibliography of
studies http://opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html

The main barrier limiting access to research findings in the Internet era is the fact
that although the research is publicly funded, it is only accessible to those
researchers whose institutions can afford subscription/license access to the



Journal in which it was published. There are over 25,000 peer-reviewed research
journals across all scientific and scholarly fields worldwide. No university or
research institution can afford subscription access to all or most of those
journals. Most universities can only afford access to a small and shrinking
fraction of them:

ARL Statistics on universities’ journal holdings http://fisher.lib.virginia.edu/cgi-
local/arlbin/arl.cgi?task=setupstats

In the Gutenberg print-on-paper era, before the Internet era, there was no
remedy for this, because the true costs of providing access via print-on-paper
were so high that in order to cover those essential, ineliminable costs, institutions
had to pay for subscription.

The costs of providing print access are still high today. But the cost of providing
online access alone is not — in fact it is near zero: Once their papers have been
peer-reviewed and accepted for publication, researchers can provide online
access by simply depositing their final drafts online in their institutional
repositories, free for all, whether or not the user’s institution can afford to
subscribe to the publisher’s print or online edition:

Registry of Open Access Repositories (ROAR) http://roar.eprints.org/

The costs of providing peer review are not zero. The peers review for free, but
the journal editor must choose the peer-reviewers and adjudicate reviews and
revisions. But the journal’s costs for all that (peer review + print production and
distribution plus online production and distribution) are fully covered today by the
subscriptions/licenses paid by the institutions that can afford to subscribe to each
Journal.

The Internet now makes it possible to supplement this subscription access to the
publisher’s version-of-record with free online access to the author’s final, peer-
reviewed draft for all those potential users whose institutions cannot afford the
subscription access to the publisher’s version-of-record.

Hence the one, simple, cost-free step that federal agencies can and should take
to maximize the uptake, usage, applications and impact of peer-reviewed
research is to mandate (i.e., require) that the final, peer-reviewed draft of all
federally funded research must be deposited (“self-archived”) in the fundee’s
institutional repository immediately upon acceptance for publication.

Over 50 research funders [including NIH] and almost 200 universities and
research institutions worldwide [including Harvard and MIT] have already
mandates Green OA. (see mandate growth curve from ROARMAP (Registry of
Open Access Mandatory Archiving Policies - http://roarmap.eprints.org/) Figure
2, below). This is what has come to be called “Green Open Access” self-
archiving:




Harnad, S., Brody, T., Vallieres, F., Carr, L., Hitchcock, S., Gingras, Y, Oppenheim, C.,
Stamerjohanns, H., & Hilf, E. (2004) The green and the gold roads to Open Access.
Nature Web Focus. http://www.nature.com/nature/focus/accessdebate/21.html

Mandating Green OA is the simple, almost cost-free measure that will grow
existing and new markets for the fruits of federally funded research.

Funder Mandate B Institutional Mandate
Multi-Institutional Mandate I Sub-Institutional Mandate

Figure 2. ROARMAP Growth Chart for Green OA Mandates by Funders and
Institutions

To see the power of mandating Green OA in accelerating the growth of OA,
contrast the growth rate of Gold OA journal publishing (which is not in the hands
of the research community nor in the hands of research funders, and hence its
growth cannot be accelerated by funder mandates) with the growth rate of Green
OA when it is mandated. (See the Figure 3 and Figure 4 below. See also Figure
7.)

According to the estimates of the biggest commercial OA publisher today
(Springer, publisher of the BioMed Central Journals and Open Choice), Gold OA
will not reach 70% for the top journals (the ones indexed by Thompson-Reuters
Web of Science) until 2026; even the more optimistic estimates of Laakso et al
(based on all journals) don’t reach 70% till 2020. In contrast, Green OA self-
archiving, which is less than 20% if it is not mandated, reaches 70% within 1-2
years of adopting a Green OA mandate (and continues to grow toward 100% OA
thereafter).
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Figure 3. Estimated Growth Curve for Gold OA publishing. Note that 70% gold
OA will not be reached till 2020 on Bjork/Laakso simulations and till 2026 on the Springer
estimates. Cf. Figure 4 for mandated green OA.
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Figure 4. Percentage Green OA when unmandated and when mandated.
Unmandated Green OA is about 20%, whereas mandated Green OA soon rises to 70%. (See
also Figure 7.)

Poynder, Richard (2011) Open Access by Numbers, Open and Shut, 19 June 2011
http://poynder.blogspot.com/2011/06/open-access-by-numbers.html

Laakso M, Welling P, Bukvova H, Nyman L, Bjérk B-C, et al. (2011) The Development of Open
Access Journal Publishing from 1993 to 2009. PLoS ONE 6(6): e20961.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0020961
http://www.plosone.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0020961

(Question 1b) “How can policies for archiving publications and
making them publically accessible be used to grow the economy and
improve the productivity of the scientific enterprise?”

The result of mandating that the final, peer-reviewed draft of all federally funded
research must be deposited (“self-archived’) in the fundee’s institutional
repository immediately upon acceptance for publication will be that the research
will be taken up, built upon and applied by any researcher, rather than, as now,
only those researchers whose institutions can afford subscription access to the
journal in which it was published. This maximizes research access, usage and
impact, which in turn maximizes research progress, productivity and the benefits
of both research and R&D for the tax-payers that funded the research.

The current system of access-denial to the findings of federally funded research
for all but the researchers at institutions that can afford to subscribe to the journal
in which it was published is a legacy of the economics of print on paper, and it is
no longer necessary. In the online era there is no longer any reason left why
peer-reviewed research should not be accessible online to all potential users,
rather than only to those at institutions that can afford to subscribe.

In careful comparisons of the research impact (downloads and citations) of
research published in the same journal and year that was and was not made
freely accessible online (open access) it has been repeatedly reported, in every
field tested, that the research that is made open access is downloaded and cited
significantly more than the research (in the same journal and year) that is not
made open access (see Figure 5). Access barriers mean barriers to research
applications and benefits, hence losses on the tax-payer’s investment in
research.

See references cited in:

The effect of open access and downloads (‘hits’) on citation impact: a bibliography of
studies http://opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html

Gargouri, Y., Hajjem, C., Lariviere, V., Gingras, Y., Brody, T., Carr, L. and Harnad, S. (2010) Self-
Selected or Mandated, Open Access Increases Citation Impact for Higher Quality Research.
PLoS ONE 5 (10) e13636 http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/18493/




Hajjem, C., Harnad, S. and Gingras, Y. (2005) Ten-Year Cross-Disciplinary Comparison of the
Growth of Open Access and How it Increases Research Citation Impact. IEEE Data Engineering
Bulletin 28(4) pp. 39-47. http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/11688/

Harnad, S. & Brody, T. (2004) Comparing the Impact of Open Access (OA) vs. Non-OA Articles in
the Same Journals, D-Lib Magazine 10 (6) June http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/10207/

Open Access increases citations

Physics
Sociology
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Management
Education
Business
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Political Sci
Economics
Biology

0 50 100 150 200 250
% increase in citations with Open Access

Range = 36%-200%
(Data: Brody & Harnad 2004; Hajjem et al.
2005)

Figure 5. The OA Impact Advantage. Across all disciplines tested, citations (and
downloads) are significantly greater for articles that are made (Green) OA by their authors (self-
archiving) compared to articles in the same journal and year that are not made OA. (The
important point is that the OA impact is always greater, in all disicplines, not the rank order of the
size of the advantage by disicpline, which varies from year to year and sample to sample.)
Citations indicate that the research is being used and built upon in further research and
applications.

Lost or delayed research progress also mean losses to the growth and
productivity of the R&D industry in all fields, and hence to the US economy. Itis a
very widespread and deep error to reckon the potential gains or losses from
providing or not providing open access in terms of gains or losses to the
publishing industry.



Peer-reviewed research journal publishing is a service industry. It exists in the
service of research, researchers and research progress, which are vastly larger
and more important economically than research journal publishing itself, as a
business. It is hence the research publishing industry that must adapt to the
powerful new potential that the online era has opened up for research,
researchers, research institutions, research funders, the vast R&D industry,
teachers, students, and the tax-paying public that funds the research. Not vice
versa.

Economically speaking, it would be a great mistake to conceptualize this new
situation as research, researchers and the R&D industry having to compromise
their newfound potential to maximize the research progress — along the lines that
have now been made possible by the online era -- in order to protect and
preserve the current revenue streams and M.O. of the publishing industry, which
evolved for the technology and economics of the bygone Gutenberg era of print
on paper.

Research having to adapt to publishing would amount to the publishing tail
wagging the research dog. It must always be kept clearly in mind that the peer-
reviewed research publishing industry exists as a service industry for research,
not vice versa:

Publicly funded research is entitled to the full scientific and public benefit opened
up for it by the online media. The research publishing industry can and will
continue to evolve until it adapts naturally to the new demands and needs of the
online age of open access to research.

Harnad, S. (2007) The Green Road to Open Access: A Leveraged Transition. In: The Culture of
Periodicals from the Perspective of the Electronic Age, pp. 99-105, L'Harmattan.
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/15753/

ABSTRACT: What the research community needs, urgently, is free online access (Open
Access, OA) to its own peer-reviewed research output. Researchers can provide that in
two ways: by publishing their articles in OA journals (Gold OA) or by continuing to publish
in non-OA journals and self-archiving their final peer-reviewed drafts in their own OA
Institutional Repositories (Green OA). OA self-archiving, once it is mandated by research
institutions and funders, can reliably generate 100% Green OA. Gold OA requires
journals to convert to OA publishing (which is not in the hands of the research
community) and it also requires the funds to cover the Gold OA publication costs. With
100% Green OA, the research community's access and impact problems are already
solved. If and when 100% Green OA should cause significant cancellation pressure (no
one knows whether or when that will happen, because OA Green grows anarchically,
article by article, not journal by journal) then the cancellation pressure will cause cost-
cutting, downsizing and eventually a leveraged transition to OA (Gold) publishing on the
part of journals. As subscription revenues shrink, institutional windfall savings from
cancellations grow. If and when journal subscriptions become unsustainable, per-article
publishing costs will be low enough, and institutional savings will be high enough to cover
them, because publishing will have downsized to just peer-review service provision
alone, offloading text-generation onto authors and access-provision and archiving onto
the global network of OA Institutional Repositories. Green OA will have leveraged a
transition to Gold OA.



(Question 1c) “What are the relative costs and benefits of such
policies?”

The costs and benefits of providing Open Access have been extensively
analyzed, country by country, in the Houghton reports (see Figure 1):

Houghton, J.W. & Oppenheim, C. (2009) The Economic Implications of Alternative Publishing
Models. Prometheus 26(1): 41-54
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a920247424

Houghton, J.W., Rasmussen, B., Sheehan, P.J., Oppenheim, C., Morris, A., Creaser, C.,
Greenwood, H., Summers, M. and Gourlay, A. (2009). Economic Implications of Alternative
Scholarly Publishing Models: Exploring the Costs and Benefits, London and Bristol: The Joint
Information Systems Committee (JISC)
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/publications/reports/2009/economicpublishingmodelsfinalreport.aspx

Houghton, J.W. and Sheehan, P. 2009, ‘Estimating the potential impacts of open access to
research findings,” Economic Analysis and Policy, vol. 39, no. 1, pp. 127-142.
http://www.eap-journal.com.au/download.php?file=696

Harnad, S. (2010) The Immediate Practical Implication of the Houghton Report: Provide Green
Open Access Now. Prometheus 28 (1): 55-59 http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/18514/

ABSTRACT: Among the many important implications of Houghton et al’s (2009) timely
and illuminating JISC analysis of the costs and benefits of providing free online access
(“Open Access,” OA) to peer-reviewed scholarly and scientific journal articles one stands
out as particularly compelling: It would yield a forty-fold benefit/cost ratio if the world’s
peer-reviewed research were all self-archived by its authors so as to make it OA. There
are many assumptions and estimates underlying Houghton et al’'s modelling and
analyses, but they are for the most part very reasonable and even conservative. This
makes their strongest practical implication particularly striking: The 40-fold benefit/cost
ratio of providing Green OA is an order of magnitude greater than all the other potential
combinations of alternatives to the status quo analyzed and compared by Houghton et al.
This outcome is all the more significant in light of the fact that self-archiving already rests
entirely in the hands of the research community (researchers, their institutions and their
funders), whereas OA publishing depends on the publishing industry. Perhaps most
remarkable is the fact that this outcome emerged from studies that approached the
problem primarily from the standpoint of the economics of publication rather than the
economics of research.

(Question 1d) “What type of access to these publications is required
to maximize U.S. economic growth and improve the productivity of
the American scientific enterprise?”

What is required is access to the peer-reviewed final draft, free for all users
online. The way to provide that is to mandate (i.e., require) that the final, peer-
reviewed draft of all federally funded research must be deposited (“self-archived”)
in the fundee’s institutional repository immediately upon acceptance for
publication.

It is important also to specify that the locus of direct deposit should be the
fundee’s institutional repository, not institution-external central or subject-based
repositories. After deposit, institutional repositories can automatically export their



contents to central and subject-based repositories — and/or central and subject-
based repositories can automatically harvest them — for search and navigation.

Mutually Reinforcing Mandates. If complementary, convergent institutional
deposit is mandated by both federal funders and institutions (universities and
research institutes), instead of needlessly competing, divergent deposit in
multiple institution-external repositories, then institutions — the universal providers
of all research, federally funded and unfunded -- will be in a position to reinforce,
monitor and ensure compliance with the federal funder mandates. This will also
encourage institutions to adopt deposit mandates of their own, for all their peer-
reviewed research output, funded and undfunded. This will in turn increase the
scope and benefit of federal funder mandates, far beyond just the research they
fund (see Figure 1 for the importance of getting the rest of the research world to
reciprocate OA so everyone can derive OA’s full benefits).

Most universities already have repositories, created out of free software such as
DSpace and EPrints. But for fundees at institutions that do not yet have a
repository of their own, there are back-up repositories, like OpenDepot, created
specifically to perform the same function until the institution has a repository of its
own, at which time the institution can automatically import all of its researchers’
deposits.

Optimally, access to the deposits should be opened (OA) immediately upon
deposit, so that uptake and impact can be maximized immediately. The research
on the open access impact advantage has shown not only that impact is lost if
research is not made open access, but that delayed access does not necessarily
recover that lost impact: It is often important with research to strike while the iron
is hot, otherwise results may not achieve their full potential impact.

Gentil-Beccot A, Mele S, Brooks T.C. Citing and reading behaviours in high-energy
physics. Scientometrics. 2010;84(2):345-55 http://arxiv.org/pdf/0906.5418v1
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Figure 6. Open Access Impact Advantage Includes Early Access Advantage

(Physics). (Note that impact lost because of delayed access is not just delayed; some of it is
lost permanently. This is why any access embargo is deleterious to research.)

But if federal funding agencies nevertheless agree to allow a temporary embargo
on open access, the allowable embargo length should be minimal — not more
than 6 months. Meanwhile, the mandatory deposit should nevertheless be done
immediately upon acceptance for publication. During the embargo period the
repository software makes it possible for individual researchers to request — and
authors to provide — a single copy of the research to the individual user for
research purposes with just one click from the requester and one click from the
author. (This is not open access, but it can help tide over research needs during
the embargo.)

Sale, A., Couture, M., Rodrigues, E., Carr, L. and Harnad, S. (2012) Open Access Mandates and
the "Fair Dealing" Button. In: Dynamic Fair Dealing: Creating Canadian Culture Online (Rosemary
J. Coombe & Darren Wershler, Eds.) http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/18511/

ABSTRACT: We describe the "Fair Dealing Button," a feature designed for authors who
have deposited their papers in an Open Access Institutional Repository but have
deposited them as "Closed Access" (meaning only the metadata are visible and
retrievable, not the full eprint) rather than Open Access. The Button allows individual
users to request and authors to provide a single eprint via semi-automated email. The
purpose of the Button is to tide over research usage needs during any publisher embargo
on Open Access and, more importantly, to make it possible for institutions to adopt the



"Immediate-Deposit/Optional-Access" Mandate, without exceptions or opt-outs, instead of
a mandate that allows delayed deposit or deposit waivers, depending on publisher
permissions or embargoes (or no mandate at all). This is only "Almost-Open Access," but
in facilitating exception-free immediate-deposit mandates it will accelerate the advent of
universal Open Access.

QUESTION 2 (2a, 2b):

(Question 2a) “What specific steps can be taken to protect the
intellectual property interests of publishers, scientists, Federal
agencies, and other stakeholders involved with the publication and
dissemination of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from
federally funded scientific research?”

Scientists: With federally mandated green open access self-archiving of
federally funded research, the intellectual property interests of scientists continue
to be protected exactly as they are now: Scientists retain the authorship of their
work. Usage and citations must be attributed. That’s all scientists require, since
they do not -- and never did -- seek royalty revenue from the sale of their peer-
reviewed journal articles. They only sought that their findings should be
accessed, read, used, applied and built upon, in further research and
applications. That is called research impact, and it is the way research
progresses. It is also for this reason that in the research performance evaluation
system, it is for research impact that researchers are rewarded with employment,
salary increases, promotion, tenure, research funding, prizes and honors. It is
also with research impact — through research progress and applications — that
the tax-paying public is repaid for its investment in research funding. Mandating
open access maximizes research impact.

Federal agencies: With federally mandated green open access self-archiving of
federally funded research, the intellectual property interests and investments of
federal agencies are maximized, by ensuring that peer-reviewed research
findings resulting from federally funded scientific research are accessible to all
potential users, not just to those whose institutions can afford subscription
access. The result is that the uptake, usage, applications and impact of federally
funded peer-reviewed research are maximized,

Other stakeholders: With federally mandated green open access self-archiving
of federally funded research, the other stakeholders and beneficiaries are: (1)
research itself — its progress, applications and impact, (2) researchers, (3)
research institutions, (4) research funders, (5) the vast R&D industry, (6)
students, (7) teachers, (8) the developing world, (9) science journalists, and the
(10) public whose taxes fund the research and for whose benefit the research is
conducted.



Note that the real interest here is not “intellectual property”, but research
accessibility, uptake, usage, applications and progress.

Publishers: With federally mandated green open access self-archiving of
federally funded research, the intellectual property interests of publishers are
protected by assigning them the exclusive right to sell access to the print edition
and the publisher’s online version-of-record.

If and when the free online accessibility to the author’s final draft eventually
causes subscription cancelations, making the subscriptions no longer sustainable
as the means of covering publishing costs, publishers can go on to cut obsolete
costs by eliminating the online and print editions (for which there is no longer a
sustainable demand if and when subscriptions are no longer sustainable)
entirely, offloading all access-provision and archiving onto the worldwide network
of open access institutional repositories. The sole remaining essential cost of
peer-reviewed publication will then be peer review itself, which institutions will
easily be able to pay for — on the “gold open access” pay-to-publish model -- out
of a fraction of their annual windfall savings from their subscription cancelations.

Harnad, S. (2007) The Green Road to Open Access: A Leveraged Transition. In: The Culture of
Periodicals from the Perspective of the Electronic Age, pp. 99-105, L'Harmattan.
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/15753/

ABSTRACT: What the research community needs, urgently, is free online access (Open
Access, OA) to its own peer-reviewed research output. Researchers can provide that in
two ways: by publishing their articles in OA journals (Gold OA) or by continuing to publish
in non-OA journals and self-archiving their final peer-reviewed drafts in their own OA
Institutional Repositories (Green OA). OA self-archiving, once it is mandated by research
institutions and funders, can reliably generate 100% Green OA. Gold OA requires
journals to convert to OA publishing (which is not in the hands of the research
community) and it also requires the funds to cover the Gold OA publication costs. With
100% Green OA, the research community's access and impact problems are already
solved. If and when 100% Green OA should cause significant cancellation pressure (no
one knows whether or when that will happen, because OA Green grows anarchically,
article by article, not journal by journal) then the cancellation pressure will cause cost-
cutting, downsizing and eventually a leveraged transition to OA (Gold) publishing on the
part of journals. As subscription revenues shrink, institutional windfall savings from
cancellations grow. If and when journal subscriptions become unsustainable, per-article
publishing costs will be low enough, and institutional savings will be high enough to cover
them, because publishing will have downsized to just peer-review service provision
alone, offloading text-generation onto authors and access-provision and archiving onto
the global network of OA Institutional Repositories. Green OA will have leveraged a
transition to Gold OA.

(Question 2b) “Conversely, are there policies that should not be
adopted with respect to public access to peer-reviewed scholarly
publications so as not to undermine any intellectual property rights
of publishers, scientists, Federal agencies, and other stakeholders?”

(i) There is no need to require the publisher’s version-of-record to be made open
access. The majority of publishers have already endorsed immediate OA self-



archiving of the authors peer-reviewed final-drafts by their authors. The author’s
final draft is sufficient to ensure that no would-be user is denied online access to
the peer-reviewed research findings. http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/

(i) Mandating free online access to the author’s final draft (“gratis OA”) would be
enough as a first step. Gratis OA is absolutely essential for maximizing research
access and impact. In some fields, “libre OA” (free online access plus additional
republication and “remix” rights), would be welcome too, but the need for libre OA
is not as universal or urgent as the need for gratis OA.
http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/newsletter/08-02-08.htm

All authors want their research findings to be accessible to all potential users, not
just to those whose institutions can afford subscription access to the journal in
which they were published. But not all authors want their work to be “remixed”.
And once freely accessible online, there is hardly a need for it to be re-published!

(Note that along with free online access, the following also automatically comes
with the territory:
(2) clicking,
3) on-screen access,
) linking,
) downloading,
) local storage,
) local print-off of hard copy, and
) local data-mining by the user,
as well as global harvesting and search by engines like google.)

(

(4
(5
(6
(7
(8

(iif) Researchers should continue to be able to publish their findings in the journal
that is most appropriate for their work — usually the peer-reviewed journal with
the highest peer-review standards that their paper can meet. It is alright to
encourage researchers to publish in open access journals (gold OA) whenever a
suitable gold OA journal exists, and it is alright to provide funds to pay the gold
OA publication fee when funds are available, but publishing in gold OA journals
should not — and need not — be mandatory. Publishing in the journal that is
optimal for the paper and then making the final draft green OA is sufficient.

Federal research agencies should on no account wait passively for publishers to
decide if and when they wish to convert to Gold OA, offering only to divert scarce
research funds to pay the fees. Mandate Green OA now and publishing will
successfully adapt to the new OA reality quite naturally of its own accord — and
the overall cost will be substantially lower for both institutions and funders.

QUESTION 3 (3a, 3b):




(Question 3a) “What are the pros and cons of centralized and
decentralized approaches to managing public access to peer-
reviewed scholarly publications that result from federally funded
research in terms of interoperability, search, development of analytic
tools, and other scientific and commercial opportunities?”

To reply to this question, it is essential to distinguish the locus of deposit from the
locus of search and navigation.

The optimal way to mandate (green) OA for all federally funded research is to
mandate deposit directly in the fundee’s (OAl-interoperable) institutional
repository. The deposits (either just the metadata plus the link to the full text, or
the metadata plus the full-text) can then be harvested automatically by subject-
based repositories (such as PubMed Central or CiteSeerx) as well as global
harvesters (such as Scirus or Google Scholar).

The fundamental principle of the Internet and the Web is (1) local, distibuted
deposit and then (2) central harvesting, navigation, search and analysis. (Note
that content is not deposited directly in google!) The search and analytic tools are
all developed at the central harvester level, not at the distibuted content-provider
level.

Most universities and research institutions already have OAl-interoperable
institutional repositories [http://roar.eprints.org]. For those institutions that do not
yet have one, there are back-up repositories created specifically for that purpose,
such as http://opendepot.org/.

Deposit institutionally, harvest centrally. Deposit should always be in the
author’s own institutional repository, with the institution helping to monitor and
ensure compliance with funders’ deposit mandates. Once embargoes have
elapsed, deposits can be automatically harvested by central, discipline-based
repositories such as PubMed Central.

(The purpose of this is (a) in order to ensure that authors only ever have to
deposit once, (b) in order to recruit institutions to monitor and ensure compliance
with the funder mandates and (c) in order to facilitate the adoption and
implementation of complementary mandates by institutions, the universal
research providers, so that they mandate the deposit of both their funded and
unfunded research articles.)

Harnad, S. (2008) How to Integrate University and Funder Open Access Mandates. Open Access
Archivangelism 369 (2 March 2008) http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/369-

quid.html

ABSTRACT: Research funder open-access mandates (such as NIH's and RCUK's) and
university open-access mandates (such as Harvard's and U. Liege's) are complementary.
There is a simple way to integrate funder mandates and university mandates to make
them synergistic and mutually reinforcing:

Universities' own Institutional Repositories (IRs) are the natural locus for the direct
deposit of their own research output: Universities (and research institutions) are the




universal research providers of all research (funded and unfunded, in all fields) and have
a direct interest in archiving, monitoring, measuring, evaluating, and showcasing their
own research assets -- as well as in maximizing their uptake, usage and impact.

Universities (and research institutions) also have a direct interest in ensuring that
their researchers fulfill their funders' conditions for awarding grants.

Both universities and funders should accordingly mandate deposit of all peer-
reviewed final drafts (postprints), in each author's own university IR, immediately upon
acceptance for publication, for both institutional and funder monitoring and record-
keeping purposes. Access to that immediate postprint deposit in the author's university IR
may be set immediately as Open Access if copyright conditions allow; otherwise access
can be set as Closed Access, pending copyright negotiations or embargoes. All the rest
of the conditions described by universities and funders should accordingly apply only to
the timing and copyright conditions for setting open access to those deposits, not to the
depositing itself, its locus or its timing.

As aresult, (1) there will be a common deposit locus for all research output
worldwide; (2) university mandates will reinforce and monitor compliance with funder
mandates; (3) funder mandates will reinforce university mandates; (4) legal details
concerning open-access provision, copyright and embargoes will be applied
independently of deposit itself, on a case by case basis, according to the conditions of
each mandate; (5) opt-outs will apply only to copyright negotiations, not to deposit itself,
nor its timing; and (6) any central OA repositories can then harvest the postprints from
the authors' IRs under the agreed conditions at the agreed time, if they wish.

Search tools and richer metadata are not what is missing: OA content is.
What will create the motivation to develop powerful new tools for searching and
analyzing OA content will be the provision of the OA content. Unmandated, only
a sparse fragment of peer-reviewed research is freely accessible online today. If
federal funders mandate green OA, this will not only make federally funded
research OA, but it will help and encourage universities and research institutions
worldwide to mandate green OA for all their research output, funded and
unfunded, across all fields.

Universities and research institutions will then also be in a position to help
monitor and ensure compliance with funder mandates.The provision of the OA
content will also motivate the development of more powerful standards of
interoperability, making the OA content increasingly useful and functional. New
OA metrics that track and measure research uptake, usage, applications,
citations, directions, progress and impact will also be developed, once the OA
database has been provided because it is universally mandated by funders and
institutions.

Harnad, S. (2008) Validating Research Performance Metrics Against Peer Rankings. Ethics in
Science and Environmental Politics 8 (11) doi:10.3354/esep00088 “The Use And Misuse Of
Bibliometric Indices In Evaluating Scholarly Performance” http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/15619/

(Question 3b) “Are there reasons why a Federal agency (or agencies)
should maintain custody of all published content, and are there ways
that the government can ensure long-term stewardship if content is
distributed across multiple private sources?”

It is imperative to distinguish (i) the peer-reviewed research access/impact
problem from (ii) the digital storage and preservation problem. They are not the



same problem, and conflating them makes both harder to understand and to
solve.

There is indeed a digital storage and preservation problem, and many measures
are underway to meet it, but it has nothing to do with the research access
problem or with open access. Digital content needs to be preserved regardless of
whether it is open access or subscription access. And preserving it does not
make it open access.

Mandating (green) open access self-archiving of the peer-reviewed final drafts of
all federally funded research solves the research access/impact problem (for
federally funded research).

There is no further “custody” issue, once OA has been mandated: The fundee’s
peer-reviewed, accepted final drafts are freely accessible online to all users,
webwide, whether or not those users have subscription access to the publisher’s
version-of-record through an institutional subscription. The green OA drafts are
harvested by multiple central harvesters and it is in everyone’s interest to keep
them freely accessible indefinitely, migrating and mirroring them with upgrades
and technology developments.

But those green OA drafts are not the publisher’s version of record.

The preservation of the digital version of the publisher’s version-of-record is a
matter for national archival deposit libraries, mirroring, LOCKSS, etc., but it is
independent of the problem of open access — not even the same digital
documents are at issue!

The green OA versions need preservation too, and the institutional repositories
and harvesters can and will ensure that their contents will remain freely
accessible online indefinitely. But that is not the problem of the preservation of
the digital version of record.

QUESTION 4.

(Question 4) “Are there models or new ideas for public-private
partnerships that take advantage of existing publisher archives and
encourage innovation in accessibility and interoperability, while
ensuring long- term stewardship of the results of federally funded
research?”

Again, the publisher archives contain the publisher’s version-of-record. It is
worthwhile pursuing long-term preservation plans for this digital content, but it
has nothing to do with providing Open Access.

Access to the green OA version is not provided by publishers, it is provided by
authors and their institutions, on a distributed basis, and it is further supported



and strengthened by multiple central harvesters of the distributed OA repository
content (either the metadata plus links to the full-texts or the metadata plus the
full-texts themselves).

It would be an enormous strategic mistake to entrust open-access provision to
publishers. That is not, and should not be, the publishers’ function. It would be
suffused with conflict of interest: The subscription publisher’s primary interest
today is to protect and preserve payment for access, come what may (via
subscriptions, site-licenses or pay-per-view). OA is the antithesis of that: ensure
that research is accessible online to all users, not just those whose institutions
can afford to subscribe. The interim compromise is to allow publishers to control
access to the version-of-record, on paper and online, but to mandate that the
author’s peer-reviewed final draft is made accessible online free for all in the
author’s institutional repository.

Open-access provision should not be put under the control of publishers.
Complying with a funder OA mandates should be done by the fundee (and
monitored by the fundee’s institution); it should not be entrusted to the publisher.

QUESTION 5 (5a, 5b, 5¢):

(Question 5a) “What steps can be taken by Federal agencies,
publishers, and/or scholarly and professional societies to encourage
interoperable search, discovery, and analysis capacity across
disciplines and archives?”

The one essential step needs to be taken by Federal Research agencies (as well
as by universities and research institutions). That step is to mandate the deposit
of all peer-reviewed research output in the researcher’s institutional repository.

It is providing that annual OA content (80-90% of it still not yet OA today) that will
motivate powerful new developments in interoperable search, discovery and
analysis tools across repositories and disciplines. There is no incentive for
developing powerful new tools now, while the OA content is still so sparse (only
10-20% of research is spontaneously being made OA today, unmandated; see
Figure 7; cf. Figure 4.).

Bjork B-C, Welling P, Laakso M, Majlender P, Hedlund T, et al. 2010 Open Access to the
Scientific Journal Literature: Situation 2009. PLoS ONE 5(6): e11273.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0011273

http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F 10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0011273
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Figure 7. Global Green and Gold OA percentages for the top journals
(indexed by Thompson-Reuters-ISl), the unindexed journals, and all

journals. The reasons for the green/gold differences in percentage are that (1) about 10% of all
journals are gold, (2) a much smaller percentage of the top journals are gold, (3) all journal
articles can be self-archived, and (4) over 60% of non-gold journals have already endorsed green
OA self-archiving. Cf. Figure 3 and Figure 4.

Publishers (whether commercial or scholarly) can help by endorsing and
supporting green OA self-archiving by their authors (as over 60% of them,
including virtually all the top journals, have done already --
http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/statistics.php?la=en&fIDnum=|&mode=simple ),
but only authors’ funders and institutions can ensure that the author self-
archiving actually gets done, by mandating it.

(Question 5b) “What are the minimum core metadata for scholarly
publications that must be made available to the public to allow such
capabilities?”

The OAI core metadata — author, date, title, publication, etc. — are the minimum
for interoperability. They can be enhanced and made more powerful; the urgent
priority, however, is not to enrich the metadata but to provide the OA content
itself. OAl is more than enough for most uses of peer-reviewed journal articles —
by researchers, harvesters, and the public. What is needed is the articles
themselves. And for that, deposit must be mandated. Once the OA content is
there, the hard part is done: Futher enriching the metadata and capabilities is the
easy part, and will be a welcome challenge, taken up by many skilled and
creative developers — once there is a database that makes it worth their while (by
making it worth the users’ while to relay on it — as 20% certainly does not).

(Question 5c) “How should Federal agencies make certain that such
minimum core metadata associated with peer-reviewed publications
resulting from federally funded scientific research are publicly



available to ensure that these publications can be easily found and
linked to Federal science funding?”

To repeat, OAl-interoperability is more than enough already. What is missing is
not metadata, but OA content. And the solution is to mandate deposit. Once the
content is there, the motivation to generate ever richer metadata will follow.

QUESTION 6:

(Question 6) “How can Federal agencies that fund science maximize
the benefit of public access policies to U.S. taxpayers, and their
investment in the peer-reviewed literature, while minimizing burden
and costs for stakeholders, including awardee institutions,
scientists, publishers, Federal agencies, and libraries?”

The one, simple, cost-free step that federal agencies can and should take to
maximize the uptake, usage, applications and impact of peer-reviewed research
is to mandate (i.e., require) that the final, peer-reviewed draft of all federally
funded research be deposited (“self-archived”) in the fundee’s institutional
repository immediately upon acceptance for publication (as over 50 research
funders [including NIH] and almost 200 universities and research institutions
worldwide [including Harvard and MIT] have already done).

Federally mandated green open access self-archiving of federally funded
research maximizes the investment in research for the following nine
stakeholders -- (1) researchers (scientists), (2) research institutions (awardee
institutions and their libraries), (3) research funders (Federal agencies), (4) the
vast R&D industry, (5) students, (6) teachers, (7) the developing world, (8)
journalists, and the (9) public whose taxes fund the research and for whose
benefit the research is conducted (US taxpayers) — as well as for (10) the uptake,
applications, impact and progress of research itself.

It is by maximizing research impact and progress that mandating OA maximizes
the return on U.S. taxpayers’ investment in research. See Figure 1 and:

Bibliography of Findings on the Open Access Impact Advantage
http://opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html

Mandating convergent institutional deposit rather than divergent institution-
external, central deposit also minimizes the burden and cost — for researchers,
institutions and funders — by minimizing and distributing the archiving effort as
well as the cost across institutions.

Publishers. It is a very widespread and deep error to reckon the potential gains
or losses from providing or not providing open access in terms of gains or losses
to the publishing industry. Peer-reviewed research journal publishing is a service
industry. It exists in the service of research, researchers and research progress,



which are vastly larger and more important economically than research journal
publishing itself, as a business.

It is hence the research publishing industry that must adapt to the powerful new
potential that the online era has opened up for research, researchers, research
institutions, research funders, the vast R&D industry, teachers, students, and the
tax-paying public that funds the research. Not vice versa.

Economically speaking, it would be a great mistake to conceptualize this new
situation as research, researchers and the R&D industry having to compromise
their newfound potential to maximize the research progress — along the lines that
have now been made possible by the online era -- in order to protect and
preserve the current revenue streams and M.O. of the publishing industry, which
evolved for the technology and economics of the bygone Gutenberg era of print
on paper.

Research having to adapt to publishing would amount to the publishing tail
wagging the research dog. It must always be kept clearly in mind that the peer-
reviewed research publishing industry exists as a service industry for research,
not vice versa:

Publicly funded research is entitled to the full scientific and public benefit opened
up for it by the online media. The research publishing industry can and will
continue to evolve until it adapts naturally to the new demands and needs of the
online age of open access to research.

Harnad, S. (2007) The Green Road to Open Access: A Leveraged Transition. In: The Culture of
Periodicals from the Perspective of the Electronic Age, pp. 99-105, L'Harmattan.
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/15753/

ABSTRACT: What the research community needs, urgently, is free online access (Open
Access, OA) to its own peer-reviewed research output. Researchers can provide that in
two ways: by publishing their articles in OA journals (Gold OA) or by continuing to publish
in non-OA journals and self-archiving their final peer-reviewed drafts in their own OA
Institutional Repositories (Green OA). OA self-archiving, once it is mandated by research
institutions and funders, can reliably generate 100% Green OA. Gold OA requires
journals to convert to OA publishing (which is not in the hands of the research
community) and it also requires the funds to cover the Gold OA publication costs. With
100% Green OA, the research community's access and impact problems are already
solved. If and when 100% Green OA should cause significant cancellation pressure (no
one knows whether or when that will happen, because OA Green grows anarchically,
article by article, not journal by journal) then the cancellation pressure will cause cost-
cutting, downsizing and eventually a leveraged transition to OA (Gold) publishing on the
part of journals. As subscription revenues shrink, institutional windfall savings from
cancellations grow. If and when journal subscriptions become unsustainable, per-article
publishing costs will be low enough, and institutional savings will be high enough to cover
them, because publishing will have downsized to just peer-review service provision
alone, offloading text-generation onto authors and access-provision and archiving onto
the global network of OA Institutional Repositories. Green OA will have leveraged a
transition to Gold OA.



QUESTION 7:

(Question 7) “Besides scholarly journal articles, should other types
of peer- reviewed publications resulting from federally funded
research, such as book chapters and conference proceedings, be
covered by these public access policies?”

Peer-reviewed journal articles. All researchers want immediate OA for their
published articles (whether published in journals or in refereed conference
proceedings) in order to maximize their access, uptake, usage, applications,
citations and impact -- but not all researchers will want there to be immediate OA
for their books, book-chapters or data. Funding agencies should not try to
mandate what researchers don'’t all want to provide willingly, and certainly not in
the first instance. That would diminish the credibility of OA itself as well as
making it harder to get author consensus, compliance and good will.

Where possible, if the author and publisher both agree, the deposit of
publications — over and above refereed journal articles and refereed conference
papers — such as book chapters, books and research data should be encouraged
as well, but on no account should it be mandated (required).

Bare Minimum Essentials
The minimum should be to mandate that:
(i) the fundee’s revised, accepted refereed final draft

(i) of all refereed journal articles (including refereed conference articles)
resulting from the funded research must be

(iif) deposited immediately upon acceptance for publication
(iv) in the fundee’s institutional repository.

(v) Access to the deposit must be made gratis OA (online access free for
all) immediately (no OA embargo) wherever possible (over 60 % of
journals already endorse immediate gratis OA self-archiving).

Below are further steps that can be encouraged (but not mandated):

(i) Author’s final draft. Where possible, if the publisher endorses immediate
unembargoed Gratis OA, the deposit can be the publisher’s version-of-record
rather than (or in addition to) the author’s refereed, accepted final draft. (Most of
the 60% of journals that endorse immediate, unembargoed OA, endorse it for the



author’s final draft only, not for the publisher’s version-of-record. This constraint
must be kept in mind: it is a small liability, but a far bigger asset.)

(ii) Peer-reviewed journal articles. \Where possible, if the author and publisher
both agree, publications in addition to refereed journal articles and refereed
conference papers (book chapters, books) as well as research data should be
deposited as well.

(iii) Immediate deposit. Where possible, if the publisher agrees (as over 60%,
including most of the top journals, already do), the deposit should be made gratis
OA immediately upon deposit; the remaining 40% must still be deposited
immediately too, but making access to them OA may be embargoed for at most
an X-month OA embargo (length of X to be decided, but preferably not more
than 6 months).

(During any OA embargo, individual requests from individual researchers for an
individual copy of the Closed Access deposit for research purposes, can be
automatically relayed by the institutional software to the author for authorization,
and an individual copy can be automatically emailed to the requester by the
software upon authorization by the author. This helps tide over research needs
during the embargo.)

Sale, A., Couture, M., Rodrigues, E., Carr, L. and Harnad, S. (2012) Open Access Mandates and
the "Fair Dealing" Button. In: Dynamic Fair Dealing: Creating Canadian Culture Online (Rosemary
J. Coombe & Darren Wershler, Eds.) http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/18511/

ABSTRACT: We describe the "Fair Dealing Button," a feature designed for authors who
have deposited their papers in an Open Access Institutional Repository but have
deposited them as "Closed Access" (meaning only the metadata are visible and
retrievable, not the full eprint) rather than Open Access. The Button allows individual
users to request and authors to provide a single eprint via semi-automated email. The
purpose of the Button is to tide over research usage needs during any publisher embargo
on Open Access and, more importantly, to make it possible for institutions to adopt the
"Immediate-Deposit/Optional-Access" Mandate, without exceptions or opt-outs, instead of
a mandate that allows delayed deposit or deposit waivers, depending on publisher
permissions or embargoes (or no mandate at all). This is only "Almost-Open Access," but
in facilitating exception-free immediate-deposit mandates it will accelerate the advent of
universal Open Access.

(iv) Deposit institutionally, harvest centrally. Deposit should always be in the
author’s own institutional repository, with the institution helping to monitor and
ensure compliance with funders’ deposit mandates. Once embargoes have
elapsed, deposits can be automatically harvested by central, discipline-
based repositories such as PubMed Central. (This is (a) to facilitate the
adoption and implementation of complementary mandates by institutions,
mandating deposit of unfunded research articles too, and (b) to ensure that
authors only ever have to deposit once.)

Harnad, S. (2008) How to Integrate University and Funder Open Access Mandates. Open Access
Archivangelism 369 (2 March 2008) http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/369-

quid.html




ABSTRACT: Research funder open-access mandates (such as NIH's and RCUK's) and
university open-access mandates (such as Harvard's and U. Liege's) are complementary.
There is a simple way to integrate funder mandates and university mandates to make
them synergistic and mutually reinforcing:

Universities' own Institutional Repositories (IRs) are the natural locus for the direct
deposit of their own research output: Universities (and research institutions) are the
universal research providers of all research (funded and unfunded, in all fields) and have
a direct interest in archiving, monitoring, measuring, evaluating, and showcasing their
own research assets -- as well as in maximizing their uptake, usage and impact.

Universities (and research institutions) also have a direct interest in ensuring that
their researchers fulfill their funders' conditions for awarding grants.

Both universities and funders should accordingly mandate deposit of all peer-
reviewed final drafts (postprints), in each author's own university IR, immediately upon
acceptance for publication, for both institutional and funder monitoring and record-
keeping purposes. Access to that immediate postprint deposit in the author's university IR
may be set immediately as Open Access if copyright conditions allow; otherwise access
can be set as Closed Access, pending copyright negotiations or embargoes. All the rest
of the conditions described by universities and funders should accordingly apply only to
the timing and copyright conditions for setting open access to those deposits, not to the
depositing itself, its locus or its timing.

As a result, (1) there will be a common deposit locus for all research output
worldwide; (2) university mandates will reinforce and monitor compliance with funder
mandates; (3) funder mandates will reinforce university mandates; (4) legal details
concerning open-access provision, copyright and embargoes will be applied
independently of deposit itself, on a case by case basis, according to the conditions of
each mandate; (5) opt-outs will apply only to copyright negotiations, not to deposit itself,
nor its timing; and (6) any central OA repositories can then harvest the postprints from
the authors' IRs under the agreed conditions at the agreed time, if they wish.

(v) Gratis OA (free online access). Where possible, if the author and publisher
both agree, access to the deposit can be made not just gratis OA (free online
access) but libre OA (free online access plus various re-use rights).

(Note that with free online access what aready comes with the territory is clicking,
on-screen access, linking, downloading, local storage, local print-off of hard copy,
and local data-mining by the user, as well as global harvesting and search by
engines like google. Many authors will not want to allow others to make and
publish mash-ups of their verbatim texts. Journal article texts are not like music,
videos, software or even research data, out of which creative modifications and
remixes can be valuable. All scholars and scientists want their findings and ideas
to be re-used, applied and built-upon, but not that their words should be remixed
in mash-ups.)

Suber, Peter (2008) Gratis and libre Open Access. SPARC Open Access Newsletter,
August 2008 http://www.arl.org/sparc/publications/articles/gratisandlibre.shtml

QUESTION 8 (8a, 8b):

(Question 8a) “What is the appropriate embargo period after
publication before the public is granted free access to the full



content of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from
federally funded research?”

There is no real reason any would-be user should ever be denied access to
publicly funded research journal articles. Over 60% of journals (and virtually all
the top journals) already endorse immediate green OA to the author’s final draft.

But if federal funding agencies wish to accommodate the <40% of journals that
do not yet endorse immediate green OA, an embargo period (preferably no
longer than 6 months) could be allowed.

The crucial thing, however, is that the embargo should not apply to the date at
which deposit of the author’s final, peer-reviewed draft in the author’s institutional
repository is required. That deposit should be done immediately upon
acceptance for publication, for all articles, without exception.

The allowable OA embargo should apply only to whether access to the
immediate-deposit is made OA immediately, or access is instead set as “Closed
Access” during the allowable embargo period.

The Immediate-Deposit/Optional-Access (ID/OA) Mandate: Rationale and Model
http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/71-quid.html

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Universities and research funders are both invited to use this
document. Note that this recommended "Immediate-Deposit & Optional-Access" (IDOA)
policy model (also called the "Dual Deposit/Release Strategy") has been specifically
formulated to be immune from any delays or embargoes (based on publisher policy or
copyright restrictions): The deposit -- of the author's final, peer-reviewed draft of all
journal articles, in the author's own Institutional Repository (IR) -- is required immediately
upon acceptance for publication, with no delays or exceptions. But whether access to that
deposit is immediately set to Open Access or provisionally set to Closed Access (with
only the metadata, but not the full-text, accessible webwide) is left up to the author, with
only a strong recommendation to set access as Open Access as soon as possible
(immediately wherever possible, and otherwise preferably with a maximal embargo cap
at 6 months).

This IDOA policy is greatly preferable to, and far more effective than a policy that
allows delayed deposit (embargo) or opt-out as determined by publisher policy or
copyright restrictions. The restrictions apply only to the access-setting, not to the deposit,
which must be immediate. Closed Access deposit is purely an institution-internal book-
keeping matter, with the institution's own assets, and no publisher policy or copyright
restriction applies to it.

[In the meanwhile, if there needs to be an embargo period, the IR software has a
semi-automated EMAIL EPRINT REQUEST button that allows any would-be user to
request (by entering their email address and clicking) and then allows any author to
provide (by simply clicking on a URL that appears in the eprint request received by email)
a single copy of the deposited draft, by email, on an individual basis (a practice that falls
fully under Fair Use). This provides almost-immediate, almost-Open Access to tide over
research usage needs during any Closed Access period.]

(Question 8b) “Please describe the empirical basis for the
recommended embargo period.”



The many empirical studies that have — in every research field tested —
repeatedly demonstrated the research impact advantage (in terms of both
downloads and citations) of journal articles that have been made (green) OA,
compared to articles in the same journal and year that have not been made OA,
have also found that the OA impact advantage is greater (and, of course, comes
earlier) the earlier the article is made OA. The advantage of early OA extends
also to preprints made OA even before peer review. Delayed access means not
only delayed impact but also lost impact, in areas of research where it is
important to strike while the iron is hot. See especially the findings of the Harvard
astrophysicist, Michael Kurtz in:

Bibliography of Findings on the Open Access Impact Advantage
http://opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html

The optimal OA embargo period is zero: peer-reviewed research findings should
be accessible to all potential users immediately upon acceptance for publication.
Studies have repeatedly shown that both denying and delaying access diminish
research uptake and impact. Nor does delayed access just mean delayed
impact: Especially in rapid-turnaround research areas (e.g. in areas of physics
and biology) delaying access can mean permanent impact loss (see Figure 6):

Gentil-Beccot A, Mele S, Brooks T.C. Citing and reading behaviours in high-energy
physics. Scientometrics. 2010;84(2):345-55 http://arxiv.org/pdf/0906.5418v1

EXTRA QUESTIONS (X1, X2, X3):

Question X1. “Analyses that weigh public and private benefits and
account for external market factors, such as competition, price
changes, library budgets, and other factors, will be particularly
useful.”

Please see the careful comparative economic analyses of John Joughton and co-workers (Figure
1):

Houghton, J.W. & Oppenheim, C. (2009) The Economic Implications of Alternative Publishing
Models. Prometheus 26(1): 41-54
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a920247424

Houghton, J.W., Rasmussen, B., Sheehan, P.J., Oppenheim, C., Morris, A., Creaser, C.,
Greenwood, H., Summers, M. and Gourlay, A. (2009). Economic Implications of Alternative
Scholarly Publishing Models: Exploring the Costs and Benefits, London and Bristol: The Joint
Information Systems Committee (JISC)
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/publications/reports/2009/economicpublishingmodelsfinalreport.aspx

Harnad, S. (2010) The Immediate Practical Implication of the Houghton Report: Provide Green
Open Access Now. Prometheus 28 (1): 55-59 http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/18514/

ABSTRACT: Among the many important implications of Houghton et al’s (2009) timely
and illuminating JISC analysis of the costs and benefits of providing free online access
(“Open Access,” OA) to peer-reviewed scholarly and scientific journal articles one stands



out as particularly compelling: It would yield a forty-fold benefit/cost ratio if the world’s
peer-reviewed research were all self-archived by its authors so as to make it OA. There
are many assumptions and estimates underlying Houghton et al’'s modelling and
analyses, but they are for the most part very reasonable and even conservative. This
makes their strongest practical implication particularly striking: The 40-fold benefit/cost
ratio of providing Green OA is an order of magnitude greater than all the other potential
combinations of alternatives to the status quo analyzed and compared by Houghton et al.
This outcome is all the more significant in light of the fact that self-archiving already rests
entirely in the hands of the research community (researchers, their institutions and their
funders), whereas OA publishing depends on the publishing industry. Perhaps most
remarkable is the fact that this outcome emerged from studies that approached the
problem primarily from the standpoint of the economics of publication rather than the
economics of research.

Question X2. “Are there evidence-based arguments that can be made
that the delay period should be different for specific disciplines or
types of publications?”

The optimal OA delay period is zero: the research reported in peer-reviewed
journal/conference articles should be accessible to all potential users
immediately upon acceptance for publication, in all disciplines. There is no real
reason any would-be user should ever be denied access to publicly funded
research journal articles. Over 60% of journals (and virtually all the top journals)
already endorse immediate green OA to the author’s final draft.

But if federal funding agencies wish to accommodate the <40% of journals that
do not yet endorse immediate green OA, an embargo period (preferably no
longer than 6 months) could be allowed.

The crucial thing, however, is that the embargo should not apply to the date at
which deposit of the author’s final, peer-reviewed draft in the author’s institutional
repository is required. That deposit should be done immediately upon
acceptance for publication, for all articles, without exception.

The allowable OA embargo should apply only to whether access to the
immediate-deposit is made OA immediately, or access is instead set as “Closed
Access” during the allowable embargo period.

Question X3. “Please identify any other items the Task Force might
consider for Federal policies related to public access to peer-
reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally supported
research.”

If Federal funding agencies mandate green OA self-archiving of the fundee’s final
draft of all peer-reviewed journal articles resulting from federally funded research,
deposited in the fundee’s institutional repository immediately upon acceptance



for publication (ID/OA mandate), this will not only generate 100% OA for all US
federally funded research, but it will inspire funders as well as universities and
research institutions worldwide to follow the US’s model, reciprocating with OA
mandates of their own, thereby ushering in the era of open access to all
research, worldwide, in all fields, funded and unfunded (see mandate growth
curve from ROARMAP (Registry of Open Access Mandatory Archiving Policies-
http://roarmap.eprints.org/), Figure 2).

Stevan Harnad

Moderator, American Scientist Open Access Forum 1998-2011
http://amsci-forum.amsci.org/archives/American-Scientist-Open-Access-
Forum.html

Canada Research Chair in Cognitive Sciences
Institut des sciences cognitives (ISC)
Universite du Quebec a Montreal

Montreal, Quebec, Canada H3C 3P8
http://www.crsc.ugam.ca/

Professor of Cognitive Science

Department of Electronics and Computer Science
University of Southampton

Highfield, Southampton

S0O17 1BJ UNITED KINGDOM
http://www.ecs.soton.ac.uk/~harnad/




Dear OSTP,

| would like to submit a comment on the question of public access to research.
My name is Aram Harrow and | am a Research Assistant Professor of
Computer Science & Engineering at the University of Washington, but my
views are my own and don't represent my employer.

My address is

Department of Computer Science and Engineering

185 Stevens Way

Box 352350

Seattle, WA 98195

My research is on quantum computing, a fast-moving field at the intersection of physics,
computer science, mathematics and electrical engineering. In my field, most papers
appear in preprint form at the site arxiv.org. From my perspective, journals add very little
value, apart from the refereeing process. And since associate editors and referees are
academics who earn no additional salary from their efforts, their work does not seem to
be inherently tied to the journal format.

Thus, in evaluating the demands of different stakeholders, | would urge you to be
skeptical of the demands from the for-profit publishing industry. The profitability of that
sector has little to do with the advance of science, and reflects rather their ability to raise
rents from the use of journal articles as credentials.

In my experience, arxiv.org meets almost all of my scientific needs, except for peer
review. In particular, as a scientist, | have no use for intellectual property rights in the
papers | write, and would be happy with e.g. a Creative Commons license. The best-
case scenario | see for publishing is that peer review is done in a way that does not
require giving up copyright to publishers. It would be amazing and wonderful if the
government could help effect this change.

Of course, whatever policies you adopt should permit innovation in the publishing
sector. | think the right way to do this is to require all federally-funded research to be
available for free in a repository like arxiv.org. There should be unique identifiers and
properly formatted metadata for each paper, so that third parties (government, non-profit
or for-profit) can write their own front ends or other utilities. The system should also
facilitate mirrors, e.g. the way arxiv.org is mirrored around the world. In this way,
innovations (such as google scholar) can be decoupled from holding copyright.
Facilitating mirrors will also help to encourage archival.

Thanks for considering these comments, and good luck in your work.

Sincerely,
Aram Harrow



Paul N. Courant

Library

31 December 2011

Office of Science and Technology Policy
on behalf of National Science and Technology Council
Attention: Ted Wackler, Deputy Chief of Staff

Re: Response to Notice for Request for Information: Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly
Publications Resulting From Federally Funded Research (FR Doc. 2011-28623)

Dear Sir:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter of public policy.

Nearly a year ago to today I had the opportunity to respond to the Request for Public Comment
on Public Access Policies for Science and Technology Funding Agencies Across the Federal
Government on this important matter of public policy (Letter to Dr. Diane DeEuliis from Paul
Courant, January 4, 2010). As noted then, it seems unthinkable that work paid for with taxpayer
monies is not already freely available to our citizens for the betterment of industry, education,
business and the quality of life generally. Information is expensive to produce. In the current
marketplace, it is expensive to share even though this need not be the case. In aggregate, libraries
spend over a billion dollars each year to make information available, but even then access by the
general public is severely limited by the scope of the licenses involved.

A year ago, the OSTP noted that the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
appropriated $17 billion to support research, research infrastructure and education, primarily
through the National Science Foundation (NSF) and National Institutes of Health. The value of
this work to our country and our citizens would be greatly increased if the work were easily
accessible to all Americans.

With that as background, I turn to your specific questions.

(1) Are there steps that agencies could take to grow existing and new markets related to
the access and analysis of peer-reviewed publications that result from federally funded
scientific research? How can policies for archiving publications and making them
publically accessible be used to grow the economy and improve the productivity of the
scientific enterprise? What are the relative costs and benefits of such policies? What type of
access to these publications is required to maximize U.S. economic growth and improve the
productivity of the American scientific enterprise?
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Our nation’s investment in research is an investment in our intellectual and economic
infrastructure. The first step is fundamental to using that investment to expand related markets,
and to make sure that research results are meaningfully available to all citizens. The American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 invested $17 billion to support research, research
infrastructure, and education, but the full impact of that investment cannot be felt if it is not
meaningfully accessible.

The current state of affairs does not serve the public interest. Today, access to publicly funded
research is limited primarily to people at public universities and large corporations — institutions
that can afford the high subscription cost of scholarly journals. Yet, we know that small
businesses and individual entrepreneurs are key to growing our economy and are crucibles of
innovation. It is foreseeable that making research available to specialists will increase our
knowledge base. But it is equally important to ensure broad readership.

One example: Karim Lakhani and his colleagues at the Harvard Business School report striking
results along these lines in their paper, “The Value of Openness in Scientific Problem Solving.”
They looked at more than 150 unsolved scientific problems that had stymied the research
laboratories of 26 firms. When those problems were presented to a population of over 80,000
independent scientists who would otherwise be unaware of the problems and who have less
relevant specific knowledge or expertise, they solved “one-third of a sample of problems that
large and well-known R & D-intensive firms had been unsuccessful in solving internally.”
(Lakhani, 2007) The economic benefit of broad access to information is apparent, and this
example demonstrates how solutions can come from experts and nonexperts.

We do understand a good deal about the costs of providing such access. The NIH found that the
cost of making the research they fund available via PubMed Central is a small fraction of their
budget. (Lipman, 2011) At the University of Michigan, we have developed infrastructure
consistent with our mission of sharing our work with the world. Deep Blue (our institutional
repository) and HathiTrust (a national digital repository created by the cooperative efforts of
some of the nation’s top research universities and hosted by our Library) both operate within our
normal, day-to-day budget and mission.

Other universities, both public and private, are similarly positioned to share the wealth of
knowledge that our researchers create daily but are often unable to do so. For example, the
University’s Business Engagement Center and the Library’s document delivery service (the
Michigan Information Transfer Source (MITS)) regularly hear from small businesses that want
access to our licensed resources — often based on original research performed on our own
campus. These small businesses are unable to afford to license or buy the research papers they
need despite the fact that they funded much of this research themselves via their taxes. As a
result, with the support of the Michigan Economic Development Corporation, the Library is
currently a partner on a $6.8 million dollar grant targeted at building business and job
opportunities. The $150,000 in funding for MITS is to support the cost of providing access to
research for entrepreneurs and small businesses that are otherwise unable to afford to read the
work done by our researchers and their peers.
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Immediate and open access to publicly funded research is both possible and desirable even
beyond the fundamental question of transparency, accuracy, and progress that is the goal of
science.

The Value of Openness in Scientific Problem Solving

Karim R. Lakhani, Lars Bo Jeppesen, Peter A. Lohse, Jill A. Panetta

Harvard Business School Working Paper No. 07-050

January 2007
http://www.hbs.edu/research/facpubs/workingpapers/papers0607.html#07-050

Statement by

David J. Lipman, M.D.

Director, National Center for Biotechnology Information
National Library of Medicine

National Institutes of Health

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
on

Public Access to Federally-Funded Research

before

Committee on Oversight and Governmental Reform
Subcommittee on Information Policy, Census and National Archives
United States House of Representatives

April 19, 2011
http://www.hhs.gov/asl/testify/2010/07/t20100729¢.html

Michigan Economic Development Corporation

Michigan Invests in University Efforts to Build Business and Job Opportunities

October 256, 2011
http://www.michiganadvantage.org/Press-Releases/Michigan-invests-in-university-efforts-to-
build-business-and-job-opportunities/

(2) What specific steps can be taken to protect the intellectual property interests of
publishers, scientists, Federal agencies, and other stakeholders involved with the
publication and dissemination of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from
federally funded scientific research? Conversely, are there policies that should not be
adopted with respect to public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications so as not to
undermine any intellectual property rights of publishers, scientists, Federal agencies, and
other stakeholders?

We have long been concerned about protecting the intellectual property rights of our scientists
and recently joined colleagues at the University of California, Columbia University, M.L.T.,
Harvard, and Duke University to draft model license language on author rights. (Author Rights,
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2010; Anderson, 2010) The rights of authors who create the work, and the rights of the agencies
and taxpayers who fund that work, should be the first priority of any policy.

Per the model license language referred to above, the policy should be limited to a requirement
that the results of an author’s federally funded research be made freely available in institutional,
subject-based, national, or other open repositories or archives. This could be handled as a
reservation of a non-exclusive right to do so as a condition of accepting taxpayer funding,

The policy should assure that the authors and scientists who create publications and inventions
retain their intellectual property, including (but not limited to) patent rights and the right to enter
into publishing contracts, for example.

Author Rights Model License Language
https://authorrights.wordpress.com/

“Model Language for Author Rights in Library Content Licenses”

Research Library Issues, no. 269 (April 2010): Special Issue on Strategies for Opening Up
Content

Ivy Anderson

http://publications.arl.org/s691h.pdf

(3) What are the pros and cons of centralized and decentralized approaches to managing
public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications that result from federally funded
research in terms of interoperability, search, development of analytic tools, and other
scientific and commercial opportunities? Are there reasons why a Federal agency (or
agencies) should maintain custody of all published content, and are there ways that the
government can ensure long-term stewardship if content is distributed across multiple
private sources?

While a centralized approach to dissemination of federally funded research has benefits, the
decentralized nature of the internet and the ubiquity and effectiveness of web search engines
make decentralization possible. For preservation purposes, it is desirable to have a decentralized
approach. There are trusted digital repositories spread across the country, often based at public
universities and colleges with a history of and experience with providing access to information to
all who visit, either in person or via the worldwide web.

Here at the University of Michigan, we provide access to the scholarship and research produced
by our faculty via a service known as Deep Blue. Our commitment to permanent, digital access
to this work is an embodiment and extension of our long-term mission as a library to preserve
and provide access to the scholarly record. We are not alone in doing so; universities and
colleges around the country have similar services, and make similar commitments to permanent
access.
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If a centralized national repository for the research is not desirable — and as a practical matter it
is not necessary in this era of search engines and distributed online resources — state-wide,
regional repositories, or subject-specific repositories (such as arXiv.org for physics) can be
developed or expanded for a modest additional cost above their current operating budgets. The
government role in building on this existing infrastructure and expertise can be a limited one, and
the Library of Congress’ National Digital Information Infrastructure & Preservation Program
(NDIIP) provides a model and framework for the auditing, validating, and standards work
required to ensure the necessary long-term stewardship.

NDIIP
http://www.digitalpreservation.gov/

(4) Are there models or new ideas for public-private partnerships that take advantage of
existing publisher archives and encourage innovation in accessibility and interoperability,
while ensuring long-term stewardship of the results of federally funded research?

We should encourage and support all commercial academic and society publishers who are
willing to open their archives to the general public to do so. However, they can not and should
not be the only archives or long-term stewards of federally funded research.

Those whose mission is to act on behalf of the public interest, be they Federal agencies or
universities and colleges acting on their behalf, must have direct involvement in every aspect of
assuring public access to federally funded research. Publishers currently have few incentives for
making their work broadly accessible and interoperable with their private competitors and public
partners, so creating those incentives and ensuring shared and co-equal ownership, storage, and
responsibility for access is essential in any public-private partnership.

(5) What steps can be taken by Federal agencies, publishers, and/or scholarly and
professional societies to encourage interoperable search, discovery, and analysis capacity
across disciplines and archives? What are the minimum core metadata for scholarly
publications that must be made available to the public to allow such capabilities? How
should Federal agencies make certain that such minimum core metadata associated with
peer-reviewed publications resulting from federally funded scientific research are publicly
available to ensure that these publications can be easily found and linked to Federal science
funding?

Robust metadata is crucial for preserving the scholarly record and ensuring innovative future
uses of our research output. However, for most users, metadata standards are relatively
unimportant. Prompt and reliable access to federally funded research will drive innovation and
economic growth.
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The first priority should be to make that research accessible using basic citation-level metadata
rather than waiting for a standard to emerge or delaying public access while we develop that
standard.

(6) How can Federal agencies that fund science maximize the benefit of public access
policies to U.S. taxpayers, and their investment in the peer-reviewed literature, while
minimizing burden and costs for stakeholders, including awardee institutions, scientists,
publishers, Federal agencies, and libraries?

As discussed above, existing policies and models (the NIH Public Access Policy and Author
Rights Model License Language) coupled with existing solutions (institutionally- and subject-
based repositories) already present an environment where the burden and costs for stakeholders
are minimal.

Public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally funded research
can be achieved in short order with off-the-shelf components. The policy should be consistent
across funding agencies to make compliance straightforward and promote interdisciplinary
research and innovation. Immediate public access is the only piece missing from our country’s
ability to maximize the benefit from the enormous investment made by the public every year.

(7) Besides scholarly journal articles, should other types of peer-reviewed publications
resulting from federally funded research, such as book chapters and conference
proceedings, be covered by these public access policies?

Yes. The eventual or intended medium of presentation for peer-reviewed and federally funded
work should have no bearing on whether a publication should be covered by these public access
policies.

We suggest the following criteria for determining whether a work should be covered by these
public access policies: a work must be peer-reviewed, federally funded, and if formally
published, appear or be intended to appear as part of a multi-author or multi-topic/themed
compilation (such as scholarly journal, themed monograph, or conference proceeding). As noted
below, appropriate embargo periods may vary by discipline. Thus, as disciplines vary in their
publication venues, there may be emergent correlations between types of publication and
embargo periods.

(8) What is the appropriate embargo period after publication before the public is granted
free access to the full content of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from
federally funded research? Please describe the empirical basis for the recommended
embargo period. Analyses that weigh public and private benefits and account for external
market factors, such as competition, price changes, library budgets, and other factors, will
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be particularly useful. Are there evidence-based arguments that can be made that the delay
period should be different for specific disciplines or types of publications?

The different norms, behaviors, and preferred publishing models in different disciplines are
relevant to the determination of embargo periods. The general principle is that the embargo
period should be as short as possible — ideally there would be none — consistent with the robust
capacity to publish work that meets disciplinary standards.

Embargoes may also be necessary to protect patent interests, but those cases would be exceptions
and not the rule; a reasonable embargo period based on the first-to-invent patent law of the recent
past is a maximum of one (1) year from the completion of the research to release.

We expect that over time, and with the development of new publishing models, embargo periods
will shorten. However, these should be reexamined frequently.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Yours,

Vool G-

Paul N. Courant



Subject: responses to RFI
Date: January 1, 2012 4:24:22 PM EST

Responses to Request for Information, as in

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkag/FR-2011-11-04/html/2011-28623.htm

Han Hong
Professor of Economics, Stanford University
Stanford, California

Comment 1:

An important step that agencies can take to grow existing and new markets
related to the access and analysis of peer-reviewed publications that result from
federally funded scientific research is to cooperate closely with authors, editors
and publishers.

Authors, editors, publishers are committed to providing the broadest possible
access to publications. The goal of responsible authors, editors and publishers
is to expand access to the latest breakthroughs in the scientific research and
developments in academic thought. The policies of archiving publications and
making them publically accessible have tremendous benefit on the economy and
the productivity of the scientific enterprise. The most beneficial type of access is
electronic online access. The cost of these policies can be kept small if public
access policies take into account the considerable investment to maintain the
highest standards for peer-reviewed scientific publication and the sustainable
mechanisms to enable this system to cooperate.

It is critically important that any new policies do not damage the publishing
institutions on which the Federal Government and science depend.

Comment 2:

The specific steps might include an appropriate amount of time interval between
the appearance of scientific discoveries at scholarly journals and their archived
public access. Federal funding budgeted for the public access policy should
also account for the cost to the publishing institutions.

Premature and uncontrolled public access risks endangering the incentives of
authors, editors and publishers to produce cutting-edge scholarly discoveries.

Comment 3:

In the presence of private information and potential incentive incompatibility, a
decentralized approach has the benefit of using a price system to align incentives



and to aggregate information. Incentive compatibility and information
aggregation in an centralized approach requires a well-designed mechanism that
can be difficult to achieve. An centralized approach has the benefit of being able
to account for positive externalities that can not be endogenously incentivized
based on private costs and benefits in a decentralized system.

Comment 4:

Better public-private partnerships can be achieved if any effort by government to
establish policies for peer-reviewed research is be done in consultation with all
affected stakeholders, ensuring that such policies do not undermine the
sustainability of the peer review publishing system which is necessary to ensure
the quality and integrity of scientific research.

Public and private research universities are also an indispensable part of the
system for promoting universal and public access to scientific and scholarly
inventions, discoveries and publications.

Comment 5:

The National Science Foundation and public and private universities can play an
important role in promoting interoperable search, discovery and analysis capacity
across disciplines and archives. There are scientific and mathematical principles
and foundations that are common to many different disciplines. Federal agencies
can play an active role in fostering the establishment and development of such
higher level disciplines and studies that provide common infrastructures to
various subijects of studies.

Comment 6:

Federal agencies that fund science can better maximize the benefit and minimize
burden and costs by providing more transparency in the funding outcomes and
providing funding distributional summary statistics across disciplines and
institutions and individuals awardees.

Comment 7:

Book chapters and conference proceedings can also be covered by public
access policies.

Comment 8:
The appropriate delay period should depend on the cost and benefit analysis of

individual publishers. Federal agencies should take the cost of publishing
institutions into account when early public access is determined to provide more



public externalities than private costs.

In general, overall access to research articles is good, particularly in the United
States, where 97% of researchers are happy with access to journal articles: see
Access vs. Importance, A global study assessing the importance of and ease of
access to professional and academic information. Phase | Results.

2010. Publishing Research Consortium
http://www.publishingresearch.net/documents/PRCAccessvsimportanceGlobalNo
v2010_000.pdf.

+++++++H
Han Hong

Department of Economics
Stanford University

Stanford, CA 94305
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The Linnean Society of London is pleased to respond to the Office of Science and
Technology Policy’s November 3", 2011 Federal Register Notice of Request for
Information regarding:

Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly Publications Resulting from Federally
Funded Research

To provide recommendations on approaches for ensuring long-term stewardship and
broad public access to the peer-reviewed scholarly publications that result from
federally funded scientific research.

Background information on the Linnean Society of London and its Peer-Reviewed
Scholarly Publications

The Linnean Society of London is driven by a single purpose as outlined in its first
charter, 200 years ago, ‘The cultivation of the Science of Natural History in all its
branches’.

The Society uniquely embraces the entire sweep of natural history, promoting the
study of all aspects of the biological sciences, with particular emphasis on evolution,
taxonomy, biodiversity and sustainability, as well as maintaining internationally
important historical collections in the biological sciences.

The Society encourages and communicates scientific advances in these and associated
fields through its three world-class journals, special publications, meetings and
website. At the same time, the Society reaches out to future biologists through schools
and educational programmes. The Society’s meetings are open to all — both Fellows
and the general public.

The Society’s Fellowship is international, and its Fellows are drawn from all walks of
life, ranging from leading professional scientists to amateur naturalists.
For further information on the Linnean Society, please visit www.linnean.org .

The Society publishes its three scholarly journals through Wiley-Blackwell, which is
North America’s oldest independent publisher and one of the foremost academic and
professional publishers in the world, employing around 2,600 staff in the United
States. The Society’s journals are widely subscribed to by academic and scientific
institutions throughout the United States. The revenue that the Linnean Society
receives from the subscriptions to its journals is fundamental in supporting the
Society’s activities listed above.
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Comments and Recommendations from the Linnean Society of London

The Linnean Society’s comments and recommendations concur with those made by
the Society’s publishers, John Wiley & Sons, in their recent submission.

The fundamental point to be made here is that taking the results of research through
the peer review and publication process (including the value-adds of
indexing/storing/content mining/retrieval, stewardship, etc) to achieve a verified
‘Version of Record’, is costly — and someone has to pay. Currently, this is achieved,
either through journal subscriptions (or payment on a per article basis) by institutional
libraries/individual users, or through authors paying a page charge (as used for current
‘open-access’ journals).

Because of the considerable investments in digital and on-line technology by
publishers and Societies such as the Linnean Society of London, there is more access
to more content by more users now than ever before: thus ‘broad public access’ is
already a reality.

There is no evidence that making the current broad public access to the journal
literature free will improve research productivity or the public wealth. On the
contrary, free access, like copyright piracy, is likely to have the opposite effect.
Access to the research literature is not a constraint on creativity and economic growth.

Normally, any grant funding body, including federal government funding, will require
that the grantee provides a report of the results generated. These research summaries
are the natural vehicle to provide public access to federally funded research results.

Importantly, these research summaries may contain negative data and/or applied
research results which are seldom published but nevertheless may well be valuable in
informing the direction of future research projects. It is therefore important that such
data should be made available.

Thus, we support the recommendation that the federal government should make the
content of these research summaries discoverable and, furthermore, link it to the
journal literature, working with private sector publishers to achieve this end. This
would provide a two-way flow, sending users from publisher websites to the funder
website to view free government-sponsored research reports, and sending users from
funder sites to view free abstracts and links to the Version of Record of articles
connected to a particular research report or funded project.

In addition to enhancing public access to the results of federally-funded research, this
approach would provide benefits to the federal government insofar as it would
facilitate identifying all agency-funded research within publisher offerings, provide
access to useful metadata, as well as the ability to assess the impact of the funded
research through bibliometric and other tools developed by publishing companies.



Request for Information: Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly Publications
Resulting from Federally Funded Research

The Protein Society is pleased to respond to OSTP’s November 3, 2011 Federal Register
notice requesting comments on “Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly Publications
Resulting from Federally Funded Research.”

The Protein Society is the leading international society devoted to furthering research and
development in protein science. The Protein Society members represent academic, industry,
government and non-profit institutions from around the world. Their research interests include
protein folding, protein engineering, chemical biology, proteomics, bioinformatics, structural
biology and computational biology. The purpose of the Society is to provide international
forums to facilitate communication, cooperation and collaboration with respect to all aspects of
the study of proteins and to foster the education of the next generation of protein scientists.

In support of the Society’s goals, the Society publishes, Protein Science, the premier journal in
the field in cooperation with Wiley-Blackwell. Revenues from the journal are the main source
of support for the Society’s work. Indeed, without the journal revenues, the Protein Society
would be forced to cease operations. Consequently, the Society is extremely concerned about
further extension of open access requirements. Indeed, we believe the damage to the
operation of scientific societies will have the unintended consequence of actually diminishing
the dissemination of federally funded research because scientific societies like ours would no
longer be able to support meetings and publications. Communication of this kind plays a
critical role in the spread of new information and ideas among scientists as well as the public.

The Society urges the administration to carefully consider the potential harm done to ours and
many other academic societies and, by extension, the scientific enterprise itself when
contemplating changes to public access policies.

Most of our members are funded by NIH, which requires deposition of published articles in a
public repository one year after publication. We believe this system works well as it provides
public access to government funded research, while preserving the ability of publishers to
receive compensation for the important work they perform in the publication process. We
strongly oppose any further incursion, beyond current NIH mandates, into publisher’s rights to
control their content.

On behalf of the Protein Society,
Professor Lynne Regan, Yale University: President
Professor James Bowie, UCLA: Chair of the Publications Committee

Professor Brian Matthews, University of Oregon: Editor-in-Chief of Protein Science



From: Jed Brown
Subject: White House RFI on public access
Date: January 1, 2012 8:25:43 PM EST

| am a postdoctoral fellow in the Mathematics and Computer Science Division at
Argonne National Laboratory.

| believe that it is crucial for the results of all publicly funded research be made
freely available to the public as quickly as possible. Relatively informal venues
such as the websites of authors and the arXiv are currently used for this purpose.
At a bare minimum, | would like to see stronger protections put in place so that
publishers cannot bar authors from providing their papers in this way. If at all
possible, | would like to see the NIH Public Access Policy extended to all publicly
funded research.

A fundamental aspect of the scientific method is that research must be
reproducible. As such, papers should include sufficient detail for a third party to
reproduce the results of the paper. This may go in supplementary material and
(especially in my field of computational science) should frequently include source
code. | would like to see explicit support for archival of supplementary material
necessary for reproducible research.

More than 90% of my work goes into open source software packages that are
freely distributed. For each of my papers, | attempt to have a repository that
includes detailed instructions for reproducing the results using an appropriate
version of the software package as well as scripts for creating the figures and
tables and ultimately compiling the document. This is more work for me as an
author, but | feel it is a matter of professionalism and respect for the scientific
process. | feel it would be excessive at this time to require that all researchers
use this process, but | think it should be strongly encouraged. Some tools
(e.g. http://www.vistrails.org and http://www.reproducibility.org/) can make this
process easier.

For more on the topic of reproducible research, | recommend this recent
paper. http://www.stanford.edu/~vcs/papers/SMPRCS2010.pdf




Subject: Re: Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly Publications
Resulting From Federally Funded Research
Date: January 2, 2012 1:34:08 AM EST

Email: Geoffrey Irving
Affiliation: Otherlab

| am writing in response to the request for information on public

access to federally funded research. As a member of a small private
research lab without university level access to most publications, |

am constantly obstructed by the lack of public access to papers in
computer science, mathematics, and many other areas of interest. Open
access to federally funded research would have a significant
streamlining effect on the daily work of myself and many other
researchers and developers in similar positions. Detailed responses

to the specific questions follow:

Question 1:

Are there steps that agencies could take to grow existing and new
markets related to the access and analysis of peer-reviewed
publications that result from federally funded scientific research?

How can policies for archiving publications and making them publically
accessible be used to grow the economy and improve the productivity of
the scientific enterprise? What are the relative costs and benefits of
such policies? What type of access to these publications is required

to maximize U.S. economic growth and improve the productivity of the
American scientific enterprise?

Response 1:

The single and most important step to take is to explicitly grant the
authors of federally funded scientific papers the right to make copies
of their work freely available, either through personal or

institutional websites or public sites such as arxiv.org. | believe

the overwhelming majority of researchers already want this freedom,
but many are prevented from doing so by publishing agreements with
private journals. Therefore, mandating public access is unnecessary
if researchers have full rights to distribute their own work alongside
journal and conference publication. Specific policies for archiving
publications are useful but less important than the right to

distribute, since arxiv, Google Scholar and other services already
provide ready methods for archiving and finding publications.



The main benefit of such a policy is reduced overhead for individuals
and smaller institutions which cannot avoid blanket access to the
majority of journals (as would typically be available through a
university). The main downside is reduced revenue for conventional
publishers. However, government policy should not be geared towards
the interests of publishers: the sole metric should be interests of

the taxpaying public as a whole.

Question 2:

What specific steps can be taken to protect the intellectual property
interests of publishers, scientists, Federal agencies, and other
stakeholders involved with the publication and dissemination of
peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally funded
scientific research? Conversely, are there policies that should not be
adopted with respect to public access to peer-reviewed scholarly
publications so as not to undermine any intellectual property rights
of

publishers, scientists, Federal agencies, and other stakeholders?

Response 2:

The easiest way to safeguard the rights of scientists is to make open
access an optional but guaranteed right, as mentioned above. In the
long term, mandatory open access to federally funded research may be
desirable, but | believe most of the benefits can be achieved with
rights alone. Moreover, open access to research need not interfere
with the patent system, which is the primary mechanism for helping
scientists and institutions to commercially profit from their work.

The intellectual property rights of publishers could be maintained for
past work by enforcing the right to open distribution only for future
research. Although open access to past work is also highly desirable,
a retroactive forced change to publishing agreements would constitute
far more interference with private contracts, and is therefore more
questionable.

Question 3:

What are the pros and cons of centralized and decentralized approaches
to managing public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications that
result from federally funded research in terms of interoperability,

search, development of analytic tools, and other scientific and
commercial opportunities? Are there reasons why a Federal agency (or
agencies) should maintain custody of all published content, and are



there ways that the government can ensure long-term
stewardship if content is distributed across multiple private sources?

Response 3:

The pros of a decentralized approach are flexibility and diversity in
exploring new methods of distribution, peer review, and search. The
pros of a centralized approach are uniformity and simplified access,
and institutional levels of security and redundancy. | do not believe

it is important to discuss cons of either, since both centralized and
decentralized approaches can exist simultaneously. If researchers are
guaranteed the right to open distribution, they will naturally take
advantage of a variety of distribution mechanisms, including arxiv,
self-distribution on websites, and any open government databases. The
relative success of the various options can then be judged and
evaluated on their merits. In this framework, a government database
of open work would constitute both an alternative access point and a
long term backup of published work, without interfering with
nongovernmental mechanisms and institutions.

Question 4:

Are there models or new ideas for public-private partnerships that

take advantage of existing publisher archives and encourage innovation
in accessibility and interoperability, while ensuring long-term
stewardship of the results of federally funded research?

Response 4:

Access to existing archives is a more delicate issue, since it

requires enforced or negotiated change to past publishing agreements.
Therefore, it may be best tackled after open access to future works,
especially since solutions for the latter will inform those for past

work.

Question 5:

What steps can be taken by Federal agencies, publishers, and/or
scholarly and professional societies to encourage interoperable
search, discovery, and analysis capacity across disciplines and
archives? What are the minimum core metadata for scholarly
publications that must be made available to the public to allow such
capabilities? How should Federal agencies make certain that such
minimum core metadata associated with peer-reviewed publications



resulting from federally funded scientific research are publicly
available to ensure that these publications can be easily found and
linked to Federal science funding?

Response 5:

Due to the availability of efficient search, | do not believe it is

necessary to mandate any particular set of metadata for text
publications themselves. Instead, any government publication
databases should provide support for optional metadata such as source
code and data sets, or at a minimum links to external storage of such
metadata.

Question 6:

How can Federal agencies that fund science maximize the benefit of
public access policies to U.S. taxpayers, and their investment in the
peer-reviewed literature, while minimizing burden and costs for
stakeholders, including awardee institutions, scientists, publishers,
Federal agencies, and libraries?

Response 6:

As mentioned above, | believe much of the benefit of complete open
access can be achieved simply by guaranteeing the right to freely
distribute federally funded work. The costs for such a step are
minimal, especially since efficient distribution and search mechanisms
already exist, and will likely proliferate further if a greater

fraction of publications can legally take advantage of them.

Question 7:

Besides scholarly journal articles, should other types of

peer-reviewed publications resulting from federally funded research,

such as book chapters and conference proceedings, be covered by these
public access policies?

Response 7:

The right of researchers to freely distribute federally funded work
should be applied as widely as possible. Conference proceedings are
particularly important, especially in fields such as computer science
where conferences are often the dominant publication venue for many
subfields. Book chapters are less clear, since authors benefit



financially from the purchase of each book, and therefore have less
incentive to take advantage of free publication rights. However,
making free distribution a right rather than a requirement would allow
authors to either choose the status quo or explore a variety of ways
to take full or partial advantage of free distribution.

Question 8:

What is the appropriate embargo period after publication before the
public is granted free access to the full content of peer-reviewed

scholarly publications resulting from federally funded research?

Please describe the empirical basis for the recommended embargo
period. Analyses that weigh public and private benefits and account

for external market factors, such as competition, price changes,

library budgets, and other factors, will be particularly useful. Are

there

evidence-based arguments that can be made that the delay period should
be different for specific disciplines or types of publications?

Response 8:

The embargo period should be negative: researchers should be allowed
to freely distribute their work whenever they choose, including before
publication or even before completion. This will minimize the delay
between the completion of work and the time when other researchers can
begin building on it. Producers of research that do not want their

work to be immediately distributed can choose not to do so, and
consumers of research that prefer to wait for the filtering and
improvement effects of peer review are free to wait. Any other

embargo period, even zero, would cause an unnecessary drag on the
speed of dissemination and advancement of scientific knowledge.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue.

Geoffrey Irving



Subject: Response to RFI
Date: January 2, 2012 11:34:58 AM EST

Jenny Oleen Scholarly Communications Librarian Kansas State
University Libraries Manhattan, KS

Request for Information: Public access to peer-reviewed scholarly
publications resulting from federally funded research

Kansas State University recently signed the Berlin Declaration
making the pledge to support an open access paradigm where the
dissemination of knowledge is not complete until information is
made readily available to society. It is our belief that research
results must be made available freely and openly to everyone,
regardless of their institutional affiliation or ability to pay. This
holds especially true when public funds are financing the research.
Taxpayers are entitled to immediate access of the results of the
research our tax dollars fund. 1. Grow the open access portion of
the existing publishing market. Include open access publishing
expectations and publishing fees in the grant structure. Don’t just
award publishing fee monies when researchers ask. Hold an
expectation that articles that result from federal grants will be
openly and freely available. Archival and access policies facilitate
greater sharing of information, which results in greater
productivity from the grants. Data and results are more likely to be
built upon by future research if they are freely available, giving
more value for the initial grant outlay. Require archiving at an
institutional level at the least, allowing universities and institutes to
house the research their researchers/scholars produce. 2. Do not
allow researchers to sign over copyrights or exclusive licenses to
their federally funded scientific research. This protects the
intellectual property interests of the scientists, federal agencies,
and other stakeholders. 3. A centralized approach puts all the
research funded by a particular funding body in one place, which
can be very positive for the public who funds it. That said, because



of this centralized approach many publishers only allow
researchers to archive their work in the one central archive, and not
in their institutional repository as well. With powerful search
engines, the need for a central repository is not as great - - the
work will still be found where ever it is placed. A distributed
approach where the research is deposited in a central repository but
also is allowed to be deposited in an institutional repository would
be ideal. This allows universities and institutes to archive the
research produced on their campus and to produce an inventory of
their research. Inventories such as these can be exceptionally
valuable for universities to illustrate to stakeholders (donors, state
legislators, etc.) the work being undertaken on the campus and why
continued funding is important. A distributed system also allows
continued stewardship by the granting agency. 6. Treat federally
grant funded researchers as what they are — temporary employees
of the Federal Government for the research that is grant-funded. As
such, the resultant research should be in the public domain. This
protects the IP interests of the funding agency and stake holders
(tax payers) and allows wider distribution of the research - which
is in the best interest of the researchers and other stake holders. 7.
Yes. Different areas of research distribute the final product of the
research in different ways, from books to articles to conference
papers. To fully capture the research resulting from federally
funded grants, all forms of transmittal should be covered by public
access policies. 8. No more than 6 months. Research (especially
scientific) is often out of date by the time it gets through the
publishing process. The sooner information is freely available, the
sooner more researchers/scholars can build upon it with their own
work.

Jenny K. Oleen
Assistant Professor/Scholarly Communications Librarian

Kansas State University Libraries
414 Hale Library
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The World's Forum for Aerospace Leadership www.aiaa.org

Re: FR Doc. 2011-28623

Dear Sir or Madam,

We are writing to respond to OSTP’s November 3, 2011 "Request for Information" (RFI) regarding "Public
Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly Publications Resulting from Federally Funded Research.”

As a not-for-profit scholarly publisher as well as professional society, one of the goals of the American Institute
of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) is to expand and enhance access to the latest breakthroughs in
aerospace engineering research and development. The main purpose of AIAA’s scholarly journals is to publish
articles that analyze and interpret original, fundamental and applied research to make such information
available to the global aerospace research community.

AIAA’s institutional mission is to address the professional needs and interests of the past, current, and future
aerospace workforce and to advance the state of aerospace science, engineering, technology, operations, and
policy to benefit our global society.” This mission has roots in the depths of the Great Depression when two
distinct communities committed themselves to the pursuit of scientific and engineering excellence. The
American Rocket Society (ARS) was originally a group of writers and editors convinced that spaceflight and
exploration were achievable. They sought to expand the acceptance of this belief and fostered and conducted
direct experimentation in rocket engineering. The Institute of the Aeronautical Sciences (IAS) sought to foster
the exchange of the latest ideas and research in the field of aeronautics. The establishment of libraries and
rich repositories of technical content became a pursuit of both societies and this was passed along to AIAA,
the product of the merger of the ARS and IAS in the 1960s. In the pursuit of this decades-long goal and
through the private investment of its own resources and the generous support of the aerospace community at
large, AIAA has created complete journal archives dating back to 1930, ebook archives including all titles (with
the authors’ consent) back to 1960, and conference paper archives back to 1963.

AIAA and its publishing program advance the state of the arts of aerospace engineering and contribute to the
success of the U.S. aerospace industry. According the Aerospace Industries Association’s “2011 Year-End
Review and Forecast” the U.S. aerospace industry remains “one of the most significant contributors to the
national economy.” The industry as whole is projected to have annual sales of over $218 billion in 2011. This
will be the eighth consecutive year of growth. “In 2011, the industry contributed $87 billion in export sales to
the domestic economy. The industry’s positive trade balance of $57.4 billion places aerospace in the lead,
representing the largest positive trade balance of any manufacturing industry.” Furthermore, this industry
supports more jobs through exports than any other industry (according to the U.S. Department of Commerce)
and directly employs about 500,000 workers in scientific and technical jobs across the nation. AIAA and its

publications directly serve the intellectual and research core of this workforce.”*

! Aerospace Industries Association. “2011 Year-End Review and Forecast” http://www.aia-
aerospace.org/assets/YE Analysis.pdf.



As a learned society and not-for-profit publisher AIAA shares the federal government’s mission to
expand access to publications that describe and interpret federally funded research, ensure the long-
term stewardship of these publications and archives, and support innovation, economic development,
and the next-generation workforce derived from and supported by scholarly discovery.

Like all publishers, AIAA has been investing significantly in support of expanding accessibility, improving
interoperability, and fuelling innovation in preparation of offering public access. AIAA’s investments
have already created comprehensive digital archives of its published content, and AIAA is now making
an additional investment of over $410,000 in the current fiscal year in a new platform to offer the latest
and continually evolving web capabilities. Researchers will have access to the most complete digital
resource in the field of aerospace engineering with faster and more robust delivery of scholarly
information. AIAA is committed to invest more than $185,000 annually to maintain and develop new
ways to present data and scientific articles and engage and educate the next generation of aerospace
engineer.

AIAA’s activities that support peer review, ensure the continued integrity and reliability of the scholarly
record, prepare this content to make it accessible to users worldwide and preserve the scholarly record
for future generations do not come without costs and ongoing investment. (AIAA’s costs exceed $1500
per article.) These critical value-enhancing functions would be undermined by access policies that do not
take these costs into account. In considering policies that could potentially expand public access to
research results, it is critically important that any new policy does not damage the private, especially
not-for-profit institutions, on which the Federal Government and its scientific researchers depend.

AIAA joins with other publishers in calling for a federal agency public access policy that is sustainable in
the long-term and maximizes benefits to researchers and the public at large; will function as a balanced
public-private partnership to enhance access and interoperability; adequately protect fundamental
intellectual property rights; and respect proprietary contributions of added-value to ensure sustained
private investment in innovation. This approach meets the needs of the scientific community by relying
on evidence-based assessments and providing access to taxpayer-funded research results through both
public and private channels.

The America COMPETES Act, which established a public access policy for research funded by the
National Science Foundation (NSF), provides a constructive model that can be replicated in a timely
manner at other federal agencies. This is to be contrasted with the NIH policy, which has the potential
to significantly damage a well-functioning scientific discovery and innovation system of communication,
reduce economic benefits and employment, and undermine intellectual property. Each of these models
should be carefully analyzed to be sure its long-term impact on all stakeholders is fully understood.

All scholarly publishers strongly support the view that the Federal Government should be guided by
“principles of transparency, participation and collaboration” as noted in the Transparency and Open
Government Memorandum and Open Government Directive. AIAA stands ready to work in collaboration
with all partners to ensure the continued success, vibrancy, and innovation of the U.S. scientific
community.



In addition to the general suggestions above, we would like to comment specifically on some of the
guestions outlined in OSTP’s November 3 Federal Register Notice requesting public comment.

Respectfully submitted,

Dr. Michael B. Bragg, AIAA Vice President of Publications
Ms. Carol A. Cash, AIAA Vice President of Public Policy

Mr. Rodger S. Williams, AIAA Managing Director of Technical Publications



(1) Are there steps that agencies could take to grow existing and new markets related to the access
and analysis of peer-reviewed publications that result from federally funded scientific research? How
can policies for archiving publications and making them publically accessible be used to grow the
economy and improve the productivity of the scientific enterprise? What are the relative costs and
benefits of such policies? What type of access to these publications is required to maximize U.S.
economic growth and improve the productivity of the American scientific enterprise?

There are many options to broaden access to materials that analyze and interpret research for scientists
and the public that are already underway, driven by the common mission of scholarly publishers.
Development of recognized standards for data and meta-data to make research more readily searchable
and discoverable; clearly indicate the published article as a version of record, thus enhancing the
confidence with which scientists but more importantly a lay-users use the content ; and clearly identify
and disambiguate the identity of the authors and researchers involved. Publishers and groups and
vendors that support publishing are already working in partnership to develop this toolset through
initiatives like CrossRef, CrossMark, ORCID and ResearcherlD. These represent additional investments
and eventually new expenses to be recouped when implemented.

The federal agencies should make funds available to support payment for open access to published
articles to cover the real costs not borne by the research grant. In discussions with aerospace engineers
who receive federal research monies, often those monies are exhausted well before the research is
mature enough for publication, or access to the funds expires before the article has been completed,
reviewed, revised, and published. Possibly related to this, AIAA’s success in collecting voluntary
publications charges has declined 48% between 2000 and 2011 with an average 5% annual decline, as
calls for open and public access grew in popularity. Several private research funders already do this
(Howard Hughes Medical Institute, The Wellcome Trust, Max-Planck Institutes) and leading research
universities are creating funding mechanisms through the Compact for Open-Access Publishing Equity?.
To minimize the financial burden public access will present to publishers, any new federal policies
should ensure a publication fee reserved until the article is accepted and published. If not published the
researcher would forfeit those remaining funds or these are not allocated until an acceptance letter is
provided by a registered or recognized publisher appropriate to the researcher’s field of study.
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The federal policies should explore the licensing of content from publishers to make available to specific
audiences similar to what is available now as a government purpose license. Publishers already license
content to customers of many kinds, and often customize those licenses to meet specific or specialized
user needs and have the ability to ensure the availability of their content with existing infrastructure.
AIAA has used this model successfully in its book publishing program with service academies and other
Department of Defense research and educational entitles for many years. Likewise AIAA, unlike some
publishers, does not require the surrender of copyright from any of its authors and have special options
for government employees and government contractors:

Copyright Form D: | prepared this work as part of my official duties as an employee of a Government contractor.

[Note: If Copyright Form D is signed, the notice will read as follows: “Copyright © 20XX by the American Institute of
Aeronautics and Astronautics, Inc. The U.S. Government has a royalty-free license to exercise all rights under the
copyright claimed herein for Governmental purposes. All other rights are reserved by the copyright owner.”]

Public access government mandates have significant costs to the U.S. economy and the scientific
enterprise. Publishing contributes to the U.S. economy by providing jobs and creating commercial
relationship between private employers. AIAA, located in Northern Virginia, employs, 90 full-time
employees with 13 full-time employees dedicated to its publishing operations. Publications generated
revenues of $S7.1million or 30% of the Institute’s overall revenue in fiscal 2011. AIAA’s publishing
vendors provide full- and part-time employment in Virginia, Ohio, Pennsylvania, California, New York,
Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas.

NIH’s PubMedCentral (PMC) data indicates 2/3 of its users are from overseas, undermining critical
export opportunities for an $8 billion publishing industry that employs 50,000 Americans. This is the
equivalent of pro bono U.S. information sharing and support of global competitors for organizations that
rely on the developments, conclusions, and analysis contained in the scholarly literature. Some of the
global competitors are undermining the financial viability of critical use industries.

U.S authorship for AIAA’s journals stands at 37% with European and Asian authors contributing 53% of
the papers. The leading economies of Asia and the E.U. are making competition with the U.S. in
aerospace a top priority. While AIAA is open to membership and journal submissions from all nations,
AIAA does play a significant role in supporting an industry critical to U.S. exports and international
leadership. China is widely reported to provide monetary incentives to its researchers who have papers
accepted by leading Western peer-reviewed journals. It is not unreasonable to expect them also to
provide ample monetary support for publication fees. The natural competition among papers for
limited publication slots will become more intense in the face of rising peer review costs, when cost
recovery options become constrained.



(2) What specific steps can be taken to protect the intellectual property interests of publishers,
scientists, Federal agencies, and other stakeholders involved with the publication and dissemination
of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally funded scientific research?
Conversely, are there policies that should not be adopted with respect to public access to peer-
reviewed scholarly publications so as not to undermine any intellectual property rights of publishers,
scientists, Federal agencies, and other stakeholders?

Federal public access policies need to be accompanied and supported by policies and enforcement
procedures to ensure copyrighted materials are protected from unauthorized dissemination and piracy.
Copyright is an essential ingredient in promoting creativity, innovation, and the continued integrity and
reliability of the scholarly record. The current enforcement of IP protection is still weak and presents
(both for- and not-for-profit) publishers with ongoing challenges. When resources are stretched
publishers are often forced to put a lower priority on policing the violation of their IP rights or spend
slim budget dollars on third-party services. These services merely provide detection of suspected
violations and the issuance of cease-and-desist notices, but in no way ensure a permanent solution to
this problem. Further consumption of limited resources may be entailed if staff and legal resources
(even court costs) needs to be involved in enforcement. Some of the investments referenced earlier
primarily versions of record and author disambiguation may mitigate abuse, but are not panaceas and
are being created by publishing industry initiatives. There is evidence that the NIH policy undermines IP
and enables piracy. Not only is PMC undermining an important U.S. export market,? but PMC copies of
copyrighted material appear on rogue sites, contributing to millions of dollars in annual losses to U.S.
publishers.

(3) What are the pros and cons of centralized and decentralized approaches to managing public
access to peer reviewed scholarly publications that result from federally funded research in terms of
interoperability, search, development of analytic tools, and other scientific and commercial
opportunities? Are there reasons why a Federal agency (or agencies) should maintain custody of all
published content, and are there ways that the government can ensure long-term stewardship if
content is distributed across multiple private sources?

Centralized, government-controlled stewardship of publications carries significant downsides and few
upsides. Long-term stewardship of content carries significant costs that are already being borne by
publishers. In an era of dwindling federal resources, central federal repositories are duplicative and an
unnecessary expense and recurring burden that may not be viable for long-term stewardship.
Furthermore in the current environment where there are myriad calls for the shrinking of the size of
government and the reduction the federal deficit this effort will run counter to the current political
mood. The current congress remains unable to find modest savings whereas this effort will add
additional expenses and risk damage to a viable profit-making industry contributing revenues and
creating jobs for the U.S. economy. In fact the U.S. research enterprise does not find accessibility to
published research housed in publisher created repositories to be an obstacle. According to Ithaka S+R’s
2009 faculty survey “free accessibility online has remained the lowest priority for scholars across

? See question 1



disciplines in their selection of a journal for publication; in fact, prioritization of free availability fell
substantially between 2003 and 2006.”*

Publishers, in fact, unify the content from various federal funders and avoid funding inconsistencies
from department to department, protect access from the risk of partisan-motivated cuts, and place the
research in the broadest research context (alongside content not federally funded) possible.

The publishing industry is already doing a good job of promoting interoperability, search, development
of analytic tools, and other scientific and commercial opportunities. There is no reason to doubt that
they will continue providing innovative products and services, unless their financial livelihood is
undermined by harmful policies. Whereas Government stewardship does not ensure interoperability
and has been evidenced by continued challenges on national security intelligence sharing and other
examples, Overall there is a poor track record among agencies ensuring interoperability even on critical
matters.

(4) Are there models or new ideas for public-private partnerships that take advantage of existing
publisher archives and encourage innovation in accessibility and interoperability, while ensuring long-
term stewardship of the results of federally funded research?

As initially outlined AIAA has maintained the archives for the aerospace engineering research
community: it is part of its organizational DNA and regardless of public access mandates this mission will
continue. AIAA is enhancing its partnership with internet search engines and abstracting services
already. It is in the early days of exploring data repository archives with leading research universities
that will be linked to the published research.

(6) How can Federal agencies that fund science maximize the benefit of public access policies to U.S.
taxpayers, and their investment in the peer-reviewed literature, while minimizing burden and costs
for stakeholders, including awardee institutions, scientists, publishers, Federal agencies, and libraries?

Federal policies should focus on the research, its results, and the original reporting thereof. Publishers
are the entities that invest in the peer-reviewed literature. U.S. federally funded research agencies
should provide public access to a final research report, rather than the peer-reviewed journal article.
This solution would allow standardization of information reported, rapid and broad dissemination of the
government-funded materials even before publication of a peer-reviewed article, and the preservation
of IP rights. The NSF policy referenced above provides a much better model. A report repository with
links to relevant published content such as the peer-reviewed article (clearly identified as a version of
record) and the source references through DOIs would be the foundation of a rich research environment
ready for further exploitation by other researchers. The application of independent indexes, semantic
tagging, and the retroactive application of DOIs to older resources will only enhance the research value.

* Roger C. Schonfeld and Ross Housewright, “Faculty Survey 2009: Key Strategic Insights for Libraries, Publishers,
and Societies,” April 7, 2010, Ithaka S+R.



This research environment would be fertile ground for the development of standardized templates for
certain kinds of reports and to facilitate various kinds of aggregate meta-analysis. The critical mass of
this resource could lead to the development of additional resources perhaps including lay summaries
and analyses broadening interest in STEM and cultivating a new generation of scientists, engineers, and
mathematicians identified as critical to U.S. global competition, by “Rising Above the Gathering Storm:
Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future.”

In the event accessibility barriers still exist, licenses as mentioned previously or a waiver program for
demonstrated needs based users, students, other public development uses could be explored. However
some means for sale to private corporations that may capitalize on the content for profit-based motives
should remain open to publishers as it would to patent holders.

(7) Besides scholarly journal articles, should other types of peer-reviewed publications resulting from
federally funded research, such as book chapters and conference proceedings, be covered by these
public access policies?

This question itself is fundamentally flawed: often these types of publications are called peer-reviewed
but not all meet the same level of intellectual scrutiny as journal peer review. Abuse or inadvertent use
of this terminology for some book and conference proceeding content would devalue genuine peer-
reviewed content and damage the standing of publishers and researchers alike in public opinion; and
even misguide the less attuned public.

Beyond the initial concern, public access for other types of content should not be pursued as it would
only further erode the resource and means to capture a return on investments only publishers make.
These others forms of publication require similar support infrastructures. For conference proceeding in
particular, these often organized and published by mission-driven, not-for profit organizations, which
need some means of cost recovery. Conference proceeding help defray the cost of the conference
where intellectual exchange occurs in real-time. This income also enables student and retiree
participation at reduced costs furthering the active life of researchers and fostering a new generation of
STEM participants.

For books, where fewer and fewer not-for-profits are publishing, publishers often conceive the project,
commission the content, and invest heavily in its development. This greater degree of editorial
intervention produces a much smaller ROI. The erosion of value by requiring some chapters if not the
whole work be made available for free will limit the publishing opportunity and drive more small
publishers out the book business and promote more industry consolidation.

Books serve as a critical bridge between high-level research as in journals and the more tutorial and
explanatory nature needed by students and other newcomers to the field. In fact the lay-users that
public access aims to serve may require more books to help understand the original research. With no
revenue model there is no incentive for publishers to commission and publish these works, stifling
innovation at that level. Likewise with e-books just now emerging as a mature product for the STEM
market, free electronic access to portions of that content will limited its further development and the
costly investment necessary to build upon this success will be unattractive to publishers.



As with any kind of content published by a nongovernmental entity at its own initiative, government-
mandated access to books, proceedings, or other such materials is an expropriation of the private
property of both publishers and authors who earn a royalty, and there would be downward pressure on
royalties for authors--already a modest incentive at best in STEM publishing.

(8) What is the appropriate embargo period after publication before the public is granted free access
to the full content of peer reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally funded research?
Please describe the empirical basis for the recommended embargo period. Analyses that weigh public
and private benefits and account for external market factors, such as competition, price changes,
library budgets, and other factors, will be particularly useful. Are there evidence-based arguments
that can be made that the delay period should be different for specific disciplines or types of
publications?

In short there are no “appropriate” embargo periods, and the research in different disciplines (and even
subfields) has different life spans. For example, articles published in the APA’s 37 journals have a long
half-life and lifetime usage of about 4.5 and 19.5 years, respectively,” while in mathematics journal
articles published in 2009 were as likely to cite articles published before 1998 as after them, and only
10% of the citations were from the previous three years.® For aerospace engineering, the aggregate
cited half-life is greater than 10 years and the aggregate citing half-life is 9.7. ’ Broad categories for the
bases of embargo periods will be unacceptable. At best a formula tied to the citation half-life is the only
equitable approach to be considered, but any embargo period is a dramatic shortening of the period of
copyright protection afforded all publishers, and likely to significantly impact publishers’ ability to add
value and innovate.

>See page 5 of letter from PSP and DC Principles in response to previous OSTP RFI

® See page 28 of the final report of a February 2011 MSRI Workshop on Mathematics Journals.

"Journal Citation Report 2010. http://admin-
apps.webofknowledge.com/JCR/JCR?RQ=RECORD&rank=1&category=ENGINEERING,+AEROSPACE


http://www.pspcentral.org/documents/10090983_AAP_PSPandDCPrinciplesOSTPRFISubmission012110.pdf
http://www.msri.org/attachments/workshops/587/MSRIfinalreport.pdf

Subject: COMMENTS ON PUBLIC ACCESS TO SCIENTIFIC JOURNALS
Date: January 2, 2012 4:14:05 PM EST
To: publicaccess@ostp.gov

Kenneth J. Lanfear

Editor, Journal of the American Water Resources Association
Middleburg, VA

COMMENTS ON PUBLIC ACCESS TO SCIENTIFIC JOURNALS

| offer these comments as the current editor of a science journal and a retired
scientist from a major government agency. In my former career, | managed a
large government science website and was a member of the founding team for
the Science.gov website. My comments reflect this unique perspective.

| believe current open-access proposals are flawed because: (1) the public’s
need for full-access science articles is not well established; and (2) the proposed
business model of free access is infeasible in terms of completeness and long-
term support.

1. The public’s need for full-access science articles is not well established. Public
interest would be better served by requiring Government scientists to provide a
lay-audience summary of their work.

| only wish our journal’s articles were as popular with the public as open access
advocates believe them to be! High demand might allow more economies of
scale. Reporting and documenting scientific findings, however, requires including
a lot of tedious detail on sampling and analysis the public typically finds
uninteresting.

The public is interested in results, not methods. Abstracts already are openly
available online. Many journals, including my own, provide open plain-English
summaries. Other open services, such as Science Daily (www.sciencedaily.com)
report on the most interesting articles. What about citizen scientists who still want
to see the full article? Most authors are happy to email a copy upon request, and
our copyright agreement permits this. In rare cases where an article turns out
highly popular with the public, | have the authority to ask the article be made
open access in the public interest.

In short, open-access requirements would meet a need already served by the
current system, and, in doing so, would eat into the legitimate, traditional clientele
of scientific publications.



2. The proposed business model of free access is infeasible in terms of
completeness and long-term support.

The incentive for scientists is publication, not distribution. One senior manager |
knew termed this the “loading dock syndrome,” referring to the interest of
scientists in seeing their work printed, put on the loading dock, and who cares
where it goes from there? Government agencies have been trying for decades,
with mixed results, to produce timely and comprehensive listings of their
scientists’ output. Directives, cajoling, even discipline threats notwithstanding,
experience tells me it will be nearly impossible to assure an agency repository
contains a complete collection of all its scientists’ publications.

Especially problematic will be discussions, replies, and errata, which comprise a
critical component of the scientific record and often are NOT written by
government scientists covered by proposed policies. Failure to distribute errata,
or to quickly remove a discredited or fraudulent article, for example, can lead to
flawed public policy and even tragedy.

Internet distribution offers great economies but is far from free. Properly
maintaining a continually growing online library and keeping up with search
technologies and output standards requires a substantial annual budget. Unlike
commercial or society publishers, who see transactions as part of a revenue
stream, a government repository sees each transaction only as a cost. The
business model for an open-access government repository depends upon the
activity being valued enough to win continued funding from Congress far into the
future. The present political climate leaves grave concern regarding this
assumption.

Flawed though its business model may be, a government repository will
nevertheless compete with a commercial/society publication model proven viable
for over a century. In the worst case, non-government publishers will be driven
out of business, leaving distribution of science articles entirely in the hands of the
government. This clearly presents grave dangers to freedom of speech and the
independence of science.

Speaking from considerable experience with internet distribution, | have little
confidence in the government’s ability to operate a successful long-term
repository.

Kenneth J. Lanfear, P.E.

Editor, Journal of the American Water Resources Association



Subject: Request for Information: Public Access
Date: January 2, 2012 4:41:04 PM EST

| am writing in response to the Request for Information regarding
public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from
federally funded research.

It is self-evident that, being the group paying for federally funded
research, the taxpaying general public can assert an ultimate right of
ownership over the data and papers directly resulting from such
endeavors. Anything less than full and open public access to these
materials — including unlimited right of reproduction — amounts to
government-authorized theft of intellectual property from the citizens
of the United States. It is therefore encouraging to see the
government taking positive steps toward a strong open access policy.

While the stated goal of "grow[ing] existing and new markets related
to the access and analysis of peer-reviewed publications" is worthy in
and of itself, it must be understood that any policy toward this
objective must be entirely subservient to the rights of the taxpayers
funding this research. That said, when considering the economic
implications of any public access policy, it would be wise to focus
less on the fate of the narrow special interests who benefit from the
current scheme of things, than on the wide and cascading array of
possibilities opened up by greater public access to scientific
knowledge. We must be careful not to protect the buggy whip
manufacturers at the cost of the automobile industry, so to speak.

As