CAUL STRATEGIC PLAN REVISION, APRIL 2003

ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN

This paper has been drafted in preparation for the revision of the CAUL Strategic Plan in April 2003, and suggests some of the issues we might consider, and questions we might raise as we determine CAUL’s direction for the next two years.  

The current Plan was the outcome of our meeting at Bathurst two years ago.  Those two years have seen a number of achievements by CAUL or by cooperative action by members in line with the objectives of the Strategic Plan.  Some of them:

· Establishment of University Library Australia

· $2.839m SII funding secured for stage 2 of AARLIN

· $22m funding committed 2003-4 for Research Information Infrastructure Framework, promising funding for a number of initiatives of importance to CAUL

· Endorsement of Australian Information Literacy Standards and sponsorship of ANZIIL

· Establishment of the Scholarly Communications Task Force and participation in related activities eg International Scholarly Communication Alliance (ISCA)

· CAUL tour of Canadian libraries for benchmarking and development of collaborative relationships

· Repositioning of CEIRC and industry consultation

· Revision of CAUL statistics

· Agreement for conduct of CAUL benchmarkable customer satisfaction surveys by Rodski.

· Establishment of ADT as a national program for all Australian university libraries

· Contribution to discussion of many intellectual property issues including implementation of the Digital Agenda amendments which have had far reaching consequences for access to learning resources

· Joint executive meetings with CAUDIT  and ACODE

CAUL clearly has a number of projects of proven value that should continue.

My impression is that there is a greater appreciation of library issues in, for example, the AVCC and government than there was two years ago, though I would not want to overstate the position.  We are asked on occasion to advise on strategic directions and policy settings.  Access to information is more commonly seen as a critical issue for the competitiveness of our higher education and research systems.  Our difficulty in responding to such advances is that the answers are not always neat or inexpensive or even clear to us, such is the complexity of the environment.

The two years have also seen significant events in the sector.  They include the change in federal minister and the Crossroads process, the results of which are unknown at time of writing.  However enough hints have been dropped for certain outcomes to appear likely, and they should be borne in mind in our planning.  

The establishment of AUQA has provided a new dimension to our Quality debates.  

The increasing popularity of flexible learning offerings is changing our student population and their needs and presenting challenging opportunities to design services and systems that integrate the library and the learning system.

International Developments

Internationally there are a number of activities and developments that will continue to affect us.  There is continuing pressure on the ability of the copyright regime to support the open communication of academic information for research and teaching.  The extension of the life of copyright (the ‘Sonny Bono’ Act) in the US should worry us, especially if a free trade agreement is concluded. The influence of US reaction to September 11 (eg the PATRIOT Act) and similar developments in other countries are also a concern for those committed to open information.  

In the commercial world we have seen continuing concentration of ownership among our suppliers and vendors, which is making risk management more difficult.

More constructively, there has been considerable progress made on a number of fronts in developing alternative models for scholarly communication, and also in awareness of this issue in the general academic community, though we still have a long way to go.  There are more free peer reviewed journals available, posing management questions, and more credible examples of e-book publishing.  

Milestones in the open access movement include the establishment of an eprints repository at ANU in September 2001 (followed by other university libraries), the Budapest Open Archives Initiative, the Public Library of Science, Michigan’s OAIster and MIT’s DSpace, Laurence Lessig’s Creative Commons and many more <http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/timeline.htm>.  

Libraries could seize the opportunity to take the lead within their institutions and become the facilitators of open access academic publishing, by for example hosting eprint archives.  CAUL has had one approach from BioMed Central to become a consortium member and thereby relieve Australian researchers of the pre-publication fees this model is based one.  While this model is not universally approved, it does indicate that there may be opportunities for cooperative activity in this area that would assist Australian researchers to get recognition for their work.

Other Research Resources

We have had a significant win with the earmarking of $22m of Strategic Information Infrastructure funding for 2003-4.  This is seen by DEST I believe not as support for CAUL per se, but for the research endeavour.  DEST seems to have come to the view that the very considerable total of grants expended over the past that come within the general ambit of SII funding have not been wisely directed as a whole.  They have looked at the large number of grants from various different disbursers of federal funds listed in the Shipp report and decided that more coherence and strategic direction is needed.   This they hope to achieve by having all the interest groups included on the Implementation Advisory Committee.  CAUL will be represented on that committee, and will be a major source of advice, but it will not be the only voice.  There is an opportunity to win friends here – or lose them.  Our internal communication channels will be important through this process.

Staffing Issues

The above endeavours in scholarly publishing can no longer be dismissed as eccentric, but they do not yet relieve pressure on our resources budgets, and they are stretching staffing and skills resources if we accept, as we should, that the establishment of content repositories of many kinds (including learning content repositories) needs the engagement of our information management skills.  Some of the material in these repositories will be non-bibliographic, including images and raw datasets that our users will access without regard for distinctions we might make about traditional library materials.  We need to accept that these systems should be able to interface with our own if we are to meet the expectations of our users.

We will need new kinds of skills and resources as we strive to make our information environments richer and easier for our clients to use.   This threatens to take us beyond our comfort zones, where we feel in control, with implications for our familiar cultures and organisational structures.  Are we going to be able to find the staff we need?  Where will they come from?

The faces at the April CAUL meetings will not be all the same as those at Bathurst, and we can expect more changes of the guard in the next two years.  Concern has been expressed about succession planning, and whether our current organisational structures are developing enough people ready to take our places as university librarians.  If flatter structures no longer give people the experience we think they require, how will we develop tomorrow’s senior managers?

There are some concerns also about our ability to continue to attract good staff at the beginning of their careers.  The NSW pay equity case may have flow-on effects that make CAUL libraries less competitive nationally.  Many new graduates are taking advantage of the more diverse opportunities now open to them, and not seeking ‘regular’ library positions.

Standards

As we move to integrated information environments the question of standards assumes greater importance.  The library profession can claim to have invented one of the very first standards for data transfer, but that was a long time ago.  It is clear that DEST is persuaded of the importance of standards in developing the kind of information environments it sees supporting teaching, learning and research in the future.  The DEST-supported COLIS Roadshows have demonstrated the kind of interactions and interoperability that will be required if a user (creator, teacher or student) is to operate in an environment rich with many different kinds of digital objects drawn from many different content repositories.  The alliance between IMS and CNI is another sign of the converging of library and learning systems development.  Is CAUL doing enough to keep its members up to date on these issues?  Do we have sufficient understanding of the contributions librarians can make to developments?

Important Studies

Work from international colleagues is helping us to a greater understanding of the problems we face and the needs we must meet.  In the US a study by the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation published by ARL provides a wealth of information about the current position of University Libraries and Scholarly Communication http://etext.lib.virginia.edu/reports/mellon/mellon.html
In the UK the Final Report of the Research Support Libraries Group (RSLG) recommends strategies to make UK research libraries internationally more competitive http://www.rslg.ac.uk/.  Among other interesting observations in its discussion of retention and preservation issues the report expresses more concern about over-retention than under-retention.  It recommends that UK libraries improve their understanding of the economics of retention and disposal of rarely used printed materials.  Given the geographical differences the economics are likely to differ in Australia.  Perhaps we should be doing our own studies?  Perhaps we should be committing more CAUL resources to research in a number of areas where we have a deficit of reliable data.

Whatever the outcomes of such studies, libraries are likely to remain the institutions that accept ultimate responsibility for preserving the record of the human endeavour and the growth of knowledge.  It makes no sense, nor can we afford, for every library to assume this burden for everything it acquires.  What cooperative activities are appropriate to CAUL in meeting it?

An analysis of university library expenditure across the UK HE sector concluded that 32 percent of the total was driven by research needs, including staffing and physical infrastructure costs.  This is interesting considering that all the special funding available from the Australian government for libraries focuses on research needs.  It seems a lower figure than we have assumed in the past, but perhaps it is based on more comprehensive research than previously.

Other reports commissioned by RSLG also make informative reading, especially the study Researchers’ Use of Libraries and Other Information Sources: current patterns and future trends http://www.rslg.ac.uk/research/libuse/  Here we find for example that researchers consider remote resource discovery and retrieval very important but do not often use mediated subject gateways and portals, despite the efforts that have gone into designing and maintaining them.  Clearly an approach of ‘build it and they will come’ has its limitations.  The more we learn about user behaviour in the new online environments the more we realise how little we know.

Another study of users comes from CLIR and the Digital Library Federation  http://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub110/contents.html  Dimensions and Use of the Scholarly Information Environment.  In a summary of the report Deanna Marcum poses the following questions:

“The most important question for librarians to answer is what relationship exists between legacy print collections and the new digital collections.  Users sense that the two have not been integrated. Are our organisational structures reinforcing this separation?  Can we ourselves answer questions about what we are collecting, for whom, and for what purpose?  Are publishers’ financial incentives more important to us than the content made available through their deals?  Are we developing new services that help faculty and the less technically able students make a successful transition to the digital environment?  Are we seriously studying which of the traditional services will be dropped so that more responsive programs can be implemented in a robust and economically feasible way?”

My impression is that many CAUL members are considering these questions within their own libraries.  Are they relevant to CAUL?  Or is this a North American perspective only?

Information Literacy

The emphasis on lifelong learning has led to a broader appreciation of the value of information literacy.  There is evidence in the ARL statistics of a growing demand for information literacy skills training delivered by librarians.  CAUL does not measure this activity, perhaps it should.  

With the increased focus on undergraduate curriculum reform and an emphasis on assessment and outcomes, libraries can be expected to demonstrate the value of their contribution.  The information literacy debate would be greatly assisted by research into student learning outcomes associated with skills training.  Should CAUL be taking a lead here, or is it something we should refer to ANZIIL?  How does this relate to the strategic directions of our universities, in particular in relation to the attributes of graduates?

There is disturbing evidence that information seekers are bypassing libraries and relying on Internet search engines.  Is this a training problem, or should we be re-thinking how we design and present our services?  Can collaboration help?

There is evidence in the ARL statistics and anecdotally in Australia that reference queries are declining.  What does this mean for the future?  Why don’t we have a better understanding of this issue?

Relationships with Other Organisations

CAUL has signed a memorandum of understanding with CAUDIT and ACODE committing us to greater cooperation.  What do CAUL members want to see come out of that association?  What can we do to make it a success?

With which other bodies should we be engaging?

CAUL Operations

CAUL is already has sub-groups active in a number of areas (datasets/CEIRC, ADT, statistics, Quality, copyright, information literacy, ULA etc) and there are undoubtedly others that could benefit from combined action.  But CAUL resources depend on membership subscriptions, and there is a limit to the assistance that the budget and CAUL office can give.  Without raising subscriptions, how do we prioritise our resources, and use them as effectively as possible?  .

Madeleine McPherson
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