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DCWG Subgroup #1 Charge:
This group will describe the benefits and problems with existing licenses/business models for public, school and academic libraries; describe models that would be more effective in meeting library mission and values; and determine licensing models that could be suggested to publishers, potential collaborators.  This group also will make recommendations to ALA regarding the integration of digital issues within the Association at the end of its two-year term.

DCWG Subgroup #1 identified a set of assumptions to guide the work of the group in the short term (from February 2012 to time of Annual Conference, June 2012). 
· top priority now is public libraries and e-book situation 
· expertise from academic and school environments, existing content informs our work
· communication to the members should be as transparent as possible 
· “blue sky” even though funding is limited
The DCWG #1 set up biweekly conference calls to conduct work.  It was agreed that librarian values (equitable access to information, intellectual freedom, privacy, etc.) should be the starting point for discussion about models (attached). 
The subgroup spent time reviewing the current situation facing public libraries, the market for trade books as different than the market for educational and academic environments, the trade publishing existing print business model, fears of both librarians and publishers, digital rights management, acquiring vs. owning e-books, lack of necessary data, discovery, intermediaries, second tier publishers, Amazon, negotiation strategies. As a starting point, DCWG#1 made a list of characteristics of business models that might be both favorable and unfavorable to libraries and publishers (attached).
In April, four members of the subgroup (Bob Wolven, Rob Maier, Vailey Oehkle, Ric Hasenyager) met in Washington to develop workable business models to present to the entire subgroup. The group developed another list of assumption to guide the work.  
Business model subgroup meeting – April 23rd, 2012
Suppositions/Assumptions
Any successful business strategy will depend on concessions from both publishers and libraries.
The business models proposed include some terms that are favorable to publishers.  Our assumption is that we must have some publisher-friendly terms for negotiation purposes.  However, we are not going to give up the farm and negotiate models unfavorable to libraries.     
The business models only pertain to public libraries and trade e-books. 
We have no intention of negotiating a business model on behalf of all public libraries. This is not the role of ALA.  Our expectation is that the business models will provide the publishers with new ways of thinking about selling e-books to libraries and help us find common ground.  
The proposed business models are not etched in stone.  They provide an idea of what a business model could look like, not what it should look like.  
While the business models are ideas for moving forward to obtain front list e-books from publishers, we think that discussions around the backlist may be helpful and could be a primary factor in any business model proposed. 
Any duration or per-use business model leads to perpetual access to e-book titles as one of its features.
All models assume one copy/one user at a given time, but multiple copies could be purchased to improve wait time or enable simultaneous access.   
We anticipate that the business models will be useful background information for the ALA leadership group when they meet with publishers.  Our hope is that the business models will clarify options available to libraries by eliminating all of the other “noise” that will delay progress.    
We recognize that negotiations with publishers will be a process of stops and starts. There may be a time when we walk away from negotiations because proposed solutions are not acceptable to libraries.   
We acknowledge that some business model characteristics will not be popular with all librarians, for example, the direct sale of e-books to patrons from the library web site. 
Testing out business models with willing libraries is preferred by the publishers rather than diving in head first, with the potential for bad publicity.
Steps forward should be viewed as pilots.  We cannot anticipate future developments, and recalibration of strategies likely will be necessary. 
Any model could include revenue sharing, price discrimination, and/or embargo periods for the library. 
Any embargo period that we accept would be no longer than 28 days and preferably reflect existing business models (first release DVD model). 
None of the models require that the library user must be physically in the library to access e-books (that is non-negotiable). 
We recognize that this is just the first step in a process with multiple, possibly many moves. At the same time, we need to move quickly and put something on the table. 
When developing the business models, the subgroup:   
Determined what conditions it would not accept in a business plan. 
Considered existing and potential business plans by price, terms, and content.
Developed with five potential models based on duration, metering/per-use, and/or content availability. 
Developed plans that dealt only with publishers and libraries.  The subgroup did not consider whether models were feasible for intermediaries, but made the assumption that intermediaries would arrange their processes under a new business plan framework. 
Six business models were developed (attached) and shared with the entire subgroup and three additional public librarians for review in early May. We sent the models to the full DCWG on May 16, 2012.  
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