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Journal tendering for societies — a brief guide

1 About this guide

1.1 Rationale

Hundreds of societies publish journals in collatiorawith publishers. Some may be
considering how and whether to renegotiate or gdamtender. Some may be
considering whether they can/should/wish to chahgéusiness model of the journal
(e.g. by a move to Open Access). Other societigsbaaonsidering using an

external publisher for the first time. This guitlased on our experience, is written for
all of these.

In their negotiations with publishers learned sbege— especially smaller ones — may
have difficulty articulating their requirements amskessing the publishers’ offerings.
This is true where they wish to compare the newadets with typical

“conventional” models, or simply compare differennventional offerings. The
reasons are complex and include:

» lack of knowledge of the publishing industry on ffeet of the society’s
executive staff (who cannot always find the timad¢guire the knowledge);

» the "author/research funder pays” models, which|swtbecoming more
prevalent in the domains of science, technologgirexering and mathematics
(STEM), appear (but may not actually be) rathes fessible in other
domains.

This guide draws on the experienceontlearned society, the Association for
Learning Technology (ALT), in reviewing the publishing arrangements for its
journalResearch in Learning Technolqgdpetween September and December 2010.

This version of the guide has been the subjecteppblication consultation within
the learned society and scholarly publishing comitiesi. It would benefit from
further revisions once it has been subjected tadepand more sustained scrutiny,
and a further version, taking account of any surst-publication feedback received,
is planned later in 2011.

1.2 ALT’s experience

Our journal has been published since 2004 by onleeoiain journal publishing
companies. The original six-year publishing agrestnpeovided for an automatic
multi-year roll-forward one year before its expifyowards the end of 2008, ALT
agreed a one-year extension to this agreementgder to prevent an automatic three-
year roll-forward and to provide breathing spaceu®to consider our publishing
options thoroughly, through a competitive re-prernent process. Staff changes and
the extended absence of our publications manageepted us from running the
procurement process during 2009, and so we agréethar one-year extension to
the publishing agreement with the publisher.

In mid October 2010 we issued a request for prdpd&FP) for a new publishier

We had interest from six publishers who asked goestbout our intentions. We
then received four proposals: one which offere@pen Access model only, one
which offered both Open Access and conventionalighing as discrete alternatives,

! http://www.alt.ac.uk/ALT is Registered Charity 1063519.
% See Section 7 for a list of most of those who cemied.
% The RFP is available &ttp://repository.alt.ac.uk/83@accessed 5/3/2011)
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and two which offered approaches that included penCAccess component. Three of
the proposals were from big publishers. After eaihg the proposals, ALT’s
Trustees decided in December 2010 to make theagusich has been renamed
Research in Learning Technoldgs fully Open Access journal with effect frorfi 1
January 2012.

1.3 Genesis of this guide

Although there is much discussion within the resleanformation community about
the advantages of Open Access, and the costs pubiie sector of conventional
publishing, the practicalities of transition — winett to Open Access or simply to an
improved conventional publication model — are migss adequately documented. In
addition, there is no easy way for learned and Isclycsocieties to learn from each
others’ experiences of making and acting withirublighing agreement.

Specifically, when writing the RFP we found theraswittle advice available on
approaches to take. We were also unable to firebd goad map for handling the
journal retendering process overall, including eatihg publishers’ responses and
making judgements between offerings that relatotdrasting models (conventional
and Open Access) with very different business dsivEhis is in stark opposition
with say procuring computer hardware where theeenzainy guides available,
through JISC and otherwise.

Having started from scratch, we have gained vatuaisights into the process of
procurement. Moreover, the reactions of otherscluting publishers — to the way in
which we have handled the process suggest tha theights, properly reflected on
and recorded, will be of value to the rest of tbenmunity and, in particular, to other
learned and scholarly societies. This, then, igtivpose of this guide, and the reason
why JISC asked us to produce it.

The intended audience is anyone with responsihilitifin a learned society for one
or more scholarly journals (including those consitgwhether or not they wish to
join with a publisher for the first time). The geid relevance will vary depending on
factors such as the society’s field of work, iesithe commercial success of its
journal(s), and, as we indicate below, its appétitechange.

1.4 Disclaimer

Responsibility for this guide rests with ALT. Itpsovided with no warranties of any
kind. Individuals or organisations who use the gulé so at their own risk, and
neither ALT nor JISC shall be liable for any losseslamages arising from use of the
guide or of reliance being placed upon it.

2 Procuring a new publication agreement: issues to
consider before you start

The operation of a society journal is usually efyirat the direction of the society,
subject to any associated contracts (which are apyime-limited). Any decision as
to the journal’'s nature and format is usually etyimwvithin the control of the society's
governing body even taking into account any ecitdreedom delegated to the Editor
or to an Editorial Board. In this section we sumiseasome of the main issues that

* The renaming stems from decisions taken in ediy02o revise the aims and scope of the journal
and to strengthen and internationalise the jousreditorial board.

© ALT, licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 2.0 License Page 2
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you should consider before making the decisioretprocure a publication
agreement, of whatever model, and suggest soméjsossurses of action for each
one.

2.1 Your current publishing contract and its renewa | date

Publishing agreements typically run for severalrgeaith automatic roll-forward

(i.e. renewal), and offer limited opportunities fenegotiation other than at set points.
For example, a five- or six-year agreement mightfooward automatically if it has

not been renegotiated or terminated 12 months é¢fer end of its current tePm

Action: Your team must be mindful of the key dates defingdhe current publishing
agreement, so that you instigate any renegotiatior-procurement early. ldeally,
six months is the optimum period needed to ruroaymement, provided this leaves
you enough time after agreeing any change therattage the transition from one
publisher to another. This means that, if the dgpaigshes to negotiate an
improvement to its publishing agreement as anratere to re-procurement (and
trying to do so is not necessarily the best mowae alternative would be to include
the incumbent publisher in the bidding process), slaould start that proceasleast
12 monthdefore the date when the agreement will automitioall forward. This
should give you sufficient leeway so that, if tregatiations fail, you can switch to re-
procurement. See also section 4.1. In any evenskould always carefully check the
termination conditions of the current agreementgcivimay not be as clear as they
should be, and may involve some form of penaltysés, especially in
old/longstanding agreements.

2.2 The role of the journal in relation to the soci ety

Different journals serve different purposes for lirned societies that own them,
and so it is important that the publishing arrangetshould reflect and support the
role that the journal plays within your societyrexample, the journal m&y

» serve as the voice of the society itself (convgrsemay be somewhat
peripheral to the society’s day-to-day activities);

* act as a substantial and absolutely crucial soofra&come (conversely, it may
be a “labour of love,” barely breaking even or,h@s, running at a loss);

* be closely interlinked with conferences organisgdhe society;

» exercise sufficient influence in the field thatrbes are required to subscribe
to it (conversely, it may not have the impact titat society wishes, and it
may therefore be looking for a way to increase ittmigtact and visibility, for
example by changing its publication model);

* be the sole journal published by the society (cosslg, be one of several
publications).

Action: Consider the role of the journal within your sdgjeand where your journal
sits in relation to its competitors. Which publisthimodel might best reflect that role?

® Agreement terms and conditions vary widely betwaiéfierent journals. Two other common types
are: i) a five/six year period with a rolling pedithereafter, always for one year, and always oiité
year’s notice; ii) a fixed period, thus requirirenegotiation. We make no assumption as to what the
best option is.

% The list here is indicative of the kinds of isstiest should be considered.
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To what extent would a change of publishing mocelarmine a crucial source of
income for the society, and how might this be naitégl?

2.3 Disposition or appetite of the society, staff, the board, and the
editors

The work and general disruption involved in procoeat in this area should not be
underestimated, and publishers are commerciallyyshusinesses with power and
experience on their side.

Action. Ensure that all of the key actors in the socrdtyp will be involved in the
procurement are:

o fully committed to the endeavour;
* have a shared understanding of why it is imporaat what will be involved;

» are aware that one option will be for the societgever its relationship with
the current publisher. (The same point appliessib@ety is considering going
with a publisher for the first time.).

2.4 Why are you doing this?
Action: Consider whether a change of publishing modelasteal consideration for
your society, or whether you are mainly seekingrowpd support for the journal — or
a better deal generally — from the publigher
« If you wish to change the publishing mddstart by seeking to renegotiate the
terms of the current publishing agreement, possibking your current
publisher to model the different options; howeveserve the option to re-
procure if the negotiations are unsatisfactory.
* If you mainly seek improved support from the ptielisthen you may find that
indicating to the publisher that you are contemptate-procurement may be
enough to prompt it to intensify its support fandanterest, in the journal.

2.5 Beneficiaries of revenue from the journal

If the society receives a large income from thenal) then it would be superficially
attractive to sit tight without reviewing the exgf arrangements.

Action: Consider whether you wish to:
* increase royalty income for the society;
 drive down subscription costs for libraries whiggaining royalty income; and/or

» improve the “wrap-around” services and support thatpublisher provides with
the journal;

* improve the journal’s overall accessibility to jistential readers and its overall
value to the wider economy and to society.

" Of course your overall negotiating position in @mgcurement will be partly determined by the
relative strengths of the parties — a poor or weaknal, or one needing a lot of investment, ot tha
serves a narrow field, will probably not be in &ition to make as many demands as a prestigious
profitable journal serving a big field.

8 A future edition of this guide would benefit fraartable spelling out some different publishing
models, with a simple table showing how these nwdifer as regards costs, benefits, risks, sources
of revenue etc.

© ALT, licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 2.0 License Page 4
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If the answer to any of these is “yes,” then retiagjon or re-procurement may be a
way by which to achieve them.

2.6 Esteem and impact of the journal

The esteem in which a journal is held — includisgnpact factct (if any) — is a very
important consideration for many societies, forjal editors, and for authors who
submit articles for publication. The publisher rdyoone factor in this, and normally
not a major one; far more important are the repnaif the society that owns the
journal, and the extent to which the journal isdraad cited, the later being
something that, depending on the discipline sebyethe journal, is not necessarily
well reflected by the journal’s impact factor (ifyg.

Action: Consider issues of esteem dispassionately anchlibgiand do not assume
that a switch to Open Access or that a changeneapublisher will necessarily have
an adverse effect on the journal’s est€efinis in the common interest of authors,
editors and publishers to achieve the largest plessnpact with their publication. A
course of action should be agreed with the newiglixl to maximise the
discoverability and reputational standing of therfal and its individual
contributions, using any framework agreementstt@publisher may have in place,
in order to get the journal into as many relevamagal and subject-specific
abstracting, indexing and citation services asiptes¢e.g. IS, Elsevier, etc.). With
the increasing importance of bibliometric approacteeassessing the standing of
research, many authors are become choosier abaué ey publish. A high level of
indexation will contribute to a good journal’s ingb&ven if it does not (yet) have an
impact factor. Any publisher worth its salt will kestrong claims about how it will
ensure the journal is comprehensively indexedihmithallenge for the society is to
secure evidence that other journals newly acquixetthe publisher have had their
indexing improved by the publisher, notwithstanding time lag between submission
of a journal for indexing and indexing beginningh@ppen'.

3 Deciding to move to Open Access publishing: practical
considerations

In this section we assume that your society hagldddo explore the possibility of a
move to an Open Access publishing model for thenaly having already considered
issues such as the funding arrangements of reskardérs in the field and the
attitudes/knowledge of authors. We provide a tedfnition and overview of the
approach, and then enumerate the practical comasioes that you should take into
account before starting to take active steps tosvandh a move.

3.1 Open Access publishing: an overview

Put simply, an Open Access (OA) publication is tre¢ anyone can access over the
Internet immediately on publication without needindhave a subscription.
Typically, authors of articles in OA journals retaiopyright, but license their work
under a Creative Commons Licenbét|f://creativecommons.ong/

% http://www.webcitation.org/5xFFHVWBOlast accessed 17/3/2011

12 SeeThe Open Access citation advantage — studies andtseto dateby Alma Swan.
http://www.webcitation.org/5xRRKkyidzlast accessed 24/3/2011

M A good and free tool to assess the relative imypha journal, and to compare it over time, is
Harzing's “Publish or Perish” which can be downledidrom http://www.harzing.com/

© ALT, licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 2.0 License Page 5
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You can find a directory of OA journals faittp://www.doaj.org/ They vary according
to the type of Creative Commons Licence that thesy indeed, there is debate within
the OA world over whether licences that licenseyamdn-commercial use, or restrict
users from making derivative works, are fully “ogeALT’s own journal,Research

in Learning Technologywill publish articles under a Creative CommongsriAttion-
ShareAlike licenc¥, which permits commercial re-use as well as thkinggof
derivative works. In contrast, the recently laurcBeientific Reportsfrom Nature
Publishing, offers authors the choice between tleati/ze Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 Unportédnd the Attribution-NonCommercial-
ShareAlike 3.0 Unported licenteboth of which are rather more restrictive.

Note: It is beyond the scope of this guide to offer adviegarding the Creative
Commons licence that a particular scholarly joustauld use if it moves to OA.

3.2 Business models
There are two main business models for OA publgshin
» “learned society pays”

« “authors or their employers/sponsors pay” — i.eotilgh submission fe&s
and/or publishing fees.

Alongside these there are several overlapping ndsttmsecure income to cover the
costs of publication including sponsorship, salenirited issues, sale of journal
supplements, and advertising. Note also that sarhkghers offer a hybrid Open
Access model under which authors or their emploganschoose to pay a publishing
fee for a specific article, which is then made liyevailable.

During a procurement the key tasks for the so@etyto:

1. model carefully, cautiously, and in detail, thetsaand income under different
publishing models, and

2. scrutinise carefully the revenue and royalty prigets suggested by bidders.

3.3 Dependence on royalty income

If royalty income is large, then a move to OA magye problematic for the society,
whatever its preferences or support for the openagsenda. If royalty income is
small, then the barriers to change in publishinglehonay be relatively small, since
the journal is, and is likely to remain, somethaia labour of love.

3.4 Policy and preferences of the society

The society’s own policy on OA is obviously a cahttonsideration. Our impression
is that there many societies who broadly hold th&tn that “in principle we are in
favour of OA, but we cannot see how to translaiitito reality”, and that
furthermore there are concerns — reportedly sonestifmelled a little by publishers —
at possible loss of membership if low-cost exclasaecess to the society’s
publications for members is replaced by free bulonger exclusive access.

12 hitp://www.webcitation.org/5SwF190BaWlast accessed 4/2/2011
13 http://www.webcitation.org/5xFCCINW®last accessed 17/3/2011
14 http://www.webcitation.org/5xFClweBtlast accessed 17/3/2011

15 See“Submission Fees — a tool in the transition to operess’ by Mark Ware. Available via
http://www.webcitation.org/5xRSW1Q38ast accessed 24/3/2011.
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3.5 Perspectives of the editors

Editors may be more knowledgeable about publistisges than other officers, but
may not necessarily share the same views as thetygectaff and trustees about
preferred publishing models: from an editor’'s pahview, issues of journal esteem
and editorial workload are likely to be very impont considerations. Therefore, in
considering a move to Open Access, two particslsues may be:

* whether or not the society can weather an editoesignation if an editor is
unable to endorse that move;

* having strategies to ensure the editorial tearh®fdurnal are engaged with
and support the move.

3.6 Views of the editorial board

The views of the editorial board are also importantl the board (and any cognate
groupings within the society) should be consultedreappropriate point in the
process — and certainly before taking any firm sieai to continue to publish
conventionally or to switch to OA.

3.7 Attitudes of authors

The society is likely to have anticipated concemthe field when formulating its
policies; nevertheless, it is important to ascarthe extent to which authors would
actively seek to have their work published in an ©dnal or, conversely, would
actively avoid it. Interestingly, within the eduitatal technology community, where
there is a strengthening awareness of, and focusp@mness in general, ALT had
been aware for some time of authors who were unhapput their work being
published anywhere other than in OA jourhals

3.8 Financial considerations: “funder/author pays” versus “society
pays”
In STEM subjects, and in particular in medical egsh, funding bodies are becoming
much more strongly focused on OA publishing by aesieers whose work they fund.
More recently, the other main research counciletallowed suit, with Open Access
publishing fees legitimately included as indiregsts in grant applications. However,
in “softer” subject areas awareness of this devaknt is less well developed.
Alongside this, much published research here isezhout outside the framework of
grant-funded research. Consequently, the willingreésauthors or their employers to
pay a publishing fee is less clear, and a “so@etys” OA model may be the best way
forward — provided, of course, that this is finatigi sustainable. For example, ALT’s
initial expectation was that a move to OA wouldif@ossibly challenging from a
financial point of view. However, when we undertdbk necessary financial
modelling we discovered that a move to a “societyspmodel” was sufficiently
feasible for us to make the switch with confidertdad our journal been one from
which ALT was making substantial royalty incomeeg gwitch would have carried
more risk.

16 By encouraging the open agenda overall, JISCdissd awareness generally about OA and has
influenced thinking in the area.
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4 The procurement process

We now move to the procurement process itself.earctimetable will be needed,
broken down by stages, and a good way to repréisisns in a Gantt chart such as
the one shown in Figure 1 below. This will help youmanage the process in the
same way as any project. Figure 2 below providasdioative overview of our

recent procurement process. For the avoidanceuddtdoote that, before a decision is
taken on the preferred publisher, outline agreemeatls to exist on as many as
possible of the key financial issues, includingelevof commission or royalties from
publishers and details of any separate additiomalges for specific services, such as
online hosting, storage of print issues, productibjournal supplements or
depositing OA papers in repositories.

Year 1 ear 2 ear 3
1 23 &5 678N 23 #5678 5WNERI 23 £5 67T 8 3101 R
Key points in the timeline| 1 + T F [ i #
Current contract|< curment contract ends |

Newr confract [B | newy conifract sians x Contmues >
Transitional period (not part of this guide!) |
Irvoive ditors. edional board, and key decisson-makers. continues =
Decsoe on overall approach fo procurement

Decide on judging process

Write and fssue RFP

Feceive guestions Tom potential respondents

Write responses to questions

Pubizh response to gueshons

[Receive proposals from publishers

Score proposals

Diecade on shortlist and on guestions for shortlisied pubiishers
[Put questions to shorlisted publishers

Nodel the owerall cost-impact of different proposals
Clecsge on intenview questions for shortiisied publishers.

Intenview shorfisted publishers

Summanse the resufts of e selecton process for decsion-makers
Diecide on prefemed publisher

Terminate contract with curment publisher

Tegoiiate publishing agresment &l
Take legal advice on terms. [

Key to colows and symbols
Transitional period (not part of this guds!)
Before the RFF is issued

Curing the selection process

After 3 decision has been taken

lssue RFP

Closing date for proposals
Decdie on prefered publisher

Terminate confract with curment publisher
Sign new publishing agreement

Joumnal published by new pubfisher

First issue of joumal under new amangements

B et -

Figure 1 Indicative procurement Gantt chart

The process falls into three broad phases:
1. preparing to issue the request for proposals (RFP);
2. the selection process itself; and

3. following up the decision to change publisher anglablishing model (if this
is the chosen course of action).

The next three sections of this guide discuss thkases in turn.

4.1 Preparing to issue the RFP

During the first phase, the main challenge is twdpce an RFP that:
* meets the society’s needs;
» presents the society effectively; and

» provides potential respondents with sufficient détaunderstand your
requirements.

© ALT, licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 2.0 License Page 8
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The existing publishing agreement must define ithetible. For example, if an
agreement rolls forward automatically unless teisninated by a certain date, then
the procurement process must start early enoughaw all stages to be completed
by that termination date (see also section 2.1).

Similarly, after termination of the current publish agreement the journal will
remain with the current publisher for a period dedl by that agreement. This is
typically 12 months. During this period the jourmall be in transition, in preparation
for the new publishing arrangements to take effect

Writing the RFP. Although the journal editor(s) should be as clpseVolved as
possible, it is probably unrealistic to expect thenead the writing effort. Therefore
the work is likely to fall to a senior member oéthociety’s staff or, if the society is
small, to key lay personnel. Depending on the $gsidinancial position, it may be
worth obtaining assistance on a consultancy Basitich might be of value across
the whole of the procurement process; howeversoloeety’s decision-makers must
retain control of the overall procurement process.

Deciding the selection criteria.A strong selection process results in suppliers
providing evidence against which the society calggutheir offering. For this reason,
we recommend that you decide on the high-levetgatfor judging proposalsefore
you decide on the specific requirements of the RAR this way, evidence provided
by respondents is likely to map relatively cledadythe selection criteria, making it
easier for you to score the proposals than midigretise be the case.

Allowing bidders to pose questions during the biddig period. This is another key
decision to make before you issue the RFP — adégih, before you decide how long
to allow bidders for submission of their proposéle.you want to allow potential
bidders to pose questions before the submissiadlideaand, if yes, do you want to
publish the society’s responses to these queshioradl potential bidders to see? The
principal benefits of this two-stage approach hed:t

1. The society will begin to learn about the attit@ahel professionalism of
bidders through this question-and-answer procesf.it

2. Potential bidders will achieve much greater clarggarding the society’s
requirements. This should result in the qualityesfponses being higher than
might otherwise be the case: some will not submilt those that do will better
understand what is required.

Determining how much time to allow for responsedf a question-and-answer stage
is included in the process, then thenimumperiod between RFP issue and the
deadline for receipt of submissions should be ®rkg. The society’s response to
guestions posed by potential bidders should bedsay, three weeks before the
closing date® Of course the timetable needs to fit with the sty own processes
and for some societies the six week period sugdesty be insufficient.

" Managing the transition, especially if this invesva different publishing model, will place its own
demands on the society; and will be the subjeetfoture guide.

18 With the benefit of hindsight ALT would possiblave sought the support of a consultant for our
procurement process.

19 The criteria used by ALT are in the RFP we issne2010. The RFP is available at
http://repository.alt.ac.uk/83gaccessed 5/3/2011)

20 ALT ran the RFP phase of its procurement overrigef a calendar month, which was only just
sufficient — hence our recommendation of six weeks.
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Other guidelines to include in the RFPIt is advisable both to set a maximum
length for responses, of say 50pp, and to emphtseseeed for clear, apposite
responses that directly address each requirenahe(rthan responses that are
worded in a very general manner, or which are basegeneric templates).

4.2 The selection process

Whether or not you make public the RFP, you wilhivi ensure that potential and
relevant bidders know about it. Therefore, you mash to send the RFP to a range
of publishers for consideration, and to encouragse of your members who have
connections in the publishing world to do the saies will have the added effect of
letting potential bidders know that the societgesious about the procurement
exercise and not just “going through the motiomtowever, the downside of this
“more the merrier” approach may be that it creat@secessary work through having
a large number of irrelevant or substandard prdpdsaconsider. If this issue is of
concern then an alternative would be to sound andliclate publishers informally and
encourage them to respond. There may also be isfgesfidentiality: specifically,
you may need to share confidential information Vbiithders, in which case you
would need to only issue the RFP to bidders whodmgried a simple confidentiality
agreement. This points to a two stage processtisamliabove.

Publishing responses to bidders’ question®©ne effective way is to use a “cloud”
service such as Google Docs, which permits thoggvad in the society to
collaborate on the responses to questions, and thlegrhave been finalised, to
publish the complete set of responses as a noabéelidocument on the Web
(However, the confidentiality issue referred toadmay apply here also.)

Scoring and short-listing. Scoring — assuming that you use a scoring system
begins once the deadline for responses has padsegrocess will depend on the
number of proposals received. If, as part of th® Rfou ask potential bidders to
indicate well before the closing date if they arending to respond, then you will
have a good idea of how many proposals you wildrieescore. If a large number of
responses seems likely, you may want to introdugenastage short-listing process in
which outlying proposals can be speedily eliminatéth minimal scrutiny. You may
also consider running a final contest betweendpdwo proposals.

Whether you opt for a one-stage or a two-stagetgisting process, there is merit in
having a wide range of scorers, so that differemgjpectives within the society — e.g.
editorial, business and strategic — can have dmeinfe on the judging process.

You will need to draw up clear instructions for sarg to follow (see section 6). In
addition, it can be valuable to run a briefing g@s$or all scorers, possibly before
you send them the proposals for considerationodir ypudget is limited, or if scorers
are too geographically dispersed or too busy &ndth face-to-face briefing, then
consider a telephone or computer-mediated conferenc

Between short-listing and interviewing.During the short-listing process, questions
are almost certain to arise about specific featafgmrticular shortlisted proposals.
You may wish to probe the issues at interview, nedefore it is wise to send the
relevant questions to each shortlisted supplievreghe interview itself. (Expect to
send different questions to different suppliers.)

L For example, you can find ALT’s responses to qaastfrom potential bidders during our 2010 re-
procurement atttp://www.webcitation.org/SwT3jFVcgaccessed 13/2/2011).
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At the same time, you should begin modelling theitess impact of a change in
publisher on a comparative basis, although itkislyi that the modelling will not be
completed until after the interviews.

Making the final decision. Depending on what authority has been given to the
interview panel, it may be necessary to produagnansary of the results of the
selection process for approval by the society’'sd@gision-making group (for
example, the board of trustees). Ultimately thenftation for making a judgement
between proposals should be those criteria spdafteen drawing up the RFP, whilst
being mindful of the fact that the process of cdasng proposals can influence the
society’s assessment of the relative importancftgrent criteria.

4.3 Following up the decision to change publishera  nd/or
publishing model

In this phase the society will switch its attenttorthe detail of the new publishing
agreement, although key aspects of the new agraemiehave been laid bare during
the selection process, with draft publishing agrests likely to have featured in
publishers’ responses to the RFP, and also figurgdur consideration of competing
proposals.

ALT’s experience in this phase leads us to sugtpstyou should not rush things.
You will need to allow time for adequate input frdwey people in the society, and for
both the society and the publisher to take exteadaice. We strongly recommend
that you allow a period -8 weeksn order to complete negotiations on the
publishing agreement.

Legal advice.The majority of societies will want to take legalvice on the
agreement at an appropriate point, and since ygun@ed to reference the advice in
a legal process in the future you will probablychéz pay for it, and to get it from a
specialist. How you approach this will depend artdes such as:

» the society’s size and degree of caution;
» whether the society customarily seeks, and actiegal advice; and
* whether the staff responsible for publications haygofessional background
in publishing.
Detailed negotiations on the publishing agreemenHow you handle the detailed
negotiations on the new publishing agreement —hwhiidl serve crucially to define
the economics of your journal and your relationshigh your publisher for years to

come, as well as shaping the process and timiagyfuture move to a different
publisher — will depend on factors such as:

» the extent of experience in the society’s stathis respect;

» the existence of an atmosphere of trust betweeadtiety and the chosen
publisher;

» the extent to which the new and the current puefigand the
editorial/managerial staff concerned) have expegeof transferring journals
between each other in either directformnd

22 |n any event, most journal publishers are sigiesao the TRANSFER Code of Practice -
http://www.webcitation.org/5xFD7KwAFRlast accessed 17/3/2011) - the goal of whicb istablish a
set of standards that would apply whenever a jdusrieansferred from one publisher to another.
Notwithstanding this, the smoothness of the transfk depend at least to some extent on the
professionalism of the editorial/managerial stafftmth sides of the transfer.
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* how far the detailed terms for publication werecsiped in the publisher’s
original response to the RFP.

ALT’s own experience was that negotiating the newlishing agreement, despite good will
on both sides, took close to 10 weeks, with magnaitons of the agreement before both sides
were happy with it. We make this point to encouratleers to allow sufficient time for this

part of the changeover process.

5 A template Request for Proposals

The RFP used by ALT used in 2010 is available taswmdoad from the ALT Open Access
Repository ahttp://repository.alt.ac.uk/836lt is available in both PDF and Microsoft Word
format, for societies who wish to take it as atstgrpoint for their own.

Notes

1. This RFP is © ALT and licensed under a Creative Goms Attribution-
NonCommercial-ShareAlike 2.0 UK: England and Wiéilssnce. Permission for
commercial reuse will not unreasonably be withheld.

2. During pre-publication consultation on this guideumnber of suggestions were made
for additional or substitute questions for the RFRese are included in a new
appendix to the Word format version of the RFBthad://repository.alt.ac.uk/836/

6 A framework for scoring proposals

An editable Microsoft Excel® workbook is also aghile for download from
http://repository.alt.ac.uk/836You may find it helpful for scoring proposals diod
aggregating reviewers’ scores into a readable sugnma

Note: This workbook is © ALT and licensed under a CnemtfCommons Attribution-
NonCommercial-ShareAlike 2.0 UK licence.)

© ALT, licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 2.0 License Page 12




Journal tendering for societies — a brief guide

An illustrative screenshot from the workbook isnaghuced in Figure 2 below.

‘Soore sagh propocal batwesn 1 and &, where 1 = Very
weak i Completely unoovinolng and & = Very clrong /
Wery sonvinsing

Raguiremantc

I L R EE O N R

EI - i R T A [

20 3 3] 3 3 32 3l 3 3 3

Figure 2. Screenshot from ALT scoring worksheet sheing individual scorers' scores (the
requirements used in the Research in Learning Teclology re-procurement have been deleted —
hence the blank rows).

The workbook contains a second worksheet that ggtge scores against a set of
high-level criteria. In our case we decided onftil®wing high-level criteria for
judging publishers’ proposals:

Capability of the publisher

Esteem — that is the anticipated impact of the peblisher on the esteem in
which the journal is held

Viability of the proposal — that is, the long-tesmstainability of the proposal
and the publishing model underpinning it

Ethos and cultural fit of the publisher
Publisher’s vision

Transition/“lock-in" i.e. the extent to which them@ight be “lock in” to a
particular publisher, or difficulties in making th@nsition to them

Figure 3 on the next page shows how the high-lewtdria worksheet might look,
aggregating data from the scoresheet:
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SUMMARY

Highlevel criteria <« @ o
Capability of suppler EEN IEEEEEE
Joumal esteem 3.38] 338 4—"i|
Viabiity of proposal 3.73| 345 270
Ethos and cultural fit of supplier 2.83] z58) 2od
Publizher's vision G I
Transition/lockin 2.26] =.00] 350]

33 A6 3T

Figure 3. Scores aggregated against the high-lew@iteria used in the Research in Learning
Technology re-procurement
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