CAUL Strategic Plan

Report to CAUL 

Author:   Liz Curach

 (Date: 20.03.02;  Date of previous report:  Sept 2001)

	Section
	Relationships with other organisations (NLA)

	Action
	Represent and promote CAUL view on National Resource Sharing issues.  Policy advice to National Resource Sharing Working Group (NRSWG)

	Responsibility
	NRSPC/Liz Curach

	Time-line
	ongoing

	Activity since last report
	NRSPC teleconference, Sept. 01, Feb 02

Contributions to NRSWG

Input to revisions of ILRS Code

	Achievements since last report
	Publication, NRSWG Interlibrary Loan and Document Delivery Benchmarking Study;

Revisions to ILRS Code.  Endorsed, ALIA, CASL.

	Publicity, reports, publications since last report
	Publication noted above.

Presentations to Specials Conference and to CASL of Benchmarking Study outcomes and findings.

Forthcoming Incite publication

Presentation of Benchmarking paper at IFLA Interlending and Document Supply conference

	Plan for forthcoming activity
	Major focus upon issues identified within Benchmarking Study, particularly training.  Inclusion of issues at Kinetica AGM, Q’ld.  Mary Jackson visit forthcoming (possibly in alignment with ALIA, Sydney)

IFLA ILDS conference be held in Canberra,  2003.  NRSWG organising committee.

	Recommendations to CAUL
	CAUL endorsement of ILRS revisions; i.e.:

1.  That the ILRS Code be amended to add 'Ariel' as a Default Delivery Method for Express and Rush service levels for copies

2.  That the ILRS Code be amended to state $9.90 as the Recommended Delivery Price for Express Post or equivalent for loans up to 3kgs.

3.  That the ILRS Code be amended to state a Core Service level is

applicable where the supplying library places a "hold" on an item already on loan, within 5 days of receipt of the request, and by agreement with the requesting library.
 (as per email message to CAUL, 07.12.01)


NRSWG ILL/DD BENCHMARKING STUDY

Why should it matter to CAUL?

· It should matter because the study represents the most comprehensive examination of ILL/DD operations ever undertaken in Australia.

The main measures used to assess and compare performance were Requesting, and Supplying, incorporating unit cost, fill rate and turnaround time.  The Australian Bureau of Statistics undertook rigorous analysis of the data.  32 CAUL libraries participated, each receiving a report on the effectiveness and efficiency of their own operation.   

· It should matter because the results of the Study potentially unlock the door to delivery of effective and efficient services to users of our document delivery services;

· It should matter because document deliver/inter lending operations across CAUL libraries represent a very real and significant cost.  It is keenly in our interests to contain such costs through the adaptation of efficient practices.

· CAUL libraries, in 2000, supplied 285,699 items via document delivery, and requested 409,820.  As a sector, we are net borrowers/requestors.

Average cost per item supplied for the university as determined by the Study, was $18.47.  This represents a total sector cost for 2000 of $5.3 million.

Average cost per item requested for the university sector as determined by the Study was $35.21.  This represents a total sector cost for 2000 of $14.4 million.

· Staff costs represent the largest proportion (76.9%) of total costs

· The Study showed very significant variation between 10th percentile libraries in requesting costs ($11.72 per item) and 90th percentile libraries ($63.96 per item)

· Crudely applying 10th percentile library requesting costs to CAUL 2000 requests yields a ‘saving’ of $9.6 million! 
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Requesting Activities (across all sectors)

· It does matter, because we all wish to achieve significant savings, improve our operations, incorporate model workflows and continue benchmarking our operations against sectoral data

· We need to support the NRSWG in its activities, and in particular the forthcoming series of initiatives drawn from the Study outcomes.
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