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1. CEIRC OFFICE OPERATIONAL OVERVIEW 

(Current to April 22, 2004)

Membership

Currently there are 39 CAUL members including Notre Dame, but not including UNSW@ADFA; and 29 external participants including CSIRO and 8 CONZUL libraries. All CEIRC members are listed on the CAUL web site at http://www.caul.edu.au/datasets/ds-coord.htm.  Additional information on the year in which each participant joined CEIRC is not readily available.  However, in 2003, five new external participants became members of the consortium.
CAUL members are the only voting members.  All formal CEIRC decisions belong to CAUL.  Since 1998, CONZUL and the CSIRO each have a representative on the CEIRC committee.  Other external participants have no representation on the committee, have no voting rights, and are not guaranteed rights of participation in any particular product offer.  While CEIRC does not solicit membership by external organisations, the committee carefully considers all applications, and recommendations for membership are forwarded to the CAUL Executive for approval.  The value of having external participants includes the additional income received from the levy ($36,000 in 2004) and the additional members may increase the CEIRC buying power and strengthen the CEIRC bargaining position, resulting in better access conditions and lower costs for all members. The workload to bring on new participants is also relatively low.  Therefore, there is a cost-benefit to having external participation.

CONZUL members are very much like CAUL members in the number and range of products purchased.  CSIRO tends to work on its own for the purchase of e-journals, buying CEIRC products for reference. The other external participants, including CSIRO and the New Zealand polytechnics, buy less than CONZUL, but still buy the e-journal packages (such as ACS, Wiley, Kluwer, Springer, OUP, Nature, etc), CISTI, SerialSSolutions, Ulrichs, GBIP, Cochrane, Britannica, PsycINFO and PsycARTICLES, Oxford English Dictionary, Oxford Reference Online, and BioMed Central. To date, only one external participant pays the levy but does not purchase any products. Apparently the participant finds the information exchange provided through the datasets listserve and the CAUL website worth the cost of the CEIRC membership.  

No assessment about purchasing trends has been completed.  Collating purchasing information, available from finance files in MYOB (accounting software), for each participant would take more resources than are currently available.  

CEIRC Budget

At the September 2003 CAUL meeting, CAUL members voted to increase the CEIRC  levy by 20%, therefore, the annual CEIRC levy is now $1,200 for CAUL members and $1,800 for external CEIRC participants.  However, each of the 8 CONZUL members and CSIRO only pay the CAUL levy.  

Income for 2004 is $93,600 from the levy ($57,600 + $ 36,000) and $12,000 in short-term interest from foreign currencies. The interest is accumulated while waiting for invoices and payment to vendors and is deposited in the CAUL account.

In 2003, the CEIRC budget had an income of $79,378 ($72,500 from the levy and $6,878 in short-term interest from foreign currencies). The approved CEIRC budget was $97,500 and the actual expenditure was $83,799.  The 2003 budget, therefore, was underspent by $13,701.  However, it is important to note that even through the expenditure was less than the approved budget it still exceeded the 2003 income by $4,421. Therefore, CEIRC was not in a cost neutral position. 

The 2004 CEIRC budget shows an income of $105,600 reflecting a 29% increase from the levy and a projected increase of 74.4% from interest from foreign currencies. The approved budget is $92,500 (5% decrease from 2003) and the budget expenditure is forecast as being $13,100 less than the income generated.

	
	2003
	2004

	CEIRC income as percentage of the CAUL budget
	22%
	24.8%

	CEIRC expenditure as percentage of the CAUL budget
	26%
	23.5%

	Difference
	-4%
	+1.3%


The CEIRC 2004 budget breakdown is:

	
	2003- Actual Expenditure
	2004 - Approved Expenditure

	staffing  (EO at 0.35 FTE and 0.5 FTE assistant)
	72.4%
	67.5%

	CEIRC meetings
	17%
	21.6%

	research
	0%
	5.4%

	ICOLC meetings
	10.4%
	5.4%

	Total
	99.80%
	99.90%


For 2004, the membership levy alone is sufficient to cover the projected expenditures, with a $1,000 surplus for unbudgeted consumables.  In 2003, identifiable consumable expenditures e.g. fax & postage totalled $575. CEIRC should consider what if any recommendations it wants to make for unexpended income such as interest earned from foreign currencies. Also no expenditure was made to conduct research in 2003.  The most recent expenditure on research was $308 to La Trobe University, in 2002, for Christine Maher’s work on the archiving paper.  

Business Model 

CEIRC maintains an opt in/opt out business model, whereby, for any agreement no individual institution is compelled to participate if it chooses not to. Participants can also opt into an established deal at any time, even after the business contract is signed.  This flexibility is important for many CEIRC participants.  It allows participants additional time to identify and to review a product, and if needed, to budget to participate at a later date. For some agreements, vendors do require a minimum number of participants.  If more participants join at a later date this may not mean that the actual offering price will be further discounted. Some vendors, however, may provide a discount in following years, e.g. Wiley.

If there is a discount applied by going through CAUL, then it has been handled through the CAUL Office.  If there is no discount, then CEIRC participants are asked to apply directly to the vendor, e.g. EBSCO. Even if there is no discount, CEIRC still plays a valuable role by having the CAUL staff disseminate information to members.  Without this, some members could miss out on direct communication with vendors.

Some vendor negotiations are not successful.  Some agreements are concluded with some institutions not able to participate because the final conditions do not suit them.  These conditions may be related to access, but are more likely to be price.  However, sometimes the price is related to physical sites, so this could be viewed as an access license condition.  

Administrative Costs

Staffing costs include 0.35 FTE of the CAUL Executive Officer’s time and a 0.5 part-time CEIRC assistant. In 2003, the Executive Officer kept a diary of CEIRC versus non-CEIRC activity by time for a period of 19 weeks, over which 35% of her time was spent on CEIRC activities.  This is reflected in the 2003 and 2004 CEIRC budget. Staff time spent on CEIRC activities is not consistent throughout the year. Staff are very busy (approximately 70% of total time) from October through to January, finalising renewals, prices and vendor invoices; creating CEIRC invoices; receiving payments; and paying vendors.  CEIRC activities during February and March are very quiet. The CAUL meeting is held usually in April, and a significant amount of the Executive Officer’s time is spent making arrangements and preparing documents for CAUL.  End-of-year accounting in preparation for the CAUL audit also consumes significant time.  The rest of the year encompasses a fairly steady flow of vendor offers, leading up to July, August, September when renewal information is released and responses collated. For a guide to the volume of activity, see the list of offers at http://www.caul.edu.au/datasets/offers.htm.  

There are 77 current products (although if some databases were listed separately eg the RLG databases, then there would be more).  Some vendors bill institutions directly; some send a single invoice to CAUL e.g. Project Muse offers a 10% discount for the CAUL office to handle billing; and occasionally a vendor will use a subscription agent to handle the invoicing e.g., Springer uses DA.  The CAUL Office handles the invoicing for 48 (63%) of these products.  (See http://www.caul.edu.au/dataset$/ceirc-datasets-agreements.xls for a listing of all products, total costs, billing details).  To date, it has been more cost-effective for the CAUL Office to handle the invoicing rather than outsourcing to a third party subscription agent. 
Almost all agreements handled by CAUL are now on a calendar year subscription cycle.  Most invoicing through CAUL is processed in November/December with payments to the vendor processed in January. The exceptions are CISTI which is paid monthly and invoiced quarterly, and Lexis Nexis which is paid monthly and invoiced annually.  The only other invoices processed during the year are new products for members wishing to start before the next calendar year; and late starters for current products.  The subscriptions for late starters are pro-rated to fit within the calendar year cycle. The normal turnaround time from receipt of the vendor invoice to its payment is less than 60 days.

Invoices processed from October-December 2003 totalled USD 5.39m and AUD 412k. If CAUL handles the invoicing, there is a 60 day payment clause in the contract, to allow time for individual institutions to pay.  The invoice creation process can be very quick, however, the institution’s internal payment processes may not be, so it does vary. The Executive Officer follows up with individual institutions if CAUL is handling the invoicing.  The vendors do it if they are handling the invoicing.   The Executive Officer spends a couple of hours per month on the follow-up. MYOB can produce statements, but these are only sent to institutions with accounts outstanding for greater than 60 days.  The most time-consuming transactions involve short-payments, due mostly to a third (intermediary) bank extracting an extra fee (not insignificant) on the way to CAUL accounts.  The amount received by CAUL’s bank is the amount on the invoice.  If CAUL’s bank charges a receipt fee, then the CAUL budget absorbs that, but institutions are requested to pay all other short fees and transaction expenses.  The approach is to try to convince the institution concerned to sort out future transactions with their bankers to avoid this situation.  

For 2004, CAUL has handled USD 5.7m, EUR 1.36m and AUD 540k worth of invoices.  CUP has yet to invoice CAUL in USD.  

Agreements/Contracts

Vendor negotiations are conducted in the first instance by the CAUL Executive Officer with input from CEIRC committee members and dataset coordinators. Individual institutions do negotiate other clauses which, to date, has not had any negative impact on the other CEIRC participants. In particular, Wiley has negotiated individually with the CSIRO and UQ on top of the CEIRC contract.

94% of the contracts are for one year (72 out of 77).  The exceptions are the larger e-journal packages such as Emerald, Wiley, Kluwer and Springer, and the Chemical Abstracts Service SciFinder Scholar.  No contract exceeds 3 years.

Some contracts have a heads of agreement (this is the business contract that sets out payment conditions, etc as opposed to an access license which sets out user access conditions) signed centrally by the CAUL Executive Officer.  Usually, in this case, individual institutions will sign their own user (access license conditions) agreement, eg Wiley, Oxford University Press.

The most common contracts require the individual institution to sign whether it is a business, or access agreement/license or both e.g., American Chemical Society Cochrane, Lexis/Nexis.  

Some contracts only require CAUL Executive Officer to sign e.g., Kluwer.

Some contracts do not require any signatures e.g., Duke Mathematical Journal, Bowker, McGraw-Hill. However, these vendors may have terms and conditions that subscribers are expected to be familiar with and act in accordance with.

Further information, showing the number for each contract signing type is not currently available.  This would require going through every license.

Negotiation Process

Most vendors are more conscious of issuing invoices and being paid than about the actual signing of a license. The Executive Officer always requests up front a copy of the license, so that if there is anything likely to stop institutions signing up, it is clear from the start. All license/negotiation work is handled by Executive Officer not by the office assistant.  

In most cases, the vendor approaches the CAUL Office, either because they have found our web site, or found us through ICOLC, or because they have been referred to us by members.  In a smaller number of cases, the Executive Officer approaches the vendor because Datasets Coordinators have expressed interest in a consortia approach to a new product, or a current product which may be obtainable more cheaply.

Before an offer is made available to Datasets Coordinators, CEIRC, and CAUL members, the Executive Officer will usually discuss with the vendor the type of information that members need e.g. content, license, pricing model and trial information. The Executive Officer will discuss with the vendor the range of pricing models that have been adopted, and those that members have not taken up and/or preferred in the past. Omissions and changes will also be discussed e.g. walk-in users, remote use, multiple sites, price-caps, etc.  For new offers, negotiations can take up to a year depending on the length of the trial, e.g., Kluwer, Springer, Ovum.  The turnaround time for renewals is normally 4-6 weeks.

The Executive Officer will refer complicated issues to the CEIRC committee for advice.  If it is a big-ticket item, it will be placed on the CEIRC agenda, and any information about the offer will also be copied to CAUL.  Although the Datasets Coordinators are CAUL nominees, it is not always clear that they understand some of the conditions or ramifications of the offers for the big-ticket items.  For example, the CEIRC Chair communicated directly with the University Librarians about the recent Wiley contract, outlining the benefits of having maximum participation from CAUL members that lead to a decrease in the access fee from 3% to 1%. In most cases, however, offers are not referred to CAUL.  Some CAUL members are on the datasets list, if they are not, it is assumed that they are content to leave the bulk of the processes to their Datasets Coordinator.  Institutional responses are transmitted via the Datasets Coordinators.  A vendor’s final offer has never been withheld from members.  Offers generally lapse rather than are rejected.  If an offer is rejected, it is probably because the appropriate pricing level and/or the minimum number of subscribers has not been achieved.

Resources

Staffing

35% of the CAUL Executive Officer, 0.5 of HEW 4 assistant

A half-time CEIRC position was created in June 1998.  In June 2001, a separate half-time office support position was created, although for various reasons, this half has only been filled for an initial period of 16 months, and a later period of 3 months in late 2003 i.e. 19 out of a possible 33 months.  These have been converted to a full-time CAUL position, with a new staff member commencing April 21, 2004.  The existing staffing levels provide day-to-day support at the operational level.  The Executive Officer is also responsible for maintaining the complete CAUL website.  There is insufficient staffing to collate information, and to conduct research and analysis.

Documentation

Most of the CEIRC current and archived documentation is on the CAUL web site.  Email files, by product, are available from 1995 (including CEIRC from 1998).  Excel files recording response details have been kept since 2002.  Access files record subscriptions mostly from 2003, but including some earlier details.  

The CAUL web site, email files and the office shared files for Excel, MSAccess and MYOB are housed on ANU servers which are backed up.  Copies are also held on the Executive Officer’s laptop, and are also copied to disc.  There are no backups for paper files, which are stored in the CAUL Office.  Paper files that are not duplicated online are mainly originals of financial transactions (all of which have been audited except for the current year, and whose details are entered in MYOB) and any signed contracts (a copy of which is also held by the vendor).  Very little else is held only on paper. 

Software/Systems Used

MYOB for financial transactions

Excel for recording institutional responses

Access for recording completed subscriptions

Netscape Publisher 4.77 and WinFTP for the web site 

MsOutlook for email since May 2003; also used for calendar and task-list, PC-PINE for email 1995-2003.

MSWord for almost everything else

The Executive Officer has identified the following developmental activities that if implemented would reduce the time to respond to members and vendors and would streamline existing workflow. 

· web-based survey templates for requesting structured responses to offers, linked directly to a database

· web-based forms for members to update their own information on the web-site

· link from MYOB to subscriptions database to reduce data entry

While it is possible to use existing funding to hire a programmer to implement these activities, the Executive Officer does not have the time to scope the projects and to hire a contractor.

Office Communication 

Most communication with vendors is with the Executive Officer and not with the office assistant.  The Executive Officer primarily uses email in order to have a record of  the communication.  The telephone is used for initial discussions about a new product or with a new vendor.  The Executive Officer also meets vendors in person while attending VALA and Sydney Online for the trade show, and ICOLC.

Communication with datasets coordinators and CEIRC members is generally by email.  See the archive of the datasets list at http://mailman.anu.edu.au/mailman/listinfo/datasets and the archive of the CEIRC list at http://mailman.anu.edu.au/mailman/listinfo/ceirc
Communication with the CEIRC chair varies depending on the chair’s preference but usually is via email and deals with preparing for, and following up on, CEIRC meetings (5 per year).

Risk Management 

CEIRC accounts are audited as CAUL accounts.  Normally, the annual audit of the CAUL accounts start in late January, following reconciliation of December’s accounts, and are completed in time for a report to the first CAUL meeting of the year in March/April. In 2003, this schedule was interrupted because of complications with the foreign currency account and the GST.  Account audit reports while validating CAUL office account-keeping processes, are not very helpful in the presentation of budgets and financial reports to CAUL.  For these, the Executive Officer uses figures extracted from MYOB.  The audit report merges all CAUL business into a single report, converting USD into AUD at an average annual amount, then adding this account to the AUD account.  The volume of income and expenditure from datasets subscriptions overwhelms the CAUL management figures, hence the audit report does not present a clear picture of the actual state of CAUL.  However, it is correct according to accounting standards. 

The auditor has copies of the MYOB files, bank statements, MasterCard statements and complete access to the paper files.  The auditor generally requests copies of specific paperwork based on samples taken from MYOB, including all the big-ticket payments.  The CAUL Executive signs off the audit reports. 

There has not been an operational audit, whereby, an auditor assesses risk management of any IT systems used, records retention and storage, privacy, disaster management processes, etc.  However, some risk management elements such as physical facilities maybe covered under the ANU risk and disaster management processes.
There is a CAUL office procedure manual, compiled over time by the office assistants, that is updated when procedures are changed and new staff are inducted. The procedures mostly relate to handling responses to offers, maintaining the database, office communication, bank and financial transactions. Procedures are written when tasks reach critical mass, i.e., when they need to be repeated often enough to require a written procedure.  Until then, procedures are adapted from previous methods, as recorded in correspondence and email files.  
Planning

For the annual CEIRC budget, the Executive Officer makes an estimate of staffing costs and committee & ICOLC meeting expenses, based on the previous year’s expenditure and the location of CEIRC committee members.  The budget is presented via the CAUL Executive to CAUL as part of the CAUL budget.  Although the CEIRC committee would take up any extraordinary expenditure, it essentially makes recommendations to the Executive.

The Datasets Coordinators may identify new products at their annual meeting in January.  However, in 2003 the CEIRC Committee decided that offers would be accepted all year round, including December.  (CEIRC 2003/5 Item 8)  

Key planning is for the products annual renewal process, which, like all other office activities, is refined when it reaches critical mass.  In 2003, the Executive Officer called for 2004 pricing from vendors before she went on leave in July, requesting responses by August at the latest.  Renewal responses were to be finalised in September and October, with November for invoicing and vendor payments in January. Despite accrual accounting practices, university finance departments appear to be closing accounts early in December. The same schedule is anticipated for 2004.  However, the Executive Officer recommends producing invoices/statements as part of the renewal process (to be finalised in October rather than November) in a bid to encourage CEIRC participants to respond more promptly.   This method won’t work for all products, some of whose final pricing is based on the number of subscribers e.g.,  ACM and RLG.
2. STRATEGIC (SWOT) ANALYSIS OF CEIRC 

(Completed February 5, 2004)

Purpose is to examine the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats facing CEIRC.

Strengths – identify any policies, strategies, or practices established within CEIRC that relate to electronic information resources.

Weaknesses – identify any significant threats or organisation constraints that might impact on the achievement of the CEIRC terms of reference.

Opportunities – an event that may have a positive impact on CEIRC initiatives and practices.  An event may be a trend, perception, development of process and may be external arising from sources or factors outside of CEIRC.

Threats – events that are outside of CEIRC’s control and that might have a detrimental effect on CEIRC, therefore exposing CEIRC to risk.

To document the SWOT analysis, group the issues into the following categories:

1. Systems and Innovation (includes technology, resources, processes or operations, and potential for innovation and improvement in regard to these)

2. People and Learning (includes staff skills, expertise, initiative, culture for CAUL staff and CEIRC committee membership)

3. Clients and Community (includes client relations, expectations and accountabilities for CAUL members, and external participants)

4. Governance (includes internal reporting and planning, monitoring contracts and agreements, policies, responsibilities, recordkeeping databases, etc)

SWOT 1: Systems and Innovation (technology, resources, processes or operations)

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	· Opt-in / opt-out model

· Costs are negotiable

· License clauses are negotiable

· Increasing range and variety of resources and services becoming available as potential deals

· Established communication channels with vendors and Datasets Coordinators

· Vendors exploring funding models and are more willing to unbundle products

· Statistics are more dependable, consistent, user friendly

· Improving linkages between full text
	· Not all vendors’ statistics are Counter compliant and that makes it difficult to use the statistics for purchase/renewal decisions, to market and communicate the benefits, to demonstrate return on investment, and to use as justification for external funding.

· Difficult achieving equitable cost models eg ProQuest

· Content is not as negotiable as cost

· Limited ability to attract funding from external sources eg approaching DEST, AVCC.  

	Opportunities
	Threats

	· Moving to e-only access may simplify negotiations 

· Influence vendors to improve:  

· archiving principles

· license conditions

· provision of statistics

· innovations, eg open URL access

· interfaces

· content, especially more Australian/NZ content

	· Unbundling may increase costs and may result in lower participation rates.

· Currency fluctuations may increase costs and may result in lower participation rates.

· Vendors lack of understanding of academic and/or Australasian market

· Pricing models may favour one group over another

· Vendor systems  or changes may not be compatible with University systems, and hinder easy access for our clients eg vendor systems cookies; multiple site issues

· Vendor requirements may conflict with Australian and/or New Zealand legal requirements, eg vendor wants individual email addresses vs. AUS privacy legislation, internet security

· Loss-leader pricing (where the initial pricing offered by the vendor is unsustainable) may lead to unpalatable increases in later years e.g. Lexis Nexis and Blackwell Publishing

· Inadequate archival access and no access to subscribed material after material has been cancelled


SWOT 2: People and Learning (staff skills, expertise, initiative, culture for CAUL staff and CEIRC committee membership)

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	· Longevity of CEIRC in various forms, started with the DAWG, then CEIRC in 1998

· Executive Officer’s involvement in ICOLC and association with the CNSLP and other international linkages

· Experience and reputation of CAUL Executive Officer 

· Recognition of CEIRC’s purchasing power by  database vendors, other library groups and consortia.

· Established process for handling agreements which works well.

· Can direct all inquiries to one individual, and that there is a process behind it which will work.

· CAUL gets kudos because of international recognition of CEIRC as an active, efficient consortium.

· Expertise of the datasets coordinators

· Broad range of datasets coordinators & CEIRC membership, so can get representation of various kinds for different purposes, regional, specialisation

· Expertise of CEIRC as a whole because of its structure, and the way membership changeovers are managed from year-to-year.

· Willingness to share information and help others in the group, eg through the datasets list.

· Fact that some organisations apply for external membership not to purchase produces but  because of the information shared through the datasets coordinators listserve.

· Advice given to CAUL by CEIRC

· Knowledge and files of the Executive Officer

· Documentation on the web site
	· CEIRC staffing is single point sensitive

· Members access to the Executive Officer’s knowledge may be limited because of one-person office. 

· Datasets coordinators change and knowledge may not be transferred within their institution.  Impact is that datasets coordinators may take more time to respond to offers which may have a negative impact on CAUL Office workflow

· For datasets coordinators, level of knowledge & decision making autonomy varies from institution to institution

· Difficult for some datasets coordinators to meet Executive Officer’s response deadlines

· Expertise/continuity of CEIRC committee may be lost when members change

· Documentation may be hard to find on the CAUL website

· Difficult to maintain currency of the website



SWOT 2: People and Learning Continued 

	Opportunities
	Threats

	· Change of committee membership brings new expertise and new knowledge

· Possibility of using experienced, hard-nosed negotiators for significant agreements

· Co-opt former members of the committee to assist in particular projects

· Training for datasets coordinators 

· Datasets coordinators to shadow Executive Officer

· Issues papers, discussion papers on specific topics to educate the profession

· CEIRC staff and committee members to educate CAUL members and datasets coordinators 

· Educate other library sectors in consortial purchasing
	· Departure/reassignment of Executive Officer e..g if CAUL had different priorities

· CAUL redirecting budget and resources from CEIRC 

· Disruption to CEIRC business if committee members only able to serve for a short period of time.




SWOT 3: Clients and Community (client relations, expectations and accountabilities for CAUL members, and external participants)

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	· Well established culture of collaboration, including cross-sectoral and international

· Information exchange

· Ability to add external participants

· Good relationships with vendors and suppliers, trust and respect

· Clear expectations for external participants

· Opt-in / opt-out purchasing model
	· Too much reliance on specific types of libraries to sustain collaborative approach

· Insufficient staff to support and  maintain consistent operational efficiencies throughout the year 

· Lack of written guidelines setting out roles and responsibilities for datasets coordinators and the Executive Officer

· Expectations of CAUL and some datasets coordinators are unrealistic eg level of discounts expected, negotiating terms, services, costs 

· Expectations & demands of university governance or Alumni Office or other university community to provide services may be unrealistic

· The account/ vendor representative in the local office of an international company may not have the authority and autonomy and this can cause delays impacting on workflow and communication.

	Opportunities
	Threats

	· External participants can increase/enable buying power of CAUL members, and discounts for specific products

· Discounts available even for very small numbers of participants

· Some discounts not dependent on the number of participants

· Increased access to new products because vendors approach CEIRC because of its reputation

· CEIRC relationship with vendors may provide opportunities for CAUL to partner for R&D
	· Other consortia may be more attractive to members

· Competitive push by government may force institutions to be less collaborative

· Vendors may by-pass CEIRC and go directly to individual institutions

· Vendors may take advantage of existence of other buying groups, e.g. Go8, ATN, CAVAL, EPIC, ALIA, etc

· Individual libraries pull out because they get a better deal

· University hierarchy may decide to stay out of an agreement for competitive reasons, thereby, damaging CEIRC’s ability to achieve better terms


SWOT 4: Governance (internal reporting and planning, monitoring contracts and agreements, policies, responsibilities, recordkeeping databases, etc)

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	· Low administrative costs

· Database of vendor proposals and agreements recorded on the web site

· Large number of agreements in place or under negotiation

· Checklist, sample clauses, exemplars of contracts all available on website

· Experience negotiating contracts

· Composition of the CEIRC including CAUL, datasets coordinators, CONZUL and CSIRO representatives

· Reporting by CEIRC Chair to CAUL

· Dissemination of minutes to CAUL and datasets coordinators

· Clear documentation for external participation

· Regular face-to-face CEIRC meetings

· Ability to invite vendors, publishers and others to the CEIRC meetings

· CEIRC fees are increased when CAUL fees are increased  
· To date, no adverse risks have been reported about CEIRC operations.
	· No ability to easily report on return on investment

· Lack of analysis to demonstrate the benefits of CEIRC deals & added value

· No ability to manipulate vendor proposals to easily pull out elements for analysis and comment eg ILLS

· Lack of induction kit for new committee members

· Lack of induction kit for datasets coordinators

· Some confusion regarding the role of the CEIRC chair and the deputy chair

· Agendas, minutes and papers may not be disseminated in a timely manner. 

· Minutes aren’t released to CAUL and the datasets coordinators until they are formally approved at the next CEIRC meeting

· No formal risk management and reporting system in place 

	Opportunities
	Threats

	· ARIIC funding

· Ability to add additional external participants

· Existing data that can be used for analysis

· Possibility of marketing CEIRC activities that have significant benefits to the sector, to CAUL, to the AVCC, DEST, etc

· To contribute to the profession by sharing information re consortial management

· To inform publishers and vendors about  pricing and content, terms and conditions relevant to our members

· Committee members can influence vendors regarding the development of alternative pricing models

· Broad terms of reference provide scope for the committee to focus on a wide range of industry issues
	· CAUL staffing levels may be insufficient to deal with CEIRC workloads at busy times of year 

· The number of external participants may overload the CAUL office staff

· CAUL is an unincorporated association, without legal protection other than through each university

· To assess & manage risk, more members may seek legal review of licences before signing.  This may cause delays that may negatively impact on CEIRC operational workflows, and reduce the flexibility of CEIRC and libraries to negotiate with vendors

· Possible influence/ interference by AVCC in site licenses

· National site license may have a negative impact on existing and future CEIRC license agreements

· No documented financial procedures in CAUL office for CEIRC activities


3. SUMMARY OF KEY AREAS OF STRENGTH AND RISK

Using the SWOT analysis, summarise the key areas of strength and risk facing CEIRC.

Major Strengths

· Buying group that uses an opt-in / opt-out purchasing model

· CEIRC terms of reference

· Knowledge and expertise of CEIRC, datasets coordinators, CAUL, CAUL Executive Officer 

· Communication 

· Culture of collaboration

Major Risks
· Reliance on vendor e-only products -  access vs ownership, risk of not owning the product and of not having a tangible asset if the vendor goes broke or sells off parts of the company, and/or the database product, no access to backsets or archives

· Weakened conditions because of fragmentation of CAUL members

· Lack of CEIRC marketing including demonstrating return on investment

· Cost increases – product & administration, currency fluctuations, loss leader, pricing models

· Membership growth

· Unrealistic expectations of stakeholders

· Poor analysis and reporting of CEIRC activities and trends

· No formal risk management process in place

· Business continuity –availability and number of staff, change of personnel.

4. STRATEGIC OUTLOOK

4.1
CEIRC Mission 
To provide recommendations and advice to CAUL on matters relating to electronic information resources; and to oversee the cost-effective acquisition of e-resources and services through consortium negotiations on behalf of CAUL. 

4.2
Strategic Directions

	Key Result Area 1: Member Fragmentation 
	Timeframes
	Key Performance Indicators

	Factors contributing to member fragmentation:  costing models and conditions may not be competitive; products may not be relevant to members; other buying groups offer better price and conditions

Goal: Members will participate in CEIRC for the cooperative purchasing of electronic resources.
Actions

1.1 Use different costing models to facilitate maximum participation of members.

1.2 Develop return on investment (ROI) reporting tools.

1.3 Survey CEIRC participants to identify elements that would add value to any deal.
1.4 Analyse and address members’ reasons for not participating in new offers and/or not renewing existing offers.
1.5 Proactively work with the marketplace to ensure that relevant and competitively priced products are offered to members.
	1.1  Ongoing

1.2  Oct 2005

1.3  July 2005

1.4  Ongoing

1.5  Ongoing
	1.1.1 Number of products that members take up and renew as a percentage of offers.

1.1.2
Number of members that take up each product.

1.2 ROI communicates value to CEIRC    participants.

1.3. Survey results are included in CEIRC checklist, sample clauses for reference when negotiating contracts.

1.4. Decrease in non-participation rate for new and renewed offers.

1.5.1 Quality and number of new products offered each year.

1.5.2 Same as 1.1.1




	 Key Result Area 2: Business Continuity
	Timeframes
	Key Performance Indicators

	Factors contributing to business continuity issues: need to improve risk management processes, analysis and reporting; staffing single point sensitivity; wide range of knowledge and expertise of datasets coordinators; availability and access to operational documentation.

Goal:  Ensure that CEIRC activities are managed efficiently and effectively and minimise risk to CAUL.

Actions

2.1   Develop a risk management system for CEIRC operations.

2.2   Conduct a risk management audit.

2.3   Review and develop policies and procedures for CEIRC operational activities.

2.4   Review staffing requirements and draft recommendation to CAUL executive to ensure   adequate and flexible staffing to meet workflows and workloads.

2.5   Prepare induction kits for datasets coordinators and CEIRC members.
	2.1 Sept 2005

2.2 March 2006

2.3 March 2005

2.4 Jan 2005

2.5 Feb 2005
	2.1 System ensures compliance, and is applied at the strategic, operational and project level.

2.2.1
Risks are identified and level of risk is managed by priority and treatment strategies.

2.2.2
Business records are accessible, secured and backed up as appropriate.

2.3.1
Annual financial and operational plans are completed and accepted by CAUL.

2.3.2   Established turnaround times for operations are met.

2.4     Staff are available when required.

2.5.1 Induction kits are posted to the CAUL website.

2.5.2   Feedback from CEIRC members and datasets coordinators is positive.




	Key Result Area 3:  Future growth and development 
	Timeframes
	Key Performance Indicators

	Factors contributing to future growth and development of CEIRC:  growth vs maintenance; expansion of external membership; continuation of opt in opt out purchasing model; emergence of, and competition from, other buying clubs and consortia; pressure from external organisations; support from CAUL.

Goal:  Determine future directions and priorities for electronic information resources and services.
Actions

3.1 Identify projects and activities for short and long term objectives.

3.2 Draft a budget to support R&D activities, data collection and analysis.

3.3 Communicate to the CAUL executive for distribution to the AVCC all work completed by CEIRC (e.g. access, technical issues and functional enhancements) for AVCC negotiated products.

3.4 Survey datasets coordinators & external participants to identify and prioritise new products and services.

3.5   Monitor cost-benefit analysis of further expansion of external membership.
	3.1   January & during year

3.2   January 

3.3   As    completed

3.4   January  2005

3.5  September & during year


	3.1.
Projects are completed on time and within budget and meet project goals.

3.2.
Budget is approved by CAUL and is expended according to established timeframes.

3.3 AVCC receives information prior to  any re-negotiation and acknowledges receipt.

3.4 CEIRC negotiates agreements for identified products and services.

3.5.1 CAUL executive approve external members nominated by CEIRC.

3.5.2 Value of external membership is reported to CAUL via annual report.

   


	Key Result Area 4:  Communication and Marketing 
	Timeframes
	Key Performance Indicators

	
	
	


	Factors contributing to communication and marketing:  managing expectations of stakeholders, eg CAUL, datasets coordinators, others ; no established turnaround times for agendas, minutes and papers;  currency and navigation issues with the CAUL website; no return on investment reports; influence and actions of external organisations (AVCC, DEST); autonomy/authority of local vendor representatives.

Goal:  All stakeholders understand and acknowledge the role of CEIRC and the value of CEIRC activities.
Actions

4.1 Identify and produce documentation that will promote and communicate CEIRC activities.

4.2 Publish a statement of benefits report annually on CAUL website and in CAUL annual report.

4.3 Document and promote roles and responsibilities of datasets coordinators, CAUL officers, CEIRC chair and deputy chair positions, and members.

4.4 Educate vendors and publishers about the Australasian higher education sector as it affects the provision of electronic information resources.

	4.1 Oct 2005

4.2 Sept 2006

4.3 Feb 2005

4.4 Ongoing
	4.1.1.   Relevant documentation is available     on CAUL website.

4.1.2 CEIRC strategic directions are relevant, current and support the CAUL strategic plan. 

4.1.3 CAUL receives timely advice on emerging issues and trends.

4.2       Statement of benefits report is available and of use to stakeholders.

4.3       Role statements are on the CAUL website.
4.4.1 CEIRC is invited to participate on vendor and publisher advisory committees and focus groups.

4.4.2 Vendors meet with CEIRC to resolve issues identified by dataset coordinators and CAUL.




5.   APPENDIX 1

CEIRC Terms of Reference and Mode of Operation

Revised 25 October 2002
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CEIRC was established in 1998 to take the place of the AVCC SCIR Database Access Working Group.  Participation is open to members of CAUL and CONZUL, the CSIRO, and (on approval) to external participants. 

1.
Terms of Reference 

CEIRC is an advisory committee providing recommendations and advice to CAUL on matters relating to electronic information resources, such as cooperative purchasing, IT infrastructure, mirroring, archiving, publishers’ pricing models, license agreements, and intra-consortium cost-sharing models, etc.  Strategic direction is provided by CAUL, on the recommendation of CEIRC after consideration of input from Datasets Coordinators.  Within this context the terms of reference are: 

(1)
Advise CAUL on issues which may affect the delivery of electronic information services. 

(2)
Promote the role of CAUL as an initiator and coordinator of collaboration between university libraries to facilitate access to electronic information resources. 

(3)
Oversee the cost-effective acquisition of e-resources and services through Consortium negotiations on behalf of CAUL. 

(4)
Provide information to CEIRC participants on consortium purchasing proposals. 

(5)
Advise CAUL on appropriate mechanisms, policies and procedures for sharing consortium costs among participants. 

(6)
Support the development of standards in areas such as licensing, authentication and statistical reporting as these affect e-resources and services, and bring them to the attention of publishers, policy-makers, CAUL and Datasets Coordinators. 

(7)
Advise publishers and vendors on acceptable terms and conditions for the supply of products and services. 

(8)
Initiate, maintain and develop productive relationships with other consortia, both nationally and internationally. 

2.
Committee Membership 

Three CAUL members – two elected by CAUL members, one nominated by the CAUL Executive. The CAUL Executive to nominate a Chair and a Deputy Chair from this group. 

Two representatives of the Datasets Coordinators – a shortlist of four to be elected by institutional Datasets Coordinators. Two to be selected from the shortlist by the three CAUL members on the committee. (This method of selection will provide an opportunity for Datasets Coordinators to be consulted and allow the CAUL members to take into account issues such as the need for a mix of geographic and institution size representation.) 

One CSIRO representative – nominated by CSIRO 
One CONZUL representative – nominated by CONZUL 
CAUL Executive Officer ex officio 

2a.  External Participants. 
1) Criteria to be applied in deciding external participation 
The following criteria or principles are applied in deciding whether external organisations should be admitted to the CEIRC program: 

a)
The entry of external organisations as participants in the CEIRC program must advance or, at the very least, not damage the interests of CAUL members. 
It follows that any candidates for admission should have teaching and/or research as their primary function and have roles or objectives similar or complementary to those of CAUL members or Australian higher education institutions in general.  (Any participants who are likely to be perceived by vendors as disparate in character and hence possibly belonging to a different ‘market’ would prejudice CEIRC’s overall prospects for success in its various negotiations.)  It is the application of this principle rather than the simple categorisation of organisation by type that should decide admission to the program.  This principle should also span the ‘not for profit/for profit’ divide. 

b)
The admission of external organisations must not harm CAUL’s relationship with the AVCC or with kindred groups within such partnerships or coalitions as ICOLC or in possible one-to-one links with such networks as SOLINET or NELINET. 

c)
In some cases, the level of experience or expertise an external organisation might bring to CEIRC by participation in the program could be considered a strong argument for entry. 

d)
A condition of participation in the program would be payment of the participation levy.  This levy would be payable for the life of any CEIRC negotiated agreements to which the external participants were party. 

In the case of new external participants, an annual fee of $1,500 is payable. Since new participants derive immediate benefit from the infrastructure and expertise developed by CAUL over a number of years, it is reasonable that they should pay a modest premium over and above the standard levy. 

2) Procedure 
All requests for participation in the program are first considered by CEIRC and a recommendation made to the CAUL Executive.  The final decision rests with the Executive. 

Note:  Participation in the program does not bring with it membership of the CEIRC committee.  Participants’ personnel may join the datasets email list, and may request participation in any of the agreements negotiated on behalf of CAUL.  CAUL will then seek to include the participant in the agreement, but this is ultimately the decision of each individual vendor.  Participation of external organisations will not be a necessary condition of CAUL’s agreements with such vendors. 
See Guidelines for participation, for external organisations. 
See also Database entry form, for external organisations.
3.
Continuity of Committee Membership 

Members hold office for two years with no more than two terms. 

4.
Structure 

CEIRC establishes working groups or nominates individuals on an ad hoc basis to address specific issues or problems. The convenors of the working groups will generally be members of CEIRC.  Members of CEIRC will be allocated specific responsibilities, such as leading discussion on a specific topic on a discussion list.  A number of working groups are likely to involve Datasets Coordinators who are not members of CEIRC. 

Working groups or individuals allocated tasks will be given deadlines to complete their task. There will be no standing working groups. 

The financial support of working groups requires further investigation but it is initially recommended that the convenor's institution may be reimbursed for some of the time involved if it is a large project, otherwise it will be supported by the members' institutions. 

CEIRC may enter into a contract with an individual to negotiate with relevant publishers and vendors under the guidance of CEIRC, as and if required. 

5.
Trials and Evaluations 

The CAUL Office continues to be responsible for dealing with ad hoc proposals from vendors, for coordinating trials and evaluations and for liaising with CAUL members. 

CEIRC holds discussions annually at the VALA and Online Conferences with a small and targeted number of vendors whose products are of interest but whose terms and conditions remain unsatisfactory for CAUL members. 

6.
Communication with CAUL 

The Chair of CEIRC reports formally to the CAUL Executive on CEIRC activities in writing, and as necessary by attendance at an Executive meeting. 

Following each CEIRC meeting the Chair of CEIRC circulates a briefing to CAUL members highlighting the issues discussed. 

The Chair of CEIRC prepares a brief report on CEIRC activities for each CAUL meeting. 

The minutes of CEIRC meetings should be made available on the CAUL web site as soon as committee members have had an opportunity to make any necessary corrections. 

7.
Involvement of Datasets Coordinators 

Datasets Coordinators are encouraged to participate in CEIRC activities by: 

(a) participating in the election of representatives on CEIRC 

(b) participating in CEIRC working groups 

(c) contributing to relevant discussion lists 

(d) participating in an annual meeting with CEIRC members, organised in conjunction with VALA and Online, to exchange views and discuss issues of common concern. It is recommended that the meeting be convened and organised by one of the two Datasets Coordinators’ representatives on CEIRC, with the assistance of the CAUL Executive Officer. 

8.
CEIRC Finances 

From 2004, the levy is $1,200 per calendar year. For new participants in the program, the levy is $1,800 per calendar year. 
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CAUL STRATEGIC PLAN

2003-2004

(Revision date 22 October 2003)

Mission

The Council of Australian University Librarians (CAUL)  is dedicated to improving access by the students and staff of Australian universities to the information resources that are fundamental to the advancement of teaching, learning and research.

In pursuit of this objective CAUL develops a national perspective on issues relevant to university libraries, provides a forum for discussion & collaborative action, and works to promote common interests.

CAUL is comprised of the university librarians or library directors of the universities eligible to be members of the Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee.

Environment
The environment in which CAUL operates is characterised by:

· A changing student population, including increasing numbers of students who are time-poor;

· Changes in research practices facilitated by technology;

· Changes in teaching and learning practices facilitated by technology;

· A developing policy environment that puts research activity in a national perspective;

· Increasing requirements to demonstrate quality processes and outcomes;

· The steady maturing of alternative approaches to academic publishing;

· Continuing financial stringency.

Values – Collaboration and Partnership
No individual university library can meet the needs of its users by standing alone. 

Collaboration and partnership are therefore themes which run throughout this Strategic Plan. Some partnerships will be local; others will be based on a particular community of interest.  Regional groupings of university librarians meet in most states.

The CAUL Strategic Plan is predicated on an environment in which Australian university libraries will cooperate with each other to meet national needs for scholarly information, and to support the promotion of, and access to, Australian universities’ research output.  By cooperating and collaborating with other national and international organisations CAUL will promote policies and influence practices that will benefit the Australian and the international scholarly community. In particular, close links are maintained with CONZUL (the Council of New Zealand University Librarians), and with CAUDIT (Council of Australian University Directors of Information Technology) and ACODE (Australasian Council of Open, Distance & E-Learning) as partners supporting teaching and learning.

Goals
The Strategic Plan charts how CAUL will meet its objectives.  It outlines the following goals: 

· optimising student learning outcomes;

· maximising the potential of libraries to contribute to graduate attributes;

· maximising the information resources available to researchers, and the facilitation of their access;

· promoting continuous improvement in university libraries, and 

· advocating effective policies and an appropriate legal and regulatory environment.

I. CONTRIBUTION TO TEACHING & LEARNING
GOAL:
TO OPTIMISE LEARNING OUTCOMES AND MAXIMISE THE POTENTIAL OF LIBRARIES TO CONTRIBUTE TO GRADUATE ATTRIBUTES. 

Rationale

In numerical terms, students are by far the heaviest users of libraries, and support for teaching and learning is a major responsibility.  Developments in pedagogy and course design to accommodate a changing student population are being facilitated by technology.  Libraries are no longer seen primarily as a place, but as a service which should be available to students whenever and wherever needed.  The increased complexity of the information environment and emphasis on lifelong learning has developed an appreciation of the value of library information literacy programs.  The emerging nexus between research and teaching will mean undergraduates will become exposed to research information and methods.

Objectives

a. Support universities in their approaches to teaching and learning

b. Develop best practice guidelines, curricula and evaluation instruments to ensure that information literacy activities improve learning throughout a course of study and equip graduates with information skills for lifelong learning

c. Facilitate access by members of the university community to the shared resources of Australian libraries through cooperative initiatives

d. Apply understanding of information-seeking behaviours to regularly inform and refine practice in information literacy programs and the library’s role in supporting learning

e. Recognise the research and teaching nexus and identify research information resources that can also be utilised in teaching and learning

Action – Ongoing

1. Continue to refine and clarify protocols for the streamlined operation of University Library Australia – the national borrowing scheme.  (Action: ULA Working Group)

2. Promote the development of standards, protocols and systems that will ensure a responsive and robust information environment to support flexible learning (Action: CAUL representatives on Standards Australia IT/19, Information Literacy Working Group)

3. Gather reliable and consistent data about activities and resources used in information literacy across CAUL (Action: CAUL Statistics Focus Group, Information Literacy Working Group)

Action – 2003-4

4. Undertake research and evaluation in information literacy as a graduate attribute through:

· Development of an information literacy assessment instrument

· Development of evaluation measures which enable evaluation of library information literacy programs against university statements on graduate attributes

· Working with ANZIIL and university staff to design research projects that will contribute to the development of best practice guidelines 

· Investigating the feasibility of deploying generic information literacy modules through collaborative effort

· Other activities as proposed to CAUL (Action: Information Literacy Working Group)
5. Investigate a project to explore effective service delivery through linking learning management and information management systems (Action:  CAUL, CAUDIT and ACODE Executives)

6. Holds a workshop on changes in teaching and learning and their implications for the provision of information services (Action: CAUL Executive)

II. CONTRIBUTION TO RESEARCH 

GOAL:
TO MAXIMISE THE INFORMATION RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO RESEARCHERS AND TO FACILITATE THEIR ACCESS.

Rationale

In recent years CAUL member libraries, like their international counterparts, have found it increasingly difficult to meet their responsibilities to researchers.  The reasons are global and several, but are chiefly related to the increasing volume and cost of academic publications.  Collaboration is as valuable in supporting the provision of information as it is in research itself, and can contribute to national competitiveness. 

It is recognised that the following objectives will also contribute significantly to teaching & learning. Promoting Australian research to the world is considered along with the universities’ access to global research.

Objectives

g. A framework for the digitisation of Australian research resources.

h. Sustainable models of access to research information vis a vis pricing, delivery, archiving, etc 

i. Participation of all interested members in the development of institutional digital assets repositories.

j. A greater understanding of information-seeking behaviours.

k. Influence the development of new models of publishing which are efficient and cost effective

l. Promote Australian-generated research in the global research environment

Action – Ongoing

7. Continue the development of the Australian Academic & Research Library Network (AARLIN)  (Action:  E.Gow)

8. Continue the development of the Australian Digital Theses Program.  (Action:  ADT Steering Group)
9. Improve opportunities for cost-efficient purchase and licensing of electronic information resources.  (Action:  CEIRC (CAUL Electronic Information Resources Committee))
Action – 2003-4

10. Contribute to the development and promotion of institutional digital assets repositories initiatives.  (Action:  SCWG, ALL members) 
11. Contribute to the development of a national strategy for digitisation of Australian research resources across the wider cultural sector. (Action:  ALL Members) 

12. Seek Australian Research Council funding to conduct research into information-seeking behaviours and their impact on service models (building on Houghton / Steele research). (Action:  CAUL Executive)  

III. MANAGEMENT FOR BEST PRACTICE

GOAL:
THE PURSUIT OF WORLD CLASS PERFORMANCE WITHIN AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES THROUGH APPLICATION OF THE PRINCIPLES OF CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT, QUALITY AND BUSINESS EXCELLENCE. 

Rationale

Quality assurance is a high priority for government, the AVCC and CAUL.  CAUL will continue to develop strategies for enhancing the quality of university library services.

Objectives

m. Provide statistical information relating to Australasian university libraries to assist best practice management by CAUL members.

n. Facilitate benchmarking activity between members through the development of suitable instruments.

o. Facilitate sharing of management and planning information among CAUL members.

p. Facilitate the enhancement of knowledge and skills of members and their staff in best practice, benchmarking, quality management and performance measurement. 

q. Explore the nature of future requirements for the Australasian university library workforce and the way in which these requirements may be met.

r. Provide insight into new developments in libraries and their environments which will assist in planning and implementing change.

Action — Ongoing

13. Collect and publish statistics on Australasian university library outputs and activities.  (Action:  Statistics Focus Group)
14. Conduct and publish the results of surveys and questionnaires which enable members to share collective knowledge and experience.  (Action:  ALL Members)
15. Continue to develop, extend, scope and cost a range of agreed performance indicators for CAUL members.  (Action:  Best Practice Working Group)
16. Review annually CAUL performance against its objectives and strategies.  (Action:  CAUL Executive)
Action – 2003-4

17. Define a technical and topic framework for sharing management and planning information such as reports, instruments, RFIs, plans, position descriptions, and posting short summaries and URLs to a common web site, determine resourcing requirements and propose a course of action to CAUL eg on buildings, workforce, strategic plans, software specifications, etc  (Action: CAUL Executive)
18. Review the current CAUL statistical measures – presentation format, usefulness, use and users and present a plan and proposal to CAUL. (Action:  Statistics Focus Group)
19. Review the Rodski customer satisfaction surveys following the second cycle of use by members, in 2004.  (Action: Best Practice Working Group)
20. Review the document delivery indicator.  (Action: Best Practice Working Group)
21. Review and develop measures of the quality of library information and research services and develop measures to support them.  (Action: Best Practice Working Group with Imogen Garner)
IV. COMMUNICATION & ADVOCACY

GOAL:
TO IDENTIFY AND EXPLOIT ALL OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAUL TO PROMOTE AND RAISE AWARENESS OF THE ROLE OF UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES IN IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF HIGHER EDUCATION, RESEARCH AND THE NATIONAL INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE. 

Rationale

University libraries work continuously towards greater effectiveness, improved levels of service and efficient use of resources. Their visibility, relevance and importance to the community-at-large, to their stakeholders and to the government is vital to their ability to support the learning, teaching and research activities of their institutions through improved services and resources, to avoid threats to the affordable flow of information and to help protect Australia's intellectual capital.

Objectives

s. Influence the legal and regulatory environment which has an impact on libraries and higher education.

t. Project a coherent CAUL perspective regarding key issues of national importance.

u. Advocate for the provision of national funding for infrastructure for learning and teaching.

v. Promote the role of university libraries as partners in university teaching, learning and research, as leading contributors to the national information resource, and partners in the information chain, uniquely placed to provide advice to government on issues such as copyright and access to information.

w. Publicise the benefits of collaborative and cooperative action undertaken by CAUL and its members for the national good.

x. Publicise the role of CAUL in fostering international collaboration.

y. Involvement of members in the activities of CAUL.

z. Appreciation by stakeholders of the role of CAUL and its members.

aa. Recognition of CAUL as a valued source of advice on matters relating to information services in higher education.

Action – Ongoing

22. Ensure CAUL representation on groups seeking to influence regulatory reform, especially in relation to copyright, telecommunications, higher education, etc.  (Action:  CAUL Executive & ALL Members)
23. Identify and cultivate influential contacts in the government, media and information industry by exploiting the networks of CAUL members. (Action:  ALL Members) 

24. Promote and market the interests and achievements of CAUL to government, the universities, the AVCC, etc (Action:  CAUL Executive & ALL Members)  
25. Respond to relevant federal and state government enquiries. (Action:  CAUL Executive & ALL Members)  
26. Contribute funds to support the Australian Libraries Copyright Committee. (Action:  ALL Members; Allocate $20,000/year)
27. Identify opportunities  and support collaborative proposals from members aimed at improving the quality of the national information infrastructure. (Action:  CAUL Executive & ALL Members)  
28. Ensure that all CAUL members are kept informed of the key activities of the CAUL Executive and CAUL Working Groups.  (Action:  CAUL Executive)
29. Monitor and review the effectiveness of the CAUL communication strategy.  (Action:  CAUL Executive)  
30. Develop and promote the CAUL web site as a source of information about higher education issues of relevance to university libraries. (Action:  Executive Officer & ALL Members)  

31. Publish details of Australian and international conferences, projects, documents, etc, to assist members to keep informed of the latest developments in higher education, libraries and information services.  (Action:  Executive Officer)
32. Update “new members’ checklist” and send to each new CAUL member. (Action:  Executive Officer)  

Action – 2003-4

33. Contribute to the three-year Review of the Copyright Amendment (Digital Agenda) Act (Action:  Eve Woodberry & ALL Members)
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