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1. Do you have recommendations for alternative implementation approaches to those already reflected in the Public Access Policy?

Yes, the IEEE believes that the NIH should seriously consider enlisting experienced scholarly publishers to help implement the Public Access Policy in a way that will provide maximum benefit to the public.  For instance, the NIH could offer the metadata and references of published articles from NIH-funded research and simply link from Pub Med Central to the publisher’s final version of the manuscript.  The publisher could easily make the paper freely available from its own web site.

An alternative for NIH could be to adopt a SCOAP3 model (Sponsoring Consortium for Open Access Publishing in Particle Physics) for supporting NIH-funded research.  Like SCOAP3, NIH would reimburse publishers for the cost of making NIH-funded research publicly available, in lieu of an author payment.  IEEE recently expressed an interest in working with CERN and SCOAP3 to experiment in this area.

Another alternative would be to have the NIH contract with one or more publisher to host all published NIH-funded research on existing digital archives such as the IEEE’s Xplore platform.  Such an arrangement would give readers access to existing specialized search tools (like Scitopia) as well as to cross linking with other STM literature.

We urge the NIH to consider these alternatives to ensure that it will not unnecessarily waste taxpayer funds building an article repository and web delivery system that duplicates what already exists in the operations of scholarly publishers. 
2. In light of the change in law that makes NIH’s public access policy mandatory, do you have recommendations for monitoring and ensuring compliance with the NIH Public Access Policy?

There are two compliance issues that will need to be monitored:  1) whether the article is submitted at all, and 2) whether the version posted on the NIH’s Pub Med Central is an accurate representation of the published article.   

The IEEE sees significant complications in this second issue that will make ensuring compliance difficult.  Although the NIH requires that NIH-funded investigators submit an electronic version of the author’s final manuscript resulting from the peer review process, this nuance is likely to cause a difference in the version posted to PMC and the final publisher’s version of the article.  In addition, it is our experience that it is challenging to capture the attention of the author to review the copyedited version of the manuscript before it is finally published.   Thus, the NIH’s practice of converting the article to XML and then requiring authors to again review the NIH version, after it’s been converted to XML, is redundant and will ultimately cause even a greater difference between the PMC and publisher’s own version of the manuscript.  Experienced publishers are aware that conversion to XML needs to be done very carefully in order to avoid introducing errors.  How will NIH monitor conversions that it undertakes, and how will it ensure that only errors introduced in the XML conversion process are corrected, while maintaining the integrity of the content itself? 

If PMC linked metadata, in lieu of the full manuscript, to the publisher’s web site (for the final version of the manuscript), it will have accomplished its goal of ensuring compliance and meeting the directive to implement the public access policy in a manner consistent with copyright law.  Moreover, it will ensure that the production qualities of the manuscripts to which it provides public access are as high as possible.

3. In addition to the information already posted at http://publicaccess.nih.gov/communications.htm, what additional information, training or communications related to the NIH Public Access Policy would be helpful to you?

The posted information is fairly massive, and it is not easy to find answers to the questions that might occur to an author or grantee.  One question that comes to mind is: Does NIH have a procedure in place to notify all those responsible that the required submission has been successfully completed?

4.  Do you have other comments related to the NIH Public Access Policy?

We hope you will review IEEE’s set of “Principles of Scholarly Publishing” at http://www.ieee.org/web/publications/rights/PublishingPrinciples.html.  We believe that these principles are important in order to carry out our publishing mission successfully.  The IEEE is committed to providing access to scholarly and professional publications in a convenient, timely, and affordable manner.  We are supportive of alternative publishing models, like public access, as long as there is a business model to sustain these activities.

Among the publishing principles IEEE has adopted are:  

· Society benefits from an objective and intellectually free scholarly publishing environment that is unfettered by censorship or bias based on personal, commercial, or government agenda.

· In order to perpetuate itself, scholarly publishing requires financial support from self-sustaining business models.

· Copyright and intellectual property rights of authors and publishers must be protected in any publishing activity, including those that involve government-mandated policies on access to government sponsored research.

We urge NIH to consider using IEEE’s well-established and proven online content delivery platform, IEEE Xplore, to serve the needs of the NIH and the public instead of allocating potential grant funds to duplicate publishers’ activities. 

