arXiv – Cornell University Library
Member Advisory Board, Tier Model & Membership Structure Subgroup
Group Members: Tim Klassen, Tommy Ohlsson, Esther Tobschall, Jaron Porciello, Oya Rieger (coordinator)

Subgroup Goal: Assess and revise our tier model to consider other classes of member categories such as scientific societies (to be implemented during the next 5-year plan)

Related documents:

1. arXiv operating principles:
https://confluence.cornell.edu/download/attachments/127116484/arXivPrinciplesMarch12.pdf?version=5&modificationDate=1349107541000

2. MAB 9/2013 meeting minutes:
https://confluence.cornell.edu/display/culpublic/September+17%2C+2013+Meeting+Agenda
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EMAIL CORRESPONDANCE AFTER THE INITIAL CONFERENCE CALL

-----Original Message-----
From: Oya Yildirim Rieger 
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2014 3:27 PM
To: Tobschall, Esther; Tommy Ohlsson; Tim Klassen
Cc: Jaron Porciello
Subject: arXiv MAB Subgroup 1/13 Conference Call summary ... and a question 

Dear Esther, Tommy, Tim,

Thanks again for advising us in regard to arXiv's current membership policy.  According to the arXiv operating principle # 3.3:

"Membership in arXiv and representation on the MAB is reserved for libraries, research institutions, laboratories, and foundations that contribute to the financial support of the service."

SUMMARY
This question was partially triggered by the new membership of two scientific councils: European Research Council & the Austrian Science Fund.  We decided that these groups are similar to the Simons Foundation and they are either non-profit or governmental agencies with the mission of fostering R&D in the sciences. Therefore, we'll automatically include them in the definition of membership.

Shall we broaden #3.3 to add "research councils" or shall we assume that having the work "foundation" is sufficient?

Also, we've decided not to create a membership category for publishers/societies yet.

QUESTION 

Over the last four years, we've noticed that most of the member institutions stay in the same tier although their rank may fluctuate +/- a few levels (for instance, an institution may be listed as the 24th heaviest user in 2012 and may go down to  21st in 2013).  Just to simplify our membership table, we've decided to indicate only the Tier numbers (not the exact number).  Do you see any consequences about this decision?

https://confluence.cornell.edu/display/culpublic/Initial+Five-Year+Support+Pledges

This strategy makes us wonder if we should add a Tier 5 for usage rank 201+

We currently have the following Usage Rank-Annual Membership Fees:

Tier 1: 1-50 -- $3,000
Tier 2: 51-100 -- $2,500
Tier 3: 101-150 -- $2,000
Tier 4: 151+ -- $1,500

What is your opinion on the presentation of the membership in Tier numbers (rather than individual ranks) and also the idea of adding another Tier?

With kind regards,

Oya








-----Original Message-----
From: Tobschall, Esther [mailto:Esther.Tobschall@tib.uni-hannover.de] 
Sent: Monday, February 03, 2014 10:29 AM
To: Oya Yildirim Rieger
Cc: Sens, Irina; Rosemann, Uwe; 'tohlsson@kth.se'; 'Tim.Klassen@ualberta.ca'; Jaron Porciello
Subject: WG: arXiv MAB Subgroup 1/13 Conference Call summary ... and a question 


Shall we broaden #3.3 to add "research councils" or shall we assume that having the work "foundation" is sufficient?

We recommend to add “research councils”.  By adding this group in #3.3. you explicitly address research councils as a potential group of arXiv sponsors. The positive effect could be that they feel more obliged to support arXiv.

QUESTION 

Over the last four years, we've noticed that most of the member institutions stay in the same tier although their rank may fluctuate +/- a few levels (for instance, an institution may be listed as the 24th heaviest user in 2012 and may go down to  21st in 2013).  Just to simplify our membership table, we've decided to indicate only the Tier numbers (not the exact number).  Do you see any consequences about this decision?
This strategy makes us wonder if we should add a Tier 5 for usage rank 201+

We currently have the following Usage Rank-Annual Membership Fees:

Tier 1: 1-50 -- $3,000
Tier 2: 51-100 -- $2,500
Tier 3: 101-150 -- $2,000
Tier 4: 151+ -- $1,500

What is your opinion on the presentation of the membership in Tier numbers (rather than individual ranks) 

I do not see any consequences with regard to the membership table <https://confluence.cornell.edu/display/culpublic/Initial+Five-Year+Support+Pledges>.

Please, do not change the annual Institutional Usage statistics pages <http://arxiv.org/help/support/2013_usage>, as the information about the actual usage and rank is important and interesting for institutions and their patrons.


and also the idea of adding another Tier?

I guess we started the discussion on this topic during our Conference Call in May 2013.
From our perspective we cautioned you to keep an eye on the total of contributions obtained from 201+ institutions. 
As I put it last year:
“Please, keep in mind that reducing membership fees for institutions with rank>200 (at the moment about 20 paying $1,500) first results in losses that have to be regained by engaging new institutions: So, if you reduce the fee you first have to balance the losses by engaging new members before you’ll earn more money! Do you think this can succeed?” 
Also included in the call’s minutes:

If we decide to introduce a lower tier, we may engage new members but we'll also reduce contributions from the current members that are ranked lower than 200

Besides, please allow me to ask some additional questions that came into my mind thinking about the idea of adding Tier 5 as explicit Tier for 201+:
· How do you plan to address the Tier 5 institutions in order to engage them for becoming a member? Contacting them all directly, would be a huge effort.
· Do you intend to identify the 201+ institutions by extending the official usage statistics <http://arxiv.org/help/support/2013_usage>? Up to which rank could you imagine to extend the statistics (like up to TOP 500)?
· Or do you see Tier 5 as an open noncommittal Tier with “less obligation“ meaning that it enables every institution that is not listed within the TOP 200 statistics to support arXiv and to become a member?
· Is there an additional financial need for engaging TOP 201+ institutions in a more intensive way? (My understanding of the membership model so far was that by the involvement of the TOP 200 institutions arXiv gains sufficient income.)

As you can imagine the introduction of a binding Tier 5 is a little bit tricky for the TIB representing arXiv-DH: Following the current model, TIB is paying for all the (non-HGF, non-MPG) German TOP 200 institutions (resulting in an amount of about 1/6 of the TOP 200 institution’s share).  With introduction of Tier 5 it would be unaffordable to pay for every German organization that uses arXiv at least once a year (which might be implicated by the introduction of Tier 5 for the 201+ institutions).








On Feb 3, 2014, at 1:17 PM, "Tommy Ohlsson" <tohlsson@kth.se> wrote:

 Dear Oya,

 Below follow my comments to your questions.

 1. Shall we broaden #3.3 to add "research councils" or shall we assume that
 having the work "foundation" is sufficient?

 As Esther replies, I think it could be a good idea to add "research councils" to the definition of membership with the same arguments as Esther has.

 2. Over the last four years, we've noticed that most of the member institutions
 stay in the same tier although their rank may fluctuate +/- a few levels
 (for instance, an institution may be listed as the 24th heaviest user in
 2012 and may go down to  21st in 2013).  Just to simplify our membership
 table, we've decided to indicate only the Tier numbers (not the exact
 number).  Do you see any consequences about this decision?

 I am afraid that I probably cannot give too much input on this question. However, I do not see a large impact on your decision.

 3. What is your opinion on the presentation of the membership in Tier numbers
 (rather than individual ranks) and also the idea of adding another Tier?

 Probably, your present model seems reasonable. As Esther indicates, it might be too small contributions to justify introducing a new group.

 
Tommy








On Sat, Feb 8, 2014 at 12:24 PM, Oya Yildirim Rieger <oyr1@cornell.edu> wrote:

Dear All,

Thanks so much for all this feedback - much appreciated.  It looks like there is support for adding research councils to expand the scope of membership.  I'll inform MAB about it and ask if there are any questions/comments.

Excellent points about 200+.  Every time we consider the option of adding a new tier, we run into the challenges that Esther so articulately expressed. We'll hold off.

Best,

 Oya



> On Feb 13, 2014, at 3:17 PM, "Tim Klassen" <Tim.Klassen@ualberta.ca> wrote:

Hi, Apologies on delay in responding. Took a look at your questions and did a little looking into thoughts of some folks here on Scientific Councils and interest in funding. Among the librarians I talked to they didn't believe that approaching Canadian Council on arXiv would work. Though some of the library councils etc might make sense. Could pursue that further if you think that would be helpful. Our director here is president of the Canadian association of Research Libraries so he might have an opinion.

 On the tier issue agree with my colleagues. I would say it only works to add one if you raise the $$$ levels for the existing tiers higher.

Let me know if you want an opinion from our director on other library organizations to consider approaching.

Best,

 Tim







From: Oya Yildirim Rieger 
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2014 1:49 PM
To: Tim Klassen; Tommy Ohlsson; Esther Tobschall
Cc: Rosemann, Uwe; Jaron Porciello; Sens, Irina
Subject: Re: WG: arXiv MAB Subgroup 1/13 Conference Call summary ... and a question

Dear Esther, Tommy, Tim,

Your thoughtful and analytical responses remind me of the complicated nature of making decisions on revising our current business model. The system we have in place now was developed in three years after looking into several variables and risk factors.  We'll have to be very careful in making changes. Thanks so much for your input.

It is difficult to generalize but my current conclusions from our discussion are:

1) Include scientific/research councils in our definition of membership but keep in mind that there will be national variations. Also, it is difficult to develop a systematic way of approaching them.  Unlike our top 200 user institutions, we don't have an objective way of compiling a list and recruiting new research council members. Because an international outreach will be quite complicated, it is likely that we will be relying on the assistance from arXiv member organization.  

QUESTION: CAN YOU THINK OF ANY SYSTEMATIC WAYS OF INVITING RESEARCH COUNCILS AS MEMBERS?  

2)  For the time-being, we'll refrain from adding a 5th tier.  Although we are now organizing membership information on the website by tier numbers, we'll continue to make available a list that shows actual ranking too:

Listing by tier numbers (to simplify communication):
https://confluence.cornell.edu/display/culpublic/Initial+Five-Year+Support+Pledge

List by usage ranking:
http://arxiv.org/help/support/2013_usage

Thanks again!

Oya





On Wed, Mar 5, 2014 at 11:56 PM, Tommy Ohlsson <tohlsson@kth.se> wrote:

Dear Oya,

Concerning your question, I think that one should identify the research councils and then send to them a generic email with information about arXiv's membership model.

One way of identifying those research councils would be to look at the institutions that are currently members, and to see from what countries they come. Then, to zeroth order, I would select those countries and identify the corresponding research councils as a start.

In Sweden, the research council is called the "Swedish Research Council" (Vetenskapsrådet), and you will find out more about this research council at: www.vr.se


Regards,
Tommy







From: Tim Klassen [mailto:Tim.Klassen@ualberta.ca] 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2014 10:43 AM
To: Tommy Ohlsson
Cc: Oya Yildirim Rieger; Esther Tobschall; Jaron Porciello; Irina Sens
Subject: Re: WG: arXiv MAB Subgroup 1/13 Conference Call summary ... and a question


Hi, Think Tommy's approach makes sense. arXiv certainly has enough name recognition that a form letter isn't likely to be ignored! Asked our local data/research expert Chuck Humphrey on his thoughts on Canadian context re research councils and he sent me the following, hope it's helpful!

Hi, Tim ... Canadian research councils do have special funding envelopes for operational services supporting programs of research.  For example, the CIHR and SSHRC provide block funding for up to five years to the Canadian Research Data Centre Network.  This Network must participate in a mid-term review and submit new applications for funding at the end of each term.  Even though the funds are for operational support, the grant applications are vetted as a mainstream research application, which makes it challenging to come up with a new application pitch every five years.

arXiv may be able to find an NSERC funding envelope for operational services to which they could apply but would still face the challenge of working with Canadian PIs and defining a line of research around the application.

If there was an internationally collaborative competition, such as Digging into Data, it would be easier to leverage money from a Canadian research council and other international councils.  But again, these programs support new research rather than operational expenses of existing research infrastructure. 

The biggest obstacle we face approaching research councils about operational funding is that they say, "we've already given at the office.  We paid your institution overhead for the cost of doing research."  

Research Data Canada has members from the research councils but they don't pay membership support.  One of the councils provided funds for the first national Data Summit held in Sept 2012.  This required preparing a proposal and having it vetted by the council.  The council saw the Data Summit as a deliverable or service provided by Research Data Canada.  Attempts to get the councils pay a membership fee to belong to Research Data Canada, however, been rebuffed by the councils.

I don't believe that you'd ever get a Canadian research council to join an organization like arXiv for which they don't receive a direct operational return.  For example, two of the research councils are members of CASRAI, the research administrative information standards body and pay a fee.  They look at their fee as providing them standards as a deliverable that they can apply to their own records administration.  
 
Sorry, this isn't helping you.  All I can share is my experiences around the question you ask.  One last point: research councils today are less willing to take risks in new areas than in the past.  The current climate in Ottawa has made them very conservative in their activities.  Although, this does lead me to one suggestion.  If there was a Canadian business that was a strong advocate for arXiv and wanted to cost share support, one may find a way to interest a research council.

Chuck 






[bookmark: _GoBack]From: Oya Yildirim Rieger <oyr1@cornell.edu>
Date: Fri, Mar 14, 2014 at 12:56 PM
Subject: RE: WG: arXiv MAB Subgroup 1/13 Conference Call summary ... and a que stion
To: Tim Klassen <Tim.Klassen@ualberta.ca>, Tommy Ohlsson <tohlsson@kth.se>, Esther Tobschall <Esther.Tobschall@tib.uni-hannover.de>
Cc: Jaron Porciello <jat264@cornell.edu>, Irina Sens <Irina.Sens@tib.uni-hannover.de>
Dear Tim, Tommy, Esther, 
Chuck’s comments are quite enlightening (many thanks for contacting him, Tim).  
As we are working on this year’s invoicing, Jaron just ran into a glitch with one of our research council members.  They prefer to be an arXiv member through a service contract and unfortunately this is not an acceptable method for the Cornell business office. We cannot accept membership fees as a “grant” either as it requires the involvement of Cornell’s sponsored programs office. So one very important issue we need to factor in is the amount of overhead that we can accommodate if we run into different payment models. It is not as complicated for libraries as they often rely on their collections or OA accounts and pay through an invoice.  
As a pilot, I recommend that this year we focus on a few countries (especially with heavy arXiv use) and identify/contact their key research councils.

Best regards,
Oya
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