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Response

Introduction

The Council of Australian University Librarians (CAUL) is pleased to have the opportunity to contribute to the Strategic Framework for Research Infrastructure Investment Discussion Paper.

In commenting on the Exposure Draft of the NCRIS Strategic Roadmap in 2005, CAUL advised that the evolving information management needs of research institutions are being supported by information management specialists, including librarians, archivists and information and communication technology specialists, often working collaboratively to understand and guide these rapidly changing areas. Since 2005 the Australian Government has had a profound impact on the nation’s research information infrastructure capability and infrastructure by investing in projects such as APSR, ARROW and RUBRIC, which have been led by university librarians, and by providing ASHER funding to ensure that all Australian universities have established institutional repositories.

The Australian National Data Service (ANDS), which builds in part on the earlier initiatives, is a transformational investment in research information infrastructure, taking Australia from an already strong position to one that is recognised internationally for its significance and innovation.

Research libraries have always played a major role in the development of Australian research by providing access to the scholarly information resources that underpin all research undertaken in Australian institutes of higher education, and by providing assistance to researchers in the use of these resources. More recently, as indicated above, the role of research libraries has been changing to provide greater support for research activity through:

· provision of repositories to store, promote and preserve digital copies of research publications;
· management and, increasingly, creation of research resources such as datasets and digital collections;
· publication of material based on research; 
· support for innovation in scholarly expression and communication; and 
· provision of advice on e-Research data management, including data management policy and planning, metadata, standards and persistent identifiers.

Librarians have always championed access to information, which gives them a particular perspective on the Government’s current interest in obtaining greater research and public good by supporting research collaboration and making the results of research as widely available as possible.  

The experience gained by librarians over the last few years and the perspective they have on accessibility inform this response to the Strategic Framework for Research Infrastructure Investment Discussion Paper.

General comments

CAUL commends the Australian Government on the investment in research information infrastructure to date and in the analysis of the current situation through this Discussion Paper. CAUL urges the Government to continue investing in these areas in order to maintain and develop Australia’s capability and world-leading position, thereby providing platforms for greater promotion of Australian research outputs and more collaboration by Australian researchers nationally and internationally.

CAUL wishes to highlight two major research information infrastructure strategies and recommend that they be supported as a matter of critical importance.

· Research data management remains one of the biggest challenges Australian researchers and institutions face as e-research gradually becomes the dominant form of research undertaken in Australia. An initiative the size and complexity of ANDS should be seen as a minimum 10 year undertaking if it is to achieve the infrastructure and capability potential hoped for. All the evidence suggests that ANDS has achieved tremendous momentum in its first three years of operation, however, it is still early days. No Australian university or research organisation could yet claim to be compliant with the Code for the responsible conduct of research with regard to research data management, and there remain a number of years of exciting but challenging effort needed before this is likely to be the case. The amount of time and money needed to establish good research data management across Australia is best estimated by ANDS; CAUL wishes to advise the Government that its members appreciate the changes that have started to occur and believe that the benefits of this significant investment will be rapidly eroded if ANDS were to be discontinued at this early but critical stage, just as researchers and institutions are starting to engage. A key role that ANDS plays is to help research institutions to develop approaches to research data management that are consistent, at a lower cost and more likely to enable better research collaboration. The cost of having ANDS play this role is substantially lower than having all research institutions develop their own approaches.

· Digital collections. CAUL agrees with the European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructure and the European Commission that research infrastructure includes “knowledge-based resources such as collections, archives and structured scientific information”. In 2005 CAUL expressed the view that the NCRIS Roadmap underestimated the contribution to research infrastructure by the cultural and creative industries and collecting institutions, especially but not exclusively in the area of content creation and management, and recommended that this issue be re-examined. CAUL recommended then that NCRIS should support a national digitisation plan to guide public funding of digitisation programs. CAUL now recommends that particular attention be paid to the importance of nationally significant digital collections, whether born digital or digitised, to research activity, especially, but not exclusively in the humanities, arts and social sciences. An investment in digitising and managing digital collections in this point of time would allow infrastructure, tools and capability to be developed, with a longer term view of institutions assuming responsibility, as they have done for institutional repositories, which were created in large part in response to the Government’s investment. 

Response to Principles and Questions

Principles – Continuity of funding
· Research infrastructure funding programs should be ongoing and predictable.

Response: CAUL agrees that this would be beneficial for some programs, however, as noted earlier, other programs benefit from establishment funding, with the expectation that institutions will eventually assume responsibility for the infrastructure. Where an investment is intended to be foundational, rather than ongoing, it is important that a realistic estimate be put on the time needed for Government involvement. The institutional repository development phase was approximately five years; ANDS should be seen as a minimum of ten years; a digital collections foundation phase is probably a five year undertaking.

· Infrastructure that continues to be a priority should be able to access funding for ongoing operations.

Response: Definitely. It seems counter-productive to risk jeopardising critical infrastructure development because of the lack of, or ad hoc, availability of operational funding.

Principle – Holistic funding – Project planning
· Funding programs should consider setting aside some funding for project development costs, either for a facilitation-based process or for project development and scoping activities.

Response: Definitely. This would ensure that programs are appropriate and viable before more significant funding and commitment is provided.

Principle – Holistic funding – Running costs
· Funding programs should be able to support all aspects of research infrastructure, including, in addition to capital costs, funding for governance, skilled technical support staff, operations and maintenance.

Response: Definitely. CAUL is mindful of the fact that research infrastructure is as much about people and change management as technology or facilities. It is highly appropriate that the Government should recognise this and fund it. CAUL strongly agrees with the comment in the evaluation of NCRIS that “funding operational costs produced a more efficient and productive use of facilities.”

Principle – Holistic funding - Depreciation
· Depreciation for research infrastructure facilities should not be funded by Australian Government funding programs.

Response: CAUL agrees insofar as the components of research infrastructure with which its members have been involved, but does not comment on infrastructure that is ongoing, which may benefit from allowance for replacement components.

Principles - Prioritisation
· Prioritisation of investment in research infrastructure is necessary to ensure appropriate, effective and efficient investment and to support strategic decision-making with regard to national and landmark infrastructure.

Response: Agreed, although CAUL also agrees with the statement on page 22 of the Discussion Paper that the system of identifying research infrastructure requirements to date appears to have disadvantaged the humanities arts and social sciences disciplines, which probably means that the priorities need to be reviewed.

· Any proposed infrastructure investment should align with and support Australia’s research, innovation and infrastructure priorities.

Response: Agreed, noting the comment above.

· Funding for Australia’s research infrastructure should focus on areas where Australia:
· undertakes world-leading research or innovation;
· has demonstrated a particular strength in international terms; or
· has reasons to seek to strengthen capacity in an area of research or innovation.

Response: These criteria seem to be sensible, however they may be too broad to be helpful. For example, how would a need to improve humanities, arts and social sciences e-research capability be ranked against the needs of an existing high performing e-research area?

· Processes for funding research infrastructure should be transparent, provide effective use of funds and target intended outcomes.

Response: Agreed.

Question 1: The proposition is to undertake a roadmapping exercise every three years. Are there reasons why it should be more or less frequent?

Response: Three years is quite frequent, given the earlier comments that a minimum period for most Government programs is probably five years.

Question 2: Are there other prioritisation processes that should be included in the Strategic Framework?

Response: No comment.

Principles – Excellence in research infrastructure
· Proposals for investment in all scales of research infrastructure should be evaluated on the basis of their ability to create excellent or world-class infrastructure.

Response: Agreed, although it should be “create or maintain” excellent or world-class infrastructure. If existing infrastructure is already world-class, it may still be dependent on Government support to maintain that condition.

· Research infrastructure funding programs should incorporate procedures for regular and rigorous evaluation of funded infrastructure to determine whether the infrastructure has delivered desired outcomes and achieved its objectives over the short and medium term, as well as over its whole life-cycle.

Response: Because a great deal of the investment is into areas for which there is no precedent, it is possible that the early aspirations or commitment require review and adjustment (or, indeed discontinuation).

Principle – Collaboration 
· Funding should favour investments that demonstrate collaborative approaches for the creation, development and operation of research infrastructure and/or that foster a collaborative research culture.

Response: There is an argument that best-of-breed, whether or not it is collaborative, should be supported, however, there is logic to a Government perspective that it should focus on collaboration. From an information management perspective, CAUL recommends that all Government funded research be compliant with practices that allow maximum use and reuse of research data or collections. The wording of this Principle could be strengthened to take this into account.

Question 3: Should Australian Government investment in research infrastructure at the national and landmark scale favour collaboration in establishment and operation of infrastructure or research collaboration or both? 
Response: See comment above.

Principle – Co-investment
· Co-investment in research is desirable as it demonstrates a commitment by the investing part/ies to the project. Some co-investment is therefore desirable but no specific requirement for co-investment should be stipulated at the framework level.

Response: CAUL does not see why this Principle is necessary. The focus should be on the achievement of objectives, and these cannot be achieved without lead or participating agency engagement and commitment of resources. However, this Principle is an improvement on the current requirements.

Principles – Access to Australian-based infrastructure
· Research infrastructure at the national and landmark scale should be made widely accessible to publicly funded researchers on the basis of merit at no more than marginal cost.

Response: No comment.

· Research infrastructure in the externally supported or local category should be made accessible to the extent possible in order to maximise use and support collaboration between institutions.

Response: This Principle could be strengthened by adding the requirement mentioned earlier that all Government funded research be compliant with practices that allow maximum use and reuse of research data or collections.

Principles – Access to overseas-based infrastructure
· Research infrastructure funding programs should consider requests for funding Australian researcher access to overseas facilities, and, where appropriate, Australian membership of or contribution to the construction of overseas facilities.

Response: This principle should be broadened to make it clear that infrastructure here includes the people managing and operating the infrastructure, as inter-personal contact internationally is critical to Australia ensuring that it is contributing to and benefitting from international developments.

· Where possible, research infrastructure facilities should be encouraged to provide overseas access to Australian research infrastructure to foster international links and collaborations to build local skills.

Response: Agreed.

Question 4: Where in the system should the costs of access to research infrastructure for public researchers be met? How should this be implemented?

Response: No comment, except to note that all Australian university libraries have arrangements in place for use by researchers from beyond their own academic community. This includes access to library collections and to document delivery services.

Principles – Pricing 
· Pricing policies for research infrastructure should be transparent and allow for flexibility in the charging model, while still maximising the public benefit.

Response: Agreed. When considering charging for the use of facilities consideration must be given to the infrastructure required to support or manage that charging, and this should be taken into account when deciding whether or not to charge, who to charge and how much to charge. It is also important to consider the purpose of the charge – is it to create a barrier so that only those who really need it will consider paying, or is it to recoup some or all of the costs of running the facility or providing a service. It may be that, if the facility has limited capacity, prioritising user categories would permit better targeting than would the blunt instrument of charging. CAUL suggests that free access to facilities should be the default position, with charges only being imposed if there is a compelling reason.

· Publicly funded researchers should be charged no more than the marginal costs of using publicly funded research infrastructure.

Response: Agreed.

Question 5: How should the pricing regime for research infrastructure be structured? Should there be different models for financial contributors to the facility, merit-based researchers and industry?

Response: Where pricing has been considered for research information infrastructure, especially ANDS, it has been on a case by case basis, depending on the cost structure and level of engagement required by the various user categories. This is likely to continue to be the case into the future, so flexibility will be required.

Question 6: How should the cost of access by publicly funded researchers be funded?

No comment.
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