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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The study was carried out to examine what libraries are doing to promote Open Access to researchers and how effectively they are doing this. By means of questionnaire surveys of librarians and researchers and by focus group sessions we examined researchers’ awareness and knowledge of, and attitudes towards, Open Access, along with librarians’ views and experiences. In addition, a detailed examination of UK university library websites was undertaken to find out what information was available with respect to Open Access journals and how the institutional repository is being supported and promoted; and small sample of teaching department websites was examined to see what information was available about Open Access there.
Communication channels between the library and researchers are not especially effective in informing about Open Access and researchers are in the main still poorly-informed about it. Those that have a reasonable level of awareness have generally not learned about Open Access from libraries. Instead they have obtained their information largely from:

· word of mouth from colleagues 

· familiarity with and use of the physics arXiv 

· familiarity with the policy of the Wellcome Trust, and 

· familiarity with the Public Library of Science and BioMed Central
Of those researchers who are informed on Open Access, many are not clear about how to provide it. There is a knowledge gap between knowing about and knowing how. The highest level of awareness of both is found in the physics and life sciences communities. The same lack of awareness applies to knowing how to locate Open Access content.
Researchers, however, do consider that the library is the place they would look to for help in creating and finding Open Access material. Libraries are undertaking various activities to inform researchers on this, including running seminars and training, producing publicity and advocacy materials and using the library website to create an Open Access resource. By no means all libraries use all these methods, and where they do their effectiveness is limited. Researchers are not listening to the messages.
Approximately 60% of libraries have catalogued Open Access journals individually and around 40% include the Directory of Open Access Journals in their list of electronic journal collections, though mostly with little explanation of their special nature.

Neither researchers nor librarians think that library funds should be used to pay article-processing fees for Open Access journals.

Only a quarter of library websites have a clear, simple link to the institutional repository. Although 60% provide good Information on Open Access and the same number provide some information on copyright issues, a significant minority do not do this, nor do they provide a link to the RoMEO database of publisher permission policies. Large teaching departments generally have very limited acknowledgment of Open Access and its benefits on their websites; departments in the vanguard of Open Access developments, or those with their own repositories, are rare exceptions in providing a good Open Access resource.
Researchers are poorly-informed on institutional repositories. Almost three-quarters do not know if their institution has one and where there is a repository 60% of researchers have not deposited anything in it. Of those that do deposit, the proportion depositing only their best articles is very small (5% of depositors). Most (53%) deposit most of their articles and 42% deposit all of them.
Librarians report a ‘policy vacuum’ in their institutions on Open Access and feel that they cannot champion Open Access and inform effectively on it alone. Although over half say their institution ‘encourages’ researchers to provide Open Access to their work, and a further 19% say their institution has a set of guidelines on this, most repositories remain almost empty of postprint content. Librarians state that they require leadership from senior management, and proper institutional mandatory policies, to effect change.

Alma Swan and Sheridan Brown

Key Perspectives Ltd, Truro

9 June 2007

INTRODUCTION
Considerable efforts have gone into raising awareness of Open Access in the research community in the UK over the last few years. There have been some successes, but the general level of knowledge and understanding remains low.

Libraries have opportunities to influence this.  They are the locus for provision of most research-related information in a university and they are (usually) the instigators and custodians of institutional repositories.  The library website at most UK universities is a rich resource and this is backed up by advice, training and other library-rooted activities that feed important information out to researchers.  The library has been the source of much change in scholarly communication practices since the development of the Web and as it continues to evolve the library can be expected to further its role in this domain.

This study was undertaken to assess the state of play with respect to the provision of Open Access information, advice, and tools in British universities and what researchers themselves know and are doing about Open Access. To find out what libraries in particular are doing, surveys of librarians and of library websites were carried out. Researchers were surveyed to see what they know about Open Access and how they are putting that knowledge into practice. We also looked at a small sample of teaching departments to see whether they are making any efforts to explain and inform on Open Access.

2.   Results of librarian and researcher surveys

2.1   Awareness of and familiarity with the concept of Open Access
For the purpose of the survey Open Access (OA) was defined in the questionnaire as meaning the free online availability of articles and other scholarly research output so that anyone can see and use them.  The description went on to say: there are two ways to provide Open Access – by publishing in a journal that makes information available online, free at the point of use (sometimes these charge a publication fee though many do not) or by depositing information such as copies of articles published in non-Open Access journals in an Open Access repository.  Many institutions have these now, and there are also some centralised, subject-based ones too.

Given this definition and brief description of Open Access and the main ways in which it can be provided, researchers were asked to indicate the extent to which they are familiar with the concept of Open Access.  Overall, 19% say they are “very familiar” with Open Access, while a further 33% are “familiar” with the concept – slightly over half in total.  On the other hand, 29% of researchers are “not very familiar” with the concept of Open Access and 17% are “not at all familiar” with it.  Librarians are much more likely to be familiar with the concept of Open Access; indeed 50% say they are “very familiar” with it.

When the results are disaggregated to the broad subject level, there are some stark differences.  These are shown in Figure 1.  Researchers in the life sciences are most likely to be familiar with the concept of Open Access: 28% of them are “very familiar” and a further 43% are “familiar” with Open Access.  Just 9% say they are “not at all familiar” with the concept.  At the opposite end of the spectrum researchers in the arts and humanities tend to be less familiar with Open Access; indeed 22% are “not at all familiar” with the idea.  That said, nearly 45% of them record some level of familiarity with Open Access.

We need to contrast these survey findings with those from the focus groups, where it was found that researchers were mostly very poorly informed about Open Access. We do not believe we alighted upon scores of researchers in the focus groups who were a significantly different cohort from those surveyed by questionnaire in respect of their awareness of OA. Instead, we believe the dissonant findings highlight the difference between the two techniques for eliciting answers. In questionnaire surveys it is difficult to test the validity of answers from any individual and it is possible for respondents to say they are ‘fairly well informed’ on a topic, for example, without having to provide evidence for this. The opportunity is there for them to claim a somewhat better level of familiarity or knowledge than might truly be the case. 
In focus groups this is a strategy that is not adopted so commonly, for obvious reasons. For the focus groups reported here we specifically designed the questioning to elicit the true picture, beginning with the statement “I want to understand whether you are providing Open Access to your work and, if so, how. And, if you have chosen not to do this, why. But first, can I ask about how well you consider yourselves to be informed about Open Access and the issues around it…”. Faced with the situation where they know they will need to explain how they personally deal with an issue, people around a table do not readily claim a greater knowledge of something than they really have, which is a temptation in a questionnaire survey. The findings from the series of focus groups for this project was that a tiny minority (four people) were well-informed, about the same number knew something about OA and the rest knew virtually (or even completely) nothing.
Figure 1:  Researchers’ and librarians’ familiarity with the concept of Open Access
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2.2   Learning about Open Access

The researchers who are familiar to some extent with the concept of Open Access may have heard about it from a variety of sources – colleagues, the media, funding bodies or publishers.  It is often assumed that research libraries have an important role to play in helping researchers understand the range of issues relating directly to Open Access since they are well placed to do so.  The questionnaire sought to test this assumption by asking researchers whether any of a range of resources (presented in Figure 2) provided by their institution’s library had increased their understanding of Open Access.  

The results indicate very clearly that most researchers do not attribute their current state of understanding of Open Access to the efforts of their institution’s library.  This is despite the fact that many librarians report offering the types of resources presented.  For example, whereas 46% of research librarians report that their library has had discussions with their researcher colleagues about Open Access, just 6% of researchers say that this approach has increased their understanding of Open Access.  The differences in the other categories are also stark, highlighting a communications gap between librarians and researchers on this issue.

Figure 2: The role of the library in aiding researchers’ understanding of Open Access
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The results for each respondent subpopulation are shown in Figure 3.  

Figure 3: Percentages of researchers for whom the various resources provided by their institutions’ libraries have increased their understanding of Open Access


[image: image3.emf]0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

Display of promotional material

Seminars or lectures

Resource discovery tools on library

website

Discussion about OA with

departmental library representatives

Promotional material about

institution's repository

Arts & Humanities Social Science

Physical Science Life Science


The questionnaire provided a place for respondents to add their own comments. Those from librarians on their efforts to inform researchers on OA follow below. They are reported verbatim:

· To come!                                                                                                                                                                                           

· "Roadshow" being developed for series of Faculty meetings.                                          

· As the library has never been involved in the e-repository project, there is no channel of communication

· We are investigating setting up- and will seek stakeholder input and publicise at the appropriate time

· Still being discussed by Management                                                                 

· We will be promoting our institutional repository next year.                                        

· Not yet.Iit is very new                                                                             

· Our IR and its policies are in the early stages of development                              

· We are in the process of setting up a digital repository and are engaging the academic community in the process

· Just starting                                                                                                                                                                        
In the focus groups and interviews the range of methods used by librarians to advocate Open Access was explored further.  The examples given by librarians of their OA initiatives were:

Open Access in general
· an open day about Open Access, with addresses about OA topics including copyright, followed up by a message from the vice chancellor to all researchers urging them to deposit their work in the repository

· embedding OA advocacy in subject librarian roles

· working with heads of departments/schools/faculties

· working with research groups

· using the university newsletter (in one case a whole supplement was devoted to Open Access when the repository reached its 1000th item)

· teaching/training on resource discovery for OA content (e.g. about the Directory of Open Access Journals, OAIster, etc)

· adding information and links about OA to the library website

· presentations or seminars about Open Access

Open Access journals
· adding a link to the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) to the library catalogue
· adding individual OA journal titles to the catalogue (though these are rarely marked as Open Access)

· specifically suggesting that researchers publish in Open Access titles and helping them select suitable ones
Open Access repositories

· advocating researcher-by-researcher when a paper to be included in the RAE reaches the library for deposit in the repository

·  ‘marketing’ the repository alongside all the other services the library offers

· using specific opportunities to promote the effect of OA through a repository: one example given was when a particular article hit the media and was downloaded thousands of times from the repository as a result. The library staff publicised this as an example of how making work Open Access increases its visibility and impact even if it is published in a closed-access journal

· seminars run by experts specifically about copyright and author rights in general

Researchers, too, offered some additional comments on what the library has done to help them learn about OA. These are reported verbatim below:
· Web pages advertising open access. Researchers posting open access articles                         

· I am simply unaware - library may have sent/publicised info - but insufficient time to read/follow arguments
· There may be info at the library, but I haven't seen it                                             

· An email from the library staff                                                                     

· I know about it from my professional institution                                                    

· I honestly do not remember any such information               

· My understanding stems from other sources. Unfortunately, nobody in key positions at our school understands it

· I do not understand the language of Open Access.                                                    

· My library doesn't seem to be aware of anything like Open Access, they're still living in the 20th century

· Word of mouth from other researchers.                                                               

· I know of Open Access for info that I get outside my Library and/or my Institution                  

· Not sure that it has. Likely to have been promoted but also likely that I didn't look carefully 

· Lecture by PLoS upon launch - possibly with knowledge by the library.                               

· I have never looked for information about open access on the library resources                      

· don't know                                                                                          

· I haven't paid sufficient attention to what my library provides --information overload.             

· There are serious questions about open access, especially maintaining quality and managing volume.  

· I am on the steering group of our institutional repository                                          

· Information through the Royal Society of Chem.                                                      

· then again I haven't looked for info about open access either...                                    

· Email instructions on method for depositing materials                                               

· I have a very mixed attitude to 'open access', so I have probably ignored all opportunities to increase it
· needs to be done much more proactively                                                              

· Its been a while since I was physically in the library so they may have promoted this but I didn't see it
· I received a confusing email. I think there could be a concern that 'Open Access' will be less respected
· None that I have noticed                                                                            

· Not in my university                                                                                

· word of mouth                                                                                       

· I hate open access. For starters, I want my research read by scientists, NOT lay people.           

· Learnt about through being an editor                                                                

· Direct 'find it at StrathLib' links in search engines results                                       

· Happy to accept that attempts have been made to promote OA, but I've not noticed them.               

· I am not aware but that could be my shortcoming                                                     

· Wellcome Trust communications                                                                                                                                                                       

· Not aware of promotional material                                                                   

· if it was promoted, i missed it or didn't think it was relevant                                     

· It might have been promoted, but not so vigorously that I have noticed.                             

· I have my own web page and put my papers there.  So does almost everyone in my field.  So basically 

· Being involved in editing a journal                                                                 

· I believe the Medical Research Council is about to start a resource collecting all its employees' publications
· I am not aware - but that could be because I haven't taken advantage of these resources offered 
· emails                                                                                              

· I have to say this has pretty much passed me by                                                     

· No!                                                                                                 

· My library has never promoted anything to me except for informing me by email that new databases specific to my needs are available
· discussions with colleagues                                                                         

· Obviously not...                                                                                    

· I do not have time to even investigate this type of thing!                                          

· I am a journal editor, so know about it through thi).                                             

· I am quite familiar with the concept of free online availability of research materials. But I haven't heard anything from my library
· Receive emails from Research Librarian about OA developments                                        

· Don't know whether library has been pushing this or not (I'd be too busy to do anything about it anyway)
· Open Access is a lot of bull. Good papers are published in top rated  journals that have been around 

· I know that we have been informed about open access but my teaching and admin load was so heavy over recent time
· The Repository Centre has only just started at our institute, the person in charge is just putting papers in it
· I have seen no material from my library on this matter.                                             

· This information may be available: I have not looked for it                                         

· Used LSE Online Research depository                                                                 

· NO                                                                                                  

· discussions with research colleagues                                                                

· Funding body requirements                                                                           

· Emails sent to me by my subject librarian                                                           

· At best an email will be sent outlining a seminar but without providing details of how important 

· Discussed in library enewsletter                                                                    

· Don't know enough about this.                                                                       

· I help to run a major international journal - so open access issues are important to me             

· Strategic discussions at committee level                                                            

· As an experienced journal editor, I am suspicious of the Open Access concept        
What is clear from this list of statements is that library education on OA is at best patchy in its effectiveness. We can also conclude that proper awareness and understanding about Open Access is still at a low level. This concurs with the findings from focus group discussions.  Of all the researchers who participated in these sessions, only four had a really good grasp of the issue. Approximately half knew the term and had a vague idea of what it referred to and the rest knew nothing at all.  Where awareness is highest – in physics and life sciences – researchers have generally learned of OA through colleagues, by the use of arXiv (physicists) or through the Wellcome Trust’s OA initiative or the awareness-raising activities of the big OA publishers such as BMC and PLoS (life sciences). 
Nonetheless, libraries are successfully getting through to researchers in some cases. There is no one proven method for doing this: these are still early days and libraries are trying various means to inform researchers on the topic. What works best? Comments in researcher focus group sessions suggested that libraries would find very little return from ‘sending out yet another newsletter’. There were pleas for ‘proper advocacy’ which, elaborated upon, meant face-to-face relaying of information by seminars or small-group gatherings. More than one researcher commented that this is an area in which the Research Office should be active. One said that there “is stuff about OA on the library website but it’s buried because the repository is not officially launched due to the inability – not for want of trying – of the library to secure the support of a high-level champion in the university”. Even the best-resourced, most research-intensive university (with active repository) that we examined has managed only ‘patchy’ advocacy, with library efforts described by one of its senior researchers, well-versed in OA, as ‘certainly not evangelical’.
When we discussed these issues with librarians we heard that they have put a considerable amount of time and effort into establishing repositories but find it very difficult indeed to reach out effectively to their research communities. There seem to be two main reasons for this. First, the channels of communication between library and research community are not particularly good. This was a major finding in our recent study of the use of libraries by researchers
. Librarians can, and do, use a variety of ways to try to explain the principles and benefits of OA to their researchers but they are frequently not effective. The research community does not listen hard to the library. Second, librarians acknowledge that they cannot champion Open Access alone. They need the support – explicit, not tacit – of senior management in universities, just as the more perceptive researchers pointed out. Advocacy from the library, as many librarians emphasised to us, is simply not enough: Open Access is not achieved without top-down messages too. One librarian described the situation in most UK universities at the moment as ‘a policy vacuum’. What better way to put it?
2.3   Disseminating research outputs: the role of Open Access

Being familiar with a concept is one thing; knowing how to make one’s own research output available in an Open Access manner is something quite different.  In an attempt to quantify the gap between researchers’ familiarity with the concept of Open Access and their knowledge of how to “do” Open Access, they were asked to indicate the extent to which they are familiar with options for making their own research output Open Access.  Overall, 8% of researchers say they are “very familiar” with the options available to them, and 15% say they are “familiar” with such options.  Therefore, the proportion of researchers who are to some extent familiar with they ways in which they can make their own research available on an Open Access basis is approximately half of those who are familiar with the concept itself.  There is a clear gap between knowing about Open Access and knowing how to make research outputs Open Access.

The results, presented in Figure 4, again highlight the differences between researchers in different broad subject areas.  Researchers working in the life and physical sciences are more likely to be familiar with the options for making their research output Open Access than researchers in the social sciences and arts and humanities.  The chart shows that most researchers are either “not very familiar” or “not at all familiar” with the channels by which they might make their research available in an Open Access manner.

Librarians were asked about the extent to which they are familiar with the options available to researchers to make their own research output Open Access.  On the strength of these results it is clear that many librarians are relatively well positioned to advise researchers on how to make their research available in an Open Access fashion, although even in the library community one third of people have incomplete or no knowledge of this subject.

Figure 4: Researchers’ and librarians’ familiarity with options for making their research output Open Access


[image: image4.emf]0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

% familiarity of 

researchers with 

options for making 

their research output 

Open Access

Arts & humanities

5.4 8.6 36.9 43.9

Social science

5.2 12.4 39.5 38

Physical science

10.0 19.7 36.2 29.7

Life science

13.5 22.9 36.4 24.4

Librarians

27.8 35.9 27.8 5.6

Very familiar Familiar

Not very 

familiar

Not at all 

familiar


The finding that a relatively small proportion of researchers are familiar with the options available to them to make their research outputs Open Access is reflected in the choices researchers make in relation to disseminating their work in journals.  Researchers were asked: When you are considering publishing your research findings in a journal which, if any, of the following options do you use to disseminate your work?  Figure 5 shows the proportions of researchers who normally use the methods listed.

It will come as no surprise that the most common choice made by researchers is to publish in a subscription-based journal; 76% of them do this as a matter of course.  There are signs, however, that some researchers are taking the opportunity to put copies of their published work either on their own website (17%) or in an Open Access repository (11%).  A relatively small proportion (8%) publish their work in Open Access journals that only publish articles for free, and even small proportions publish in journals that charge a fee to make articles Open Access.  These results provide a useful benchmark against which researchers’ publishing choices may be compared in years to come.

Figure 5: Options normally used by researchers to disseminate their work
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2.4   Finding Open Access content
One of the key questions at present is whether researchers know how to find Open Access content. Researchers using Google or Google Scholar can locate and use Open Access content without realising it. We wanted to explore which resource discovery tools that retrieve Open Access content researchers are currently using. 
Researchers were asked: To what extent are you familiar with methods for finding Open Access content?  Overall relatively few researchers appear to be confident that they know how to find content that is available on an Open Access basis.  Only 9% say they are “very familiar” and 19% report being “familiar” with methods for finding Open Access content.  Nearly 37% are “not very familiar” and 29% are “not at all familiar” with such methods.  

When these results are disaggregated to the level of researchers’ broad subject areas, it is clear that researchers in the life sciences are more likely to be familiar with methods for finding Open Access content than researchers in other areas.  As the results presented in Figure 6 show, the proportion of life scientists who are “very familiar” with such methods is more than double the proportion of researchers in the arts and humanities.  

And, perhaps surprisingly, just one quarter of librarians say they are “very familiar” with methods for finding Open Access content while one third of them have partial or no knowledge of such methods.  

Figure 6:  Researchers’ and librarians’ familiarity with methods for finding Open Access content
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To flesh out the result above it was necessary to get an insight into the methods researchers do actually use to gain access to Open Access content. They were asked to indicate the frequency with which they use a range of Open Access discovery services and content.  A list of the key services and content repositories was presented in the question and is reproduced in Figure 7. Google and Google Scholar are the resource discovery tools used most frequently by researchers, almost certainly for all content not just Open Access material, as we found in a previous study
. But there is also evidence that a sizeable proportion of researchers make use of Open Access journals.  Researchers in the life sciences are well served by a wide range of Open Access journals, and some of these have achieved a high profile over recent years due to the activities of PLoS and BioMed Central. Eighteen percent of life science researchers frequently use the journals published by the Public Library of Science (PLoS) and 35% of them frequently use the BioMed Central portfolio of journals.  
The Web Citation Index has achieved reasonable penetration in relation to other resource discovery services such as OAIster, Citebase and Citeseer, presumably because it now sits alongside the other Thomson Scientific offerings such as Web of Science on the same web page.  Overall, however, with the notable exception of Google and Google Scholar the majority of researchers do not use the services listed to find or read Open Access content. Some of the comments they offered in the survey indicate, though, that they are interested despite their ignorance (see below).
Figure 7:  Methods used by researchers to find and read Open Access content
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So, awareness of Open Access among researchers is still poor and their understanding of how to disseminate their research outputs in an Open Access manner or indeed find Open Access content is limited.

This begs the question as to whether researchers actually want to learn about and ‘do’ Open Access. Is their lack of engagement so far due to lack of information or pure disinterest?  The results presented in Figure 7 provide an insight into this, showing the proportions of researchers in each broad subject area that favour different Open Access-related suggestions about how libraries might improve current levels of access to the research literature.  Overall, 64% of researchers would like their library to provide clearer pointers to existing Open Access content.  The example provided in the question was to include all Open Access journals in the library catalogue.  Moreover, an even greater proportion of librarians (75%) wish to provide clearer pointers, indicating a convergence of views between the library and research communities that may bear tangible fruit in due course. We report in Section 4.2 on what libraries are doing with respect to Open Access journals in their catalogue and on their websites.  

There was an opportunity at this point in the questionnaire for researchers to add any additional examples of resource discovery tools they use. A fairly large number of them did so, and the list is presented in Appendix 2 to avoid cluttering up the body of the report here. Note that a number of them remarked that they knew nothing about these tools and would now investigate to see if they are helpful to them. A positive, educational outcome from a survey!
In terms of making their work Open Access, 43% of researchers would like their library to facilitate the process whereby researchers can deposit their research output into their institution’s repository.  As Figure 8 shows, the differences between the views of researchers in different broad subject areas are minimal.  Taken together, these results from questions about how to create, and find, Open Access outputs provide considerable evidence to indicate that researchers want to do both, and would like to do so with the help of their institutional libraries.  
The results also show that librarians wish to encourage this, with 77% of them favouring the idea of facilitating the process whereby their researchers can deposit their research output into their institution’s repository.

A significant minority of researchers like the notion that libraries make the purchase of journals with mixed subscription and Open Access content a priority (41% overall) but there is less enthusiasm for the library to use its funds to help authors pay for Open Access publication charges (25%).  Librarians are even less keen to use their funds in this way: only 7% favour this option.  At the broad subject area level, researchers in the life sciences are more inclined to support this option (37%), perhaps reflecting the fact that the life sciences researchers are well-served by a wide and growing range of Open Access journals where authors are expected to pay publication charges.

Figure 8:  Percentages of researchers and librarians who favour Open Access-related suggestions about how libraries could improve current levels of access to research literature
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Some researchers used the opportunity to provide additional comments on this issue and these are listed verbatim below:
· Make a national decision not to subscribe or submit to journals that will not make their articles free for teaching after a year          

· In favour if for electronically based publications                                                                                   

· There seems to be an assumption that Open Access material is useful. It may not be!                                                       

· There must be some incentive to use OA journals. At the moment there is none, and with the RAE coming up we are encouraged to publish in the best journals
· I don't know exactly what you mean by 'traditional journals' - I am not in favour of spending money on lots of paper-based materials
· Open Access will ultimately lead to unrefereed self-publication of junk.                                                                  

· Share the access to digitised versions of copyrighted print non-periodical material (books, conference proceedings, old preprints, etc.)  

· Research funds (not library funds) should be used to pay for Open Access publication charges                                              

· I think government action is required to make all publications derived from UK university public-funded research freely available on-line 

· move to entirely online content, abandon print                                                                                            

· Fight for increased funding to buy more subscriptions to web journal subscriptions                                                        

· I find these questions very loaded towards Open Access                                                                                    

· Journals should not be able to profiteer from selling research back to the public institutions who created it. 

· Increase holdings of electronic journals, and eradicate gaps in these holdings, if necessary by hard-copy purchase.                       

· It's less journals (which I can get in London or Cambridge) than basic reference books (manuscript facsimiles, editions of major works), etc
· Discourage publication in high-priced commercial journals, and use scientific societies' journals instead.                                

· Permission to use research funds to purchase journal subscriptions                                                                        

· I think the institutions should be merged, we do not need more than one university per city (there are three in my city and nine in my travelling area).                                                                                    

· Maintain a strict boycott of commercial publishers who do not support open access.                                                         

· There could be too many conflicts of interest in building consortia with other institutions                                               

· Use the university libraries to put the publishers out of business.  The current situation is madness
· Purchase of journals has to be driven by usefulness to research regardless of whether they are open access or not.                        

· I STRONGLY oppose using Library funds for publication charges!  This business model is flawed, in my opinion.                             

· Better electronic access to more journals please.                                                                                         

· Institutional repositories make no sense.  Institutions should instead support international repositories such as www.arxiv.org.          

· Make more journals available electronically, not necessarily in traditional print form                                                    

· That last one... publishers should pay, not authors.                                                                                      

· What matters is having access to and being able to publish in high impact factor journals, and those likely to be well recognised in the community
· The Wellcome Trust PROVIDE funds to allow open access publication - this has not even been disseminated information form our library.     

· Priotritize buying books published abroad                                                                                                 

· Really now only interested in electronic access to journals In my area, quality materials is not generally published in Open Access journals
· open access is a good long term idea and strategy, however in the short term I want my work to appear in journals with good reputations
· A joint consortia only works when there is close access to different universities. Durham, Newcastle works. Kent and London are too far away
· linking with other institutions is a nice idea in theory but wonder whether it would work in practice                                     

· make library policies more friendly. replace current buirocratic library managers                                                         

· The don't knows reflect a wariness of 'favouring' these options without a full understanding of the implications.                         

· the APA supports itself through world-class journals it sells very, very cheaply.  no one should charge for open access
· Fight for increased funding for electronic journal archives e.g. Project Muse                                                             

· some essential journals just not easily available                                                                                         

· I do not understand the last alternative- but am sure I should !                                                                          

· A lot of French journals are still not available on-line, so it is important to maintain subs to traditional journals.                    

· Apply pressure on journals to permit deposit since they rely on academics for the raw materials.                                          

· I am very strongly opposed to any form of 'author pays' open access publishing.                                                           

· Use library funds to help authors *from own institution* pay for Open Access publication charges: Favour                                  

· My research is published in traditional high prestige journals and books problem with reputation and peer review                                                                                                   

· Open Access models seem to imply an 'author pays' policy (someone has to pay for the editorial and production process). This could exclude some people
· As an Elsevier journal editor I'm cautious                                                                                                

· easier access to research literature online                                                                                               

· Forget Open Access it is a waste of time for serious researchers. There are a bunch of leading journals in each field
· I have never understood why University libraries to not manage their funds collectively and come to an agreement with publishing houses on

· Government should provide more funding to libraries to facilitate new resources as these. Library budgets have gone done since the 1980s, 

· The status of peer review should have to be maintained somehow if Open Access publication became more prominent.                          

· Prioritise subscription to more journals in an electronic-only format. Possibly financed by phasing out the purchase of hard copies altogether
· buy more books too                                                                                                                        

· Ensure subscription to all major databases and therefore a wider coverage of e-journals.                                                  

· There are still some journals in traditional format that are essential for my work, especially those published in less technologically-dev

· help change the broken and counter-productive publication business - i.e. challenge publishers rather than appeasement                    

· Favour --- join with other institutions to create buying consortia specifically to acquire access to online reference works
· make more available electronically in 1 single system                                                                                     

· open access fees should be costed into proposals that fund the work which will ultimately be published                                     
2.5   Awareness of institutional repositories
The results of the survey of librarians show that 52% of them say that their institution has an Open Access institutional repository, 25% say their institution does not yet have a repository, and 20% don’t know either way.  And while 75% of librarians know whether or not their institution has an Open Access institutional repository, the level of awareness among researchers is much lower.  Just 15% believe that their institution does have such a repository, 10% think their institution does not have one, but most researchers – 72% of them – simply don’t know.  These results are presented in Figure 9.
Figure 9:  Awareness of existence of an Open Access institutional repository in the respondents’ institutions
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Even though awareness of institutional repositories is limited at present – particularly among researchers, but also among librarians – both groups perceive that librarians are well-placed to step up to the challenge of managing these repositories.  In fact 61% of librarians and the same percentage of researchers believe that within 5 years the management of institutional repositories of digital information will be a core role for librarians.

2.6   Depositing research outputs in institutional repositories
For many institutions having an institutional repository is a relatively new development.  One of the key problems is populating repositories with content.  Although some institutions around the world have implemented a mandatory requirement for their researchers to deposit their research output in the institution’s repository, most have not.  
This present survey of librarians in the UK reveals that of those librarians whose institution has a repository:

· 3% say their institution has a mandatory policy on researchers depositing their work

· 19% say their institution has formal guidelines on what researchers should deposit and when

· 52% say their institution encourages researchers to deposit their work

· 26% say there is no institutional-level policy or action on repository use

Some librarians also offered additional comments on this issue and these are listed verbatim below:

· The repository has only just been established. Policies are still being formulated.                                                       

· In preparation-will go live in Feb 2007                                                                                                   

· repository in development for 2007 - policies not yet decided                                                                             

· Pilot stage at present (University Library).                                                                       

· University requirement all output for next RAE to be in repository (though many just abstracts). 

· The institutional e-repository was set up by senior admin and IT, without library involvement. It has, therefore, considerable shortcomings.

· Initial guidelines produced in Summer 2006.  Degree of connection to UK PubMed Central yet to be determined.                              

· Policies and procedures currently being developed                                                                                         

· Researchers are required to place a record of the work in the repository and strongly urged to place the text                             

· Policy under discussion at present: library has proposed deposit should be made mandatory                                                 

· A letter was sent from the VC to all academic staff and RAs strongly encouraging them to publish research outputs into the IR.            

· We are just launching the system now and policies are still being developed and reviewed                                                   

· Repository only formally launched January 2007.  Currently working with University Management Team to devise policy                       

· In its very early days                                                                                                                    

· Guidelines are currently draft pending operational rollout of IR.  IR is still in pilot stage                                             

· The repository has been available only since a month ago                                                                                  

· Policies are under development and should be adopted formally early in 2007                                                               

· This will change with RAE 2008, mandation is expected.   

The current level of deposition of research outputs into institutional repositories around the world is very low.  Of the librarians surveyed here whose institution has an Open Access repository, 44% think that less than 10% of the annual peer-reviewed research output of their institution is deposited in their repository and 10% think that the tally is between 11% and 30%.  Many (38%) simply don’t know what the figure is.

Librarians have identified a number of major barriers to filling repositories quickly and easily: 

· The RAE has an emphasis on publications and, moreover, on the published PDF version of journal articles, for assessment: this means that authors focus upon the permission to self-archive this version for RAE purposes – such permission is rare – and are thus dissuaded from depositing by publisher policies
· Authors do not always retain their own final peer-reviewed version of articles

· The deposit process is considered by some authors to be overly complex

· There is a lack of proper policy on Open Access so libraries are fighting for the cause as if it is a ‘library thing’ 
The low volume of deposition recorded by librarians is reflected in the deposition behaviour of researchers.  Where researchers’ institutions have a repository, 62% of researchers say they have not deposited anything in it. Some do, though, and we examined whether their deposition behaviour is selective, and how:  2% of researchers deposit their best articles in it; 16% deposit most of their articles in it and 20% deposit some of their articles in it, but most do not. These results are shown graphically in Figure 10.
Figure 10: Deposition behaviour of authors with respect to institutional repositories
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Figure 11 shows the proportions of the researchers who do deposit articles in their repositories, broken down by deposit behaviour – that is, whether they deposit most of their articles, some of their articles, or only the best ones. 
Figure 11: Deposition behaviour of authors: which articles do they deposit?
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There is some discussion about whether levels of deposition would be greater if library staff mediated the process, and whether this is a sustainable intervention.  It is certainly a strategy that has been adopted by some libraries in the UK (and elsewhere).  We asked our librarian cohort about the extent to which their library is involved in mediating the deposit of research output into their institution’s repository with the following results:

· 38% say library or information services staff mediate all deposits

· 22% say library or information services staff mediate most deposits

· 15% say library or information services staff mediate a limited proportion of deposits

· 25% say library or information services staff are not involved in deposits

These results are shown in Figure 12.

Figure 12: Level of mediation of deposits into institutional repositories by library staff
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Librarians we spoke to from institutions where mediation is the norm said that they do this to control the quality of metadata, to increase the number of deposits (sometimes by actively soliciting articles from authors for deposit) and sometimes to deposit legacy content. 

2.7   Awareness of OA-related copyright issues
Finally, we explored the issue of copyright. We did this because it is something that researchers frequently raise as a barrier to depositing their work in Open Access repositories. It is not always because they are prevented from doing so by copyright issues; more often it is simply a case of being unsure of what they are permitted to do and what is non-permissible. It is fair to report that researchers feel menaced by some publishers on this issue. Libraries are the natural source of copyright-related information within a university in many instances (though we heard from librarians that some university copyright officers have positions within the institution’s central management team). We sought, therefore, to find out what the state of play is with respect to how libraries are informing researchers on copyright and what researchers perceive they are provided with.
Figure 13 shows the results from questions we asked researchers. The yellow bars represent the availability of copyright advice – provided either reactively or proactively – concerning the use of third party work. The blue bars show the availability of advice about the researcher’s own work. Researchers say that the provision of advice about third party copyright is quite high but advice about a their own work – including a model agreement for copyright retention when publishing a journal article – is much more limited. 
Figure 13: Advice provided by the library on copyright
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2.8   Use of researchers’ own institutional repositories to find information
Researchers’ use of their own institutional repository to find information is extremely limited. Only 11% of researchers say they search their institutional repository frequently while an additional 21% say they search it occasionally and 42% never search it at all. These results refer, of course, to specific searching of a repository; the majority of researchers who use Google or Google Scholar are likely to be searching their institution’s Open Access repository anyway. 
3.   SURVEY OF UK UNIVERSITY DEPARTMENT WEBSITES

The surveys and focus groups provided evidence of one kind with regards to what libraries are doing about Open Access. We also approached this issue in three other ways – by looking at departmental websites to see what large teaching departments may be doing, by examining university library websites for information with respect to the institutional repository, and by looking at library websites to see what they do regarding Open Access journals. The latter two exercises are reported in Section 4. Here we focus on teaching departments.
The aim was to see what teaching departments are doing to promote Open Access. A small sample of twelve departments was selected, including some that had their own repository and some that did not. All but one of their institutions had an institutional repository. The results are shown in Table 1.

3.1   Appraisal

A set of assessment criteria were developed and the notes to Table 1 follow here:

(i)   Main or Departmental Institutional repository name

Green: An institutional repository (IR) is in place either for the whole institution or for a department

Yellow: IR for whole institution in planning stages

Red: No IR exists or none found even with a whole site and Google search

(ii)   Departmental homepage presence

Green: link present to IR or open access information on homepage

Red: No presence

N/A: No IR in place

(iii)   First mention of open access/IR within Dept pages

Green: IR or open access is mentioned clearly within one or two links from the Department homepage

Yellow: IR or open access information is mentioned with the Departmental pages but it could not be found except by a site search or through the IR itself.  Alternatively, IR is mentioned within the main research section of the main institution not at Department level.

Red: No link could be found or only a list of research interests or papers with no links to full text articles.  

N/A: No IR in place
(iv)   Research section (this refers to the section within each Departments pages)

Green: Link or information found 

Yellow: Link or information found but it can not be accessed from a link within the Departmental pages

Red: No link or information found despite there being an IR in place

(v)   Intranet present

If there was a clear intranet link that was password only access, this was recorded. Rationale: links to the IR may appear within this area.
(vi)   Activity within the IR

Green: Evidence of papers (numbers) listed by academics from the Department.

Yellow: IR under development or search facility password protected so no information available on what has been deposited

Red: No activity or IR found.

3.2   Summary of findings

· Only one department in the sample had a repository presence on its homepage, and this was the School of Electronics & Computer Science (ECS) at Southampton, which would be expected to be at the forefront in this

· Three more departments mentioned Open Access on their homepages but the route to the IR or to further information was via additional links

· The situation was the same regarding information on Open Access or the IR within the research section of the departmental websites

· Significant levels of deposit activity were found in the repositories belonging to the Department of Mathematics at Brunel University (which has a mandatory policy on deposit), Southampton’s ECS (which also has a mandatory policy) and the University of Lincoln’s Faculty of Technology, which has its own repository

· Bournemouth University’s Engineering Department is informative on the repository and Open Access, though the material was developed through the library
4.   Survey of UK university library websites

We repeated the exercise reported in Section 3 with a similar one focusing on university library websites. We surveyed the library websites of a number of universities, including the Russell Group and 1994 Group institutions, to look for information about the university repository and about Open Access per se. A number of criteria were developed for recording and assessment and the findings are displayed in Table 2. 

4.1  Institutional repositories 
4.1.1   Locating the institutional repository

Each university library homepage was scanned for any possible links or acronyms relating to an Institutional Repository (IR) or Research Archive or mention of Open Access.  If no link was found, links under electronic resources or digital library sections were checked.  Again if nothing was found, a search of the library site was carried out using the terms “Institutional Repository”, “E-prints” or “Open Access”.  This was usually sufficient to find an established IR.  If this failed to reveal anything, the entire university website was searched using the above terms and if these did not produce any significant hits, the search terms “Sherpa” or “JISC” were used.   If activity existed around an IR, a search of the main site often revealed strategic plans or news items about the proposed IR or sites under development. These latter documents were located somewhere within the University’s website, e.g. the library or corporate document pages.  

If no reference was found the ROAR website was checked to confirm that no IR existed.
4.1.2   Appraisal

The notes to Table 2 follow here:

Each IR was assessed in terms of content and functionality and recorded by way of a ‘traffic light’ system which enables the reader to get a quick impression of the overall findings and of the findings for any column or row.  The criteria we used are shown below with additional information on how they were assessed:

(i) Library homepage presence

Green: An actual link to IR and what it is known as, e.g. ‘Research Archive’ on the library homepage

Yellow: A link is there but is one or two links away

Red: IR exists but no link was found within the library webpages or no IR present. 
(ii) Library AtoZ, index or site map listing

Green: Listing exists

Red: Not listed. 

N/A no index, AtoZ or site map found or IR is still at developmental stage.
(iii) Listed in library electronic resource index

Green: listed in the main A to Z index of electronic resources/databases

Yellow: Listed but within a drop down menu

Red: Not listed

N/A library has not got listing in this format or to gain access needed a password.
(iv)
Designated homepage and domain

Green: Actual homepage and section with its own domain, headings and opening text so the user knew they had reached the IR.  This could include e.g. Welcome to the X Institutional Repository or some kind of branding or logo.  It also should have clear links to search/browse, deposit functions and general information about the IR and open access. 

Yellow:  Has a homepage with domain and proper headings but it is still clearly under development.  Also includes when pilot and rolled out IR are still in existence but in separate places and not linked or cross-referenced.

Red: No domain or homepage set up but IR mentioned in a report, or news item. 

N/A: No IR exists
(iv) Browse/Search facility

Self explanatory
(v) Clear list of participating communities on homepage

Green: List of departments/Schools/communities with or without number of deposits displayed on the homepage or most frequently accessed papers.  (Rationale: to see whether activity of the facility by other researchers can be seen on the homepage)

Yellow: This information exists but is a link for latest editions or was a click away – usually under the browse function or was in a different place entirely e.g. within a pilot site where the main and pilot existed.

N/A: this facility did not exist as the IR was in development
(vi) User customising facility

Green: Facility on homepage menu saying My IR or similar which allows the user to keep track of their submissions.    

Yellow: This facility may exist within a password protected area for registered users. 

Red: Pilot and main IR still active but this facility not present in latter.

N/A: IR still at development stage or does not exist
(vii) Open Access explained

Green: Obvious link to good background to Open access (OA) publishing and its implications for the University within the IR. Also has external links for further reading.

Yellow: Information on OA is available within the IR but through a list of external links e.g. eprints and Sherpa with no bespoke text to link it together.  Alternatively information on OA is in a separate place to the IR and there are no links across.  (The OA information in the second case is usually found by a search using terms Open Access on either the library site or main university site).

Red: IR in development or no information about OA found linked into the local IR.

N/A: No IR or in very early stages.
(viii) Local IR information e.g. copyright

Green: Obvious link to good comprehensive information and help about the University’s IR, what it means to local researchers, copyright policies and advice.  Also all linked from and to the IR itself.

Yellow: As above but there are no links from the IR to this section or only brief information given or by way of external links with no text to link it together. 

Red: No information found, broken links or still early development.

N/A: No IR in place
(ix)
Email updates

Green: Clear facility present in menu on IR homepage and any other facility that keeps users up to date with OA initiatives

Red: No facility exists or link broken.

N/A: No IR or very much in development stage

(x)
Deposit information/help

Green: Clear link on IR homepage to how to deposit and help pages.  The information is thorough and stated if based on IR software running.

Yellow: As above but pilot and actual IR are different and both still in place.

Red: Not found or broken link or early development.

N/A: No IR present.
(xi) Named individual for help

Green: Individual name given on page or within email address.

Red: No named person or broken link

N/A: No IR present
(ix) Training

Green: Workshop or training event on IR or OA planned including where IRs are being set up.

Yellow: Training on above carried out in the past

Red: No reference to OA/IR training

N/A: No IR present
(x) Statistics on citation activity

Green: searchable facility from link on homepage 

Yellow: facility exists but is either not directly searchable i.e. the library produce set statistics or is within user area

Red: No facility

N/A: No IR present
(xi) Passworded user area

Green: Users must be registered with the IR or with library through user name and passwords to deposit items 

N/A: No IR present
(xii) Links to Open Access Initiative

Green: Link exists to Open Access Initiative 

Red: No link

N/A: No IR present
(xiii) Links to Romeo, Sherpa, DOAR/ROAR

Green: Links are present

Red: No link

N/A: No IR present
(xiv) Supporting OA links

Green: Clear links to documents, articles supporting Open Access

Red: No link

N/A: No IR present
(xv) Links to other UK university repository

Green: Links to specific University repositories due to partnerships or project work

Red: No link

N/A: No IR present
4.1.3   Summary of findings
There is a lot of detail in the table and readers will need to examine the issues of particular interest to themselves, but some overall findings are:

· 16 of 52 library websites do not have a clear, simple link to the institutional repository
· A further 22 of 52 have a means of reaching the repository from the library website but it takes two or more further links to get there

· 13 library websites (of 52) have clear, simple links to the repository from the library homepage

· The majority of repository homepages provide helpful menus and a clear search/browse facility
· 32 repository homepages had information explaining Open Access, all but one of them very thoroughly

· 32 had copyright information

· The majority had help for depositors

· Two had evidence of planned training on Open Access and three had past training events listed (and may hold more in the future, presumably)

· The majority link to RoMEO, SHERPA and the ROAR and/or DOAR databases of repositories worldwide but a significant minority do not

4.2 Open Access journals
A sample of library websites was also surveyed to see what information and links they have to Open Access journal content.  What we were most interested to find out was whether they had included Open Access titles in their catalogues and how OA journals are presented on the site. The results are presented in Table 3.

4.2.1 Appraisal

We examined a number of things and the notes to Table 3 follow here:

(i) DOAJ listed 

Green: The Directory of Open Access Journals is listed in the list of electronic databases or somewhere else on the site where it is equally easily found

Yellow: The Directory is listed but is not obvious
Red: The DOAJ was not found 

(ii)   BMC listed as a specific resource

Green: BioMed Central’s collection of OA journals is listed a specific database or electronic resource

Red: Not listed as a specific resource

(iii)   PLoS listed as a specific resource

Green: The Public Library of Science’s collection of OA journals is listed a specific database or electronic resource 

Red: Not listed as a specific resource 

(iv)   PLoS/BMC journals searchable onsite

Green: The journals published by these two flagship OA publishers are searchable from the library catalogue

Yellow: Referred to publisher’s site for searching

Red: Journals not available via library site

(v)   DOAJ journals searchable onsite

Green: Journals in DOAJ are listed in and searchable from library catalogue

Yellow:  Referred to DOAJ for searching

Red: Journals not available via library site
4.2.2   Summary of findings
· Four of the 38 Russell Group or 1994 Group libraries had passworded access to the electronic collections so we were unable to examine journal holdings and display

· 16 of 38 libraries listed the DOAJ as a specific resource 

· 23 libraries include the DOAJ journals in their catalogues
· 15 libraries list BioMed Central as a specific electronic resource and 6 do the same with the Public Library of Science

· Only 5 libraries that we could examine do not include BMC and PLoS journals in their catalogues, whether or not they have other DOAJ journals there

· One library links direct to these publishers’ sites for searching their journals

5. DISCUSSION
In promoting Open Access, libraries can adopt various tactics. They can inform in general; they can promote the use of Open Access journals, both by taking steps to encourage readers to access them and by encouraging researchers to publish in them; and they can make provision for self-archiving and promote that activity to researchers.

Libraries are making Open Access journals visible on their websites in several ways. Many of them list the Directory of Open Access Journals amongst their e-journal collections (though they rarely add a note specifying that the content of these journals is freely accessible). And most of them have catalogued individual Open Access titles, which is very helpful in guiding users to these journals. The journals published by PLoS and BioMed Central are given particularly good visibility, even where other Open Access journals are not specifically catalogued. As far as the promotion of Open Access titles alongside the rest of the library holdings, therefore, libraries are using their websites pretty effectively.

Approximately half of library websites also have helpful and thorough explanations of Open Access, though this is not always easy to find and in some cases requires a route through a number of links on a journey that is not intuitive. Nonetheless, the quality of information provided is in general good.
There remains, however, a dissonance between what libraries are providing in respect of OA journals and what researchers are receiving – or perhaps perceiving would be a better term.  Researchers said they would like the library to offer more pointers to OA content: in fact, libraries are providing the pointers, but the problem appears to be that they are not making it explicit enough when the target is Open Access content. Better OA marketing skills may be called for.
The final issue with respect to OA journals is how to fund them, or more specifically how to help researchers pay article-processing charges (APCs) where they are levied. Without this being a smooth process, authors will be put off submitting their work to OA journals that charge a fee. The situation currently is fragmented. One funder, the Wellcome Trust, has gone so far as to agree to pay for APCs, though this is not without complications. However, Wellcome is a private funder: the UK research councils spend public money and have fought shy of agreeing to allocate more of this to pay for APCs, though some agree that the dissemination of research results is a legitimate research expense and thus that grant money may be used for this purpose.  Grantholders in some research communities are thus freed up to spend some of their research support funds on APCs. 
However, helpful though this may all seem, on-the-ground practice is not so rosy.  Wellcome’s initiative has set up tensions between the money-holder (usually the university finance department) and the library over the distribution of the incoming funds from Wellcome. When BioMed Central (BMC) is brought into the frame additional complications arise since BMC offers an institutional membership scheme where a one-off advance payment is made by a research institution – an upfront payment for article-processing during that year, essentially – that then qualifies researchers within that institution to pay a reduced APC for articles accepted by BMC journals. Some libraries reported to us that they have paid a certain amount as an ‘institutional membership’ fee to BioMed central for a year and found that the number of papers accepted from the institution has far exceeded the fee, necessitating further payment from the institution in some way. There was also general disquiet (considerable) about the JISC’s one-off payment of BMC fees on behalf of institutions, which librarians feel has done ‘some damage’ since they are now left, in following years, more or less obliged ‘to pick up where JISC left off’. Finally, librarians are angry about BMC’s recent tactic of communicating directly with authors about their institution’s policy on paying membership fees. This is ‘stirring up trouble’. (Not that BMC is alone in this: Elsevier is doing a similar thing with respect to Science Direct.)
When it comes to institutional repositories the situation is somewhat more patchy. The route from the library home page to the repository is simple and quick in only about one quarter of cases. Most repository web pages have information on Open Access and help for depositors. About 60% of them also have copyright information and links to the RoMEO database for checking journal self-archiving policies, which is extremely useful for authors (also note that the new version of EPrints repository software now has this facility built into the deposit pages and other softwares can be expected to follow suit in time). And, as we learned from the focus groups, librarians undertake training and advocacy programmes to inform about self-archiving. 
Nevertheless, most of the repositories in UK universities are near-empty. Even those that have a large number of items do not have many research papers (their content may be theses, images, working papers, reports and teaching materials.   There are notable exceptions but they are very few. So we must deduce that whatever efforts libraries are putting into promoting Open Access and providing the facilities for researchers to offer it, the messages are not getting through. Disappointing though this is, it is not surprising. One of the conclusions of our recent study on researchers’ use of libraries was that channels of communication between the library and the researcher body are not particularly effective.  Moreover, the librarians we talked to about this point all emphasised that their recruitment activities with regard to repository content stand little chance of being properly successful without support from senior management in their institutions. One even said that he and his colleagues regarded their university as having a ‘secret repository’, going on to say that this is “because we can’t get senior management buy-in. No specific resource has been allocated to it because it was thought it should be done in our spare time, and the ‘top brass’ is interested only in the researchers publishing in high impact journals.” 
Now, no doubt recent funder policies are going to help this situation. University managers have taken a message on board from the research councils and are beginning to fall in behind the funder vanguard. Other drivers are the upcoming Research Assessment Exercise, coupled with the announcement that subsequent exercises will be metrics-based, the growing body of evidence on the increased impact of Open Access material, and the increasing realisation that future measures are going to centre around individual- or article-level impact, facilitated by Open Access. 

Some librarians told us that their Research Offices were now beginning to drive policy on Open Access. Since the Research Office would be expected to see most clearly what advantages there are for institutions to require open communication of work carried out in them it is likely that workable and effective policies will start falling into place. This is as it should be, since Open Access is a research matter. There is thus reason to be optimistic. But leaving it to the library to proselytise is not enough.  

6. RECOMMENDATIONS

We offer below a brief set of recommendations that the JISC SCG might like to consider:

Top-level recommendations (where JISC might influence other bodies):

· Engage further with research policymakers and administrators to reinforce the message that a mandatory policy is the only thing that really works. This does not have to sound authoritarian: it can be flavoured in various ways to sound as though it is a positive, desirable step forward.
· Engage with HEFCE to try to ensure that whatever requirements the ‘new’ RAE will have, requiring the publisher’s PDF as the only possible item of record should not be one of them. The JISC VALREC Project will by that time have produced a service that will validate versions of an article in repositories against the published PDF and generate a digital certificate itemising the differences. The project website has an example on it
. 

· Work with the UK research library community to ensure that library websites all have a certain level of information and help about Open Access that JISC could promote to libraries as a set of standards that represent best practice. For example:

· all of them should have links to RoMEO and advice on copyright issues that so trouble researchers eager to deposit. In particular, the inclusion of full information on the use of the various author addenda that are now available for authors to use in their agreements with publishers would be a positive step forward
· The concept of OA journals could be better explained on many library websites, and examples of OA journals in catalogues should be flagged up as such. Libraries would probably look favourably on any suggestions from JISC about adding this type of ‘promotional’ material and the outcome would be a better-informed user base
Ground-level recommendations (where JISC might act to advise the researchers themselves)

Various initiatives have been tried to inform and engage UK researchers, including some funded by JISC that are ongoing, but more needs to be done to raise awareness and lay the myths about Open Access. 
· messages to researchers are better listened to if they arrive via the senior management or the middle management of a university, and so heads of department/schools might be a target for outreach activity by JISC
· Continue support for the Roadshow initiative
· Consider developing other approaches that reach researchers effectively, such as direct mail and personal invitations to special OA events
Appendix 1:  Methodology

This study ‘piggybacked’ on a more extensive study carried out for the Research Information network on library services to support research and researchers’ use of those services. While we were reaching out to the UK researcher and librarians populations it was deemed sensible to integrate the two studies, particularly as they shared methodologies. 
We wanted to give as many researchers and librarians as possible the opportunity to participate in the consultation and so we did not design a sampling frame nor specify a desired sample size.  Instead we set out to contact as many full time researchers and librarians in the higher education sector in the UK as was practically possible, making this study more like a census than a sample. 
Researcher survey

It is estimated that there are in the region of 100,000 full-time researchers in the UK’s higher education sector.  We approached the task of contacting them and asking them to complete the survey in a combination of ways. First, we purchased the highest quality commercial mailing list we could, covering all researchers except those working in physics and chemistry (who would be contacted by their respective societies).  The total number of names was almost 74,000 (those who had “opted in” to the list).  Second, we asked learned societies and publishers to help by emailing their members (or, in the case of publishers, their authors) and a number of them kindly agreed.  Smaller societies with no email lists made their members aware of the survey by more traditional means such as newsletters.  We wish to acknowledge here the help given in this way by the following organisations: 
· Arts & Humanities Data Service 
· British Ecological Society

· British Psychological Society

· Emerald

· Institute of Mathematics and its Applications

· Institute of Physics

· Institution of Engineering and Technology

· Oxford University Press

· PLoS Journals

· Royal Geographical Society

· Royal Society of Chemistry  

Third, through the Consortium of Research Libraries (CURL), many librarians were able to alert researchers in their own institutions to the survey using internal staff lists.

In total, well over 100,000 invitations to participate were dispatched to researchers in the UK. The survey achieved a response of 2254 researchers, a response rate of approximately 2.25%.  Although we have gathered the opinions of a large number of researchers – indeed it is one of the largest publicly-accessible bodies of researchers’ opinions on libraries gathered in recent times - it is vitally important to consider the extent to which their views are similar or different to the majority of researchers who did not respond.  There are three key points to make about the issue of “non-response error” in the context of this study.  First, we know from long experience of surveying academic researchers that, for the types of questions asked in this study, the variation in the population is relatively low.  Non-response error can be quantified by telephoning a sample of non-respondents and testing whether or not their opinions differ significantly from those who did respond.  When non-response error has been tested in the past the opinions of researchers who chose not to respond have not been significantly different to those who did respond.  Second, our investigations of non-response error for this study revealed no significant differences in peoples’ opinions; instead people cited lack of time and inclination.  Finally, a major part of the project was qualitatively-based providing not only the opportunity to explore relevant issues in depth, but also providing a basis upon which to verify the representative nature of the results produced via the web survey.

Respondent profiles
All responses  

n = 2254

Social sciences 

n = 734

Arts and humanities 
n = 428

Life sciences 

n = 475

Physical sciences 

n = 558

	Group
	% respondents

	University/college
	91

	PhD students
	13

	Post-doctoral researchers
	12

	Lecturers
	21

	Senior lecturers
	22

	Readers
	9

	Professors
	18

	England
	77

	Scotland
	15

	Wales
	4

	Northern Ireland
	2


In terms of subject disciplines, all the major fields were well represented, such that we have been able to use broad subject area as the main base for data analysis.
Librarian survey
A similar questionnaire was developed for librarians. Many of the questions were mirrored from the researcher questionnaire so that we could test the degree of agreement in views between the two groups.  Again, we attempted to offer every UK librarian the opportunity to respond. We purchased a commercial mailing list and we also secured the help of various senior figures in the library community to alert their colleagues via closed email discussion lists and internal institutional lists. In total 307 responses were received.

Respondent profiles

All responses 

n = 307

All responses 

n = 307

Librarians/directors 

n = 56

Other library staff 

n = 251
	Group
	% respondents

	University/college
	96

	Pre-1992 universities
	72

	Post-1992 universities
	24

	Subject librarians
	35

	Assistant librarian
	10

	Department head
	16

	Librarian/Library director
	18

	England
	81

	Scotland
	11

	Wales
	3

	Northern Ireland
	2


The subject areas served by the librarians who responded cover the whole spectrum of broad disciplines.   
Focus groups
In addition to the questionnaire surveys 10 focus group discussions were conducted across the UK, 4 for librarians and 6 for researchers.  Typically focus groups comprised a range of librarians or researchers – up to 10 for each group – representing different subject areas and different types of institution.  The discussions were organised by an experienced facilitator and lasted for a morning or afternoon.  
Our aim was to include as representative a range of people as possible and the scope of the focus group participants was as follows:

Institutions represented by librarians: 
UCL

Goldsmiths College London

Queen Mary College London

School of Oriental & African Studies

London School of Economics

London South Bank University

Open University

Cranfield University

Nottingham University

Leicester University
De Montfort University

Loughborough University

UHI Millennium Institute

Edinburgh University

Herriot Watt University

Stirling University
Glasgow University
Strathclyde University

St Andrews University

Institutions represented by researchers: 
Edinburgh University

Strathclyde University

Herriot Watt University

Edinburgh College of Art

Stirling University

Leicester University

Loughborough University

De Montfort University

Imperial College London

London Metropolitan University

Birkbeck College London

Cancer Research UK

Greenwich University

Kingston University

Oxford University

Oxford Brookes University

CCLRC (Rutherford Laboratory)

Cambridge University

Anglia Ruskin University

Manchester University

Manchester Metropolitan University

Liverpool John Moores University
Paterson Institute for Cancer Research
Salford University
Huddersfield University
Subject areas represented by focus group members:
Health & Social Care

Cancer research

Computer science

Library & Information Science

History

Psychology

Law

Public Health

Orthopaedics

Developmental Biology

Mathematical Modeling

English literature (Dickens Studies)

Structural Biology/X-Ray Crystallography

Engineering

Pharmacology

History

Molecular

Biology

Textual Studies (English literature)

Marketing

Chemistry

Information Science

Physiology

Human Anatomy

Zoology

Pathology

Surgery

Mechanical engineering

Urban Studies

Art

Mathematics/Statistics

Hospitality/Tourism

Film & Media Studies

Computer Science

Educational studies
Appendix 2

Resource discovery tools, apart from those listed in the study question, that researchers say they use:

· Use Medscape - is this open access - assume so hence answer to Q24/4                               

· web of science, psych info,                                                                         

· E-LIS (http://eprints.rclis.org/) DLIST (http://dlist.sir.arizona.edu/)                             

· Cogprints                                                                                           

· science direct, info4education                                                                      

· My Athens                                                                                           

· jstor/blackwell science etc                                                                         

· Scopus, WOK, Pubmed                                                                                 

· web of knowledge                                                                                    

· arxiv.org spires                                                                                    

· ArXiv.org                                                                                           

· DOI                                                                                                 

· www.arXiv.org                                                                                       

· library database, Web of Knowledge and  science direct                                               

· ISI Web of Knowledge - Frequently                                                                   

· Mathematical Reviews on-line                                                                        

· Web of Science                                                                                      

· PubMed most frequently of all                                                                       

· arXiv - frequently                                                                                  

· PubMed                                                                                              

· Web of Knowledge                                                                                    

· PubMed                                                                                              

· jstor worldcat                                                                                      

· JSTOR EbscoHost                                                                                     

· National electronic library for health                                                              

· www.arXiv.org                                                                                       

· JSTOR                                                                                               

· British Library catalogue                                                                           

· proquest direct                                                                                     

· I frequently use JSTOR, ABSEES, EBSCO, COPAC                                                        

· MLA, IMB, etc. Medieval and literary databases.                                                     

· Pub Med                                                                                             

· www.scirus.com                                                                                      

· use Web of Science to search all journals                                                           

· PuBMed                                                                                              

· IngentaSelect                                                                                       

· wok.mimas.ac.uk                                                                                     

· www.arXiv.org                                                                                       

· pubmed                                                                                              

· Literature Online MEDAL                                                                             

· jstor                                                                                               

· ACL Anthology http://acl.ldc.upenn.edu/                                                             

· JSTOR database                                                                                      

· I have used citebase, citeseer, and google scholar. They are useless in comparison to the databases 

· pubmed                                                                                              

· Yahoo                                                                                               

· Links via my library's web pages.                                                                   

· pubmed                                                                                              

· Not sure I understand from this questionnaire what an open access repository is 
· Yahoo                                                                                               

· Our library has an electronic access link which shows all the journals we can access freely - iether

· ArXiv                                                                                               

· xArxiv                                                                                              

· MathSciNet ArXiv                                                                                    

· www.arxiv.org                                                                                       

· Web of Science. Thomsom ISI databases.                                                              

· MathSciNet (if it applies?)                                                                         

· Scopus, PubMed, Web of Knowledge                                                                    

· for me the arXiv is by far the most important source of the research-related information           

· Mathematical Reviews                                                                                

· Web of Science, Crossfire Beilstein and Chem. Abstracts, i.e. SciFinder.                            

· Science direct                                                                                      

· ISI web of science, pubmed                                                                          

· sciencedirect and scirus                                                                            

· web of science                                                                                      

· Scirus                                                                                              

· Jstor                                                                                               

· Web of Science and PubMed                                                                           

· ScienceDirect                                                                                       

· PubMed                                                                                              

· Not aware if I am using open access services or not!                                                

· Just use the uni library electronic resourses - Athens etc.                                         

· pubmed,highwire,                                                                                    

· http://www.scirus.com/srsapp/                                                                       

· the publisher Greenleaf has very useful website with access to book chapters                        

· Never heard of most of these, am unaware of an institutional collection. The first one (doaj) looks good
· JSTOR                                                                                               

· Portal CAPES, scielo-online, JSTOR?,                                                                

· pubmedcentral.nih.gov most frequently                                                               

· Use PubMed at NCBI and observe free access annotation                                               

· web of knowledge/ science                                                                           

· I must now follow up this list and explore !                                                        

· The Free Medical Journals website (?based at Monash Uni?)                                           

· Some of these I didn't know about                                                                   

· JSTOR - Sometimes (Not available institutionally, but one journal available as part of membership) 
· NCBI                                                                                                

· www.scirus.com                                                                                      

· Web of Science                                                                                      

· re q26 I would never ask my local librarian for advice on publishing. I do send copies of my article

· Intute (formerly SOSIG) BAILII, AustLII, WorldLII, etc. EISIL ie subject based sites                

· Thank you for listing these sources. I may investigate the ones I did not know of.                  

· I have never heard of most of these.                                                                

· http://arxiv.org/archive/cond-mat                                                                   

· I use specialist IP and IT sources                                                                  

· project muse                                                                                        

· JSTOR                                                                                               

· JSTOR                                                                                               

· arXiv - used frequently.                                                                            

· www.search.com                                                                                      

· scopus                                                                                              

· Web of Science (ISI) ScienceDirect                                                                  

· Why don't you have Google Book Search in your list ??????? What about Google image search etc???? 

· Web of Science                                                                                      

· Science Direct, Web of Knowledge                                                                    

· ISI Web of Science                                                                                  

· This is confusing if you don't know what is meant by Open Access?  Maybe I do this already?  

· ISI web of knowledge and Edina biosis (far and away the best) until it stopped earlier this year    

· JStor                                                                                               

· ingenta                                                                                             

· medline                                                                                             

· Pubmed                                                                                              

· Other search engines                                                                                

· ncbi.nlm.nih.gov                                                                                    

· AltaVista                                                                                           

· Wikipaedia                                                                                          

· there are only very few open access publications in my field, especially since the images of museum 

· WoK                                                                                                 

· Hudoc and Bailii, both very frequently.                                                             

· altavista.com                                                                                       

· NCBI (Pubmed)                                                                                       

· I use access to online journals and related search engines                                          

· jstor and project muse, if they qualify. MLA sometimes.                                             

· ingenta                                                                                             

· scopus                                                                                              

· I do use electronic resources (such as JSTOR) provided by my institutional library.                 

· Intute (Arts/Humanities/Social Sciences)                                                            

· metalib                                                                                             

· web of science                                                                                      

· Web of science / knowledge                                                                          

· Devonthink                                                                                          
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