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ABSTRACT

My task today is to tak with you about US consortia and their experience in licensing access,
principaly eectronic access, to the journd literature. In particular, 1 will be discussng how
these library consortia — publisher deds are put together and what lessons we're learned in the
US. Since some of you too may have done some deds I'd be very interested to hear about
your experiences as well. So | hope you'll fed free to sop me if you have questions or wish to
make comments. Just raise your hand so I'll know you want to say something.

As we begin, it may be useful to remind ourssves what consortia are. They are the creations
of and agents for libraries — libraries who have cooperatively come together to share the risk
and cogt of exploring new ways of doing things. Probably most of us are familiar with the
covered wagon trains used by Americas to explore and settle the American West. These
were cooperative enterprises by individud farmers, settlers and businessmen to reduce the
cot and risk of moving westward. Today’s library consortia are Smilarly cooperdtive
enterprises for exploring, mapping, and taking up productive resdence in the newly emerging
world of digitd information. These libraries have assgned their present day consortid agents,
ther wagon trans, three man tasks reducing the price of library information resources
(primarily journa codts), sorting out intellectual property issues, i.e. the control, distribution
and owneship of daa and literature, and helping ded with technology, i.e. both
underdanding its possbilities and limitations and implementing it. The fird of these three
gods has received the mog atention from consortia through their focus on licensng digitd
information and is the focus of today’s class, dthough dl three gods are intertwined, making
it impossible to address one without to some extent addressing the others.

My plan this morning is to tadk primarily about consortid licenang gods and ther
implementation. While the number and variety of US consortia is enormous, ther licensng
gods breek down into just two different gpproaches about which there is currently a
tremendous debate not limited to the US. Clearly, which god you choose affects the kind of
deds you can do. | will illugrate the issues of this debate by outlining the gpproach taken by
two US consortia --  the Cdifornia State University sysem and OhioLINK. | will conclude by
briefly caling to your atention a few key documents, tools and web stes which | think you
will find useful in licenang and negotiating. If there is time and interest during discusson, we
can tak about some of the hard won practices which US consortia have managed to make
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standard parts of US licenses — ILL, wak-in use, perpetud access, management data, security
definitions, etc.

LICENSING GOALSAND THEIR M ODELS

There is congderable discusson among librarians over the issue of sdection versus mass
purchase. For years libraries have dedt with the redity of limited acquistions budgets by
being sdective in the journds which they have purchased. This was conddered responsble
budget management. And this traditiond approach has carried over into how many libraries
ded with the emerging digitd world. One of the earliest, clearest and actudly best examples
of applying this approach to the world of dectronic information was the Cdifornia State
University consortium.

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERS TY M ODEL

The libraries of the Cdifornia State Universty sysem operate as a consortium of 23
campuses, 344,000 students and 19,000 faculty (Note: Confusingly, this is a different group of
univergties from the Universty of Cdifornia sysem which indudes such wdl known
libraries as Berkdey, UCLA, ec). The CdSate libraries are dl dmilar in that they are
medium-sized libraries in academic inditutions devoted to both teaching and research. Ther
main god in licendng journds is to provide eectronic access to the journd literature they
dready have and secondarily to reduce or control the costs of providing access to journd
articles.

Thelr gpproach has been to identify dl the jourrds to which a mgority (15 or more) of ther
libraries subscribe, i.e. a common core group of journas, then to seek a third party vendor, i.e.
an aggregator, to provide them to the CSU libraries in eectronic format. The dectronic format
will dlow the libraries to provide greater access to the titles (a times when the library is not
open, to usars a home, to users in offices or dorms) and by acting together, i.e. through a
consortial purchase, they hope to pressure the publishers to be reasonable about prices.

A quick summary of reaults is as follows Ther survey identified 1,279 journd titles that 15
or more libraries owned. Of these 907 titles (71%) were avalable in eectronic format. Of
these, vendor bids only covered between 600-700 titles. Seven vendors initidly submitted
proposals, four survived the firs review; and two, EBSCO and OCLC, were sdected to
jointly provide approximately 600 journds. No one aggregator was able to provide a
sgnificant core of the dedred journds so it was necessary to sdect two who could provide
journds with the least overlap. The cost of providing these journas in eectronic format has
not been formdly reported other than the comment from Evan Reeder, indigator of the
project, that added costs for adding an dectronic verson of a journa has ranged from zero
dollars per journd to 25% over print subscription price per journa. The generaly accepted
wisdom is that the CSU consortium is paying a 10-15% surcharge overdl for ther eectronic
access to selected journals.

There are severd notable points here. First, dthough CSU has expanded access in the sense
that this subset of dectronic journds is more widdy available to ther patrons, they have not
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increased the overdl number of journds available to their patrons. Secondly, note how the use
of aggregaiors reduced the number of titles which could be provided. Not only was it
necessary to use two aggregators to get a reasonable number of dectronic journas, but since
aggregators don't own the journds and their contracts with publishers typicaly run a year a a
time, they have higoricaly had problems consgtently providing dl the journds. Thirdly, note
there are no cost savings, only a cost increase. Fourthly, keep in mind their assumption that
the library knows what the patron needs and wants. This has remained intact as an operating
principle — a dubious assumption as we shall see.

THE OHIOL INK MODEL

An dternative approach has been taken by OhioLINK. Although OhioLINK conssts of only
academic libraries, it is a huge range of academic libraries. There are large research libraries
such as Ohio State University with 50,000 students and a $9,000,000 collection budget down
to smdl community college teaching libraries such as Bemont Technicd College with 1,150
students and a collections budget under $200,000. And in-between are libraries of al szes. In
addition, some OL libraries are government supported while others are privatdy funded. In
short, OhioLINK libraries are not only very diverse, but represent the whole range of US
academic libraries— public and private, large and smal, research and teaching.

The key difference between the CSU consortium and OhioLINK, however, is in gods. The
OhioLINK consortium not only wanted to provide the advantages of digita journa access to
journas dready recaved, but dso wanted to sgnificantly increase the number journd titles
avalable to OL libraries. Let me show you why this was important by showing you some
datigics which, in my experience, libraries rardly show. Usudly libraries brag about how
many journd subscriptions they have or, nowadays, complan about how many journds
they've cancelled. What one seldom sees is wha proportion of the relevant journd literature
they actudly provide to ther patrons. Painting with an admittedly broad brush, OhioLINK
identified 18 dgnificant publishers for the academic market (4,016 journd titles) and
compared current holdings of 13 core OhioLINK libraries agangt this larger, generdly
desirable group of titles. Only Ohio State Universty hed more than hdf of the titles and it
was a bare hdf at 53.2%. Univerdaty of Cincinnati followed with 38.7% of the titles and the
percentages drop rapidly after that. On average, Ohio academic libraries (excluding 2-year
inditutions) were individudly providing access to less than 25% of the potentidly deSred
journd literature. Even ILL, and | remind you that it is a rdatively codtly solution for libraries
a $30.00 an article, would not solve a gep of thissize. A new approach was required.

Out of this discovery of an “access gap’, a further look at traditiond buying patterns led to
another discovery. This was the redization that the serids problem facing libraries was not a
lack of money, but how tha money was being used. A review of library soending, both in
Ohio and throughout North America, showed that lots of new money was being spent, but it
was buying less. The problem for libraries was not a lack of money, but how little vaue in
terms of access they were getting. Here too, let me show you the figures. The firs is what
OhioLINK  libraries were spending on a mgor publisher's journds (amost a 2 million dollar
increase) followed by a chart of the number of journas we were getting during the same time
period (a decline of dmogt 500 titles). Expenditures increased, the number of titles received
declined. Association of Research Libraries figures for North America for serids show the
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same pattern.

The red problem was cdlearly not a lack of new money — consder how much new money was
being spent each year. The red problem was to find a way to use these dready subdtantid
increases in expenditures to incresse Ohio's access to the journd literature. Ohio librarians
were quite willing to continue spending more money; they just didnt want to spend it to buy
fewer journds.

Consequently, the OL libraries developed a new modd of journad purchase which took
advantage of the new opportunities and possbilities of the eectronic environment. After a
period of negotiation with Academic Press, quickly followed by an dmost identicd ded with
Elsevier, Ohio librarians came up with what might be caled the OhioLINK modd of journd
dedls — a modd which subgtantidly increased both access and the bang we were able to get
for our dollars. The dedl was a consortid dedl; in OhioLINK's case a statewide dedl.

We offered, a a minimum, to pay the sum of dl members present print subscriptions plus an
agreed upon annud inflation rate plus a no revenue reduction pledge for the contract period.
With some publishers a smdl dectronic journd supplement was aso included. In other
words, dthough each ded was unique in its detals, the bottom line guarantee to publishers
was a non-eroding subscription base and an increased revenue stream.

For this we requested the continuation of each member’s print subscriptions plus access to dl
of the publisher's journds in dectronic format for al members of the consortium. While we
redized this represented a rather wide casting of the collection net (mass purchase rather than
titte by title sdection), we knew there were aso, for each inditution, a number of desred
journals we would pick up. More importantly, both sdes came out ahead. OhioLINK
members. 1) expanded access to the journd literature, 2) established control over inflationary
costs, 3) provided universal ownership to a common resource (i.e. overcoming the print world
issue of who actualy gets to keep the commonly purchased item), and 4) reduced ILL cods.
The publishers dso gained: Firdt, this ded Stopped the steady cancdlation of journds titles.
Second, they increased their overdl revenue dream. Third, they increased vighility of ther
journds through wider didribution. And fourth, they were able to establish predictability and
gability in their market.

Wha is remarkable is how wdl this modd works for both publishers and libraries. The
publisher increases his revenue while only giving up a pat of his market which is probably
never going to buy his product anyway. This is a dgnificant point. Allowing increased access
to the libraries doesn't cannibdise potentid sdes snce the libraries weren't buying the
journas in the first place. Further, the costs of providing access to many copies of dectronic
versons of the journas aso doesn't increase for the publisher in any sgnificant way after the
first eectronic copy. In other words, the cost difference to the publisher in providing access to
the second copy versus providing access to the 100" copy is negligible. Thus the publisher is
giving up vey litle in order to increese overdl revenue, sop the eroson of annud
cancdldions, edablish maket dability/predictability and increese the vighility of ther
journals.

As you have seen, the OhioLINK libraries continue to pay a little more but effectivey get a
huge increase in journa titles. Let me illustrate the power of this gpproach. First, consder the
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increase in subscriptions which this model provides. Academic Press publishes 175 titles.
Before the contract OhioLINK libraries had 1,140 subscriptions to these titles, after the
contract the libraries had the equivdent of 9,100 subscriptions for an additiona annua cost of
$110,000 (tota annua cost of $1.1 million). For Elsevier's 1,150 titles, OhioLINK libraries
increased from 3,600 subscriptions to the equivalent of 59,800 subscriptions for an additional
annua cost of $700,000 (total annua cost $7 million).

Another way of looking at these dedls is to consder what happens to the per journa cos.
Before our ded with Academic Press, OhioLINK libraries were paying an average cost per
AP title of $964.91; after the contract even with the 10% increase for eectronic journas that
average cost had dropped to $132.97 per title. The Elsevier contract had equaly dramatic
results, going from $1,944.44 per title to $128.76 per title. This, of course, is a consortia
view. For individuad libraries, the reduction is varidble. Those with very few subscriptions end
up with incredibly low average codts, while those with the most subscriptions have smaler
savings. The important point, however, is that even the largest librariess OSU and UC,
reduced their average costs by agpproximately hdf since they each had only subscribed to
goproximately haf of Elsevier'sjournds.

It's a powerful model which is not only more suited to the eectronic world than the traditiona
model, but which dlows libraries and publishers to work together and both come out ahead.
We have dnce done additiond deds with other publishers — a partid lig is on the screen.
Taks with a number of other publishers are continuing. All told, Ohio academic libraries,
through co-operative buying, are now spending just over 19 million dollars a year on such
dedls. For the Univergty of Cincinnati Libraries our share runs around a quarter of our tota
acquidtions budget. It is a mgor commitment, but the payoff in terms of expanded journd
access, both for OhioLINK and UC is tremendous. Every library has a least doubled their
journa access from each publisher for a roughly 10% increase in expenditure. For the state as
a whole we have added literdly a combined total of over 100,000 new serids titles to
libraries collections. And, of course, publishers once agan have a growing, increesngly
lucrative market.

The only cdoud on the horizon was a smdl but perssent rumbling from nortOhioLINK
librarians and even some of our own faculty wondering why would we want to subscribe to dl
those journds. After dl, we weren't “sdecting’ the journds, we were just adding them in
mass lots. As people pointed out to us more than once, getting a bargain on something you
don't need (or particularly want) is no bargain at al. So we began to take a look a the use data
for dectronic journds in a sysematic way. Specificdly, we wanted to compare use of the
newly avalable titles with the ongoing use of our origind, carefully sdected titles. In both
cases the data came from the use of eectronic journas.

RESEARCH CONTEXT

The data we looked a were article downloads on a state-wide basis. By downloads we do not
mean necessaily printing the artide off, but smply dicking on the icon which causes the full
article to be displayed, i.e. a step beyond the viewing of the abstract. This article could then be
read on the computer screen or printed off or both in its entirety. Such an action, this click,
would congtitute one use or download.
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Over 3500 journd titles are currently available in full text dectronic as a result of these
package dedls. The titles we looked a& came from a variety of mgor publishers through a
series of data sngpshots. The publishers are listed on the screen.

Use, as measured by article downloads, started strongly and built rgpidly — sarting with 2 to
3,000 downloads per week and rising to 45,000 weekly downloads last winter. Keep in mind
that there are two growth drivers not only are patrons becoming more aware of and
comfortable with dectronic access, but OhioLINK is subgtantidly increesng the article
universe with the addition of new publishers and titles. The growth shows no sign of dowing
and as we enter our fourth full year, the cumulative number of article downloads has topped
2,000,000 articles.

Who ae usng these aticles? It is probably useful for me to remind you that the 79
OhioLINK libraries include dl of Ohio higher education and so is probably farly
representative of North American higher education generdly. As you might guess, looking a
these very subgstantid use patterns — millions of downloads and a full range of academic
ingtitutions and patron types -- we have learned a number of interesting things.

FINDINGS

The fird is that not dl journd titles and, indeed, not dl publishers are equd in their usefulness
to the academic community. Please kegp in mind that we are not taking here just of universty
or college or community college use, but of dl higher education use in the sate of Ohio. In
our firgt snapshot using 1999 data what we found was a difference from the old 80-20 rule of
journd use. Rather than 20% of the journds accounting for 80% of the use, we found that it
required almost forty percent of the titles to account for 80% of the downloads or use. As you
can see, this was an absolutdy consstent pattern for not just one or two but al five
commercid publishers gsudied. At the extremes, as you can see, are the redly heavily used
titles where 2% of the titles account for the firs 10% of the downloads and the much bigger
group at the other extreme where it takes about 50% of the titles to account for the last 10% of
the downloads. This grester than expected asymmetry suggests interesting implications for
collection building -- paticularly in a resource condrained environment. Both libraries and
publishers alike may want to revidt ther commitment to such a large group of low-use
journals. A quick look a a second sngpshot showing the figures for the year 2000, and
including even more article downloads and more publishers, confirms this use pattern.

Secondly, looking a the article downloads through the perspective of proportiona use, i.e. the
number of aticles made available by each publisher divided by the number of downloads
from that publisher grouping, we see condderable differences among publishers. The range
runs from very sparse use of the article universe, approximately 2 articles out of a hundred
used in a sx-month period for the American Physical Society to just over 50 articles out of a
hundred downloaded for Wiley. Of course we need to keep in mind that popularity and
importance can be two very different things.

The third point is that articles do not seem to be, by and large, fungible -- a fancy way of
saying interchangesble. Rather the idea that a journd title represents a kind of naturd
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monopoly, that a journd article is unique and irreplacesble seems to be confirmed by the
redity that adding access to the titles of a new publisher does not decrease the use of titles
provided by other publishers. Each publisher seems to have their own leve of use which is
not affected to any great extent by the articles/titles provided by another publisher. Here too
our follow-up sngpshot from a year laer including more publishers (but not Elsevier) shows
more complexity but the same independent pattern. It will, of course, be interesting to see if
SPARC changesthis.

The fourth point, and the man purpose of our study, is the mogt interesting and suggestive.
How important is sdlection title by title? We took severa camera shots of the data. When we
looked at the 865,000 articles downloaded in June 1999 through May 2000, and compared
aticles downloaded from titles dready held in each library versus titles not previoudy held in
that library, we were astonished. Overal, 58% (502,000 articles) were downloaded from titles
not previoudy hdd a tha inditution while only 42% were from titles dready avalable on
campus. Our next year's data on dgnificantly more downloads showed exactly the same
percentage. We were getting more use from nonselected, than sdlected journds.

Even bresking the data down into more discrete chunks by looking a individud inditutiona
data for an April 1999 - March 2000 period, the basic finding remained intact athough the
picture become more complex. When only univerdty communities were considered, for
example, the average percentage of article downloads from not previoudy held titles dropped
from 58% to 51%, with the three largest universties, Ohio State Universty, Universty of
Cincinnati, and Case Western Reserve Universty reveding even lower non-sdection rates of
31%, 44% and 46% respectively — a peafect inverse rdationship to sze of print holdings. And
when only the smdler four-year and two-year community colleges were considered (not
shown) the percentage of downloads from not previoudy held journas rose above 90% with
many approaching 100%. There is, in short, an dmost pefect corrdation between sze of
library collection and use of not previoudy sdected journds. The smdler the origind
collection, the more proportiona use was made of not previoudy available journds.

While it may be flatering to condder that the larger library staffs and more sophidticated
faculty of the Universties alows them to do a better job of sdection than ther smdler
counterparts, the more eegant and sraight-forward explanation appears to be thet it is the sze
of the collection which matters. In other words, large inditutions do a better job of meeting
their patrons needs smply because they are able to provide a larger proportion of the journd
literature, not because they have a better selection process.

But we're getting ahead of oursdves. Our fird, and somewhat alarmed, concluson therefore
was that our selection process was serioudy flawed. After dl, on an overdl bass, the journds
which had not gone through a rigorous title-by-title selection process appeared to be
generating more use than our carefully sdected purchases. Even the data a the mgor
universities where downloads of aticles from sdected journals exceeded 50% was not
particularly reassuring. Our firgt thought was that perhaps continued use of print copies was a
confounding factor. It could be argued that the reaively low use of digitd versons of the
dready hed print journals resulted from continued use of print copies (which was not
measured and so not factored in). Further investigation is clearly cdled for. Neverthdess,
front line librarians actively involved with their patrons are likdy to be skeptical that print use
of currently held titles will turn out to be a mgor factor. Our main use of the journd literature
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is by dudents -- undergraduates because there are so many of them and graduate students
because their per capita use rates are so high. And students have amost entirdy abandoned
use of the stacks. When power falures or other mischance have brought down our online
sysdems, the sudents smply leave the libray. When library gsaff point out that much of the
material remains avallable through conventiond print sources, the inevitable reply is a casud
“we Il wait for the sysem to come back up”. And even that most traditiona group of patrons,
faculty, seem unlikely to account for sgnificant print use. Not only are they a rdativey smdl
proportion of the academic community with modest use of the library journd collection, but
in fact the anecdotd evidence suggests that they too are activdly embracing digitd journd
access.

Returning to the data once more proved helpful. When we broke the data down even further to
titte by tittle comparisons and looked, for ingance, a the average number of downloads of
titles previoudy held a UC (i.e. sdected titles) versus the average downloads of the new titles
(i.e. purchased by lot) we were somewhat relieved. Downloads from sdected journals a UC
averaged 51 per title while downloads from nonsdlected journas averaged 23 per title. So, if
individud sdected titles get more use than non-selected titles, how can the overdl use of non
Selected titles be so large?

The answer is that athough sdected journals were used, on average, more heavily by patrons
than nontsdected journds, our sdected journas smply did not cover enough of the potentia
journa universe which patrons wanted and needed. The reason newly available non-selected
journad use was s0 high was smply that they represented the mgority of the journds now
avalable to most library patrons. Remember that first study pointing out that statewide only
aound 25% of the potentidly useful tittes were hdd in date inditutions and the answer
becomes blindingly clear. Adding the remaining 75% , even & a lower per capita use rae,
adds so many new journd titles that the use of non-selected titles swamped use of sdected
titles.

Jug exactly how much expanson in title use can be seen by compaing the number of
previoudy existing subscriptions recelving a least one download versus the number of newly
available dectronic titles recelving a least one download. Even & OSU with the largest
number of print titles previoudy avalable (1,253 titles) the number of new titles used
represented a doubling (2,501 titles) of access. The redity, therefore, was not that we had
sdected the wrong journds origindly, but that we had not sdected enough journas. There is,
in short, a huge pent up demand for access to the journd literature and the solution is not
better selection, but broader access.

Let me smply add that other consortia are now reporting smilar data. The clearest replication
of the OhioLINK experience to date has been HEAL-Link, the Greek academic library
consortium. Negotiating deds on the OhiolLINK modd, HEAL-Link data dthough dill
preliminary, shows a Smilar pattern — a huge expanson of journa access and patron use, with
62% of the downloads from journas not previoudy available to library patrons.
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OL M oDEL CONCLUSIONS

What conclusions can we draw from the OhioLINK modd? First, you make better use of your
money by getting more bang for your buck. As we have seen, the cogt per journd title
declines subgtantialy. Secondly, you incresse access to the journd literature dramaticaly — in
OhioLINK’s and HEAL-Link's case by thousands of journas. Thirdly, the increased access to
the formerly unavalable journd literature shows that patrons use it and use it heavily. There
is a huge demand for this literature and if it is made avalable, it will be used. Fourthly, by
deding directly with the publishers you diminate dl the problems and limitations of deding
with aggregators.

So, two approaches to choose from. The traditiond approach is title by title selection, paying
additiond money for digitd access to a limited number of journd titles The newer
(OhioLINK) approach is mass purchase, increased vadue for money spent, and usng the
digitd environment to vadly expand patron access to journals — access which, contrary to
expectation, is not only used, but very heavily used.

TOOLSAND SOURCES

Before | conclude | wanted to make sure you knew about some tools and resources available
to you as you continue to build your consortium and negotiate new contracts with publishers.

Probably the mogt vduable organization for you in deding with publishers is the Internationa
Consortium of Libray Consortia Begun as a North American consortium of consortia in
1998, it expanded into an international organization by joining together firg with an active
consortial movement in Great Britain and Northern Europe and shortly theregfter the Greeks,
Augrdians, Chinese joined.

The ICOLC mesets three times a year; twice a year in North America in the spring and fdl and
once a year in Europe in late November or early December. The firs European meeting in
1999 was held in Cranfield, England, the second was held in Berlin, Germany the following
year and the third is scheduled for Helsinki, Finland this November. The next North American
meeting will be held in Portland, Oregon in the soring.

ICOLC is a completedy voluntary organization with no dues or costs other than those of
atending medtings. It has three main useful dements medtings, ligserv and policies The
medtings, limited to 2-3 representatives from esch consortium are devoted primarily to
sessons with publishers where they outline proposed pricing models and policies which are
then critiqued by the assembled librarians. The exchange is what is cdled in diplomatic tak
“free and frank discussons’, i.e. nobody pulls any punches dthough everyone has remained
vey dvilized during the process. A running summary of the days meetings is posed every
night to al members of the listserv so even people who can't attend can stay up to date.

The second key dement of ICOLC is the ligserv. This is where considerable discusson goes
on among librarians about offers and contract dements made to them by publishers. Since
librarians are very open with each other, it makes it very hard for publishers to “divide and
conquer” while making it much easer for librarians to kegp a united front in those aress
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where it makes sense to do so. As many people as wish to from any ICOLC consortium may
sgn up for the “consort” ligserv.

The third dement, an emerging one, is standard or agreed upon policies, sample contracts,
RFP's, links to other consortia and the like. There are three important web Stes you should
know about. The firg is the ICOLC public web dte housed a Yde University. This includes a
lig of dl ICOLC members, notes from previous meetings and sgnificant documents such as
the “Guiddines for Technicd Issues in Request for Proposad (RFP) Regquirements and
Contract Negotiations, January, 1999” and “Statement of Current Perspective and Preferred
Practices for the Sdection and Purchase of Electronic Information”. These and other
dandards are having a condderable influence on the publishing community. Last month, for
example, Gae reported a the IFLA Pre-Conference on Consortia that its management
information package is fully compliant with ICOLC guiddines.

The second is the member “shadow” web Ste housed at OhioLINK. This ste is reserved for
consortia members only. It includes working documents of many consortia and links to the
working areas of consortid dtes For example, by linking to the CIC homepage you may
access a document cdled “Standardized Agreement Language” which defines terms and
language for use in negotiations and contracts with vendors. Although not an ICLOLC
document, it could be very helpful.

The fourth dement is super-consortid dedls. The ICOLC sarves as a facilitating mechanism
for putting together redly large deds involving multiple consortia There have been a number
of such deds The fird was essatidly a North American ded. The contract was with
LexigNexis for Academic Universe and was a ggnificant event, including as it did 53% of the
US colleges and universities, more than 600 inditutions involving some 23 consortia and 3.7
million full time dudents, Sgning a single contract. The second, and likely even larger ded is
with Oxford Universty Press for the Oxford English Dictionary. This latter ded, by the way,
has a dgnificant international dimendon to it involving as it does a number of British and
European consortia and may be laying the groundwork for full fledged internationd consortia
dedsin the very near future.

CONCLUSION

Wi, it's been a long afternoon. We ve looked at underlying issues such as how a consortia's
choice of gods and modd are likdy to affect their goproach to negotiation and licensng and
how a new approach (the OhioLINK moded) seems to be more productive and in tune with the
new digita redity. We then briefly discussed tools and ads available to you which should
assig and samplify your contracting activities. For years, consortia have been serving libraries
and publishers well; | hope this information proves useful in developing and drengthening
your consortium if you are a librarian and underganding how to work with them if you are a
publisher. Good luck and thank you for your attention.
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