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Introduction

PEER (Publishing and the Ecology of
European Research), supported by the
EC eContentplus programme,1 is inves-

tigating the effects of the large-scale,
systematic depositing of authors’ final peer-
reviewed accepted manuscripts (so-called
green open access or stage-two research out-
put) with the aim of providing input for
evidence-based policy-making in the area of
green open access. Launched in September
2008, the project is a collaboration between
publishers, repositories, researchers, and
funding bodies, and runs until May 2012.

While the publishing and research com-
munities agree on the importance of access
to the results of European-funded research,
different views are held on whether man-
dated deposits in open access repositories are
necessary and also on what embargo periods
would be appropriate for a sustainable sys-
tem. The question of sustainable embargo
periods was also raised in a recent report
commissioned by RIN, PRC, Wellcome
Trust, RLUK, and JISC in the UK.2

PEER has created an Observatory, operat-
ing in real time, to simulate a possible future
scenario in which EU-wide, large-scale, sys-
tematic archiving is occurring as opposed to
the current situation of limited and sporadic
archiving. By investigating the effects on sci-
entific publishing and researcher behaviour,
PEER will obtain valuable evidence regard-
ing the possible effects of green open access
in Europe.

Now entering its final year, PEER has cre-
ated a robust infrastructure, with substantial
volumes of content flowing into the project
and out to repositories in support of commis-
sioned research in the areas of article-level
usage, author and reader behaviours, and
the economics associated with green open
access. The project is already generating
valuable evidence and experiences that will
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ABSTRACT. In support of investigating the effects
of systematic archiving of authors’ final
peer-reviewed, accepted manuscripts (green open
access), PEER has developed a robust observatory
infrastructure which has already successfully
processed over 44,000 manuscripts. Technical
challenges successfully overcome by the project
include non-uniformity of manuscript files and
metadata formats, embargo management, and
author authentication for repository deposit. Three
areas of research investigating (i) author and reader
attitudes and behaviours, (ii) article-level usage at
repositories and publisher platforms, and (iii) the
economics of large-scale archiving have been
commissioned and are producing results. The
baseline behavioural survey identified an increasing
general awareness of open access, but a lower
awareness of institutional and subject repositories.
Perceptions were also found to vary depending on
whether individuals were responding from an author
or reader perspective. PEER itself has seen low
uptake from authors when invited to self-deposit
into the project. Further results from all three
research areas are due before the project ends in
May 2012.
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provide insights and guidance for future pol-
icy development, and is helping to foster
trust and mutual understanding between
publishers and the research community.

Participants in PEER

The PEER consortium consists of five execu-
tive and two technical partners (Table 1),
collectively representing the publishing,
repository and research communities and
funding bodies. PEER has an overall budget
of €4.2m. Up to 50% of overall eligible pro-
ject costs are being supported by the EC
eContentplus programme, with matching
funding being provided by the consortium
members.

PEER also benefits from the voluntary
participation of a number of non-consortium
participants, including twelve scholarly pub-
lishers, three repositories (in addition to the
three consortium partner repositories), a
long-term preservation archive and three

individuals who collectively form the
Research Oversight Group plus an industry
research advisor. PEER also benefits from an
18-member international advisory board
with representatives from all key stakeholder
groups (Table 2).

The STM publishers participating in
PEER are representative of the scholarly
publishing community, consisting of large
and small publishing houses with a mixture
of society publishers and commercial pub-
lishers (Table 3). The repositories participat-
ing in PEER also provide a representative
cross-section of the repository landscape and
include institutional, national, and sub-
ject-based repositories (Table 4).

The PEER Observatory: infrastructure and
content

Organizing the content

To provide the observatory with content,
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Table 1. PEER partners

PEER consortium executive partners Technical consortium partners

International Association of Scientific, Technical
and Medical Publishers (STM)

SURFfoundation

European Science Foundation University of Bielefeld
Göttingen State and University Library
Max Planck Society
INRIA (Institut National de Recherche en
Informatique et en Automatique)

Table 2. PEER advisory board

Mr Mayur Amin, Elsevier,
UK

Professor Michel Mareschal, L’Université libre de
Bruxelles, Belgium

Professor Peder Andersen, University of
Copenhagen, Denmark

Mr Cliff Morgan, Wiley-Blackwell,
UK

Dr Paul Ayris, University College London,
UK

Dr Elisabeth Niggemann, Deutsche
Nationalbibliothek, Germany

Ms Stella Dutton, BMJ Group, UK Dr SijboltNoorda, VSNU, the Netherlands
Dr Johannes Fournier, DFG, Germany Mr John Ochs, American Chemical Society, USA
Dr Elea Gimenez-Toledo, CSIC, Madrid,
Spain

Dr Bas Savenije, KoninklijkeBibliotheek,
the Netherlands

Professor Jane Grimson, Trinity College, Dublin,
Ireland

Mr Wim van der Stelt, Springer SBM,
the Netherlands

Mr Robert Kiley, Wellcome Trust,
UK

Dr Donald J. Waters, The Andrew W. Mellon
Foundation, USA

Professor Norbert Kroo, Hungarian Academy of
Sciences, Hungary

Dr Xiaolin Zhang, National Science Library,
Chinese Academy of Sciences, China

the PEER
[represents] the

publishing,
repository and

research
communities
and funding

bodies



participating publishers have collectively
provided 241 journals within four broad sub-
ject areas: life sciences, medicine, physical
sciences, and social sciences and humanities.

PEER was keen to investigate usage and
behaviour across a broad range of journals,
therefore as well as representation across the
four subject areas, journals were selected
with a range of two-year impact factors3 as
reported by Thomson Reuters Science (for-
merly ISI). A significant portion of journals
with high two-year impact factors are
included with representation also of average
and low impact factor journals plus some
journals which had not yet gained an impact
factor at the time of selection. The selection
process for the participating journals is out-
lined within the PEER website.4

The participating journals are providing
EU-authored manuscripts for the project
either by publishers directly submitting
accepted manuscripts (and metadata), or by
publishers inviting authors to self-deposit
their accepted manuscripts, with the pub-
lishers providing matching metadata for
validation and identification purposes.

An additional, similar group of journals

are not participating openly in the project,
but are providing logfile information to the
usage research team. In this way, the project
benefits from being able to distinguish
between background effects in the real world
and any specific effects seen within the
PEER Observatory. In a similar way, the
authors in this group of journals also provide
a background measure within the behav-
ioural research aspect of the project.

The PEER Depot

A central facility, the PEER Depot, was cre-
ated at INRIA, which acts as a clearing
house, processing unit, and dark archive for
all submitted content. Publishers are provid-
ing accepted manuscripts as PDFs and
metadata is being provided by the publishers
in either one step (on publication) or two
passes (on acceptance and on publication),
following the project guidelines.5

Following an invitation from the pub-
lisher, authors can submit their manuscripts
as PDF files via a specially created central-
ized author submission interface within the
PEER Helpdesk, hosted by the Max Plank
Digital Library. Checks are made at this ini-
tial stage to ensure the author has selected a
valid PEER journal and the submitted manu-
script is sent directly to the PEER Depot for
further processing and matching with
publisher metadata.

Once content is received by the PEER
Depot, publisher-provided metadata, which
can be supplied in a variety of schemas
including NLM 2.x, NLM 3.0, ScholarOne,
and publisher proprietary schemas, is
mapped onto a single and well-constrained
TEI structure.6

The content also undergoes various check-
ing procedures to ensure:

� journal validity (is it a participating PEER
journal?);

� EU author;
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Table 3. STM publishers participating in PEER

BMJ Group IOP Publishing Sage Publications
Cambridge University Press Nature Publishing Group Springer
EDP Sciences Oxford University Press Taylor & Francis Group
Elsevier Portland Press Wiley-Blackwell

Table 4. PEER repositories

eSciDoc.PubMan.PEER, Max Planck Digital
Library (MPDL), Max-Planck-
GesellschaftzurForderung der Wissenschaftene.V.
(MPG)
HAL, CNRS & Institut National de Recherche en
Informatique et en Automatique (INRIA)
Gottingen State and University Library (UGOE)
University Library of Debrecen, Hungary
SSOAR – Social Sciences Open Access repository
GESIS – Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences
TARA, Trinity College, University of Dublin,
Ireland
Long Term Preservation Archive: e-depot,
Koninklijke Bibliotheek (National library of the
Netherlands)

PEER was
keen to
investigate
usage and
behaviour
across a broad
range of
journals



� article type (only research-related content
is participating);

� matching metadata is provided for each
article.

For the manuscripts which pass this filtering
stage and are matched with metadata, fur-
ther checks are undertaken to ensure all
mandatory metadata elements, including
DOI and publication dates, are present. If
they are not yet available, the manuscript is
held by the system awaiting the completion
of metadata. If all metadata is provided, the
manuscript processing is completed and the
manuscript is held by the PEER Depot for
the embargo period specified for that partic-
ular journal. Embargo periods for journals
participating in PEER vary from 0 to 36
months. On expiry of the embargo period,
manuscripts and TEI metadata are distrib-
uted to participating repositories via the
SWORD protocol. The PEER Depot is iden-
tified as an authenticated source of content
for each of the participating repositories.Fig-
ure 1 shows the main steps of the PEER
Depot workflow.7

In addition to the above processes, the
PEER Depot has recently developed the
capability to extract metadata from PDFs
using the GROBID (GeneRation Of Biblio-
graphic Data) environment,8,9 which was
trained to match various title page styles in
scholarly papers. To date, this system has
been used to acquire additional metadata
elements, e.g. author affiliation, for over
1,500 manuscripts from one of the partici-
pating PEER publishers. Further tests of this
system are planned. In principle, this process
could be used to enhance the metadata
record for any PDF collection of articles
which follow the style of a scholarly paper.

Content status

Feeds to the PEER Depot from publishers
started at the end of the first year of the pro-
ject in autumn 2009. To help build a critical
mass of embargo-expired content as early as
possible in the project, back-content was
also provided by a number of publishers in
addition to the live content feeds. In many
cases, the back-content files had to undergo
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Figure 1. PEER Depot workflow diagram.
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additional processing in order to meet the
file format and metadata requirements of
PEER.

Figure 2 shows the position as of 28 April
2011, with publishers having submitted over
44,000 manuscripts for processing and filter-
ing by the PEER Depot, of which >19,000
have EU corresponding authors. Of these
>13,000 had passed their allocated embargo
expiry date and had been sent to the partici-
pating repositories. The non-EU, non-
research manuscripts which are filtered out
are held in the dark archive of the PEER
Depot and do not actively participate further
in PEER, which focuses on EU-authored
research content.

Author deposits

From late 2009 until the end of 2010, within
each of the four broad subject areas covered
by the journals, 50% of eligible articles were
assigned to the publisher deposit route and
50% to the author deposit route. The project
had initially expected an author response
rate of around 15%;10 however, throughout
the project PEER has observed an overall
EU author response rate of under 2%.

Due to the low author response rate
observed within the project, at the end of
2010 it was decided to transfer 48 of the
journals in the author deposit route over to
the publisher deposit route in support of

ensuring a critical mass of content was avail-
able in the repositories for the purposes of
the usage research. Author invitations by
publishers are ongoing for the remaining
journals and continue to be monitored.

PEER content in repositories

With the exception of SSOAR, a social sci-
ences ‘subject repository’, each of the
participating PEER repositories hosts all
valid PEER content. The availability of
PEER content in mirror sites enhances the
discoverability by search engines, while the
availability of a subset of content in a sub-
ject-based repository allows comparisons
with usage at institutional and national
repositories.

PEER technical infrastructure challenges and
sustainability

In the early stages of PEER, it was realized
that there were many challenges involved
with the transferring of content from pub-
lishers or authors directly to repositories in a
systematic and scalable way, including:

� non-uniformity of publisher outputs at
acceptance stage (file formats/metadata
schemas/metadata elements);

� varying requirements by repositories (file
formats/metadata schemas/metadata ele-
ments);
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Figure 2. PEER content status at 28 April 2011.

as of 28 April
2011,
publishers have
submitted over
44,000
manuscripts



� EU and article-type filtering of content;
� embargo management at repositories;
� author authentication for deposit (ensur-

ing authors from outside an institution
could deposit);

� non-uniformity of log files.
� format problems with back-content files.

Following extensive consultation with PEER
publishers and repositories, solutions were
found for all of the above challenges. PEER
has successfully developed a robust project
infrastructure which has processed over
44,000 manuscripts and has successfully
linked feeds from 12 heterogeneous publish-
ers, and over 100 authors (but in principle
an infinite number of authors) to 6 hetero-
geneous repositories.

Publishers provide accepted manuscripts
on a daily basis, with content volumes rang-
ing from a few manuscripts to thousands in a
given day. After processing, a centralized
embargo-management system within the
PEER Depot releases content to repositories
on a daily basis in accordance with publica-
tion dates and embargo periods set for each
participating journal.

Since PEER is a practical experiment,
many of the solutions identified for the pro-
ject can potentially be applied in ‘real life’
scenarios. In creating the Observatory,
PEER has developed, adapted and imple-
mented a range of tools and technologies,
many of which have potential applications
outside of the finite duration of the PEER
project, including:

� implementation of the SWORD protocol
to allow application-level deposit of mate-
rial into repositories;

� automated metadata extraction from
manuscript PDFs (GROBID);

� establishment of a unique exchange for-
mat of metadata (publishers/repositories)
by means of a TEI customization plus the
mapping of different metadata schemas
(e.g. NLM and proprietary schemas);

� the creation of viable workflow models for
content submission, filtering, processing,
and repository ingest;

� a central embargo-management facility to
correctly manage the different embargo
periods assigned to each journal;

� additional filtering of subject based con-

tent only for ingest by a subject repository
(in the context of PEER this has been
applied to social sciences content for
SSOAR);

� author deposit interface;
� online helpdesk with ticketing system

where queries can be submitted and will
be directed to the appropriate PEER pro-
ject participant for a prompt response;

� the ability to match author manuscripts
with publisher-provided metadata;

� the development of a bug tracking and re-
porting workflow.

These technological developments provide
valuable practical outcomes from PEER.

The PEER Observatory: research

PEER has commissioned independent re-
search teams to undertake behavioural,
usage, and economic research. Collectively
they are addressing such central issues as:

� how large-scale archiving may affect jour-
nals;

� whether it increases access;
� how it will affect the broader ecology of

European research;
� which factors influence the readiness to

deposit in institutional and disciplinary re-
positories – including perceptions,
motivations, and behaviours – and what
the associated costs might be

The outcomes from the research, combined
with the experiences arising from PEER
itself, will inform the development of scenar-
ios to illustrate how traditional publishing
systems can coexist with self-archiving.

PEER has benefited from the expertise of
independent research experts who form the
Research Oversight Group (ROG) plus an
industry advisor (Table 5). These experts
voluntarily advise the PEER Executive and
the research teams on the research tenders,
team selection and the design, methodolo-
gies and implementation of the research
activities. They also validate the research
analysis.

The appointed teams undertaking the
research are;

� usage research: CIBER, University College
London, UK;
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� behavioural research: Department of Infor-
mation Science and LISU at Lough-
borough University, UK;

� economics research: ASK Research Center,
Bocconi University, Milan, Italy

The final usage research report from CIBER
will be made publicly available towards the
end of the project (May 2012), while the
final behavioural and economics reports aris-
ing from the project will be made publicly
available via the reports section of the PEER
website from September 2011 onwards.

Usage research

CIBER has been commissioned by PEER to
undertake the first large-scale and compara-
tive collection of article-level usage. The
primary aim of the usage research is to
measure any effects on usage of the final
published version on the publishers’ websites
that can be attributable to the mass deposit
of earlier versions of the same articles simul-
taneously across a number of European
institutional repositories. In other words:
what is the ‘commercial’ impact (if any) of
green open access?

The EU-authored content provided by
participating publishers models a hypotheti-
cal future scenario in which an EU-wide
mandate on self-archiving with a significant
level of compliance has become the norm.
Three sets of usage data are being collected
on a monthly cycle:

� downloads from the publishers’ websites
for the journals that are part of the PEER
experiment;

� downloads from a carefully matched con-
trol set;

� downloads from the participating reposito-
ries.

The volumes of data are considerable: by
April 2011, 860 gigabytes of raw log files
comprising hundreds of millions of lines of
code had been collected. CIBER is using
well-established deep-log analysis tech-
niques to parse and make sense of this data
flood, most importantly identifying and
screening out visits by spiders and robots
that often account for the majority of ‘use’ of
websites.

As well as monitoring monthly patterns of
download activity to see broad patterns in
the use of licensed and freely available ear-
lier versions, CIBER is addressing three
further aims:

� to model any interaction between the
length of embargo periods and the use of
Stage II versions in each of the four broad
subject areas (life sciences, medicine,
physical sciences, and social sciences and
humanities);

� to try to answer a question for which there
truly is remarkably little information in
the public domain: does green open access
attract new and different audiences for re-
search information?

� to learn more about information-seeking
behaviour under green open access condi-
tions and the drivers of repository use.

An original objective of the usage study was
to model ‘voluntary’ self-archiving as well as
the mandatory model referred to earlier;
however, as reported in this paper, author
take-up has been minimal, so this aspect of
the study cannot take place.

Throughout the project, material has
gradually been building up in the reposi-
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Table 5. PEER Research Oversight Group

Current PEER Research Oversight Group Former ROG members

Professor Tomàs Baiget, Pompeu Fabra University
and Statistical Institute of Catalonia

Professor Henk Moed, Leiden University

Dr Chérifa Boukacem-Zeghmouri, University
Charles de Gaulle Lille 3

Professor Justus Haucap, University of Erlangen

Professor Carol Tenopir, University of Tennessee
Industry Advisor: Mayur Amin, Elsevier

by April 2011,
860 gigabytes
of raw log files
comprising
hundreds of
millions of lines
of code had
been collected



tories and has recently accelerated to the
point where a sufficient critical mass has
developed, with over 11,000 embargo-
expired manuscripts available in repositories
by the end of February 2011. This allows
usage to be measured over a 12-month
period, since the use of research information
follows a highly seasonal pattern (ironically
in the Internet age, virtual scholarship still
follows the pattern of the agricultural calen-
dar!). CIBER will be preparing an interim
report on the first 6 months of green expo-
sure later this year and will follow up with 9-
and 12-month reports during 2012.

The live experiment comprises roughly
equal proportions of manuscripts from the
four broad subject areas and a mix of publi-
cation years and embargo periods (mostly 12
months or less, but with a leavening of 18-,
24-, and 36-month periods).

There are already early signs that usage is
healthy and picking up momentum in at
least two of the repositories. During March,
at the HAL/INRIA repository CIBER saw
5,032 full-text downloads of 2,814 PEER
Stage II manuscripts; and 4,772 downloads
of 2,153 manuscripts at the University of
Göttingen. While these levels are small com-
pared with activity at the publisher sites,
they are not negligible (no value judgement
is being made since it is not known to what
socially beneficial ends the manuscripts are
being used, just that in absolute terms repos-
itory usage is still relatively small).

Untangling the differential effects (if any)
of publication year, embargo period plus a
whole raft of other indicators such as impact
factor, will necessitate some sophisticated
experimental design and statistical model-
ling using a range of multivariate and other
techniques. A very relevant and interesting
Learned Publishing article by Ronald Snijder11

deals a problem not dissimilar to that of the
usage research within PEER: what is the
impact of the free accessibility of e-book
content via institutional repositories and
enhanced visibility through the Google Book
Search programme on the sales, usage, and
citation impact of those e-books? CIBER will
be drawing on some of the ideas in Snijder’s
paper, notably his use of multiple regression
to test out various formal hypotheses, as well

as developing further the ideas from their
original PEER proposal.

Behavioural research

The behavioural research being undertaken
by Loughborough University has been
addressing the role of Stage II, accepted
manuscript repositories in the scholarly
communication system, by exploring per-
ceptions, motivations, and behaviours of
authors and users. This complements the
usage research which is monitoring actual
behaviours at publisher and repository plat-
forms. The information-gathering aspect of
the behavioural research has been com-
pleted, with analysis of the results underway.

The research has been split into two
phases, both of which have now been com-
pleted. In the first phase of their research,
for which the report is available from the
PEER website,12 the behavioural research
team used a combination of a survey and
focus groups to explore perceptions, motiva-
tions, and behaviours of authors and users
towards journal publishing and depositing in
repositories. The Baseline Report outlined
findings from the first phase of the research,
based on >3,000 questionnaire responses
and four focus groups, one in each of the
broad subject disciplines identified by PEER.
For privacy issues, the author surveys were
sent by publishers on behalf of the research
teams.

Some common perceptions arising from
the research:13

� General awareness of OA
– growing compared to previous studies;
– still considerable ignorance, with over

one-quarter unsure of institutional
repository, and almost one-half
unaware of subject repository.

� Concern over quality
– authors: reputation of the repository;
– readers: quality of content.

� Perceptions change depending on whether
author or reader perspective

The baseline report established the general
attitude and behaviour of authors vis-à-vis
repositories and journals for a scenario of
green open access, and the second phase of
the behavioural research has sought to
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widen and deepen the understanding of
authors’ attitudes as well as finding out more
about users’ perceptions.

At the time of writing, the surveys and a
workshop for the second phase of the behav-
ioural research have just been completed.
This second phase used a combination of
surveys aimed at different groups of authors
plus users of PEER content at repositories
users followed by a participatory workshop.
In this second phase, building from the ini-
tial baseline report, the key areas being
investigated are:

� to explore the influence of context on
reader behaviours in relation to reposito-
ries, such as the purpose of reading, e.g.
current awareness, proposal and article
writing;

� to further investigate reader behaviours in
relation to repositories and the character-
istics of those readers;

� to investigate the values that authors
place on aspects of scholarly communica-
tion, such as peer review, prestige, and
speed of communication, how these influ-
ence current practices in relation to
repositories, and how they are shaped by
coarse-grained characteristics such as dis-
cipline.

For the author-focused survey, there are
three main groups of authors. The first two
groups of authors have had manuscripts
accepted for publication in either (i) a PEER
publisher submission journal or (ii) a PEER
author submission journal. Both of these
groups will have received notification about
PEER from the participating publishers. The
third author group consists of authors from
the control set of journals which are not
publicly participating in PEER. These
authors will have received no direct commu-
nication about PEER from the publishers in
advance of the survey.

Economics research

The information gathering for the econom-
ics research being undertaken by Bocconi
University, Milan has been completed, with
analysis now underway. The research has
been investigating what the costs associated
with archiving Stage II articles under differ-

ent business models are for the various
stakeholders involved in article deposit. In
support of this, the team has been collecting
evidence about the structure and value cre-
ation for repositories and publishers in
providing green open access.

The research is addressing the following
questions:

� What are the costs associated with research
outcome publication and dissemination under
different business models?
This requires analysis of the process of re-
search publication and dissemination and
the activities put in place to ensure stabil-
ity of flow, quality control of the process,
accessibility and visibility for the end user,
minimization of exceptions, preservation
of research outcomes.

� Which conditions affect costs?
The cost of performing an activity de-
pends heavily on the cost structure of
whoever performs the activity (the impact
of fixed and variable costs, the size of the
organization, make versus buy choices on
specific activities) and on the amount of
articles handled (for scale and learning
economies). Therefore, the research aims
at determining costs for players with vari-
ous activity configurations and sizes.

� What are the emerging business models and
how they interact within scholarly publishing
industry at large?
Scholarly publishing and dissemination
have witnessed significant changes in the
past years. The research compares busi-
ness models coexisting in the industry in
order to assess the sustainability and likely
evolution of the industry. In addition to
the cost structure of different players, this
requires taking into consideration re-
source scarcity, and allocation priorities by
different players.

The research team has been gathering data
from publishers and repositories in the con-
text of PEER in order to identify cost drivers
associated with different activities and the
critical issues facing different players within
the scholarly communications ecosystem as
far as sustainability is concerned. In addi-
tion, the team has been assessing the
existing evidence and models available from
the literature. A preview of some findings
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regarding the competition or complement-
arity of publisher and repository platforms
and platform costs was presented at the APE
2011 conference.14

Further information regarding the re-
search commissioned for PEER can be found
on the PEER website: www.peerproject.eu/
peer-research/

What we have learned so far and what we
aim to achieve

PEER is organizationally and politically com-
plex in nature and has benefited from the
sustained collaboration of all partners and
participants despite any underlying differ-
ences in policy they may have regarding
green open access. This approach is also
fostering respect and trust between partici-
pants who represent the wider stakeholder
communities involved in scholarly commu-
nication.

The proactive collaboration of PEER par-
ticipants has enabled the project to create a
robust and scalable infrastructure in support
of a unified and standardized ingestion and
distribution service. Although some manual
intervention is still required in instances
where content is incomplete or delivered
with errors, the vast majority of processing is
automated and makes use of the impressive
array of technical solutions implemented in
support of the project infrastructure. The
PEER Depot can process thousands of
manuscripts in a day, and to date has pro-
cessed over 44,000 accepted manuscripts for
the project.

The behavioural and economics strands of
the commissioned research have completed
information gathering and following analysis
will publicly report on findings around Sep-
tember 2011. A significant volume of
accepted manuscripts have been processed,
with enough embargo-expired content avail-
able to enable the usage research team to
measure the full 12 months of activity
required for valid and reliable results.

As well as obtaining the results from the
commissioned research, PEER will draw
from the experiences of project participants
to develop scenarios illustrating the effects
of archiving on traditional publishing sys-
tems. The research evidence and practical

project experiences from PEER will then be
available to stimulate discussion and debate
on how to maximize the benefits of both
green open access and traditional publishing
with the aim of supporting the development
and refinement of evidence-based open
access policies and practices.

Further information on PEER is available
from the project website: www.peerproject.eu
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