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Overview
Springer proposes to modify its current publisher’s contract with IFIP to provide open access (free-to-read) for all IFIP publications.  Key points of the proposal are:

· Electronic versions of IFIP publications would be available on an open access basis through SpringerLink.


· All print publications in the IFIP (main) Series would be automatically included in the SpringerLink repository.


· Unpublished IFIP documents, such as unpublished conference proceedings, could be included in the SpringerLink repository for a fee.  Print versions of such documents would be available on a “print-to-order” basis.

· Springer also would archive electronic copies of the SpringerLink IFIP documents in multiple “permanent” national electronic archives.


· The bulk sales prices for print publications will be increased to partially cover the cost of maintaining the SpringerLink repository.  Additionally there will be an annual maintenance fee to IFIP.


Strengths and Benefits
Some of the strengths and benefits to IFIP of the Springer proposal are:

· No extra effort will be required by IFIP over what is done currently.

· It is possible that the archiving in national archives could alleviate the need for IFIP to establish its own archive.


· A mechanism is provided to provide for electronic-only publications.


· All IFIP publications, including e-only publications, will be accessible through SpringerLink and its search mechanisms.  Thus the visibility of IFIP e-publications would benefit from SSBM/SpringerLink marketing and distribution.


· There is incentive for publishing in the IFIP (main) Series, as opposed to IFIP-LNCS (which will not be included in the open access IFIP publications), and as opposed as well to publishing in other digital libraries that do not have open access.


· Electronic-only publications would be available in print on a print-to-order (single copy) basis, with IFIP receiving normal royalties on these print sales.


· Having electronic versions of IFIP publications managed and provided by SSBM would provide a degree of consistency between IFIP print and electronic publications.


· Having IFIP electronic publications managed by SSBM could increase SSBM’s interest in finding a feasible way to convert and add backfiles to the electronic repository.


Note that these are only strengths and benefits associated with the Springer proposal.  Strengths/benefits of establishing an IFIP open access digital library facility in general, such as increasing the visibility of IFIP and encouraging citations through free access and downloads, are not included here.

Weaknesses and Concerns
One might wonder why a hardcopy would be required for e-only documents.  However, there is merit in having the submission procedures for all documents (print and e-only) be the same.  Additionally, a hard copy is useful when there are problems or questions regarding formatting due to differences in versions or settings for word processing software on different computers.
Financial implications
The primary concerns regarding the proposal center on the financial implications.  First, IFIP would be charged an annual maintenance fee of $60,000 ($75,000 for the initial year).  Although this is considerably less than the estimated average cost of about $95,000 per year for the BCS proposal, it does not include the additional cost to conferences.  (The average annual cost for the BCS proposal, which was 50 British pounds (US$95) per paper, was obtained using an average of 1000 papers per year, which is approximately the average for the past few years.  Thus 1000 papers at US$95 per paper would be $95,000.)
The increase of 20% in the bulk sales prices would represent a significant increased cost to conference organizers, and the TC Chairs have indicated varying degrees of reluctance to pay additional costs for digital library capabilities.  Using an estimate of $125,000 annual bulk sales, an increase of 20% would cost the conferences an additional $25,000 per year on average.  Thus the total cost to IFIP for free-access electronic publications in SpringerLink for as long as Springer remains IFIP’s publisher is roughly $85,000 per year.  This is still about $10,000 per year less than the BCS proposal.

Another concern is the cost of e-only publication.  For a small conference of 50 participants and a proceedings of 175 pages, the cost of e-only publication would be 1760 euros, but 50 copies of a printed proceedings would currently cost only 2000 euros.  The savings of 240 euros would hardly be an incentive to consider e-only, so if the conference could not afford a printed proceedings then it would be unlikely to be able to afford e-only as well.  The situation is even worse for smaller conferences: for example, an e-only proceedings of 175 pages for a working conference of 35 participants would still cost 1760 euros, but the bulk sales price for 35 copies of printed proceedings would be 1400 euros.  It should be noted, however, that the BCS proposal (50 pounds/75 euros per paper) would result in a higher cost for many/most conferences than would the Springer proposal.  For example, if the proceedings containing 175 pages consisted of 30 papers then the BCS cost for e-publication would be 2250 euros, or almost 500 euros more than the Springer cost.
Other considerations
Some additional considerations are:

· The proposal includes an e-only option only for small conferences (fewer than 200 pages in the proceedings and fewer than 50 bulk sale copies).  The cost of a printed proceedings also can be beyond the financial ability for larger conferences (for example, WCCE 2005), so it is desirable that e-only proceedings be available to all conferences (at a cost that is substantially less than that for printed proceedings).


· It is not clear how long Springer intends to continue the current free access for IFIP publications in SpringerLink.  The Open Access Proposal implies that the open access will not continue indefinitely, but while the current open access continues, there will be little or no motivation for most IFIP TCs to consider paying more for electronic access.


· A disadvantage of accepting this proposal is that if Springer ceases to be IFIP’s publisher then an entire new DL facility would have to be constructed.  It is true that the electronic versions of documents would be available in an archive, but constructing an entire new DL facility would be a formidable task.


· It appears from the proposal that it would not provide the “IFIP-branded” web site for accessing IFIP e-publications that was stated as desirable in the report of the IFIP DL Task Force.  This possibly could be alleviated by establishing (by IFIP) a separate home page that links to the appropriate SpringerLink page(s).  It also may be possible to use the IFIP blog that would be hosted by Springer as an IFIP-branded home page for the electronic publications on SpringerLink.


· There can be no guarantee of a “permanent” (in perpetuity) electronic archive that is managed by an outside entity.  Although archives that are under the auspices of national governments are highly unlikely to disappear, the possibility nevertheless remains.  Also, it is not clear how easy it would be to use such an archive in a way that it would be feasible, if not reasonable, to retrieve all needed documents should the need arise.  It is possible that to maintain the information needed to access all IFIP documents in a national archive would be as much effort as maintaining a separate IFIP archive.

Summary and Recommendation
