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CAUL Meeting 2001/2

University of Queensland, St Lucia

14 September, 2001

Minutes

446. Introduction & Welcome.  The President welcomed Professor John Hay, Vice-Chancellor of the University of Queensland who addressed the meeting.  In a discussion of the value and purpose of committees such as the AVCC and CAUL, Professor Hay asserted that although it is better to have them than not, the diversity of membership militates against any single expression of interest on behalf of the body, making it difficult to achieve tangible results.  The group is better placed to underpin and place in context the concerns and activities of the individual members.  In all cases, it would be more effective for the university librarian to make a specific case to his/her Vice-Chancellor, demonstrating how a systemic or sector-wide problem is affecting the institution's library.  The formal communication (or informal if the reporting structure is not direct) between the librarian and the Vice-Chancellor is critical.  Professor Hay acknowledged that although libraries are considered essential to their universities, this did not necessarily translate to the deserved level of funding.

Referring to government funding, Professor Hay said that governments of both political persuasions had so far failed to recognise the cost of university infrastructure, and the differences between the costs of competitive priced infrastructure compared with non-competitive.  He noted that high-technology equipment is priced 2-7 times more in Australia than in the US, which creates a clear disadvantage to being located in Australia.  He recommended regionalising and ICT-ing all funding applications to government.
447. Attendance & Apologies.   The President welcomed Gulcin Cribb (Bond University) and  Cliff Law (ADFA) to their first meeting as CAUL members.  She also welcomed delegates for CAUL members:  Linda Luther (University of South Australia);  Penny Carnaby (Macquarie University); Alan Brady (University of Ballarat); Lionel Robson (University of New South Wales); John Frylinck (Curtin), CAUDIT representatives  Nick Tate (UQ) and Ian Hunter (CAUDIT) and from CONZUL Sue Pharo (Waikato) and Alan Smith (VUW)


Apologies:  Alan Bundy, Gerry Anderson, Andrew Wells, Edward Lim, Bill Cations, Jeff Murray, Lois Jennings.
Attendance:
Members & delegates*:
Ray Choate (Adelaide U)
Chris Sheargold (ACU)
Cliff Law (ADFA)
Colin Steele (ANU)
Gulcin Cribb (Bond U)
Margaret Appleton (CQU)
Margaret Macpherson (CSU)
John Frylinck (Curtin U)*
Sue McKnight (Deakin U)
Janice Rickards (Griffith U)
John McKinlay (JCU)
Earle Gow (La Trobe U)
Penny Carnaby (Macquarie U)*
Margaret Jones (Murdoch U)
Ruth Quinn (NTU)
Gaynor Austen (QUT)
Ainslie Dewe (RMIT U)
Alison Ransome (SCU)
Derek Whitehead (Swinburne U)
Alan Brady (U of Ballarat)*
Helen Hayes (U of Melbourne)
Evelyn Woodberry (UNE)
Lionel Robson (UNSW)*
Peter Sidorko (U of Newcastle)
Janine Schmidt (UQ)
Linda Luther (UniSA)*
Madeleine McPherson (USQ)
John Shipp (U of Sydney)
Vic Elliott (U of Tasmania)
Alex Byrne (UTS)
Heather Gordon (USC)
John Arfield (UWA)
Liz Curach (UWS)
Felicity McGregor (UoW)
Doreen Parker (VU)
CONZUL:
Sue Pharo (U of Waikato)
Alan Smith (VUW)
CAUDIT:
Nick Tate (UQ)
Ian Hunter (CAUDIT)
Guests: 
Dr David Woodhouse, Executive Director, Australian Universities Quality Agency;  
Tom Cochrane, Pro Vice-Chancellor (Information Services), QUT; 
Judy Peacock, QUT Library
448. Minutes of previous meeting, CAUL 2001/1 Bathurst  5-6 March 2001.  The minutes were circulated with the agenda and accepted. 

a) Minutes of Executive Meeting, 22 August 2001, Sydney. The minutes were circulated with the agenda.
449. Business arising from previous meetings, not otherwise listed on the agenda. Doreen Parker tabled a report of the CAVAL Library Services to Offshore Students Working Group. [Note: now available with meeting papers on the CAUL web site.]
450. Arrangement of the agenda.  Items were starred for discussion.  For those items not starred, all items for noting will be considered noted, and all recommendations will be considered approved.
STRATEGIC PLAN.  

451. CAUL.  Papers by Helen Hayes and John Shipp reflect on CAUL's nature, operation and cooperation.  Members discussed the papers and other pertinent issues in break-out groups before returning for summary, discussion and consideration of recommendations.  Notes from the discussion are included as Appendix I.

Information Resources.

452. CAUL Electronic Information Resources Committee (CEIRC) Vic Elliott's report was circulated with the agenda.  He advised members that the next CAUL-Industry Think Tank is being scheduled prior to VALA, on 4 February 2002, and would focus on publishers' cost models and internal cost-allocation mechanisms within consortia.
a) National Site Licence. The AVCC meeting on 3 September considered a proposal from Reed Elsevier for a National Site Licence for Australian universities and the CSIRO.  Vic Elliott reported that 32 universities (subsequently revised to 31) had agreed to participate, 27 agreed even if DETYA funding were not provided.  Elsevier has revised their quote and discount level based on the new number of participants.  It is understood that DETYA is still prepared to contribute funds.  It was noted that, with the withdrawal of 7 institutions, including five of the largest, the cost allocation formula may cause remaining research-intensive institutions to carry a greater proportion of the cost, and members were advised to check the revised table when it becomes available.  (Action:  ALL)  The next meeting of the negotiating committee on September 25 will consider the revised proposal, as well as new proposals by ISI, CCH, CAS and NLA.  

Members requested that information be circulated directly to them at the same time as it is circulated to their Vice-Chancellors.  (Action:  HH)   They also expressed concern at any expansion of the consortial purchasing program within the AVCC, noting that the cost-allocation formula had the potential to tie up a large proportion of the library budget.  One member reported that the acceptance of the Elsevier proposal would mean cancelling 40% of the non-Elsevier titles in that university. Another suggested that although the Elsevier proposal was good for individual universities, there were still concerns about the cost-allocation model, and how it might be translated for other products.  It was noted that the AVCC members had not discussed the model. It was noted that the new AVCC membership fee model included a minimum entry level, as well as a capped fee for larger institutions.  It was suggested that a similar approach could be taken with the National Site Licence cost allocation.   (Action:  VE)

It was suggested that the sharp increase in some institutions' costs for Elsevier was a major factor for those who chose not to participate, and that a longer period of phasing in the new costs might be warranted.  Others suggested that paying extra was not an option when resources were already being shifted from staffing into serials, and when publishers did not appear to be passing on the savings made from reduced print distribution. 

One member reported that usage statistics had shown that only 8.8% of the 1200 Elsevier titles had been used more than 200 times per year, or 4 times per week, suggesting that the university was already paying for more titles than it needed.  It was reported that Reed-Elsevier made $1.5b in 2000.

It was noted that the AVCC has provided a conduit for DETYA to support funding for a National Site Licence.  The AVCC has stated that the National Site Licence proposal would save the sector $2.5m in addition to any funding that DETYA might provide.  

The tensions between institutional and national priorities were acknowledged.  There was concern that, following the efforts of CISC to put the National Site Licence on the government's agenda, lack of commitment among universities to the concept may result in a lost opportunity.  It was noted that discussions surrounding the Elsevier proposal had the effect of drawing out all the relevant issues. Members reiterated their support for a National Site Licence under an appropriate funding and cost-allocation model.  It was suggested that a National Site Licence should be funded nationally and centrally.  Deals negotiated on a national basis, but in which participation remains the choice of each university, fall into the category of cooperative purchasing eg CEIRC.
453. University Library Australia:  the National Borrowing Scheme. A report by Alison Ransome was circulated with the agenda. This item was not discussed. 
454. Research Resources Australia:  the Cooperative National Store.  Ray Choate tabled an activity report [later added to the meeting papers on the CAUL web site].  He advised that a Memorandum of Understanding between CAVAL and the South Australian store had been signed.  Two grant applications had been submitted with the support of 20 Vice-Chancellors.  Graeme Murphy has been contracted to prepare a business plan by late October.  Document delivery models and the storage of major collections are being investigated.  The collection model will be based on last-copy storage.
455. Australian Academic Research Library Network (AARLIN).  A report from Doreen Parker was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed, and hence the recommendations were supported.
Recommendations: 
(1) that CAUL support the bid for Systemic Infrastructure Funding in any way it can
(2) that CAUL continue to promote the development of AARLIN as part of the national information infrastructure
456. Australian Digital Theses Program.  A special session to focus on policy and practice was held on Friday 14 September from 8am to 9am. This item was not discussed. [Note:  the minutes of this meeting are included as Appendix III.]
457. Authentication.

a) The Authentication Project (CAUL/CAUDIT).  Vic Elliott reported that the joint CAUL/CAUDIT authentication or access management project has been based at the University of New South Wales since 1999 and funded by the ARC.  Progress has been hampered by the continuing illness of the key programmer but has reached 'proof of concept' stage.  A prototype is being tested within the University of New South Wales and documentation is forthcoming.  To move the project into an operational phase it will be necessary to do more extensive testing, with, for example, more than one user and with a live vendor site. 

It is recommended that CAUL/CAUDIT review the project at this stage with a view to deciding 1) whether it is appropriate to move beyond 'proof of concept' to an operational mode; and 2) if so, where the project should be located. 

It was agreed that a small group be set up to conduct the review with representation from CAUDIT (Nick Tate to recommend two members) and CAUL. It was suggested that AARLIN and COLIS be represented on the review panel.  (Action:  CAUL Executive)

458. Libraries' Role in Teaching & Learning.   Sue McKnight reported on the recommendations to CAUL from the previous day’s Teaching & Learning Workshop.  Her notes are attached as Appendix II.  She reported that 10 recommendations had been made, all related to CAUL strategic plan priorities:  checklist of quality issues;  benefit in combining information on services for disabled people;  continuation for support of Neil McLean’s work on interoperability; investigate with CAUDIT a leasing scheme for SN…..;  improved bandwith (content not usually taken into account);  offer to assist CAUDIT with IT literacy;  collaborate with NCODE and CAUDIT on interoperability;  use University of Australia Online for database management;  range of competencies.  She noted that universities are now starting to look at a range of generic competencies, one of which is IT literacy.  
459. COLIS (Collaborative Online Learning And Information Services) Project.  Two explanatory papers by Penny Carnaby were circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
Scholarly Communication.

460. Scholarly Communication.  Colin Steele referred to his paper which was made available on the web prior to the meeting.  He suggested holding a scholarly communication think tank.  It was agreed to form a small working group to advise CAUL on  approaches to scholarly communication, including participation in the IFSC.  Members of the working group will be Earle Gow, Janine Schmidt, Ray Choate and Helen Hayes. (Action:  CS) It was noted that there is still $57,000 in the Fighting Fund’s account.  It was also noted that the ARC no longer coordinates advice from the sector on funding applications related to library infrastructure.
461. International Forum on Scholarly Communication (IFSC).  A new group comprising ARL, CURL, CARL, CAUL and CONZUL has been formed, met in Washington in August, and will meet again in Washington D.C. in October. (Action:  HH, CS) CURL is approaching Liber and South Africa regarding participation.  It was noted that IFLA also has a scholarly communication agenda, particularly with regard to developing countries.  It was noted that SPARC has established a European Office.
462. Australian Research in Progress.  Reports by Doreen Parker on the feasibility of a web-based database of “Australian Research in Progress” and Research Finder were circulated with the agenda. This item was not discussed. The recommendations were therefore supported.
Recommendations:
(1) That CAUL take no action at this stage to suggest new initiatives given the DISR activity in developing Research Finder
(2) That CAUL continue to participate in the development of Research Finder’s classification scheme and other aspects as appropriate

(3) That CAUL create, or encourage the creation of, links between library/information systems and resources and Research Finder (e.g. the AARLIN portal, the Australian Digital Theses Project, the proposed pre/post print repository)
Best Practice. 

463. Australian Universities Quality Agency.  Dr David Woodhouse, Executive Director of AUQA, addressed members on Friday afternoon.  He outlined the AUQA processes, noting that they are based on ISO standards.  They aim to prove that each institution is “fit for purpose.”  The institution-specified objectives become the starting point, from which the institution then has to prove how effective it has been in meeting its objectives.

He noted that the process had two incompatible outcomes – accountability, which tends to encourage secretiveness and hiding of faults – quality improvement, which requires total openness.  The intention is to aim for accountability through quality improvement, and disseminate instances of good practice.  The approach encompasses the following:
* universities exist for a range of purposes, internal and external;
* a disparate range of stakeholders exist – alive, dead and yet to be born;
* staff are professional and committed and want to do a good job:
* an emphasis on institutional autonomy and diversity;
* a recognition that quality depends on the institution not on the AUQA;
* a need to be cost-effective.

The AUQA has two constituencies – 52 institutions and everyone else ie government, society, parents, employers, etc The institutions must supply evidence so that AUQA can report to external constituencies with integrity.

Dr Woodhouse referred to the recent AARL article by Anne Wilson et al on the CAUL benchmarking project published by DETYA in late 2000. He suggested including the library’s added value to each unit in the university rather than treating as a separate unit, for example, when the university is emphasising off-shore programs, include the extent to which the library is involved.
[DW asked for copies of his overheads]
464. Information Literacy Benchmarks. Gaynor Austen & Judy Peacock (QUT) addressed the meeting.  Judy Peacock introduced the project by highlighting the various educational imperatives which were dictating the need for such a project to be undertaken. These included drivers such as pedagogical necessity (embedding information literacy into the curriculum & the emphasis on generic capabilities), quality assurance issues in HE and accountability in teaching & learning practice.  

She then outlined the proposal circulated with the agenda. She noted that ANZIIL was attempting to implement information literacy standards, but was missing a benchmarking process.  It was affirmed that this project did not duplicate, but rather enhanced, the CAUL project on information literacy assessment, currently under the guidance of Margaret Appleton.  The three stages of the process were guidelines, assessment (measuring student outcomes) and benchmarks.  This project will measure CAUL outcomes, under the umbrella of ANZIIL.

It was noted that there was a similar project underway in the US, but it was reasonable to expect that the Australian context would produce a slightly different outcome. At this stage, there is no requirement for technical infrastructure, and the American model will be used.  Funding is not sought at present.  Members supported the following recommendation.
Recommendation:  that CAUL refers to the Australian/New Zealand Institute of Information Literacy the project described in the proposal.
465. CAUL Performance Indicators. 

a) Client Satisfaction Survey (Rodski).  A report by Diane Costello was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
b) Performance Indicator Web Site.  A report by Diane Costello was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
c) Information Literacy Assessment Research Project.  A paper by Margaret Appleton was circulated with the agenda. This item was not discussed.
d) New Performance Indicators – Survey.  This item was not discussed.
466. Statistics.  Ainslie Dewe spoke to her tabled report. She noted the difficulties experienced in the reporting of electronic resources, and the large amount of checking sources and comparing across institutions required. She again recommended that CAUL members review and sign off their own statistics report before submission to CAVAL. (Action:  ALL)  Members supported the following recommendations.
Recommendations: 
1. Printed publication to be held over until integrity of the data has improved 

2. CAUL to allocate funding ($2000 approx) to cover the additional costs to CAVAL of contacting libraries with anomalous data

3.  Collection of data on electronic usage to be reviewed during the coming year for possible inclusion in 2002 data (collected in 2003)

Advocacy, Marketing, Communication.

467. Copyright. Tom Cochrane and  Eve Woodberry addressed members on the Copyright Law Review Committee, the review of the Digital Agenda Act and the universities’ copying licence.

In reference to the Intellectual Property Competition Review, he advised that the Copyright Agency is taking an increasingly narrow view of library exceptions to the Copyright Act. He discussed the forthcoming review of the Copyright  Amendment (Digital Agenda) Act and indicated that CAL and other representatives of copyright owners are already beginning their campaign on two strategic fronts. The first is for the inclusion of the definition of a  'library' to exclude libraries in for-profit corporations; the other more serious issue for universities is the attack on fair-dealing and the  proposal to set a price for all use.

He reported that the AVCC and CAL were in discussion about the renewal of the universities’ copying licence.  Although the licence provided the legal capacity to digitise material, he had not observed any concerted digitisation activity, nor was aware of any attempt to define the extent of the activity.  He added that QUT's estimate of the cost of each digitised copy was in the order of $130, and agreed to circulate information about how the figure was derived.  He invited members to send him information about their own activity costs. (Action:  ALL) He reminded members that the AVCC was responsible for managing all university contact with CAL, and that any approach by CAL to university personnel should be referred to the AVCC. The necessity to lobby and keep library issues at the forefront of the  arguments to politicians was also discussed along with the ALCC and ADA  proposals for lobbying in the future.
a) Australian Libraries Copyright Committee. Members supported the following recommendation.
Recommendation: It is recommended that CAUL continue to support the position of Copyright Adviser using the current model of a per institution contribution in 2002.
468. Government Legislation, Reports & Inquiries. 
a) Senate Inquiry. The capacity of public universities to meet  Australia’s higher education needs. This item was not discussed. 
b) Privacy Act & Guidelines.  A paper by Doreen Parker was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
c) Copyright Law Review Committee. Relationship between copyright and contract law. A paper by Eve Woodberry was circulated with the agenda.

As a member of the CLRC Tom Cochrane outlined the Committee's purpose for the  discussion paper on Copyright versus Contract, emphasised that it is an  information gathering exercise, and stressed the importance of examples to support arguments. The next step will be a forum to discuss issues raised  in responses to the paper, to be held in Sydney in October.  The two CLRC  reports presented to government in 2000 are likely to be discussed in early 2002 depending on the outcome of the election. He advised that jurisdiction may become an issue.  
469. Relationships with Other Organisations.  
a) ACTUAL, QULOC, UNISON, CAVAL, UniLibraries SA, WAGUL, Go8, Go5, LATN.  Reports from QULOC, CAVAL and WAGUL were circulated with the agenda.  Ray Choate tabled a report from UniLibraries SA [later added to the meeting papers on the CAUL web site]. This item was not discussed. 

b) CONZUL.   Sue Pharo reported:
New Zealand's government is continuing its review of tertiary education with a fourth paper on funding due for release soon.  Key areas for consideration appear to relate to matters of governance, centres of excellence and bidding for research funding.

CONZUL has achieved a high profile with the Vice-Chancellors' Chairperson commenting on the high cost of journals as part of the case to Government for increased funding.  Government is looking for collaborative solutions to the plethora of institutions that emerged during the height of the competitive era.

Five of the members of CONZUL are seeking new library management systems. This has provoked consideration of about fifteen projects that CONZUL is exploring, for example: national storage, tendering collectively for monographs.  Known colloquially as "the big picture" this process has raised an awareness of what can be done together including the possibility of seeking funding from Government.

Otago and AUT were opening new library facilities with the Queen and the Prime Minister scheduled to participate, but because CHOGM was postponed, the Queen did not attend. 

CONZUL was hoping to participate with CAUL as the second stage of the National site licence process, noting at that time that New Zealand was being approached as a separate entity on its own.

c) CARL-ABRC.  Joint meeting Ottawa, 12-13 October, 2001 following study tour from 1 October. This item was not discussed.

d) ARL.  CAUL members were invited to attend the ARL meeting in Washington DC 14-16 October, 2001.  ARL has inquired about collaboration with them re the  Online Lyceum.  The possibility of a more formal relationship with ARL, eg associate membership, was raised.  (Action:  DC) 
e) AVCC. 
i) SCIP.   Helen Hayes advised that only two more meetings will be held before SCIP is disbanded.  
(a) Working Party 2 : Pilot Program pre/post Print Repository.  There is no further news on this, but Helen Hayes will report following the meeting.  (Action:  HH) 
f) Australian Research Council.

i) LIEF (linkage – infrastructure, equipment & facilities) – Proposals for 2001.  Ray Choate tabled a report of CAUL grant applications under both the DETYA Systemic Infrastructure Initiative and the ARC LIEF program [later added to the meeting papers on the CAUL web site].  He asked members to send details of any projects missing from the list.  (Action:  ALL) It was suggested that projects may be better coordinated to present a national bid, and noted that in Western Australia and Newcastle some local bids were submitted at the instigation of Pro-Vice Chancellors.  It was suggested that a range of funding submissions be developed in early preparation for further funding rounds.  (Action:  CAUL Executive)

g) National Library of Australia. It was noted that the National Library is very keen to work with LIDDAS as a service provider rather than just a user, but is not receiving software updates from FDI.
i) Kinetica. Doreen Parker’s reports on Kinetica and the Kinetica Advisory Group meeting were circulated with the agenda.  It was noted that not all CAUL members’ records were being sourced from Kinetica, and that the National Library and OCLC had met to discuss possibilities of using other records, but that there was little information on the policy implications or on the potential impact.  (Action:  DParker) 
Recommendations:  that CAUL  
(1) Continue to support the National Library of Australia’s provision of the National Bibliographic Database and to provide input to the options for its future development
(2) Develop and implement strategies in conjunction with the National Library of Australia for the development of an electronic National Bibliographic Database
ii) Australian Library Collections Taskforce.  It was suggested that the ALCTF may have a limited life span, and that the National Library has established its own Collection Advisory Group which includes a number of senior academics but no university librarians.  

It was noted that a report by Neville Fletcher, “Access to Scientific Journals in Australian Libraries” was yet to be published, and a number of critical comments by CAUL members and representatives on the ALCTF had been conveyed to the committee.  Members were trying to avoid the earlier scenario when the Leon Cantrell report had been published under the imprimatur of, but without the approval of, ALCTF members.  It was suggested that CAUL contact the National Library formally to ensure that the critical comments are taken into account prior to publication.  (Action:  HH)   
h) ALIA. Library and Information Education for the Knowledge Age (LISEKA).  ALIA would like input from CAUL members on a project to address education for librarianship, especially from the employer's perspective.  A paper was circulated with the agenda.  It was agreed that Alex Byrne would convene a reference group to advise ALIA, to include a senior nominee from QUT.  (Action:  A.Byrne) 
i) NCODE-FLA.  A report from Sue McKnight was circulated with the agenda. This item was not discussed.
j) CAUDIT.  Nick Tate (University of Queensland) addressed members on CAUDIT.  
470. CAUL Meeting 2002/1, Perth, 8-9 April 2002.  Prof Hennie Viljoen, Senior Director, Library Services University of Stellenbosch, will attend.  Discussions have begun with JULAC, the Hong Kong university librarians, regarding their possible attendance. This item was not discussed.

471. CAUL Meeting 2002/2, Dunedin, NZ, 12-13 September 2002. This item was not discussed.
472. CAUL Finances.  Members are asked to consider priorities for expenditure for 2002, and to consider whether additional funds would be required. This item was not discussed.
473. Executive Officer’s Report. This item was not discussed.
474. Other business.

a) Digital Continuity Forum.  Derek Whitehead. This item was not discussed.
b) LIDDAS.  Madeleine McPherson. This item was not discussed.
The meeting concluded at 3.30pm


Appendix I.

October 24, 2001

CAUL – Structure

Notes of Meeting

In the context of John Shipp’s paper which raised a number of issues concerning the structure and efficient functioning of CAUL, a series of group discussions identified certain issues for the Executive to consider.

CAUL Office

Role of Executive Director

· Need to review workload

· Reduce time spent on CEIRC and office administration

· Can CAUL office duties be reviewed?

· Executive Officer preferred over Executive Director (CAUL does not want to relinquish control of its Agenda)

· More of - 

· Networking and lobbying

· Spending time on key committees

· Reporting on key issues

· Contact with AVCC, DETYA, NLA, politicians, ARC and government reference point on libraries

· Developing grant proposals from CAUL initiatives

· Writing big picture papers

· Sending information to government

Office

Is there a need for an office manager? Need to review PD’s. 

Should we outsource some of the work e.g. CAVAL? 

Should not share an office/Exec. Officer CAUDIT yet CAUL should remain separate from the AVCC.

CAUL Executive

· Should the Deputy become the President. Deputy as President elect.

or should President come from someone who has had recent experience on the Executive.

· Better succession planning for Executive by using CAUL members as chairs of sub groups/working groups on particular issues.

· Two-year term for President is appropriate.

· Members of Executive should take a leadership role each, for some area of the Strategic Plan.

· Also use willing “others” -  is CAUL to lead particular programs? e.g. Ainslie for Stats, Eve for Copyright, Colin for Scholarly Communication, Doreen for Kinetica.

· Are there other subgroups needed? (look at ARL model and other successful models)

· Subgroups should meet on morning of CAUL meeting prior to CAUL same day, so that discussion informs the meeting discussion. Subgroups to be resourced. 

· Should NLA D-G be invited to participate in CAUL meetings?

· Executive to meet occasionally with CAUDIT.

· Executive to have more meetings – some of which would be teleconference. Is Executive active enough?

· Should CAUL Executive be made up of Chairs of State and Territory groups?

· Chairs of state groups to meet with Executive or state groups to take on particular portfolios.

· Executive and chairs of working groups to ensure information is exchanged.

·  Executive to look at information exchange. President must be committed to time needed. May need some support. Should President be full time? Vice-President part time?

CAUL Agenda

Lobbying 

· Greater visibility of CAUL.

· Better internal lobbying.

· Treading the corridors of power.

· Employ lobbyists for particular purposes or to devise the lobbying strategy.

· Lobby nationally/communicate locally/internal.

· CAUL viewpoint on issues to be developed so can speak collectively.

· Who? AVCC, DETYA, other. Replacement for SCIP?

· Identify/prioritise groups and people to be lobbied.

· Multifaceted approach. Range of targets.32

· Promoting strategic plan. Need a lobbying plan.

· Role of President in lobbying?

Quality

· Major issue. Need for a sub-group of CAUL?

· Address AUQA. New performance measures and benchmarking.

· Work with AQC Business Excellence framework?

· AUQA as opportunity to build profile.

Communication

Better sharing of information. Used to be better.

Other program issues

· Need to address the vision.

· Need to review how well we are doing on particular issues. 

· Relationship to DETYA committees and other organizations. 

· Review CEIRC terms of reference.

· No obvious link between CAUL Strategic Plan and any outcomes observable to outsiders, especially in Canberra. 

· Website is useful, buy ARL software for Statistics?

· Bundling or unbundling – what services come with membership?

· What extras should members pay for – e.g. datasets – should be cost recovery.

· Consider recommendations from Teaching and Learning workshop under CAUL agenda.

Helen Hayes

President, CAUL
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APPENDIX II

Subject: CAUL T&L Workshop Notes

Content Groups

Recommendations were: 

* disability issues - opportunities for sharing collections for visually impaired 

* digital rights management / scanning - should be organised centrally in a University; library is the most appropriate place to organise this for the University 

* creation and organisation of course material - establish CAUL Best Practice List for course material scanning (e.g. Technical standards), organisation, archiving, scalability, indexing etc. 

* quality assurance - Guidelines for Off-Shore delivery - adopt CAVAL guidelines when finalised. 

Connectivity Groups

CAUL follow up the following issues through the AVCC SCIP Technological Working Party, or if that Group is not continuing, a new joint CAUL/CAUDIT Working Party (Consultation with NCODE-FLA, EdNA, the TAFE Librarians Reference Group and other appropriate bodies will be necessary)

Need liaison with wide group of people, both within and outside the University, on issues such as graphics, bandwidth, regional location of students, equity, student IT literacy and the whole physical infrastructure. 

* Interoperability of systems through action on standards and mapping of curriculum and information resources and services in order to facilitate seamless access by students to learning and information resources and student administration systems 

* Coordination of metadata and, as far as  is feasible, the production of object data bases 

* Promotion of technological literacy 

* Establishment of a national scheme for facilitating purchase of PCs by students 

* Lobbying/requesting funding for increased bandwidth 

* Investigate "University Online Australia" to parallel "University Library Australia" - i.e. any university and any local network as an access node for any student to any other university 

* National authentication - desperate need to progress this.  There must be a national strategy even if state, regional or local implementation. 

Competencies Groups

Existing and desirable skills in library staff include:

Generic Skills 

* information literacy/information resources - evaluation skills, bringing into play critical and evaluative thinking, skills which are in as great demand as ever, since they are format neutral 

* general management skills - library staff often have these 

* communication skills - library staff are often able to communicate well; they are used to dealing with questions and problems 

* project management 

Knowledge Competencies 

* organisation knowledge (aka cataloguing) 

* selection, evaluation 

* discipline expertise 

* multi-media and IT expertise (industry trends etc) 

Pedagogical Competencies 

* teaching skills (do a Grad. Cert.) 

* navigation for self-service - librarians need a good understanding of user behaviour, and with that can help people find things for themselves 

* presentation 

* design 

* assessment 

Marketing Skills 

* ability to market how library staff add value to T&L 

* assertiveness 

* rethinking and redesigning traditional "products"; promotional strategies etc. 

* ability to identify user needs and satisfy these (at a profit) 

* caring face of the university - the ability to provide an agreeable and secure environment 

--------------------------------------------------------

Sue McKnight







Executive Director, Learning Services 


and University Librarian





Geelong Waterfront Campus

Deakin University

1 Gheringhap Street

Geelong V 3217

Ph .
+ 61 3 5227 8505

Fax.
+ 61 3 5227 8130

-----------------------------------------------------------------
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ADT Program Members Meeting

University of Queensland

14 September, 2001 from 8am

DRAFT Minutes

1. Attendance & Apologies.  Lionel Robson (UNSW, Chair), Colin Steele (ANU), Janice Rickards (Griffith U), Penny Carnaby (Macquarie U), Carolyn Young (QUT), Peter Sidorko (U Newcastle), Alex Byrne (UTS), Eve Woodberry (UNE), John Frylinck (Curtin), Chris Sheargold (ACU), Margaret Macpherson (CSU), John Shipp (U Sydney), Vic Elliott (U Tasmania), Doreen Parker (VU), Margaret Appleton (CQU), Helen Hayes (U Melbourne), Janine Schmidt (UQ), Diane Costello (CAUL)
2. Membership.  
a) Report of current membership.  (Appendix I attached)  It was noted that the University of Queensland had been inadvertently left off the original list circulated.
b) Entry of external institutions eg Australian colleges of divinity, universities in South America.  Members considered whether and when interested external bodies may join the program.  It was suggested that the program was not ready to accept members from outside CAUL.
3. Management Structure.  The current Steering Group is comprised of representatives of the original Project participants, led by UNSW.  It has not met since the program was taken under the aegis of CAUL in July 2000.  Lionel Robson advised that UNSW was willing to continue to lead the group if the group wishes, and to continue to provide support to institutions during their implementation phases through Tony Cargnelutti.

Members were invited to consider their preferred management structure, and elect a leader.  They recognised the need for a technical support group.  A third level, that of program manager within each institution, was also acknowledged.

It was suggested that the ADT Program work with the E-Print Archive program when it is established.  It was noted that the latter may be invested with significant funding.  It was suggested that ARC LIEF be a source of future ADT program funding.

It was agreed that a strategic direction should be set before determining the business and governance model.  It was agreed that the NSW members form a working group to make proposals on the above to CAUL.  (Action:  Alex Byrne) 
4. Software Development Path.  It was agreed that a software development path should be set as soon as possible.  The working group should consider how this might best be workshopped. 
5. Communication.  There are two email lists – the "policy" list and the "technical" list – and a bulletin board. The policy list includes only three CAUL members.  Members were advised that list membership is established when new institutions register for the program.  Additions and amendments may be made at any time.
a) ADT Summit.  Members were invited to consider whether an extended meeting or summit should be held to provide a forum for personnel at various levels (CAUL members, local program managers & technical managers) to meet and discuss local and collaborative issues.  Some topics for the technical group:  XML, archiving to acrobat, process to develop templates to convert into acrobat, sharing of ADT metadata with other bodies eg OAI.  It was suggested that this could be held in tandem with VALA 2002.
6. Policy Issues.  The following were listed on the agenda to focus discussion.  Members were invited to send further feedback to Lionel Robson or Diane Costello.
a) Commitment to the collaborative process.  Members were asked to consider whether they wish to continue as a collaborative process eg adopting and adhering to standards, long-term archiving, the development and upgrading of the software, sharing information about process and policy eg charging, copyright, intellectual property, server management, post-graduate procedures etc  
b) Central versus local.  It was noted that the original program kept to a minimum the number of rules that all participants must adhere to, leaving the rest to local preferences.  Members were asked to consider which issues need to be decided centrally, and which may be decided locally.  In the case of the latter, members were asked to consider how these decisions are shared with the group.   Examples of local decisions are:  using a different version of the Virginia Tech software from the rest of the group;  making theses accessible only to the local domain.  It was agreed that it was preferable to adopt the same model, but recognised that it was not always possible.  It was particularly noted that local loading and storage mechanisms may be quite different, but that access mechanisms should be standardised.
c) Marketing, Publicity, Public Relations.  Members were asked to consider opportunities for participating in the wider research agenda through Federal government departments (DETYA, ISR), through universities (PVC/DVC (Research)), through student associations (CAPA), through local processes.
d) Resourcing of the program.  Members were asked to consider whether support provided by current members on an ad hoc basis should continue or whether a more formal, centralised process could be adopted and resourced.
e) NDLTD-Steering Committee  & ETD Conferences.  A report from the 2001 conference and associated meetings, by Tony Cargnelutti, was attached to the agenda as Appendix II.  UNSW has supported the attendance of Marian Bate, and then Tony Cargnelutti, at these meetings.  Members were asked to consider the importance of this international recognition and engagement, and the financial support of official representation at these meetings.
7. Other business.

a) Theses Submission Survey.  Janine Schmidt reported that only one institution currently accepted theses electronically, although others were considering it.  She asked members to forward any policy documents that may assist in representations to the Post-Graduate Studies Committee.
b) Copyright.  John Shipp advised that the University of Sydney contacts authors individually to seek permission to mount theses.
8. Next Meeting.

The meeting concluded at 8.30am

A draft agenda for the Working Group is included at Appendix II.
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