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	Time
	Tweet

	9.30am
	SLIDES: for today’s talk “So did it work? Considering the impact of Finch 5 years on” https://www.repository.cam.ac.uk/handle/1810/269913 #LII2017

	9.31
	MY TITLE: rather garbled by #LII2017 is actually Deputy Director (Scholarly Communication & Research Services) Cambridge University Library. Lots of words.

	9.32
	FINCH REPORT: Accessibility, sustainability, excellence: how to expand access to research publications: Report of the Working Group on Expanding Access to Published Research Findings, July 2012  https://www.acu.ac.uk/research-information-network/finch-report-final #LII2017

	9.33
	POLICY: Outputs of RCUK funded research must be OA. Green OA if embargo <6 months for STEM &  <12 months for HASS. Otherwise funds are provided to pay for gold OA. From 1 April 2013 http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/documents/documents/rcukopenaccesspolicy-pdf/ #LII2017

	9.33
	EXPENSIVE: The amount the RCUK made available for the second half of 2017-2018 year is over £8 million http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/documents/oadocs/june2017oapayments-pdf/  #LII2017

	9.33
	WARNING: Finch inquiry’s open access tune won’t resonate in Australia, June 2012 https://theconversation.com/finch-inquirys-open-access-tune-wont-resonate-in-australia-7768 #LII2017

	9.34
	REPORT: “Government mistaken in focusing on Gold as route to full open access” Business, Innovation and Skills Committee - Fifth Report, Open Access – Sept 2012
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/business-innovation-and-skills/news/on-publ-open-access/ #LII2017


	9.35
	SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT: UK’s profile of OA take-up “Monitoring the transition to open access” (2015) https://www.acu.ac.uk/research-information-network/monitoring-transition-to-open-access  #LII2017

	9.36
	HIGHLY DYSFUNCTIONAL: The hybrid journal market w low uptake & relatively uniform price without regard to factors such as discipline or impact
“Developing an effective market for open access article processing charges” (2014) https://wellcome.ac.uk/sites/default/files/developing-effective-market-for-open-access-article-processing-charges-mar14.pdf #LII2017


	9.37
	OUTLIER: Worldwide, over 50% of funds that support OA do not allow payment for hybrid open access charges. “Who is paying for hybrid?”– 24 October 2016 https://unlockingresearch.blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?p=1002 #LII2017


	9.38
	EXPLAINER: Hybrid open access – an analysis – 24 October 2016 https://unlockingresearch.blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?p=969 #LII2017

	9.39
	APPROXIMATE: 80% of APC spend at Cambridge is on hybrid https://treemaps.intact-project.org/apcdata/cambridge-u/ #LII2017


	9.40
	SMALL FRY: Only 42 of Elsevier’s 2,300 active journals flipped from toll access to open access in the period 2013-2017 https://figshare.com/articles/Elsevier_embargo_periods_2013_2015/1554748/11 #LII2017


	9.41
	UNEVEN: Hybrid APCs are more expensive  "Gold Open Access: Counting the Costs", (2012) http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/print/issue70/andrew #LII2017


	9.42
	HIKE: Average hybrid APC is 64% higher than fully OA. “The Reckoning: An Analysis of Wellcome Trust Open Access Spend 2013 – 14” (3 March 2015) #LII2017 http://blog.wellcome.ac.uk/2015/03/03/the-reckoning-an-analysis-of-wellcome-trust-open-access-spend-2013-14/

	9.43
	SIGNIFICANTLY MORE EXPENSIVE: hybrid APCs than fully OA journals. “Research Councils UK 2014 Independent Review of Implementation” (March 2015) http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/research/openaccess/2014review/ #LII2017


	9.44
	CONCENTRATION: Elsevier & Wiley represent 40% of total APC spend http://blog.wellcome.ac.uk/2015/03/03/the-reckoning-an-analysis-of-wellcome-trust-open-access-spend-2013-14/ #LII2017


	9.45
	LUCRATIVE: Elsevier & Wiley have each received ~£2 million in APCs from 55 institutions as a result of RCUK’s open access policy’ THE, 16 April 2015 https://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/news/publishers-share-10m-in-apc-payments/2019685.article #LII2017


	9.46
	AGREEMENTS: Listing of Cambridge’s memberships and offsetting arrangements https://osc.cam.ac.uk/open-access/open-access-policies/paying-open-access/publisher-agreements-memberships #LII2017


	9.47
	COMPLEX: The management of offsetting agreements. “Whose money is it anyway? Managing offset agreements” – 30 June 2017 https://unlockingresearch.blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?p=1458 #LII2017


	9.48
	NEW CHARGE: for “wide dissemination” of research, by SAGE https://in.sagepub.com/en-in/sas/journal/textile-research-journal#submission-guidelines #LII2017
[bookmark: _GoBack]

	9.49
	EXPLAINER: Of different Creative Commons licenses https://osc.cam.ac.uk/copyright/creative-commons #LII2017

	9.50
	PREMIUMS: charged for papers to have the license that is required by their funding body (which is providing funds for the purpose) “Flipping journals or filling pockets? Publisher manipulation of OA policies”  https://unlockingresearch.blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?p=1726 #LII2017


	9.51
	SMALL FRY: 10 of 2732 Elsevier journals within the 6 month maximum allowed by RCUK https://www.elsevier.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/78473/EmbargoPeriods_2.pdf #LII2017

	9.52
	NO EVIDENCE 1: “No persuasive evidence exists that greater public access as provided by the NIH policy has substantially harmed subscription-supported STM publishers over the last four years or threatens the sustainability of their journals” The Future of Taxpayer-Funded Research: Who Will Control Access to the Results? 2012 https://www.ced.org/reports/single/the-future-of-taxpayer-funded-research-who-will-control-access-to-the-resul #LII2017
 

	9.53
	NO EVIDENCE 2: “We saw no evidence that short embargo periods harm subscription publishers.” 
Business, Innovation and Skills Committee - Fifth Report: Open Access, 2013 http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/business-innovation-and-skills/news/on-publ-open-access/ #LII2017

	9.54
	NO EVIDENCE 3: "The evidence fails to justify publishers' demand for longer embargo periods on publicly-funded research". 
Impact of Social Sciences. 2014 http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2014/01/14/suber-embargoes-on-publicly-funded-research/ #LII2017


	9.55
	NO EVIDENCE 4: that permitting researchers to make a copy of their work available in a repository results in journal subscriptions being cancelled.
‘Half life is half the story’ 16 October 2015 https://unlockingresearch.blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?p=331 #LII2017


	9.56
	WASTE OF TIME: The enemy of the good How specifics in publisher’s green OA policies are bogging down IR deposits of scholarly literature
http://crln.acrl.org/index.php/crlnews/article/view/16699/18181 #LII2017 

	9.57
	STILL RELEVANT: “Walking in quicksand, keeping up with copyright agreements” (2013)  https://aoasg.org.au/2013/05/23/walking-in-quicksand-keeping-up-with-copyright-agreements/ #LII2017


	9.58
	EXPENSIVE: It takes considerable time and energy ensuring compliance with embargoes “Counting the cost of Open Access” Nov 2014 http://www.researchconsulting.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Research-Consulting-Counting-the-Costs-of-OA-Final.pdf #LII2017


	9.59
	THREAT: Sci-Hub’s cache of pirated papers is so big, subscription journals are doomed, data analyst suggests http://www.sciencemag.org/news/2017/07/sci-hub-s-cache-pirated-papers-so-big-subscription-journals-are-doomed-data-analyst #LII2017


	10.00
	HOPE: The new UK Research and Innovation comes into force 1 April 2018 https://www.ukri.org/ #LII2017


	10.01
	SLIDES: for today’s talk “So did it work? Considering the impact of Finch 5 years on” https://www.repository.cam.ac.uk/handle/1810/269913 #LII2017
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