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Introduction

The Society for Scholarly Publishing (SSP) is an international nonprofit professional association
founded in 1978. The mission of SSP is to advance scholarly publishing and communication, and the
professional development of its members through education, collaboration, and networking among
individuals in this field. SSP provides the opportunity for interaction among membersin al aspects of
scholarly publishing, including journal and book publishers, librarians, manufacturers, and web editors.

Thisis the first Issue Status Report published by the Society. It came about in response to member
requests that SSP declare a position regarding open access publishing. From its beginnings, SSP was
predicated on the concept that the Society would serve as a neutral forum for all opinions generated by
the numerous perspectives arising from the diversity of its membership—a membership spanning the
communication process from author to reader. This Issue Status Report establishes a mechanism for the
Society to maintain its neutral role yet provide a balanced information source to its members and the
larger scholarly communications community.

It isimportant that the reader realize that the extensive number and length of quotations found in this
report arose out of a desire to ensure accuracy (and any question of bias) in the presentation of opinions
expressed by the variety of individuals and organizations. Critical concepts are best conveyed in their
original state without any potential for even the slightest perceived permutation through synthesis or
summation. To help the transition from original report text to a quotation and back again, throughout
the report quoted passages are italicized.

The Society’ s intent is not to influence, but to inform by way of arelatively compact text and an
exhaustive reading list, which also contains references cited in the text. The report highlights the critical
events that have taken place as the issue has developed over the last few years, places those eventsin
historical context, and provides extensive quotes of all published perspectives relevant to the open
access concept.

The reading list points to afairly comprehensive body of supportive and supplemental materials. Serious
readers are urged to avail themselves of the citation linking to the full text (most offered via open
access). The intent for providing this extensive bibliography is to assist the reader in becoming more
conversant with the depth and breadth of perspectives in the community that can only be skimmed here.
Follow-up reading is encouraged in order to gain the most from this information.

Issues and Players

The issues surrounding open access publishing are almost as numerous as the journals it concerns.
Recent mass media attention on the scholarly publishing process has brought about both internal and
external examination of key aspects in the process, namely:
- the extent and quality of peer review

the technol ogies and costs associated with the capture and display of information

the technologies and costs associated with the various distribution channels (formats)

the pricing policies and subsequent business models exercised by the various types of

scholarly publishers



the ever-increasing expectations of the principal consumer (i.e., authors and
researchers/scholars) with regard to the method of information delivery along with its cost,
availability, and extent of access (bibliographic versus full-text)

the impact of new technologies and current publishing economics on other sectors of the
communication process, namely, authors, libraries, and allied industries such as aggregators
and subscription agents

the technological challenges to ensuring the accuracy and accessibility of archives both
present and future along with the potential impact of author archives and repository archives
the overall sustainability of the scholarly communication process.

On both the individual and collective bases, these issues are too extensive in their composition and reach
to be examined and discussed in this report, but they are identified here for the purpose of reminding the
reader at the outset that open access publishing does not exist in a vacuum. In fact, the complications
arising from each issue that impact on the very process of scholarly publishing create a context not to be
ignored as the reader postulates the changes that may occur in publishing based on the degree of
acceptance that the various open access models will experience.

Through this Issue Status Report, SSP endeavors to provide an overview of the publicly held positions
from as many players in the community as was feasible and appropriate to give the reader a balanced
body of information. The sectors of the communication process most vocal about the issue of open
access publishing include authors (mainly coalitions of researchers in scientific, technical, and medical
membership organizations), commercial and nonprofit publishers (specifically professional societies/
associations and university presses), libraries, and third-party vendors (aggregators, etc.).

Such aTimeto be Alive

“What an extraordinary timeit isin scientific and medical publishing.” Neil Turner (2004) starts his
review of PLoS Biology (BMJ, January 2004) with this extremely positive sentence that harkens back to
the old Chinese adage (or curse) about interesting times.

What has brought us to this extraordinary point in time? Most articles written about open access to the
full text of primary literature hold the same premise as a mystery novel — follow the money. The
escalating cost of scientific journalsis cited as the primary suspect (some even deliver averdict of guilty
to commercial publishers as the prime culprits). These articles, which have become nearly a separate
body of literature in and of themselves as they posit a multitude of perspectives, create a maelstrom of
information.

To make matters just that much more confusing, the lines that some attempt to draw between publishers
and everyone else (academic administrators, librarians, government funding agencies, and researchers)
are not that clear either. Richard Horton, editor of The Lancet, reported that he is now hearing concerns
voiced by scientists. “They [scientists] cite new biases with open-access models, which could further
distort an already uneven playing field for authors. If new journals are to be funded by authors, they
ask, will this approach not favour those authors who can pay....? The Public Library of Science [PLoS]
deniesthat it will introduce new barriers ... That may be the intention, but if the avoidance of a new
barrier to publication depends, for example, on a means test, authors in resource-poor settings might be



dissuaded from submitting their work to author-pays journals because of the fear of stigma or a
reluctance to be the beneficiaries of western charity.” (Horton, 2003).

Karen Hunter, Senior Vice President, Elsevier, wrote in the March 23, 2004, edition of Nature (“Open
Access: yes, no, maybe) about a speech given last month by Paul Saffo, research director of the Institute
of the Future. His message was that “we were living in a period of * unprecedented uncertainty.” |
[Hunter] cannot imagine a more apt description” (Hunter, 2004a).

These statements of concern by two seasoned publishers reflect just how muddled the opinions and
perspectives can appear with regard to messages sent and received between all the playersin the
scholarly communication process. For the sake of focus and brevity, this report will concentrate now on
the open access issue without major forays into many other important related areas such as copyright,
global information dissemination, relevant library and publishing standards, institutional repositories and
the open archives initiative. Each of those topics deserves singular treatment, but at least anod is given
to most through the reading list.

Whence Open Access?

The concept of openaccess (OA) publishing does not have a long history compared to the 350-year run
of scholarly journals. But OA did appear afew decades prior to the most recent (2001) and highly
publicized example of the Public Library of Science (PL0S), which has spawned so many column inches
of published opinion and as many lines of text on various listservs.

The first examples of open access to published scholarly information are found in the field of education.
Peter Suber, Senior Researcher, The Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC),
cites 1966 as the year when the first “open access’ (the term was not in use at that time) source of
bibliographic information came into existence. This was the ERIC (Educational Resources Information
Center) database, launched by the U.S. Department of Education and the National Library of Education
(coverage began with books and journal articles have since been added).

The first notation of an early free online peer-reviewed journal comesin 1987 with New Horizons in
Adult Education published by the Syracuse University Kellogg Project. Two years later Stevan Harnad
launched the online journal, Psycologquy, sponsored but not published by the American Psychological
Association, that became peer-reviewed in 1990. Also in 1989, Charles W. Bailey, Jr. started free online
publication of The Public-Access Computer Systems Review, adding a peer-reviewed section in 1992.

Free online peer-reviewed journals continued to appear in each subsequent year. As of March 1, 2004,
the Lund University Libraries Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) lists 766 titles covering
topics from agriculture and food sciences to technology and engineering.

Suber’s use of both the terms “free” and “ open access’ points to one of the pivotal issues in the current
debate among librarians, publishers, scientists, and funding agencies—that of definition. There aren’t
hundreds of definitions for the term “open access,” but in the last 24-plus months a number have been
offered. Certainly enough to make one take pause and think to ask what someone means by “open
access’ rather than presuming your definition is the same as that of your colleague.



Open Access Definitions

The following definitions describe open access publication from avariety of perspectives (quoted
directly from the relevant websites, published statements from meetings, press releases, or publications).

Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL)
[ACRL Scholarly Communications Committee, 2003. “Principles and Strategies for the Reform of
Scholarly Communication.” Approved by ACRL Board of Directors on June 24, 2003 at the
American Libraries Association (ALA) Annua Conference.]

“ ACRL supports the following principles for reformin the system of scholarly communication:

the broadest possible access to published research and other scholarly writings
increased control by scholars and the academy over the system of scholarly publishing
fair and reasonable prices for scholarly information
competitive markets for scholarly information
a diversified publishing industry
open access to scholarship
innovationsin publishing that reduce distribution costs, speed delivery, and extend
access to scholarly research
quality assurance in publishing through peer review
fair use of copyrighted information for educational and research purposes
extension of public domain information
preservation of scholarly information for long-term future use
the right to privacy in the use of scholarly information.”
(BoI dface inserted to highlight principles most relevant to open access.)

Association of Research Libraries (ARL)
(ARL, 2004: “Framing the Issue Open Access.” Available at
http://www.arl.org/scomm/open_access/framing.html accessed on February 28, 2004; last modifications
then cited February 26, 2004.)
“Open access is a cost-effective way to disseminate and use information. It is an alternative
to the traditional subscription-based publishing model made possible by new digital
technol ogies and networ ked communications. As used by ARL, open access refers to works
that are created with no expectation of direct monetary return and made available at no cost
to the reader on the public Internet for purposes of education and research . . . Open access
does not apply to materials for which the authors expect to generate revenue.
“Open access operates within the current legal framework of copyright law. Authors own
the original copyright in their works. In the process of publishing, authors can transfer to
publishersthe right for publishers to post the work freely on the Web, or authors can retain
the right to post their own work on institutional or disciplinary servers. Authors, however,
retain control over the integrity of their work and have the right to be properly acknowledged
and cited.




“Open accessisintended to be free for readers, not free for producers. The costs of
producing digital open-access literature are believed much lower than the costs of producing
print literature, but financial and human resources are required. Author or institutional fees
for dissemination have been proposed as possible alternatives to the traditional library
subscription model for funding the costs of open access.

“Open access focuses on academic research. Open access is concerned with scientific and
research texts that scholars give to the community without expectation of direct monetary
return, including peer-reviewed journal articles, preprints, preliminary findings, and data
sets.

“Open access and peer review. Open access does not mean that peer review is bypassed.
Peer review is medium-independent, as necessary for online journals as for print journals,
and no more difficult.”

Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities

(Berlin Declaration, 2004: Available at http://www.zim.mpg.de/openaccess-
berlin/berlindeclaration.html. Accessed on February 28, 2004; last modifications then cited February 23,
2004.)

The Berlin Declaration was signed on October 22, 2003, by seven major German research societies
along with another 12 national and international organizations to put forth their collective position that
the Internet was moving toward becoming the “functional medium for disseminating knowledge.”
Furthermore, they, as organizations, pledge themselves to the concept of open access to scholarly
literature through electronic media and to the development of sound financial and legal models to
sustain the concept. In their statement the following definition was provided.

“We define open access as a comprehensive source of human knowledge and cultural heritage
that has been approved by the scientific community.

“ Open access contributions include original scientific research results, raw data and metadata,
source materials, digital representations of pictorial and graphical materials and scholarly
multimedia material.

“ Open access contributions must satisfy two conditions:

1. Theauthor(s) and right holder(s) of each contribution grant(s) to all usersa free,
irrevocable, worldwide right of access to, and a license to copy, use, distribute, transmit
and display the work publicly and to make and distribute derivative works, in any digital
medium for any responsible purpose, subject to proper attribution of authorship
(community standards, will continue to provide the mechanism for enforcement of proper
attribution and responsible use of the published work, as they do now), as well as the
right to make small numbers of printed copies for their personal use.

2. A complete version of the work and all supplemental materials, including a copy of the
permission as stated above, in an appropriate standard electronic format is deposited
(and thus published) in at least one online repository using suitable technical standards
(such as the Open Archive definitions) that is supported and maintained by an academic
ingtitution, scholarly society, government agency, or other well established organization



that seeks to enable open access, unrestricted distribution, inter operability, and long-
term archiving.”

Bethesda Principles
(Available at http://fos.openlib.org/bethesda.htm.)

The Bethesda Principles were endorsed at the Howard Hughes Medical Institute Meeting on Open
Access Publishing, April 11, 2003. The principles were the result of three groups representing the major
sectors within the scholarly communication process: Institutions and Funding Agencies working group;
Library and Publishers working group; and Sciertists and Scientific Societies working group. Their
efforts resulted in the following definition for open access.

“ An Open Access Publication® is one that meets the following two conditions:

“ 1. The author(s) and copyright holder(s) grant(s) to all users a free, irrevocable, worldwide,
perpetual right of access to, and a license to copy, use, distribute, transmit and display the work
publicly and to make and distribute derivative works, in any digital medium for any responsible
purpose, subject to proper attribution of authorship?, aswell as the right to make small numbers
of printed copies for their personal use.

“2. A complete version of the work and all supplemental materials, including a copy of the
permission as stated above, in a suitable standard electronic format is deposited immediately
upon initial publication in at least one online repository that is supported by an academic
ingtitution, scholarly society, government agency, or other well-established organization that
seeks to enable open access, unrestricted distribution, interoperability, and long-term archiving
(for the biomedical sciences, PubMed Central is such a repository).

“Notes:

“1 Open accessis a property of individual works, not necessarily journals or publishers.

" 2 Community standards, rather than copyright law, will continue to provide the mechanism for
enforcement of proper attribution and responsible use of the published work, as they do

now.” (Bethesda Principles, 2003)

BioMed Central Open Access Charter
(Available at http://www.biomedcentral .com/info/about/charter)

BioMed Central is a commercia publisher of journals across all biomedical fields that makes its peer-
reviewed original research articles immediately and freely available through PubMed Central, the NIH-
sponsored national repository. The definition for open access cited in the BioMed Central charter is as
follows.

“ Every peer-reviewed research article appearing in any journal published by BioMed Central is
'open access, meaning that:

“1. Thearticleisuniversally and freely accessible via the Internet, in an easily readable
format and deposited immediately upon publication, without embargo, in an agreed format --



current preferenceis XML with a declared DTD -- in at least one widely and internationally
recognized open access repository (such as PubMed Central).

“ 2. The author(s) or copyright owner(s) irrevocably grant(s) to any third party, in advance and
in perpetuity, the right to use, reproduce or disseminate the research articlein itsentirety or in
part, in any format or medium, provided that no substantive errors are introduced in the process,
proper attribution of authorship and correct citation details are given, and that the bibliographic
details are not changed. If the articleisreproduced or disseminated in part, this must be clearly
and unequivocally indicated.

“ BioMed Central is committed permanently to maintaining this open access publishing policy,
retrospectively and prospectively, in all eventualities, including any future changesin
ownership.”

Budapest Open Access I nitiative (BOAI)

"By 'open access to this literature* we mean its free availability on the public internet,
permitting any usersto read, download, copy, distribute print, search, or link to the full texts of
these articles, crawl them for indexing, pass them as data to software, or use them for any other
lawful purpose, without financial, legal, or technical barriers other than those inseparable from
gaining accessto the internet itself. The only constraint on reproduction and distribution, and
the only role for copyright in this domain, should be to give authors control over the integrity of
their work and the right to be properly acknowledged and cited.

* “BOAI only seeks open access for the scientific and scholarly research texts that authors give
to publishers and readers without asking for any kind of royalty or payment. Asthe BOAI public
statement putsit, ‘[p]rimarily, this category encompasses . . . peer-reviewed journal articles, but
it also includes any unreviewed preprints that [ scholars] might wish to put online for comment
or to alert colleagues to important research findings.” It does not include books from which their
authorswould prefer to generaterevenue. It does not include any non-scholarly writings, such
asnovelsor news’ .

“While the BOAI does not specifically cover donated scholarship other than peer-reviewed
journal articles and preprints, it could be extended quite naturally to all the writings for which
authors do not expect payment. These include scholarly monographs on specialized topics,

conference proceedings, theses and dissertations, government reports, and statutes and judicial
opinions.” (BOAI, 2002)

CreateChange.org
(Source: www.createchange.org

... open-access journals, . . . employ funding models that do not charge readers or their
institutions for access

The CreateChange.org is sponsored by the Association of Research Libraries, Association of College
and Research Libraries, and SPARC with support from the Gladys Krieble Delmas Foundation.



Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ)

“’Open Access Journa: We define open access journals as journals that use a funding model
that does not charge readers or their institutions for access. From the BOAI definition [see BOAI
above] of ‘open access we take the right of ‘users to read, download, copy, distribute, print,
search, or link to the full texts of these articles’ as mandatory for ajournal to be included in the
directory.”” (DOAJ, 2004)

International Council for Scientific and Technical Information (ICSTI), in partnership with
INIST, INSERM and the Ministére de la Recherché and in association with CODATA and ICSU
— “Meeting on Open Access, state of theart and future developments’ Paris, January 23/24 2003.

“Theterm ‘open access as used in the context of this seminar encompasses all the developments
affecting access to STM (Scientific, Technical & Medical) information. It includes technical,
organisational, economic, legal and policy aspects. The overall concept therefore involves
authors, publishers (primary and secondary), funding bodies, information service providers,
technical standards developers, public authorities, policy makers and international agencies
concerned with development.” (ICSTI, 2003)

International Network for the Availability of Scientific Publications (INASP)

INASP was established in 1992 by ICSU (International Council for Science) as a program of the
Committee for the Dissemination of Scientific Information (CDS). Its mission is to improve
information transfer within and between countries, especially those with “less developed systems of
publication and dissemination.” Headquartered in the UK, INASP has a special focus on North-South
networking to improve access to reliable and relevant information.

“Free [read = open] accessto all peopleis here defined as freely available to all -- not only to
subscribers or to readers from specific geographical or economic regions (e.g. through one of
the [developing world] initiatives).” (Source: INASP website)

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Committee for Scientific and
Technological Policy

Formed under the aegis of the Marshall Plan after WWI1, the OECD comprises 30 member countries
(and works closely with another 70 non-member nations) and is best known for itspublications and its
statistics, its work covers economic and social issues from macroeconomics, to trade,

education development and science and innovation

“ Openness: balancing the interests of open access to data to increase the quality and efficiency
of research and innovation with the need for restriction of access in some instances to protect
social, scientific and economic interests.” (OECD, 2004.)

Peter Suber, Project Director for Open Access, Public Knowledge; Senior Resear ch, SPARC,;
Editor, Open Access now



Published Definition #1:

“ Open access to scientific journal articles means online access without charge to readers or
libraries. Committing to open access means dispensing with the financial, technical, and legal
barriersthat are designed to limit access to scientific research articles to paying customers. It
means that, for the sake of accelerating research and sharing knowledge, publisherswill recoup
their costs from other sources.” (Suber, 2002)

Published Definition #2:

“’Open access' is free online access. Open-access literature is free of charge to everyone with
aninternet [sic] connection and free of most copyright and licensing restrictions.” [“The
Promise of ‘Open Access' Publishing. The Chronicle of Higher Education Colloquy Live.
Thursday, January 29, 2004.]

Public Library of Science (PL0S)

“ The PL0oS open-access license allows anyone, anywhere, with a connection to the Internet to
read, download, print, copy, and redistribute any published article or to useits contentsin
derivative works, such as databases, textbooks, or other teaching materials. Under open access,
all material is also deposited in an archival public repository (such as PubMed Central), which
enhances the utility of all deposited papers by allowing sophisticated searching, manipulation,
and mining of the literature, using new and emerging tools.” (Source: PloS website.)

Washington, D.C., Principlesfor Free Accessto Science

“ 3. Asnot-for-profit publishers, we have introduced and will continue to support the following
forms of free access:

Selected important articles of interest are free online from the time of publication;

The full text of our journalsisfreely available to everyone worldwide either immediately or
within months of publication, depending on each publisher’s business and publishing
requirements,

The content of our journalsis available free to scientists working in many low-income
nations;

Articles are made available free online through reference linking between these journals;

Our content is available for indexing by major search engines so that readers worldwide can
easily locate information.” (D.C. Principles, 2004.)

The D.C. Principles are the collective comment of 48 not- for-profit publishers (primarily life science
and biomedical societies with memberships totaling over 600,000 scientists and clinicians).



World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS)

WSIS, asummit of the United Nations, is organized by the International Telecommunication Union,
Geneva, which is an international organization within the UN System to bring about cooperation and
coordination of global telecoms networks and services between governments and the private sector. The
written evidence submitted to the UK Parliament’ s Science and Technology Committee was prepared by
the Civil Society Working Group on Scientific Information. [ See http://www.itu.int/wsis for more
information.]

“Journalsor archives fully comply with our definition of Open Access only if their web sites can
be conveniently and freely copied and mirrored.” (WSIS, 2004).

John Willinsky, a University of British Columbia, VVancouver, professor, was quoted as saying that
publishers “ spend way too much time arguing about definitions. | now say that I’ m for anything that
expands access.” [Malakoff, D. “Opening the Books on Open Access.” Science. Vol. 302, 24 October
2003 ]

Anthony Watkinson, a UK -based publishing consultant, asserts in his most recent Against the Grain
column (February 2004) that “ many readers of the journal can with reason feel a growing boredom
about the exponentially increasing literature on Open Access. Such a response is rational because, in
practice, OA impinges very little if at all on the working life of not only the scholars participating at the
beginning and end of scholarly communication but also we intermediaries.” (Watkinson, 2004)
Whether or not Watkinson is right about a general ennui among readers, amost daily, new articles,
commentaries, and op-ed pieces join the body of literature focused on the topic of open access. The
publication of such news parallels the morbid fascination readers have for true- life crime stories. Even
the British Parliament is attempting to solve the mystery of whether a single approach to scientific
publishing (such as Open Access) is most appropriate. That effort has served largely to create yet
another formidable pile of documents. [See the Reading List for over 20 Web-accessible responses to
the House of Commons’ Science and Technology Committee Inquiry on Scientific Publications.]

The continued voicing of opinions around the world portends no quick end to the OA “debate.” If one
wishes to engage in the debate, or just attempt to keep up with all of the definitions and declarations, the
following overview of the major pros and cons might prove helpful.

Some Pros & Cons

“I think being in favor of free access and open access of scientific information israther like
motherhood and apple pie.”
—Dr. IraMéllman, chairman of the Department of Cell Biology at Yae University School of
Medicine and editor-in-chief of The Journal of Cell Biology, in an interview on the Charlie Rose
Show, August 11, 2003.

The opentaccess publishing model, as Dr. Melman continued in the interview, “ has nothing in principle
wrong with it except for the fact that the model is as yet untested. And thereis much that existsin the
current publishing environment that actually speaks very positively for it.” He subsequently said he



would have elaborated but the other guest, Dr. Harold Varmus, interjected his own opinion just astime
ran out.

Dr. Melman is not alone in his viewpoint, but neither is his vantage universally shared. Individuals and
organizations around the world have declared themselves either “for” or “against” open access
publishing (or been rightly or wrongly labeled one or the other). This need was prompted by the Public
Library of Science’s public campaign begun in 2000 with an open letter to the scientific community that
garnered 30,000 signatures but had little to no immediate effect on the established publishing
community. The tradition-bound and long-standing establishments and processes of scholarly
publishing do not change quickly.

Hence the launching of the PLoS open-access journals occurred in 2003 with author payments of $1,500
per article to fund open access—al ong with the Moore Foundation grant of $9 million dollars that
financed not only start-up operations, but a mass media campaign aswell. A press release coinciding
with the announcement of the Sabo Bill (defined in following paragraph) along with radio interviews,
talk show spots, TV and space advertisements were all used by PLoS in a PR campaign never before
seen in scientific and scholarly publishing. One example of the reach and tone of the PLoS initiative was
Dr. Michael Eisen’s editorial on NPR’s Marketplace (October 13, 2003) where he explained the
rationale behind the new open-access journal launches. “ We're upending the business model. Let the
publishers become what they should be naturally: midwivesto our research publications. That way a
thriving scientific publishing industry is maintained, but it has a free system of access that benefits all”

Sabo Bill

On June 26, 2003, representative Martin Olav Sabo, D-Minn., introduced the Public Access to Science
Act (PASA) of 2003. Sabo’s bill is predicated on the assumption that U.S. citizens should not have to
pay for scientific literature twice: first through tax dollars funding the research and then again through
subscription dollars funding the publication of that research through scientific journals and other
publications. The Public Library of Science (PloS), a San Francisco-based publishing organization
espousing the open access principle, voiced support of the Sabo Bill. That support plus a media
campaigned fueled by substantial grant monies sparked a global debate on the issue.

But the spark that really ignited the SSP community along with many others in publishing and even
some in academe, libraries, and new technologies, was Rich Weiss' August 5, 2003 article in The
Washington Post “A Fight for Free Access to Medical Research Online Plan Challenges Publishers
Dominance” (Weiss, 2003). The ensuing debate established the SSP-Listserv as a dynamic
communications forum for all points of view. Participants voicing all manner of opinions on the
proposed open access model weighed in with great vigor — sometimes the rhetoric of the debate
reached a few boiling points, but for the most part the information and opinions exchanged were useful
and constructive. (Visit www.sspnet.org to become a member and to sign up for the SSP listserv, if you
haven't aready.)

What that debate displayed (as well as those on many other publishing, library, and researcher listservs)
are the strong stands being taken within the various communities. The endorsements quoted here from a
few influential organizations are exemplary of those in strong support of the openaccess mode.
Counterpoints follow.



Open Access Endorsements [Those in Favor]

European Resear ch Organisations as signatories of the Berlin Declaration on Open Accessto
Knowledgein the Sciences and Humanities

“ Our organizations are interested in the further promotion of the new open access paradigmto
gain the most benefit for science and soci ety. Therefore, we intend to make progress by:

encouraging our researchers/grant recipients to publish their work according to the
principles of the open access paradigm

encouraging the holders of cultural heritage to support open access by providing their
resources on the Internet

devel oping means and ways to eval uate open access contributions and online journalsin
order to maintain the standards of quality assurance and good scientific practice
advocating that open access publications be recognized in promotion and tenure
evaluation

advocating the intrinsic merit of contributions to an open access infrastructure by
software tool development, content provision, metadata creation, or the publication of
individual articles’ (Berlin Declaration, 2004).

Organizations Laud Innovative OpenAccess Publishing Venture [Pressrelease: November 2003]

“ A coalition of major library and public interest organizations praised the October 13 premier
of thefirst ‘open access' journal published by the San Francisco-based Public Library of
Science (PL0S), a non-profit organization of scientists and physicians.

“ Organizations voicing their support for PLoSinclude the American Association of Law
Libraries, Association of Academic Health Sciences Libraries, Association of College and
Research Libraries, Association of Research Libraries, Medical Library Association, Open
Society Institute, Public Knowledge, and SPARC (Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources
Coalition). Several of these organizations have been actively promoting alter natives to
subscription-based journal publishing.”

UN World Summit on the Infor mation Society (W SIS) Declaration of Principles
“ 28. We strive to promote universal access with equal opportunities for all to scientific
knowledge and the creation and dissemination of scientific and technical information, including
open access initiatives for scientific publishing.” (UKSG, 2004)

Wellcome Trust

“The mission of the Wellcome Trust isto ‘foster and promote research with the aim of improving
human and animal health.” The main output of thisresearch is new ideas and knowledge, which
the Trust expects its researchersto publish in quality, peer-reviewed journals.



“The Trust has a fundamental interest in ensuring that neither the terms struck with researchers,
nor the marketing and distribution strategies used by publishers (whether commercial, not-for-
profit or academic) adversely affect the availability and accessibility of this material.

“With recent advances in Internet publishing, the Trust is aware that there are a number of new
models for the publication of research results and will encourage initiatives that broaden the
range of opportunities for quality research to be widely disseminated and freely accessed.

‘The Wellcome Trust therefore supports open and unrestricted access to the published output of
research, including the open access model [using the Bethesda Principles definition], asa
fundamental part of its charitable mission and a public benefit to be encouraged wherever
possible.

“ Soecifically, the Trust:

wel comes the establishment of free-access, high-quality scientific journals available via the
Internet;

will encourage and support the formation of such journals and/or free-access repositories for
research papers,

will meet the cost of publication charges including those for online-only journals for Trust-
funded research by permitting Trust researchers to use contingency funds for this purpose;
encourages resear chers to maximize the opportunities to

make their results available for free and, where possible, retain their copyright, as
recommended by the Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC), and as
practiced by BioMed Central, the Public Library of Science, and similar organizations;
affirmsthe principle that it is the intrinsic merit of the work, and not the title of the journal in
which a researcher's work is published, that should be considered in funding decisions and
awarding grants’ (Wellcome, 2003).

Open Access Detractions [Those Opposed]
As is to be expected, for every proponent of openaccess publishing there is an equally fervent opponent.
Elsevier—Karen Hunter, Senior Vice President, Strategy

After her brief review of al the effort publishers have expended to distribute journals online, Hunter
reports that “ the message we and other publishers are receiving isthis: it is not enough. Now we areto
change and make everything available for free.”

“They [PLOS, BioMed Central, etc.] are subsidizing the process with grants or private capital. It
is not possible for a publisher that is accountable to a society membership or shareholdersto act in this
financially untenable way. Therefore, it we are to experiment, we would have to charge the real cost of
publication, effectively pricing ourselves out of the current Open Access market. And we would be
endorsing a model that at the moment is unsustainable” (Hunter, 2004b).



Elsevier Science—Pieter Bolman, Director of STM Relations

“ Elsevier’s commitments, vision, and assessment
Commitment to make a profit.
Commitment to provide the best service possible.
The scientific literature is an interconnected jigsaw and should be openly accessible to
all scholars. All journals and books should be interoperable, browseable and searchable
for the user. It should not make a difference who publishes the material (s) he isinterested
in. Asaresult, Elsevier retrodigitizes all its previous material and actively supports
efforts such as CrossRef.
The current state is one of transition between electronic and paper, with still glaring
paper technology related inefficiencies: a good licensing scheme minimizes the necessity
for wasteful practicesin [the] library.
Question is: is OA approach (as currently defined) better than ‘enlightened licensing’
practiced by traditional publishers?”
[Presented at “Open Accessto Scientific & Technica Information: State of the Art & Future
Trends.” Paris, January 23-24, 2003.]

Rockefeller University Press (RUP)—Michael J. Held, Executive Director

“ Representing the Rockefeller University Press (RUP), a nonprofit department of the Rockefel ler
University and publisher of The Journal of Cell Biology, | take issue with a number of the points
made by the Sabo Act. It appearsto me that thisisa thinly veiled attempt by Harold Varmus and
the other founders of the Public Library of Science (PL0S) to eventually force all publishersinto
their open access publishing model. Asthis publishing model is unproven and may well be
unsustainable, thisis an irresponsible act.

[snip]

“1 am certainly not opposed to much of what the PLoS advocates. We at RUP wel come another
player in the publishing field, and wish them well in their mission of providing free content by
relying on upfront fees and charitable contributions. However, to attempt to legislate the demise
of the time-honored subscription-based business model, prior to proving that another model
works, does not seemwise. . Ironically, an open access model may end up threatening the ability
of some researchers to publish their research if all costs are lumped into a large upfront
payment.

[snip]

“Many of the publishers (like RUP) that are in the middle of the publishing spectrum—the
organizations situated between the open access advocates and the commercial publishing
conglomerates—have already been instrumental in promoting free back content . . . An
important feature of HighWire isits free content. To date 556,915 articles in 335 journals at
HighWire are available online for free, and this number grows daily.

[snip]



“If librarians can act together they can insist on solutions that are both financially viable for
publishers and morally acceptable for consumers. . . The Internet bubble of the late 1990s
showed that the obvious attraction of free content can flounder when faced with economic
reality” (Held, 2003).

Martin Richardson, Publishing Director, Oxford University Press

Subject: OUP and Open Access (SSP-L July 7, 2003)
“Asfar as| amaware all publishersinvolved in open access journals are relying on subsidy,
whether internally or externally funded. The business model whereby authors or their institutions
pay for online publication has so far failed to gain sufficient acceptance to produce enough
revenues to cover the ongoing costs of publication, let alone to generate the profits that will be
necessary for future investment and to reward shareholders, both necessary pre-conditions
before open access publishing is likely to be widely adopted as a sustainable alternative to the
current system.”

Richard O'Grady, Executive Director, American Institute for Biological Sciences

Subject: PL0S pricing and the assumed ability of research grantsto cover publication costs

(SSP-L, August 13, 2003)
“ As the publisher of a monthly biology journal from a non-profit scientific association, | offer
the following counter-argument to PLoSs model of having journals rely on payments of approx.
$1,500/article to cover their costs of operation while publishing in an open-access, zero-
subscription-revenue, online environment. (I disagree that $1,500/article is anywhere near
sufficient to cover such costs, but that's for another email).

“ Regardless of research funding levelsin the biomedical sciences from which the PLoS model
has originated, and regardless of the argument that publication in the peer-reviewed literatureis
the final step of doing research in any area of science and should therefore be paid for by the
scientist's funding sources, it is the case that individual grant awardsin the U.S in non-medical
areas of biology and in many other areas of the sciences typically include very little, if any,
money for publication costs that would be sufficient to support a ‘author-pay’ system. Funding
the cost of publication through submission or publication feesis not likely to be possible unless
the likes of the National Science Foundation, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the U.S,
Environmental Protection Agency, and similar agencies change their policies re allowable costs
in their grants as well as convince Congressto increase their budgets dramatically.

[snip]

“ Furthermore, the PLoS approach would disenfranchise and prevent from publishing those
scientists who are working on projects that are not externally funded, are funded through
sour ces that preclude paying publication charges, or are funded at a low level, such as:

Faculty members doing research with college or foundation grants that do not support
publication charges.

Scientists working for government agencies, NGOs, institutes, or industry that do not provide
their employees with funds for publication costs.

Faculty members at non-tier 1 universities, or small colleges, doing research with college or
foundation grants that do not support publication charges.



Researchers unanticipated findings and resultant papers that arise during the course of a
grant but aren't budgeted for.

Junior faculty members publishing so asto be in position to apply for their first grant.
Postdoctoral fellows publishing so as to be in position to apply for a job or funding.
Graduate students, and even under graduate students, doing a degree on a show-string and
have generated research results worthy of publication.

“ Quch research -- funded by the public in many cases and now ready for dissemination -- would
be excluded from ever reaching the public under any model that aims to pay its publication costs
from author fees. As a consequence, the research would not get published and the journal would
not have a pool of authors able to pay the prices -- year in, year out, consistently -- that it needs
to keep its operations staffed, housed, and equipped. The journal would either cease to exist and
its contents lost and/or scattered, or, more likely, the journal would be sold to a commercial
publisher by its society before it collapsed entirely so that the society could at least retain
editorial control of the journal's content while giving up ownership and control of the journal's
publication operations and pricing.

“The PLoS model isinconsistent with how most of scientific research is funded and gets
published. Covering publication costs through paid subscriptions appears to be the best way not
only to allow journals from non-profit publishersto recover their costs of editing, production,
and overhead, but also to avoid discriminating against and excluding most of the very scientists
whose collective work constitutes the scientific literature.”

Keith Seitter, Deputy Executive Director, American M eteorological Society
Subject: Transition to open access publishing (SSP-L, September 4, 2003)

“We deal with thisissue all the timein our journals and the UK is not the only country that
places restrictions on government funds being used to cover page charges. Asour journals have
increased their international authorship the percentage of uncollected page charges has
increased as well due to such restrictions. Those authors who can cover page charges, fromthe
USand other countries where thisis not prohibited, are partially subsidizing the publication of
articles by authors from the UK, New Zealand, and other countries. Given subscription revenue
the subsidy is only partial, but under a business model that relied fully on author charges we
would have to either refuse to publish the excellent research coming from these UK and other
authors or have a rather unfair system in which they were able to publish at no cost while the US
(and other international) authors paid enough to make up the difference.”

Peter Banks, Publisher, American Diabetes Association
Subject: PLoS Biology (SSP-L, October 20, 2003)

“It iswonderful that PLoS Biology has made such a splash with the Nicolelis and Carmena
paper. What' s troubling, however, is that the debut of the journal has been yet another occasion
for the general news media to behave in an irresponsible, biased fashion.



“ Exhibit no. oneisthis story from the Associated Press, carried in USA Today. ‘Free online
journals seeks revolution in science publishing.” By Paul Elias, Associated Press. A new online
journal aimsto radically alter scientific publishing, breaking the stranglehold that expensive
private journals have on the details of most discoveries by making vital research freely available
on the Internet.

“ Once again, the story is played as a David and Goliath struggle of the courageous, idealistic
upstart (PL0S) vs. the big bad giant (Elsevier). Nowhere isthere recognition that there are
publishers other than Elsevier, namely the association and society publishers who deliver quality
journals at reasonable subscription rates while maintaining rigorous peer review.

[snip]
“1 amtruly happy for PLoS Biology’ s success, even though | am doubtful that the model will be
easily transferred to other journals. But it’s time for association and society publishers to stop

allowing PLoSto drive the terms of the debate in the general media.”

Alastair Dryburgh, Consultant
Subject: Costs of open access publishing - the Wellcome Trust report (SSP-L, May 18, 2004)

“As the author of the report which provided many of the figures for the Wellcome Trust report
on Costs and Business Models in Scientific Research Publishing | would like to comment on the
report and highlight a number of areas which it did not address.”

“The report suggests that open access publishing can be 30% cheaper than conventional, largely
as the result of lower variable costs. This presumably means no print. A traditional publisher
could do thisjust as easily if the market justified it. The elimination of print is only the most
obvious of arange of cost issues, which need much more careful consideration.”

“The early proponents of open access were most vociferous in their view that existing publishers
made things much more complicated than they needed to be, and that editorial processes could
be radically simplified so that open access publishing became viable at a publication fee of $500
per article. This point has been emphasised less recently as some OA publishers, most notably
PL0S, have introduced higher article charges with an emphasis on quality.”

“There is a question here of how much of the cost of article processing represents quality which
authors recognise to the extent of being willing to pay for, or things which the publisher holds to
be important (such as the maintenance of a house style) which authors may not value so highly,
or simply inefficiency in the process. The report's recognition of quality does not go beyond an
assumption that higher quality journals have higher rejection rates and hence higher costs per
paper published. It misses the point that Open Access requires a whole new dialogue with a
different group of customers (authors, institutions and funding bodies) about what they value and
are prepared to pay for. This could have a very substantial impact on costs.”

“There are two other points which worry me. There is no allowance for the fact that not all
articles published by open access will in fact be paid for. Anecdotally, the percentage of cases
where neither author, institution of funding body can or will pay, but the article is published
anyway, can be as high as 50%. We would expect this percentage to reduce as open access



becomes more accepted, but any substantial level of non-payment would require an increase in
the fee to those who do pay. There is also no alowance for transition costs. The report compares
one steady state (subscription-based journals) with another (open access journals) with no
allowance for the cost of starting or converting titles to move from one state to the other. These
costs will be very material.”

“Altogether 1 would feel very uncomfortable advising a publisher to take action on the basis of
this report; there may be the chance of a genuinely lower cost publishing model based on
simplified processes, or they may not. If thereis, the benefits may be swallowed up by transition
costs or negated by large numbers of authors not paying.”

Arie Jonggan, CEO, Elsevier Science & Technology Division

“ Arie Jongejan believes that there are a number of myths and misconceptions. He argues that
the open-access movement rests on three myths: (1) ‘that traditional publishing models hinder
access,’ (2) ‘that open accessis a free and egalitarian business model,” (3) ‘that the current
publishing process adds very little to the content being published.” 1n addition, he argues that
open-access journals would have to charge authors $3500-4000 per article to cover their costs,
and that upfront processing fees compromise peer review. He confines his criticisms to open-
access journals, and supports open-access preprint exchanges and archiving.”

[Worlock, K. “Open Access: A step back intime?’ [An Interview with Jonggian.] IMI Insights,
October 2003. (Accessible only to subscribers.) |

Robert D. Wells, President, Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology (FASEB),
and co-signer of the Washington, D.C., Principlesfor Free Accessto Science

“...Funds derived from publishing activities are ... used in some cases to fulfill the missions of
scientific societies: the advancement of science and facilitation of scientific communications.
This might include organization of meetings, scholastic support, educational outreach and other
methods of information dissemination.

“ Journals published by FASEB members and other scientific societies represent a wide range of
approaches to scientific communication, and this diversity isa major strength: it lendsitself to
experimentation and innovation. These publications have also demonstrated that they are
sustainable over many decades and, in this era of rapid change, are not tied to a single model of
publishing” (Wells, 2004).

Open Access Position Statements

Throughout the community, several industry organizations have made public statements relating their
position concerning the concept of open access and/or the PL0oS open access model. From the
publishers’ groups perspective the common tread is the welcoming of different business models and
experimentation with the implication that they espouse the concept of “let a hundred ideas flourish”
rather than the acceptance of a single approach to this aspect of electronic publishing.



Association of Learned and Professional Society Publishers (ALPSP)

“ ALPSP iswhoally in favour of maximizing access to research literature; the various proposals
for achieving this (e.g. Open Access journals, ingtitutional repositories, self-archiving), however,
raise complex economic, logistical and sociological questions which differ fromfield to field as
well as between different sizes and types of publishers. Much more information needs to be
gathered through experimentation and analysis; ALPSP therefore welcomes the establishment of
journals with different economic models for open accessin order that the benefit to scholars and
the long-term stability and viability of these models can be assessed” 27 August 2003 (Source:
ALPSP website)

Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

“ The combination of investment in technology and new pricing modelsis vastly increasing the
access to journal content. As the publishing system developsit islikely that a number of different
models will be tried and tested; the Open Access model is one of these. The customer, the
research community, will decide what serves its needs best. Any publishing model will have to be
sustainable, and not reliant on long-term subsidies or special funding.

“ The case of Open Access has been widely promoted . . . The case against has not been so widely
promoted because publishers are open to new models. . .

“ Some of the societies for whom we publish are offering free access after 12 months, and we are
trialling [sic] free access after six months with a title we own. Many societies like the idea of
Open Access in theory, but are less sure of how it will work in practice.

[snip]

“The economics of any new system must cater for the development and communication of ideas
from the lone scholar, the unfunded scholar, the young scholar and the non-English speaker. . .
. The Human Genome Project is given as a successful example of Open Access but this model
should not be conflated with the research journal, in which there is much greater editorial
input.”

[snip]
“ Recommendations
1. ... The Government should not . . . stepin.
2. ... The Government should bring down the VAT rating.
3. Open Accessis being widely promoted and trials of the model are being supported by
JISC. It should be given every chance to compete in the market along with other
models, but there is no case to favour it, especially as there are concerns over
fairness (in terms of access by authors) and quality.
4. ... Thesocieties should be widely consulted.
5. ... Funding of pilot joint schemes by JISC or some other agency could be productive
and should be explored.” (Blackwell, 2004).



PublishersInternational Linking Association (PILA)— Ed Pentz, Executive Director

“We believe that a problem with both the PLS[Public Library of Science] and PMC [ PubMed
Central] initiativesisthat they do not sufficiently address the real needs of scientists. The Web's
potential can only be fully realized when scientists can obtain all the information they needin a
convenient, comprehensive and efficient manner, through complete indexing, linking and
searching. This should include all the relevant literature and information sources, not just
journals. Any system needs to be sufficiently flexible to handle, and link in seamlessly, other sorts
of publications, such as monographs, books, reference works, news and other media, aswell as
databases of ‘grey’ literature — such as research projects —and biological databases.

“To attempt to force all these sources into one, centralized, platformis not only naive but
impossible, and defeats the very purpose and philosophy of the Web, which relies on diverse
initiatives made interoperable by consensus standards across distributed platforms. Were such
public centralized literature archives to happen, new initiatives would only come from
government. The latter have generally a poorer track record in picking winners than the private
sector where competition forces inferior technologies and services into extinction.

[snip]

“The PLSand PMC are increasing friction in scholarly publishing by taking a revolutionary and
aggressive stance. The alternative is that publishers, scientists and librarians can work together
to exploit technological advances, and invent new business models that decrease friction. We are
in the midst of a very exciting time in scholarly journal publishing, and arereally just at the
beginning. In five to ten years, scholarly journals will be very different from how they now
appear, and in retrospect it may be the evolutionary approach of CrossRef that will be
recognized as having been revolutionary.” (Pentz, 2001)

Inter national Association of Scientific, Technical & Medical Publishers (STM)

The STM stated that it believes that “ broadening and ensuring continuity of information access
for researchers, scholars, and practitionersis a critical mission for all publishers.” Issued on
behalf of its 12- member Executive Board, the STM statement continues:

“ Scientific research has never been more accessible than it istoday. In recent years, STM
publishers have been working closely with scientists, researchers, and librarians to lead the
ongoing revolution in the dissemination of scholarly information. We have |leveraged emerging
technologies and invested hundreds of millions of dollars to make more scientific research
information more accessible to more people than ever before. In the process, we have devel oped
—and continue to devel op — innovative and accessible business models to broad information
access. Recent developments such as the flexible subscription licensing arrangements
customised to meet the needs of libraries and consortia; ‘ pay-per-view' article access at prices
within reach of non-subscribing individuals; and implementation of standards such as cross-
linking protocols (such as CrossRef) and enabling technologies (such as the digital object
identifier) have made seamless navigation and discovery possible across a growing web of
published resources. The HINARI and AGORA initiatives are examples of how publishers are



bringing current research information within the reach of those who need it in low-income
nations worldwide.

“ Scientific disciplines differ in their scholarly communication practices. Journals differ from one
another in their editorial content, features, sales models, and how they serve the needs of their
specific research communities. STM applauds the multiple journal business models that have
successfully emerged to serve the needs of authors and customers by ensuring the wide and
continuous dissemination of consistently high-quality, independently validated research. We
welcome additional publishersto our markets. As publishers of science, we naturally look
forward to any new experimentsin our field.

“ Abandoning the diversity of proven publishing modelsin favour of a single, untested model
could have disastrous consequences for the scientific research community. It could seriously
jeopardize the flow of information today, as well as continuity of the archival record of scientific
progress that is so important to our society tomorrow.

“ It is the competitive and well-functioning market, and not gover nments, that must choose which
business models and which publishers are best equipped to stay apace of the ever-increasing
demand for information exchange.” 5 November 2003 (Source: STM website)

Open Access Experiments/Initiatives

Exact numbers of titlesin this area of publishing are just as hard to collect asin any other. Earlier in this
report the DOAJ was cited as claiming 766 open access journalsin March 2004. In a SciDevNet posting
on December 2, 2003, Stevan Harnad reported: “ There are currently 24,000 research journals (across
all disciplines and languages, worldwide) publishing about 2,500,000 articles per year. Of these, about
600 are open-access journals, publishing about 75,000 articles per year.”

But let’s not quibble about the variances. What both figures indicate is that open access (even with the
advent of recent PLoS titles) has a considerable distance to cover in order to become the dominant
model for electronic publishing. A number of organizations are involved in experiments with various
openaccess models of publishing. Severa of the most prominent are the following.

The ARABIDOPSIS Book
Bioline International
BioMed Central

BMJ.com

The Company of Biologists
E-BIOSCI

e-Scholarship Repository
Florida Entomologist

The FIGARO Project
Nucleic Acids Research
Physiological Genomics



The ARABIDOPSI S Book—American Society of Plant Biologists (ASPB) and BioOne

Quoting from the ASPB website: “ This electronic book, The Arabidopsis Book (TAB), | SAN:
1543-8120, is an attempt at a new mode of communication between researchers and a new
model for scientific publishing. TAB initsinitial stage isa compilation of over 100 invited
chapters, each reviewing in detail an important and interesting aspect of the plant Arabidopsis
thaliana, with reference to what is known in other plants and in other kingdoms.

“The ASPB version is organized into sections, then accessis at the individual chapter level, in
PDF only. BioOne provides both HTML and PDF versions of each chapter. In addition, BioOne
has implemented a search interface.

“ Although BioOne' s http://www.bioone.org/ materials are primarily subscription-based. The
Arabidopsis Book is one of a few BioOne collections that are Open Access.” (Source: ASPB
website).

Physiological Genomics—The American Physiological Society (APS)

“[Since] July 1, 2003, authors [ of Physiological Genomics] can choose to pay a $1500 fee to
have their article published online with Open Access from the first date of publication or choose
to pay no author fees and leave their article under Subscription Access.

Open Access means that those online articles are completely free to any person or any
library from the date of publication. All online content associated with the article (text,

figures, supplemental material) is freely accessible.

Subscription Access means that an individual needs a subscription or to pay a small, pay-
per-view fee to access the online article for the first 12 months after publication. Twelve
months after publication, all online articles and supplemental content related to those
articles are freely available to the world.

“Here s how it works:

“ Upon acceptance, the author will be asked to download a form, where he or she will choose
author-fee-based Open Access or Subscription Access. If Open Access is chosen, the author will
be asked to provide a credit card number, purchase order, or check for $1500. Once the payment
or purchase order is processed, that online article will be made free to all. The print and online
journal containing the article will still be available for a subscription fee, but that article will be
free online immediately —instead of after 12 months — because the author has paid the fee.”
(Source: APS website)

Bioline I nter national

“ Bioline International is a not-for-profit electronic publishing service committed to providing
open access to quality research journals published in developing countries. Bl's goal of reducing
the South to North knowledge gap is crucial to a global understanding of health (tropical
medicine, infectious diseases, epidemiology, emerging new diseases), biodiversity, the



environment, conservation and international development. With peer-reviewed journals from
Brazl, Cuba, India, Indonesia, Kenya, South Africa, Uganda, Zimbabwe and more to come, B
provides a unique service by making bioscience information generated in these countries
available to the international research community world-wide.” (Source: Bioline website).

Bl also hosts an e-prints archive at http://bioline.utsc.utoronto.ca/

BioMed Central

BioMed Central (BMC) is an independent publishing house committed to providing immediate
free access to peer-reviewed biomedical research. “ All the original research articlesin the 100
journals published by BioMed Central [as of March 2004] are immediately and permanently
available online without charge or any other barriersto access. This commitment is based on the
view that open access to research is central to rapid and efficient progress in science and that
subscription-based access to research is hindering rather than helping scientific
communication.”

BMC levies aflat fee of $500 (called an “article-processing charge”) for each accepted
manuscript to be published in one of BioMed Central’ s open access online journals. This charge
does not apply to titles requiring a subscription for access. These author charges arein lieu of
subscriptions. Discounts are available to some authors. Unless an author receives a waiver
(determined on a case-by-case basis or automatically granted if the author’s ingtitution isa BMC
member), she must confirm at the time of submission that the charge will be paid upon the
manuscript’ s acceptance for publication.

The February 23, 2004, issue of UKSG Serials-eNews reports the concern among librarians over
the new BMC membership model, planned for 2005 renewals. The main issues that libraries
have with BioMed Central are as follows:

1. “That the revised policy was not announced in a proper way.

2. That an institutional member ship based on number of articles published would be no better
for librariesthan traditional subscription models.

3. That the new model will cause problemsin terms of budgeting.

4. That BioMed Central would have misled the library community.

5. That the new model transfers the cost of publishing from researchersto libraries.”

[For details, see the BMC website Institutional Membership page at:

http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/libraries/instmembership]

BMJ.com

“ Almost 10 years after it began, the BMJ' s experiment of allowing free access to everything on
its website will come to an end. The BMJ Publishing Group board has decided that from January
2005, visitors to bmj.com should pay for access.

[snip]
“ Exactly which content will be behind access controls, for how long, and for whom has yet to be
decided.



[snip]

“The model we are currently finalising for bmj.comis likely to make all content free for a week
or two after publication. Most of it will then be behind access controls for a year or more.
Content that we intend keeping free throughout this period includes abstracts of articles, rapid
responses, and the Editor’ s Choice column. All of BMJ Careers (Career Focus, recruitment and
of course advertisements, and career services) will remain free” (Delamothe and Smith, 2003).

The Company of Biologists

January 1, 2004, marked the start of the Company of Biologists (COB) one-year opernaccess
experiment with its three journals. COB will permit authors of accepted papers to have the option
to “buy” open access to their articles by paying the journal’s expenses for conducting peer review
and preparing the electronic editions. Authors choosing to take advantage of the open access
alternative will be charged a publication fee, which, as an introductory offer, COB will heavily
subsidize.

“ The traditional subscription model will operate in parallel aspart of a hybrid publishing
experiment. Authors will be asked to make the decision asto whether to take advantage of the
open access offer when their papers are accepted. Those choosing the company's traditional free
publication alternative will still benefit from no page charges, no colour charges, and free
access to papers after 6 months.” (Source: Company of Biologists website)

E-BIOSCI (European platform for access and retrieval of full text and factual information on the
Life Sciences)

E-BIOSCI, a subject-oriented aggregation, has the following
“ ...distinguishing features
Is a free academic access to services

Places strong emphasis on concept searching of full text — a discovery tool

Uses conceptual fingerprints to semantically link text with different data types (in particular
genomic and image data)

Links only to refereed material that meets criteria of editorial control

Welcomes principles of free access, but respects existing restrictions of (commercial) content
providers.” (Source: EBIOSCI website)

Entomological Society of America (ESA) and Florida Entomological Society (FES)



These two scientific societies offer IFWA (immediate free Web access) to their publications. The
FES has allowed for 100% IFWA of its single quarterly journal since 1994. The ESA publishes
four bimonthly journals and is currently about 55% IFWA. “1n November 1994, the month that
Adobe made its Acrobat Reader cost free, Florida Entomologist became the first long-published,
refereed, natural science journal to make its contents freely available on the Internet and the
first journal to use PDF for that purpose. The Florida Center for Library Automation hosted the
filesfor free so the cost to FES of the online version was only the cost of making the PDF files. .
. Through 2000, FES continued its policy of not charging authors for IFWA.” An author’s IFWA
fee started in March 2001 to compensate for losses in library subscriptions. Thomas Walker,
University of Florida, reports that no authors were lost to the imposition of an author’s fee—in
fact, the “ 2001 volume was the largest on record, and the March 2002 issue isthe first issue to
exceed 300 pages.”

“1FWA, as currently offered by ESA, is limited to making the PDF files of articles freely
accessible to anyone who views the contents of an ESA journal on the ESA server. Articles that
have IFWA are labeled as ‘' Free PDF.’”

“ ESA’s business plan for itsjournals, as approved by the Governing Board in June 2000, states
that the price of IFWA will be increased to preserve net revenues as subscriptions decline.

[snip]
“ Authors are less likely to protest copyright agreements or to violate ones they have signed if
publishers provide the legal means, at a fair price, for making the final, formatted, refereed

version of articlesimmediately and freely Web accessible” (Walker, 2002).

The FIGARO Project

FIGARO stands for the Federated Initiative of GAP and Roquade, representing the Dutch and
German universities collaborating to establish an infrastructure for academic electronic
publishing in Europe. Funded by the European Commission, “ FIGARO will support:
- journals;

publication sites with or without peer reviewing (peer reviewing may take place before or

after publication);

institutional repositories and other forms of open archives,

co-publishing with traditional publishers, producing the electronic version of a journal

that is already published in print.”

FIGARO will rely on a network organization comprising service providers, front offices and a
coordinator. Bas Savenije, University Librarian at Utrecht University in The Netherlands,
explainsthat an “ important characteristic of this business model is that there is no central
branding. ... This construction has no simple equivalent in the classical publishing world. In
fact, thetraditional publishing roleis now divided among several partners: the back office, the
front office and the content provider.

“ An important characteristic of FIGARO isthat it is not for profit, which impliesthat it is
operating on a cost recovery basis. The back office is a financially independent entity ...[whoseg]



costs ... are paid by the front offices.” Front office monies are generated by three principal
means. The first is funding from its parent institution. The second relies on the traditional
subscription model. And the third looks to new models as FIGARO intends to work towards new
financial models that would be compatible with open access.

“’Open access means that the costs are not paid by the reader. FIGARO is examining several
potential sources of payment: authors page charges, payment for peer review by authors or
their employers; institutional or society support of a discipline-oriented journal; purchasing of
rights to publish by institutions or societies for their members,; and potentially grants, donations,
or sponsorships’ (Savinije, 2003).

Nucleic Acids Research—Oxford University Press (OUP)

The first results on OUP ‘Open Access’ (OA) journal experiment were reported February 18,
2004. “ We are delighted with the results of our experiment so far,” commented Martin
Richardson, Managing Director of the Journals Division at OUP. Whilst open access remains a
young and economically unproven model for publishing research, asa University Presswe are
keen to take a leading role in responding to the changing needs of the research community . . .”

The Press selected its premier journal, Nucleic Acids Research (NAR), for the conversion of its
specia annual Database Issue to open access. Funding came in part from author charges with
90% of the authors agreeing to pay the £300 author charge. The issue contains a record number
(142) of peer-reviewed papers and al are available online and free of charge. The goals of

OUP s OA experiment “ were to explore the issues surrounding the move of a well-established
journal from a subscription-funded to author-funded business model, whilst at the same time
safe-guarding NAR' s reputation for the highest quality research. The author charges were set at
a low level, subsidised by subscription revenues fromthe rest of the journal, with the
understanding that in order to be viable these charges would gradually need to increase to
reflect the true costs associated with publishing a top research journal.” (Source: OUP website)

OUP is extending the OA experiment to the 2004 NAR Annua Web Service I ssue. Publication

date: July 2004. More detailed information is available at:
http://www3.0oup.co.uk/nar/special/14/default.html

eScholar ship Repository— University of California

In the fall of 2003 the University of Caifornia unveiled to its researchers * the ability to create
and run an open-access, peer-reviewed journal within the framework of its eScholarship
Repository.

“Thefirst digital journal to migrateto the eScholarship program, Dermatology Online Journal
demonstrates the viability of peer-reviewed digital -only scholarship in medical science.

“ Another publishing venue for peer-reviewed articles is the edited volume -- an edited collection
of articles on a theme, usually with an introduction and conclusion to help tie the individual



articlestogether. The UC International & Area Studies Edited Volumes (UCIAS) edited volumes
are a partnership of the University of California Press, the California Digital Library, and
internationally oriented research units on UC campuses.” (Source: UC website)

[Visit http://escholarship.cdlib.org/journals.html and click on any of the titles for more information.]

Responses to the United Kingdom House of Commons Science and
Technology Committee Inquiry into Scientific Publications

The sound of recent arguments regarding journal prices, open access, and open archives eventually
reached the ears of the British Parliament. On December 10, 2003, the UK government initiated a
request for opinions about the current state of STM publishing regarding pricing, market competition,
openaccess journals, Legal Deposit Libraries (institutional repositories), scientific fraud and

mal practice. The House of Commons (HC) Sci-Tech Committee further probed to learn from the various
constituencies what role would be appropriate for the Government to play in the future.

The Committee members are most specifically interested in which emerging trends the Government
should support. [Initial inquiry at:

http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary _committees/science and_technology_committee/scitech111203a.cfm|] The first
two evidence sessions with primarily publisher witnesses were held on March 1 and March 8, 2004,
respectively. Sessions with libraries, academics and government personnel took place in April and May
2004 [The most current dates and witness lists for upcoming evidence sessions are available at the
Committee' swebsite:

http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/science_and_technology committee/future_committee meetings.cfm

By late May 2004, several commercial publishers, scientific societies, library associations, and various
non-profit groups (primarily UK -based) had responded to the Committee’s series of questions and
several have made their comments publicly available. Some highlights from those responses relevant to
the issue of open access follow.

American Association of Law Libraries, American Library Association, Association of Academic
Health Sciences Libraries, Association of College & Research Libraries, Association of Resear ch
Libraries, Medical Library Association, Public Knowledge, and Scholarly Publishing & Academic
Resour ces Coalition [Joint memorandum, undated]

“ 9.1... We encourage the Science and Technology Committee to recommend that U.K. grant-
making bodies recognize research dissemination as an integral part of the research process by
earmarking a portion of their grant funds to be used for open-access publication . . .

[snip]

“ 9.2 The Committee should recommend to publicly funded U.K. grant-making bodies that they
require authors to deposit a copy of their final, peer-reviewed paper in a fully searchable, freely
accessible Internet repository or archive. . .



[snip]

“9.3Today it is common practice for publishersto require that authors transfer copyright in
their work to the publisher as a condition of publication. Typically, such transfer agreements do
not enable authors to deposit their works in open digital archives, as advocated above, or to use
the works in their teaching or research. Consequently, the Committee should recommend to U.K.
grant-making bodies that they make it a condition of grant funding that authors retain copyright
in their papers so that they may be deposited in open archives and otherwise used for
educational purposes.”

Association of Learned and Professional Society Publishers

“ A number of the existing Open Access journals are run on a volunteer basis by individual
academics. While this may appear to make it possible for the journalsto be free both to authors
and to readers, thisis perhaps misleading; the academics’ timeis being paid for with their
university salaries, as are their support costs and overhead. Thisis unlikely to be an approach
which could be scaled up to include a significant proportion of existing journals without placing
an unreasonable financial burden on the ‘ parent’ universities; and it is debatable, too, whether
thisisthe best use of academics' time.”

[snip]
“ Thus, while there are some very vocal enthusiasts for self-archiving, Open Access journals and
so forth, they would appear to represent a very small minority of the academic community.”

[snip]

“Thereis no reason why Open Access journals should not be considered equally with
subscription/licence journals for the RAE and other such exercises; the key measure — citation —
is unaffected.”

[snip]

“ There are different ways of supporting the development of Open Access journals. [snip]
Mandating the use of Open Access journalsin general, or even specific titles, however, isless
likely to succeed; we are not convinced that authors will be persuaded to publish in those
journalsif they are not their journals of choice.”

[snip]

“ A hybrid environment seems quite possible in the longer term, with Open Access becoming a
(or even the) dominant model in certain disciplines, but not in others. However, the key will be
authors' behaviour; only if they perceive that their objectivesin publishing will be better served
by Open Accessjournals, arethey likely to try to find the funds to cover publication charges.”

“ At this juncture, ALPSP would not recommend that Government should take any direct action
either to encourage or to discourage the growth of Open Access journals; publication in such
journals should be evaluated by exactly the same criteria as publication in traditional
subscription/licence journals.” (ALPSP, 2004).



Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
“ Blackwell Publishing is the leading publisher of journals owned by societies.

“Within STM (Science, Technology, Medicine), societies are aware of Open Access as an issue.
Some offer free access after a limited period but are not adopting the author- pays model.
However they are watching the situation closely.”

[snip]

“ Blackwell Publishing believes that the market is already competitive. Blackwell will experiment
with the Open Access author-pays model although it is aware of the criticisms of this model,
such as access limitations for authors from poorer countries and organizations, and the risk of
declining standards.

“It isalso difficult to see how Open Access might work outside the well funded research areas of
molecular biology and medicine.”

[snip]
“ New technology, eg [sic] full text searching, could reduce plagiarism but there are doubts over
maintaining standards of peer-review with the Open Access model” (Blackwell, 2004).

The Chartered Institute of Library and Information Professionals

“ All future merger proposals should be strictly monitored, and investigated. Thiswill help to
avoid the further enhancement of monopoly market power. It is also essential, given the
international nature of the journals market, to extend co-operation across Nation Sates.

[snip]

“ There should be no discrimination by the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) for or against
open-access journals. The deciding factor must be the quality of the journal and the quality of
the article.

[snip]

“ The rise of Web technology, by radically reducing the basic technical costs of access to
information, has highlighted the prospect of a new model of scholarly communication, where
access to research results would be made freely available to any interested researcher. This
would maximise the impact of any piece of research, and thus the productivity of the whole
research process. This approach is known as ‘ open-access.’

[snip]

“ Although a substantial proportion of the publishing community maybe expected to lobby in
favour of the status quo, there is little evidence that open-access ar chiving damages sales of toll-
access journals. Open-access archiving increases the readership of research far beyond the

individual institutions that can afford to buy subscriptions.



“ The extension of open-access models would lead to a more efficient use of public money in
terms of both research grants and academic library budgets. It would also do a great deal to
bridge the divide between information-rich countries and those in the developing world” (CILIP,
2004).

Electronic Publishing Trust for Development

“ An additional consequence of the current ‘crisis’ arises from the difficulty devel oping country
scientists have in publishing their own research, since costs of publishing local journalsis
prohibitive and publishing in established western journals often difficult. Thus, the global
science knowledge base isincomplete. We are all the poorer, since local research is essential
for the establishment of effective global programmesin medical science (specifically infectious
diseases and emerging new diseases), medical practice, environmental science, agriculture,
etc.”

[snip]

“ The advent of the Open Access movement offers a light at the end of the tunnel. Technology
now provides a mechanism whereby refereed research can be made available to all on an equal
basis, without restrictions. The knowledge pool can be filled with the missing information, it can
be shared between all scientists and the progress of science vastly accelerated . . . The impact of
Open Access on scientific progress and prosperity in the poorer nationsis of major

significance.” (Electronic Publishing Trust, 2004).

Elsevier

“’Open Access author-pays model risks penalising the UK because British researchers produce
a disproportionately high number of articles every year. By charging authors for each article
that has been accepted for publication, Open Access transfers the costs of publishing from
institutions like commercial corporations, and libraries that serve readers, to researchers and
their sponsors (e.g. universities, governmental funding agencies, and foundations). ... “ we
estimate that the UK Gover nment, foundations, universities and researchers could together pay
30-50% more for STM journalsin an Open Access system than they do today.”

[snip]
“In addition to these cost-transfer effects, there are key unresolved issues concer ning Open
Access:

By introducing an author-pays model, Open Access risks undermining public trust in the
integrity and quality of scientific publications that has been established over hundreds of
years. . .

The Open Access business model in its current form has not proven its financial viability:
even the highest article fees charged by Open Access publishers today ($1,500) cover
only about 40%-60% of the estimated total costs to publish an article of the quality that
researchersare used to today . . .

For universal accessto be a reality, publishers must continue to make articles available
in multiple media format.” (Elsevier, 2004).



Institute of Mechanical Engineers

“While we support the statements made in the ALPSP submission, we would wish to add our own
perspective. For us, journals are now a profitable part of our enterprise (Note that several have
their originsin titles over a century old)”

. [snip]

“Thisisonly a part of our business, however. Part of our rationale as a learned society
publisher isto provide a mix of product types ... in furtherance of the subject and the profession
... a balance helps ensure that one type can help sustain another through difficult times . . .
Thusit follows that treating just one part of stm publishing in isolation risks unbalancing that
portfolio.”

[snip]

“...thereare, in principle, no reasons why publication in open-access peer reviewed journals
should be any less regarded for assessment. However, simply because they are young (and like
any new journal on the conventional model) there will often be no reliable method of judging
guality, and citation counts may be suspect . . . Subjective assessment of the quality of journals
will inevitably remain a large factor.” (Singleton, 2004)

Institute of Physics

“10P created one of the first open accessjournalsin 1998: the New Journal of Physics (NJP).
The term open access was unknown at thetime. . .. Fromthe start, IOP and DPG [ German
Physical Society] have subsidised the experiment by about £100,000 a year and continue to do
0.

“1t isworth noting here that the electronic readership of NJP is not significantly higher than our
regular subscription journals.

[snip]
“ For open access to become the norm requires some fundamental changes, for example to the
way research and university infrastructure funding are distributed.

[snip]

“ Publishersin turn would be influenced to accept papers that came with money attached.
Journals would benefit financially by publishing more papers, potentially increasing the number
of weaker papersin the system—a contrast to the existing model where the economics favour
tough peer review and selection on merit. Publishers might also be forced to reduce the attention
given to papers, in the processes of peer review, editing, mark-up, el ectronic coding, and
facilities on the electronic journal website such as searching and reference linking. Publishers
who reacted in this way, publishing large numbers of paperswith little attention, would be able
to charge the lowest author fee and hence attract more submissions. Such an outcome would
destabilise the current social structure of the academic community where publication in
respected journalsis regarded as an important measure of achievement.”



[snip]

“ Should the Government support a trend to open access? We know the advantages and
disadvantages of the present model. |OP experience with open access has not demonstrated
significant advantages in terms of access to and dissemination of research results over our
conventional journals, and shows the financial difficulties of moving to open access without a
significant change in the way universities are funded. To replace the present model with a new
model carries both known and unknown risks, without it being clear that thereisa major benefit.
For the Government to fund such a change would mean the Government assuming a large part
of the risk, potentially for a considerable time. That is not to say that academics and publishers
should not continue to experiment with alter native, web-enabled, publishing models.” (IOP,
2004)

I nternational Union of Crystallography
From the Executive summary:

“ 6. Assessment, selection and improvement of the content of scientific articles by peer review
must remain paramount in future devel opments of scientific journals.

7. Of equal importance for the growing numbers of journals that are available only in electronic
format is the need to ensure their availability to future generations.

8. Any economic restructuring of the scientific journals market (e.g. to promote open access)
must guarantee the quality and longevity referred to in (6) and (7).”

[snip]

“ Recommendations

1. Thesurvival of small and learned-society publishers must be encouraged to sustain the
diversity of producers of scientific journals.

2. Adequate funding must be made available to allow an orderly transition towards open-access
provision.

3. Government should actively support measures that ensure the long-term preservation and
accessibility of electronic-only contributions to the literature.” (IUCr, 2004).

John Cox Associates

“ The concept of scientific information being freely available to everyone is a seductive one.
Within the past two years the * Open Access Movement’ has gathered a head of steam, and has
certainly engaged the attention of both librarians and many researchers. | amin the position of
a skeptic, if only because the enthusiasts for open access tend to describe its advantagesin
guasi-religious terms rather than in objective systematic and organisational terms.”

[snip]
“ The Committee should note that much of the demand for Open Access has arisen in the life
sciences. . . In considering the efficacy of Open Access as an alternative publishing model, the

Committee should exploreits appeal and applicability to other disciplines.”



[snip]

“Thereisavery dight risk that Open Access publishing, in which the author or his/her agent
funds publication, may weaken the integrity of peer review. If the publishing processis funded by
the author, there is a potential for the exercise of undue influence on editors anxious to build the
flow of papers for publication in their journals. In the current subscription-based publishing
system, the flow of money is wholly divorced from the process of review and acceptance for
publication. In Open Access publishing, the flow of money to support the enterpriseisvery
closely linked to acceptance for publication.” (Cox, 2004).

Oxford University Press

“ OUP believesthat a variety of different pricing models are necessary and that no one model is
likely to be able to meet the requirements of the wide range of journals that we publish. Since
open access publishing does not yet represent a viable model in that no publisher employing this
model has yet managed to cover its costs, a period of experimentation seems prudent to help to
decide whether open access can deliver on all of the benefits that its proponents have claimed.

[snip]
“In order to reduce barriersto accessing scientific information published in subscription-based,
online journals we propose that the Committee should recommend that:
funding for the purchase of online access to research should be increased in line with
increases in research funding;
VAT on online journals should be abolished, or educational and research institutions
should be exempt from payment of VAT;
funding should be made available for the creation of a permanent electronic archive”
(OUP, 2004).

The Physiological Society

“ The Society has approximately 2000 Member s from around the world but the member ship rate
is not sufficient to cover these other activities [charitable goals of the Society], and there are no
other ways to raise revenue for this dissemination of information to which the Society is
committed.

[snip}

“The Society is, however, committed to open access as far asis possible and 1 year after
publication we allow completely free access to our electronic archives. We also allow immediate
free access to ingtitutions in designated devel oping countries.

“ Loss of income from journals subscriptions would have a severe effect on the Society to fulfill
its charitable goals or indeed publish the journal at all without charging the authors significant
submission and page charges. In our view this could deter submission of good papers from
those scientists who do have sufficient resources’ (PS, 2004).

Public Library of Science



From the “Recommendations’

“1.12 Asserting that restrictions on the distribution and use of research articles describing
publicly funded research are inconsistent with the goals of the government in funding research.
1.13 Mandating (following a suitable transition period) that all research articles arising from
publicly-funded research be made immediately and permanently available to the public by open
access publication and deposition in a suitable public repository at the time of publication.

1.14 Designating a portion of university funding for the support of open access publication
charges to provide the means for faculty and researchers (particularly those without specific
grant funding) to publish in open access journals.

1.15 Designating a portion of NHS funding for the support of open access publication charges to
provide the means for clinicians and researchers (particularly those without specific grant
funding) to publish in open access journals.

1.16 Including reasonable (and ring-fenced) funds to cover the costs of open access publication
in all Research Council grants to encourage grantees to publish their work in open access
journals.

1.17 Requiring universities and granting agencies (including the Research Assessment Exercise)
to consider theintrinsic merits of a published article, rather than the impact factor of the journal
in which the article is published, in promotion and funding decisions, recognizing that the
canonization of journal impact factors inhibits the development and growth of new publishing
endeavors.

1.18 Establishing a temporary ‘ open access transition fund’ to which publishers can apply for
funding to facilitate the transition from subscription-based journals to open access publishing.”

From the “ Executive Summary”

“ 1.9 By shifting from a monopolistic market on scientific knowledge, to a free-market for
publishing services, open access will restore market efficiencies to scientific publishing. By
treating the costs of publications as costs of research and including funds in research grants,
monies available for publication will scale with publication expenses. Thus, open accessis
intrinsically sustainable, whereas the current system clearly is not.”

From “The Open Access Business Model”

“4.1 Even if all publishers eschewed profits and charged libraries only their fair share of each
journal’s production costs, the simple act of restricting access to subscribers creates
unnecessary and counter productive obstacle to the access and use of the scientific literature. ...
By adopting an ‘open access model for scientific publishing, in which publishers are paid a fair
price for the service they provide the scientific community we can maintain a vibrant scientific
publishing industry while providing comprehensive, universal access to the scientific literature.”

From “Why is Open Access Important?’

“ 5.1 Shifting the business model from ‘ pay-to-read’ to ‘ pay-upfront’, brings profound benefits
for research, education and health and creates a competitive market that will help both reduce



and stabilize costs. The promise of open access publishing for the key stakeholders in publishing
will help to catalyze the changes that are necessary.

5.2 For authors, open-access literature maximizes the potential impact of their work. . ..

5.3 For the academic research community, open access. . . will provide the essential foundation
for the development of diverse new ways to search, interlink and integrate the information in
published research papers. . ..

5.4 For research libraries, open access will help contain the spiraling costs of subscriptions to
scientific serials. . ..

5.5 For funding agencies, open access will ensure that the research they have invested in will be
made available to the widest possible audience. . .

5.6 For scholarly societies, open access will provide the means by which the research they
promote can reach new audiences . . . Moreover, open access provides a financially realistic
means to launch new journals or publications in burgeoning fields.

5.7 . .. open access will foster science education . . . lead to more informed healthcare decisions
... and make publicly funded research available to the public

5.8 In the commercial sector, open access will empower industry with unfettered access to the
latest scientific discoveries. . ..

5.9 Importantly, open access will also allow market forces to operate effectively for STM
literature and consequently provide a choice for authors ... that will help contain costs and
reward the most efficient publishing operations.” (Varmus, 2004)

Royal éollege of Psychiatrists

“ ... the majority of published papers are by members of the College. ... membersreceive free
print copies of the journal, and have free access to the online versions. We therefore have a
system where our authors are not charged for publishing in our journals, and they and their
colleagues are not charged to read the journals either. Costs are covered and income generated
to alarge extent by sales of subscriptionsto libraries serving other groups of professionals who
on the whole need our journals but don’t publish in them.

[snip]

“...if wewereto lose members as a result either of cancellations of free print or of provision of
universal open access to the journals, this would have a negative impact on the other work of the
College.

[snip]
“...the options are not limited to open access and access by subscription. For example,
we have taken the following steps:
- All issues of our journals are made available free online to everyone 12 months after
publication, on arolling basis.
The College' s primary journals (print and online) are available to all College
members at no cost.
Journal papers accessed via reference in other journals on the HighWire system
(such asthe BMJ or the American Journal of Psychiatry) can be viewed free of
charge, regardless of whether the user has a subscription.



We allow free access to the journal from 75 low-income countries, using a system
which recognises the country of origin of the user’s IP address.

Print editions of the BJP, paid for by local advertising, are circulated free of charge
to readersin India, Holland, Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden.

All contentslists (including electronic contents alerts) and search mechanisms are
available to all free of charge. Thejournal is abstracted in PubMed and many other
major listings services. In addition, the full text of the journalsisindexed by Google.
We are members of CrossRef, an industry-wide system which sets up links from
reference listsin journal articles directly to the reference in question. Abstracts of all
papers are available to view free of charge.

Any article for which access by a particular user isrestricted can be viewed using the
pay-per-view system, for a fee of $8.00 (commercial publishers commonly charge
around $30). For $15.00, the entire journal can be viewed for 24 hours.”

[snip]

“The College believes that the open access question is not an ideological issue, pitting ‘ open’
against ‘closed’ access, but simple an economic one of who pays for access and at which point in
the supply chain” (RCP, 2004).

The Royal Society

“The Royal Society isin favour of the widest possible dissemination of science but we believe
that the current proposals for Open Access journals (where papers are free onlineto all) lack a
sustainable business model. There are many uncertainties about how Open Access journals will
operate as they become established and where authors will get the money to pay the required
article processing fees. This hasled to concerns that: the overall cost of the science base will be
greater than under the subscription model, some authorswill be unable to publishin certain
journals due to lack of funds, the quality of publications may be reduced as publishers bow to
commercial pressures to reduce the regjection rate of papers, it will not be possible to cross-
subsidise minority interest publications, and that the total number of scientists funded by
charitieswill be reduced in order to pay publishing fees.”

[snip]
“ Given the global nature of scientific publishing, it is snot clear how a national government
(apart perhaps fromthe US. . .) can have a substantive impact on the market.

[snip]

“ JISC [Joint Information Systems Committeg] is paying the subscription fee for all UK
universities so that researchers do not have to pay individual acceptance fees. It is unlikely that
this central funding of Open Access journalswill be sustainable in the long terms without
additional funding being allocated to JISC. In order to allow scientists the freedom to choose
where they submit their papers (a key requirement of any system) the central payment of
submission fees would need to be extended to all open access publishers (in the UK and
overseas) asthey emerge.

[snip]



“ There has been no proper estimate of whether the funds that would be required to meet
processing fees would be greater or less that the money allocated to libraries for their
acquisition budgets’ (RS, 2004).

SHERPA: Securing a Hybrid Environment for Resear ch Preservation and Access

The SHERPA project is funded by the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) and the Consortium
of University Research Libraries (CURL) and is hosted by the University of Nottingham. Additional
information can be obtained at http://www.sherpa.ac.uk

From “Background”

“2.2...HERPA .. .isinitiating the development of openly accessible institutional digital
repositories of research output in a number of UK research-led universities.. . .“

From “ Solutions: open access’

“ 4.3 The movement for open access has focused on two strategies. open-access journals and
open-access repositories. The two strategies are complementary and not competitive. Both
achieve the key aim of improving access to the scientific literature. Both offer the potential for
major efficiencies in scientific publishing.”

From “Key issues in the development of openaccess ingtitutional repositories”

“ 5.7 The widespread adoption of open-access repositories may ... over time change the role of
journals. Traditional journal publishing bundles together peer review with distribution of
content. These functions could, however, be unbundled. If open-access repositories increasingly
become vehicles for content distribution, publishers could re-focus their missions to become
managers of peer review, and also providers of other appropriate value-added services.”

From “ Recommendations’

“7.2 Authors should be discouraged from signing over exclusive rights to publishers and should
retain (at least) electronic distribution rights for their papers. Where research work is publicly
funded, it should be made a condition of grant that authors cannot sign-over copyright.

7.3 Public funding agencies should mandate (as a condition of grant) that work they have funded
must be made publicly available either in open-access journals or in open-access repositories.”
(Hubbard, 2004).

Society for General Micraobiology
“ Electronic publications are subject to VAT at 17.5% in the UK, while print is zero-rated. This
militates against the development of online only sales and access packages, to the financial

disadvantage of UK universities and institutions. Government should support extension of zero-
rating to electronic provision of primary research material.”

[snip]



“Most open access journals will require authors, or their institutions, to pay some form of
submission or publication charge. Thiswill focus authors minds on differences in costs between
different journals. This may promote efficiency and constrain profit margins, but it would be
regrettableif it led to significant reduction in editorial and production standards.”

[snip]

“ It isworth mentioning that many not-for-profit publishers, including SGM, already have
substantial amounts of their content on open access, where thisis possible without damaging
subscription income. ..." (Fraser, 2004).

Society for Endocrinology
From “Thoughts on Open Access’

“ ... wewould like to summzrise the main reasons why there is a problem that needs the Select
Committee s attention. In the view of the Society’ s Publications Committee there are two main
factors.

4.1 Inthe last half-century or so, the provision of funds for carrying out research has far
outstripped the funds to buy the output of that research. At the sametime, it is essential for all
research to be published in order to validated and available to one’s peers. Thisis not to deny
that some publishers have charged large prices for their journals and made substantial annual
increases, but thisis not true of all publishers. Certainly in many subject areas the |earned
society journals, which often have the highest impact factors, are more moderately priced than
their commercial competition. [snip]”

4.2 Thereis currently no link between the responsibility for choosing which journal to publishin
and to read (the academic’s choice) and responsibility for the purchase budget. Most
researchers have little or no idea of the comparative prices of the journals available to them.
This has certainly fostered a climate where some journals can have prices that are orders of
magnitude higher than those of their competitors without suffering any loss of subscriptions.
Indeed, their ability to spend lavishly on promotion, financial support for editorial boards and so
on may even give an advantage in some cases. Open access would bring value for money into the
equation as one of the decision factorsin where to submit research, along with quality and
reputation. Thisislikely to be more of a factor with the quality journals that sit just below the
mar ket leaders (often US societies).”

From “Conclusions’
“ 6.1 Electronic publishing of journals and open access are two different issues.

[snip]
6.4 In discussing whether it could or should promote open access, the committee will need to be
informed about the substantial difficulties that lie in the way of a transition to this model,

bearing in mind that the typical journal publishes material from researchersin many countries,



all of which have different funding systems and priorities. Annex 3 contains an article on open
access that briefly outlines some of these issues.”

From Annex 3 “Open Access as a model for scholarly communication: Some thoughts from the
Society for Endocrinology February 2003”

“ At the Society for Endocrinology, we have been enthusiastic about the Open Access model for
sometime. ...”"

[snip]

“In order for Open Access publishing to be viable, charges to authors may well need be higher
than many academics would currently expect. They will almost certainly significantly exceed the
US $500 typically charged by the current experiments using this model (such as BioMed Central
or the New Journal of Physics). . .. thefact that the librarieswill no longer have to buy, store
and provide access to these journals will presumably release not just the former purchase costs,
but also some of the overheads associated with them.”

“We need to take into account that the Open Access/author pays model may not work for all
subject areas or type of journal. For instance, many articlesin some clinical journals are based
on the authors' observations during their clinical work and have no research grants associated
with them. How would these paper s/journals be funded? If such papers were no longer
published, clinical practice and patient care would clearly suffer. In addition, review journals
are clearly not susceptible to the *author pays model.”

“The major obstacle in the case of basic research journals seems to be how we get from here to
there. For Open Access to succeed there will need to be a global culture change. . ... Itis
difficult to see how this can be affected piecemeal, an international, co-ordinated approach
seems to be needed, which islikely to be difficult to achieve. ...”

[snip]
“We had also assumed that, as a small learned society, we would need to follow rather than
lead, but if there is scope for a national (or better still, international) trial project, then perhaps

the learned societies have a bigger role to play.” (Thorn and Byford, 2004).
SPARC Europe
From “The Current Situation”

“ Finally, Society as a whole loses if we continue with the sub-optimal communications channels
that restrict the free-flow of information between the world’ s scholars and between scholars and
the public. The recent Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s
‘Declaration on Access to Research Data from Public Funding’ noted that *...an optimum
international exchange of data, information and knowledge contributes decisively to the
advancement of scientific research and innovation’ and that ‘... open access will maximise the
value derived from public investment in data collection efforts.” While the focus of the



Declaration, signed by the UK and 33 other countries, is on research data, the language and
logic are equally applicable to the analysis of those data —i.e., research papers.”

From “The Power of Open Access’

“ ...itisclear that the evidence is beginning to show that Open Access does give greater
dissemination, usage, and impact and as authors become more aware of thisthey are
increasingly going to want to publish in Open Access journals and to deposit their papersin
their local institutional repositories.” (Prosser, 2004)

University of Southampton

Wiley

“ The University hopes that the Parliamentary Committee will consider the following actions:

recommend that those researchers receiving grants for publicly funded research should self-

archive their research output in an institutional open-access archive
recommend that authors self-archive, and that publishers formally support author self-
archiving

incorporate into publicly funded research contracts a publication grant to cover the costs of

ingtitutional archiving and/or author charges for an Open Access journal

provide funding through bodies such as the Joint Information systems Committee for national

initiatives in support of open access journals and institutional open-access archives
recognise that more effective assessment methods for determining research impact can be

achieved by the use of scientiometric analysis at article level in an expanded corpus of open-

access, full-text, peer-reviewed literature

promote initiatives through the British Library and partnersin the EU, such as the Royal
Library in the Hague, to ensure that research output in digital formis preserved

lobby intensively within the EU for the removal of VAT on ejournals’ (US, 2004)

From “ Summary”

“ We wel come the opportunity to experiment with new models of information dissemination (such

as open access), bearing in mind the following key issues:

o] the importance of an independent system for publishing high-quality science, free
from government or charitable subsidy or mandated submission, and irrespective

of discipline, provenance of authorship, or ability to pay.

o] the sustainability and scalability of publishing models to ensure the continuity
and accessihility of the authentic scientific record — a simple pared-down cost-
recovery business model does not give sufficient opportunity to invest in product
development and content delivery technologies or to ensure that due care and
attention is given to important legal issues relating to fraud, mal practice and
plagiarism

o] an equitable relationship between producers and consumers of scientific
information, such that current net producers of research (e.g. the academic
community of “ UK plc”) do not subsidise net consumers (e.g. the pharmaceutical



industry or low-primary-research countries who currently purchase more
research publications than they produce).”

From “ Specific Response to the Open Access Debate”

“24. Itisnot in dispute that the publishing process has to be paid for, so the essential question
becomes ‘who pays?’. We think it is unlikely that authors themselves will pay; neither do we
think faculty will pay; nor are library acquisition budgets likely to be repositioned as publishing-
process fees. The most likely payers are the funding bodies and research councils, and although
some (such as the Wellcome Trust) have announced that they would be willing to take on this
extra charge as part of the research grant, we under stand that the precise disposal of research
funds is already not straightforward, with universities often having to negotiate over such issues
as contribution to overheads, and we suspect that the funding will no be so readily forthcoming
or may not be earmarked and run the risk of being spent on other research activities. Research
funding also varies greatly from discipline to discipline.” (WileyEurope, 2004).

World Cancer Research Fund International

“ The WCRF global network has the unique role of translating scientific data into global health
recommendations.

[snip]

“Our 1997 report reviewed approximately 4500 journal articles and this number is expected to
be about 3 times that for the 2006 report. The financial cost of remaining within the copyright
law is going to be extremely high for this project, especially since such a vast amount of
literature will be reviewed.

“1f the copyright for scientific publications were restricted to just one year, it would mean that
the historical literature would be available for systematic review in an all-encompassing project
of this kind, without the crippling financial burden that currently exists.
“ Finally, the Government should consider encouraging gover nment-funded projects to publish
their results in open access journals. Thisis especially important for medical research where
patients freely give information about themselves to researchersin the belief that that
information will be made freely available to other researchers.” (WCRFI, 2004).

World Summit on the Information Society
From Section 22. E-science of “Declaration of Principles’

“b) Promote electronic publishing, differential pricing and open access initiatives to make
scientific information affordable and accessible in all countries on an equitable basis’

From Section C3 “Access to information and knowledge”



“1) Encourage initiatives to facilitate access, including free and affordable access to open access
journals and books, and open archives for scientific information.”

From Section C Action Lines of “Plan of Action”

“ 28. We strive to promote universal access with equal opportunities for all to scientific
knowledge and the creation and dissemination of scientific and technical information, including
open access initiatives for scientific publishing."

From “The issues within the framework of the WSIS’

“11. Open-access Journals: ...scholars need the means to launch a new generation of journals

committed to open access, and to help existing journals that elect to make the transition to open
access.” (WSIS, 2004).

Who will pay?

Many of the statements reported previoudly in this report included comments on the issue of who will
pay in an openaccess model of journa publishing. The following are just a few more that point out
some concepts not mentioned earlier.

Hal Varian in an Internet debate with Stevan Harnad observed that “ in the long run an economic system
tends to favor those who pay . . . if authors pay, the system will lean toward the author’s goal (getting
published) . . . if readers pay, the system will lead towards the readers goal (effective filtering).”

Arie Jongegjan, CEO of Elsevier’s Science and Technology Division, views open access as less
financially viable and less efficient than the traditional business model for journa publishing. In her
interview with Jongejan, Kate Worlock of EPS, Ltd. reported that * open access has high back-office
costs and Jongejan believes that open access publisherswill need to demand between $3,000 and
$4,500 per article to cover publication costs. However, even this does not take account of a more
conceptual difficulty with open access, which isthat OA publishers are charging an upfront fee for a
potentially indefinite service. If, owing to technology developments, the database content needs to be
converted or retagged, an OA publisher would struggle financially because they would not be able to go
back to their authors to demand more money.”

Where do we go from here?

After reading the numerous and various experiences, opinions, and statements on severa sides of the
OA issue, afew last comments are appropriate to consider as the reader 1ooks to the future of electronic
journal publishing.

Christine Lamb, Senior Analyst with Shore Communications, Inc., observed in her February 2004 report
on OA publishing models, “[w] hile new players with open access Web portals are capturing much of
the spotlight centered on open access, the established publishing houses carry prestige and authority in
the marketplace that will be difficult to overcome with technology and pricing models alone.” Lamb
opinesthat the * established publishing community can choose to view open access as either a threat or



an opportunity.” She compared the different implications for association, not-for-profit, and commercial
scholarly publishers. Lamb states that the association publisher faces * greater pressure to adopt open
access models from their members and activistsin the field” and “ the associations most threatened by
open access are small ones, for which a singlejournal isthe sole or major benefit of membership.”
(Lamb, 2004).

Considering non-profit publishers such as university presses, Lamb cites them as being more innovative
than their association colleagues but still facing the same threats and pressures. However, she offers that
non-profit publishers are * better positioned [than associations] to apply for grant funding and subsidies
for their programs from foundations and funding agencies.” Turning to commercial publishers, Lamb
cites the pressure on prices as the greatest threat from open access. Closing that section of her report,
Lamb counsels, “ Without abandoning their current business all publishers should consider
incorporating a combination of modified open access strategies. . .” (Lamb, 2004).

In her discussion of OA and copyright, Lamb states, “ In the final analysis, open access models are
copyright-neutral. Authors should be able to choose open access or closed access and manage their
copyrights accordingly. It is publishers policies requiring copyright transfer that should be
reconsidered and relaxed.” (Lamb, 2004).

In its response to the House of Commons Science and Technology Committee inquiry into scientific
publications, the UK -based publishing operations of Elsevier observed “ Open Access will continue to
evolve in response to market forces, particularly asit seeks additional sources of operating revenue to
make it financially viable.” [Source: Elsevier website, http://www.elsevier.con]

Karin Wittenborg, University Librarian, University of Virginia, in her presentation at the March 16,
2004 press conference unveiling the Washington, D.C. Principles for Free Access of Science stated:

“ Scholarly publishing is clearly in a transitional or shake down period. Several publishing
models can and should co-exist. The successful ones will survive and will deliver high quality
content in a sustainable and affordable manner. They will also advance research and high
education” (Wittenborg, 2004).

Declan Butler, European correspondent for Nature in that journal’s March 23, 2004, Web Focus

observed the following.
“ Onejarring aspect of proposalsto reform scholarly publishing is that, all too often them
implicitly consider ‘journals as a single homogenous entity, to which one universal publishing
model can be applied. On the contrary, diversity is everywhere. In any discipline, journals range
from high quality ‘must reads’ with high rejection rates—which in turn result in higher costs per
published paper — to publications which add little value to the articles as submitted, and are
read by few apart from the authors themsel ves.

“ Journals are also published by a range of patrons, from individuals, and commercial
publishers, to learned societies who use publication revenues to support their community in
other ways. Likewise, a journal might be run largely by scientists working for free, or by
professional editors. Some are electronic only, some have print editions. The list goes on. Any



discussion of publishing models must surely take into account this heterogeneity. Thereisno
one-sizefitsall solution” (Butler, 2003).

In its resporse to the House of Commons committee inquiry (February 2004), The Royal Society
commented that:
“Thereisa need for all interested parties (authors, librarians, research funders, higher
education policy makers and publishers of both traditional and Open Access journals) to work
together to address these concerns and determine whether a sustainable business model for open
access publishing can be developed” (RS, 2004).

Thomsont ISl recently released a citation study of the impact of OA journals which is part of an ongoing
anaysis within S| regarding the performance of OA journals. The results of the study showed what
might be expected among a number of journals (N = 148) from a variety of disciplines, that “ Open
Access journals' ranksin their respective categories vary. Some rank near the top of the category (e.g.,
Journal of Machine Learning Research, CA A Cancer Journals for Clinicians, and IBM Journal of
Research and Devel opment), while others rank near the bottom (e.g. Journal of Astrophysics &
Astronomy, Annals of Saudi Medicine, Japanese Heart Journal, BMC Public Health, Japanese Journal
of Infectious Diseases, Scottish Medical Journal, Turkish Journal of Pediatrics, Biotechnology and
Development Monitor, and Brazilian Journal of Microbiology). Overall, 98 (66%) of the journals rank

below the 50" percentile. Relatively few, around 6%, are in or above the 91% percentile.” (Testaand
McVeigh, 2004).

The major findings of the study were:
" When observed asagroup “ . .. OAjournals have a broadly similar citation pattern to other

journals, but may have a slight tendency to earlier citations.”

“When examined within two specific subjects, the possibility for wide distribution of OA
journal articles has, so far, no discernable effect on the speed with which the literature
incor por ates the results they describe’

“ Aswith traditional journals, there are many possible explanations for whether or not OA
journals are highly cited. Many of the OA titles that have been indexed in IS products for
many year s have only recently shifted to an Open Access model of distribution. They have
carried their citation patterns along into the Open Access environment.”

“ Conversely, other journals founded recently employing the Open Access format are being
cited or not based on the overall quality of their articles.”

Testa and McVeigh comment that during their tenure with ISl they watched thousands of
journals be evaluated (and subsequently selected or rejected) for inclusion in the citation
database. Their ultimate finding is that “ wide distribution does not necessarily result in
higher citations.” (Testaand McVeigh, 2004).

The reader is encouraged to read the entire essay prepared by James Testa, Director, Editorial
Development, Thomson1Sl and Marie E. McVeigh, Product Development Manager, Thomsont|Sl.
Testaand McVeigh state that 1Sl will continue to “ monitor the performance of the set of high-quality
OA journalsit has selected for inclusion in its citation indexes and in the Journal Citation Reports.”
(Testaand McVeigh, 2004).



Concluding Comments

This Issue Status Report was prepared with as neutral and objective atone as possible, given to reporting
“just the facts’ from all sides of a highly charged debate. There can be no true conclusion to this
document. The debate will continue for as long as the interested parties care to expend their energy on it.
Thus, it is but a snapshot in time. And only time will tell the future place for OA journals in the world of
scholarly publishing.
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