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ABSTRACT

serﬁlce centers

services to individual libraries, and charges were compared at the
10,000, and 20,000 FTUs per year. (An PTOU is the
first time a llbrary uses a cataloging record tc catalog a title im

levels of 3,000,

its collection.)

centers charge various rates according to the volume of PTUs used,
with lcw volume users generally charged more per FTO than high vclume

users. Altkough

Data wvere gathered on the costs ‘charged kty various

which contract Ohio Coll2ge Library Center (CCLC)

It was concluded tHat OCLC contracting service

FTO costs generally decreased from 1977/78 to

197@/79 some users had their prices increased. A sample

questionnaire is appended. (Author/CHV)
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*  Data was'gath§red on the costs cHa;ged“by_various OCLC
Service Centegs; fChargés are compared at 3,000, 10,000} and
zo,ooo.ﬁTuS_;(er year. An FTU.is the first time a library

, . : . S B .
‘uses a cataloging recerd to catalog a title in'jits collection.

It is concluded that OCLC Serv1ce Centers charge various fates

.
»

r H

C
accordlng to the volume of FTUs_ used Low, volume users are

generally charged more. per FTU than high volume users. A1\J’ 3%

though FTU costs have generally decreased from 1977/8 to’ 1978/9

-

some users have had ‘their pr1ces~rlse.
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7~ 4 COMPARISON OF.COST FACTORS USED BY FIVE OCLC SERVICE CENTERS

Wlth the exceptlon of the State of Ohlo the Ohio College~
L1brary Center (OCLC) services are . contracted to 1nd1v1dua1
libraries by Serv1ce Centers Some -, of ‘these Serv1ce Centers are
large mu1t1 -state groups 11ke ‘the New England Library Network
(NELINET) whxch serv1ces a11 of New England or AMIGOS wh1ch ser-
vices Arlzona New Mexlco Texas, Arkansas, and Oklahoma. Some

~ Service Centers.cover only'onelgﬁate,“for example,'State Univer-

sity of New York (SUNY)tserVices almost all of New York.

. v,
T .

% " Each Serv1ce Center. has deVeloped 1ts own pr1c1ng pollcy for \

OGLC services. Each ‘one 1s 1n essence a reta11er of its wholesaler,

"’ )

ocLC. Some Serv1ce Centers part1cu1ar1y s1ng1e State units, receive °

funds "from sources outs1de the°part1c1pat1ng 11brar1es such as state

and’ federa1 grants that the Serv1ce Center cah use to offset OCLC
l4
charges. . _' - S ; ' o
. .
-

Depending on the Serv1ce Center swglstance fgom the OCLC head-

y

quarters in Columbus Ohlo more‘revenue must be derived from members

to offset phone charges All other conditions being équal, BCR in

| Denver must, charge more than\PALINET in Philadelphia. N %

-
.»‘ . : . - - ¥ : ' : !

_ /' | . The pr1c1ng p011c1es of the 21 OCLC Serv1ce Centers., 1nc1ud1ng
, _ -

R - OCLC ktself, for f1sca1 years 1977 and 1978 were requested ,(the
- - : .o ' N ’ '

Mr. Morris is Director of the Xavier UniveJLity‘of Louisiana Lihrary S
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_ v
questionnaire used was ‘designed to gather informatjon relative to

‘fixed and variable f&es A sample:duestionnaire is includéd (See
]

fig. -1). Of the 2L centers contacted 18 responded with data of

. varying types We reallzed that because o% varlous factors mainly,

lack of un1form1ty, several of the centers would have to be elimi-
nated from the survey .The data obtained from one large network was

also removed because the information obta1ned was 1ncomplete and

. could not be verlfled. We, thus, dec1ded to conf1ne our survey and
analysis to fdpr multi-state netwOrks which represe@t a large(portion

) . of the users in thé United States and one s1ngle state Service Center

~

i
v

.which is selfhsupportlng

All ServrgE'Cenfers and OCLC use the. F1rst3T1me Use (FTU) as -
ﬂthelr basic pr1c1ng mechan1sm An FTU is the f1rst time a‘llbrary

uses a catalOg1ng record to catalOg a t1tle in its collectlon Table
’
I is a. compar1son of the effect of the pricing pOllCleS on libraries
N

_cataloglngr3,000, 10,000 or 20,000 FTUs per year.

8 .
[ . L o

. . N
-

Qenter Ak is an example of a Center hav1ng a: low FTU charge byt
h1gh f1xed costs‘for ma1ntenance modem telephone llne charges an
dues&& Center A has lowered its un1t costs at all levels from 1977-
I97gﬁto*l978/9 Its un1t cos s ‘or the 3 OOO %TU user have dropped
from $3.15 to_$2.9l; a 8% decrease, but are still h1gher than anx 'o

‘. _other service;center's costs for 3,000 FTUT Center A's unit costs
| for 20,000 FTU‘are among the‘lowestfof-any serviceVQZnter. High -
) fixed.cOSt have a built in-bias agéinst the low volume user. Con-
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for l97§/9

s1der1ng the spread between the FTU cost for the 3 000 FTU user

[4

‘and the 20,000 FTU" user( Centér A s cost are st111 hlgher than

average. . L v :' \73

. ’ .
~ ., - 2

] -

Center B has completely changed its pr1c1ng structure fron
'1977/8 to 1978/9 In 1977/8, Centei B hed no f1xed costs and there-
fore had . a flat f.lgure for FTI,{ costs foi‘ all levels o& users. The
3 000 FTU users pa1d exactly the same .price per FTU as the 20,000 ,
FTU user in- 1977/8 In 1978/9 Center B 1nst1tuted cons1darahly

1ncreased f1xed,costs therefore creatlng a situation similar to

"acenter A, where the 3 OOO E;U user. pays more per FTU than the £0, OOO

FTU user. Although un1t costs throughout OCLC tend ‘to be. down, from
1977/8 to 1978/9 the percentage figure actually rose 2% for the f
3 000 FTU user in Center B. The 20 000 FTU user in Center B was

. ‘

offered a 19% decrease in h1s FTU costs. A cons1derable saving for .

large llbrarles ' Center B-is d1ff1cult to assess because in 1977/8

- although 1ts invoiced FTU pr1ce was $1 80 lt gave a rebate of 15¢

per FTU at the end of the year 1 It hoges to offer a s1m11ar r?hate

. ' L ) . ° - »‘..
~Center C has also changed its pricing policy. It has—gonel

from a high FTU charge to aflow_FTU charge,'but'initiated_$2,696 of

" fixed fees . This has caused.a ernormous amount of reshuffling‘of

.v'prlces charged to 1ts various levels of users. The 3,000 FTU user

that . the high volume users out muscled the low volume users’. T

-
has suffered a 13% increase in h1s unit costs, but the 20, OQO FIU

"user has been afforded an - 18% decrease in h1s FTU costs. I am

afrald that 1 cannot.understand how the users of ‘Center C haven?}fa

aIlowed Such a serious change in the_pr1c1ng pdilcyp It 1§ obv'fus

i

v ' ) . :
o o » : - : .
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V' raise a 11brary S FTU costs for catalog1ng from $2 32 to $2.61

in one year is a very serlous change A very sharp academic
fa(? o dean m1ght wonder about ‘the’ qua11ty of the d1rector of the

’ llbrary who offered such a 1ncrease in costs On the other

/ a

hand the large volume user can proudly report to h1s academlc

dean that unlt costs were down 18%, prov1ng how smart he was in

- A

1nsta111ng OCLC L RN - E ' L ' /
Center D was one of the few centers that offered a substan-
tial_decrease.ln FTU costs across the~board. The 3, OOO FTU user.
- decreased his FTU costs 6%, the 10,000 FTU hser'and~the 20,000
. ] " . . “. . ( " .~ .0
FTU user decreased their costs 5%. Center D has obviously done

[

a very.good job in holding down costs‘across‘the board.

V_Center—E—offers the lowest FTU charge, but CenteruEbhas.
very h1gh f1xed charges ' Although Center E has lowered its
charges-to all users l% in-a year of galloplng 1nf1at10n its
charges for93, OO FTU users are somewhat high and its charges

to 20,000 PTU userS'are~qu;te_low.f .1 o Je

-

- As you-can see from the. preceed1ng analysis of table one, the
% ™
T ,unlt costs vary cons1derab1y,g 20,000 ‘or 3, OON\FTU users cﬁarge§<

vary from center to.center.
, .f .

[y

Table: II is a rank order summary of 'Table I. - Center A; in 1977/8
had the h1ghest FTU cost for the 3,000 FTU userland 1n 1978/9

although it has lowered 1ts FTU charge is st111 the thhest
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FTU user.. In 1978/9 the difference has widened to 55¢. ' \}

. same, 'The relatiVe range is somewhat lower this year but - |

,'cataloged. Table III outllnes th1s problem

The average charge'for'3;OO0'FTU user has been reduced from

$2.47 to $2.45.‘_ AR e

For the lO 000: FTU user, centif C.was the h1ghest for

~l977/8 and Center ‘D for 1978/9 Center E is the lowest for

~

ithe lO 000 FTU .user and it is even lower this - year than 1t

was the year before. The average prlce for all centers us1ng\

l0,000_FTU'was 40¢'per FTU cheaper in 1977/8 thah—the 3,QQO \\

For the 20,000 ETU,user, the'relativefrange_has stayed the Wk

_the average FTU charge has dropped 20¢ ' 20¢ may‘not seem'

llke a big drop, but mult1p11ed by 20 000 FTUs it is $4,000

per year ' ' . o ' S

S}pce the latest round of Kellogg grants, a large

" number of small academic 11brar1es have had an opportunlty to_fV

join OCLC. Many of“these l;brarles are concerned ﬁbout

Jo1n1ng OCLC because of uncertain f1nanc1al futureSl ‘The

f;small academic. libraries are concerned w1th the cost that will -

be requlred to 5§ep the1r terminal "on" even if no t1tles are

o

© g
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. 9$b A compar1son of table 3 in 1977/8 to 1978/9 shows cons1der- 1%s*;;

S S n e

1\ J,able changes in many flxed charges for all ‘the centers except e
N o i

ﬁor Center E. - L h tL _-ufyf ,

i:f | . _ o ~..‘ _ IR o :
};; Long range planning is‘almost impossible-when as_ important.aﬂ

budget item-ds your FTU costs varies at the wh1m of the execut%ve

' d1rectors of the OCLC Serv1ce Centers '.'j’; ,;*}

o4 . : _ : R A
' 5(‘ Great d1ff1culty ar1ses when dec1d1ng which kind of a prlclng:
pollcy is appropr1ate« ,Small llbrarles would probably favor Centerif
/f{C D, or’E which have" relatlvef;'”flat"_pr;clng_pollcles.f An FTU o
///i :_1s an FTU whether youvcatalog 3;600”titles.per year.or 20,000 t1tles g

_._per.year."In the case of a large library, Center B or Center A

| wouId‘probany be more appealing.

There is a dlsadvantage.to a Tflat“'pricing policy. Libraries

"

caniadd'terhinals for"only capital funds and"not care about system-'J'
usage; A flxed charge per teﬂmlnal slows the demand for new termi-

gnals. If a 11brary 1s cataloglng 4,000 FTU s per year, addlng a o

Nﬁ’ second terminal in Center C only costs-$4,200 for the purchase of

. AY \
the term1nal w1th no add1tlonal costs In Center B a second ter-

]

;mlnal would also cost $4 200 but would have 1n add1t10n an annual
xcharge of $4 124 per year. The pricing schedule of - ‘Center B would -
tend to retard the prollferatlon of little-used terminals’ and to

-promote the max1mum eff1c1ency of all terminals’ on-line. - The pr1c1ng
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chedule of Center C, however would encourage the proliferation.

y . - L

€ . . oA v/ . -
g . . 9 . * . R

of additional terminals. N ST C T

It is'possible that 20,000 FIU's could not be processed
'through a single terminal, but the problem of multiple terminals

is outside the scope ot this study. The-purpose,.ﬁather, is to _

report that not all Service Centers are priced the same, and

that in locations where there is a choice of Service Centers,; each

-

1ibrary must'take.a'hard look at the pricing~structures of, the

i,

o various centers, and decide which center is the most appropriate

for its specific needs. Based upon serv1ces offered training

g

facilities, and price, two libraries in the same area may choose

different Serv1ce Centers according*to the volume of FTU s they

-’

expect to use.
f\‘@

Any research creates"more questions than it answers. = -
Some of the obvious questions that arise from this study are: ;1;).

How do multiple terminals effect selection of a Serv1ce Center?

v

2.) Are someéferv1ce Centers "better" than others7 3. ) Why are

the charges different rn each Serv1ce Center7 4 ) In an- effort to

\

create a- degree of uniformity among pricing structures, should

OCLC set up a system of its own regional Serv1ce Centers7-'

- . .

@ o [N

-~

It is each OCLC member ] duty to inspect the pricing policy

of his respective Serv1ce and decide how it shou1d be. structured
. 2

Fighting for the kind of policy. that is fairest is the over- r1d1ng

“ guide : : ljj,

o i: . I o .'f9~' .',. S
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. Center D

' B ,y'

o : 1 OOQ ETU .

Fy: 19]?/8

Cquq; i 53 15
Ccnt'er E 52/52

¢ )

52,3

. Center.C §2,32

Center f §2.03

‘“"U
* Average

§2:41

L 1978/9.

 Center A §2.91

Center C §2.61
Center £ $2.49

Center D $2.19

Center B $2.06

§2.45

Average

FY 1977/8
Center C.$2,27 *

Center D $2.éi
Center A SQNIA
Center B $2.03

. Center £ §1.71

Average

. $2.07

4o

TABLE II

10,000 il
"R 1078/9

Center D $2.10
Center ATL$2:02
Center ¢ $1.99
Center B §1.72

\

Average /51.90

- Average

L]

Y 1977/8
Center C $2.26

' Center D §2.19

Center B §2.03

Center A $1.9} ’

Center £ $1.69 Cm&
4/ Y.

§1.99

£

Y 1978/9

Center D% §2.08

Center C 81, 8?
Cen¥er A §1.84

Center B $1.64
;enter'E §1.52

Average $1.79
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~Annua1 leed Charges,ilncludes dues, telepho e modem and marntenance but no EFUS
or catalog cards)

B 1977/8 - \ Ry J
| , S
Center B 34,274 o | E | Cemter B $3 21
Center C $3,500 (No fixed charges," but a member | Center A .$3,480
must pay for a. mlnlmum of 2 100 |
| FTU) | | Center D $2, 792 * g
L Center C $1 488 r;‘

Center A $3,54t

\
| . Center E $396g
Center D $578 B € o
Center E $469 . . | o . -/
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APPENDIX A Co
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ice Number of | - ‘Number of Number- of JInstitutions
__nter‘ﬁ' States Institutions Out -of primary area
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S - QUESTIONNAIRE : S . P
R T LS - . v - . . . "p - _,:_\"-‘
L ) INITIAL FEE$ : - JANNDAL FREF,
. G W X . , S
PURCHASE PRICE-FOR TERMINAL | )
\ ; ] ./
L : ¢ : . - ‘ e B B
- INITIATION FEE . : .
4 . ) ’
ANNUAL MEMBERSHIP FEE - \ o T
INSTALLATION ‘COST \ ‘ Y
FTU CHARGE ' ,
< .
MINIMUM BASE CHARGE IF
NO FTU®*S ARE USED®: . . ,
TERm;z;L'MAINTENANCE
= ‘ ’ ) F
MODEM LEASE o -
-TELEPHONE LINE CHARGE. ’ : - .
. * " -5
‘ PRICE ‘DF SINGLE CATALOG CARD - . '
.o . Z
. Do you receive outside support from any abency? o ’ sIf yés, please
" explain, i.e., state, etc. : '
. -
.w h w’.
What area does your membership cover?
Does your network include any mgmbers from outside your area? If yes,
how many?
'How many institutions subscribe to your network?
How many terminals are included in your network?
Additional comments .
e
L

i’4




