Pricing SciFinder Scholar as a Flat Charge for Unlimited Use +10% Inflation Factor Yearly
Responses to the proposal for a Flat Charge + 10% plan for SciFinder Scholar (SFS) are mixed.  Under the proposed system, schools could “take the cost of the basic package as a starting point, and expect cost increases in the range of 10% for at least the next 4 years to cover capital investments, etc.”  The two most significant factors of concern cited by respondents are cost and growing demand for access to SFS.
Many respondents share both XYZ’s frustration with rising journal costs that devour budgets for items such as books, facilities work, and low-use periodical titles and his fear that “The next round of cuts will be the high-value, high-use stuff.”   XYZ2 adds that “an ever-increasing fraction of our budget going off to Columbus every year is not acceptable; it would mean the eventual cannibalization of other resources which are, in their own sphere, just as valuable as CA.”  XYZ3 notes that “Agreeing to a 10%+ cost increase in perpetuity would double the cost of SFS within 7 years or less.”  Almost all respondents feel that a 10% increase would be extremely difficult to afford and nearly a half dozen state that such an arrangement would “break” them altogether.  XYZ2 also notes that the proposed scheme could be particularly deleterious in consortium situations: “such increases would likely drive the smaller schools out of the deal altogether—they are barely affording it at the current price.”  

Many reactions to the Flat Cost + 10% plan are positive.  XYZ4 notes that budgets often factor in a percentage increase for each year and XYZ2 agrees that “‘inflation’ is easier to budget for than new resources.”  There is significant enthusiasm for a system of unlimited access, especially among those schools already experiencing high turn-away rates.  XYZ5 states that while ABC5 has experienced “borderline-acceptable turnaway rates . . . Given unlimited use . . . who is to say our use wouldn’t skyrocket, putting us up there with the big guys.”  XYZ6 observes that ABC6  has “growing turnaway rates and widespread interest that has barely begun to be tapped.”  Turnaway rates appear to be increasing across the board and while the cost of SFS under the proposed plan would eliminate some schools, other schools indicate that they would, reluctantly, make necessary sacrifices.  As XYZ2 points out, “Buying additional seats under the current scheme is not economically feasible.”  
There is some interest expressed in a modification of the Flat Use + 10% plan.  XYZ7 inquires into the possibility of a “base-price approach with science FTE tiers or some such size adjustment.”  XYZ2 observes that under the Flat Use + 10% plan, schools currently with adequate coverage will effectively have to “help subsidize additional access for high-turnaway schools.”  XYZ5 predicts that “it looks like a very difficult proposition to figure out a pricing scheme that would be possible and attractive to all the different sized institutions that we represent.”  As a side note, XYZ4 encourages an “economy of scale” modification to the current “seat” system in which “the more you buy, the lower the incremental cost of adding seats should be.”
Many schools employ a user education system to address high turnaway rates.  Both XYZ8 and XYZ9 mention that SFS patrons are learning to avoid high turnaway times. XYZ10 notes that faculty have “been very spoiled lately, with all-you-can-eat access to huge chunks of the literature, and the only way that we are going to get out of the seemingly bottomless pit is if they recognize the problem and are willing to ‘Let go’ of some of the convenience factor.”  
One of our own CCAS members cautions that “the academic appetite for ‘goodies’ is insatiable” and that “very often the Delta benefit no way near is as great as the Delta cost.”  
In general, those schools already experiencing high turnaway rates and demand express the greatest enthusiasm for the unlimited usage provided under the Flat Charge + 10% plan.  Many more schools acknowledge that although demand will increase, their current coverage (under the “seat” system) combined with user education programs is sufficient to meet their needs.  There is a nearly universal reluctance towards a 10% annual increase which reflects resentment against industry-wide serials inflation.  Finally, it appears that there is significant interest in a modification of the Flat Cost + 10% plan, perhaps in the form of a size adjustment, which would insure that  low turnaway schools do not end up subsidizing high-turnaway institutions. 
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