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CAUL Meeting 2008/2
18-19 September, 2008
Grand International Room, Level 2, SKYCITY, Darwin
Minutes 
(Finalised 16/4/09)  
863. *Introduction & Welcome.  Andrew Wells welcomed members to the meeting, especially Ainslie Dewe attending her first meeting as the Latrobe University Librarian and as the new CAUL deputy president, Dan Archibald attending his first meeting as a CAUL member, and Martin Borchert and Jenny Ellis attending their first meetings as a CAUL delegate. He recorded votes of thanks to members who had left since the last meeting –  Angela Bridgland and Linda O’Brien, Bill Cations who is retiring next week, and Gulcin Cribb is staying on in Turkey. 
864. *Attendance & Apologies. 

From CAUL:

* Jim Graham, ACU

Vic Elliott, ANU

# Wendy Abbott, Bond U

Graham Black, CQU 

Ruth Quinn, CDU 
Shirley Oakley, CSU

Imogen Garner, Curtin U

Anne Horn, Deakin U

% Dan Archibald, ECU

* Ian McBain, Flinders U

* Martin Borchert, Griffith U

Heather Gordon, JCU 

% Ainslie Dewe, La Trobe U

* Jennifer Peasley, Macquarie U 

Cathrine Harboe-Ree, Monash U, Deputy President

Margaret Jones, Murdoch U

Judy Stokker, QUT

Craig Anderson, RMIT U

Derek Whitehead, Swinburne U

Ray Choate, U Adelaide

Leeanne Pitman, U Ballarat

Anita Crotty, U Canberra

* Jenny Ellis, U Melbourne

Eve Woodberry, UNE

Andrew Wells, UNSW, President

Jan Gordon, UNSW@ADFA

Greg Anderson, U Newcastle

Keith Webster, UQ

Helen Livingston, UniSA

Alan Smith, USQ

John Shipp, U Sydney

Linda Luther, U Tasmania

* Sharon Lenord, USC

* Ralph Kiel, UWA
Liz Curach, UWS 

Felicity McGregor, UoW

Philip Kent, VU 

In attendance:  

Diane Costello, CAUL 

From CONZUL: 
John Redmayne, Massey U

Apologies:  
Chris Sheargold, ACU
Bill Cations, Flinders 
Con Graves, Griffith U
Maxine Brodie, Macquarie U 

& Des Stewart, SCU

Linda O’Brien, UMelbourne

& Stephen McVey, UNDA

& Alex Byrne, UTS 

Sandra Jeffries, USC

John Arfield, UWA
Professor Margaret Sheil, CEO, Australian Research Council

& not represented

% first meeting as CAUL Member

# Acting Director

* Delegate of CAUL Member
865. *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. 
866. *Minutes of Previous CAUL Meeting CAUL 2008/1. The draft minutes were included with the agenda papers.  They were accepted without further amendment.  
867. *Minutes of CAUL Executive Meetings 2008/2,  2008/3, 2008/4.  Copies of the minutes were included in the agenda papers.
a) Item 1743 ALIA Education and Workforce Summit.  Judy Stokker clarified that QUT will develop a detailed program outline for consideration at the next QULOC meeting.
b) Item 1748.  The expiry date for the caul.edu.au domain should be 2010 not 1010.  (Action: DC)
868. CAUL Elections.  Ballot papers for the position of Deputy President for 2009-2010 were due 16 September, with Ainslie Dewe the winner.  She was congratulated on her election.  Andrew Wells thanked Cathrine Harboe-Ree for her significant contribution during the last five years on the CAUL Executive.
869. Business arising from previous meetings, not otherwise listed on the agenda. 
a) *The University of Melbourne Futures Commission.  The presentation by Jenny Ellis is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20082unimelb.pdf  She provided an update on the review and the decisions made.  One of the questions exercising the Vice-Chancellor is “who can use our libraries?” or should the public be excluded?  Noting that students are the users of the new media, how much should they be involved in the design of new services.  
STRATEGIC PLAN
870. Review of the Strategic Plan.  This item was not discussed.
Support for Research

871. *CAUL Electronic Information Resources Committee (CEIRC).  Greg Anderson spoke to his report which was included with the agenda.  He outlined the proposed approach to the Wiley-Blackwell renegotiations, noting that Wiley-Blackwell had affirmed that CAUL would likely be asked to pay about the same amount of money for the same content as now available i.e. no radical changes.  
He outlined the review of CEIRC costs, noting that costs were previously based on 35% of the CAUL Executive officer’s time, whereas it should now be 60%.  The Executive recommended that the CEIRC fee be increased to cover the costs but that the CAUL fee be decreased to match, as it was just an acknowledgement of the redistribution of staff time.  When external members were advised of the proposed increase, none indicated that this would cause them to withdraw from the program.  
Some members expressed interest in the contract for Web of Science being managed through CEIRC.  The CAUL president has written to the CEO of Universities Australia to recommend to the board that Universities Australia transfer the responsibility for negotiation and administration to CAUL.  CAUL would, however, welcome Universities Australia’s involvement in the negotiation of major contracts.  It was noted that the negotiations were previously handled by John Mullarvey but this area is now the responsibility of Dr Rebecca Harris, Director, Communications and Government Relations.
a) CEIRC Review.  Greg Anderson reported that one review recommendation had been that some products be removed from the CAUL offers should they not reach a given subscriber threshold.  It was agreed that this would be too complex to manage by formula because of the range of factors involved e.g. there may be multiple products from the same publisher, some of which will have low take-up, but it is simpler to handle them all together, etc.  The Executive Officer will make recommendations to CEIRC on a case by case basis as products come up for renewal.
b) *E-books.  Hot Topic The presentation by Greg Anderson and Martin Borchert is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/dataset$/caul20082ebooks.pdf  Greg Anderson reported on the CEIRC survey of 2007 which looked at what institutions were buying and what they wanted to buy, by discipline, by lease/purchase, by type of e-book such as textbook, monograph and reference works.  A continuing complaint is the number of embargoes imposes by publishers on the latest editions of their textbooks.  All are looking forward to a realistic pricing model. 
Martin Borchert reviewed the QULOC survey results, looking at user awareness, perception and usage of e-books.  He noted that some librarians continue to perceive e-books as lower quality than print.  He described Griffith’s experience with patron-initiated loans/purchases via EBL’s service.  After some testing, they decided to buy on the third loan rather than the fifth.  He added that EBL will supply a copy suitable for local loading, thus ensuring continuity of access.  It was observed that academics are now responding to a critical mass of e-books by using them more in coursework.
c) *SCOAP3 : Sponsoring Consortium for Open Access Publishing in Particle Physics.  Hot Topic.  The presentation by Jenny Ellis is at http://www.caul.edu.au/scholcomm/caul20082scoap3.pdf  She outlined the purpose of the program – an experiment in Open Access publishing whereby a small number of high energy physics journals would be supported through commitments from signatory libraries but made open access to all.  Subscriptions support the peer review process, but most of the content is already open access through the physics community’s http://arxiv.org  The commitment level required has not yet reached the level at which the organisers can call for tenders for publishers to continue to produce the journals under the new model.  It is proving difficult to quantify savings from subscription cancellations. For 6-7 journals, the total required from Australian libraries would be EUR 66k.
872. ERA (Excellence in Research Australia).  (Standing item) This item was not discussed, though it was noted that Professor Margaret Sheil, ARC CEO, who was a late apology for this meeting, has committed to attending the next CAUL meeting in Newcastle.
873. *Research Infrastructure.  It was noted that ASHER (Australian Scheme for Higher Education Repositories) funding is continuing in 2009, though it is unclear what the guidelines will be.  
a) AeRIC (Australian eResearch Infrastructure Committee).  

i) *ANDS (Australian National Data Service). Hot Topic The presentation by Cathrine Harboe-Ree is at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20082ands.pdf  She outlined the many organisations, projects and matching acronyms in the eResearch area.  In reference to the Cutler Report on innovation, she noted that recommendations regarding governance of innovation are likely to mean a change in the nature of AeRIC.  She strongly recommended that CAUL seeks to retain representation of the library community.  (Action: Executive) 
With specific reference to ANDS, Cathrine Harboe-Ree advised that 50% of the government funding would support staff based at Monash, ANU and the CSIRO, while the rest would be used by other institutions undertaking specific projects.  This is the first step towards an Australian data commons – more information is available on the ANDS website.  http://ands.org.au/ 
Seeding the Commons will be based at Monash;  Building Capabilities, based at ANU, will be responsible for building tools, establishing models, training the trainer, etc.  ANDS is committed to sharing knowledge and experience.

There is a suggestion that data is already being well managed, but clearly this is not the case.  Greater engagement with the research community is key.  The report from the ERCC (eResearch Coordinating Committee) recommended funding training in informatics and information management because the skills shortage was deemed to be the most significant barrier.  Information managers need to mover into discipline areas;  discipline specialists need to move into information management.
ii) *Research Data Management Practices.  Hot Topic  The presentation by Vic Elliott is at http://www.caul.edu.au/best-practice/caul20082researchdata.pdf  ANU has developed a data management training program within its information literacy program.  It aims to cover collection, description, manipulation and long-term curation of data.  A survey of data management practices shows a representative view of what researchers actually think.  The data management manual was developed for a specific program but is available for adaptation and use by others.  It assists researchers to understand the importance of management of research data, including legal issues, intellectual property, etc.  Some researchers consider such management bureaucratic and a barrier to their research efforts, while others understand the benefits of efficiency, protection, exposure, etc.
b) Institutional Repositories.

i) *CAIRSS Proposal (CAUL Australian Institutional Repositories Support Service).  A proposal from ARROW to CAUL was included in the agenda papers.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree advised members that she had responded to a number of individuals’ questions over the last couple of weeks, and proceeded to set the context for the proposal. 
ARROW has been considering its exit strategy, and with APSR and RUBRIC already ended, ARROW sought a way to keep the project’s energy going.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree and David Groenewegen met with DIISR and the ARC regarding the need for ongoing central support of institutional repositories.  Both departments agreed that ARROW could pass the remaining project funds, $600,000, over to CAUL to establish a repository support service for at least the next few years. 
The proposal was supported both by the ARROW Management Committee and the CAUL Executive.  It is a proposal from ARROW to CAUL, hence the ARROW letterhead on the proposal.  If CAUL agrees, it will be ARROW no more.  Monash, ANU and Swinburne will not bid for the service, and Cathrine Harboe-Ree, Vic Elliott and Derek Whitehead will not nominate for the steering committee, in order to separate ARROW from CAIRSS.  
When considering whether New Zealand should be included in the service, and noting that CONZUL members are all ADT members, it was agreed that since the bulk of funds are from the Australian government for Australian infrastructure, membership would initially be limited, but after the handover could be determined by CAUL.  

There could be more than one service provider, but this should be decided by the Executive. There is at least one institution currently prepared to be the service provider. 
The proposed steering committee should determine who is allowed to apply to be the service provider.  The size of the proposed steering committee has also been questioned.  
It is not expected that technical support can be provided given the range of software used.  CAIRSS would support the community, with technical support a secondary issue.  It was suggested that an additional role be monitoring and advising on open access developments.

The proposal recommends that the current ADT levy be transferred to CAIRSS and that it take future responsibility for the theses service.  

ANDS recognises that it is dependent on institutional repositories so expects to contribute project funding in this area.  

When discussing the proposal, members made the following comments:

Eve Woodberry agreed that it was a very good use of the ARROW funds, and such ongoing support had been mooted when RUBRIC was folding – how to use the technology to aid the community to keep in touch with each other.  The ADT segues well into CAIRSS.  She recommended that the governance model be light, particularly in the start-up stage.  
Ainslie Dewe suggested that links with university research offices be built into the governance model or communication structures.  It was noted that ARROW has worked with ResearchMaster (RM4) to achieve interoperability, and this has shown that university institutional repositories all have quite different relationships with their research offices.  It may be better to recognise them as a stakeholder group, run seminars, etc but not necessarily include them on the committee.

Judy Stokker suggested including a CAUDIT representative, but Derek Whitehead countered that this might set a precedent that could present difficulties later. Just because there is technology involved does not mean that a technology manager is needed at this level.  CAUL has other good communication channels with CAUDIT.   He agreed that the CEIRC model is a good model to follow.  
Liz Curach congratulated Cathrine Harboe-Ree on an excellent proposal and on being able to transfer the funds to CAUL.  She confirmed the importance of the governance model, and recommended that it be tight.  If it is intended to be a steering committee rather than operational, she questioned the place of repository managers.  She was also concerned about the openness of a nominated steering committee whose role includes determining the establishment process.  Would CAUL have an opportunity to review it, and how often?  She suggested limiting the life of the establishing committee to say, one year.

Cathrine Harboe-Ree has suggested that  Adrian Burton from APSR, and David Groenewegen from ARROW, be included on the committee initially because of their understanding of how support services have been operating.  This offer is not binding on CAUL or the steering committee.  Philip Kent commended the CEIRC model, noting the usefulness of including people “on the ground” as well as the university librarians.
Anne Horn questioned whether DIISR had imposed any limitations on the use of the funds or any reporting requirements?  Cathrine Harboe-Ree confirmed that the proposal was that ARROW commit $600,000 to CAUL for this purpose, and CAUL will use it for this purpose.  Any reporting will be to CAUL.  
It was suggested that a transition group would be valuable to test which governance structure might work best.  It was recommended that the service provider have a role on the governing committee. 
Alan Smith agreed with the notion of a transition committee which could be charged to recommend an appropriate governance structure to CAUL.  A lot could depend on who wins the role of service provider. He suggested that the participation of ANDS would be a higher priority than CAUDIT, given the expectation of a closer relationship between CAIRSS and ANDS.  It was noted that both Adrian Burton and David Groenewegen are currently involved with ANDS, and potentially either could represent ANDS on the committee after the transition year.

John Shipp suggested that the whole of scholarly communication should be taken into account – open access, changes in scholarly communication and the dissemination of research results will all be part of the role of university libraries.  CAUL needs someone to keep up with developments.

John Redmayne reported that CONZUL members had agreed that it was an excellent proposal, and were happy to acknowledge that Australian government funds were being used to support it.  As it will continue to cover ADT issues, CONZUL agreed that their ADT levies could be used to support CAIRSS.
The proposal to CAUL made the following recommendations:

1. That CAUL endorse the establishment of the CAUL Australian Institutional Repository Support Service (CAIRSS), as outlined in this paper.

2. That a Steering Committee be formed to select a service provider and oversee the service.

3. That approval be given to the notion of the funds collected by CAUL for ADT support annually be transferred to CAIRSS, together with responsibility for providing an ongoing forum for considering ADT issues, subject to ADT Policy Group approval.

CAUL members agreed to endorse the establishment of CAIRSS, with the additional objective of monitoring open access developments with a view to advancing them within CAUL institutions.
CAUL members agreed to the following amended recommendation:
That a CAIRSS establishment committee be set up to:
select a service provider;
establish the service; and,
propose a governance model for the ongoing service.

CAUL members agreed to the following amended recommendation:
that annual ADT levies collected by CAUL be transferred to CAIRSS for the life of CAIRSS.
CAUL members also agreed to the Executive’s recommendations:

that Helen Livingston be invited to chair the establishment committee;
that the Executive be represented by Heather Gordon; 
that Judy Stokker’s offer to participate be accepted; and,
that Adrian Burton and David Groenewegen be invited to be members of the establishment committee.  
ii) ADT (Australasian Digital Theses) Program.  It is proposed that this item be subsumed under the CAIRSS program.   A paper from Andrew Wells was included with the agenda.  This was supported by members in the CAIRSS discussion above. 
iii) Australian Research Repositories Online to the World (ARROW) – Stage 2.  This item was discussed above in the proposed transition to CAIRSS.
c) Australian Access Federation (AAF).  This item was not discussed.
874. *Open Access.  John Shipp questioned whether the CAIRSS service provider was best placed to monitor Open Access.  Members were reminded that the ADT is not just about the technology, but about its purpose, communities of interest and monitoring the changing environment.  Including responsibility for Open Access in CAIRSS could mean co-opting additional people because it initially would not have sufficient resources.  Open Access is broader than institutional repositories and should not be seen as the end result. It was agreed that it be kept under CAIRSS in the short term, to take a watching brief, conduct an open debate about what it will look like in the future and review how it should best be managed.

Support for Learning & Teaching 

875. *Learning Spaces.  Hot Topic The presentation by Keith Webster is at http://www.caul.edu.au/best-practice/caul20082learning-uq.pdf (15mb) and by Philip Kent at http://www.caul.edu.au/best-practice/caul20082learning-spaces.pdf  Keith Webster reported on early results of a work in progress, a project in which first year student keep logbooks about their use of the library and its resources.  This will be tied in with feedback from relevant academics at the end of the project.  The second project uses a survey designed to gather the intent of the library user when entering the library and an exit survey to elicit what they actually did.  UQ is testing how spaces can be repurposed over the course of a semester to reflect different priorities at different times – using removable partitions, changing study tables and benches into individual work areas, etc. 
876. Information Literacy Working Group.  A report from Ruth Quinn was included with the agenda papers. This item was not discussed.
a) ILWG Action Plan.  This item was not discussed.
b) *Information Literacy Survey.  Hot Topic Ruth Quinn’s presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/info-literacy/caul20082info-literacy.pdf  She reported that her survey elicited a 65% response rate from CAUL members, most of whom regard information literacy as a graduate attribute, though for some it is embedded in a non-specific attribute.  There was no support for national tutorials or benchmarking in this area.  She is planning a practitioner survey and will seek assistance in identifying appropriate channels of communication to reach the target group.  
In a discussion on terminology, some alternatives offered were learning skills, research skills, knowledge management training.  Most agreed that it needs to be more integrated with teaching/research areas.
877. University Library Australia.  A report from Shirley Oakley was included with the agenda papers.  This item was not discussed. 
a) CAUL Principles and Guidelines for Library Services to Onshore Students at Remote Campuses to Support Teaching and Learning.  A copy of the updated guidelines was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed, hence it was deemed to be accepted by members.
878. CAUL Principles for Library Services to Offshore Students to Support Teaching and Learning.    A copy of the proposed guidelines was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed, hence it was deemed to be accepted by members.
879. Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC, formerly Carrick Institute)  This item was not discussed.
Delivering Quality & Value
880. *Best Practice Working Group.  Helen Livingston recommended that CAUL that allocate funds to develop a materials availability survey regarding electronic discovery tools and online information resources.  The BPWG will prepare a brief, taking into account how LibQUAL+ and others have addressed electronic resources.  The intention is to develop something of use to all CAUL, with the option of adding localised questions as with the Insync surveys.  (Action: BPWG) 
881. *Insync Surveys.  Helen Livingston  reported on proposed amendments to the CAUL survey –the number of questions on staff has been reduced; academic has been changed to learning/teaching;’ the question about institutional repositories will be replaced with e-reserve; there will be separate questions about books and journals; electronic resources will be changed to online information resources;  users will be asked for comments both positive and negative about the library, and for their preferred three methods of communication from the library; record the differences between international and domestic students.  
Members agreed that the survey did need both shortening and amending.  Members acknowledged the changes generally as an improvement but expressed concern about the deletion of the whole category of service quality, and the potential for losing longitudinal comparisons.  It was noted that quality is covered in other questions, but it will be difficult to map the old questions to the new, other than in a broad way.
It was noted that the survey is very location-based, and consequently less useful for off-campus students.  The BPWG  has tried to re-word questions to take off-campus students into account, while recognising that service is generally physical, and that the number of survey changes should be kept to a minimum.  Communication does relate to both off-campus and on-campus needs.  A question about service to disabled students was deleted because only a very small proportion of students could answer it meaningfully.  It is more useful to have a core set that all CAUL can use.  This ability to compare has been a strength for CAUL.
Members asked for more time to allow their specialist staff to review the proposed changes and the proposed mapping table.  Helen Livingston will circulate the new version to all CAUL immediately after the meeting.  Members were asked to comment by replying to the list before 31 October to enable responses can be analysed and recommendations taken to the CAUL Executive on November 27. (Action: All members; BPWG)
The BPWG will also examine the standard terms of agreement as it appears that Insync owns the data.  (Action: BPWG) 

882. *Collaborative Storage Experiments.  Hot Topic  The presentation from Vic Elliott is at http://www.caul.edu.au/best-practice/caul20082storage.pdf  He discussed principles under which collaborative storage arrangements are best made e.g. it is essential to have a community of interest, preferably within the academic community.  He referred to two recent models, the Orbis Cascade Alliance in the US north-west, and the UKRR (UK Research Reserve), both of which are geographically disparate.  The UKRR aims to manage retention of an appropriate number of copies of low-use research journals, at least one in the British Library and commitment from two others to retain, with all accessible via document delivery.  This will underpin a more efficient planned withdrawal of these titles from other collections.  UKRR was funded through a ₤ 500,000 viability report followed by ₤ 9.8m for its establishment in 2008.  This is supplemented by subscriptions from participants.
The Group of Eight is testing a similar methodology using the Oxford Journals Archive, which will aim to gain space across the whole collection not just in disciplinary blocks. This requires agreement about who will maintain which titles. Once the retention decision is made, the journal run will be consolidated, with contributing institutions bearing the cost.  A heads of agreement will be signed for each separate archive.  It has been noted that sometimes the digitised copy is not of good quality.

Linda Luther reported that UTas had joined CAVAL, but that transporting withdrawn material to Melbourne is expensive.  Vic Elliott agreed to share the Go8 contract as an example.  (Action: VE) 
883. Statistics.  A report from the CAUL Statistics Focus Group was included with the agenda papers.  This item was not discussed.
884. *Universities Australia Library Staff Development Conference.  Andrew Wells referred to the delegates’ evaluations of the most recent conference, circulated with the agenda. Nineteen CAUL staff attended, and the feedback indicated that it was a good experience for all.  It seems to work because University Librarians are very open with their comments and are prepared to discuss realities.  A CAUL group puts the program together, and Universities Australia manages the logistics and takes any financial risk.  Now that Universities Australia has dropped its staff development program, CAUL should consider how this niche is best handled.
Members canvassed the variety of offerings currently available for leadership activities e.g. CAUDIT Institute, the L.H. Martin Institute (which is taking over from Universities Australia), etc to see where the current program fits into the range and what this one offers in particular.  
The CAUDIT Institute is targeted at management development for senior staff, aiming essentially at the same level as Horizon.  It was noted that seven library staff attended the last EDUCAUSE institute whose total size will be increased to 42 next year. 
CAVAL’s Horizon is rather like a mini-Fry Institute with delegates preparing project proposals.  It also targets all library sectors.  Aurora is pitched at emerging leaders who are younger and it therefore covers more personal development.  The Universities Australia program targets deputy/associate librarians and provides exposure to university leaders and senior professionals.  
Both CAUL and CONZUL members expressed interest in retaining this program, with CAUL taking over responsibility for its management as well as the program.  It will continue to be held every two years, and dates and locations will be advised as early as possible.  (Action: Executive)  
Advocacy & Influence
885. *Copyright.  Hot Topic  The presentation from Derek Whitehead is at http://www.caul.edu.au/copyright/caul20082copyright.pdf  He advised members that Swinburne developed a copyright toolkit as part of the ARROW project, and a later one for researchers.  Swinburne is planning to conduct a survey to determine the relative importance of part VB copying versus copying under licences, i.e. by permission.  Universities Australia has expanded its Expert Reference Group on copyright, now chaired by the CEO, with Tom Cochrane, Robin Stanton, Eve Woodberry, Heather Gordon, Derek Whitehead and CAUDIT’s Mark Legg.  
It is expected that the government’s Digital Education Revolution (sometimes known as DER) will be a driver for a number of changes, e.g. if copyright looks to be a barrier to advancing this agenda, it will be targeted for change.  Both DEEWR and IPPTAG (Intellectual property and Privacy Technical Advisory Group, chaired by Evan Arthur) are working towards publicly funded government publications being free to use for education.  Intellectual property is now the responsibility of the Department of Trade, no longer in the Attorney-General’s Department, which may well dictate how copyright is viewed in government.  
Derek Whitehead spoke of the difficulty of contacting third-party copyright owners for permission when digitising theses.  He noted that ProQuest has been microfilming thousands of US theses for years without permissions and recommended publishing with a disclaimer to indicate that the thesis may be taken down on request.  
886. Relationships with other Organisations.  
a) CAUL regional and sectoral groups.  This item was not discussed.
b) CONZUL.  A report from John Redmayne is at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20082conzul.doc  
i) *CONZUL tour of the UK.  Hot Topic  The presentation from Philip Kent and John Redmayne is at http://www.caul.edu.au/best-practice/caul20082conzul-uk-tour.pdf  The sites visited were mostly in the north, from Manchester to Edinburgh, plus the British Library.  The hosts were extremely hospitable.  They noted that the British government does not have a strong push towards institutional repositories or Open Access more generally, thought to be because of the size of the local publishing industry.  One of the presentations of particular note was by Phil Sykes at Liverpool University, who asked what the library can do for the university, and how the university will improve if the library improves.
c) CHELSA (Committee for Higher Education Librarians of South Africa).  http://www.chelsa.ac.za/  Alex Byrne has foreshadowed a potential collaboration between CAUL and CHELSA e.g. a possible study tour, in 2009 or 2010, of CHELSA members to academic libraries in Australia, perhaps coinciding with a CAUL meeting, or IFLA 2010, so that the visitors might participate and have the opportunity to meet most Australian (and New Zealand) colleagues. 
d) National Library of Australia.  
i) Libraries Australia.  A report from Linda Luther was included with the agenda papers. This item was not discussed.
ii) Peak Bodies Forum.  A report from Greg Anderson was included with the agenda papers.  This item was not discussed. 

e) Collections Council of Australia.  A report from Linda Luther was included with the agenda papers. This item was not discussed.
f) 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.
887. Forthcoming Meetings

a) CAUL Meeting 2009/1.  Newcastle, 2-3 April, 2009
b) CAUL Meeting 2009/2.  Brisbane, dates to be confirmed.  
c) CAUL Meeting 2010/1.  Canberra, to be confirmed.
d) CAUL Meeting 2010/2.

CAUL Administration 

888. *CAUL Web Site Redevelopment.  In response to a question from Eve Woodberry, Diane Costello reported that the contractor had recently changed the information architect working on the CAUL project resulting in a complete review of the functional specification.  This will further delay the project, but population of the site was not likely to be possible at this time of the year during CEIRC renewals, and those involved are more confident about the expected outcome.  
889. *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 spoke to the updated version of the agenda paper, tabled at the meeting.  She reminded members of an earlier view that CAUL was holding too much money in reserve,  while recommending sufficient cash flow to cover annual operations.  She added that the proposal had been reviewed by several finance managers and was considered low risk.
Members of the current CAUL Executive have considered the treatment of retained earnings and recommend the following approach:  

· That the primary role of these funds should be to provide a cash flow buffer, identified in advance as part of the next year’s budget process;  

· Retained earnings should continue to be used for strategic initiatives, subject to members’ approval; 

· These funds should not be used to cover debts and liabilities. 

· Some of the retained earnings should be invested in longer term interest bearing accounts. 

It was moved (Andrew Wells, seconded John Shipp) that CAUL adopts this approach.  

In discussion, members agree that the recommendations are sensible, that the third dot-point is unnecessary and can be deleted, and agreed to support the remaining recommendations.  (Action: DC) 

It was noted that long service leave is covered under liabilities, not in retained earnings.  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 and http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc$/budget2009.xls 
a) CAUL Budget 2007.  The pre-audit report was included in the agenda papers. 
b) CAUL Budget 2008.  The progress report was included in the agenda papers.
c) *CAUL Budget 2009.  Imogen Garner spoke to the draft budget circulated with the agenda.  Greg Anderson touched on CEIRC levy during CEIRC report, in item 871, but it needs formal approval.  Some members suggested holding the total CAUL plus CEIRC membership fees at current levels (was 4,500+1,350 now 3,600+2,250) rather than reducing them by a relatively small amount, and use any additional income for research assistance, drafting responses to inquiries, etc.  This was supported.  (Action: DC) 
890. Executive Officer’s Report.  A report was included with the agenda papers.  This item was not discussed.
891. Other business. 
a) President’s Report.  Andrew Wells gave a verbal report of his CAUL activities.
He advised members that the business of CAUL is carried on between meetings by the Executive Committee and the Executive Officer, with whom he has a weekly teleconference. Updates are therefore received regularly on progress with the website development, meeting plans, etc.  Communication and advocacy is a major part of presidential activities:  
· He attended the recent CONZUL meeting, partly to discuss the ongoing relationship between the two organisations.  This resulted in an exchange of letters between the presidents affirming and confirming the current relationship;
· visited the ARC in March 2008, with Cathrine Harboe-Ree and Diane Costello, to meet the new CEO and to discuss research support, institutional repositories, copyright and communication between the organisations;

· visited Universities Australia in November 2007, with Cathrine Harboe-Ree and Diane Costello, to meet the new CEO, to discuss copyright, Web of Science, and communication between the two organisations;

· correspondence with relevant new government ministers, new and departing CAUL members;

· submissions to appropriate and relevant government inquiries, though noted that the Executive decided against a CAUL response to the Bradley review, preferring to leave comment on the wider environment to the Vice-Chancellors; CAUL, through its Executive, has made submissions to government inquiries including the Cutler Innovation review and the Victorian Government inquiry into public sector information;
· one-off correspondence such as that from the NSW/ACT Indigenous Teacher Education Roundtable seeking additional access to university libraries for indigenous students and a CAUL response outlining the services currently available and a request for information about specific problems of access.

There has been some consideration of enlisting retired CAUL members to assist in preparing submissions, noting that this is an area in which there is always more work to be done.  New areas of interest may be in closer cooperation with government health departments and hospitals and it was suggested that a special session be held on this area at the Brisbane meeting in September.  It was agreed that this item would be included on future meeting agendas.  (Action: DC) 
The meeting concluded at 1pm, and lunch was followed by a Tour of CDU Library Casuarina Campus.  Andrew Wells thanked all members who contributed, particularly those who made presentations.[image: image2.png]
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