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Institutional OA Policy : why ? 

 To know what the University produces 
 Inventory 

 Full text 

 To provide researchers with increased visibility for 
their scientific production 
 Visits 

 Downloads  

 Citations  

 To reduce costs 
 … 



The Basics 

 It doesn’t work by itself 

 Need for an official institutional policy 
 Top down first 

 Bottom up comes easy later on 

 An empty repository is useless 

 A partly filled repository is partly useless 

 An official institutional policy must be enforced or 
else it is inefficient 

 You can force neither academics nor scientists to do 
things they don’t want to do 
 Specially concerning their beloved work 

 



The Basics 

 So, don’t impose anything 
 Just inform them that only those publications that are in the 

repository will be considered in any evaluation, promotion, 
grant submission, etc…  

 Link publications to address book 

 



Historic evolution of the ULg repository 



Institutional policy : what authorities must do 

 « Mandate » 

 Keep the author at the core 

 Communicate 

 Be coherent 

 Reduce constraints 



Favour the bottom-up approach 

 Maximise the benefits for the researcher 

 Visibility 

 Long term preservation 

 Added value services :  

 dynamic reports 

 widget, 

 integration with F.R.S-FNRS (funder) 

 institutional reports 

 « Cosmetic » effects 

 Hit parade 

 

 



Favour the bottom-up approach 

 Maximise the benefits for the researcher 
 Automatic and contextual help 

 Users’ guides 

 Pre-import & import ( PubMed, WOS, Scopus, Nasa, EndNote, 
BibTex…) 

 Statistics, metrics (IF, IF5, Eigenfactor, citation indexes, h-
index…) 

 Legal help 

 Training 

 Interactive Hot Line 

 

 



The ORBi Website 



ORBi visibility 



ORBi visibility 



ORBi today 

Articles Other 

2012 

2002 

1829 

 

40,3 % FT  
 

49,5 % FT  



The ORBi Website 



The ORBi Website 



The ORBi Website 



Pre-formatted reports 

 



Pre-formatted reports 

 



Expected level… 

Actual level ? (8.000/yr) 

ORBi Today 

New 
maximum 

ULg 
researchers 

publish more 
than we 
thought 

Still work to do 
on previous 

years 



Results : 
Evolution of the deposits 

Number of references published and deposited the same year 

Each year, 
deposits are 
made earlier 



Types of documents deposited in ORBi 

Articles 
scientifiques, 43,8% 

Thèses, 1,2% Ouvrages, 2,9% 
Parties d'ouvrages 
(chapitres…), 6,9% 

Communication 
publiée dans un 
ouvrage, 10,3% 

Communication 
publiée dans une 

revue, 4,4% 

Communication 
orale, 9,9% 

Poster, 6,5% 

Rapports, 3,4% 

Documents 
pédagogiques, 1,4% 

Brevets, 0,3% 

E-prints, 0,4% 

Allocution et 
communications 

diverses, 3,7% 

Conférences 
scientifiques, 3,4% 

Autres, 1,3% 

70% traditional 
publications 55,7% peer reviewed  

 
Articles in 
périodicals (*) :  
83,1 % peer reviewed 
• 63,2 % vérified by 

the ORBi team 
• 19,9 % according to 

authors  

 
(*) including published 
communications 



Evolution of the deposits (October 2012) 

 32.700 ‘peer-reviewed’ articles out of 38.000 (86%) 

 3.154 ‘peer-reviewed’ communications out of 3.790 
(83%) 

 

 47.992 ‘peer-reviewed’ documents of all types out of 
86.124 (55,7%) 

 



ORBi Visibility 

 Excluding spiders : 

 1.9 million views 

 980 K downloads 

 2012 : 1,400 downloads/day 

 

 Including spiders :  

 >8 million views 

 >2 million downloads 

 



ORBi Visibility 



ORBi Visibility 



The role of the « back office »: Quality Control 

 Authors concerned and responsible 

 But : 
 Suppression : only by the ORBi team 

 Tools for redundancy detection 

 Tool to follow the « in press », « in progress », imports, … 

 Permanent updating of the periodicals data bank 

 Hot Line exploitation to improve the system and the help 

 Tool for incoherent data detection 

 Targeted comparisons with WOS, Scopus, ...  

 Tools for false full text detection 

 Faulty behavior warned to author by the Rector himself 

 



ORBi in 2012 
Is Access Open ? 
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Open Access vs Restricted 
Access 

The proportion of OA deposits is 
increasing 
• better compliance with OA principles 
• fears tend to disappear 
• authors become aware of OA 
advantages and benefits 



ORBi in 2012 
Better reach ? 
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Proselytism ? 

 National and international recognition 
 ROAR (among >1,900 Institutional Repositories):  

 22nd worldwide in size 
 1st worldwide in average growth speed (10-100/day) 
 13th in fast growth speed (>100/day)(1st for months) 

 Webometrics : 
 41st worldwide out of 1,522 

 Belgian universities have adopted our mandate but  
 Without the incentive 
 Work done by librarians : little involvement, low responsibility 

feeling 
 UCL : 25,3% FT  
 ULB :  16,4% FT 

 Many requests for presentation of ORBi and the ULg 
mandate worldwide 

 Agreement with the University of Luxembourg » : 
« ORBi.Lu » 



Thank you for your attention 

ORBi@misc.ulg.ac.be 
http://orbi.ulg.ac.be 
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