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CAUL Meeting 2006/1
 6-7 April, 2006
Committee & Group Meetings 5 April, 2006
The Australian National University, Canberra

Minutes 

708. Introduction & Welcome.  Eve Woodberry welcomed John Mullarvey, CEO of the Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee who addressed delegates.  The discussion is appended to these minutes.
Professor Ian Chubb, Vice-Chancellor of The Australian National University also addressed members at 10.30am on the 6th.  The report of the discussion is appended to these minutes.
709. Attendance & Apologies.  Eve Woodberry welcomed members, especially those attending their first meeting as CAUL members – Des Stewart was introduced by Gulcin Cribb and Anne Horn was introduced by Eve Woodberry.  She noted that Keith Webster and Philip Kent had not yet taken up their positions at UQ and VU respectively, and that Heather Gordon would take up her position at JCU in May.  She also acknowledged that Doreen Parker and Cliff Law had left their positions at VU and UNSW@ADFA since the last meeting and expressed thanks on behalf of members for their contribution to CAUL over many years.  Members applauded warmly the contribution of Madeleine McPherson to CAUL, not only during her very active term as President, but also her valued participation over a long period of time.  All wished her a long, healthy and happy retirement.

From CAUL:

Chris Sheargold, ACU

Vic Elliott, ANU

Gulcin Cribb, Bond U

Graham Black, CQU

Shirley Oakley, CSU

Imogen Garner, Curtin U

%Anne Horn, Deakin U

Jeff Murray, ECU

*Kaye Baudinette, Flinders U

Janice Rickards, Griffith U

Earle Gow, La Trobe U

Maxine Brodie, Macquarie U

Cathrine Harboe-Ree, Monash U

Margaret Jones, Murdoch U

Gaynor Austen, QUT

Craig Anderson, RMIT U

%Des Stewart, SCU

Derek Whitehead, Swinburne U

Ray Choate, U Adelaide

Leeanne Pitman, U Ballarat

Anita Crotty, U Canberra

*Angela Bridgland & Nicki McLaurin Smith, U Melbourne

Eve Woodberry, UNE, President

Andrew Wells, UNSW, Deputy President

Jan Gordon, UNSW@ADFA

Greg Anderson, U Newcastle

#Mary Lyons, UQ

Helen Livingston, UniSA

*Madeleine McPherson, USQ

John Shipp, U Sydney

Linda Luther, U Tasmania

#Fides Datu Lawton, UTS

Heather Gordon, USC

*Ralph Kiel, UWA

Felicity McGregor, UoW

# Laura Maquignaz, VU

%first meeting as CAUL Member

#Acting Director

*Delegate of CAUL Member

In attendance:  

Diane Costello, CAUL 

From CONZUL: 

Ainslie Dewe, AUT; 
Sue Pharo (UOtago);
Guests:  Professor Ian Chubb (Vice-Chancellor, ANU);  John Mullarvey (AVCC CEO); Helen Fullgrabe (DEST);  Clare McLaughlin (DEST) 
Apologies:  Alan Smith (USQ); Bill Cations (Flinders);  Ruth Quinn, Anne Wilson (CDU);  John Arfield (UWA);  Katrina Valese (JCU);  Linda O’Brien (UMelbourne);  Liz Curach (UWS);  Gail Pattie (UCanterbury);  Stephen McVey (UNDA)
710. Arrangement of the agenda.  Items were starred for discussion.  For those items not starred, all items for noting were considered noted, and all recommendations were considered approved.  
711. Minutes of Previous CAUL Meeting – 2005/2 September.  The draft minutes were not discussed, and therefore accepted without further amendment.
712. Minutes of CAUL Executive Meetings  - 2005/6 November, 2006/1 February.  Minutes of previous meetings were included with the papers.  There were no questions.
713. Business arising from previous meetings, not otherwise listed on the agenda. 
a) JSTOR Print Storage. This item was not discussed.
b) *EndNote.  Felicity McGregor referred to a paper made available prior to the meeting.  It covers actions since the last meeting and offered a couple of solutions.  It appears too complicated to deal with via CAUL, but recommends sharing information among CAUL members as much as possible.  The QULOC documents are freely available online.  UNewcastle is developing an online module.
QULOC decided to continue to support the EndNote person in 2006 budget. It was noted that more undergraduates are starting to use the tool, and face to face training is becoming unsustainable.  QULOC would be prepared to consider a business proposal from CAUL.    

It was strongly recommended that the vendor be encouraged to improve its software to make easier to use, that it was a global issue and that CAUL funds not be used for this purpose.  It was recommended that members write individually to Thomson Scientific expressing their concerns. (Action: All) Thomson is well aware of the effort being made by QULOC – training sessions, master classes, online modules – and applaud it.
UniSA, UCanberra and UWS are using RefWorks. It was noted that staff time for support at UCanberra is 2½ hours per teaching week and costs only USD 9,000 per year.  Academic staff are being trained to teach students as well as use for their own purposes.  The skills are easily transferable.

It was questioned why so many institutions are committed to a product that costs so much in time and money.  La Trobe has trialled both, has done a comparative analysis, and will circulate the report as soon as it is finished. (Action: EG) The library decided to use only EndNote. 
STRATEGIC PLAN
714. *Review of the Strategic Plan.  The plan, including its mission, objectives, environment and actions will be reviewed thoroughly at this meeting. Eight documents, strategic plans of ARL, CARL, CONZUL, CNI and SCONUL, were included with the agenda papers.
Eve Woodberry described the history of CAUL’s strategic plan up to the last full review in 2003.  The environment has changed significantly since then, as has the membership.  Her plan of the session is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20061strategicplan.ppt
Notes of the general discussion and the four discussion groups from Thursday are appended to these minutes.
715. CAUL Achievement Award 2005.  The winner is Michelle Sabto, Monash University, who was unable to attend this meeting but will be present at the next.  
716. *CAUL Elections.  Elections were not required for any CAUL committee in 2005 as the number of committee vacancies exceeded or equalled the number of nominations.  Members are asked to consider the advantages of committee membership and to consider options for a more formalised committee search procedure.  Eve Woodberry stressed the professional rewards of being part of a CAUL committee are compensation for the extra time contributed and urged members to nominate next time elections were called.  Members could build on the work of previous committees which had given CAUL such tools as an ROI model for electronic resources and CEIRC.
Support for Research

717. *Research Quality Framework.  Hot Topic. Helen Fullgrabe, Director Research Quality Assessment Framework, DEST, addressed members and responded to questions.  
The process began in May 2004, building on international trends. The final report was released by the Minister on March 28.  Research Quality Framework: Assessing the quality and impact of research in Australia – Final Advice on the Preferred RQF Model. http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/research_sector/policies_issues_reviews/key_issues/research_quality_framework/final_advice_on_preferred_rqf_model.htm  A Development Advisory Group has been established, with a timeline yet to be confirmed, but likely to be 2007/8.  Work on the data management side will required engagement with ResearchMaster, ARROW, etc
There has been no system-wide method of measuring quality and impact. The aim was to develop a transparent and robust framework on quality and impact.  The latter includes economic, social and environmental and has been the cause of much controversy.  The UK’s RAE (Research Assessment Exercise) is about to begin its 6th cycle, in parallel with a metrics project to see if they mirror each other.  The RAE has been successful in increasing the number of highly cited publications, and in improving collaboration and cohesion within departmental teams.  The RQF will review research outputs in groupings nominated by individual universities, and will assign a quality score and an impact score. In the future this may also apply to publicly funded research organisations.  The ATN and IRUA groups of universities are already trialling the RQF, and are expected to be helpful in establishing guidelines and technical working groups.  The groups will be assessed, rather than individuals, based on a portfolio of evidence.  Within each group, the four best outputs of eligible researchers will be assessed.  It is not yet clear whether impact will be applied to the groups or the individuals.  Twelve assessment panels may add experts or sub-groups, and will be subject to a moderation process which will validate the scores.  Quality will be assessed on a five-point scale and impact on a three-point scale.  The distribution of funding has not been finalised, though all funds from the Institutional Grants Scheme will be diverted to the RQF, as will half the Research Training Scheme funds.  The Research Infrastructure Block Grants will be left as is.
International assessment exercises have allowed the identification of strengths and weaknesses in research effort, and may point to areas where extra funding is required e.g. the enabling sciences. Many examples of small pockets of excellence have been uncovered by earlier exercises.  It is recognised that such a system creates opportunities for manipulation of the system e.g. by poaching high impact researchers or teams, though it is hope that the behaviour changes will be positive.  

In response to questions, Helen Fullgrabe added that end-user feedback will form part of the impact assessment, as is currently the case with CRCs.

CAUL is planning a workshop on research quality indicators (formerly referred to as the bibliometrics workshop), at UNSW on May 1st.  Linda Butler will design the program according to CAUL needs, and will address not just citation indicators but also indicators that have emerged from other workshops.  The workshop is intended to be very practical, to inform university librarians or staff leading this process within the library, especially those on their university’s RQF committee. Humanities indicators will be covered, included in the 53 indicators which have been used.  Some work has been done on quality, impact and discipline relationships.  CAUL members indicated that they are currently engaged in citation analysis and expressed interest in the workshop. They were invited to send questions for addressing at the workshop. (Action: All)  It was noted that the approach is quite different from the forthcoming CAVAL workshops, with Linda Butler and Colin Steele, and that the overlap between the two workshops is limited.
718. *e-Research Coordinating Committee. Hot Topic.  The presentation by Cathrine Harboe-Ree is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20061ercc.ppt  She outlined the forthcoming report of the ERCC, noting that its findings parallel NCRIS (National Collaborative Research Infrastructure Strategy) in support of infrastructure requirements. It recognises the need to find a champion, to play a role similar to that of Professor Tony Hey in the UK’s e-science initiative.  It provides a platform for a leadership role for CAUL members within their own institutions. Projects such as the FRODO and MERRI projects, high performance computing and middleware projects, have not had a deployment strategy – a path into production will be needed.
Skills acquisition for ICT and information professionals is needed quickly, but there is unlikely to be additional funding to support it.  Skills transfer will be supported  through the establishment of an e-research centre, with 7 nodes, for research and development, support, outreach and deployment.  The report picks up authentication issues in support of access and middleware rather than bandwidth or computer power.  
A new committee will focus on data management, including a national digitisation strategy, advocacy for the digitisation of Australian resources.

A number of scholarships sponsored by the e-research centres will be established – for ICT and IM professionals to undertake research into a variety of disciplines, and discipline professionals to undertake research into informatics.

The CAUL e-research working group has met twice, and recommends to CAUL some priorities for action:

(1) improve collaboration with CAUDIT, as e-research sits between libraries and IT;

(2) CAUL to seek representation on all e-research committees established as part of this process, by writing to the secretariat when the report is released;  (Action: EW)
(3) include e-research as a theme in EDUCAUSE 2007 – it was noted that it is already included;

(4) develop data management plan guidelines, with a perspective wider than libraries;

(5) lobby for access to national data, particularly government data;

(6) support the training of CAUL and CAUDIT staff through “e-research 101” – to include the meaning of e-research, related issues and first steps.

(7) enable collaboration through the continuation of the CAUL working group and the inclusion in CAUL’s strategic plan;  (Action: Executive)
(8) convene an e-research forum along the lines of CAUL’s forum on institutional repositories – to map the territory, provide an overview of e-research, look at examples of how information management professionals are approaching this task, explore the first steps in data planning. Other university personnel should be involved.  CAUL members strongly supported this proposal.  (Action: Executive) 
The report of its first meeting was circulated to members in November and is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/meetings/eResearch2005.doc
Cathrine Harboe-Ree recommended that all read the NCRIS report. It covers the 15 discipline-based working groups, and the 16th which addresses the same infrastructure issues as the Systemic Infrastructure Initiative.  John Shipp will be a member of this committee though its terms of reference have not yet been released.  National Collaborative Research Infrastructure Strategy.  Strategic Roadmap.  February 2006.  Department of Education, Science and Training.  http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/research_sector/policies_issues_reviews/key_issues/ncris/documents/ncris_strategic_roadmap_pdf.htm
719. ARIIC (Australian Research Information Infrastructure Committee).  A report on ARIIC by Derek Whitehead has been circulated to members.
a) APSR (Australian Partnership for Sustainable Repositories).  This item was not discussed.
b) *ARROW.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree reported that road shows were planned for March April but have deferred until the new version of the software is released.  A number of new institutions have joined –  membership will be 10 by mid-year.  Training is being organised.  An ARROW community is being established to share experience and knowledge, using wikis and a number of groups – a Google group, RQF group, content group, technical group and some face-to-face meetings. Monash will use the repository to support its RQF.  This information will be shared with others.  Evidence of all content types will be deposited in the repository e.g. music composition, digitised artworks, etc  ResearchMaster will be used, and workflows to bypass ResearchMaster will be built for those who don’t use it i.e. plug into another IM tool.  Monash is leaning heavily on the RAE (Research Assessment Exercise) to second-guess what DEST wants.  It is collecting the published item, the only thing of interest to the reviewers, and providing a link back to the published source (with permission from Elsevier).
c) MAMS Project.  A report from Eve Woodberry was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
d) *MAPS Project.  Jeff Murray reported that the MAPS steering committee met once last year.  The project has funding of $582k to build a roadmap for middleware.  It should result in a directory structure which will help members deploy Shibboleth   Patricia McMillan from Macquarie has been appointed project manager. http://www.middleware.edu.au/
e) RUBRIC Project.  A report from Madeleine McPherson was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
f) OAK-Law.  A report from Eve Woodberry was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
g) *DART.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree reported that UQ, JCU and Monash are the key players in this data management project;  it will involve researchers;  JCU will focus on the data collection stage;  UQ on the annotation stage; Monash on identifying researchers needs and data management.  Functionality is being built into repository space.
h) *E-Grad School (Australia).  Hot Topic. Imogen Garner’s presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20061e-GradSchool.ppt
This DEST funded project will: 
· Provide a model for collaboration linking e-research and e-learning 

· Bring together online resources for postgraduate research students developed across the ATN universities and adapt them to the requirements of sector-wide delivery and access  

· Extend participation in resource development to other research training providers 

· Build the collaboration into a corporate structure so that partnerships can be formalised within the business plan for operating the company. 
The project is an ATN initiative, with roles for DDOGS (modules related to research projects) and LATN (information literacy).  A business plan is due in May and the 10 modules are to be completed in 2006.

The information literacy module will be modelled on AIRS, the QUT-developed online project.  The QUT-specific information and interactivity are being removed so the final product will be less sophisticated.  Interactivity and other features may be added later.  All participants will have an online postgraduate information literacy module, INFO-scholar.

A MAMS mini-grant will support the development of an access management solution for e-Grad School.  The potential for applying Shibboleth is being discussed.
720. ADT (Australasian Digital Theses) Program.  A report from Andrew Wells was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
721. CAUL Electronic Information Resources Committee (CEIRC). A report from Heather Gordon was circulated with the papers. This item was not discussed though the National Licensing Proposal was discussed under item 714, Strategic Plan.
722. *Portico & Archiving of Digital Content.  Hot Topic.  The presentation by Andrew Wells is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/datasets/caul20061portico.ppt  He recommended that CEIRC includes a clause in all its licences to demand online deposit of content in a third party store. (Action: CEIRC) He highlighted the CLIR (Council on Library and Information Resources) program on the preservation of digital resources and the article by Anne Kenney, Surveying the E-Journal Preservation Landscape at http://www.clir.org/pubs/archives/ejournal.htm  He noted that Australia’s preservation project, Pandora, is highly selective about which peer-reviewed journals it preserves.  Portico http://www.portico.org/ provides a method for input and preservation.  It will be a dark archive for subscribers.  The trigger for access is when the content is no longer from the publisher. Foundation subscribers in 2006/7 will gain a 25% discount on the archive capital fee, which in turn is based on collections expenditure.  It is risk management only, and a very small part of the library’s budget. 
Institutions such as the KB (Koninklijke Bibliotheek) maintain authorised dark archives, while others such as OhioLINK and the University of Toronto locally load their own content and maintain their own archives.  Questions included:  would Portico’s archive ever be needed – why wouldn’t the publisher just sell to another?  why isn’t content put into escrow in case of a catastrophic event?  In discussion of an Australian JSTOR, the following comments were made:  AustLit has identified a range of literary sources that would be digitised if funds were available;  in the context of a national digitisation strategy, if JSTOR can be funded from SII (Systemic Infrastructure Initiative) funds, why cannot Australian journals;  QULOC identified 23 Queensland print publishers and is encouraging a number of aggregators and publishers to assist in digitising and preserving their content.
Support for Teaching & Learning

723. Information Literacy Working Group.  A paper from Ruth Quinn was included with the agenda.  The position of the working group was discussed as part of item 714, strategic planning discussions.
724. *University Library Australia.  A report from Shirley Oakley was circulated with the agenda.
Recommendation to CAUL:

That all students of a particular university be treated equally, regardless of campus of enrolment, with respect to their eligibility for ULA membership and that this be based on the fundamental principle that the scheme is a cooperative scheme designed to facilitate support for teaching and learning.

UTS has declared its intent to charge differently for different categories of students as a result of concerns expressed by library staff.  UTS’s central location was available to any member of the community, but has security gate with simple registration process for use.  

UTS is fully supportive of the ULA in principle but is concerned about numbers.  Feedback from UTS students who cannot find books indicates that it does not have adequate resources to satisfy the needs of own students.  It is possible to set local charges if special conditions exist.  Other universities were asked to look at their own library setup, and make a commitment that the libraries are the primary source of support for their own students.  Fides Datu Lawton asked for a review of the ULA protocols.
Graham Black reported that CQU libraries are staffed with professional staff with access to all CQU databases and collections of required reading.  Agreements have been made with other universities at the Gold Coast, Sydney and Melbourne, by which CQU pays according to the number of registrations.  Students have access to ULA, and may use it if they wish.  He does not support differential fees.  
Shirley Oakley added that there shouldn’t be any distinction based on location of university unless there isn’t a library service provided. There is a requirement that library services are provided, even if not from the campus.  
UBallarat has campuses in Sydney, Adelaide and Melbourne with libraries.  Fully enrolled UB students are sometimes taught by partner-employed staff and sometimes by UB staff.  In Melbourne, the library has reasonable multiple copies and growing print resources.  All have UBallarat electronic resources.  They ask for the same level of access to ULA as any other UBallarat student.  The level of charges being proposed for Sydney students to use the library at UTS will make it difficult. UTS treats students from the Sydney campus as associate borrowers while those based at other campuses are classified as ULA borrowers.  Students are encouraged to use UBallarat as their primary source.
QUT treats a university differently if it has a campus or study centre in Brisbane.  If this is the case, all students pay the fee, no matter which campus they are enrolled at. 

Curtin set up a campus in Sydney in 2006 and contacted UTS to provide a library service, but ultimately signed with UNSW.  The arrangements are meant to avoid these problems but won’t necessarily control what students or academics do.

UoW has a site in Sydney.  It recognised that its students make use of library staff as well as books.  The challenge is for the university librarian make university understand what the implications are, that services needed are not just e-resources and recommended reading – there is not the equivalent level of resources as the students on the home campuses.  

RMIT business library wants turnstiles to keep other students.  The users number 600 out of 15,000 so it is not clear how the impact can be so significant?  They are holding discussions with the university concerned.  It is assumed that the students don’t understand that their library has an arrangement with another in Melbourne.

UniSA staff report greater defaulting by ULA borrowers than by other types of external borrowers and want to introduce a charge.  

Macquarie is opening a campus in Sydney city in partnership with a private provider.  

Since ULA was implemented, the sector has changed and is complicated by courses being given in collaboration with private education providers.  A review is in order.  The problem should be defined more closely, and data made available in order to make an informed response.  (Action: SO) 
Professor Chubb said earlier that no university can support itself.  This collaborative venture fits well with that.  The program was set up extremely well in the first place, based on clear principles, and the goal should be to keep that.

CAUL cannot compel any of its members to follow ULA, especially if in conflict with the university’s requirements.  ULA should endeavour to keep the cooperation and mutual understanding but recognise that some negotiation may be required.

QULOC reviewed reciprocal borrowing, and showed that the percentage of loans and use is very low.  A snapshot will appear in the QULOC annual report due at the end of the month.  

Management for Best Practice

725. *Digital Reference KPIs.  A report from Greg Anderson was circulated with the agenda.  
It recommends that:

Implementation of the Performance Indicators:  some or all of the Performance Indicators identified through this project are implemented for digital reference service evaluation in UNISON Libraries during 2006.

Benchmarking:  Unison Libraries review the Performance Indicators and, in order to enable effective benchmarking, develop an agreed standardized model of data collection including:

· Definitions of reference categories

· Data interpretation methodology

· Data collection forms.

CAUL:  The report be sent to CAUL with the suggestion that the Performance Indicators be implemented for digital reference services evaluation in CAUL Libraries. 

Greg Anderson reported on the UNISON project, which started with an extensive literature review.  They reviewed definitions very carefully but decided to keep them.  A survey of UNISON libraries found that digital reference activity is still quite low, only 5%.  The plan is to agree on a set of definitions (e.g. what is “referral”) and data collection forms and to make them available via the CAUL best practice site.  (Action: UNISON)
Members endorsed the proposal to implement the performance indicators in CAUL libraries.

726. *Rodski Client Survey.  Felicity McGregor asked for feedback on the changed list of questions which are already being implemented by Rodski.  In response to a question about mapping the changed questions to earlier surveys, it was noted that the number of categories is still the same, facilitating benchmarking and the use of time series data.  The revision has reduced the number of references to library staff – it should have referred to the library – but has nevertheless retained substantial continuity.  
727. *Best Practice Working Group.  A report from Felicity McGregor was circulated with the agenda.
Recommendations to CAUL:

Rodski:  CAUL members using Rodski implement the revised version of the survey.

Performance Indicators for Digital Reference (Information and Research) Services:  CAUL endorses the relevant recommendations of the Project Group and encourages its members to use them.

728. *LATN's Benchmarking and Quality Assurance Across Libraries Project.  Hot Topic.  The presentation by Gaynor Austen is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/best-practice/caul20061qa.ppt  
This project grew out of information sharing at LATN.  Its aim was to provide a snapshot of quality assurance activity across institutions, to identify gaps and best practice and to learn from each other.  The budget of $9,000 was supported by the five LATN institutions and AUT.  The project was undertaken by Leanne Levinge (QUT) and Karen Tang (Curtin) who conducted site visits and interviews.  The literature review drew on the previous work of Pitman/Wilson and McKinnon/Walker.  The report identified a number of issues, including:

· need better facilities for the ongoing management of statistics;
· need to be better at measuring impacts and outcomes.
A project website will be developed URL?, to help in identifying possible collaborations, and establish a methodology for future projects.  The project has helped to improve relationships across the LATN libraries, and provided a good skill development opportunity for staff.
Gaynor Austen encouraged members to present more “hot topics” to CAUL meetings.

LATN members benchmark against each other using LibQUAL+, and against other IATUL members in the US, Canada and the UK.

729. Statistics.  A report from Derek Whitehead was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
730. *Standards.  Derek Whitehead reported on the Metadata Reference Group.  AICTEC has set up a group to provide input to Standards Australia’s education metadata code of practice; and early draft by Jon Mason and Debbie Campbell is the basis for discussions, and a workshop will be held at USQ on 20-21 April to advance this.  Derek represents higher education on the reference group.  RFID standards working group – Craig Anderson is a member, though not representing CAUL – there was strong support for this to be a hot topic at the next CAUL meeting.  (Action: DC) 
731. *Staff Development.  AVCC Library Staff Development Conference.  Jeff Murray reported that the meeting will be held in Adelaide 22-23 June, and recommended that members send their deputies and high achievers – to focus on the RQF, national research agenda, changing role of libraries and librarians.  There will be ample time for sharing and group work, and to compare notes on current projects.  Very good feedback was received from the last conference.  UTS feedback was that it was pitched too low.  Members asked if there was value in repeat attendance.  
Advocacy & Communication 

732. Copyright.  A report from Eve Woodberry was circulated with the agenda, together with a letter from the ALCC outlining their workplan.  This item was not discussed.
733. Relationships with other Organisations.  
a) *CONZUL.  Sue Pharo passed on Gail Pattie’s apologies and best wishes.  She reported that New Zealand now has a new minister for education who will negotiate a funding model with each university and will separate further education more clearly;  several changes in CONZUL membership, now that there are not as many deputy librarians;  the national storage project didn’t get government funding but is moving ahead with a business plan;  have decided on a location and that it would be a last copy store;  ownership and governance are under discussion;  many multi-sectoral projects;  
Ainslie Dewe reported that CONZUL has appointed Craigie Sinclair as their new executive assistant;  working on institutional repositories projects;  LCONZ is looking at opportunities for multi-institutional repositories;  ADT has nominated representatives on policy and technical committees;  products in latest EPIC round include Grove, ProQuest Science, OED, Britannica;, ULANZ is operating very well in its first year;  only one university won’t lend to others;  there is no library representation on the e-learning reference group, content overlooked in e-learning models;  national content strategy is being worked on by the National Library;  asking for funding along the lines of the UK’s people’s network;  encouraging the uncoupling of telecoms infrastructure and service;  WSIS outcomes reflected library issues because of Winston Roberts’ contribution; the next CONZUL meeting is at AUT on April  27-28.  
b) *Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee.  John Mullarvey, Chief Executive Officer, addressed members.  The discussion is appended to these minutes.
c) Australian Digital Alliance / Australian Libraries Copyright Committee. 
d) CAUDIT.
i) *EDUCAUSE 2007.  April 29 to May 1.  Melbourne.  Derek Whitehead reported that the program committee is aiming to have a draft program by August and call for papers – send suggestions to Angela Bridgland or Anne Horn. 
e) ACODE.
f) National Library of Australia.  
i) Libraries Australia (Kinetica).  A report from Linda Luther was included with the papers. 
ii) * Libraries Australia (Kinetica).  Andrew Wells outlined the Executive’s discussion with the National Library on the allocation of the set amount they expect to recover from university libraries.  The total amount is based on the amount currently being spent by the sector, and the NLA suggested that CAUL decide on the cost allocation.  They proposed a breakdown based on total library budget.  Several allocation models were drawn up, based on tiers of EFTSU and library materials budgets,  and tabled for discussion.  It was noted that whichever model was used, there were big winners and big losers, even if it is phased in over time.  Comments included:
(1) what are we paying for – a bibliographic utility;  a document delivery service;  a reference and finding tool;  it was noted that being able to trace and deliver a book from a second-hand bookshop is a great service;
(2) how are we using it;  it was noted that the free interface doesn’t have much functionality, but libraries may ask for the fully-featured interface which can be tailored for each university and allow students to have their own accounts;  the bibliographic utility is being used less over time as records are obtained from SerialsSolutions and other vendors;  some larger users have reduced their costs significantly over the past few years as a result of changing practices;  changes for universities are likely to be more significant than those for CASL;  there are other competitors for document delivery services;  
(3) recognise the national bibliographic database as a national asset which is important to retain; there is a level of commitment as the alternatives are expensive; important to have an efficient document delivery system;  it is a major contribution to the public good;
(4) the database hasn’t been updated since October and usage reports are lacking;  it was noted that there is no service level agreement in the institutional contracts;  
(5) there is no business plan, no cost analysis or indication of what other sectors are paying;  how has the NLA arrived at total cost for the sector; it was noted that the bulk of LA costs are paid by its institutional users;  it is not clear whether the NLA considers universities as customers or partners – there was no recognition of the financial or content contribution by universities to LA either at the launch or in any of the following press;
(6) a ten year plan might be considered optimistic as the environment may have changed significantly by then;
(7) the current model is based on a flat fee with a discount for contributing records;  it is moving to a subscription model, away from a transaction-based model;  any usage-based model is a disincentive to use, so support a model based on usage surrogate, such as EFTSU;  it was suggested using a combination of EFTSU and materials budget in the model;  (Action: DC) any formula needs to minimise changes;  incorporate a factor for capacity to pay;  AARNet uses a model based on usage + capacity to pay (university revenue) + size (EFTSU) + proportion of nation’s research funding;  
(8) LA operates on a financial year subscription cycle (which does not suit most universities);  it is not necessary to make a decision for the 2006/7 year, but if there is going to be a significant change for 2007/8 then it will need to be in the 2007 budget process, which may start as early as July;  the default is the current model;
(9) in previous correspondence, the NLA committed to decreased costs when moving from transaction-based costs to a site licence;  this appears to have lasted for only one year; increases should be no more than CPI;  
(10) each institution has a contract with the NLA, pays in quarterly instalments plus document delivery charges;  there is concern about being charged as a sector – there may be more value in negotiating individually;  it is appreciated that the NLA brought this to CAUL but the proposal is inflexible;  
(11) CEIRC models are based on a negotiated price and cost per institution, then each institution chooses to opt in;  it doesn’t need to be handled by CEIRC even if working with CEIRC-type models; the NLA has not suggested a single invoice for CAUL;  the NLA assumes that all members would continue to subscribe;  an option is to switch to OCLC;  
(12) a way forward – negotiate a term of agreement;  negotiate a price;  identify cost allocation model; share the cost fairly;
(13) a way forward – communicate the issues to the NLA;  confirm the nature of the relationship with the NLA; confirm whether the payment is for infrastructure or service;  obtain more information about services and costs, including fixed and variable costs, and the costing strategy vs the pricing strategy;  no commitment to charging as a sector.  (Action: Executive) 
Linda Luther asked members to direct more feedback via their representatives on the Kinetica Advisory Committee, especially when papers were circulated;  it was noted that many of the papers were confidential to the KAC and therefore not available to CAUL members.
g) QULOC.  A report from Heather Gordon was included in the papers.  This item was not discussed. 
734. Forthcoming Meetings

a) CAUL Meeting 2006/2.  Perth, in conjunction with ALIA 2006.  This item was not discussed
b) *CAUL Meeting 2007/1.  It was noted that CAUL meetings generally held early April and September or early October, but holding it in conjunction with the EDUCAUSE meeting, April 29 to May 1, would result in a later meeting.  CAUL, CAUDIT and ACODE are sponsors of the conference and may also participate as speakers and session chairs.  Enough members indicated that they would attend EDUCAUSE so it was decided to hold the CAUL meeting immediately following EDUCAUSE in Melbourne.  It was suggested including some ACODE agenda in the CAUL agenda, perhaps a hot topic on learning and teaching.
c) *CAUL Meeting 2007/2.  It was proposed that the meeting be held in Adelaide.  Helen Livingston offered to host at the University of South Australia in October, 2007.  (Action: DC)
CAUL Administration 

735. CAUL Finances.  A report from Diane Costello was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
a) CAUL Budget 2005.  The expenditure report for 2005 end-of-year was tabled at the meeting, to supplement the September report included in the papers.  This item was not discussed.
b) CAUL Budget 2006.  The expenditure report for 2006 to date was circulated with the agenda. This item was not discussed.
i) CAUL Research Fund.  The fund was accumulated through a levy in 2004.  The only proposal received to date was both beyond the means of the fund, and required further definition.  Derek Whitehead outlined a proposal to draw on data currently being collected to describe better changing usage and user behaviours.  The presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/stats/caul20061dw.ppt
He noted that most current understanding is based on folklore, and asked members to advise him of the data they are collecting which may be able to be used more broadly.  (Action: All) Examples included:  loans, which can be mined to show the rates of lending across borrower categories, which service points, active users (high proportions of TAFE students are inactive users);  EZProxy can capture what is being used by whom – more useful than COUNTER data which doesn’t match users with use;  can compare usage of individual databases against others;  can compare sign-on data to library computers with occupied seats;  TrafficProX counts users at a range of entrances, service points, and areas within libraries, and can be monitored centrally. 
Members reported a range of data collection processes:  Swinburne no longer collects data at information desks on an ongoing basis – data is collected in much greater detail for one week in each semester and extrapolated against traffic counts over the semester;  QUT is trying to develop KPIs for the degree of “embeddedness” of information literacy – aiming for fewer people in classes, preferring to embed the training in the curriculum;  aiming for greater automation of data collection rather than staff counts;  Macquarie is examining intensity of use – loans/collection, and different ways of using the data we already have – the information will be shared with members (Action: MB);  Monash has developed a procedure to handle vendor reports of suspected over-use (abuse) of licensed databases – the information will be shared with members (Action: CH-R);  UTS is scoping a data mining project, examining what can be extracted from systems – the information will be shared with members (Action: FDL).  Derek Whitehead will draft a specification for the project.  (Action: DW) 
736. Executive Officer’s Report.  A report from Diane Costello was circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
737. Other business.
The meeting closed at 2.35pm

CAUL Strategic Planning – Canberra – 6 April, 2006 – General Discussion
Topics addressed include:
a. the Research Quality Framework (RQF);
b. internationalisation;
c. the changing nature of students and their requirements – how students work internationally; how they seek and use information; how to create spaces for learning;  workforce and succession planning;  
d. continuing financial stringency – how the modern university is managed,  the comparison with the commercial sector, financial models and organisation,  the value proposition of the university library, the library’s accountability to the university of the 5% of its budget;  
e. does the library have to be in the library?; 
f. what are students doing when they are in the library? – using computers, consequences for books and print, consequences for staffing;
the changing nature of the use of space;
g. the changing nature of the role of the library staff in providing support for changing behaviours;
h. the concept of library as contributor to learning and research outcomes, rather than the library as space;
i. the need for hard data to prove that the library is performing well, to demonstrate its value;
j. the move from resources and technology into behaviour – the complete change of focus, new ways of using information, how resources are used, how the library is facilitating use;
k. providing leadership in the information strategy of the university;
l. focus on what 40 libraries can do together rather than those that cannot be productively done;
m. review external perceptions – where goals are unrealistic, focus on those that can be done productively or work in smaller groups, CAUL may be seen as peripheral because work within QULOC and LATN may be more relevant,  where can CAUL add value; 
n. the current themes in the strategic plan don’t address these sectoral groups – should they be amended or added to;
o. focus on the relationship with the AVCC and other groups within the environment – university groupings such as the ATN, international organisations;
p. CEIRC is currently working very well but may need a sunset clause;
q. CAUL should continue to speak as one voice on issues such as copyright and public policy where there is less influence in state and sectoral groups;
r. with the great emphasis on quality, it is important to keep benchmarking;
s. Professor Chubb’s emphasis on partnerships and collaboration was noted;
t. continuing value in sharing information – historically, CAUL has made a point of this, better knowledge of the wider sector among libraries than other areas of universities, important to filter and feed information out to the universities;
u. the British Library commissioned a study on the value of the British Library to the economy – CAUL should do the same;
v. quality should be embedded in all activities;
w. need to “tangibilise” what CAUL does – relate better what CAUL does, make the contribution clearer, highlight achievements eg ULA;
x. CAUL surveys are very beneficial;
y. are new measures or new methodologies need for measuring value to the university;
z. other institutions ask to join CAUL – there is benefit in being closely defined;
aa. CAUL has “brand recognition” and is approached by other organisations for contribution, input, views, representation.

CAUL Strategic Planning – Canberra – 6 April, 2006 – Group Notes

I.  Best Practice Group – Vic Elliott reported.
Group members:  Cathrine Harboe-Ree, Vic Elliott, Greg Anderson, Kaye Baudinette, Imogen Garner, Graham Black, Leeanne Pitman, Gulcin Cribb, Linda Luther.
Strengths:

CEIRC

ULA

Information sharing

Copyright

Contribution to public policy

Quality / Statistics / Benchmarking

Home for everyone – it was noted that not all universities belong to a group such as LATN.
Issues

Plan itself to serve as an advocacy tool/ presentation

Address public / institutional policy issues – proactive as well as reactive

Accept diversity of interest and institutional nature

Enable professional workforce skills development across HE sector (belongs in best practice category) (*gap in current plan)

Best Practice

Category in itself or essential layer with other categories (e.g. teaching and learning, research) – recommend keeping it as a separate category
Best practice is not the best name/term (quality management?)

Should include administrative/management practices

Goal

OK but “world class” is the wrong term

Emphasis on need to perform (and measure performance) in line with international standards

Rationale

Add international context (in terms of competitiveness)

Demonstration of ability to add value

[£363 million a year knowledge dividend to UK economy - UK national library reveals results of ground-breaking research  10 December 2003 :: Posted by British Library Press & Public Relations (UK)]
Operating within tight fiscal and administrative constraints

Objectives

Statistics

Benchmarking (omit “facilitate”, this is just sharing information)

Sharing of management and planning information – often within or out of sectoral / regional groups.

NEW Objective:

Professional skills (workforce) development essential in rapidly changing information infrastructure environment

Shift of emphasis from inputs to outcome measurement (building of value frameworks) – show the value of doing x,y,z
CAUL to contribute to national /international development of relevant quality measures

Actions (Ongoing):

Statistics Collection

Conduct of surveys

Development, etc, of performance indicators (use “agreed measures” instead of “indicators”)

Annual review of CAUL performance belongs somewhere else.

OMIT – 

technical / topic framework – done

Review CAUL statistical measures – should be an ongoing action
review customer satisfaction survey – done

develop LIRS quality measure (being done by UNISON, accepted by CAUL later in the meeting)
review document delivery indicators (to be done, but not exclusively by CAUL)

NEW:

Establish workgroup to investigate and contribute to workforce planning

Develop outcome / impact measures (as distinct from input measures)

(only 2 new actions, given the number of ongoing/continuing actions)

II.  Communication – Jeff Murray reported.
Group members:  Jeff Murray, John Shipp, Ray Choate, Maxine Brodie, Helen Livingston, Ainslie Dewe, Laura Maquignaz, Madeleine McPherson, Anne Horn
Recommendation – to rename as advocacy, communication and management

should reflect CAUL being proactive rather than reactive

need to keep best practice as a topic because this is also a government priority
the relationship with CAUDIT is very important

learn from CAUDIT and workforce issues and recruiting

This goal could be called something else

· We felt the title is appropriate - re-sorted the order

Tangibilise

· What is our value and how do we demonstrate it

Constantly scan the  environment

· Filter

CAUL is a good brand and should continue to promote this

DEST and others should be encouraged to ring CAUL

· The splintering of the AVCC has not been good for anyone.

CAUL should make comment on 

· Copyright

· Scholarly communication things

· Information infrastructure

· Content, connection and capability

· Research capacity

· Guidelines for the support of offshore students

· Information literacy

· Graduate qualities

· High level international issues

· Business continuity and risk management
· What life would be like without Libraries

CAUL communication will be proactive

· However CAUL should remember its station and be sensitive to diplomatic relations with other groups i.e. Vice Chancellors

· Take people offline pay them to do a study

CAUL should communicate sensitively to new members

· Continue the welcome "package"

· Continue to introduce new members to the group

The communication roles within CAUL require definition and succession planning

· i.e. copyright

CAUL should work with other groups and not repeat efforts that are consistent with our objects

· SCONUL

· CAUDIT

· CARL

· CONZUL

Mechanisms

· Interactive communication may be useful depending on the workload of members

· Wikis, Blogs

· Web site - losing material over time, however is a good store for information

Audiences

· Each other

· Government bodies

· University groups

· External groups

Language 

· Mandarin for librarians?

Comments on the plan

· Achieve balance of the higher order moving forward and what we are going to deliver

Other matters

Should CAUL's strategic plan include a strategy that we will be somehow involved in Asia?

· Study tours are successful

Find out about the students/how different they are and what they expect

· India

· Thailand

· International exchange should be explored

Although there is a growing questions mark about the viability of twinning arrangements

CAUL is facing a change in the profession and will welcome people from a variety of backgrounds into the group

· Our processes need to accommodate this

CAUL will need to be actively involved in succession planning and getting the right people into the profession

Internationalisation of the workforce is an issue requiring some strategies

· Brain drain

III.  Teaching and Learning – Derek Whitehead reported.
Group members:  Derek Whitehead, Angela Bridgland, Ralph Kiel, Earle Gow, Fides Datu Lawton, Gaynor Austen, Heather Gordon, Anita Crotty, Shirley Oakley, Sue Pharo.

Very little CAUL work really fits into the learning and teaching space but we need to keep it in the plan - most things are done locally and don’t really involve CAUL more widely.  However, the group did consider aspects of the goal, as follows

Heading:  Change to Learning and Teaching

Goal:  Words were discussed, but not a coherent answer.  “Promote and facilitate the role of the library in achieving effective learning” perhaps.

Rationale:  not discussed

Objectives:  Not discussed

Actions (wording is mine, content is from the group)

1  Continue to refine and clarify protocols for the streamlined operation of University Library Australia – the national borrowing scheme – and other forms of reciprocal use (ULA Working Group).  The core goal is to agree upon and implement a common program.

2  Work with ANZIIL to promote information literacy amongst CAUL members and more widely.  The group was sceptical about whether we need both the CAUL group, and ANZIIL in information literacy – leadership has been assumed by ANZIIL. The role of CAUL needs to be discussed further. There was a later discussion which also noted that the members of ANZIIL and the CAUL working party overlap considerably; the idea was put though not discussed that we not refer to the CAUL standards, since they also operate in TAFE. There is only one thing left on the agenda of the CAUL information literacy group, which is to finalise the instrument  However, information literacy is a big part of what we all do – the working group may need redefining.

3  Continue development of guidelines, standards and model conditions for the operation of service delivery in partnership with other agencies and institutions, both offshore and within Australia.  The group agreed that the guidelines are useful, need further development, and are relevant to onshore partnerships was well as offshore – the same quality principles apply to library services provided by partner institutions or commercial entities. 
4  Work with ACODE in our shared spaces including content management and related standards and protocols. The group agreed generally that there were shared spaces, and that we needed to work together.

5  Foster and encourage research into library involvement in teaching & learning.  CAUL needs to collaborate with library schools and other research entity to get relevant research done.

6  The library as space – as important as ever – CAUL has a role is sharing information, which is a significant one. However much of the work in this area will inevitably be local. 

7  Course materials support by libraries is essential – the group was not clear as to the role for CAUL except in the areas of best practice, standards, common approaches e.g. policies on providing textbooks, on online reserve etc  - issues for exploration.

8  Graduate attributes are important – we need to have library input though we are not the main players

The group also agreed that the best practice layer, whether treated as a different goal or not, is very important to learning and teaching. Perhaps most of the work CAUL does in relation to learning and teaching relates to best practice tools, guidelines, and shared knowledge. Key topics within the best practice area – such as statistics, Rodski, reciprocal access – are about learning and teaching and their support.  These are all areas in which we do well – including fairly extensive benchmarking amongst CAUL members.
IV.  Research – Craig Anderson reported.
Group members;  Andrew Wells, Mary Lyons, Janice Rickards, Margaret Jones, Craig Anderson, Des Stewart, Chris Sheargold, Jan Gordon, Felicity McGregor
Goal

· Use research life cycle as the key concept
· Needs to be broader than access to research resources – cover dissemination, curation etc
Suggest Several Goals
· Promoting research through institutional repositories

· Data management with research life cycle.

· Leadership in information management strategy.

Concepts/Actions
· RQF – how little academics know about research agenda.

· E-Research Co-ordinating Committee.

· Relationship with CAUDIT.

· Consciousness and awareness raising.

· Data management plan – with the E-Research Centre.

“E-Research 101”
· Our skills are around organisation of data management.

· Digitisation:

· Strategy at national level.

· Presentation issues.

· Sustainability of hybrid library.

· CEIRC

· ADT – next thing e.g. IRN? [Institutional Repository Network]

· Research training:

· Exchange of best practice?

· Support e.g. Endnote?

· Relationship with DDOGS, CAPA, DRES?

· Open access (part of ADT metamorphosis).

Teaching and Learning

Goal

· Looks like old-fashioned view of libraries as supporting.
· More active statement needed.
· More “partnership” than “contribution”.
Actions
· Benchmarking space for learning environment.

· How to package Teaching and Learning support for a mobile/remote population e.g. everything that requires face-to-face  - how do we do for remote users? E.g. a lot of work in information packaging and information presentation.

· Review of offshore guidelines.

· Standards/guidelines for Teaching and Learning support in twinning arrangements, particularly where services are outsourced (Margaret Jones’ idea).

· Relationship with ACODE – skills acquisition/capabilities in learning environment, IMS for Academics.  Can they use the tools?

Best Practice
· Will there be a group?
· Current plan has no performance indicators in BP.
· Rodski is fragmenting.
· Have not got far in benchmarking PIs.
· This area more important than ever.
· ROI
· Statistics are critical.

· BP WG adds value by looking at the whole.

· Look at a different approach?

· Commission work only if we are serious and we are going to use workplace planning.

· Need to have staff development in plan – WAGUL/ LATN work.

· Look at CAUDIT work in recruitment

now has more of an explicit focus, especially with the RQF, 

learning and teaching performance fund put in place 

research life cycle is important, other matters hang off it

data management – we need to be an information strategy and management leader

promotion of research – is this the library’s job

promoting general directions of research

promoting our universities’ research to the world

digitisation – national strategy would be useful 

practical – e.g. EndNote proposal

relationships – DDOGS, CAPA, CAUDIT and ACODE

continuation and importance of CEIRC

an extension of ADT– carry the philosophy re institutional repositories and datasets

current objectives are very applicable, and same with objectives, change projects under it

existing goal is about maximising access to data, need to broaden, depends on relationships with other organisation e.g. CAUDIT and ERCC and NCRIS

kinds of skills needed to do this work need to be clarified

need sunset clause for ADT 

Monash completing research support plan – very well received is much higher level of engagement in information literacy for research students – need to be expressed more explicitly in research not just teaching and learning.  research has shown that it helps students complete their research more quickly.

Mission

more about outreach, especially for CAUL, not just provision of resources
CAUL Strategic Planning – Canberra – 7 April, 2006 – General Discussion
Members were asked to focus on strategic themes, mission, actions.
CAUL participation in the National Licensing Proposal.
Heather Gordon drew attention to the CEIRC report to review and determine the level of interest in the national licensing proposal in preparation for the forum in July.  In September CAUL agreed to stay in the reference group – to commit to the process but with no commitment to participation. It was reaffirmed that CAUL members should only participate in any product offer if they considered it of value to their institution.  It was suggested that alumni access could be a sufficient reason for participating.  It was suggested that an example of a product that members might purchase would be APAIS (by shifting funds currently spent on it), but if the public libraries bought in, why would the universities need to?
The governance model was circulated and John Shipp and QULOC provided comments.  There is concern about using CAUL’s resources, an operational more than a financial issue – CAUL will readily share its expertise and assist in setting it up.  If CAUL does not wish to commit additional resources then it should decide this before the forum.  It should also decide whether to include it in the strategic plan.
The senate committee recommended identifying resources, but the process has gone a lot further. It was noted that New Zealand relies on the universities for EPIC to succeed. CONZUL maintains its in-principle support. Australia’s federal structure makes the process even more difficult, but CAUL should not anticipate failure by withdrawing the current level of support.
It was agreed not to include it in the strategic plan but to stay involved in the establishment process as agreed at the last meeting. CAUL will decide whether to commit any resources to participate in the governance group. (Action: HG, DC) 
CAUL strategic themes.
It was noted that ARL includes research with learning and teaching because the former often flows into the latter – there is often not much included on the agenda for learning and teaching.   It was decided to keep separate, even though not clearly separate, because the universities do  – research training may fit into the other, but mostly separate.  Learning and teaching may receive less attention if combined with research.
APPENDIX I

John Mullarvey, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee

Priorities of the AVCC – most important is the relationship with the government, the new minister, trying to consolidate the relationship and the cabinet.  Further priority is the research quality framework; quality is key for the Australian and overseas governments.  The government wants to know how to guarantee the quality – cost is less an issue.  

Need to be able to show the economic benefit of higher education to the nation.  Some papers in government indicate that the benefit is in reducing government contributions and moving to private e.g. HECS contributions;  that universities don’t make any contribution as a result of government contributions but rather because of private contributions.  What should the AVCC do in a policy statement for the next federal election.
The government claims that the economy has been booming as student contributions have increased – so why should they spend more money.  All Australia’s major competitors are spending and increasing contribution, but it is an argument that is not persuasive to this government.  

Impact of workplace relationships reform – what do universities have to do to get the 7½% increase available from the government.  What additional changes in workplace relations or governance for universities to get access to the full amount of money.  There is a rumour that the government may be looking for quotas of AWA’s.  
Universities need to spend more time ensuring that data collection is more rigorous, especially for the teaching and learning performance fund, to ensure that it is equitable across the sector. 
The new protocols will come into place in January 2007, and some universities may find it difficult if the government doesn’t provide funded places or more research money, so the RQF will simply redistribute money.
Review of support mechanisms for students.  The AVCC will repeat the survey this year and attempt a complete rethink rather than tinkering with the current models. It will need good data to do this properly.

A shift from State to Federal responsibility for higher education is high on the agenda of the new minister.  It has already thrown been out by MCEETYA. The AVCC prefers the dual approach, no matter who is in power.  There has been a substantial increase in regulation since the Crossroads review with an increasing amount and frequency of changes in the reporting.  The AVCC will argue for administrative changes and will handle the policy changes later. 

In a new paper on the Bologna process, 45 European countries will move to 3 year undergraduate degrees, 2 year masters, proper quality control, etc  the Australian system has some variations e.g. honours degrees, some 4 year undergraduate degrees.  The question is – should the Australian system move closer?  A big issue is wider recognition of Australian qualifications, especially in this region.  If the Bologna process helps this, then it could be an advantage.

A communiqué was issued from the AEI forum held in Brisbane this year, from 21 ministers and vice ministers of education from the Pacific region, with a desire for more transparent student mobility – a big issue for library services.  The minister is keen to press ahead with international engagement, but appears more interested in enhancing what is already in place, than opening new universities overseas.
The Attorney-General’s review accepted most of the AVCC’s arguments on fair dealing, including those on education licences.  The major issue in the current schools case is the CAL view that schools should not have access to data.  If students are given instructions to view a website – CAL argues that this is remunerable.  The current AVCC access agreement runs to 2007 currently costing the sector $20m.  $100m is rumoured to be CAL’s starting point, and the AVCC would recommend returning to record-keeping.  

The ScreenRights agreement is running smoothly.  Five universities are not participating.  
Technological Protection Measures Report – the AVCC will meet the Attorney-General soon and press for the government to implement its recommendations. 
Research Quality Framework.  It is not clear whether there will be one.  More money is need for the implementation and for the base infrastructure.  The Development Advisory Group does not include any employee of any university.  Ian Davie is the AVCC’s nominee.  

Productivity Commission Review of Public Support for Science and Innovation.  A Treasury paper says there is no economic benefit to Australia in adding more to research & development.  The AVCC needs to produce the evidence that the sector is of benefit to Australia, not just the universities.
The minister has moved away from external interference in ARC grant approvals and back to peer review.  The bill before parliament will remove the ARC board and leave the decisions in the hands of the CEO who is appointed by government.  The college of experts is of concern, regarding government interference.  

There are claims that graduates are useless in industry – mostly from small business who don’t wish to train employee.  It is difficult to get any business support in arguments to government.  

ESOS standards will become public for a three week period in May, for publication in June, so there will not be much time for review.  The document goes into great detail, including examples of evidence e.g. all students to receive an offer in writing, and have to have a copy on file, providing lounges for students.  All sectors have different arrangements which haven’t been taken into account.  

Transnational quality framework.  There will be more data collection and a question re library services provided to overseas students.  The government is looking at a quality framework different from AUQA. 
Skilled migration.  Amid concern that overseas students can get a degree without being able to speak or communicate effectively in English, it is proposed that all students should take an English language test before they graduate, including local students. 

Response to Questions
There are likely to be AUQA changes as a result of the current review.  MCEETYA is reviewing AUQA later this year. There is a view that AUQA should disappear but would be replaced by something else.  It should look more closely at overseas services.  A quality statement will be published by the AVCC in May.  If an off-shore university results in an Australian qualification then it should be subject to AUQA.  The AVCC does not support whole-of-country audit for each sector, because others shouldn’t be tarnished just because one member is not performing.  The process should not be separate from AUQA just because it is overseas.  

What evidence is there that Australian quality is less than it should be?  AVCC has been concerned about student staff ratios, students who are unable to speak English fluently when they return home, the perception that a reduction of government results in reduced quality. AUQA reports have been generally very positive, but are a result of large amounts of work done by universities in preparation for the review.  League tables are generally less relevant in shaping opinion.  Encouraging students to stay here as skilled migrants is not regarded well in some countries.

There has been a dip in preliminary numbers this year, as always happens when the economy is booming.  The government claims it is because of he inflexibility of universities.  Overall there has been a reasonably steady growth.  AVCC does argue for diversity, but the government argues for the same through regulation – universities cannot change their course load easily because of regulation.  It is a matter for individual universities.

The first round of the RQF would not lead to a significant redistribution of resources – quality research and impact (which hasn’t been done anywhere in the world so weight given initially will be small, and this is the one that will cause most redistribution of resources).  If the model is wrong, it could be significantly negative for the sector, particularly for the excellent research in the smaller universities.  

APPENDIX II.

Professor Ian Chubb, Vice-Chancellor of the Australian National University
Professor Chubb is one of the three longest serving vice-chancellors in Australia.  He highlighted changes over the last twenty years:

student contribution to their education, from $25,000 to $200,000 at the end of their degrees;  
student expectations have changed widely;  
in spite of comments the quality of students is much better than they used to be;  
a degree no longer guarantees a job;  
the government no longer provides adequate maximal support for teaching and research in our universities;  
no longer can any university in Australia do everything that needs to be done, or can be done, on its own;  students and community need things that neither can do as well on their own – ANU and USyd collaborating e.g. number of small enrolment courses in languages;  split PhD programs;  arrangements with overseas universities;  
less joining larger groups of universities;  being more selective;  more bilateral agreements;  suggests this also applies to libraries;  
the unpredictability of funding is the most difficult to manage;  no safety net adjustment for 6 or 7 years;  how long before efficiency and effectiveness is threatened;  will only give universities more money if they consider it is earned but don’t know how that is;  we can respond better if we are better organised;  

Responses to Questions:  
sharing joint storage doesn’t impact on competition; not material to getting the best students as long as they get access to what they need;  
cooperation is difficult to achieve without some autonomy at the university level and the library level;  much autonomy has been given up over time;  would be happy to hand over autonomy to a well-organised, well-structured group to manage a central infrastructure; proper decision making with formal protocols which were unambiguously followed;  if set properly should work;  don’t need a representative from every institution;  couldn’t be too collegial or wouldn’t work.  

how many students do we need?  is it sensible that the cost of each science student should be the same no matter which university they go to or what infrastructure is provided or the density of the student population, etc  these questions aren’t being asked, and we need to in order to convince the government that the sector is of value.  
too many issues are being handled piecemeal rather than strategically;  what are the consequences of not making the tough decisions;  what are the consequences of the sector’s not being represented as a whole overseas;  
Go8 welcomed the RQF initiative, but it needs to be a real measure of real quality, not to introduce more surrogate measures; to fund quality wherever it is found and in whatever quantity;  Go8 has most to lose and less to gain;  do you fund retrospective or potential, not those who had done good research but who could?  The ARC funds potential;  funds are allocated to the present and recent past;  impact on the academic community is quality;  impact is important even if you can’t measure it?  is it worth to put 20% into impact:  the RQF issues paper is a camel, which won’t lead to constructive outcomes;  only looks at four published papers over six years;  need sensibly defensible international benchmarks.
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