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Preface

This Guide has been undertaken as an initiative of the DEST funded Open Access to
Knowledge (OAK) Law Project.

It aims to assist academic institutions in developing open access policies and legal
and management frameworks for the effective development and operation of digital
repository infrastructure. The Guide implements the recommendations of the OAK
Law Project Report No. 1: Creating a Legal Framework for Copyright Management
of Open Access Within the Australian Academic and Research Sector.

In particular, the Guide examines issues relating to the international open access
movement and the implementation of open access policies for digital repositories,
the operation of copyright law and copyright licensing of material deposited into
digital repositories and the relationships - both legal and otherwise - between
authors, publishers, repositories and end-users.

I am thankful to Ms Kylie Pappalardo and Dr Anne Fitzgerald for developing this
Guide and to the team of people (Messrs Kiel-Chisholm, Austin and O’Brien) who
have worked on this project at various times over the last 6 months. | would also
like to acknowledge the valuable support of QUT DVC Professor Tom Cochrane,
DEST Director of Education, Innovation and Infrastructure Policy Ms Margot Bell
and DEST Assistant Director of Education, Innovation and Infrastructure Policy Ms
Clare McLaughlin, Queensland Government Senior Lawyer Mr Neale Hooper and
Ms Wilma Mossink of SURFfoundation.

In an era where research accessibility is critical to innovation | am confident that this
Guide will assist and stimulate the further development of the vital infrastructure
needed to make Australian research more accessible.

Brian Fitzgerald

Professor of Intellectual Property and Innovation (QUT) <www.ip.qut.edu.au>
Project Leader for OAK Law Project <www.oaklaw.qut.edu.au> and Legal
Framework for e-Research Project <www.e-research.law.qut.edu.au>

July 2007
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1.0 Introduction

1.1  What is open access?

Open access defined

The advent of the internet and digital technologies has enabled information to be
accessed and disseminated far more easily than ever before. Technological
developments have swept away a whole range of restrictions that in earlier times
impeded or prevented open access to knowledge, such as geographical barriers, time
restrictions, delays in distribution of physical materials and barriers that limited the
range of sources accessible by any one individual. Improved access to information
benefits researchers by enabling them to study their field more broadly, reducing the
amount of duplicative research, and assisting in the production of better informed -
and therefore better quality - research.’ For these reasons, the open access movement
aims to promote the dissemination of knowledge broadly and freely across the internet
in a timely fashion.?

Open access principles

The open access movement as we know it today began in the first half of the 1990s.
Its origins are associated not with the publication of overarching statements of
principles describing the open access movement and its goals but with the launch of
several databases and free online peer reviewed journals. Early examples of open
access journals include the Electronic Journal of Communication (launched 21
September 1990), the Electronic Journal of Analytic Philosophy (launched August
1993), and the Electronic Journal of Sociology (launched September 1994).> The
databases include GenBank, a database of all publicly available DNA sequences,
launched by the National Center of Biotechnology Information in 1992.* Other
milestones in the early years of the open access movement include:

! John Houghton, Colin Steele and Peter Sheehan, Research Communication Costs in Australia:
Emerging Opportunities and Benefits (September 2006) Centre for Strategic Economic Studies,
Victoria University, Melbourne, p32 <http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/OACB271F-EA7D-4FAF-
B3F7-0381F441B175/13935/DEST_Research_Communications_Cost_Report_Sept2006.pdf> at 19
March 2007.

2 Professor Brian Fitzgerald, Dr Anne Fitzgerald, Professor Mark Perry, Scott Kiel-Chisholm, Erin
Driscoll, Dilan Thampapillai and Jessica Coates, OAK Law Project Report No 1: Creating a Legal
Framework for Copyright Management of Open Access Within the Australian Academic and Research
Sector — a report for the Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST) (August 2006), 87
(hereinafter OAK Law Report).

® See Peter Suber, Open Access Timeline <http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/timeline.htm> at 19
March 2007.

* Ibid.



e the creation in 1993 by CERN (the world’s largest particle physics laboratory)
of an electronic preprint repository for deposit of CERN Scientific
Documents;’

e the commencement in 1994 of publication by the National Academies Press of
free online copies of books which were previously published in printed form,
which was found to increase the sales of the printed editions; and

e the activation in 1994 of the Human Genome Project’s open access web site
with information about the project and gene sequencing.®

From the late 1990s, various international organisations and groups began to
formulate overarching policy and principle statements about open access. These
statements expressed a commitment to open access and sought to articulate how open
access could be achieved by the international research community. The statements
have been remarkably influential in the open access movement worldwide, and can be
used by universities and research centres to inform the development of open access
policies and principles at an institutional level.

The primary international open access statements are set out below.
Bermuda Principles - 1996

One of the first international statements on open access is the Bermuda Principles,
published in 1996. The Bermuda Principles, developed by scientists involved in the
International Human Genome Sequencing Consortium and their funding agencies,
establish a basis for the rapid and free sharing among scientists of pre-published data
on gene sequences.’” Their intent was to make entire genome sequences freely
available in the public domain for research and development, in order to maximise
benefits to society.® In January 2003, the Bermuda Principles were reaffirmed by an
international group of genome data producers and users, journal editors and funding
body representations convened by the Wellcome Trust at Fort Lauderdale.® The
group confirmed that open release of genome sequence data had greatly benefited
scientific research.

Budapest Open Access Initiative - 2002
In 2002, the Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI) extended open access principles

to peer-reviewed journal literature. The BOAI was developed at a meeting of the
Open Society Institute in Hungary in December 2001, has the objective of removing

5 See Joanne Yeomans, "CERN's Open Access E-print Coverage in 2006 : Three Quarters Full and
Counting”, High  Energy Physics Libraries Webzine, issue 12, March 2006
<http://library.cern.ch/HEPLW/12/papers/2/> at 18 April 2007; CERN Action on Open Access
<http://open-access.web.cern.ch/Open-Access/pp.html> at 18 April 2007, <http://cdsweb.cern.ch/>
® See Peter Suber, Open Access Timeline <http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/timeline.htm> at 19
March 2007
; <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bermuda_Principles> at 14 March 2007.

Ibid.
® The Wellcome Trust, Sharing Data from Large-scale Biological Research Projects: A System of
Tripartite Responsibility, Report of a meeting organised by the Wellcome Trust and held on 14-15
January 2003 at Fort Lauderdale, USA, available at
<http://www.wellcome.ac.uk/assets/wtd003207.pdf>.



access barriers to primary scientific literature by encouraging self-archiving of
published articles and open access journals. The BOAI has played a significant role
in advancing the open access movement generally, and has clearly articulated the
importance of open access:

Removing access barriers...will accelerate research, enrich education, share learning of
the rich with the poor and the poor with the rich, make this literature as useful as it can be,
and lay the foundation for uniting humanity in a common intellectual conversation and

quest for knowledge.10
As of 13 March 2007, 4275 individuals and 380 organizations have joined the BOAL.
Bethesda Statement on Open Access Publishing - 2003

Following the BOAI, there was a strong surge in support for the open access
movement worldwide. This resulted in the development of more well-defined,
thorough and progressive open access statements which have been adopted by
academic institutions, funding bodies and international organisations. Among these is
the Bethesda Statement on Open Access Publishing, released on 20 June 2003,
which focuses on providing open access to primary scientific literature as quickly as
possible. To facilitate this, the Bethesda Statement includes a working definition of
“Open Access Publication”, being one which satisfies the following 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, 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 a suitable standard electronic format is deposited immediately
upon initial publication in at least one online repository that is supported by an academic
institution, 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). *2

Berlin Declaration - 2003

The Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and
Humanities, published in 2003," was drafted to “promote the Internet as a functional
instrument for a global scientific knowledge base and human reflection.”** It supports
the intrinsic merit of making resources and contributions available on the internet for
all to access (for example, through online repositories). The Berlin Declaration also
provides a definition of “Open Access Publication”, which mirrors that in the
Bethesda Statement. On the basis of this definition, the Open Society Institute, in its
Open Access Publishing and Scholarly Societies Guide, has extracted what it terms
the “essentials” of open access:

19 http://www.soros.org/openaccess/read.shtml.

Y http://www.earlham.edu/%7Epeters/fos/bethesda.htm.

12 http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/bethesda.htm.

'3 <http://oa.mpg.de/openaccess-berlin/berlindeclaration.html>.
4 <http://oa.mpg.de/openaccess-berlin/berlindeclaration.html>.



There are three main essentials: free accessibility, further distribution, and proper archiving.
Open access is real open access if:

1. The article is universally and freely accessible, at no cost to the reader, via the Internet or
otherwise, without embargo.

2. The author or copyright owner irrevocably grants to any third party, in advance and in
perpetuity, the right to use, copy, or disseminate the article, provided that correct citation
details are given.

3. The article is deposited, immediately, in full and in a suitable electronic form, in at least one
widely and internationally recognized open access repository committed to open access and
long-term preservation for posterity.*®

The Berlin Declaration has been significant in advancing open access to research and
scholarly material and as of 13 March 2007 has been signed by 227 organisations
from all over the world.'®

Research Funding Organisations

Research funding organisations in both the public and private sectors have adopted
international open access principles to mandate or encourage researchers to deposit
funded research results in open access repositories.

In the United States, the National Institutes of Health (NIH), the world’s largest
funder of medical research, urges all the researchers it funds to make their research
articles publicly available in the NIH digital repository, PubMed Central.'’

In the United Kingdom, the Wellcome Trust, an independent charity dedicated to
promoting research to improve human and animal health and the UK’s largest non-
governmental source of funds for biomedical research,'® makes it a condition of
research funding grants that -

a copy of the final manuscripts of all research papers supported in whole or in part by the
Grant must be deposited into PubMed Central (or UK PubMed Central once established) upon
acceptance for publication, to be made freely available as soon as possible and in any event
within six months of the journal publisher’s official date of final publication.™

In January 2006, the European Commission (EC) published a Study on the Economic
and Technical Evolution of the Scientific Publication Markets of Europe.?’ A central
recommendation of the study was:

RECOMMENDATION Al. GUARANTEE PUBLIC ACCESS TO PUBLICLY-FUNDED
RESEARCH RESULTS SHORTLY AFTER PUBLICATION

> Open Society Institute, Open Access Publishing and Scholarly Societies: A Guide (2005)
<http://www.soros.org/openaccess/pdf/open_access_publishing_and_scholarly_societies.pdf> at 13
March 2007, 6.

18 <http://oa.mpg.de/openaccess-berlin/signatories.html>.

7 See the NIH Public Access Policy <http://grants.nih.gov/grants/guide/notice-filessNOT-OD-05-
022.html> at 28 November 2006.

'8 For more information, see <http://www.wellcome.ac.uk/aboutus/>.

19 <http://www.wellcome.ac.uk/assets/wtx026668.pdf>.

%0 See <http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/pdf/scientific-publication-study_en.pdf> at 14
March 2007.



Research funding agencies have a central role in determining researchers' publishing practices.
Following the lead of the NIH and other institutions, they should promote and support the
archiving of publications in open repositories, after a (possibly domain-specific) time period to
be discussed with publishers. This archiving could become a condition for funding.

The following actions could be taken at the European level: (i) Establish a European policy
mandating published articles arising from EC-funded research to be available after a given
time period in open access archives, and (ii) Explore with Member States and with European
research and academic associations whether and how such policies and open repositories
could be implemented.

A vyear later, in January 2007, the EC issued a petition encouraging the adoption of
this recommendation as a matter of urgency among European research funding
agencies and academic institutions. As of 14 March 2007, the petition had attracted
23,575 signatories from all over the world.?

In Australia, the Australian Research Council (ARC) included the following
paragraph in its Funding Rules for funding commencing in 2008:

The ARC ... encourages researchers to consider the benefits of depositing their data and any
publications arising from a research project in an appropriate subject and/or institutional
repository wherever such a repository available to the researcher(s). If a researcher is not
intending to deposit the data from a project in a repository within a six-month period, he/she
should include the reasons in the project’s Final Report. Any research outputs that have been
or will be deposited in appropriate repositories should be identified in the Final Report.*®

Similarly, in December 2006 the National Health and Medical Research Council
(NHMRC), an organisation dedicated to maintaining and developing public and
individual health standards in Australia, released its Project Grants funding policy for
funding commencing in 2008. The NHMRC policy does not go as far as the ARC
policy in requiring researchers give explanations if they do not deposit their research
in a digital repository. The NHMRC policy provides:

To maximise the benefits from research, findings need to be disseminated as broadly as
possible to allow access by other researchers and the wider community. The NHMRC
encourages researchers to consider the benefits of depositing their data and any publications
arising from a research project in an appropriate subject and/or institutional repository
wherever such a repository is available to the researcher(s). Any research outputs that have
been or will be deposited in appropriate repositories should be identified in the Final Report.”®

Most recently, on 9 March 2007, the Australian Government Productivity
Commission released a Research Report on Public Support for Science and
Innovation. In the Report, the Commission stated:

The Commission continues to hold the view that funding agencies should take an active role in
promoting open access to the results of the research they fund, including data and research
papers. Although the ARC and NHMRC’s recent announcement of promoting voluntary

2! See <http://www.ec-petition.eu/index.php?p=index> at 14 March 2007.

22 Australian Research Council, Discovery Projects: Funding Rules for funding commencing in 2008,
<http://www.arc.gov.au/pdf/DP08_FundingRules.pdf> at 1 February 2007, 13.

* National Health and Medical Research Council, Project Grants funding policy for funding
commencing in 2008, p21 <http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/publications/_files/profundingpol.pdf> at 16
February 2007.



access is to be commended, the Commission considers that the progressive introductions of a
mandatory requirement would better meet the aim of free and public access to publicly-funded
research results...The Commission considers that its proposal that there be a clear requirement
for open access publication be implemented progressively by funding agencies to enable all
participants sufficient time to adjust.?*

Other Advocates

There is an increasing number of individuals who actively advocate the adoption of
open access principles and practices, among the best known of whom are Dr Peter
Suber, Professor Steven Harnad and, in Australia, Professor Arthur Sale. All have
long played central roles in the advocacy of open access, particularly through their
writings on open access developments worldwide, newsletters, blogs and journal
articles.?® Harnad, a professor of cognitive science at the University of Southampton,
is credited with being the first to advocate the self-archiving of published articles, in
June 1994.%

Summary

It is advisable to develop some general open access principles or “touchstone
principles” based on the international open access declarations, which your institution
can adhere to when establishing and running its open access repository (and other
relevant schemes within your institution). A sample set of touchstone principles is set
out below. If you want to take a strong open access position, you may want to adopt
all of these principles. You may also choose to omit some of the principles, or add
some principles of your own, as suits your institution.

24 Productivity Commission 2007, Public Support for Science and Innovation, Research Report,
Productivity Commission, Canberra, 240-241.

%5 See Peter Suber’s blog at <http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/hometoc.htm> and Stevan Harnad’s blog
at <http://openaccess.eprints.org>.

%6 See Peter Suber, Open Access Timeline <http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/timeline.htm> at 19
March 2007.



The following is a sample set of Open Access Principles that may be adopted by
your institution as the foundation for an Open Access Policy. They may guide
your institution in the implementation of an open access digital repository and
other open access infrastructure:

General Open Access Principles Endorsed by the Institution

1.0  We support the principle of open access to knowledge.

1.1  Open access facilitates the wide dissemination of knowledge including, but
not limited to, original research results, scholarly articles, raw data and
metadata, source materials, digital representations of pictorial and graphic

materials, and scholarly multimedia materials.?’

1.2 Open access to knowledge is important for the following reasons:

1.2.1 Research is an interdependent process whereby later work is informed by the
earlier works of others.?® Easy and open access to scholarly and research
output allows for the production of more accurate and progressive research
results, providing for scholarly and intellectual advancement;*

1.2.2 Broader access to information aids more rapid scientific development, which
benefits the community at large, particularly in the area of medicine;*

1.2.3 The global sharing of knowledge and learning encourages social unity and

2" Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities (2003)
<http://www.zim.mpg.de/openaccess-berlin/berlin_declaration.pdf> at 18 January 2007 (hereinafter
Berlin Declaration).

%8 Bethesda Statement on Open Access Publishing (2003)
<http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos.bethesda.htm> at 16 November 2006 (hereinafter Bethesda
Statement).

2% See, for example, Messina Declaration (2004)
<http://www.aepic.it/conf/viewappendix.php?id=49&ap=1&cf=1> at 16 November 2006 (hereinafter
Messina Declaration); Budapest Open Access Initiative (2002)
<http://www.soros.org/openaccess/read.shtml> at 16 November 2006 (hereinafter Budapest OAI);
Group of Eight Statement on open access to scholarly information (2004)
<https://mx2.arl.org/Lists/SPARC-OAForum/Message/754.html> at 16 November 2006 (hereinafter
Group of Eight Statement); Association of College and Research Libraries Principles and Strategies for
the Reform of Scholarly Communication (2003)
<http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/whitepapers/principlesstrategies.htm> at 16 November 2006;
OATS: Open Access Team for Scotland — Declaration (2005)
<http://scurl.ac.uk/WG/OATS/declaration.htm> at 16 November 2006

(hereinafter OATS Declaration).

%0 See, for example, OATS Declaration.




cultural advancement;* and
1.2.4 The principle that all people, whether rich or poor, should have free and equal

access to information.*?

1.3 We believe that the traditional methods of sharing information, primarily
through conventional print publishing, while still relevant, are no longer
suitably adapted to the wider dissemination of knowledge that new technology
allows.** Electronic publishing and the internet offer the opportunity to
exchange information globally, immediately and effectively.** We commit to
embracing these new technologies and their role in removing traditional

barriers to access.

31 See, for example, Messina Declaration; Association of College and Research Libraries Principles and
Strategies for the Reform of Scholarly Communication (2003)
<http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/whitepapers/principlesstrategies.htm> at 16 November 2006;
OATS Declaration.

%2 Budapest OAI.

%% Access to research publications: Universities UK position statement (2003)
<http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/mediareleases/downloads/Open%20Access_ UUK%20policy%20prin
ciples_FINAL.pdf> at 16 November 2006.

% Bethesda Statement.

% Budapest OAI; Association of College and Research Libraries Principles and Strategies for the
Reform of Scholarly Communication (2003)
<http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/whitepapers/principlesstrategies.htm> at 16 November 2006.

% Association of College and Research Libraries Principles and Strategies for the Reform of Scholarly
Communication (2003) <http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/whitepapers/principlesstrategies.htm> at
16 November 2006; Research Councils UK updated position statement on access to research outputs
(June 2006) <http://www.curl.ac.uk/Presentations/MembersNovember06/ResearchCouncilsUK.pdf> at
18 January 2007 (hereinafter Research Councils UK position statement); OATS Declaration; see also
Productivity Commission 2007, Public Support for Science and Innovation, Research Report,
Productivity Commission, Canberra, 227-228.

%7 Research Councils UK position statement; OATS Declaration; see also Productivity Commission
2007, Public Support for Science and Innovation, Research Report, Productivity Commission,
Canberra, 232-236, 240-241.

% See, for example, Berlin Declaration; Bethesda Statement; Budapest OAI; Association of College
and Research Libraries Principles and Strategies for the Reform of Scholarly Communication (2003)
<http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/whitepapers/principlesstrategies.htm> at 16 November 2006;
Research Councils UK position statement; OATS Declaration; Access to research publications:
Universities UK position statement (2003)
<http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/mediareleases/downloads/Open%20Access_UUK%20policy%20prin
ciples_FINAL.pdf> at 16 November 2006; Wellcome Trust Position Statement in Support of Open and
Unrestricted Access to Published Research, <http://www.wellcome.ac.uk/doc_WTD002766.htmI> at
16 November 2006 (hereinafter Wellcome Trust Position Statement); NIH Public Access Policy (2005)
<http://grants.nih.gov/grants/guide/notice-filessNOT-OD-05-022.html> at 28 November 2006.

% Wellcome Trust Position Statement; see also, Research Councils UK position statement; OATS
Declaration.

0 \Wellcome Trust Position Statement; Research Councils UK position statement.




1.4

1.5

151

1.6

16.1

1.7

We adopt this policy on the basis that where researchers and scholars are
willing to share their work, without payment, for the sake of inquiry,
knowledge and public benefit, they should not be prevented by restrictive

laws, practices or publishing contracts.*

We assert the importance of open access to the results of publicly funded
research in particular. This research, as well as being funded by the
community, is undertaken to benefit the physical, social and cultural health of
the community. Therefore, ideas and knowledge derived from publicly funded
research should be made accessible to the community as rapidly and
effectively as possible.®

We support any moves by research funders to promote open access to the
published output of research that they fund, including requiring researchers to
publish in open access journals or to deposit their output in digital

repositories.*’

We acknowledge the important role played by digital repositories in providing
open access to knowledge.® We have established an
institutional/faculty/disciplinary repository for the deposit of faculty and
research output. This repository conforms to OAI (Open Archives Initiative)
standards so that it is interoperable with search engines and other archives.

We strongly encourage, and where possible mandate, researchers, authors and
scholars to deposit a complete version of papers accepted for publication and
other appropriate material into our digital repository.®** Material should be
deposited as soon as possible after publication, or where otherwise complete,

and at most within six months of publication.*’

We encourage authors to retain copyright in their work where possible (by not
assigning copyright to the publisher), and where the publisher insists on a
transfer of copyright, to assert their right to deposit their work in an
institutional repository. We support publishing and copyright agreements that
allow authors to retain copyright (by only taking a licence to publish) or that

allow authors to self-archive.




1.8

We commit to educating colleagues, researchers and the public about the
importance of open access.** We will undertake campus advocacy to increase
awareness about our digital repository and its corresponding open access
policy.*

41 Berlin Declaration; Bethesda Statement.

*2 See, for example, Association of College and Research Libraries Principles and Strategies for the
Reform of Scholarly Communication (2003)

<http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/whitepapers/principlesstrategies.htm> at 16 November 2006.

10




1.2 What are digital repositories?

Digital repositories defined

A digital repository is an online archive in which authors and academics can deposit
their work, with the intention that it will be openly available in digital form.  The
term ‘digital repository’ may also be used to refer to the organisation which is
responsible for the long-term maintenance of digital resources and for making these
resources available to the public or specified communities of users.*®

Wikipedia identifies five different types of repositories:

Institutional repositories — “A repository established by a particular university or other
research institution is known as an institutional repository. It can be intended to collect and
preserve — in digital form — the intellectual output on an institution.”*

Departmental repositories - “A repository established for the use of a particular academic
department or laboratory is properly called a departmental repository, though the term
institutional repository is also used.”*

Subject repositories — “A repository established to collect and preserve material in a
particular subject is called a subject repository; they can be organized by a government, a
government department, or by a research institution, or be autonomous.”*®

National repositories — “A repository for general use by scholars working in a particular
country is a national repository, but such repositories can also be organized on a more local
basis.”*

Material repositories — “A repository can also be intended for a particular type of material,
such as a these repository or a newspaper repository.”48

A subject repository may also be referred to as a disciplinary repository. For
example, the Australasian Legal Information Institute (AustLIl) offers a database of
purely law-related material. One repository included under the AustLIl framework is
the University of New South Wales Faculty of Law Research Series.*

The Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC), an
international alliance of universities, research libraries and organisations,® defines
“institutional repositories” as “digital collections capturing and preserving the

*3 Research Libraries Group Inc (RLG) and Online Computer Library Center (OCLC), Attributes of a
Trusted Digital Repository: Meeting the Needs of Research Resources (Draft for Public Comment),
August 2001,<http://www.rlg.org/longterm/attributes01.pdf> at 13 March 2007, 5.

* Repository (publishing) ~<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Repository_%28publishing%29> at 14
February 2007.

** Ibid.

*® |bid.

7 Ibid.

*8 Ibid.

9 <http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/journalsyfUNSWLRS/> at 13 March 2007.

%0 For more information, see <http://www.arl.org/sparc/about/index.html> at 14 February 2007.
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intellectual output of a single university or a multiple institution community of
colleges and universities.”™"

According to SPARC, an institutional repository has four characteristics. It is:

institutionally defined;
scholarly;

cumulative and perpetual; and
open and interoperable.>

Most repositories operate at an institutional level (i.e. across a whole university), at a
disciplinary level (e.g. a biochemistry repository, which may include content from
several institutions) or at a faculty level (e.g. within the School of Computing or
within the Science faculty). Where necessary, there can also be a single repository
that operates across several institutions. For example, the RUBRIC (Regional
Universities Building Research Infrastructure Collaboratively) Project focuses on
developing sustainable repository infrastructure for smaller and regional universities.
The project involves several partner institutions — the University of Southern
Queensland (USQ), the University of New England, the University of the Sunshine
Coast, the University of Newcastle and Massey University in New Zealand — working

together to “evaluate, trial and implement an Institutional Repository solution”.>

Why should you have a digital repository?

There are many benefits to establishing a digital repository, including the opportunity
to provide a wider range of educational resources to your faculty, and the positive
impact this may have upon your institution’s scholarly reputation.

A digital repository:

e enables staff and other subscribers to have easy access to scholarly and
research material generated by members of your institution;

e provides access to a range of materials at other institutions worldwide, where
your repository forms part of a global system of interoperable repositories;

e provides stable, long-term archiving of information and research output

thereby preserving it for the future;

*1 SPARC Institutional Repository Checklist and Resource Guide, prepared by Raym Crow, SPARC
Senior Consultant, 2002, <http://www.arl.org/sparc/IR/IR_Guide.html#repository> at 14 February
2007 (hereinafter Crow, Institutional Repository Checklist).

52 A Case for Institutional Repositories: A SPARC Position Paper, prepared by Raym Crow, SPARC
Senior Consultant, 2002, <http://www.arl.org/sparc/IR/IR_Final_Release_102.pdf> at 14 February
2007 (hereinafter Crow, A SPARC Position Paper).

53 See <www.rubric.edu.au/docs/home.htm> at 20 March 2007.
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e allows for information to be widely and quickly disseminated so that it
achieves the highest impact (this can be contrasted with traditional publishing
models which are based on restricting, through subscription prices, access to
information);>*

e increases the academic reputation of your institution by demonstrating the
quality and relevance of the research output produced by members of your
institution and by increasing your institution’s general visibility, which can
translate into tangible benefits such as increased funding from both public and
private sources; and

o facilitates greater citation of deposited articles, thereby increasing the profile
of contributing authors.>

Management frameworks surrounding digital repositories

The Accessibility Framework
In 2004, the Australian Government announced that it would establish an
Accessibility Framework for Publicly Funded Research.®® The primary goal of the

% See Bill Hubbard, ‘SHERPA and Institutional Repositories’ (2003) 16(3) Serials 243-247
<http://eprints.nottingham.ac.uk/archive/00000095/01/sherpa&instrep.pdf> at 12 January 2007
(hereinafter Hubbard, ‘SHERPA and Institutional Repositories’).

% Various studies have found that articles deposited in digital repositories are cited more often than
articles that are published in subscription journals and not archived: Christopher Gutteridge and Stevan
Harnad, Applications, Potential Problems and a Suggested Policy for Institutional E-Print Archives (19
August  2002) <http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/6768/01/eprintspolicy.pdf> at 12 January 2007
(hereinafter Gutteridge and Harnad, Applications, Potential Problems and a Suggested Policy); Arthur
Sale, Generic Risk Analysis — Open Access for your institution (6 March 2006)
<http://eprints.utas.edu.au/266/01/Risk_Analysis-v1.0.pdf> at 12 January 2007 (hereinafter Sale,
Generic Risk Analysis); Stephen Pinfield, Mike Gardner and John MacColl, ‘Setting up an institutional
e-print archive’ (2002) 31 Ariadne <http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue31/eprint-archives/intro.html> at 4
January 2007 (hereinafter Pinfield, Gardner and MacColl, ‘Setting up an institutional e-print archive);
Stevan Harnad, Generic Rationale and Model for University Open Access Self-Archiving Mandate:
Immediate-Deposit/Optional Access (ID/CA) (2006) Self Archiving Policy
<http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/71-GENERIC-RATIONALE-AND-MODEL-FOR-
UNIVERSITY-OPEN-ACCESS-SELF-ARCHIVING-MANDATE.html> at 25 September 2006
(hereinafter Harnad, Generic Rationale and Model for University Open Access Self-Archiving
Mandate); Hubbard, ‘SHERPA and Institutional Repositories’.

% Australian Government Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST), ‘Accessibility
Framework’
<http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/research_sector/policies_issues_reviews/key_issues/accessibility fra
mework/default.ntm> at 16 January 2007; see also Productivity Commission 2007, Public Support for
Science and Innovation, Research Report, Productivity Commission, Canberra, 228-229; Professor
Brian Fitzgerald, ‘Building Blocks for the Australian Accessibility Framework’, Campus Review, 30
January 2007.
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Accessibility Framework is to assist universities and publicly funded research bodies
to develop and manage information infrastructure so that information and research
outputs are discoverable, accessible and shareable.”” For researchers, this means
“improved access to digital repositories and research facilities and correspondingly
improved mechanisms for dissemination of their research outputs.”®

In advancing the Accessibility Framework, the Government has funded, through the
Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST), a number of Systemic
Infrastructure Initiative (SI1) projects.™

The SlI projects include:*°

e Australian Research Repositories Online to the World (ARROW) - led by
Monash University, this project aims to identify and test software solutions to
best support institutional digital repositories;®

e IMS Australia — based at Macquarie University, IMS aims to keep Australia
abreast of key international developments in technology standards applicable
to repositories;®?

e Meta Access Management System (MAMS) - led by Macquarie University,
this project helps to develop technical services (metadata searching and
authentication) to enhance research dissemination, especially through
sophisticated access control mechanisms so that there can be different levels of
access to a repository and not just an everyone or no one dichotomy of
access;”

e Australian Partnership for Sustainable Repositories (APSR) — led by the
Australia National University (ANU), this establishes a centre of excellence
for the management of digital collections;*

e Molecular Medicine Informatics Model (MMIM) - developed at the
University of Melbourne, MMIM enables medical researchers to link and map

> Ibid.

% 1bid.

% See Australian Government Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST), ‘Accessibility
Framework’
<http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/research_sector/policies_issues_reviews/key _issues/accessibility fra
mework/default.htm> at 16 January 2007.

% There are currently 60 SlI-funded projects. For the full list, see
<http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/higher_education/programmes_funding/programme_categories/resear
ch_related_opportunities/systemic_infrastructure_initiative/sii_funded_projects.ntm> at 14 February
2007.

% The ARROW Project is discussed throughout this document, see in particular Section 6.0 Technical
Considerations. Also see

<http://www.arrow.edu.au/>.

2IMA Australia is part of a global consortium, see <http://www.imsglobal.org/resources.html> at 14
February 2007.

63 See <http://www.melcoe.mq.edu.au/projectsy MAMS/>.

% For more information see: <http://www.apsr.edu.au/>.
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records, tissue banks, images, clinical data and genetic data across common
diseases;®

e Middleware Action Plan and Strategy (MAPS) — established at the University
of Queensland, this project identifies software and services (middleware) that
are currently being used in Australia to link applications across a range of
resources on networks and computer systems in Australian universities;®®

e Dataset Acquisition, Accessibility and Annotation e-Research Technology
Project (DART) — led by Monash University, the DART project seeks to
provide tools and database solutions to deal with the life cycle of research,
from data through to publication;®’

e BlueNet — established at the University of Tasmania, BlueNet is the Australian
Marine Science Data Network, which links data repositories and marine
resources that currently reside in individual academic and government
institutions;®®

e Australian Digital Thesis Program Expansion and Redevelopment (ADT) — led
by the University of New South Wales, this project creates a national
collaborative database of digital theses;

e Joint Academic Scholarships On-line Network (JASON) — hosted by the
University of Melbourne in association with a number of other universities,
JASON is a database on postgraduate scholarships to study at an Australian
institution, to study overseas as part of an Australian degree;’°

e Open Access to Knowledge (OAK) Law Project — hosted by Queensland
University of Technology (QUT), the OAK Law Project is developing legal
protocols for managing copyright issues in an open access environment;* and

e Legal Framework for e-Research Project — also hosted by QUT, this project
extends the OAK Law project to develop a framework for understanding how
e-Research legal issues can be managed, structured and reformed to facilitate
collaboration."

% See <http://mmim.ssg.org.au/> at 14 February 2007.

% See <http://www.middleware.edu.au/> at 14 February 2007.

®7 See <http://dart.edu.au/> at 14 February 2007.

%8 See <http://www.bluenet.org.au/> at 14 February 2007.

° For more information see: <http://www.anu.edu/caul/adt/adt2006-2009businessplan.doc> The
deposit of digital theses is not extensively covered in this guide.

70 See <http://www.jason.edu.au/> at 14 February 2007.

™ See <htpp://www.oaklaw.qut.edu.au> at 26 March 2007.

72 See <http://www.e-research.law.qut.edu.au> at 26 March 2007.
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The Research Quality Framework

The Research Quality Framework (RQF) is a federal government initiative designed
to ensure that government funding is being distributed to research of the highest
quality and research that will benefit the wider community.”

In assessing research under the RQF, two factors are taken into account:
e Research Quality — the quality of original research including its intrinsic merit
and academic impact; and
e Research Impact — the social, economic, environmental, and/or cultural benefit
of research to end-users in the wider community regionally, nationally and/or
internationally.”

Both Research Quality and Research Impact are assessed on a five point scale. A dual
rating system recognises that while both research impact and excellence in research
are important, they do not necessarily occur simultaneously in all research projects
and institutions.” Research may be of high quality but have little impact in the wider
community, or conversely may have an enormous impact even though the quality of
the research paper is not rated particularly high. Quality of a research paper is judged
according to a number of factors, including the impact of the journal in which the
paper is published. Small or new journals may not have acquired a high impact rating
yet, which may result in their papers being rated at a lower quality.”® The RQF
recognises this possibility, but also rewards research that rates highly on both scales.

Interestingly, studies show that articles that have been deposited in digital repositories
are downloaded and cited twice as much as articles that are not deposited in digital
repositories,”’ thereby increasing the impact of that article in the general and academic
communities.

Who else has a digital repository?

Many universities throughout Australia have already established digital repositories
(see Section 1.3). This follows an international institutional repository movement,
particularly in the UK and the USA. One of the more notable university repositories
is the DSpace Repository at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), which

™ Australian Government Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST), ‘The Research
Quality Framework’ <http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/2C544F63-8BFC-48DF-9BEG6-
COCA47867F64E/14984/RQF.pdf> at 19 January 2007.

™ Australian Government Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST), Research Quality
Framework: Assessing the quality and impact of research in Australia, ‘The Recommended RQF’
(October 2006) <http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/7TESFDEBD-3663-4144-8FBE-
AESE6GEE47D29/14867/Recommended_RQF _Dec2006.pdf> at 19 January 2006.

> Australian Government Australian Research Council (ARC), ‘Research Quality Framework:
Response to the Preferred Model” (October 2005)
<http://www.arc.gov.au/pdf/ARC_response_to_Preferred_Model_051005.pdf> at 19 January 2007, 11.
78 The exception in PL0S, which despite being a relatively new open access publisher nonetheless has a
high impact rating.

" See for example, Harnad, Maximising Research Impact Through Institutional and National Open-
Access Self-Archiving Mandates.
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stores, indexes, preserves and distributes digital research material.”® DSpace
repository software was released by MIT in 2002, and is now also used by Cornell
University in America and by the University of Technology Sydney in Australia.
Another popular repository software program is EPrints, which was created in 2000.
EPrints is free, open source software that aims to help institutions generate open
access repositories. EPrints is used by Oxford University in England, and in Australia
by QUT, the University of Melbourne, the University of Queensland, the University
of Tasmania, Victoria University, University of Southern Queensland, and James
Cook University.

Most recently, the Australian Research Repositories Online to the World (ARROW)
project is developing and testing new software to assist institutions to more easily set
up and manage institutional repositories.” The project is funded by the Department
of Education Science and Training, and once complete will offer software that enables
“more creative uses of repositories and more flexible ways in which repositories
integrate with other knowledge management tools.”® The ARROW consortium
comprises of Monash University, National Library of Australia, the University of
New South Wales, Swinburne University of Technology and University of Southern
Queensland.®® ARROW Community members are Queensland University of
Technology, Central Queensland University, University of South Australia,
University of Western Sydney and La Trobe University.®

"8 See <https://dspace.mit.edu/> at 12 January 2007.

7 See <http://www.arrow.edu.au/docs/filess ARROW%20project.pdf> at 2.
8 <http://www.arrow.edu.au/about/>.

81 <http://www.arrow.edu.au/>.

8 <http://www.arrow.edu.au/>.
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1.3 Open access policies for digital repositories

Why have an open access policy?

When setting up your digital repository, it is important to have an open access policy.

An open access policy:

e establishes the scope of materials that may be deposited into the repository,
and the conditions on which they can be accessed and used;

e sets out the repository’s obligations in managing and maintaining the materials
that are deposited into it;

e ensures authors understand the purpose of the repository, and their rights in
relation to it (e.g. deposit of material does not transfer copyright to the
repository); and

e informs end-users about how to use the repository, and how they may deal
with the materials available in the repository.

An open access policy will be most effective if it is adopted and applied at the
institutional level. If there is any resistance or delay in establishing an institutional-
wide open access policy, particularly a mandatory open access policy,® it may be
possible to implement open access policies at the departmental level. The various
departmental policies could subsequently be used to formulate a broader policy
applying at the institutional level. This approach is referred to by Professor Arthur
Sale as the “Patchwork Mandate” .

Are other institutions already using open access policies?
In late 2006 and early 2007, an analysis was undertaken by the OAK Law Project into

Australian universities with digital repositories and open access policies. The
universities found to have digital repositories, as at 13 March 2007, were:

8 See 3.1 Deposit Requirements.

8 For more on this, see Arthur Sale, The Patchwork Mandate (Jan/Feb 2007) D-Lib Magazine 13(1/2)
at <http://eprints.utas.edu.au/410/02/The_Patchwork_Mandate.pdf> at 14 March 2007 (hereinafter
Sale, The Patchwork Mandate).
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e Australian National University (ANU);®

e Bond University;®

e Central Queensland University;®’

e Curtin University;®

e Flinders University;*

e James Cook University;®

e Monash University;*

¢ Queensland University of Technology (QUT);
e Southern Cross University;*

e Swinburne University;**

e University of Adelaide;*

e University of Melbourne;*®

e University of New South Wales;*’

e University of Queensland (UQ);*

e University of Southern Queensland (USQ);®
e University of Sydney;'®

8 Australian National University (ANU) Eprint Repository principles
<http://eprints.anu.edu.au/information.html> at 2 October 2006.

8 Bond University e-publications repository <http://epublications.bond.edu.au/> at 31 January 2007.
87 Central Queensland University Institutional Repository Policy
<http://policy.cqu.edu.au/Palicy/policy.jsp?policyid=679> at 1 February 2007.

8 Curtin University espace@Curtin server principles
<http://library.curtin.edu.au/espaces/fagabridged.html> at 9 October 2006.

% Flinders Academic Commons <http://www.lib.flinders.edu.au/~dspace/faq.html> at 31 January 2007.
% JCU ePrints <http://eprints.jcu.edu.au/researchpapers.html> at 31 January 2007.

% Monash University ARROW Repository guide
<http://arrowprod.lib.monash.edu.au:8000/access/about.php> at 2 October 2006.

% Queensland University of Technology (QUT) E-print repository for research output policy
<http://www.mopp.qut.edu.au/F/F_01 03.html> at 11 September 2006.

% Southern Cross University e-publications <http://epubs.scu.edu.au/> at 31 January 2007.

% Swinburne Research Bank <http://researchbank.swinburne.edu.au/access/about.php?> at 31 January
2007.

% University of Adelaide Digital Library <http://digital.library.adelaide.edu.au/dspace/fag/faq.jsp> at
31 January 2007.

% University of Melbourne E-print Repository Collection Policy
<http://www.lib.unimelb.edu.au/eprints/collectionpolicy.htm> at 2 October 2006.

% University of New South Wales ARROW Repository Policy <http://arrow.unsw.edu.au/policy.html>
at 31 January 2007.

% University of Queensland (UQ) ePrint Archive policy
<http://www.library.ug.edu.au/database/efag.html> at 2 October 2006.

% University of Southern Queensland (USQ) ePrints Collection Development Policy
<http://www.usq.edu.au/eprints/policies/collpol/eprints.htm> at 2 October 2006.
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e University of Tasmania;*™
e University of Technology Sydney;**
e University of Wollongong;'* and

e Victoria University.'®

While some of the policies used by these repositories are still being developed and
improved, they provide a good indication of how open access principles are being
applied in the Australian education and research sector. Information derived from the
OAK Law Project’s analysis is included in this guide to illustrate the kinds of open
access policies that have been implemented to date and how effective they are in
practice. Additionally, a brief summary of the open access policies of each of these
institutions is included at the conclusion of this report, in Appendix One.

100 sydney eScholarship Repository policy <http://setis.library.usyd.edu.au/ses/roles.html> and
<http://setis.library.usyd.edu.au/ses/fag.html> at 31 January 2007.

101 University of Tasmania ePrints
<http://lwww.eprints.org/openaccess/policysignup/fullinfo.php?inst=University%200f%20Tasmania>
at 2 October 2006 and <http://www.utas.edu.au/copyright/eprints/fag.html> at 12 January 2007.

192 University of Technology Sydney e-Press Institutional Repository
<http://epress.lib.uts.edu.au/dspace/> at 31 January 2007.

103 University of Wollongong Research Online <http://ro.uow.edu.au/about.html> at 31 January 2007.
104 vsictoria University Policy: E-print Repository for the Research Output of Victoria University Staff
and Students <http://wcf.vu.edu.au/GovernancePolicy/PDF/PO1041116000.PDF> at 31 January 2007.
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1.4 Using this guide

An open access policy should be comprehensive, but clear and easy for both authors
and end-users to understand.

This guide will help you to construct your open access policy, and will outline the
information that it should contain.

This guide is designed to be easy to use. It will:

e explain open access concepts and terms;

e assist you to determine the extent of open access that your repository will
provide; and

¢ help to define the extent of your obligations in relation to the repository.

Proceed through the guide step-by-step. At each step, consider what is best for your
particular institution. The boxes next to each option can be ticked to record and track
your choices. The guide can be used as a checklist to help you formulate an open
access policy that covers all necessary issues. Where appropriate, examples of the
policy choices made by other Australian universities have been included for
comparison.
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2.0 Depositors

Consider: Who can deposit in your repository?

O Staff

O Students
O Postgraduate

O Research
O All

O Research scholars

O Other creators/authors affiliated with the university (e.g. visiting
academics)

Open access policies will almost always apply to staff. All university policies
analysed by the OAK Law Project were expressed to apply to staff members. The
authority to require (or strongly encourage) staff to deposit their work into the
repository will usually arise from the terms of the staff member’s employment.

You should also decide whether or not you wish your policy to apply to students.
Many institutions apply their policies to postgraduate students only. However, Curtin
University’s policy applies to undergraduate students if the student is working with
academic staff on specific research or publications, and Swinburne’s policy applies to
students within a Swinburne research centre. The University of New South Wales,
James Cook University and ANU apply their policies to students generally.

It is not uncommon to allow visiting or adjunct academic staff to deposit material in
the repository. Monash University, Bond University, Central Queensland University,
University of Melbourne, Swinburne University of Technology, University of New
South Wales, ANU and Curtin University all allow submission by authors and
creators affiliated with the university, such as visiting academics.

Things to consider when deciding who should be allowed to deposit in your repository
include:

o how strongly you would like the depositor to be connected with your
institution; and
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o the kind of material you would like in your repository. For example,
would you like theses to be deposited? If so, the open access policy will
need to apply to postgraduate students.'%®

You may also like to have different deposit requirements for different groups of
depositors. For example, you might make it mandatory for staff to deposit research
articles, but only voluntary for postgraduate students or adjunct academics to deposit
research articles. This may be an administration issue depending on your institution’s
capacity to enforce mandatory deposit requirements against larger groups of
depositors. The interplay between compulsory and voluntary deposits is considered in
more detail at 3.1 below.

105 PhD and Masters by Research theses may be contained in a separate repository specifically for
electronic theses and dissertations: See OAK Law Report, Chapter 6.
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3.0 Material

Consider: What material can be deposited in your repository?

Books

Book chapters
Research papers
Journal articles
Magazine articles
Newspaper articles
Conference papers
Working papers
Data sets
Theses'®
Technical reports
Teaching materials
Published patents
Unpublished literary work, or artistic work if accompanied by text

Oo0o0o0oOOoo0oOoo0ooo0oOooOooOoaoaa

Drafts of work, if there is substantial content in the draft not contained in

the final version

O

Dissertations forming part of a coursework Masters or Doctorate degree

O

Research reports forming a substantial part of an undergraduate degree, if
agreed to by the Dean of Faculty

a

Multimedia objects

O Computer programs

What material is usually deposited in institutional repositories?

All of the Australian universities with existing open access policies request (with
QUT mandating and the University of Tasmania in the process of mandating) the

1% Ibid.
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deposit of journal articles, research papers and theses (although theses are usually
deposited into a separate ADT repository). Most allow deposit of books and book
chapters, conference papers, working papers, data sets and technical reports. Less
common are open access policies that provide for teaching materials, creative works
and computer programs. In fact, computer programs can only be archived at Curtin
University if written permission is obtained from the university.
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3.1  Deposit requirements

Mandatory and voluntary deposits

Consider: Will deposit in the digital repository be mandatory or voluntary?

This is relevant, because if deposit is to be mandatory for some or all material or for
some depositors, it is important that you inform academics of the extent to which they
must deposit their work.

You can:
O Impose compulsory deposit requirements on staff, and allow students and
others (e.g. visiting academics) to deposit voluntarily; or
O Impose compulsory deposit requirements on some material (e.g. theses)
but not other material (e.g. data set deposits may be optional); or
O Make deposit of material into the repository completely voluntary for all

staff and students to whom the policy applies.

Studies undertaken by Professor Arthur Sale, a leading open access advocate at the
University of Tasmania, indicate that a mandatory deposit policy works better than a
voluntary deposit policy.’®” This is because authors are generally willing to comply
with a requirement to deposit, resulting in a high level of content in the repository.'®
In fact, a survey undertaken by the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC)'* in
the UK found that 95% of authors would comply willingly (as opposed to comply
reluctantly or not comply) with a self-archiving mandate. Usually, a mandatory
policy in itself will be enough to compel co-operation, and there is no need to impose
penalties for non-compliance.™*°

197 Arthur Sale, ‘Comparison of content policies for institutional repositories in Australia’ (2006) 11(4)
First Monday <http://firstmonday.org/issues/issuell 4/sale/index.html> at 25 September 2006
(hereinafter Sale, ‘Comparison of content policies for institutional repositories in Australia’); Sale,
Generic Risk Analysis; Sale, The Patchwork Mandate. See also Harnad, Generic Rationale and Model
for University Open Access Self-Archiving Mandate.

108 Sale, ‘Comparison of content policies for institutional repositories in Australia’; Sale, ‘The
acquisition of open access research articles’; Sale, The Patchwork Mandate.

109 71SC was established in April 1993 and aims to provide world-class leadership in the innovative use
of Information and Communication Technology to support education and research. For more
information, see <www.jisc.ac.uk>.

19 5ale, The Patchwork Mandate.
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At QUT, a mandatory deposit policy applying to staff and post-graduate students has
been in place since 1 January 2004."** The policy commenced when QUT’s ePrint
repository was established, so no comparison can be made at QUT alone between the
effect of a mandatory policy and the effect of a voluntary policy. However, by
examining the impact of deposit policies at various universities around Australia,
Professor Arthur Sale determined that “[b]efore a mandatory deposit policy is
established, documents dribble in to the repository even many years after the date of
publication. [Yet] [o]nce a mandatory policy is established, the pattern changes
dramatically, and deposit occurs around the date of publication.”**? Voluntary deposit
policies do not result in significant levels of content in the repository - usually only
10-20% of the available research output.**® In contrast, mandatory policies result in
content rates that are much higher."* At QUT, close to 50% of all research content
produced by QUT in 2005 had been deposited in the repository by the years end.*®
The number of deposits is expected to grow each year, until close to 100% of research
output is retained.

If you do not wish to implement a mandatory deposit policy, it is advisable to conduct
extensive advocacy campaigns to make academics aware of your repository and the

benefits of depositing.**® Publicising your repository will result in more content being
deposited and will remind authors to deposit their work sooner rather than later.*’

Full text deposits

Consider: Will you require the full text of the material to be deposited?

Some repositories are limited to full text material only. However, other repositories
are not so restricted, and also contain abstracts of material. While full text should
generally be preferred, the deposit of an abstract may be useful where copyright has
been assigned to a publisher who will not permit the author to self-archive.

Where a publisher will not permit self-archiving, an author may:

(@) post to the repository the bibliographic details of their article so that it may be
catalogued, notwithstanding the full text is not available; or

(b) post both the bibliographic details of their article and a short abstract.

11 QUT ePrint repository policy <http://www.mopp.qut.edu.au/F/F_01_03.html> at 10 January 2007.

112 sale, “The acquisition of open access research articles’.

113 gsale, ‘Comparison of content policies for institutional repositories in Australia’; Sale, ‘The
acquisition of open access research articles’; Sale, The Patchwork Mandate; Sale, Generic Risk
Analysis; Harnad, Generic Rationale and Model for University Open Access Self-Archiving Mandate.
14 sale, “The acquisition of open access research articles’.

5 Statistic obtained from Paula Callan, QUT’s eResearch Access Coordinator.

116 See 7.0 Advocacy.

17 sale, “The acquisition of open access research articles’.
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The bibliographic details include the title of the article, the name of the author, the
date of publication etc. In digital repository terminology, those details are known as
“metadata”. Metadata enables a record to be kept of university output. It can also be
made available to search engines, which increases the visibility of the article. Finally,
metadata allows the author to construct a publication list of their own work.*® Where
a publisher has imposed an embargo period between the date of publication and the
date when the material may become available as open access, metadata and/or an
abstract can be included from the date of publication, with the material itself
becoming available at the conclusion of the embargo period.

Deposit of full text may be mandatory for some material and only optional for others.
There may even be different combinations of mandatory and optional deposit
requirements for one type of material.

Example: journal article

Option 1
- Mandatory to deposit the full text of the article

Option 2
- Mandatory to deposit the abstract
- Optional to deposit the full text

Option 3
- Optional to deposit either the abstract or the full text

At this stage, it may be useful to consider the following flowchart, in relation to each
type of material that you intend to be deposited in the digital repository:

Material:
O Abstract
O Mandatory
O Optional
O Full text
O Mandatory
O Optional

18 Gutteridge and Harnad, Applications, Potential Problems and a Suggested Policy; Pinfield, Gardner
and MacColl, ‘Setting up an institutional e-print archive’; Raym Crow (2002) The Case for
Institutional Repositories: A SPARC Position Paper, Washington: SPARC (The Scholarly Publishing
& Academic Resources Coalition) <http://wwwe.arl.org/sparc/IR/IR_Final_Release 102.pdf> at 12
January 2007.
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3.2 Metadata

Metadata is the information that describes the material deposited in your repository.
For example, metadata includes such details as the name of the article deposited and
the name of the author of the article. Usually, metadata will be entered into the
repository at the time of deposit.

Standardised metadata is important because it enables end users to easily and
effectively search, find and retrieve information from the repository.*** For example,
an end user should be able to conduct a search for “Smith” and retrieve any articles
written by authors with the name of Smith. What is searched is the metadata
describing the content of the repository, not the actual content itself (because this
would take too long).

Ideally, a repository should be interoperable with multiple search engines and
discovery tools.*?® This would allow different end users to search different databases
and still locate material in your repository. Making your repository interoperable
increases its visibility and results in a greater number of citations of material in your
repository.?

The Open Archives Initiative (OAI) is a committee dedicated to promoting
interoperability between digital repositories.’?” It has developed the OAIl Metadata
Harvesting Protocol, which “creates the potential for interoperability between e-print
archives by enabling metadata from a number of archives to be harvested and
collected together in a searchable database.”’*® The OAI Protocol requires
repositories to include metadata fields employed in the ‘unqualified Dublin Core
metadata’.*** The Dublin Core Metadata Initiative (DCMI) is an organisation that
encourages the widespread adoption of interoperable metadata standards.'?®

119 pinfield, Gardner and MacColl, “Setting up an institutional e-print archive’.

120 Crow, Institutional Repository Checklist.

121 Gutteridge and Harnad, Applications, Potential Problems and a Suggested Policy; Sale, Generic
Risk Analysis; Pinfield, Gardner and MacColl, “‘Setting up an institutional e-print archive’; Harnad,
Generic Rationale and Model for University Open Access Self-Archiving Mandate; Hubbard,
‘SHERPA and Institutional Repositories’.

122 See <http://www.openarchives.org>.

123 pinfield, Gardner and MacColl, ‘Setting up an institutional e-print archive’.

124 See <http://dublincore.org/documents/dces>.

125 See <http://dublincore.org/about>.

29



The unqualified Dublin Core metadata are:

Title of the article/material;

Creator — the name(s) of the author/s;

Subject matter of the material;

Description of the content of the material;

Publisher;

Contributor — a person or corporate contributor to the material’s content;

Date that the material was created, modified or made available;

Type — the nature or genre of the material’s content;

Format in which the material appears;

Identifier — an unambiguous reference to the material within a given context.
Usually material is identified by a string or number conforming to a formal
identification system, for example, the International Standard Book Number
(ISBN);

Source — a reference to a resource from which the material is derived;
Language (if the material is written in a foreign language, then metadata may
appear both in English and in that foreign language. The eprints software
supports multilingual metadata);

Relation — a reference to a related resource;

Coverage — the extent or scope of the content of the material, typically a
spatial location, temporal period, or jurisdiction;

Rights — information about the rights held in and over the material, including
intellectual property rights, copyright etc. This information may include

whether or not the r