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CAUL Meeting 2008/1
3-4 April, 2008
Sydney University Village, The University of Sydney
Minutes 
(Finalised 31/8/08)  

834. *Introduction & Welcome.  Andrew Wells welcomed those attending for the CAUL for the first time, Helen King, Elke Dawson and Liz Burke, and welcomed back those delegates who have attended before.  He also extended a warm welcome to the three CONZUL members.  Jeff Murray has been appointed Chief Information Officer at Glasgow Caledonian University and was congratulated in absentia, and warmly thanked for his contribution to CAUL and to the Executive Committee, and especially for his work on the new website specifications.  Members noted that Gulcin Cribb will not be attending the next meeting due to her forthcoming consultancy in Turkey.  Members wished her well.
835. *Attendance & Apologies. 
From CAUL:

Chris Sheargold, ACU

Vic Elliott, ANU

Gulcin Cribb, Bond U

*Elke Dawson, CQU 

Ruth Quinn, CDU 
Shirley Oakley, CSU

Imogen Garner, Curtin U

Anne Horn, Deakin U

*Dan Archibald, ECU

*Catherine Brown, Flinders U

Con Graves, Griffith U

Heather Gordon, JCU 

#Helen King, La Trobe U

Maxine Brodie, Macquarie U (day 1)

Cathrine Harboe-Ree, Monash U, Deputy President
Margaret Jones, Murdoch U

Judy Stokker, QUT

*Deidre Gillespie, RMIT U

Des Stewart, SCU

Derek Whitehead, Swinburne U

Ray Choate, U Adelaide

Leeanne Pitman, U Ballarat

Anita Crotty, U Canberra

Angela Bridgland, U Melbourne

Eve Woodberry, UNE
Andrew Wells, UNSW, President

Jan Gordon, UNSW@ADFA

Greg Anderson, U Newcastle

Stephen McVey, UNDA

Keith Webster, UQ

Helen Livingston, UniSA

*Alison Hunter, USQ

John Shipp, U Sydney

Linda Luther, U Tasmania

Alex Byrne, UTS

Sandra Jeffries, USC

*Liz Burke, UWA

Felicity McGregor, UoW

Philip Kent, VU 

In attendance:  

Diane Costello, CAUL 

From CONZUL: 

Janet Copsey, U Auckland
John Redmayne, Massey U
Ainslie Dewe, AUT

Guests: 

Ross Coleman, Director of Sydney eScholarship, USyd
Dr James Dalziel, Professor of Learning Technology, Macquarie E-Learning Centre of Excellence (MELCOE)
Patricia McMillan, Project Officer, Middleware Action Plan and Strategy (MAPS)
Janette Wright, Chief Executive Officer, CAVAL
Apologies:  

John Arfield, UWA 

Bill Cations, Flinders

Jeff Murray, ECU 

Liz Curach, UWS 

Alan Smith, USQ

Debra Orr, CQU 

Craig Anderson, RMIT 

%first meeting as CAUL Member

#Acting Director

*Delegate of CAUL Member
836. *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.  
837. *Minutes of Previous CAUL Meeting CAUL 2007/2.   Andrew Wells asked for comments or corrections.  The minutes were accepted.
838. Minutes of CAUL Executive Meetings 2007/5, 2007/6, 2008/1.  Minutes (including the draft minutes of 2008/1) were included with the agenda papers. 
839. Business arising from previous meetings, not otherwise listed on the agenda. 
a) CLOCKSS.  Vic Elliott reported that the CLOCKSS pilot ends shortly and will become operational in May/June.  Eight institutions have committed to join CLOCKSS.  He asked for members to let him know if they are interested in participating.  (Action: All) 
b) Australian Framework and Action Plan for Digital Heritage Collections.  Linda Luther has been invited by the Executive to review the document for CAUL.  She is happy to receive feedback from members.  (Action: All) 
840. CAUL Constitution.  A change to the constitution has been drafted to reflect the change in name of the AVCC to Universities Australia, to clarify terms of office for members of the Executive Committee, and to amend the winding-up provisions.  The paper was included with the agenda, and as there were no comments or questions, the recommendations have been accepted. (Action: DC) 
STRATEGIC PLAN
841. Review of the Strategic Plan.  The Executive proposes some amendments to the 2007-2009 plan, generally updates relevant to changing circumstances.  This item was not discussed, and the amendments consequently accepted.  (Action: DC) 
842. *CAUL Achievement Award 2007.   Andrew Wells read the citation for Ross Coleman, Director of Sydney eScholarship, The University of Sydney who was presented with his award and a cheque for $5,000.  His presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/achievement2007coleman.pdf  He stressed that e-scholarship is now in the university’s strategic plan and is considered an intellectual enterprise rather than a management exercise.  He described Sydney eScholarship and how it integrates digital content with new form of access and technology. It ranges across the support of eResearch, the University Press, repurposing classics, pricing print on demand services, publishing journals and conference papers, etc.  He discussed whose responsibility it is for page charges for publication by the university’s researchers – at the University of Sydney, the DVC holds that it is a central, not a library, responsibility.  He asked CAUL to consider whether a SPARC-type organisation was needed in Australia to support communication about the new modes of publication.
a) Criteria for CAUL Achievement Award.  The Executive proposed some clarification of the criteria for the award, to place greater emphasis on the national significance or breadth of the work undertaken by the nominees. This item was not discussed and the amendments consequently accepted.  (Action: DC) 
Support for Research

843. *CAUL Electronic Information Resources Committee (CEIRC).  Greg Anderson referred members to the report circulated with the agenda.  In reference to the section on the American Chemical Society, he reminded members that the new pricing model for 2008 has already been implemented, but the internal cost reallocation among subscribing institutions was delayed for one year because of the late notice.  The cost for 2009 will be 2008 plus 5%.  ACS has moved away from ‘current spend’ model, starting with calculating Carnegie model for North American institutions, then taking into account gross national income (Australia and New Zealand are high), then total downloads (which for Newcastle in 2007 was 9000 leading to an initial $65,000 cost for the whole collection), but  an adjustment for CAUL and a discount and for single invoicing and consortium handling reduces this further.  After internal reallocation of the consortium cost, half CAUL subscribers will be paying more and half paying less.  It would be possible to continue to pay based on the old model, with the annual 5% increase.  The current CAUL pricing is considerably better than the initial proposal in early 2007.
Vic Elliott expressed concern with using the World Bank GNI as a way of reducing costs to developing countries as it is really only a guise to charge what the market will bear.  He suggested that libraries do not have a delegation to accept such a measure. He noted that institutions can pay 30 times that which the lower institutions pay, and suggested that it is the acceptance of the model in the market place rather the amount of money that is of concern.  He volunteered to write a paper about the model.  (Action: VE) It was agreed that learned societies appear the most rapacious in their subscription pricing.
Keith Webster expressed concern with price based on usage especially when trying to encourage use, and is more comfortable with models based on population size or potential use.  John Shipp commented that transactional based charging may be used more often, but noted that it is the larger institutions that do use it most and get the main benefit, and the market may have to get used to it.  John Redmayne noted that Massey was previously paying more than the University of Melbourne, and the new model appears fairer than the current model.  It was confirmed that this is an international model, and unlikely that the ACS will make changes based on any CAUL concerns.  Previous feedback has been that subscribers wanted to move away from the “current spend” model.  
It was noted that ACS usage is a macro indicator, rather than a direct transaction cost, to ensure that each price tier contains other institutions who use it in a similar fashion.  Vic Elliott’s concern about the move towards transactional pricing will be noted and conveyed to Andrew Pitts at ACS.  (Action: GA, DC)  The offer will be circulated again to CAUL to determine who is not prepared to renew under the new model.  (Action: DC) 

It was noted that the Harvard Business Review has adopted a practice of additional charging for coursework use, or even linking direct to articles.  They apparently sell a lot of articles to course pack providers.  They think they know who will have persistent URLs.  It was questioned whether HBR was able to withdraw from the CAL/Universities Australia agreement, but suggested that this is not possible?  CEIRC will follow up.  (Action: DC) 
a) *CEIRC Review.  Andrew Wells spoke to the Executive’s recommendations circulated with the agenda. He reminded members of the history of CEIRC, which is now 10 years old.  He outlined the review process starting with an RFP in August, Claritas Australia appointed in September, the review of program benefits, strategy, legal strategy (with advice from Gadens Lawyers), and program operations.  He called for general comments before stepping through the recommendations.
Members felt that it was useful that the Executive had drafted the recommendations. The program is greatly appreciated by members e.g. administrative support for subscription needs, the expertise of the CAUL Office. It was noted that the review was not intended to consider the program from the institutions’ end.  The opt-in, opt-out model has made it simple to operate.  The review constitutes the consultant’s view of how it may be made better, and the Executive has commented on the recommendations.  
Some of the recommendations were discussed, and the others considered to be accepted:
2.1.1.a.
More proactive identification of products to be presented to members.  It was suggested that this could be a good idea but there is only so much resource to go around.  The Datasets Coordinators meeting serves as the current way of highlighting priority products.
2.1.1.b.  
Increased time spent on communication.  A revamp of the CAUL website is already underway. It was suggested that there be more training.  More information should be fed back to CAUL following CEIRC meetings.  It was suggested that the relationship between the University Librarian and the Datasets Coordinators is very important – the latter need to understand their brief, and the communication needs to be effective.  What do members need to know and want to know and do they get it from their Datasets Coordinators?
2.1.1.c.
Conveying information to vendors.  It was noted that some vendors are invited to CEIRC committee meetings for discussion on service, processes, pricing models, etc. Otherwise, this relies on CEIRC and Executive officer.  It was asked whether there are deficiencies that should be addressed.  
2.2.2.d.
More aggressive price negotiation with vendors.  It was suggested that it is not clear whether there is actually much room to move, and possibly extremely limited scope to negotiate aggressively, especially with almost monopolistic entities, though CAUL  seems to negotiate quite effectively on those that it can. One member reported that a genuine funding crunch could help with an aggressive approach i.e. if the alternative was to the vendor were losing the account altogether. This was discussed at the CEIRC meeting and agreed that vendors may allow gains on an individual basis because of a long term relationship, but this is harder within a consortium without damaging the relationship.  It was suggested that current resources may not lend themselves to lengthy negotiations.

There was some support for an external negotiator, other support for an ad hoc strategic group to be formed, other support for the committee to be used.  If it is felt that there is genuine room to negotiate, or something crucial to address, the Executive should establish a negotiating process to cover price benefits, service benefits, or both.  (Action: Executive) 

2.1.2.
There are currently 75 participants in CEIRC, with the major beneficiaries and users of the program are CAUL and CONZUL members.  There does not appear to be a strategic reason to include the external participants, so the Executive recommended that no more be accepted, noting that the market may already be saturated.  External participants are not big subscribers, but add to the workload and bring in revenue.  Without the revenue, member fees would most likely increase.  Some members, including CAUL and CONZUL members, require more support from the office than others.  It was suggested that a service level agreement could be implemented to address this.  Members preferred not to add another layer of administration, but rather to improve the performance of Datasets Coordinators.
In discussion of CONZUL’s participation, it was recognised that they operate in the same pattern as CAUL, so are different from other external members, and that CONZUL members are colleagues rather than clients, and CONZUL is almost part of CAUL.  Members were opposed to their being placed in a different category from CAUL members.  CONZUL members present also stated that CEIRC was a highly beneficial program and that CONZUL should pay the full cost of their participation.  It was also suggested that it was political advantageous for CAUL that it negotiates on behalf of all Australian universities, all New Zealand universities, and many other government research organisations.
The review did not specifically address CAUL’s relationship with CONZUL and the CSIRO, but it did identify that there was no clear principle underlying decisions to include them on the CEIRC committee.  It was noted that CSIRO was the only external participant with the opportunity to sit on the committee, and agreed that the Executive review the current practices and costs, and clarify the relationships between CAUL and the two organisations.  (Action: Executive) 

Members agreed that CEIRC admit no new external participants.  (Action: CEIRC) 

2.1.3 
This recommendation was not considered controversial. CEIRC will be reviewing KPIs for CEIRC operations.

2.2.1. 
It was noted that risk management issues and the unincorporated status of CAUL have been considered regularly over the years, and the review had considered earlier documents on the subject. It was suggested that the costs of incorporation are substantial, $100-200,000 for a small organisation, and may be inimical to the needs of the organisation. There are cost and resource burdens associated with incorporation and other heavier kinds of governance.  The reviewer considered that operations and record keeping are well done.  There was some disagreement about whether CAUL should remain unincorporated, including whether the ANU was exposed to risk while the Executive Officer was a member of staff or whether individual Executive members were at risk. One member reported on an experience of embezzlement which would have been difficult had the university’s executive not been covered.
The external legal advice had indicated that the processes, record-keeping and audits were in place, were transparent, the risks were managed appropriately, and do not warrant further action.  It stated that the level of monies passing through the accounts was less important than how they are recorded, audited and managed.  It was suggested that the processes be documented and made freely available on the web site.  Diane Costello will consult Maxine Brodie about the desired level of detail.  (Action: DC) 
In discussion about whether legal advice should be obtained regarding liability of members of the Executive, it was suggested that they would most likely be covered by their university’s insurance, as agents of the university.  It was agreed that current members would check their coverage as committee members of an unincorporated association.  (Action: Executive) Members were invited to send further comments on this subject to the Executive.  (Action: All) 
2.2.2.
The conclusion is that public and personal liability in the CAUL office are being managed adequately.

2.2.3.
Regarding contractual risks, it was recommended adding clarifying language when CAUL signs an agreement or head of agreement, so that it does not find itself in any litigation between a vendor and an institution.

2.2.5.
The legal advice is that CAUL’s practices and policies mean it would not have any problems under the Trade Practices Act. 

2.3.1.a.
With regard to CAUL’s operations, it was noted that there exists a long tail of products with a relatively low number of subscribers and suggested that cost-benefit be reviewed.  Approximately 150 products from 100 vendors are managed by CEIRC, and it was suggested that it withdraw from managing them once the number of subscribers falls below a given number.  CAUL will survey other consortia to find out whether such a cut-off point is used.  (Action: DC, CEIRC) 
2.3.1.b.
It was suggested that processing time could be reduced by implementing management software.  It was noted that CEIRC interest revenue could be used to fund it.  (Action: DC) 

2.3.1.c.
It was noted that the average amount of the Executive officer’s time spent on the CEIRC program is now 60%, but more like 90% in the renewals period.  CAUL could decide to reallocate income and expenditure to reflect the current balance or could add additional staffing for CEIRC and increase fees accordingly.  The Executive has considered the effect on revenue if the external participants were removed.

It was agreed that CAUL determine first what it wants the CAUL office to do, then determine the size of program needed to support that. (Action: Executive) 
2.3.1.d.  It was agreed that interest income is variable and should not be included in planned revenue, but used to invest in other resources e.g. software for cost containment.
844. *Open Access.   Hot Topic  John Shipp discussed whether librarians should be involved in Open Access and if so, what could CAUL do?  His presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/scholcomm/caul20081open-access.pdf He suggested that the profile of OA advocates tends to be academic, mature and male.  In a recent address, JISC’s Malcolm Read suggested that although librarians were less influential than previously, they should be playing a pivotal role in the development of institutional repositories.  John Shipp prefers that repositories be used for grey literature, data, conference papers etc leaving post-prints to individuals and traditional publishers.  Although the rapidly rising cost of journals was the trigger for the open access movement, those costs are no longer the central issue.  He did add that some society publishers appeared to be leading a significant upward pressure on prices again.  He suggested that with DEEWR, the ARC and the NHMRC all supporting open access through various means, including infrastructure support, CAUL should be actively involved.  Although CAUL is an institutional member of SPARC, it does not take advantage of its programs. http://www.arl.org/sparc/  He recommended that SPARCAUL (sparkle) provide a focus for communicating with the academic community.  He recommended making the work that individuals are now doing available to all CAUL, along the lines of CreateChange Canada, which was established by CARL but is independent.  http://www.createchangecanada.ca/   He suggested working through discipline-based bodies rather than individual academics.  He supported more international collaboration e.g. with ARL, CARL and SCONUL.
845. ERA (Excellence in Research Australia).  (Standing item)  Notes of a meeting with the ARC were circulated with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
846. *eResearch.  Hot Topic Judy Stokker outlined QUT’s response to eResearch.  Her presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20081eresearch.pdf  QUT has a stated performance indicator to double the number of research students.  The library is responding the demand, and the number of new staff, but creating new roles, looking at new service models, planning and staff development.  
Two new, high impact, strategic positions were established with high performing staff to work outside the normal library structure.  An eResearch coordinator is responsible for QUT eprints and institutional repository management, and provide leadership in research support.  This position works across the Division, and with the Office of Research.  The other role is within the Institute of Health and Biomedical Innovation, IHBI, a premier research institute where three faculties work together.  This person is immersed in the research environment, working with researchers, helping with grant proposals and research management.  The position is jointly funded by the Library, the Division and the Institute.  

The library has a seat on the university’s new eResearch committee.  The Division has established an eResearch support team, and is looking at research management, staff needs and training.  Preliminary results show that it is possible for the library to step into gaps.  Some complications occur with research data – not clear who owns it, or has responsibility for it;  some want to share data and others do not.  Library staff need to know more about the research process, and this is being helped by feedback from the IHBI person.  The library has established a voluntary reading circle where members bring articles of interest to the notice of others via a wiki.  
847. Research Infrastructure. 
a) AeRIC (Australian eResearch Infrastructure Committee).  This item was not discussed.
b) ADT (Australasian Digital Theses) Program.  It was agreed at CAUL 2007/2 that options for the future of the ADT would be discussed by CAUL in early 2008.  A report from Andrew Wells was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
c) Australian Research Repositories Online to the World (ARROW) – Stage 2.  This item was not discussed.
d) *Australian Access Federation (AAF).  Hot Topic Keith Webster has taken over from Maxine Brodie as CAUL’s representative on the AAF Steering Committee.  He introduced James Dalziel and Patty McMillan to discuss Shibboleth and the AAF, stressing the importance of the AAF to university libraries, not necessarily for access to commercial resources, but to provide access to those outside the university environment e.g. hospital staff (if UQ could rely on credential from Queensland Health, the university would not have to manage these users.)  His presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20081uq-shibboleth.pdf 
Patty McMillan referred members to the AAF animation which shows how the federation should work.  http://www.aaf.edu.au/aaf-federated-access-management-animation  Her presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20081aaf.pdf  She described how the federation facilitates trusted access to other bodies.  The federation sets policies for members to exchange and manage credentials.  It has developed a number of “use cases” to show how it may be applied.  For example, UQ shares content with UWA online learning resources – it is much easier to use a home account than to set up special privileges with the other organisation.  It will be easier to provide shared resources e.g. data storage, applications and services.  It would be easier to switch off individual users at the commercial provider rather than blocking the university;  home resources can be used while visiting another university.
James Dalziel addressed the introduction of Shibboleth into universities.  His presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20081shibboleth.pdf  He discussed the advantages of using a home-institution-generated single identity to access a range of services, because these services trust the home institutions to know who their users are.  MAMS has been running identity test-bed services for 2 year, with 14 identity providers, 27 service providers and 1m users.  The AAF is being rolled out as soon as the legal structures can be put in place, particularly regarding ownership of the federation, most likely by the end of 2008.

Central units such as IT Services or Human Resources should manage the identities – security is actually improved when individuals do not have to handle multiple IDs.  Library technical staff should be learning how to manage service provider configurations under Shibboleth e.g. for e-reserve, institutional repositories or other services.  Libraries can advise their universities on access policies.  User access can be provided independent of location, more simply than via EZProxy.  More complex access policies are easier to manage under Shibboleth.

Members were encouraged to take advantage of available MAMS training workshops, either institution-specific, or combined with other universities.  The workshops are designed for technical staff to be ready to deploy Shibboleth in 2009.  (Action: All) 

Support for Learning & Teaching 

848. Information Literacy Working Group.  A report from Ruth Quinn was circulated with the agenda. This item was not discussed.
a) ILWG Action Plan. This item was not discussed.
849. *University Library Australia.  Shirley Oakley referred to the tabled report, noting that the web site will be restructured to include user information up front, with member information elsewhere.  The ULA working group discussed the SCONUL access proposal, and recommend to CAUL that it agrees to reciprocal agreements with other national schemes, establish a light agreement framework based on what members currently do, and prepare pro-forma agreements to facilitate members’ international cooperation.  She ask for CAUL’s for in-principle support to pursue this plan further.  CAUL members are currently being surveyed about their present processes, which mostly relate to staff on study leave but also students under enrolled programs.  It was agreed to go ahead.  (Action: ULA, DC)   
850. CAUL Principles for Library Services to Onshore Students at Remote Campuses to Support Teaching and Learning.  Changes recommended at CAUL 2007/2 were made to this document, and similar alterations made to the principles for off-shore students.   This item was not discussed.
851. Carrick Institute.  This item was not discussed.
Delivering Quality & Value
852. Best Practice Working Group.  This item was not discussed.
853. Statistics.  A report from Diane Costello was included with the agenda.  In a follow-up to the decision at the last meeting, it was reported that the deemed list (of the number of electronic titles in collections, packages and aggregations) is being prepared in-house again in 2008 while procedures and specifications are drawn up prior to “out-sourcing” the annual task. (Action: DC)  It was noted that Craig Anderson is taking over the chair of the committee from Derek Whitehead.  
854. *ALIA Workforce Summit, Melbourne, 28 March 2008.  Andrew Wells drafted CAUL’s submission to the summit, circulated with the agenda, and attended as CAUL’s nominee.  Four CAUL members attended: Keith Webster from ALIA’s standing committee on education, Derek Whitehead as ALIA president, Andrew Wells as CAUL nominee and Alex Byrne as an interested party.  Submissions are available from the summit website. http://www.alia.org.au/education/summit08/ A wide variety of sectors was involved, all with different perceptions. There was little engagement with the published submissions.  CAUL’s submission tried to articulate what kind of skills and people are needed, at all levels.  
It was noted that TAFE educators meet regularly but university educators do not.  It was decided they should all meet together, with employers meeting with library educators. It seems that libraries are not succeeding at attracting the brightest and the best, both among school leavers and those changing careers.  The latter is providing more recruits at the moment.  Universities should be recruiting bright young graduates whereas educators focus more on school leavers.  University libraries need to be more vocal about what they need and move the debate forward.  

There was some focus on whether ALIA’s membership base should be widened, and what this means for accreditation and pathways into professional qualifications.  

CAUL’s strategic plan has given this agenda to the BPWG, who were asked to bring an action plan to the next Executive.  (Action: BPWG)  This could articulate what CAUL, wearing the employer’s hat, might do to achieve what needs to be done.  It was noted that other work has been done by LATN and UTS (on competency). The BPWG should review other current activity. It was noted that the UTas library is part of the library science program, practicum and seminars and is embedded in program. The UniSA school also has employers embedded in the program.  

855. *Value Statement for University Libraries. Hot Topic Cathrine Harboe-Ree reported on a Go8 project to revisit the value of their institutions in a time of great change.  She asked how libraries can defend a suggestion that it needs $1m less in the collection budget, or that it does not need xx amount of space.  It is difficult to define outcomes, impact and value for libraries.  The Go8 commissioned a report, Measuring the value of academic libraries, which is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc$/value2008go8.pdf  The bibliography is excellent and it was noted that IRUA is updating it.  Three categories were used to define institutional expectations of libraries:
· help to improve student performance and research performance;

· have excellent collections – is this being monitored or are libraries being judged less on this basis;

· have excellent management skills - Library staff are often drawn into university projects because they are excellent managers, have leadership and innovation skills, are seen as “honest brokers”, are experts in information management, publishing, copyright, internationalisation, etc.

The project aims to provide evidence that the library is making a contribution to the university, and can defend any contrary assertion.  It tries to articulate where there might be evidence to support contribution to student performance e.g. results and retention, whether there are practical examples or research in this area done elsewhere.  Outcome measurement might look at information literacy before and after assessments, the impact of open access institutional repositories on citations, interviews and focus groups, etc.  It looks at other activity in the UK and the US e.g. SCONUL and ARL programs looking at the future of academic libraries, dependent on their abilities to align with university goals. It is not sufficient to measure only input and activity.
There is a strong body of evidence in information literacy.  There is evidence of correlation, not causal evidence, between expenditure on collections and research performance. There are methodologies which measure collection impact, but they are not strong.  Interviews with new staff could lead to a measure of collection impact for new staff.

The next stages of the project will be to look at contingent valuation – quantify how an organisation is valued – and develop a ROI methodology i.e. the return to the university for each dollar spent on the collection.  It is much easier to do this in a corporate library than an academic library.  An attempt to measure ROI at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign was published recently by Elsevier. http://libraryconnect.elsevier.com/whitepapers/0108/lcwp010801.html 
Members discussed how they might be involved in the Go8 work and it was suggested that CAUL might fund the development of the ROI methodology.  (Action: Executive) 
Advocacy & Influence
856. Copyright.  A report from Eve Woodberry was included with the agenda.
a) *Universities Australia Copyright Forum, Sydney, 31 March 2008.  Derek Whitehead reported that the meeting was essentially about the CAL agreement, which provided for a 20% increase over a three-year term, with studies to be undertaken on electronic use.  They will revisit the 2003 principle that copying is substantially done by central copying units, assuming that it is not done by academics, and CAUL should watch this closely.  The Universities Australia expert group consists of Tom Cochrane, Derek Whitehead, Eve Woodberry and Robin Stanton, who have been given a large number of task to complete. CAUL has recommended to Universities Australia that more resources be provided and will continue to lobby for them.  (Action: Executive) 
Other education sectors e.g. schools and TAFEs, represented by Delia Brown from MCEETYA, the copyright area in DEEWR, and the Victorian TAFE directors who have employed Bill Kyrios, are all doing different things.  AICTEC is still headed by Evan Arthur who maintains a copyright role.  Government pays out most of the $105 million per year to CAL and should be reviewing how much is actually for government publications.  
Eve Woodberry also reported.  She asked what differences CAUL would like to see in the agreement. Are universities paying double because of the number of electronic resources now held?  Universities are currently paying over $20m a year to CAL.  ScreenRights and the music licence are additional costs.  ScreenRights copying is currently very little so is expensive per transaction.  
It was suggested that CAUL reviews the overlap between vendor licences and part 5b.  EUS (Electronic Use) data should be reviewed to determine what is actually being copied.  It may include a lot of licensed content or embedded images which are site logos.  
b) Copyright Council Workshops.  This item was not discussed.
857. Relationships with other Organisations.  
a) CAUL regional and sectoral groups.  
i) *CAVAL. Hot Topic Janette Wright described changes at CAVAL over the last few year, and outlined some of the services it now provides.  CAVAL began in 1978, and now has 25 staff and a turnover of $3.3m in 2007.  It is a not for profit company limited by guarantee, providing free or discount services to members, and consultancy services to external organisations.  Forthcoming services include scanning & digitising;  copyright permissions; collection management;  research in space planning; reviews, etc.
ii) *LATN (Libraries of the Australian Technology Network).  Imogen Garner’s presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20081latn.pdf   Hot Topic The ATN has records back to 1993, meets 4-5 times a year and now employs a part-time executive officer, funded via projects and member contributions.  AUT is now also a member.  
LATN has developed a consultancy framework to provide staff with development opportunities, to take on projects for each other in a friendly environment.  Their Collaborative Online Workspace (COW) allows collaborative work to be stored online, to share information and conduct projects.  Each community has a leader, and all members have at least one contributor.  One current project involves the information literacy of offshore students.  Each member has overseas partners, and the project supports 2 staff each year visiting campuses in Malaysia, Hong Kong or Singapore to work with teaching and support staff on electronic resources. The LATN prototype for eGrad School, a module to support research students, is being transferred to Blackboard.  In 2008, LATN will benchmark through a second LibQUAL+ survey, will prepare a white paper on citation analysis, and will host a study tour for delegates to the Auckland IATUL conference.
iii) *IRUA.  Con Graves reported that JCU had joined IRUA this year.  It is working on collaboration on repository development and eResearch.  In 2008 they will submit a Carrick proposal, looking at the role of faculty/liaison librarians, how to measure their activity and benchmark their performance.  
iv) QULOC. Alison Hunter reported that a joint Griffith / USQ survey on the use of e-books is underway, both online and in print, to capture on-campus and off-campus respondents.  They plan to interview academics and students, will present a paper to Sydney Online 2009.
b) National Library of Australia.  
i) *Libraries Australia.  A report from Linda Luther was circulated with the agenda. Her presentation is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20081la.pdf  She reported that the free Libraries Australia service had been operating for a year, and that the feature-added researchers’’ subscription service was available to all CAUL through their subscriptions, but only 12 had yet turned the features on. The NLA did not turn this on automatically.  (Action: All)  She drew attention to the reports available and encouraged members to download them.  She demonstrated the difference between the free service and the subscription service.  In discussion about communication between the NLA and CAUL members, members reiterated their preference for direct communication from the NLA to the CAUL member by email.  (Action: LL) 
The agreement between the NLA and OCLC means that all Libraries Australia subscribers are officially governing members of OCLC.  A recent election for a regional representative raised some protests because some ballot papers were not received.  It is also not clear how this representative fits into the new structure.
c) CAUDIT (Council of Australian University Directors of Information Technology) and ACODE (Australasian Council on Open, Distance and eLearning).
i) EDUCAUSE 2009. This item was not discussed.
d) CONZUL.  Ainslie Dewe reported that 12 major libraries had contributed funds to cleaning up catalogue records in Te Puna.  An agreement had been reached on collective storage, discarding most bibliographic indexes and nominating one library to store the remaining print.  TEC funding supported the establishment of institutional repositories, with many moving from their original Digital Commons implementation to others such as DSpace, etc.  Four CONZUL and four CAUL members are attending a SCONUL meeting in June and touring the UK.  KRIS (Key Research Information Service), a joint enterprise of the Ministry of Research, Science and Teaching, the IT directors, CONZUL, the NLNZ, and polytechnics, to open up publicly funded research and make it easy to find.  150 registrations have already been received for the IATUL conference, with 30-40 from CAUL.
858. *Forthcoming Meetings

a) CAUL Meeting 2008/2.  Darwin, 18-19 September 2008.  Details are being added to the CAUL meeting page as decisions are made.  Accommodation is reserved for CAUL at the venue, SKYCITY, though some will be released after June 18.  Members were urged to book soon.  (Action: All) 
b) CAUL Meeting 2009/1.  Andrew Wells asked members to consider if they wish to host meetings in 2009.  (Action: All) 
c) CAUL meeting 2009/2.
CAUL Administration 

859. *CAUL Web Site Redevelopment.  Diane Costello reported on the multiple levels of documentation required before the actual technical development could commence.  Acceptance documents had to be clearly specified before signing off as any additional work could otherwise involve additional costs.  It was also important to clarify what control of site changes could be continued within CAUL and what needed to be programmed externally.  (Action: DC) 
860. CAUL Finances.  It was suggested at CAUL 2007/2 that the Executive consider investing CAUL’s reserve funds, and that a proposal for the use of CAUL’s reserves be brought to the next meeting.  Imogen Garner advised members that this would be brought to CAUL 2008/2 for their consideration.  (Action: IG)
a) CAUL Budget 2007.  A progress report was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
b) CAUL Budget 2008.  A progress report was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
The full supporting reports i.e. balance sheets, profit & loss reports and cash flow reports are online at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc$/budget2007.xls and http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc$/budget2008.xls
861. Executive Officer’s Report.  A report from Diane Costello was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
862. Other business.
a) The University of Melbourne Futures Commission.  Hot Topic.  Angela Bridgland outlined the university’s aims and process under its Futures Commission.  Her presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20081unimelb.pdf  She discussed the new teaching model at the university, and the development of a strategy for the whole information infrastructure for the university.  The strategy was to encompass teaching & learning, research & research training, and knowledge transfer.  A consultation paper was released in February and the university will formally be seeking CAUL’s views.  All documents are available to the public, http://www.informationfutures.unimelb.edu.au/,   and a recommendation is to be presented to Council in July.  Its recommendations are likely to be useful to other institutions.
b) University of Wollongong.  Library Cadetship Program.  Hot Topic.  Felicity McGregor’s presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/meetings/caul20081.html#uow  She described the difficulties in finding the right staff, and how the program aims to target graduates rather than school leavers and to train staff for leadership positions. Candidates are asked to make a presentation and to prepare a written assignment. The program addresses interpersonal skills as well as technical and professional skills.  The positions are classified at HEW 3-4, with 55 hours/session study time, and scheduled rotations through a range of library areas. Cadets maintain portfolios, establish goals within each team, and are assessed each month.  They are contracted to stay for 3 years.  it has proved to be an excellent source of good people.
c) HEEF (Higher Education Endowment Fund).  Cathrine Harboe-Ree reported on a meeting with Philip Clark, chair of HEEF Advisory Board, together with Alan McMeekin representing CAUDIT.  The meeting was arranged at the invitation of DEEWR.  She highlighted the limitations inherent in libraries operating within their institutions, who generally took the lead in seeking endowments.  They discussed the need for investment in library buildings, noting that the success rate had improved with the more recent focus on teaching and the need for learning spaces.  Mr Clark was complimentary about the demonstrated cooperation between CAUDIT and CAUL.  The subsequent CAUL letter to Mr Clark will be circulated to members.  (Action: DC) 
d) Universities Australia Library Staff Development Conference.  Members were reminded that the next conference would be held July 17-18 in Sydney, and that it was the last to be held under Universities Australia’s auspices.  This could create a significant gap in staff development options.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree encouraged members to send staff also to the CAUDIT-EDUCAUSE Institute, noting that the critical mass of library staff at the last Institute had been excellent.  (Action: All) 
e) CAUL Meeting Agenda.  Members commended the reordering of the agenda to include the business session up front.  They were encouraged to send further feedback on the structure and content of the meetings to the Executive. (Action: All) 
The meeting closed at 1.15pm
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