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INTRODUCTION
This report is divided into four sections. The first section contains a summary of what
was discussed in the partner workshop. The partner workshop was celebrated in
Madrid, on July 16th 2012. It was hosted by FECYT (Spain) and all partners attended
the event. This Synthesis Report contains an accurate description on the
presentations and debates that took place in the workshop and that fostered the
activities of the project.
The following section of this summarizes the conclusions that were reached during
the workshop, which mostly concerned with the results of the surveys that were
carried out in the WP2 mapping task (2.1) of the project, as well as the best practices
that project partners identified.
The third section (Annex I) is presentation of the best practice cases. The success
cases we identified can be conveniently classified in four different categories. The
first category concerns funder policies and practices. This includes two Italian private
funders: Cariplo and Telethon. Second category comprises institutional policies and
practices. It includes two Spanish universities, the Autonomous University of
Barcelona and the University of Alicante, and one Portuguese university, the
University of Minho. The third category is government policies. We were able to
identify only one such case, the Spanish Law on Science, Technology and Innovation
that was released in 2011 and concerns an article on open access. The fourth
category concerns collaborative open access activities with national and international
impact for the development and implementation of open access, policies among
other things. Here, we selected two French infrastructures, HAL and OpenEdition,
the Portuguese RCAAP, and the Spanish RECOLECTA.
The final section presents the six country survey reports. The country reports are key
pieces of information for the consortium to make a sharp picture of what is the
situation in each of the countries, for sharing this information, and for comparing it
among countries. These reports will become publicly available along with the overall
results of the surveys to assist the dissemination of relevant information as well as
evidence-based policymaking.
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PARTNER WORKSHOP JULY 2012
The partner workshop took place in Madrid, on July 16th 2012. All partners and the
advisory board in full attended the meeting. From the partners side there was Victoria
Tsoukala (EKT), Maria Samara (EKT), Cristina González (FECYT), Izaskun Lacunza
(FECYT), Eloy Rodrigues (U. Minho), Clara Boavida (U. Minho), Yasar Tonta
(Hacettepe University), Herbert Gruttemeier (CNRS), Paola Gargiulo (CASPUR),
Marieke Willems (LIBER), and Karin Ludewig (ENCES). Ilaria Favia (CASPUR) and
Bill Hubbard (University of Nottingham) connected through videoconference. From
the advisory board side there was Lluis Anglada (SELL). Alma Swan (SPARC) and
Norbert Lossau (University of Nottingham) connected through videoconference.
The meeting started at 9:00 a.m. with a welcome to all partners and to the advisory
board, and with a brief institutional presentation from FECYT.
The advisory board acknowledged the value of the MedOANet results for Europe and
beyond, especially mentioning the guidelines to implement OA in different
stakeholders that will be delivered as a product at the end of the project. They also
informed the Consortium about the on the Communication on the European
Research Area (ERA) and the Recommendation on Access to Scientific Information
that the Commission was about to publish in Science in Society website. Partners
were advised to read the communication and recommendation and make a public
statement with its opinion on the effect of OA to scientific information, as some other
organizations were going to do. All partners agreed on the suggestion. The advisory
board advised in the same direction with the Rules for Participation for H2020 that
were to be published in fall 2012. Finally, the advisory board went all over SELL
history (created in 1970), a library consortium for the cooperation of libraries in the
South of Europe. OA is also one of the key areas in which SELL was working in.
Proof of it was the co-organization and participation of SELL members in the
Alhambra meeting that resulted in the Alhambra declaration on OA (2009).
Following to this, the project coordinator (Victoria Tsoukala) made a presentation of
the overall results of the surveys sent to publishers, institutions and funders in all
South European countries with participation in the project (Portugal, Spain, France,
Italy, Greece, Turkey). She pointed out that the results of surveys were extremely
helpful to identify where different stakeholders could be educated and more
advocacy actions were necessary. The main conclusions indicate that institutions, in
general, are more knowledgeable on OA than the rest of stakeholders, but more
defined OA policies (to ensure increase of content in repositories) are needed.
Publishers, usually small/medium sized, show a lack of knowledge of copyright
issues, and many are embracing OA business models. Funders are the stakeholders
with less interest and knowledge about OA thus far. All partners agreed on the idea
that immediate work with funders needed to be addressed in order to stimulate OA in
the South of Europe.
The advisory board informed the partners that the results exposed by the coordinator
were very similar to the one in the North of Europe, with maybe a bit more awareness
of OA in general.
After this, there were three thematic presentations around the surveys. The first one
was titled “Observations and conclusion of survey results with regard to IP and
Copyright issues” and was made by ENCES. A presentation on the general overview
of the responses about copyright (CR) obtained was made. Only publishers and
institutions had CR related questions. For publishers, ENCES stressed that 64.0% of
them do not require their authors to sign any kind of publishing contract, and that a
63.9% of those publishers who do require them to sign a contract would require them
to transfer exclusive rights. Among those OA publishers who use standardized
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licenses for Golden Road publications, nearly a 100% would use CC licenses.
ENCES suggested a deeper study on the types of CC licenses used, as well as a
study on national CR laws. It was also suggested that ENCES perform another
survey amongst repository operators on their dealing with copyright laws. The rest of
the partners found the proposal interesting, although Portugal considered the study
of national CR laws beyond the scope of MedOANet. The University of Nottingham
showed surprised that many publishers do not have any contract with authors.
Partners explained that this is due to the fact that a significant part of the publishers
are non-commercial and/or small presses, publishing a limited number of titles,
without professional structures and procedures.
The second thematic presentation was entitled “Observations regarding the
international visibility of policies and practices in the six Mediterranean countries,
solutions to be adopted within the project”, and was made by the University of
Nottingham. UNOTT gave comments on the survey results and informed that they
will cross the results of the surveys on visibility (presence of publishers in
Sherpa/Romeo) with Sherpa/Romeo database. Those journals that were confirmed
not to be on Sherpa would be indexed by University of Nottingham.
The third thematic presentation was made by LIBER, and it was titled “Stance on OA:
gold vs green”. LIBER strategic plan 2013-2015 was presented, together with the
three key performance areas of the strategy: i) scholarly communication and
research infrastructure (including OA); ii) reshaping the research library and iii)
advocacy and communications. Also, it was made an in depth presentation of the
project DART, as an example of cooperative research libraries effort on OA.
After these thematic presentations, executive summaries of results per country were
presented. France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain and Turkey presented their
executive summaries for the surveys. A discussion was open for identifying common
practices, strategies, policies, good practices, and obstacles.
FECYT, as task 2.3 leader moderated and led the discussion. All partners and the
advisory board participated in the debate. All partners agreed on the commonalities
on behavior of all countries regarding different OA stakeholders:
 Publishers: As for the publishers, lack of knowledge of standardized licenses for
OA publishing, and licenses to publish in general are one of the burdens to have
solid OA publishers in these countries. It was agreed, however, that publishers
are not the main target of the project.
 Institutions: As for the institutions, it was acknowledged to be the stakeholder
with more implication on OA. However, they still lack some concrete actions on
OA mandates (obligatory desirably), increase of repository content, long term
preservation and support for authors
 Funders: As for the funders, big lack of knowledge and awareness was
observed. It was agreed that national funders must be one of the main targets to
educate in the national workshops.
Finally, within the aforementioned discussion, best practices were identified in each
country, which have thus far produced successful results in implementing open
access and/or in terms of open access policy. These are presented in Annex I of the
present deliverable. Inadvertently, the cases where open access funder policies are
successfully implemented are few and, interestingly, in Italy, they come from two
private funders (Cariplo and Telethon). The Spanish law on Science, Technology and
Innovation is certainly an achievement of that country, it still needs to be actually
implemented, however. In terms of institutional policies, as the surveys showed and
in agreement with the information presented in ROARMAP, a number of universities
state to possess open access policies. Spain, Italy and Portugal are the countries
with the most recorded policies among institutions, and a few that were considered
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successful ones were selected and examined. Finally, as it became clear from the
mapping, most strategies and structures regarding open access that are in place in
the six countries concern infrastructures and not policies. The ones the consortium
deemed most significant as best practices are included in Annex I.
Following the above, the consortium discussed how to approach the synthesis report.
It was agreed that this report would be in the first place a confidential deliverable of
the project for the European Commission, and would later be a public report about
the state of OA in the South of Europe –understood as a follow up of the OA report
on South of Europe published after the Alhambra declaration. The report would
contain, at least, and introduction, national chapters to be written by each partner,
thematic chapters (to be written by ENCES for Copyright, LIBER for libraries role in
OA, and University of Nottingham for visibility of South of Europe journals policies in
OA), good practices and burdens for OA to be extracted from national chapters, and
conclusions. All partners agreed that the results of the survey would be used as a
source of information, but partners welcomed as many other sources of
information/knowledge as they need to enrich the chapter. A working plan with
specific deadlines was agreed.
Other project business was addressed in the afternoon. An action plan for strategic
networking was discussed. CNRS, as WP4 leader, moderated and led the
discussion. All partners and the advisory board participated in designing a
forthcoming plan for the promotion of the project. CNRS presented the dissemination
activities done so far (press release, presentation of project in seminars and
congresses, interviews, etc). It was agreed that CNRS would send a list of projects
that MedOANet is interested in networking with (OpenAire, etc). In that table, each
partner would inform its relationship with the project and proposed activities to liaise
with. It was agreed that each partner was responsible of uploading their
communication activities regarding the project in MedOANet webpage.
Regarding current running business, CASPUR reported about the ongoing work on
the site and the OA tracker. They informed that ingestion of information of the tracker
from different sources was working on time and that it would be done with DRUPAL
technology. All partners agreed on having a thematic meeting later that year to
discuss the workflow of information from the tracker.
Moreover, EKT informed about the degree of absorption of each partner, following
reporting details. Partners were informed that, if they wanted to assist to a
conference on behalf of MedOANet, it could be discussed with the project
coordinator.
Regarding the national workshops, it was agreed that content and main targets of the
workshops had to be decided on the national level, responding to the needs identified
in the surveys.
Finally, a to-do list for the next months was elaborated for all partners. Such list
included clean up and enrichment of the national surveys, presentations uploads in
the project webpage, report on surveys, and dissemination activities.
WORKSHOP CONCLUSIONS
The discussion among partners during the workshop resulted in the following
conclusions:


All six countries present significant progress with respect to the
implementation of open access infrastructures, and a lot less so with respect
to the establishment and/or implementation of open access policies that will
populate these infrastructures.
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The ‘weakest link’ in terms of involvement with open access issues and policy
availability are the research funders. It was concluded that engagement with
research funders should be intensified significantly within the project and
overall, in view of implementing the EC recommendations and policies
regarding access to scientific information.
Research institutions emerged as the most active stakeholder with respect to
open access. However, there is still a long way to go before open access
becomes the standard way of disseminating research among institutions of
these European countries.
The greatest number of institutions that took part in the mapping exercise
already possesses institutional repositories, and it is clear at this point that
policies will be following the technological advances. It is also clear that in
most of the countries on which the project focuses, significant investments for
these infrastructures has already been made, and this provides an advantage
for the easy implementation of green open access, especially in those
countries where large publishing companies are not major drivers of the
relevant discourse.
Intensification of advocacy toward RPO policymakers is also necessary so
that they understand the significant difference mandatory policies make for
the actual opening up of scientific literature. Most institutions with policies
possess voluntary non-policies and relaxed policies.
Only a handful of institutional policies are concerned with data, which also
feature very low in the list of types of scientific information contained within
repositories.
Academic libraries and their staff need to become better informed regarding
policy issues and fundamental aspects of open access, in order be able
efficiently to educate and help their main patrons, the academic staff and the
students in the process of opening up access to research, in particular
publicly funded research.
Academic publishers in the countries that form the focus of the project also
present an opportunity for open access since small and medium-sized
academic and institutional publishers are quite supportive of the idea of open
access, and in particular green open access, and already provide free online
access to their publications. However, their processes and procedures are
largely not systematized and publicized (for example copyright and selfarchiving policies), hence the opportunity is lost.
The consortium saw the ability to discuss the results of the mapping and best
practices as an excellent opportunity for enhancing coordination among the
different countries and exchange view points and decided to make every
effort to bring together stakeholders from the different countries in the
European Workshop and in the final conference of the project.
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ANNEX I: BEST PRACTICES
One of the most interesting outcomes of the first year work of MedOANet has been
the identification of good practices cases in most of the countries that participate in
the consortium. Success cases and good practices in France, Italy, Portugal and
Spain are addressed. This section has been divided into four different categories:
funder policies and practices, institutional policies and practices, government
policies, and collaborative open access activities with national and international
impact for OA. Success cases and good practices in France, Italy, Portugal and
Spain are addressed.


Funder policies and practices

Two Italian private research funders adopted an open access policy
Telethon Foundation is a private and not-for-profit research funder in genetic
diseases that adopted an open access policy1 for research publications supported by
a grant from Telethon in 2010. The foundation promotes scientific research and aims
at making available funded research to all stakeholders (patients, contributors, and
the general public).
The policy requires that original publications must be deposited in Europe PubMed
Central (previously known as UK PubMed Central) upon acceptance by a publisher.
The average number of citations per paper shows the high international impact of
Telethon’s research results, in comparison with top level scientific institutes in
molecular biology and genetics.
In July 2012 CARIPLO approved its brand-new OA policy2, which mandates authors
to make available funded research output using both OA strategies: self-archiving
and publishing in OA journals. Since CARIPLO funds basic research as well as
applied research in various highly specialized fields, it leaves the author the option to
select the repository for self-archiving. CARIPLO plans to monitor the level of
compliance to the policy for further funding.


Institutional policies and practices

University of Minho in Portugal
University of Minho was a pioneer of Open Access in Portugal, with the creation of
RepositóriUM – its institutional repository, in 2003 and the definition of an institutional
self-archiving policy in the end of 2004 and in place since January 2005 onwards. At
their time those initiatives were considered ground-breaking, not only nationally but
also internationally, contributing to the recognition of the University of Minho as a
reference in the areas of Open Access and institutional repositories.
This recognition has resulted in a growing participation or leadership of UMinho in a
wide range of relevant Open Access projects and initiatives both internationally and
nationally. UMinho has been promoting and supporting Open Access, and
particularly the definition and implementation of OA policies worldwide, organizing
OA events and participating in several FP7 Open Access projects such as DRIVER II
(2007), NECOBELAC (2009), OpenAIRE (2009), OpenAIREplus (2011) and
MedOANet (2011). Nationally, UMinho has been the scientific and technical
coordinator of RCAAP. UMinho is also hosting and managing the infrastructure of the
national, Cape Verde Knowledge Portal.
1
2

The full policy is available at http://www.telethon.it/en/scientists/open-access
The full policy is available at http://www.fondazionecariplo.it/portal/upload/ent3/1/policy_5.pdf
(Italian text only)
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Since 2004, Open Access and RepositóriUM have been supported by top-level
management of UMinho and have been considered as an important part of the
University strategy, for promoting the visibility and impact of UMinho research
activities. In 2010, building upon its rich experience in the field of open access and to
maintain its position as a reference institution in this field, a new University of Minho
self-archiving policy was defined and implemented with effects from 1st of January
2011 onwards. This new policy requires all academics to deposit a copy of their
scientific articles, communications and other scientific documents into RepositóriUM
immediately after publication, and to include a link to the version deposited in
RepositóriUM in all official lists of publications.
Open Access Mandate in public universities in Spain
There are two public universities with Open Access mandate in Spain. These
institutional mandates reinforce the National Science Law. The library of the
Autonomous University of Barcelona (UAB) started working in 2008 for getting an OA
mandate from the University Rector. It has been a long bottom-up movement to get
the mandate. They prepared reports and designed an action plan for getting the
mandate. In 2012 the UAB Open Access Institutional Policy was approved. It
establishes what kind of scientific documentation should be deposited in the OA UAB
repository - Dipòsit Digital Documents (DDD).
Since the approval of the OA mandate, teachers and research staff are bounded to
deposit their academic and scientific publications (journal articles, theses,
presentations, communications, scientific and technical documents, books, etc…) in
DDD. The UAB encourages the deposit of educational resources as well.
One of the key elements for success of the UAB repository is that they have involved
all management staff, IT staff and librarians. Also, there has been an important
communication campaign to inform to researchers about how beneficial it is to have
all the institution’s scientific documents in the OA repository.
The UAB has several commitments as to ensure copyright, intellectual property and
confidentiality, to preserve and maintain long-time preservation to the documents, to
increase visibility and interoperability of documents, and to ensure the integrity of
harvested scientific documents and research data.
Thanks to the OA mandate and the institutional repository, the UAB is one of the very
few research institutions in Spain that has the all the key elements to start their own
CRIS (current research information system).
The University of Alicante (UA) has developed a top – down OA mandate. They have
a strong institutional repository called RUA and, in 2008, the University started
launching grants for researchers to self-archive research documents. The repository
was divided into four areas: teaching, research, institutional journals, and
conferences, and each area were subject of specific public calls for deposit
incentives. The research staff was soon given the possibility of self archiving through
a Virtual Campus. Once the researchers became familiar with archiving processes
and the funding calls produced results, a wide OA mandate was launched for all the
research community at UA in 2012. Even though OA publications are still not taken
into consideration for R&D evaluation and funding agencies, the University of
Alicante is fully prepared to implement the National Science Law and its Open
Access article.
Institutional policies in Italian Universities
Many Italian Universities (22 out of 38 running and institutional repository) registered
their Open Access policies in ROARMAP. According to the project surveys’ results,
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16 of them participated in the MedOANet survey on Research Performing
Institutions, 9 of them declaring to have an Open Access policy in their institution.
University policies in ROARMAP concern the deposition of PhD theses, as
suggested in the Guidelines3 issued by the Conference of Rectors in
2007.Nonetheless, two of these Universities decided recently to informally extend the
policy coverage to all the scientific literature produced within the institution.
The two institutions are the University of Milan4, and the Catholic University of the
Sacred Heart5, both based in Milan.
These universities are currently using a CRIS system that allow an easy
management research cycle, from the very beginning to the final output; they decided
to extend their repository policies, so that they now mandate the deposition of
scientific literature (articles, proceedings, books, technical reports, patents,
multimedia material, PhD Theses) produced by Universities’ authors by self-archiving
or by archiving by repository staff.
The two policies slightly differ, but they both mandate institutions authors – they can
be full or associate professors, PhD students, researchers – to self-archive their
publications within a month after the publication, and to make available the full-text
publication if publishers’ copyright policy allows it.
Although these policies cannot be considered formally approved by the University top
management, and their rules and procedures have been implemented de facto, in
practice the two repositories collect the entire institutional research output, and they
are the unique source for internal reporting, internal and National research
assessment, and International research dissemination.


Government policies

Spanish National Science Law
In 2011, the new Spanish Law on Science, Technology and Innovation was released.
In contains an article on open access to scientific publications. Article6 37 of the law
is entitled “Open Access dissemination”. It encourages Spanish institutions to
impulse the development of OA repositories to deposit the scientific production of
their researchers, and to make sure that these repositories are interoperable with
national and international initiatives. Also, it mandates that those Spanish
researchers that develop their research mainly funded by the National Government
will make public a copy of the final version of the accepted paper as soon as
possible, and no later than 12 months after publication. These OA copy will be
deposited in an institutional or a thematic repository. National researchers’
assessments will take into consideration the availability of OA production of
researchers in their evaluation processes. The Ministry will be responsible for
providing a centralized access to the Spanish repositories network.
In this way, the Spanish General Administration supports Green Open Access as the
main way of assuring OA to publicly funded research. It is expected that the
Government develops the OA article into a more detailed regulation. As for the
centralized access to repositories, the project RECOLECTA (see below) is envisaged
as the platform that will evolve into the OA portal of the National Government.

3

CRUI guidelines http://www.crui.it/HomePage.aspx?ref=1149
University of Milan policyhttp://www.unimi.it/ricerca/air/49967.htm
5
Catholic University of the Sacred Hearth policy http://publicatt.unicatt.it/cms/Policy.htm
6
Article 37 of the New Science Law. http://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2011/06/02/pdfs/BOE-A-20119617.pdf
4
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Collaborative open access activities with national and international impact

HAL (Hyper Articles on Line) platform
An agreement had been signed in France in 2006 between the majority of the
research institutions and the universities, with the aim of a coordinated approach, at
national level, to the open archiving of scientific output, on the basis of the HAL
(Hyper Articles on Line) platform. HAL had been designed in 2001 by the CNRS, on
a model developed around ArXiv and the OAI-PMH protocol. HAL has ever since
allowed to strengthen and to accelerate the development of open archives in France.
Today it provides access to more than 200000 full-text documents.
The 2006 memorandum was stipulating that signatories wished to acquire the
necessary means to identify, disseminate, develop, promote and monitor the
scientific production of their researchers and faculty members, within their research
units and laboratories and, where applicable, of affiliated research teams. Joining
forces around HAL seemed at that time the best way to maximize the chances that
such a project would succeed.
A new agreement is in the course of signature to consolidate this first initiative.
Therein the partners decide to join in using HAL as open-archive platform of their
common scientific production, in an interoperable way with other platforms satisfying
the criteria of international direct scientific communication. This strategy, in line with
the principles of the European Research Area, is intended to further promote French
research and give institutions a better visibility of their productions. The affiliation of
the authors, required when filing in the data, has enabled HAL to provide all so-called
institutional views, whether in the form of gateway or collections. Consequently, HAL
is being tailored to the needs of many French academic and research institutions.
OpenEdition Freemium: An innovative economic model for open access
CNRS supports the Centre for Open Electronic Publishing (Cléo), a major actor in
France to foster the development of open-access academic publishing in the
humanities and social sciences.
Cléo has developed OpenEdition, an open-access digital resources portal which
groups four complementary publication and information platforms: Revues.org,
Calenda, Hypotheses, and the upcoming OpenEdition Books.
Since 2011 OpenEdition has been developing its Freemium programme, innovative
in the domain of open-access publishing.
The program is based on a hybrid economic model combining open-access to
information and paid services generating income for the producers of its resources.
In this way OpenEdition can offer libraries and publishers a means to create a
sustainable alliance to promote open-access in the humanities and social sciences.
The model relies mainly on a distinction between formats: full text is accessible
through HTML whereas other formats usually preferred by professional readers, such
as PDF and ePub, are restricted to subscribing libraries users. Supplementary
services are packed with the offer.
Two-thirds of income is allocated to the journals and partner publishers who adopt
the Freemium model. The other third is used to develop the platform. So globally all
income created by OpenEdition Freemium is reinvested in the development of openaccess academic publishing.
OpenEdition Freemium has enabled libraries:
−
−

to access six premium services specially designed to respond to their needs;
to take part in the construction of an economic model for open access;
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−

to create a dynamic which will incite more quality journals to become openaccess.

The OpenEdition Freemium model was selected and awarded by French
Government as a Facility of Excellence project, funded as such for the next 8 years.
RCAAP – Scientific Open Access Repository of Portugal
RCAAP (Scientific Open Access Repository of Portugal) launched in December 2008
has contributed to expand significantly the network of repositories in Portugal not
only of higher education institutions but also of other research institutions such as
hospitals, laboratories and institutes. In addition to increase the visibility, accessibility
and dissemination of Portuguese research results, RCAAP also facilitates access to
information about Portuguese scientific output and integrates Portugal in the wide
range of international initiatives in this domain. In 2012, RCAAP achieved a
remarkable mark exceeding one hundred thousand openly accessible documents
gathered from 41 national resources, 36 institutional repositories, and 5 scientific
journals. The interoperability of the portal with other information systems from the
Portuguese scientific infrastructure, e.g. DeGóis (platform to manage researchers’
CV), can also facilitate information sharing. In the scope of RCAAP project a wide
range of services and activities have been created and implemented, helping to
promote the open access movement, supporting repository managers, promoting the
use of standards and defining procedures. Examples of these services are listed
following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

SARI (Institutional Repositories Hosting Service)
Common Repository (Shared Repository)
Blimunda (Self-archiving policies of Portuguese publishers and scientific
journals)
SARC (Scientific Journal Hosting Service)
Search Portal RCAAP (OA National Aggregator)
Directory Luso-Brazilian (Directory of OA Repository and Journals)
SCEUR (Usage Statistics Aggregator)
SARDC (Scientific Data Repository)

Besides the impressive growth of repositories and open access content in Portugal,
one of the main achievements and success factors of RCAAP was the creation of a
national community of repository managers and open access advocates, that helped
to promote the awareness and support of open access on the Portuguese scientific
community in general and in the research performing organizations in particular.
RECOLECTA, the Spanish Open Science Harvester
RECOLECTA or Recolector de Ciencia Abierta is a nationwide infrastructure of open
access scientific repositories. It is a platform that gathers all the national scientific
repositories together in one place, and it is meant to be the national reference for the
Open Access movement in Spain. The aim of RECOLECTA is to promote and
coordinate the national infrastructure of open access digital scientific repositories in
an interoperable manner based on the standards adopted by the global community.
Also, to foster, support and facilitate the adoption of open access policies by Spanish
universities and R&D. RECOLECTA also aims to give a greater visibility and impact
to the Spanish national research outcomes.
RECOLECTA was created in 2007 as a collaboration project that brought together
the Spanish Foundation for Science and Technology (FECYT) and the Network of
Spanish University Libraries (REBIUN) – the latter run by the Conference of ViceChancellors of Spanish Universities (CRUE). All Spanish institutional repositories are
harvested in RECOLECTA (50). Also, RECOLECTA harvests thematic repositories
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(3), journal portals (6), and open journals (138). The total number of documents
harvested in RECOLECTA is 1,406,646.
RECOLECTA works for creating, maintaining, supporting and improving the national
infrastructure for implementing the open access mandate. It provides services to
repository managers, in order for them to be updated with technical requirements, to
be compliant with international interoperability guidelines, and to be accurately
informed with the latest news on how the open access movement is advancing
worldwide. RECOLECTA also provides with services to researchers and to decisionmakers through dissemination and high level technical advice. It facilitates open and
free access to all scientific production openly deposited in Spanish repositories. It
brings support services for users and strengths the national open access community.
It promotes activities to spread information and fosters collaboration. Also, it spreads
information on Spanish involvement in European projects related to open access
whose results could benefit the Spanish open science repository community.
RECOLECTA runs several working groups for discussing hot topics, such as the role
of repositories in the management of research data.
RECOLECTA is currently working on the development of services and functionalities
that add value to the current service.
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ANNEX II: COUNTRY SURVEY REPORTS
GREECE
Prepared by EKT/NHRF
Introduction
This chapter discusses Open Access policies and practices in Greece, according to
the results derived from the responses to the MedOANet surveys. Research
Performing Organizations (RPOs) emerge as the main stakeholder in implementing
Open Access policies in Greece, and the progress has been observed mostly with
regard to infrastructures and not policies. Greek research funders (RFOs) are
generally not involved in open access activities and do not have open access
policies, and, therefore, more engagement and awareness-raising is necessary with
them. An important opportunity lies with scholarly publishers, mainly small-sized
academic and society publishers, who display a very friendly attitude towards open
access and already provide access to large parts of their publications.
Research Funding Institution (RFOs)
Response Rate and Profile of the Respondents
Responses from Greek RFOs yielded the same low rensponse rate as in other
countries; the surveys were sent to 18 public and private RFOs and 3 of them
completed them, two public and one privateRFOs. The two public RFOs are
involved in research policy making, the first by participating in the design of
Research Programs funded by the EU Structural Funds and more particularly by the
European Social Fund and the other by the planning and programming of the R&T
policy and monitoring the implementation and evaluation of the results.
Analysis of RFOs’ policies towards Open Access
Based on the low response rate and the fact that Greek RFOs unanimously
answered that they are not involved in any type of Open Access initiative, it is safe
to say that Open Access does not rank high in their agenda. In fact, none of the
three RFOshave any type of open access policy for the research it funds. The three
RFOs that responded to the survey, however, are the most significant ones in
Greece, and they do display a willingness to participate in efforts to establish Open
Access policies. These RFOs are aware of the FP7 Open Access Pilot and stated
that they are already planning to adopt an Open Access policy for a wider spectrum.
The public ones are also involved in research policy-making, which makes them a
significant stakeholder in the process of implementing Open Access in Greece. In
addition to that, a new law for Research and Technology is being drafted, which will
adopt an Open Access policy in Greece, one that closely follows the example of
Spanish Law.
Another important issue that became apparent through the survey is that the
funding organisations, although they maintain a necessary interaction with the
research performing organisations, they seem to have no interaction at all with
scientific and academic publishers.
Research Performing Organisations (RPOs)
Response Rate and Profile of the Respondents
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141 surveys were sent to Greek RPOs, of which 32 responded (22.7%). This is an
overall satisfactory response rate, although it does not reach the levels of the other
five countries and the overall results, which ranged at around 48.5% (221/456). The
Greek RPOs that responded to the survey comprised mostly universities (46.9%),
research institutes (28.1%) and then an assortment of other institutions, most
significantly hospitals (9.4%) and non-university higher education institutions
(6.3%).
Institutional Open access policies
The MedOANet survey on Open Access in Research Performing Organisations
showed that 25% (8/32), of these Greek RPOs have Open Access policies, a much
lower rate compared to four of the six other countries except for Turkey7. Only half
of the RPOs without OA policy are planning to implement one or are already in the
process of developing one, but they are positively disposed and would welcome
guidance and help in developing an OA policy. The fact that half of those
organizations without a policy have no plans to implement one is discouraging and
indicates that policy development processes may take a longer time to mature in
Greece.
Where a policy exists, it concerns the entire institution in 60% of cases and is
voluntary. Considering the voluntary nature of the policy, and adding to that the fact
that there is no mechanism for enforcement (80% of respondents), the practice of
Open Access should not be expected to become dominant. The policies in these
RPOs have been enforced through modifications in the rules/processes of the
institutions; they do not require faculty/staff to provide non-exclusive licence to the
organization to distribute their work on their behalf.
Most institutions with an open access policy usually require deposit as soon as the
work is published. Only 1 RPO has registered their policy with the
ROARMAP8service.

7

Percentage of Open Access Policies existing in the RPOs in France: 72.2% (26/36), Portugal: 68.8%
(22/32), Spain: 66.7% (28/42), Italy: 50.9% (29/57), Turkey: 31.8% (7/22)
8
ROARMAP: Registry of Open Access Repositories Mandatory Archiving Policies,
http://roarmap.eprints.org/ Percentage of RPOs where the Open Access policy is registered with the
ROARMAP service: Spain: 66.7% (18/27), Portugal: 61.1% (11/18), France: 20% (4/20), Italy:34.6%
(9/26), Turkey: 0% (0/5)
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As seen in the graph above, Open Access Policies among the Greek RPOs mostly
cover Master’s (77.8%) and Doctoral theses (66.7%). Beyond that, they cover
working papers and other materials (graduate theses, BA dissertations, reports of
research projects, etc.), while the lowest percentage of types of materials they cover
concerns peer-reviewed articles/publications and datasets (ca. 22%). The
percentages regarding peer-reviewed publications are low in general (22%),9 as
well as in comparison to other countries that participated in the survey. It may be
due to a lack of relevant policies of an obligatory nature, the possible reluctance of
researchers to provide open access to their work, as well as a shortage of
systematic awareness activities among Greek RPOs.
Institutional open access repositories
18 out of 30 Greek RPOs (60%) do not operate an Open Access Repository, but
more than half of them are planning to establish one (10). The remaining 40%
operate mostly institution-wide repositories with an explicit policy available on the
website.
Most Open access repositories are maintained by the library, which is indicative of
its important role as a stakeholder, and in some cases libraries are assisted by the
IT department. Most repositories are registered with the OpenDOAR10 service and
use DSpace11 as the software. The policies of the Open access repositories
regulate mostly submissions (87.5%) and content (100%), while some of them also
metadata (50%) and preservation (37.5%), which is indicative of the low interest
they show regarding preservation.

9

Percentage of peer-reviewed articles and publications by country: Spain: 89.3%, Portugal: 90.5%,
France: 82.6%, Italy: 34.5%, Turkey: 80%.
10
OpenDOAR: The Directory of Open Access Repositories, http://www.opendoar.org/
11
DSpace open source software, http://www.dspace.org/
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The most frequent type of material contained in Greek repositories is theses (9/12),
which is what Open Access policies mostly cover, as already seen above. Two
thirds of the repositories include research articles (8/12), which is important
because, although existing policies mostly do not concern research papers, they
have a rather high presence in the repositories.12 Conferences (5/12) and working
papers (5/12) are also represented in approximately half of the Greek repositories.
Books (3/12), multimedia (4/12) and technical reports are present in Greek
repositories in lower numbers (3/12). Only 2 out of 12 repositories include datasets
(16.7%), but this low presence of datasets in Greek repositories is a common trait
between all countries but France.13
Publishers
Response Rate and Profile of the Respondents
The survey was sent to 154 publishers in Greece and 19 responses were received
(approximately 12.4%). Almost 79% of the publishers identified themselves as a
scientific association/learned society press or an academic institution press14. Greek
publishers responded to the survey at precisely the same low rate as in the results
of the surveys in the six countries overall (12.3% or 187/1522).
It appears that mainly small-sized presses15 (57.9%) with fewer than 10 titles per
year, publishing in the fields of the humanities (60%), social sciences (40%) and
12

On the diversity of the types of materials included in the Greek repositories see Scholarly Publishing
& Open Access in Greece: 2009 report – v.2, May 2010, Hellenic Academic Libraries Link HEAL-Link,
Chapter 3 “OA in Greece: An overview”, Panos Georgiou - FioriPapadatou, Library & Information
Service, University of Patras, pp. 16-17.
13
Percentage of datasets included in repositories: Spain: 10.3%, Portugal: 11.8%, Turkey: 11.1% and
Italy with no datasets at all (0%). The only exception is France with a slightly better average of 23.5%.
14
One government body also responded to the survey as a publisher, one independent and private
academic press (company), as well as two non-profit private publishers.
15
Type of publishers apart from small-sized presses: Medium-sized press (between 10 and 80 titles per
year): 31.6%, Large-sized press (more than 80 titles per year): 5.3%, Self-publisher: 5.3%.
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medical and health sciences (20%), are the ones most interested in the
environment of Open Access and responded to the survey. These are publishers of
journals (100%), books (60%) and conference proceedings (approximately 40%).
These publishers stated overwhelmingly (93.3%) that they exercise peer-review on
the content they publish.
Open access attitudes and practices
Greek publishers appear positive towards the implementation of Open Access and
11 out of 14 said that they benefit from Open Access publishing through the wider
and faster dissemination of their publications and increase of their impact. 13 out 17
publishers (76.5%) stated that agreed with the statement that publicly funded
research should be openly available to all. 13 out of 18 publishers (72.2%)
mentioned that they publish in Open Access, although only 5 out of 18 identified
themselves as primarily Open Access publishers.
Despite their overall positive disposition toward open access, half of the publishers
were concerned that the Open Access publishing model will affect their sales. They
thus were not sure whether or not they are going to adopt an Open Access policy.
With respect to copyright and contracts, approximately 58% (11/19) of the
publishers do not require authors to sign a contract. In the cases where a contract is
required (8) authors are requested to transfer their copyright exploitation rights
exclusively to the publisher (6/8). Since more than half of the publishers do not
require the signature of a contract authors have greater liberties to self-archive than
they may realize, and that, therefore, there is an opportunity here for the practice of
green Open Access.
This opportunity is enhanced even more by the fact that 16 out of 19 publishers
(84.2%) declare that they permit the authors to self-archive their work in Open
Access repositories under very good conditions for the flourishing of institutional
open access repositories. Namely, the type of manuscript that authors are permitted
to self-archive is the publisher’s version (camera-ready version) for 50% (7/14) of
the publishers, while a 28.6% of the publishers allow self-archiving of any version
(author’s or publisher’s). 50% (7/14) of them permit authors to make their work
available in Open Access repositories as soon as it is published.16 These results are
similar with those of Portugal, France and Turkey, where publisher responses
indicated very liberal approaches on their behalf regarding self-archiving.
Obstacles to the above, however, derive from the limited information provided by
the publishers regarding copyright and self-archiving, and a lack of standardization.
Indicatively, none of the publishers have a policy regulating the ability of authors to
self-archive available in their website. Furthermore, approximately 95% (17/18) are
not registered with the Sherpa/Romeo database, which records publisher copyright
and self-archiving policies. This results are similar to those recorded in Turkey,
while the rest of the countries appear to have their policies registered at much
higher percentages17.Finally, only 5 out of 18 publishers use standardized licenses
to set the terms of use of their Open Access publications. When they use licenses,
these are always Creative Commons.
Research and Academic Publishers
The response rate among publishers was generally low, which indicates a lack of
interest on the side of these stakeholders, especially of the private publishers. It is
interesting, however, that significant prospects lie with small and indeed society- or
academic-run publishers, which were the largest group of publishers that
16

Percentage of publishers that permit authors to make their work available in Open Access
repositories as soon as the work is published: Spain: 54.1%, Portugal: 54.2%, France: 16.7%, Italy: 0%
(most of them did not specify), Turkey: 80%.
17
Percentage of publishers registered with the Sherpa/Romeo database, which records publisher
copyright and self-archiving policies in the other countries: Spain: 23.7%, Portugal: 60.9%, France:
50%, Italy: 0%, Turkey: 0%.
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participated in our survey. It is apparent that in many cases these publishers
already provide free access to the majority of their content, but are not very aware
of the significance of Open Access, while at the same time their policies and
regulations are not systematized, nor are they available on the web. Thus, less than
half of the publishers (ca. 42%) require the authors to sign a contract, while 84% of
the publishers allow self-archiving. Furthermore, for the most part, copyright and
self-archiving policies are not readily available on their websites or in the
Sherpa/Romeo database, which is not to the benefit of the authors. Most publishers
consider that they benefit from Open Access, although they are unsure as to how it
may affect their sales, but overall they are positively disposed toward it. A significant
opportunity to enhance Open Access practices lies in engaging those small and
medium-sized publishers in Greece.
Conclusions
The surveys conducted among Greek RFOs, RPOs and publishers regarding Open
Access demonstrate that significant progress is underway, while a lot more has yet
to be achieved. The low level of response of the RFOs, their low involvement in
open access activities and the complete lack of relevant policies on the access
to and preservation of the research they fund is clear. On the other hand, a
willingness to become involved in open access activities has also been
documented.
Greek RPOs appear to be the most significant stakeholders in open access in
Greece, and momentum has been achieved regarding this issue among them. It
appears, however, that this momentum and progress primarily concerns the
technological infrastructures that support open access and not the relevant
policies. Thus, approximately 40% of Greek RPOs operate an institutional
repository, while only 25% of them have an institutional open access policy, and
only one RPO has a policy regarding long-term preservation. Where available, open
access policies are voluntary, they mostly concern masters and doctoral
theses18and they are not supported by enforcement mechanisms. Additionally, only
half of the RPOs without a policy have plans to implement one. Nonetheless, RPO
responses suggest that there is awareness regarding Open Access and willingness
to participate in developing policies. Greece displays lower numbers both in terms
of policies as well as infrastructures of open access compared to most of the five
other countries that participated in the survey.
The publisher survey shows that a significant opportunity to strengthen Open
Access also lies with small-sized scholarly publishers. These are the
publishers for the most part represented in the survey. They are well-disposed
toward Open Access, and in fact many already provide Open Access to their
content, while they have very liberal attitudes regarding self-archiving. Nonetheless,
to a large extent the copyright, self-archiving and other relevant policies are not
formalized and are not publicly available, thus remaining largely unknown to
potential authors and others. A more systematic engagement with those scholarly
publishers and experiments with business models that will sustain gold publishing
may further enhance this type of Open Access.
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“National Open Access and Preservation in Europe – Analysis of a questionnaire to the European
Research
Area
Committee”,
European
Commission,
pg.16,
also
available
at
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/open-access-report2011_en.pdf . According to this analysis, open access to doctoral and master’s theses has been
observed to progress with fewer obstacles than that of publications and data (p. 23).
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Overall, the results of the surveys conducted in Greece dully document the fact that
in this country, as elsewhere in Europe, Open Access is primarily driven by
the technological developments in repositories.19 Policy development, however,
does not move along the same path of progress and a substantial lack of Open
Access policies among research-performing organizations and funders is
observed, accompanied by a near total lack of policies regarding long-term
preservation. Sustained engagement with policy-makers and high-ranking RPO
officials is necessary to bring about the benefits that funding and research
organizations as well as researchers reap from open access, along with the
promotion of the European Commission’s policies that publicly funded research
should be available to all.
ITALY
Prepared by CINECA
Introduction
This report discusses the results of the MedOANet surveys received from Italian
respondents.
The surveys obtained a good response rate from research performing institutions and
quite a few from academic and research publishers and research funding institutions.
The responses collected are a good reflection of the situation of Open Access
support and development in Italy: research performing institutions have been
involved in Open Access support and development from the very beginning of the
movement, with changing fortunes at times. Open Access in Italy has a bottom-up
approach and reaching the top management governing bodies is often hard, despite
the efforts of librarians and Open Access advocates.
Diametrically opposed, traditional publishers seem to be generally unfriendly both
towards self-archiving and Open Access publishing (very few policies are registered
in SHERPA/RoMEO). Research Performing Organizations publish the most relevant
number of Open Access Journals, while some Open Access presses publish the rest
of Open Access journals20.
Private research funders are slowly approaching Open Access and only a couple of
them have already adopted an OA policy; although they appear to be isolated cases,
their institutional reputation and influence might positively affect the undecided ones.
Research Funding Organizations
Italian RPOs are primarily funded by the Ministry of Education, University, Research
and Education (MIUR).Italian researchers also apply for extra funding by participating
to calls for research projects known as FIRB (Future In Basic Research) and PRIN
(Research Project of National Interest; these research projects are funded directly by
the Ministry). Presently MIUR has not adopted any Open Access policy, neither did it
make any recommendation to Italian universities or research centres on Open
Access, or has taken any actions regarding Open Access.
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“National Open Access and Preservation in Europe – Analysis of a questionnaire to the European
Research
Area
Committee”,
European
Commission,
pg.16,
also
available
at
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/open-access-report2011_en.pdf, p. 25
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The survey obtained21two responses. Most private institutions and organizations
(banking foundations, non-profit foundations, regional governments, local banks)
offering grants to Italian researchers did not participate to the survey at this stage,
either due to the lack of awareness, or to the difficulty in identifying the right contact.
Two private funders responded to the survey, both of which have adopted a
mandatory Open Access policy. These policies were adopted in 2010 and 2012,
respectively. One of the funders requires authors to deposit their research in a
repository, while the other has adopted a more liberal policy of allowing the authors
to choose whether to publish in open access to deposit in open access. While both
funders require open access to publications, only one of them does so for research
data and neither of them measures compliance rates. One funder requires recipients
to deposit their work no later than 6 months after publication, while the other requests
open access at the latest 3 months after the end of any publisher embargo. Further,
one of the funders requires deposit in a specific repository. Both funders make
provisions regarding open access publishing funds: one allows grant funds to be
used towards APCs, while the other provides additional money for this purpose.
Additionally, one of the funders has agreements with various publishers to provide
open access to publications resulting from the research it funds. Despite having
adopted these policies, only one of the two publishers has registered their policies
with Sherpa/Juliet, only one of the two is involved in major national and/or
international open access initiatives and is aware of the European Commission’s
policies and plans regarding Horizon 2020.
It is clear that more engagement is necessary with public funders in order to progress
with issues pertaining to access to the preservation of the research they fund. To this
end, in July 2012 the MedOANet Italian task force met with MIUR ministry
counsellors and discussed a National Open Access policy proposal about the
dissemination of the results of research projects funded directly by the Ministry of
University and Research within the FIRB and PRIN framework. This proposal,
inspired by the recent EC Recommendation on Open Access to the Member
States22, requires the applicants of FIRB and PRIN to make their publications that are
funded by the Ministry available in Open Access. Applicants are required to make the
peer-reviewed manuscript final version available in an institutional or subject Open
Access repository, after an embargo period of 6 or 12 months maximum. The papers
deposited in these institutional or subject repositories should be also used for
National research evaluation purposes. If this policy is approved, it will have a great
impact on the dissemination of Italian research output by being a good example to
follow for other funding organizations as well as for universities. It will mark a great
success in the development and implementation of Open Access in Italy.
Research Performing Organizations
Response and rate and institutional profile
The survey questionnaire was sent to 80 Italian RPOs, of which 57 responded,
obtaining the highest response rate among all six countries, at 71%. 93% of the
respondents were Universities (53) and 5.3% (3) research institutions.
Open Access and long-term preservation policies and awareness

21

Although the National Health Institute has an OA policy since 2008 and in a way it
is a research funder, it does not appear in this section because they were invited to
fill in the Institutional Repositories’ Survey.
22

The full-text recommendation is available at http://ec.europa.eu/research/sciencesociety/document_library/pdf_06/recommendation-access-and-preservation-scientificinformation_en.pdf (July 2012)
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Half of the respondents (50.9%/29) declare having an Open Access policy in their
institutions. Institutions with an Open Access policy reported that the policy concerns
the entire institution (81.3%/23), with only 18.8% (6 of them) having an Open Access
policy only applicable to a department/section of the institution.
The Open Access policy is mandatory for faculty/staff in only 8 institutions (27.6%)
and voluntary for three quarters of the respondents (72.4%/21). According to the
survey, RPO policy implementation in Italy begun in 2005, being 2005 and 2008 key
years and witnessing the implementation of 10 institutional policies. Thereafter, a
steady turnaround of policies is observed, with a peak in 2012, when 8 institutional
policies were implemented. Only 9 institutions reported having their policies
registered with ROARMAP.
Open Access policies have been enforced through modifications in the rules and
procedures of institutions in 64.3% (18) of the cases. The majority of respondents
(76.9%, 20 institutions) reported that there is no mechanism or process to secure the
enforcement of Open Access mandates in their institution.
In terms of coverage, these institutional policies mostly cover PhD theses (85.2%/23)
and this to be related to specific legal requirements for public access, preservation
and legal deposit of doctoral dissertations in Italy (according to the DPR 252/2006).
Much lower percentages are observed regarding other types of materials: only 37%
of the institutions (10) responded that their policies cover peer reviewed articles,
25.9% (7) that they cover working papers and only 11% (3) research data, among
others. The option “other” (18.5%/5) includes conference objects, books, book
chapters, scientific and technical reports and posters.

The time at which research results should be deposited and made available in open
access are unspecified for half of the recipients (53.8%/14 and 42.3%/11,
respectively), while in choosing ‘other’ option, respondents for the most part discuss
deposit and open access requirements for PhD theses in Italy.
Nonetheless, 70.4% (19) of institutions with an open access policy include provisions
for a mechanism to assist faculty/staff in depositing their publications. Repository
managers and repository staff assisting authors in depositing their work are the most
commonly reported mechanisms.
Of the 28 institutions without open access policies (49.1% of respondents) only 9 or
33% plan to implement an Open Access policy in the future, while 66.7% of them
have no such plans.
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Long-term preservation policies are not developed among Italian RPOs: only 3
institutions or the 39 that answered this question (7.7%) reported having a relevant
policy. Of the remaining 36 respondents without a policy 25 (69.4%) reported that
they have no plans for the implementation of such a policy.
With regard to the involvement of Italian RPOs in awareness initiatives, 16
institutions declare they are involved in national or international initiatives. In most
cases they participate in the Open Access working group of the Conference of
Rectors of Italian Universities (CRUI). No Italian RPO reported having an open
access publishing fund implemented (34 skipped this question) and only 3 reported
having relevant plans.
Open Access Repositories
With reference to implementation of an institutional repository, 42 institutions (76.4%)
operate an Open access repository, while 13 (23.6%) do not. However, 6 out of these
13 institutions plan to implement a repository.
The first repositories were launched in 2003 and gradually became fully operational
during the following years. The launch of PLEIADI, a portal harvesting metadata from
Italian Open Access Repositories in the late 2004, might have incentivized the
activation of new Open Access repositories.
Regarding the type of repository, 60% of institutions (24) have an institution-wide
repository followed by 25% of thesis repositories (10) or multi-institutional
repositories (5%/10).

45% of the responding institutions (18) report to have an explicit repository
management policy and most of them (15) provide the link to it. The policy of the
Open Access repository regulates mostly content (93.8%/15) and submissions
(75%/12) and less metadata (62.5%/10) and preservation (43.8%/7).
In most cases the Open Access repository is managed and operated by the library.
This was clearly so for 39.4% (13) of the respondents, while for another 18.2% (6)
the library along with the IT department manages the repository. This latter number is
even higher, considering that in numerous cases among those respondents who
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chose ‘other’ as an answer (39.4%/13) to the relevant question they were referring to
a combination of the Library and IT department as responsible for the repository.
Three quarters of the institutions declare to have their repositories registered with the
OpenDOAR service (25).
The majority of the institutions have medium-sized repositories, with a good number
(more than 50%) of full text available in Open Access.

Doctoral thesis are the most common type of deposited content in Italian repositories
(85.3%/29), followed by research articles (64.7%/22), conference papers (58.8%/20),
and books (or book chapters; 50%/17). Patents, Multimedia and learning objects also
appear in the assortment of content types, albeit in low numbers. None of the
respondents chose datasets as contents of their repositories.
DSpace is the most used software (55.9%/19), followed by EPrints (29.4%/10).
Overall, the survey results emphasize the lack of strategy at National level as the
main obstacle to the success of Open Access within universities and research
institutions. The decision to implement a repository is up to the single institution, and
often budget costs have severe relapses on the repository sustainability, being the
repository an organism living thanks to the commitment of a small team of motivated
staff.
Publishers’ Open Access Policies and practices
The request to take part in the survey was sent to 18 academic and research
publishers in Italy; 3 answers from private academic publishers were received (16%
response rate).The three respondents publish books and journals in Humanities,
Social Sciences, Natural Sciences, and Engineering and Technology fields,
exercising peer-review on the published contents; they decided to launch Open
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Access publications upon request from authors, and they are experimenting with
Open Access models.
They all require authors to sign a publishing contract, a quite unique behaviour with
respect to the trends of Italian publishers. However, only two of these publishers
require authors to transfer to them their exclusive copyright exploitation rights.
Two of the publishers also allow authors to self-archive the preprint and/or post-print
versions of their articles, respectively. Nonetheless they do not specify when
publications can be made available in open access.
These three publishers believe that Open Access is a great chance to enhance the
visibility of their presses and the quality of their publication, but only two of them
actually publish in Open Access. However, the one that does not publish in Open
Access, has already plans to do so in the future. Publishers are concerned about
unregulated Open Access: they fear a loss of money if contents are available on the
internet without any kind of control by the publisher, with a consequent lack on the
publisher return on image, visibility and reputation.
Conclusions
The results of the survey clearly indicate different paces of growth in terms of Open
Access awareness and practice among research performing institutions, funders’
institutions and academic and research publishers. Within research performing
organizations, there is a good level of awareness and practice of Open Access; 75%
of them already have developed repositories, while 50% of them reported having
open access policies, reaching the average percentage for all six countries that
participated in the survey; RFOs, as in other countries, are slow to respond to the
changing conditions in terms of requiring open access to research: it was indicative
that only two private funders answered the questionnaire. Concerning publishers, the
answers obtained by the survey show a slow and cautious rising consciousness of
Open Access.
More work is required at a central level; the Ministry of University and Research
should take a stance on Open Access, since a great commitment is in place for
Public Open Data. Some recommendations or guidelines would make a great
difference for institutions already committed to the success of Open Access.
Substantial efforts should be focused on promoting Open Access among
stakeholders, therefore we expect that MedOANet task force will lead and bring
some improvement in implementing Open Access policies in Italy.

PORTUGAL
Prepared by UMinho
Introduction
The surveys obtained a good response rate from institutions and repository
managers, a reasonable number of responses from publishers, and just one reply
from funders. This distribution of replies is understandable considering the
Portuguese reality and the history of Open Access (OA) in Portugal, which has thus
far mostly focused around institutional repository development and services with
considerable success. The two major national Open Access initiatives that require
the involvement of RPOs are the RCAAP project and the Blimunda project.23
23

http://www.rcaap.pt/ (Scientific Open Access Repository of Portugal). RCAAP aggregates from
about 35 repositories, as well as provides value-added services. Blimunda begun in 2010 within
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Research funding organizations
In Portugal there is only one major public funder and some private funders. The
majority of these private foundations account for a small proportion of the national
funding.
The survey was sent to the 9 funding institutions in Portugal in all. Just one
completed answer from a private funder was received. The success rate of this
survey was 11%.
The private funder who answered, reported awareness of the fact that the EC
proposed that 100% of research outputs in Horizon 2020 should be available in Open
Access, but currently has no policy on open access, nor plans to implement one. It is
known that there is no funder with an open access policy in Portugal currently.
Research Performing Organizations
Response Rates and profile
The questionnaire was sent to 46 Research Performing Organizations (RPOs) in
Portugal. A total of 32 answers were received by June 15th, 2012, accounting for an
extremely good response rate of 70%.
More than half of the of the respondents, 18 or 56.3%, were universities, 5 (16.6%)
non-university higher education institutions, 3 (9.4%) hospitals, 2 (6.3%) research
institutes, 2 (6.3%) government bodies, 2 (6%) other institutions (non-profit institution,
project
and
research
library).

Open Access and long-term preservation policies and awareness
The majority of the respondents (69%/22) have an Open Access policy in their
institutions. This is well beyond the average percentage among the overall results
of all six countries, of about 50%.
The institutions with an Open Access policy reported that the policy concerns the
entire institution (91%/20), with only 9% of them (2) having an Open Access policy
that applies to a department/section of the institution.
55% of the RPOs with open access policies (11) have mandatory open access
policies and 45% has voluntary policies (10), a roughly equal distribution in

RCAPP. It collects and helps define self-archiving policies from Portuguese scientific publishers and
journals and include these policies in the SHERPA/RoMEO database
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numbers, and at any rate a higher percentage rate of mandatory open access
policies as compared to the overall results of the remaining countries.
55% (11) of the institutions with and Open Access policy enforce it in the rules and
procedures of the institution, 30% (6) in individual and/or institutional reporting,
assessment and evaluation regulations, 10% (2) in departmental contracts and rules.
The majority of the respondents, 16/21 or 76.2%, reported that there is no
mechanism and/or process to secure the enforcement of the Open Access
mandate of their institutions, and only 5/21 or 23.8% have a mechanism and/or
process in place. The most common mechanism and/or process are the annual
assessment of the university/professor evaluation. The replies to these two last
questions suggest that in some institutions, despite the presence of a policy,
compliance is not really monitored and enforced.
Most Open Access policies (13/21 or 61.9%) require faculty/staff to provide nonexclusive license to the organization to distribute their work on their behalf, which,
again, is a higher percentage than that observed in the overall results of the six
countries.
Regarding the types of publications and research output covered by the institutional
Open Access policies (21/32); 90.5% (19) of these open access policies concern
peer-reviewed articles and publications, 86% (18) include working papers, 81% (17)
include master’s theses, 67% (14) include doctoral theses, and 29% (6) research
data. The option ‘other’, represented by 14.3%(3) of the respondents, includes
conference objects, books, book parts, scientific, and technical reports and posters.
A higher rate of inclusion of peer-reviewed articles, as well as research data is
observed in the results of Portuguese RPOs, as compared to the overall results of
the six countries.

Regarding the time of deposit, for 57% (12) of the institutions the time of deposit is
not specified. Only 14.3% (3) of the institutions with open access policies require
deposit immediately upon acceptance for publication while 19% (4) require deposit
as soon as the work is published.
Concerning the timing when publications become openly accessible, 67% (12) of
the respondents reported that this is unspecified, which conforms to the overall
results 16.7% (3) of institutions require that archived publications become openly
accessible as soon as the work is published, and 11% (2) immediately upon
acceptance after peer review.
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55.6% (10) of the institutions with an Open Access policy include provisions for a
mechanism to assist faculty/staff in depositing their work (N=18). Library or
repository managers assisting faculty/staff in depositing their work are the
mechanisms most commonly reported.
Considering the date of the Open Access policies coming into force; one was
dated in 2005, one in 2008, two in 2009, five in 2010, five in 2011, and four until June
2012. 61% (11/18) of respondents reported as having their policies registered in the
ROARMAP service.
Among the institutions without an Open Access policy (10/32 or 31.3% of the
respondents), 73% (8) has plans for the implementation of an open access policy.
Some of them are working on it or are waiting for administrative approval. The vast
majority (91%) of institutions that don’t have an open access policy approved would
like to receive advice/guidance on developing it.
Only two institutions have a policy regarding the long-term preservation of the
research output (2/28 or 7.1%). Among the institutions without a long-term
preservation policy, 76.9% (20) of them have no plans to implement such a policy
and only 23.1% (6) have such plans.
A study on the state of art of digital preservation in Portugal was publicly released in
February 2012.24 It intended to gather information on digital preservation in the field
of Open Access repositories. This was a sign that this theme is relevant for the
repositories managers’ community and that in the future other initiatives can be
triggered by these concerns.
With regard to open access initiatives and awareness, some institutions (8) reported
involvement in national and/or international Open Access initiatives.
Nonetheless, this question had low response rate, with only 10 out of the 32
institutions responding. Among the national and/or international Open Access
initiatives identified were RCAAP Project, Blimunda Project, Open Access Week,
OpenAIRE, COAR and ORCID. A similar low interest was displayed by Portuguese
RPOs regarding open access publishing funds. Only 10 institutions replied to the
question and none reported having such an activity, while only 2 respondents
reported having plans for such a fund.
Open Access Repositories
Among the RPOs that participated in this study there are 28 that operate an Open
Access repository, representing 87.5% of the respondents. Most repositories were
launched in 2008 and 2011. The year of 2008 coincided with the public launch of
RCAAP25 (Scientific Open Access Repository of Portugal). In 2011, there were two
calls for the creation of institutional repositories under the SARI (Hosting Services
Institutional Repositories) service of RCAAP, which provides hosting and
consequently technical support and guidance. 75% of the institutions (21) reported
having an institution-wide repository and 11% (3) a multi-institutional repository. One
institution reported a research data repository.
Half of the institutions with repositories (14/28) reported to have an explicit policy
for the Open Access repository and almost all (13) provided the link to it. In 93%
(13) of the Open Access repositories with policies, these regulate submissions, (e.g.
deposition rules; moderation; content quality control; publisher's and funder's
embargos; copyright policy) and in 86% content (repository type; type of material
held; principal languages). Very few respondents reported their repository policy as
regulating metadata and preservation issues (21% and 29%, respectively).
The library is the department which manages and operates the Open Access
repository in most cases (10/19). Sometimes libraries and IT department manage
and operate the Open Access repository together (4/19).
24

The policies are available at: http://repositorio.up.pt/files/Regulamentos_Open_Access.pdf and
http://apps2.utad.pt/docs/POLITICA_DE_ACESSO_LIVRE_DR_UTAD.pdf
25
RCAAP available at http://www.rcaap.pt/
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Half of the institutions with repositories (14/28) declared to have their repositories
registered in OpenDOAR service and 5 stated that they are not in OpenDOAR.
However, this question did not receive adequate interest from respondents since 13
institutions chose not to answer it.

The repositories of the majority of institutions (14/15) have 80-100% of full text Open
Access records. Regarding the type of content archived into repositories the
highest percentage is claimed by research articles, present in all repositories
(100%=17), and followed by conferences (88.2%/15) and equally by books, theses
and working papers (82,4%/14). Datasets are represented in Portuguese repositories
at 11.8% (2). The difference between Portuguese and the results from repositories in
the other countries is the high percentage of the –presence of research articles in all
repositories, as the first type of material contained in all repositories. Nonetheless,
this question was not well received by Portuguese repository managers and was only
answered by 17 out of the 28 respondents who stated that their institution operates a
repository. In terms of repository software, DSpace is the most commonly used
(N=17).
Publishers
Response rate and profile
The survey was sent to 108 academic and research publishers in Portugal, and 32
answers were received, which resulted in a 30% of response rate in this survey, the
highest for any of the five other countries. The majority of publishers are academic
institution presses (50%) followed by scientific associations (22%).
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Most of the responding publishers are small-sized with less than 10 titles per year
(16/32) and medium-sized publishers (5/32), and only two publishers identified
themselves as large presses with more than 80 titles per year. Questions regarding
their publication fields, the types of publications and peer review elicited a low
response rate, with only 11 out of 32 responding. It is possible to discern that
publishers represent all scientific fields, without any further precision. It is
nonetheless possible to discern that most (81.8%/9 out of 11) publish journals and
much less so books, conferences and other types of publications and that all 11
publishers stated that they exercise peer review.
Publishing Contracts and Copyright
75.9% (22/29) of the publishers do not require authors to sign a publishing contract,
and only 24.1% of them (7) do. In the latter category, most publishers (5/7) require
an exclusive transfer of copyright exploitation rights to their presses. It is
interesting that all these publishers also stated that they publish in open access,
which likely indicates a lack of understanding of principles of open access
dissemination of research.
Half of the publishers (14/28) provided the link to the copyright policy of their
presses which is available on their websites. Among those publishers there are 9
with copyright policy applied to all their publications. One publisher reported to have
different copyright policies depending of the scientific journal domain.
Self-archiving
All responding publishers (28/28) permit authors to archive their work in Open
Access repositories, with 18 of them publishing in Open Access. This very liberal
attitude towards self-archiving has been observed in the overall survey results as well
and in most of the countries. It also concerns, as in the rest of the countries, the
version that publishers allow to be self-archived and the timing when open access
can be provided; half of the publishers (12/24) allow authors to self archive the
publisher’s version (camera-ready version of publication, ready for print). Further,
7/24 (29.2%) publishers allow authors to self-archive any version they prefer, while
4/24 allow authors to archive the final version, subsequent to revisions requested at
peer-reviewed and before the publication layout. One publisher permits to archive the
author’s version of a publication before peer-review (pre-print version).Regarding the
timing for Open Access, more than half of the publishers (13/24, 54.2%) allow
authors to render a work openly accessible as soon as it is published. 5/24 (20.8%)
publishers do not have a specified time at which Open Access through repositories is
to be provided. Only 3/24 publishers reported 6 months after publication and 2/24 up
to 12 months after publication.
Most publishers (20/24, 83.3%) do not impose conditions which affect the ability
of authors to archive their work in Open Access repositories, although there are 4
(16.7%) that require the author to ask permission from the publisher.
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Despite the above, the majority of publishers (21/24, 87.5%) do not have the policy
regulating the ability of authors to self-archive available on their website, which
may be seen as an inhibitive factor to the growth of green open access. Only 3
publishers provided the link of the archiving policy. Most publishers, nonetheless,
reported that their self-archiving policies apply to all their publications (20/24).
Further, 14/23 (60.9%) of the publishers reported being registered in the
SHERPA/RoMEO database that records self-archiving and copyright policies.
Publishers and open access
18/24 (75%) of the publishers reported that they publish in Open Access. 7 of these
publishers reported being primarily open access publishers, and 11 not. 10 of the 18
publishers who publish in open access (55.6%) use standardized licenses for the
content they publish, all of the Creative Commons. Of the publishers who do not
publish in open access (6/18), 4 stated that they plan to launch open access
publications and 2 that they are not.
Publishers overall stated that they benefit from publishing in Open Access (17/20,
85%), however the skipping rate in this question was high, since 12 publishers did
not respond. Respondents identified wider dissemination, bigger audience and
visibility as the benefits.
Most of respondents have no concerns about Open Access (18/20), which was a
different attitude compared to that of the other five countries. They also mostly agree
with the concept that ‘research paid for with public money should be openly
accessible to all’ (18/19). Nonetheless, both questions had low response rate (20/32).
Conclusions
As confirmed in this study, the number of Open Access repositories and also the
number of Open Access mandates are closely related matters in Portugal. The vast
majority of research performing institutions –and almost all of the most relevant and
productive–, have an institutional repository26. 22 or 64% of the institutions that
replied to the survey have an open access policy, among them 18 have repositories.
For at least half of the latter the policy is obligatory. The surveys demonstrated that
long-term preservation is not yet a priority for institutions and that research datasets
are rare in the repositories. In Portugal, funders do not have an active role in the
Open Access area. This is apparent in the low response rate, with only 1 out of 9
funders, a private funder, responding. Nonetheless, and partly resulting from the
contacts established during the survey period, both public and some private funders
are interested in defining Open Access policies and deepen their involvement in this
area, as well through MedOANet activities. UMinho has also been in touch with a
private funder in order to support and guide it in the process of defining its Open
Access policy.
The results from the surveys to the publishers are similar to those of other countries
although the response rate of the Portuguese publishers was much better than the
average (30%). Small-sized academic and society publishers answered the surveys,
which are well disposed towards open access, are very liberal in terms of allowing
self-archiving, and already publish in open access. Nonetheless, more
systematization and publication of information on their behalf regarding copyright,
licensing and self-archiving practices is necessary in order to foster open access
publishing. Additionally, they may also benefit from engagement regarding how to
practice open access and what it means.
These results help to conclude different levels of progress in terms of Open Access
awareness and practice between research performing institutions, funder’s
26

We estimate that Portuguese RPOs with Institutional Repositories account for more than 90% of the
total national research output.
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institutions, and academic and research publishers. Among research performing
organizations there is a good level of awareness and practice of Open Access, and
concerning publishers there is also a raising level of consciousness and activity
related to Open Access, but with respect to funders (whose number is very limited in
Portugal) it seems there is still a lack of knowledge and low level of involvement in
Open Access. As with other countries, Portugal is further ahead in terms of
infrastructures and not in terms of policies, but according to the result of the survey
the country is more advanced in terms of availability of policies and especially
mandates.
FRANCE
Prepared by CNRS
Introduction
Research in France is structured around three main types of organisations:
universities, research institutions and the “grandesécoles”. The universities are
undergoing real in-depth change because their status has been modified. A very
large majority of them have become autonomous since the 2007 law on the
autonomy of universities. Their position as research performing institutions is
reinforced, but joint research teams (unitésmixtes de recherche), in which staff and
funding comes from different sources, continue to be developed, driven by research
programs becoming increasingly transversal and multidisciplinary and leading to the
creation of some big centres.
Such evolution has impact on the field of Scientific and Technical Information (STI).
In this context, the Ministry of Higher Education and Research (MESR) is leading the
work of a so-called Very Large Research Infrastructure, the Digital Scientific Library
(BibliothèqueScientifiqueNumérique - BSN), whose aim is to provide better
coordination for the structures, operators and strategies in this area. The project
involves all the major research institutions. Two of the nine segments of the BSN
directly concern Open Access, namely “open archives” and “digital publishing”, but
other segments are indirectly linked (like “digitisation” or “access to information”). The
results of the MedOANet survey should therefore be interpreted in the light of the
political and organisational context around open archives and digital publishing which
provides a great deal of structure in this field.
The uniqueness of HAL (Hyper Articles on Line)27, as a widely adopted open archive
at national level, is another main feature of the French OA situation and also has
consequences for a survey like the MedOANet one, explaining in particular the low
response rate from research performing organisations.
Research Funding Institutions
The questionnaire was sent to eleven French research funding agencies including
the Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR), the main research funding agency in
France. It is evident that funding agencies are currently not involved in the study of
Open Access and ongoing working groups, and these negative results are along the
same lines with those obtained in the overall survey results from all six countries. A
particular effort is being made through MedOANet to engage research funders in
France in discussions on policy development. Nonetheless, ANR publicly supports
open access by encouraging researchers to deposit the scientific publications linked
to the projects it finances in open archives - particularly HAL - to enhance the
27

http://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/
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visibility and attractiveness of French research28. However, there is no official open
access policy.
Research Performing Organizations
Response Rate and Institution Profile
The survey questionnaire was sent to 230 French institutions (22 directly and 210 via
the Couperin network made up of universities, certain research organisations and the
grandesécoles). 36 institutions replied, which results I a low 16% response rate, the
lowest among all six countries that performed this survey. This low response rate can
be explained in part by the central role played by HAL and also by the fact that the
Couperin network also recently carried out a survey on open archives. 50% of the
respondents (18) represented universities and 36.1% (13) Research Institutions with
only very few other types, such as grandesécoles and non-university higher
education institutions.
Open Access and long term preservation policies
72.2% of the RPOS (26/36) reported having an Open Access policy. Of the
remaining 10 institutions without a policy (27.8%), 7 (70%) have plans to implement
one, while 6 (60%) would like to receive help with this. For most of the institutions
with policies (23/26, 92%) these concern the entire institution and not part of it. 73%
(18/25) of the institutions reported the presence of a voluntary open access policy,
whereas it had been mandatory in 27% of the cases (7). Such percentages are in line
with the overall results from the six countries, where voluntary policies predominate.
Similarly 81% (17/21) reported that there is no mechanism to secure policy
enforcement.
Implementing this policy had an effect on the organisation of the institutions: The
institution's rules and procedures were modified in 35% of cases, 20% of
respondents had set up communication, support and evaluation plans while 5% of
institutions had drawn up contracts and regulations.
OA Policies mainly concerned peer-reviewed articles (81.8%), doctoral theses
(77.3%), working papers (50%), research data (22.7%) and Masters' theses (13.6%).

28

http://www.agencenationalerecherche.fr/magazine/actualites/detail/?tx_ttnews%5btt_news%5d=1
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Open access policies among RPOs in France are largely non-specific with regard to
the timing of the deposit (63.6%, 14/22) or the timing for providing open access
(66.7%, 14/22), much in the same way as it is documented for the other five
countries. Mechanisms supporting self-archiving were, however, overwhelmingly
reported for 90% (19/21) of the respondents, and these are usually situated at the
library, according to the comments provided. Policies in France practically started to
be implemented in 2005 with a steady growth every since of about two or three per
year. 80% of institutions said they had not recorded their OA Policy with the
ROARMAP service.
As is the case with the rest of the countries, long-term preservation policies are not
well developed in France. 68% (17/25) of the respondents mentioned that their
institution does not possess such a policy, while 8 (32%) mentioned that such a
policy exists. Moreover, 68.4% (13/19) of the respondents without a policy said there
are no plans for one in their institutions. Six institutions reported that they have plans
to implement long-term preservation policies. This result complies with the results
discussed in the UNESCO report following their survey carried out in European
countries.29 The institutions and researchers generally tend to lack knowledge on
data requiring long-term preservation and the means required to do so. They
probably do not consider it their business and wonder who is in charge of this kind of
data processing.
73.3% of institutions say they are involved in OA initiatives (11/15). The majority of
them cite the HAL platform without mentioning European and/or international
projects. This suggests a lack of visibility for these initiatives or projects at the
institutional level and also the absence of national coordination for OA policy.
Additionally, an 86.7% (13/15) majority of institutions said there was no funding
available to pay the page charges for authors publishing in open access and that
there are no such plans for the future. These results are similar to those of other
countries, as is the low interest in responding to these particular questions.
Open Access repositories

29
4

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0021/002158/215863e.pdf
OA in France SELL Report.pdf
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The overwhelming majority of institutions (85.7%, 24/28) reported having an
institutional repository. 2 of the 4 institutions without a repository plan to set one up.
Repositories are institution-wide for more than half of the responding institutions
(54.2%, 13), followed in much lower numbers by multi-institutional archives (25%, 6),
theses archives (2) and then research data archives (2).
Repositories mostly contain theses (93.8%, 15/16), closely followed by research
articles (87.5%, 14/16), conferences (81.3%, 13/16) and other types of material, of
which datasets occupy the lower end of the spectrum (18.8%, 3/16).

Only 28% or 7/25 institutions reported that repository policies are available online,
while for most repositories (72%, 18/25) there is no explicit repository policy available
online. In the 7 cases with policies, these regulate almost exclusively submissions
and content, while only 2 or 3 institutions reported that their policies regulate
metadata or preservation. Similar results have been obtained from the other
countries.
French repositories have been developed with the custom-made software used by
HAL, which is the main national archive, and many are also contained within it and/or
connected to it. In contrast to the other countries, and coming close to practices in
Turkey, only 1 of the reported repositories has been developed with DSpace, and 2
with EPrints. 64.7% (11/17) of institutions used the OpenDOAR service to register
their institutional archive. According to the surveys French repositories are mostly
managed by the library (10/17) or the library and the IT department (3/17).
Publishers
Response rate and profile
The questionnaire was sent to 32 French publishers, academic institutions, scientific
associations and private sector publishers and 9 of them replied, thus the response
rate was approximately 28%, which was very good compared to the overall low
results obtained from publishers. The main categories of publishers represented are
that of scientific associations and learned societies (4/44.4%) and independent and
private academic presses (4/44.4%). Publishers reported being large-sized or
medium-sized presses (3 each), while the most common disciplines represented
were the Humanities (6, 75%) and the Social Sciences (4, 50%). There was much
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less representation of other scientific fields. The publishers reported publishing
mostly journals as well as books and all of them stated that they exercise peer
review.
Publishing contracts and copyright
6 of 8 publishers (75%) require authors to sign a publishing contract and in most
cases (4/6) they require exclusive transfer of copyright to the publisher, while 2/6
require non-exclusive transfer of copyright. Half of the publishers, however, report
having their copyright policies available on their website (4/8).
Open Access practices, policies and views
With respect to self-archiving, 6 out of 8 publishers allow self-archiving, while 2 out
of 8 don’t. As with other countries, publishers are liberal with respect to the version to
be archived; 3 out of the 6 that answered the question allow authors to decide on the
version to be deposited, while 2 allow archiving of the publisher’s version, and only 1
requires archiving of the author’s version. The majority of those few publishers that
answered impose a long embargo period of well over a year. A couple of publishers,
however, allow self-archiving immediately upon acceptance for publication or
immediately after publication itself. 4 out of 8 publishers said they have recorded their
OA policy in Sherpa/RoMEO and 38% (3/8) have made it accessible on their website.
5 of the 8 publishers reported publishing in open access, although most of them
(7/8) are not primarily open access publishers. The remaining 3 reported that they
may publish in open access in the future. 3 publishers use standardized licenses,
mostly (2/3) creative commons, and 1 their own license.
4/8 publishers believe that they benefit from open access and the rest not. The first
mostly record the improvement of dissemination of their publications as the main
benefit. Additionally, 6/8 publishers have concerns regarding open access. Their
concerns are about green open access and making available the publisher’s version,
the sustainability of open access, and the lack of public fund for gold open access.
4/8 French publishers agreed with the idea that publicly funded research should be
available to all, while they sporadically said that they don’t know or that they don’t
agree. These results regarding the attitudes of French publishers toward open
access are rather divergent from the ‘friendlier’ attitudes observed in the other five
countries.
Conclusions
In France, OA has been on the move for about ten years now (CNRS and Inserm
were among the initial signatories of the Berlin Declaration in 2003, and the HAL
open archive was created even earlier). In general, there are significant attempts to
coordinate actions that mostly concern infrastructures, as in other countries (the
central role of the HAL repository in France), and to get the major stakeholders
committed to OA (institutions, libraries, funding agencies, publishers, etc.) in think
tanks or projects.
The surveys show that the low level of engagement on the part of funders is a major
problem, as is the case in the rest of the countries; thus, coordination efforts and
engagement efforts that focus around them are very significant and should be
continued with intensity in the future. RPOs demonstrably are ahead in terms of
repositories, a phenomenon also observed in the other countries, while, additionally,
in France the presence of the central repository HAL has acted as a catalyst in this
direction. It is possibly around this already existing community and successful
paradigm that efforts should concentrate in order to attract the attention of highranking institutional leaders that will be able to affect change in institutional policies.
Further, national coordination for repositories could be achieved through the
signature of a new partnership convention based around HAL with the objective of
setting up a shared governance body in the form of an "UMS" (Mixed Service Unit).
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The surveys further demonstrate that while repositories are advanced, institutions
need to communicate better about OA policy on their websites. All aspects should be
covered including the advantages of such policy and the long term preservation of
research results.
Finally, open access publishing has developed significantly in France in recent years
and successful examples such as the OpenEdition (Freemium) have evolved. The
low level of publisher involvement in the surveys indicates, again, that more
engagement is necessary with them, in order to demonstrate paths to open access
that are possible to publishers, as well as help them define and make public relevant
policies. To this end, it would be necessary to encourage them to take part in a
national level study of new business models along with decision makers and all
stakeholders.
TURKEY
Prepared by Hacettepe University
Introduction
Almost a decade has passed since the introduction of the concepts of Open Access
(OA) and Institutional Repositories (IRs) in Turkey. The Middle East Technical
University (METU) was the first institution to set up an electronic theses and
dissertations archive in 2003. The first experimental OA archive was developed by
the Department of Information Management of Hacettepe University in 2004/2005
academic year. In 2005, Ankara University’s Open Archive became the first
operational IR registered at OpenDOAR. Representatives of Turkish universities
issued a declaration supporting OA and the establishment of IRs in 2006. A working
group on OA and IRs was also set up by the Consortium of Anatolian University
Libraries (ANKOS) in 2006.30
Although a few papers appeared in the literature, information on OA policies and IRs
in Turkey is very limited. Turkey either did not respond to the questionnaires
administered by the various bodies of the European Commission (EC)31 or supplied
limited information with a somewhat rosy picture.32 The first overview of the Turkish
30

For an early account of the development of OA and IRs in Turkey, see Y. Tonta, Open access and
institutional repositories: The Turkish landscape.In D. Bayır (Ed.). Turkish libraries in transition: New
opportunities and challenges (pp. 27-47). İstanbul: Turkish Librarians’ Association, 2008.
http://yunus.hacettepe.edu.tr/~tonta/yayinlar/tonta-liber-2008-06-16.pdf (Accessed September 13,
2012).
31
For example, Turkey did not respond to the following questionnaires: National open access and
preservation policies in Europe: Analysis of a questionnaire to the European Research Area Committee.
Brussels:
European
Commission.
2011.
http://ec.europa.eu/research/sciencesociety/document_library/pdf_06/open-access-report-2011_en.pdf (Accessed September 13, 2012);
Survey on open access in FP7. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2012.
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/survey-on-open-access-infp7_en.pdf (Accessed September 13, 2012); and Online survey on scientific information in the digital
age
(DG
Research).2012.
http://ec.europa.eu/research/sciencesociety/document_library/pdf_06/survey-on-scientific-information-digital-age_en.pdf
(Accessed
September 13, 2012).
32
For instance: “In Turkey, most scientific studies produced in universities are deposited in
institutional repositories or on the web pages of universities, and efforts are underway to create a
national policy on repositories” (p. 12), see Questionnaire to CREST members and observers –
Summary of responses follow-up of the Council conclusions on scientific information in the digital age:
access,
dissemination
and
preservation
(22-23
November
2007).
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OA scene based on some data was published as part of the Alhambra report.33 At
that time (March 2010), eight repositories were listed in OpenDOAR with a total
number of 22,138 items34 and 12 repositories were registered in ROAR with a total
number of 13,521 items.35 DOAJ included a total of 137 OA journals published in
Turkey.36 As of September 2012, the number of registered repositories in
OpenDOAR rose to 11 and the total number of items therein more than doubled
(49,440). ROAR lists more than 30 repositories based in Turkey with 29,842 items in
them. With 200 OA journals listed in DOAJ, Turkey now ranks 11th in terms of
number of OA journals.
As Turkey’s involvement in EU-supported OA studies such as OpenAIRE37 is
relatively new, data on OA have so far been limited with what is available in the OA
directories and registries cited earlier. The current report is the first account of the
Turkish Open access repositories, policies, strategies and practices based on data
gathered from research funders, repositories and publishers through the MedOANet
questionnaire survey. What follows is a detailed account of the Turkish OA scene
presented in three parts. It first documents the questionnaire data on funder’s policies
towards OA, continues with the OA practices of research performing organizations
(RPOs), and ends with publishers of OA journals along with a discussion and
conclusion.
Research Funding Organizations
Research is primarily funded by public monies in Turkey. The Turkish Scientific and
Technological Research Center (TÜBĐTAK) is the foremost research funder. It grants
national research funds through a competitive process open to universities as well as
commercial companies.
The MedOANet questionnaire was filled out by 3 public research funding institutions,
including TÜBĐTAK, all of whom are involved in policy-making. One funder has a
mandatory policy, since 2005, requiring that grant recipients make their research
publications available OA. Two of the funders reported having open access policies
to the research they fund: one a voluntary and one a mandatory policy. The third
funder reported no plan to adopt an OA policy in the near future. One funder stated
that they enforce their OA policy through a specific clause in the grant agreement
signed by grant recipients in order to receive funding. The one with the voluntary
policy does not require recipients to sign anything. Although the level of compliance
is not measured, one of the funders thinks that most beneficiaries comply with its
mandatory OA policy.
The OA policies of the two funders require grant recipients to deposit their research
output either in a repository or to publish research in OA publications (or both). Their
policies call for open access not only to research output but also to all publications
including peer-reviewed ones, although no requirement is in place to get access to
data or other materials such as theses and working papers. One funder stated that
grant recipients are required to deposit “in appropriate institutional repositories” after

http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/scientific-info-results-crestfinal-090609_en.pdf (Accessed September 13, 2012).
33
See A. Türkfidani, A. Moral, and G. Gürdal, Open access in Turkey. In L. Anglada and E. Abada (eds.).
Open access in Southern European countries (pp. 117-128). Madrid: FECYT, 2010.
http://www.accesoabierto.net/sites/accesoabierto.net/files/OASouthEurope.pdf
(Accessed
September 13, 2012).
34
The Directory of Open Access Repositories, http://www.opendoar.org.
35
The Registry of Open Access Repositories, http://roar.eprints.org.
36
The Directory of Open Access Journals, http://www.doaj.org.
37
Open Access Infrastructure for Research in Europe, http://www.openaire.eu.
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the completion of the project. Yet, the policy does not require grant recipients to
provide a data management plan.
Funders have no agreements with specific publishers for OA to the output of
research they fund. Although not all funders answered the relevant question, their
open access policies do not permit grantees to use funds to pay for publishing fees in
open access journals. None of the funders’ open access policies is registered with
Sherpa/Juliet directory of funder open access policies. Funders neither initiated nor
have been involved in major open access initiatives. One funder is aware of the fact
that the EC proposes that 100% of research outputs in Horizon 2020, the new
framework project for research, be available in open access.
Research Performing Organizations
Response Rate and Profile
A total of 29 research performing organizations (RPOs) were approached to fill out
the MedOANet questionnaire. 22 responded, which means the response rate was
76%. All 22 RPOs are universities.
Open access and long-term preservation policies and awareness
7 universities, approximately one third of the respondents, reported having open
access policies, while the remaining 15 (68.2%) do not. An overwhelming majority
(12 or 80%) of the universities without open access policies have no plans for the
implementation of such a policy. At the same time all 15 said they would welcome
advice/guidance on developing an open access policy in their organizations.
In 6 out of the 7 universities with open access policies, the latter concern the entire
organization while 1 reported having a departmental open access policy. More than
two thirds of open access policies of universities (5 out of 7) are voluntary for faculty
and staff, while 2 universities have a mandatory open access policies in place. For 3
out of 5 RPOs open access policies have been enforced through modifications in the
rules and procedures of the institution, for one through the contracts of staff hired
after the mandate came into force and for another one through individual and/or
institutional reporting, assessment and evaluation regulations. None of the 6
universities has a mechanism and/or process to secure the enforcement of the open
access policies. Only 2 institutions require faculty/staff to provide non-exclusive
license to the organization to distribute their work on their behalf as a means of
securing open access to the institution’s work.
5 of the 7 universities with open access policies provided specific information
regarding policy coverage. Master’s theses are covered by policies in all 5
institutions, whereas PhD theses, peer-reviewed articles and publications and
research data are covered among 4 institutions. 3 institutions reported policies that
cover working papers and other materials, such as books and book chapters and
presentation materials.
5 out of 7 institutions with open access policies answered the questions regarding the
timing of deposit and providing open access. Only one of them requires immediate
deposit upon acceptance, while in the other 4 cases policies do not specify the time
for depositing in the institutional repository. 3 out of 5 universities require that
archived publications become openly accessible immediately upon acceptance after
peer-review (2 with unspecified timing), but they do not include provisions for a
mechanism to assist faculty/staff in depositing their work in a repository.
The open access policies of 5 universities came into force within the last four years
(1 in 2008, 1 in 2009, 1 in 2011, and 2 in 2012). 5 universities provided URLs to the
texts of their open access policies, none of which is registered with the ROARMAP
service (http://roarmap.eprints.org).
Almost two thirds of the institutions (9 out of 13, or 69.2%; 9 skipping) have no
policies regarding the long-term preservation of the research output of their
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organization, while 4 have such policies in place (of which 2 provided a link thereto).
Half of the 9 institutions without a long-term preservation policy (4/8; 1 skipping) plan
to adopt such a policy in the future.
6 out of 9 institutions are involved in national and international open access
initiatives, out of the 9 that answered the question (13 skipping). Only 1 institution
has an open access incentive fund towards author publishing fees in open access
publications, while 8 reported as not having one as not having plans for implementing
one (13 skipping). As is the case with the survey in other countries, questions
regarding long-term preservation policies and author publishing fees solicited a low
number of answers, mostly in the negative.
Open Access Repositories
Almost two-thirds of universities (14 out of 20, or 70%; 2 skipping) currently operate
an open access repository. They were set up within the last six years (2 in 2006, 1
each in 2007 and 2008, 2 in 2009, 2 in 2010, 1 in 2011, and 3 in 2012). 4 out of the 6
universities without repositories reported no plans to develop an open access
repository while one is planning an open access repository for its theses and
dissertations.
As for the types of repositories, 7 out of 13 (or 53.8%) universities have institutionwide open access repositories covering various types of research output while there
also are specific types of repositories for theses (2), data (1) and learning and
teaching materials (1). Only 4 out of 14 universities (or 29%) have explicit policies for
their open access repositories available on their websites. These policies regulate
submissions (4), content (2) and preservation (1) of repository materials. The
remaining 10 institutions with repositories did not answer the question.

8 institutions with open access repositories (or 90% of respondents; 5 skipping) are
operated by libraries while 1 is operated by the library and IT department
cooperatively. 5 repositories also reported being registered with the OpenDOAR
service, while 4 reported that they are not registered.
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9 universities contain a total of 11,669 items in their repositories. More than 99% of
these items are available in full-text and 93% are openly accessible. Open access
repositories mainly contain theses (8), research articles (7), technical reports (5),
working papers and conference proceedings (4 each). Only 1 institution reported
research data as part of the contents of its repository. Six universities use a locallydeveloped software package (MITOS) while 1 uses DSpace to manage their open
access repositories (7 skipping). This situation is similar to the case of France, where
a local software has been developed, and unlike the case in the remaining four
countries surveyed.
Publisher Open Access Policies and Practices
The MedOANet questionnaire was sent to a total of 160 publishers in Turkey but only
7 publishers responded. The response rate was 4%, the lowest among all six
countries surveyed. Respondents comprised 2 scientific associations/learned society
presses, 2 academic institution presses, 2 independent and private academic
presses, and 1 “other”. Of these, 2 are large size presses (with more than 80 titles
published per annum), 1 is a medium size press (with 10-80 titles pa), 3 small size
presses (with less than 10 titles pa), and 1 self-publisher.
Only 1 publisher exercises peer-review while the others skipped the question. Three
publishers require authors to sign a publishing contract while 4 do not. One publisher
requires authors to transfer copyright exploitation rights exclusively to the press while
another one requests non-exclusive rights. Five out of 7 publishers (or 71%) are
open access publishers with an open access business model and allow authors to
self-archive their contributions. One publisher has plans to launch open access
publications in the future.
Five publishers attach no conditions affecting the ability of authors to archive their
work in open access repositories while 2 publishers do. Three publishers allow their
own version to be self-archived while the other 2 publishers allow any version to be
archived including camera-ready version of the publication. Four publishers allow
papers to be self-archived as soon as they are published while 1 allows immediately
after peer review process. Four publishers make self-archiving conditions of their
publications available in their websites. Archiving policies of 5 publishers (71.4%)
apply to all publications. In line with the results of the other countries surveyed,
copyright and publisher copyright and self-archiving policies are rather liberal.
At the same time, none of the publishers has their copyright and self-archiving
policies registered in the Sherpa/Romeo database. Three publishers have
standardized licenses (e.g., Creative Commons and GNU) to set the terms of open
access publications.
Six out of 7 publishers have no concerns about open access and agreed with the
following statement: “research paid for with public money should be openly
accessible to all”. (Although 1 of these 6 publishers does not seem to consider itself
as an OA publisher).
Discussion and Conclusions
The OA awareness of public research funders in Turkey seems to be somewhat
limited. The main funder, TÜBĐTAK, is certainly aware of the OA issue, although it
has yet to deal with it more seriously. As part of the MedOANet Project, a two-page
note on OA policies and strategies to regulate the output of publicly-funded research
has already been sent to TÜBĐTAK, the Ministry of Science, Industry and
Technology, the Ministry of Development, and the Higher Education Council (HEC).
Since TÜBĐTAK serves as the executive secretariat of the Supreme Council of
Science and Technology of Turkey (BTYK), which is chaired by the Prime Minister
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and meets twice-annually, it should push the OA issue further and make it an agenda
item in future BTYK meetings. Open access to publicly-funded research in Turkey
should be the top priority of not only TÜBĐTAK but also of the Prime Ministry and of
the Parliament. The government should align its priorities with those of Horizon 2020
and strengthen its open access infrastructure for research to be part of European
research network. This will ensure more participation in EU-supported open access
projects such as OpenAIREplus and MedOANet.
Very few RPOs seem to have open access policies in place but they do not seem to
be enforced at all. Several universities have open access repositories for theses and
dissertations. Many use MITOS (a local software package) to run their repositories.
Long term preservation of open access content does not seem to be a pressing
issue, as only about one third of open access repositories have long term
preservation plans to be effective in the future.
All types of RPOs including universities and R&D centers should set up and maintain
institutional repositories (IRs) to defend public’s access to research information. They
should mandate researchers to deposit their intellectual output in IRs. Researchers
should exercise their rights and help populate their IRs by depositing their
publications.
Publishers in Turkey seem to be quite open to open access, although some may be
protective of their copyrights. This might be mainly due to lack of awareness of the
open access issue and lack of knowledge regarding what open access means in
terms of copyright. Based on the low response rate, even the university publishers
which make the content of their journals available through repositories (e.g.,
TÜBĐTAK’s full-text databases) do not seem to be much interested in open access.
The word “open” apparently scares some of the publishers. Publishers, editors and
authors should be made aware of the open access developments and different
economic models based on open access.
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SPAIN
Prepared by FECYT
Introduction
This chapter covers the analysis of the Spanish results of the MedOANet survey
about Research Funders’ Open Access Policies and Practices, Open Access in
Research Performing Institutions and Publisher’s Open Access Policies and
Practices. Spain has obtained a good rate of responses: 7 funders, 42 performing
research institutions, and 117 publishers. Therefore, the patterns and weaknesses
identified, the success cases included, and recommendations pointed are based on
rather accurate data.
Research Funding Organizations
Response rate and profile
The Spanish survey for funders has been answered by 7 public institutions. Private
R&D funding is very limited in Spain, and no open access mandate has been
implemented by any private funding institution. Most of the responding organizations
(6 of 7) are also policy making institutions. The Spanish funders that answered the
survey represent 38% of the total funding bodies in the country, and approximately
45% of the funders that answered in all the countries, therefore being the best
represented.
Open Access policies
5 out of the 7 RFOs that participated in the survey reported having an open access
policy and 2 reported not having one. 3 RFOs (43% of the total respondents)
reported a mandatory open access policy for funding recipients, the highest number
of mandatory policies in any of the countries surveyed. Specifically, the remaining
mandatory policies were reported by Italy (2) and Turkey (1). Another 2 Spanish
funders (28.6 of the total respondents) reported a voluntary open access policy.
Of the 2 funders without policies, one RFO reported having plans to implement an
open access policy and the other not having such plans. 2 of the 5 reported policies
were implemented early in the 2000s and another 2 in 2009 and 2011, respectively.
For those 5 RFOs with open access policies, either voluntary or mandatory ones,
only 1 out of 4 (1 skipping) reported enforcing the policy through a clause in the
recipients’ grant agreement. This is a low number, considering that 3 RFOs reported
mandatory policies and one would expect a higher level of implementation of such a
relatively direct compliance measure. Further with respect to compliance, 2 RFOs
reported that grant recipients comply to requirements, 1 that compliance measures
are not maintained, while 2 skipped the question.
Regarding requirements, 2 out of 4 (1 skipping) open access policies require the
grant recipients to deposit their research output in a repository, 1 out of 4 require
beneficiaries to publish research in open access publications and another one
permits either option. Those institutions that require researchers’ to deposit in a
repository do not specify what kind of repository should be used.
3 out of 5 (1 skipping) open access policies concern open access to research
publications, one policy calls for open access to research data and another one to
other materials, such as theses. Two RFOs responded to the question regarding the
types of publications to provide open access to (3 skipping) and reported that open
access is required for all publications. Further, only 1 RFO reported requiring a data
management plan, while 3 do not require one (1 skipping).
Regarding the timing requirements for the deposit; only 2 out of 4 respondents (1
skipping) pointed that grant recipients should deposit their research publications and
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make it available in open access up to 12 months after publication. 1 RFO reported
unspecified timing for rendering works openly accessible, and one other
arrangement.
Only 1 out of 4 (1 skipping) responded answered that their organization has a
registered policy with the Sherpa/Juliet Directory.
Only 2 RFOs (out of 5) responded to the question regarding their policy on open
access publishing fees. One declared that grant funds could be used to pay for
publishing fees and the other that grant funding cannot be used for that purpose to
cover publication fees. Further, 5 RFOs reported not having agreements with
publishers for providing open access to the work they fund and only 1 reported
having such an arrangement (1 skipping).
4 out 6 RFOs (1 skipping) reported no participation in major national or international
initiatives, with only 2 institutions reporting in the affirmative. All 6 declared
knowledge regarding the European Commission’s proposal to require open access to
100% of the publications funded through Horizon 2020.
Research Performing Organizations
Response rate and profile
The Spanish survey for RPOs collected 42 valid answers. 101 numbers was
solicited, therefore the response rate was 41.58%. Respondents are almost
exclusively public universities (41) and 1 research centre.
Open Access and long term preservation policies and awareness
28 out of 42 or 67% of Spanish RPOs reported having an open access policy in their
institution, while 14 (33%) reported not having one. Spain had second highest
percentage of open access policies after Italy among the six countries that took part
in the survey. 78.57% of the RPOs without a policy (11) plan to implement such a
policy and most of them welcome guidance on this matter, while only 3 have no plans
for an open access policy.
For 27 (96%) of the 28 institutions with an open access policy the policy concerns
the entire institution, and in one case (4%) does the policy concern a department or a
section of the institution. This policy is voluntary for 82% of the institutions (23) and
mandatory only for 18% (5) of them. Moreover, only a 10.7% of the institutions (3 out
of 28) have a mechanism or a process to secure the enforcement of the Open
Access mandate, while the remaining 89.29% (25) do not. These patterns closely
resemble those of the other 5 countries surveyed.
Most of the institutions (64.71% or 11 out of 17) have changed their rules and
procedures in order for them to enforce their Open Access policy, and very few of
them have modified the contracts of the staff (1 out of 17), their reporting,
assessment and evaluation regulations (1 out of 17), and the departmental contracts
and rules (1 out of 17). Additionally, 71.43% (20) RPOs reported that a provision
exists for non-exclusive license to the institution to distribute the work of faculty, and
28.58% (8) that it does not. This is the highest rate for such a provision among all six
countries, followed by Portugal.
Master’s Theses, Doctoral theses, peer-reviewed articles and publications are
covered more or less to the same exte
The open access policies of Spanish RPOs cover Master’s Theses, Doctoral Theses,
peer-reviewed articles and publications in approximately 89-93% of the cases.
Working papers are covered by approximately 85% of the policies, while research
data by 68% of the policies reported.
Despite the fact that most research documents are affected by the Open Access
policy, the deposit timing is not defined in most cases, a pattern similar to that of the
other countries. 20 institutions out of 28 (80%) said they have unspecified deposit
timing. Only 2 institutions require immediate deposit upon acceptance, another 2
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within six months of publication and 1 within 12 months of publication. A similar lack
of specificity is also observed regarding the timing at which deposited work becomes
openly accessible. 19 out of 27 institutions (70.4%) said they have unspecified
deadlines for that and only 6 of the institutions had specified timing for open access,
ranging immediately upon acceptance to one year after publication. Assistance for
depositing is highly considered. 70.4% (19) of the institutions affirmed that they had
provisions for a mechanism to assist faculty and staff in depositing their work.
Open Access policies among Spanish RPOs started coming into force in 2006, and
the number of institutions have grown steadily throughout the years. The following
graph shows the accumulated number of institutions with an Open Access policy
from 2006 to 2012. A peak can be observed between 2009 and 2012, when most
policies came into force. It is interesting, however, that 19 institutions answered this
question, while 9 skipped it. 19 RPOs reported having their policies registered with
ROARMAP and 8 reported not having registered their policies with the service.

Most Spanish RPOs (34 or 89.5%) have no policy for the long-term preservation of
their research output, and only 10.53% or 4 of them do. 15 RPOs (44.1%) reported
having plans to institute such a policy, while 55.88% (19) do not have such plans.
61.54% (16 out of 26, 16 skipping) of Spanish RPOs reported not being involved in
national or international open access initiatives and 38.46% (10) of them reported
such involvement.
Finally, only a 14.8% of the research performing institutions (4) has an open access
incentive fund for authors to publish in Open Access publications, while 85.19% (23)
does not have one, nor is planning to institute one.
Repositories among Spanish RPOs
The survey shows that 90.5% of the responding institutions operate an open access
repository (38 out of 42), and that most repositories were created between 2004 and
2009. Also, numbers show that 87% of them (33) are institutional repositories. All
RPOs that reported having open access policies (28) possess an institutional
repository, while 10 RPOs with repositories do not have an institutional open access
policy.
Despite the fact that most institutions have their own open access repository (38),
most of them (24 or 68.57%) reported not having explicit repository policies set up
online, while only 11 (31.43%) do (3 skipping). Further, only 12 RPOs responded
regarding repository regulations. These regulate in decreasing scale submissions
(10), content (7), metadata (5) and preservation (3), following more or less the same
pattern as the rest of the countries.
RPO repositories are predominantly managed by libraries (86%, 18 institutions, 17
skipping) and are registered with OpenDOAR (100%, 19, 19 skipping). They are
mostly developed on DSpace (23 or 82.14%, 10 skipping), few (7) use Eprints and
another 3 other systems.

MedOANet: Deliverable No D2.2

47

The total amount of documents in the repositories is 374.599. 73% of these records
are full text records, and 64% of them are available in open access.
Regarding the type of content in the Open Access repositories, research articles,
theses, conferences and books are the most frequent ones, and in fact research
articles are contained in all of them, whereas datasets can only be found in 3
repositories (out of 29, 9 skipping) with a varying range of items in between.

Publishers
Response rate and respondent profile
The Spanish survey for publishers was answered by 117 academic & research
publishers. Response rate was 10.26%.
34.2% of the respondents (40) are scientific association / learned society press,
32.5% (38) are an academic institution press, 17.1% are independent and private
academic press (20), 5.1% are National / Government body, and 11.1% are other.
Regarding the size of the responding presses, 40.2% of the respondents are smallsized presses (47), 30.8% of the respondents are medium-sized presses (36), 19.7%
are self-publishers (23), and 9.4% are large-sized presses (11). Overall, as with other
countries three-quarters of the publishers medium and small sized academic
presses.
Over 50% of the publishers (65 of 117 skipping) are active in the Social Sciences,
while the second highest category was that of Medical and Health Sciences with
36.54% of the publishers, followed closely by the Humanities (34.62%). The natural
sciences, agricultural sciences and engineering and technology are also represented,
albeit to a much smaller extent (between 15 and 23%).
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The overwhelming majority publishes journals (94% or 49; 65 skipping) and
approximately half of them books and almost all exercise peer-review over the
content (49/51, 66 skipping).
Open access attitudes and practices
As in the other countries, most publishers (71/108 or 65.74%) do not require authors
to sign a publishing contract while approximately one-third of publishers do (37/108
or 34.26%; 9 skipping). 58.3% (21) of those declared that they required from authors
to transfer copyright exploitation rights exclusively to their press, and 36.1% of the
publishers declared that they required from authors to transfer non-exclusive
exploitation rights (13).
64.42% (67/104; 13 skipping) of the publishers reported that their policies are
available online and 35.58% (37) that they are not, quite the reverse pattern
compared to the rest of the countries. 86.4% of the publishers (57/66, 51 skipping)
confirmed that the copyright policy applies to all their publications.
Spanish publishers are liberal with respect to permitting self-archiving, as is the
case in the rest of the countries. Specifically, an 81% of the publishers (81/100, 17
skipping) replied that they permit it, and a 19% (19) that they don’t. Additionally, half
publishers (53.3% or 40; 6 skipping) allow the self-archiving of the camera-ready
publisher’s version of publications, 28% (21) don’t have a preference on the version,
17.3% (13) permit post-print self-archiving of the author’s version, and only 1.3%
require pre-print self-archiving. More than half of the publishers (54.05% or 40/74, 7
skipping) allow making works open access as soon as they are published, only about
6% immediately after acceptance, another 15% up to a year after publication and a
similar percentage at an unspecified time. Most publishers (68.49% or 50/73, 8
skipping) do not pose any conditions to the author’s abilities to self-archive, while one
third of them do (31.51%), mostly requiring publisher permissions to self-archive.
However, as with the other countries, three quarters of publishers who allow selfarchiving (78.38%, 58/74, 7 skipping) do not provide information regarding this ability
of the author in their websites and only 21.62% of them do (16). Additionally, 70% of
the publishers reported not having registered their policies with Sherpa/Romeo, in a
pattern that is again similar to the other 5 countries surveyed.
Regarding the question about how many publish in open access a large 72.5%
(66/91, 26 skipping) of the respondents said that they publish in open access, and
60% of the respondents (40) declare to be primarily an open access publisher.
52.31% (34) of publishers who publish in open access do not use standardized
licenses, while 48% of them do (31). In all cases these are Creative Commons
licenses (28; 38 skipping). Of those who do not publish in open access (25) only 4
(16%) mentioned plans for publishing in open access. 44% (11) reported having no
such plans, while 40% (10) reported that they may launch open access publications.
These numbers are reinforced with a high perception of Open Access as a benefit for
them and a low level of concerns about it. Namely, 73% of publishers (62/85,
skipping 32) stated that they benefit from open access, while 27% (23) that they are
not. 82% (69/84, skipping 33) declared having no concerns over open access and
18% (15) stated that they do. The latter were mostly related to income losses from
open access. Finally, 62.35% (53/85, 32 skipping) of the publishers agree with the
concept that “research paid with public money should be openly accessible for all”,
only 9% of them (8) did not agree with the statement, and 21% (18) were not sure
whether they agreed.
Conclusions
The Open Access movement in Spain has been a bottom-up flow. It started in the
research performing institutions. Primarily the libraries created the infrastructures that
facilitate Open Access; the institutional repositories. This was followed by publishers,
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a vast majority of the non-commercial academic institution presses that initiated
digitalization and Open Access to their content process. Finally, funders realized how
crucial it was to follow the new paradigm, and mandates were elaborated.
Despite of the fact that a long way has been covered since the Open Access
movement started in Spain in 2000, there are key challenges that need to be met.
Open Access is changing the basic principles of the scientific information market and
not all pieces of the classic market are evolving at the same pace. Whereas the
infrastructure for depositing in Spain is very advanced, key questions are still open
regarding the accountability of researchers for the public funding they receive, and
new evaluation rules for scientific performance. The national mandate must be
developed through an extensive regulation that includes coordination policies with
the regional governments and with the research performing institutions, as well as a
clear roadmap on how evaluation agencies will evaluate Open Access publications. It
is crucial for researchers to know how, when and where to deposit, and how to make
their work most visible.
A second-step challenge that should be faced for all stakeholders is what to deposit
and how to include research data. So far, all advances have been made for scientific
documents. In parallel with filling the gaps and overcoming the still open questions
regarding the latter, a bigger effort should be made in order for Spain to include
research data in the Open Access policies and practices of Funders, research
performing institutions and publishers
Finally, it is a key national strength to be fully aligned and closely connected with
European mandates and international protocols for interoperability.
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