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CAUL Meeting 2009/1
2-3 April, 2009
Quality Hotel Noah's on the Beach
Newcastle, NSW 2300 
Minutes 
(Finalised 10/11/09)
 
892. *Introduction & Welcome.  Andrew Wells welcomed members to the meeting.  He noted the apologies received.  He especially welcomed delegates of those who were unable to attend and CONZUL guests, congratulated Philip Kent on his appointment to the University of Melbourne, and welcomed Dr Grace Saw to her first meeting as a CAUL representative.  Judy Stokker introduced Grace to members, noting particularly her significant involvement in professional activities in many Australian states and as the inaugural University Librarian at the Auckland Institute of Technology.
893. *Attendance & Apologies. 

From CAUL:

* Jim Graham, ACU

Vic Elliott, ANU

% Grace Saw, 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

Con Graves, Griffith U

Heather Gordon, JCU 

Ainslie Dewe, La Trobe U, Deputy President

Maxine Brodie, Macquarie U 

Cathrine Harboe-Ree, Monash U

# Del Shiers, Murdoch U
Judy Stokker, QUT

* Stephen Gillespie, RMIT U
Des Stewart, SCU 
Derek Whitehead, Swinburne U

Ray Choate, U Adelaide

Leeanne Pitman, U Ballarat

Anita Crotty, U Canberra

Philip Kent, U Melbourne

* Jack Bedson, UNE

Andrew Wells, UNSW, President

Jan Gordon, UNSW@ADFA

Greg Anderson, U Newcastle
* Michael Cullen, UNDA
Keith Webster, UQ

Helen Livingston, UniSA

Alan Smith, USQ

John Shipp, U Sydney

Linda Luther, U Tasmania

Alex Byrne, UTS

Sandra Jeffries, USC

John Arfield, UWA

Liz Curach, UWS 

Felicity McGregor, UoW

# Laura Maquignaz, VU 

In attendance:  

Diane Costello, CAUL 

From CONZUL: 
John Redmayne, Massey U
Sue Roberts, VUW 

Guests:
Professor Margaret Sheil, CEO, Australian Research Council
Adam Chapman, ARC 
Dr Ross Wilkinson, CEO, ANDS
Dr Ian Gibson, CEO, Intersect
Kerry Kilner, AustLit
Dr Rebecca Harris, Director Communication and Government Relations, Universities Australia  
Paul Stubing, Universities Australia
Paula Callan, eResearch Access Coordinator, QUT
Apologies:  

Chris Sheargold, ACU
Stephen McVey, UNDA 
Craig Anderson, RMIT U
Eve Woodberry, UNE 
& not represented

% first meeting as CAUL Member

# Acting Director

* Delegate of CAUL Member
894. *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.  
895. *Minutes of Previous CAUL Meeting CAUL 2008/2.  The minutes were included in the agenda papers.  
Item 873(a) AeRIC.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree updated members, noting that AeRIC will be superseded by a new central committee to be established essentially to facilitate communication with government.  AeRIC’s membership had duplicated that of the Steering Committees of the major infrastructure projects such as ANDS, AAF, etc, and the new committee will provide a more strategic view.  She recommended that CAUL seek a role or an avenue for formal input into this new committee.  (Action: Executive) 
896. *Minutes of CAUL Executive Meetings 2008/5, 2008/6, 2009/1.  The minutes were included in the agenda papers.
Item 1827 Go8 ROI consultancy.  Vic Elliott advised members that the total cost of the project is USD 140,000 not USD 120,000 as recorded in the minutes.  (Action: DC) 
897. Business arising from previous meetings, not otherwise listed on the agenda. 
STRATEGIC PLAN
898. *Go8 Cost-Benefit Study.  Re strategic plan item 22.  Develop statements of value for university libraries, both quantitative and qualitative.  Item 855 from CAUL 2008/1 - 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.  

Vic Elliott reported that Go8 is ready to begin the study to assess in financial and qualitative ways the value that libraries deliver to the academic community.  There is currently no market proxy so the methodology has to be developed. The project will ask academics to assess the time and therefore money to use library services and to assess the same if those services do not exist. It will cover both teaching and research communities, all pre- and post-doctoral students and those engaged in research support.  Evaluation will be undertaken through focus groups particularly to assess comparability with other Go8 universities.  
The project will examine awareness of electronic resources;  awareness of which resources are paid for by the library;  investment in time spent;  cost if services are not available – a contingent evaluation approach;  happiness with current resources and services.  
The total project cost is USD 140,000.  Vic Elliott thanked CAUL for contributing AUD 20,000 from its research fund.  Ainslie Dewe outlined the process the Executive took when making the decision to contribute to the project.  All CAUL members will have access to the outcomes of the project, including the report.  
The project is expected to begin soon, with the consultants visiting Australia to discuss acceptance of the methodology.  It is expected to be difficult, but necessary, to assess the value of resources and services from libraries.  There is not any specific reference to assistance with navigating around resources and finding out they exist, however this does get picked up in qualitative responses e.g. satisfaction, quality, etc.  Outsell Consultants are leaders in the international library world, formed out of EPS, led by David Worlock, and working on both sides of the Atlantic.  They have worked for the British Library, the Library of Congress and the California Digital Library.  
Participants will be the universities of Adelaide and Queensland and the ANU.  All research-active academics will be involved.  It will focus on the use of information resources for research purposes, not teaching, though some teaching academics also undertake research.

899. Review of the Strategic Plan.  The Executive recommends restructuring the strategic plan to separate out the operational elements, and target the highest priority activities.
900. *CAUL Achievement Award.  The 2008 award was presented to Paula Callan, eResearch Access Coordinator, QUT.  Andrew Wells introduced Paula by reading the citation for the award.  She then addressed members, highlighting the dramatic increase in citations of QUT authors whose accepted journal manuscripts were included in the institutional repository, and which could not be explained in any other way than by the increased exposure.  One prolific researcher had increased his citation rate from 300 to 1,700 per year and was now a very vocal support of open access institutional repositories.
Although institutional repositories were originally designed to provide open access to published research, their purpose has broadened considerably.  Although the implementation and use of institutional repositories is ubiquitous, challenges remain, particularly in areas such as the creative arts e.g. how is sculpture described.  Paula suggested that collaboration in the design of description rules was VITAL, and recommended that CAIRSS take a leading role, in the way that MACAR has previously done.
Advances have been made in integrating the deposit of research output into institutional repositories with HERDC reporting and later with research management systems such as Research Master.  Researchers are also looking for ways to maintain their datasets but not necessarily on open access.  Policies, strategies and skills sets need to be developed to handle these datasets in institutional repositories.

Copyright continues to be a challenge and it has been noticed that publishers appear to be pushing back on open access e.g. the Wiley-Blackwell contract specifically prohibits the deposit of the author’s manuscript in an open access institutional repositories.  Paula recommended that researchers be encouraged to maintain some of their rights when negotiating with publishers and that CAUL might assist by developing an author’s addendum similar to that used by CARL.  Instead of holding out for permission to make open access immediately, it may be easier to agree to open access after an embargo period.  It is important to understand the relationship between copyright and the economics of publishing and to understand the difference between open access publishing and the archiving of the researcher’s publications in institutional repositories. 

Paula referred to the article by Richard Poynder in which he discusses researchers’ disconnect between publication of their own work and the ability to use others’.  The old model of free-to-publish with libraries paying to subscriber is being transferred to the new hybrid and full open access model where author fees are being transferred to the library.  The Sherpa site shows that author fees range between USD 2k-5k.

Paula’s presentation is available at 
http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/achievement2008callan2.pdf 
Support for Research

901. *Australian Research Council (ARC).  Professor Margaret Sheil addressed members, highlighting the points of overlap between the ARC and CAUL;  ERA, bibliometrics, open access and scholarly communication, repository management, especially data;  Adam Chapman was available for answering specific questions regarding technical aspects of the ERA.
Excellence in Research Australia (ERA).  The RQF (Research Quality Framework) was intended to be done quickly with a focus on the bibliometrics but the government wanted a more responsive system with the confidence of the research community.  The response of academics tends towards publishing in better places and striving for better outcomes.  The ARC received 103 submissions to the consultation and 114 to journal rankings, etc – with excellent engagement from the community.
Clusters were developed so like disciplines could be considered together e.g. chemistry and physics;  the ARC is working with the NHMRC on health and medical sciences.  There has been consultation about new RFCD codes, which are critical to the exercise –  indicators are classified according to those codes, bibliometrics need them.  The ARC will conduct a pilot, starting with disciplines at both ends of the spectrum;  PCE (physical, chemical and earth sciences) and humanities and creative arts.  The latter will have the least amount of bibliometrics.  

There are eight discipline clusters;  competing agendas between researchers and University administrators;  what indicators are important to their discipline;  esteem is always very important to researchers but difficult to collect by administrators – it will not be used in the trial round but the ARC is working on developing lists of esteem indicators;   challenge of capturing and evaluating interdisciplinary research;  avoid driving researchers away from really productive practical work.

The ARC tendered for a data supplier and chose Scopus.  Peer review won’t be used in PCE, but there will be some in the humanities that will need outputs in repositories for peer review.  Both ASHER and IAP are terminating programs.

Open Access.  In discussion about what CAUL can do to promote open access it was asked whether the ARC or NHMRC would countenance an NIH-type declaration.  Currently there are no plans for the ARC, noting that publishers will not extend NIH processes to other country agencies.  It will not be included in the ARC funding rules but researchers will still be asked why not and the ARC will continue to promote it.  It was suggested that the ERA does not support open access in practice.  There is no reward for publishing in an open platform or to publish data before the article is out.  It is recognised that open access increases awareness of research – evidence from QUT states that presence in the institutional repositories increases citations.  This should lead to better outcomes for grants etc but need to do both;  need to make the researchers aware.
Journal ranking and citation data are only two of the indicators and will not get the same results across all indicators.  Being published in the top journals is a conservative indicator –  getting published can be a result of which institution the author is from, while citations point to other value.  E-presses are not yet considered prestigious but will gain respect over time.  The drivers will have more impact, e.g. how the money is allocated, rather than winning the hearts and minds of researchers, so members would welcome a platform for an ongoing dialogue about the accessibility framework and how to influence behaviour in other ways.
Some concern was expressed about the proliferation of journals, the takeover of smaller publishers and the remainder expanding their lists with lesser quality content which is then included in publishers’ packages.  The frequency of review of journal lists will depend on the ERA cycles but the ARC would not want to see them remain static.  If institutions choose to buy the top hundred in each discipline this would give the publishers enormous power.
a) ERA (Excellence in Research Australia).  (Standing item) 
902. Research Infrastructure. 
a) *ANDS (Australian National Data Service).  http://ands.org.au/ Dr Ross Wilkinson’s presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20091ands.pdf  He suggested that research is much more efficient than it used to be because the collection of data is so much easier. ANDS is intended to support researchers in this area;  reducing cost of collecting data, and to make Australia data-excellent in its research.

Managing data costs a lot in the short term but has major benefits in the long term.  Researchers are becoming more data-intensive but do not know much about data management.  It is no longer simply the by-product of research, but now a research output in its own right. The cost of data acquisition is low, but some will not be able to be collected again e.g. capturing dying languages.  It is possible to defer the analysis but ensure its availability by capturing the data. Esteem can be associated with the data capture not just the analysis of it;  more papers are written from the second use of research data than the first use. There is a strong correlation between citation strength and the underlying data being made available.  The Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research (the code) requires institutions to retain its research data.

Data preservation techniques are needed, plus policies and procedures, including best practice in responding to the code by an institution.  ANDS is developing utilities to simplify the process for researchers.  ANDS has a role in facilitating discussions around data management but cannot make the rules.  Professional services are needed to enable data to be shared;  research data analysts, research data carers/lifecyclists (managers has a different connotation);  research data programmers, not [hackers].  
ANDS is currently developing registration services.  It is not funded to do storage but can advise on data capture and storage.  Both skills and tools are needed to find the data and to use it;  not just data created by researchers also government data, etc;  a description of the data that can be found on Google –  searchable and discoverable, creating a standard path into Australian research.

The amount of activity is currently overwhelming.  ANDS will build solutions around the needs that have arisen;  this means already speaking to those willing and able, not necessarily to those who should be brought in.  This can show other researchers the value of making the data accessible.
b) *Intersect: eResearch support and innovation for NSW. http://www.intersect.org.au/  Dr Ian Gibson’s presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20091intersect.pdf 
Intersect provides the infrastructure to help researchers to manage their data.  It has to be easy so that researchers are encouraged to do it properly. It aims to provide eResearch services;  to increase the quality and visibility of research; to improve research but not do the research; provide solutions to specific problems, and may provide ongoing maintenance;  trying to build on what is already available and contributing to the open source community;  conduct projects for members and non-members at consultancy rates;  help with data management plans;  tools, hosting, social and technical networking.

Intersect staff have a balance of skills, both academic and technological understanding;  language and communication to translate the problem into the solution;  to build better data management practices by providing solutions, advice and a helpdesk; trialling new methodologies for supporting research, e.g. using secondlife for collaboration; play a role in e-infrastructures purchase through LIEF grants;  helping coordinate LIEF applications for data management and data stores;  take the management burden off researchers; provide an interface to commercial providers;  hide the complexity of joining all the elements together;  value add for cross-institutional cross-disciplinary research.

Intersect has 23 staff, 6 funded by the ARC, and will have an office within each member organisation; including software engineering students in projects;  eResearch analyst will be responsible for communicating with all areas involved;  will do business analysis and propose solutions.
c) *eResearch Case Studies.
i) Monash University.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree updated members on Monash’s research data management. Her presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20091harboe-ree.pdf The Research Data Management Advisory Group is modelled on the Copyright Advisory Group;  Research Data Management policy includes implications, procedures and guidelines (to assist compliance with policy.) It is increasingly concentrating on the Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research (the code), as is ANDS, the biggest driver of change at the moment.  It is collaborating with ANDS to inform each other’s work.  

They are identifying early career and late career researchers plus anyone who approaches them for help.  They will work towards time when one cannot submit a grant application until the Research Data Management plan is in place.
The DARE project intends to provide all library professionals with skills to assist researchers with Research Data Management. CSIRO librarians are also participating. There are 3700 researchers, and now an army of staff to help disseminate this information, rather than having dedicated staff for this role.  Staff have a checklist to support interviews with researchers.  A copy of the checklist will be made available to CAUL.  (Action: CH-R)  Small steps might include having all data backed up properly even if it isn’t yet accessible elsewhere;  copyright issues – needing to obtain copyright clearance when making field recordings;  etc.
ii) University of Technology, Sydney.  Alex Byrne’s presentation is at http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20091byrne.pdf  He reported that data access has been added to UTS’s e-publishing and institutional repositories activities.  UTS is part of Simon Fraser University’s Public Knowledge Project (PKP). 
UTS is using DSpace and the ANZ research classification rather than be tied to today’s UTS structure.  They are capturing all HERDC publications into a dark archive and working to make them more available.  UTS is the NSW node for the Australian Social Science Data Archive (ASSDA), helping to redefine notions of collecting, particularly non-traditional collections.  There is a need to support monograph publishing because of the almost total collapse of traditional scholarly publishing;  not just e-text but using the technology capabilities.  Libraries are probably the only part of the university to take a really long view.
iii) Swinburne University of Technology.  Derek Whitehead’s presentation is at  http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc/caul20091whitehead.pdf  He noted that Swinburne is also involved in the PKP project.  There are various models for integrating institutional repositories with research management systems such as ResearchMaster.  Because the repository has to start with all the metadata for the research output, and will never include all the full-text, Swinburne adopted the model of including content in the institutional repositories and then transferring relevant data to the research management systems.  A symposium at EDUCAUSE will highlight case studies. 

The NicNames project – names in context – is due to finish in June 2009.  http://nicnamesproject.blogspot.com The database maintains researcher profiles, with a web interface to pick up data from other sources and to allow researchers to edit their own data.
d) Institutional Repositories.

i) *CAIRSS (CAUL Australian Institutional Repositories Support Service).  (Paper included) Helen Livingston referred to the summary of activity to date.  She outlined the process to select the service provider – USQ through its Division of Academic Information Services, with Swinburne providing the copyright support.  The service officially started on March 16.  The contract was formally signed today. The budget is a little over $600,000.  Discussions concern immediate work plans and the role for Steering Committee and CAUL.
The generic email is now set up, and a presence on the CAUL website until the CAIRSS website is established. A CAIRSS Google group has just been established to help drive the agenda.   It is already being publicised in the market place, at “ERA: under the bonnet” and at EDUCAUSE.  Kate Watson will be contacting repository managers in the next couple of weeks – all members are encouraged all to contribute thoughts and questions.  
In discussion of MACAR, it was noted that it was included in the project specifications.  MACAR is currently acting as a pseudo-standards body, with the involvement of the National Library.  It has been valuable but overlaps with ANDS and CAIRSS.  CAIRSS will operate in this space but will look at the terms of reference, and make some recommendations about how it might work.  It was noted that the next ERA cluster will be a challenge where MACAR may need to be involved.
It was noted that CAIRSS is a support service not a software developer.  The choice of project manager is a good one, and there is a good reporting structure in place. It recognises that there are many repository solutions – if there is any software development  it would be cross-platform contingent.
The interim Steering Committee has been tasked with recommending an ongoing governance arrangement.  It was recommended that the current Steering Committee stay on for the first year of implementation for continuity.  APSR’s Adrian Burton is no longer participating.  The Steering Committee could co-opt a repository manager (in the CEIRC committee mode) in his place.  The link with ANDS is useful and David Groenewegen is fulfilling that role.  

It was noted that some elements of the ADT naturally fit with CAIRSS – support, advocacy, advisory services – but the discovery element (and the potential use of the ARROW discovery service) and the future of the metadata repository are less clear. Technical support will eventually cease. The ADT and CAIRSS will propose options, and wind up the ADT governance mechanisms. 

Members were encouraged send queries to CAIRSS now, including copyright queries, and to put more strategic issues on the agenda.  (Action: All) 
903. *Scholarly Communication.  
a) Open Access.  A paper from Greg Anderson, John Shipp, Andrew Wells was included with the agenda papers.  Andrew Wells introduced the discussion by asking members first what they wanted to do, and then how do we pay for it?  He referred to the CAUL statement on the global financial crisis and asked if CAUL can speak as one on such issues that affect all members.  He stressed that the paper is not about individuals or CEIRC but about where CAUL puts its resources.
In the ensuing discussion, members stated the following:

SPARCAUL needs an identity to lead it in order to get traction – for a country the size of Australia to get noticed it needs an identity to lead it;  it needs to be well known among publishers and respected; it needs money.  We normally do not pay the true cost.
The statement re CAIRSS is correct;  it will not have the capacity to expand to scholarly communication.

There was support for having a separate SPARCAUL group coordinating with CEIRC to not lose the bigger picture.  CEIRC is valuable as it is.
What would SPARCAUL do that SPARC isn’t doing?  Follow on from SPARC and the JISC committee for scholarly communication – take the toolkit and tailor for Australian circumstances; work with CEIRC on how to take the issues re publishing and scholarly communication forward. 
Some Vice-Chancellors are supportive of open access – we could make more information available to creators about what is happening with their efforts.

There may be some leverage from current US financial problems now and worth taking a fresh look at how we buy our resources e.g. what is on ERA list that is needed in our organisation;  can we afford aggregations and bundled resources that we cannot afford any more;  if local deposit is mandated in institutions then cannot support publishers who will not allow deposit;  need to try some other models, even if they eventually fail.
ERA will have quite an impact on scholarly communication – a conservative impact which may be a barrier to disseminating information.  It is likely that the ERA will have some perverse effects.
What do we do with data;  how will government manifest its accessibility framework?

Where is CAUL’s voice in articulating this when there is no longer a clear channel to government? 
There was support for a group to look at scholarly communication but not linked with SPARC because it may tie CAUL to an older initiative that probably needs renewal anyway. CAUL’s Scholarly Communication Working Group lapsed because the environment improved.  
A new group should determine what resources are needed to support it.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree, Maxine Brodie and John Shipp volunteered to examine further.  They will identify what could be done with no additional resources, plus outline what could be done if defined resources were available.  (Action: CH-R, MB, JS) 
This group could include an advocacy and educative role like SPARC;  people will come at it from different perspectives;  cannot be the answer to everything;  the knowledge in this area is distributed e.g. there is significant knowledge in CEIRC; should not be a vehicle for a particular view;  need to define the scope well.
The group needs to be effective, not just generate ideas. The link with CEIRC should be maintained.  The CEIRC Think Tank should be a very useful event.

Indentify key people such as Terry Cutler, Macquarie’s Vice-Chancellor; DVC (Education) at Monash;  those who are not librarians who can carry the message outside e.g. Malcolm Gillies was an excellent advocate.

b) *CAUL Statement on the Global Financial Crisis.  Andrew Wells called for comment on the draft statement that was included with the agenda.  He suggested that members could adapt it and use it as needed, including as part of negotiations with publishers.  It could be used for any appropriate audience.  It was noted that SPARC also provides a great number of resources that can be adapted to various situations.  

It was agreed that “global economic crisis” is a more accurate term.  It was agreed to adopt it in principle and that members should forward any suggestions for amendment to the Executive.  Liz Curach expressed concern about the meaning of some sections of the draft, and will assist the Executive in finalising the statement.  (Action: Executive, Liz Curach) 
c) CAUL Electronic Information Resources Committee (CEIRC).  A report from Greg Anderson was included with the agenda.  
Invoice payments.  He alerted members to problems with late payments noting the significant time taken in follow up and some resulting late payments to suppliers.  He encouraged members to discuss this with their Datasets Coordinators.

In discussion, members made the following comments:

CEIRC invoices coming out of sync are the cause of some difficulties;  
cash flow problems in universities; 
universities will get worse at paying in time, and it is suggested that some organisations can wait for their money;  
why should CAUL be treated any differently from any other supplier when a statement is received – it should be followed up;
should CAUL continue to collect money?
prefer to hear directly from the CAUL office rather than referring back to the Datasets Coordinators;  
chasing invoices is done by different people.
There are two issues – the payment process and the relationship with CAUL.  Datasets Coordinators are currently the key point of communication;  the role has changed over the years.  It was noted that some CEIRC invoices are sent to other than the Datasets Coordinators, as nominated by each institution.

CAUL Industry Think Tank.  The CEIRC committee has proposed holding a think tank to discuss the environment, focussing on the global financial crisis and the variations on scholarly publishing, including open access.  Anne Horn is drafting the program and suggested that day 2  be broadened to sustainable models of publishing, not just focussed on open access.  The publishers will be asked to outline their plans e.g. will they attempt to sustain just the top end of the market, noting that profit still around 17%.  Some suggested speakers are David Prosser from SPARC Europe; an academic.  Anne suggested that a good facilitator was needed and asked for suggestions.  (Action: All) The meeting will potentially be held July/August in Sydney.  It was suggested that the Think Tank finish with a goal e.g. to establish SPARCAUL, to show that the discussion is ongoing.
The Wiley-Blackwell draft proposal for 2010-2012 has been received, and includes an opt-out clause.  In principle, about the same content will be accessible at about the same price with a proposed 5.5% increase.  As per recent Wiley agreements it includes a concession to members with a large spend.  Greg Anderson, Jocelyn Priddey and Diane Costello will meet soon to work on the detail.  It was noted that some institutions will require arrangements for one-year licences.  (Action: GA, DC)  

Taylor and Francis.  It was suggested that many institutions will not make decisions before the May federal budget.  It was noted that the 1-2-3 offer does not preclude members from retaining the original 2009-2011 agreement – all decisions are up to the individual institution.  UWS has advised TandF they are cancelling and were told by TandF that under a clause in the contract, the intention to withdraw from the consortium would be referred to Diane Costello. It was noted that more than 30 members already subscribing.  

It was suggested that this offer is highly arrogant in the current environment, and the head office should be made fully aware of this. It was suggested that the added package content is not always the appropriate quality, and members should push back about the cost of it.  The Think Tank may provide an avenue in which to press home this message.  Greg Anderson reported that TandF have been invited to meet with the CEIRC committee three times in the last four years to discuss their consortial model.
Fairfax’s AFR Search is a database of articles - a cut-down version of afr.com – hence greater clarification of the content is needed.  The pricing is a significant improvement over that previously offered.  (Action: DC) 
904. *AustLit.  A briefing paper from Kerry Kilner was included in the agenda papers.  Her presentation is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20091austlit2.pdf  She outlined its current funding sources, including $350-450k annually from subscriptions and project funding via NCRIS/NEAT.  AusELit is developing tools and services for leaders in Australian literature.  Kerry suggested that CAUL members may continue to contribute via subscription, thus enabling the service to become open access for the public and genealogical researchers.  It is proposed that Level 1 access would provide a basic search service while Level 2 tools and services would include federated search, data annotation, etc.  AustLit will apply for ALTC funding to widen the service to learning objects. The proposed governance model would include the NLA and NSLA, with access extended via the Libraries Australia consortium.  
Members applauded the move to open access but suggested adopting an alternate model e.g. the ANU currently funds the Australian Dictionary of Biography as a national service, the University of Sydney funds the Dictionary of Arts Online.  AustLit cannot continue with the current grant funding model which leaves no room for maintenance.

Although Kerry Kilner left the meeting to catch a flight, members continued the discussion.  They acknowledged that it was a resource that is used, and there are prior models of voluntary contribution to an open access service e.g. the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, but it is understood that whenever there is budgetary pressure, this will be the first to be dropped.
Institutions do have a role in supporting national services.  AustLII survived the transition from research funding to broadly supported infrastructure.  All are funded by government in one way or another, including directly e.g. ABS, GeoSciences Australia – perhaps an agency could be identified whose role this fits within.  This model was recommended by the Cutler Report.  It was suggested that CAUL ask DIISR what it plans to do with this recommendation.  (Action: Executive) 

Keith Webster advised members that the UQ Library provides 2 staff on secondment, space and technical support, while the university provides another 2 staff to AustLit.  The ARC has funded it annually for approximately$300k.  It was suggested that AustLit identifies the minimum funding required to support the core service and the additional services that users may be prepared to pay for.  (Action: AustLit) 
Support for Learning & Teaching 

905. Information Literacy Working Group.  A report from Ruth Quinn was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
906. University Library Australia.  A report from Shirley Oakley was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
Delivering Quality & Value
907. *Best Practice Working Group. A report from Helen Livingston was included with the agenda.  She reported on the materials availability survey;  Eva Fisch and Stephen Parnell will scope a plan to update the survey;  it will be made more readily deliverable as an online instrument and cover other than the catalogue; they will aim for completion by the July Executive meeting so that the cost may be included in the budget.  (Action: BPWG) 
908. *Insync Surveys.  A report from Helen Livingston was included with the agenda.  She reported on the final version of the revised survey, noting that some comments were diametrically opposed to each other so not all could be taken on board;  
access was removed from the category of information resources;  
there was significant discussion concerning part 3, the open ended questions;  
question b was removed from the standard survey but members can still use it if they wish;  
question d was removed because it was considered to be self-serving.  It was noted that the weightings for each category contribute to an overall benchmark number – these have been included for many years.  
Felicity McGregor expressed concern that benchmarking capability has been lost, as has any reference to quality.  In response, Helen Livingston advised that questions 7 and 27 were assessed  as being the same, but that it is possible to add back questions.  The total number of questions was reduced from 35 to 27 so it is not directly benchmarkable.  John Shipp suggested that each institution has only ever been benchmarkable against itself but not against others because they are too different from each other.  Not all institutions use it, though most do.  LATN will be using it in 2009-2010, with the standard survey plus a given number of extra questions.  Cathrine Harboe-Ree considers it important because it sits within the Monash University benchmarking – they are generally satisfied with mapping from old version to the new.

The President expressed thanks to the working group and closed the discussion. This version will be forwarded to Insync in the next week.  (Action: HL) 
909. *Statistics.   Judy Stokker reported that QUT has expanded its information literacy into academic skills and there is less activity able to be included under CAUL statistics.  She recommended a review of CAUL statistics in view of the changing nature of their business.  This was also discussed at the meeting of the BPWG re types and number of users’ questions,  mostly re reference and IL statistics, the differences between embedded vs voluntary IL.  It was noted that many are collecting the data already.  If statistics are looking less relevant than previously, members were invited to provide recommendations to the CSFG via Diane Costello to review the area, including reasons, suggested indicators and data for doing so. (Action: JStokker, ALL) 
Advocacy & Influence
910. *Copyright.  A report from Derek Whitehead and Eve Woodberry was included with the agenda.  This report was not discussed.
c) *Universities Australia.  Dr Rebecca Harris, Universities Australia advised members that copyright is now firmly back on Universities Australia’s agenda.  With the CAL licence finishing at the end of 2010 preparations for the discussions are underway.  Universities Australia’s priority is to support evidence-based advocacy in all areas,  if necessary prepared under legal privilege by their legal team who will be tasked with commissioning the appropriate independent research. The CAL licence costs $23.5m per year, indexed by CPI.  Universities Australia is seeking to collect information to feed into negotiations, and will require clear, unimpeachable evidence should they be required to front the Copyright Tribunal.  Universities Australia plans to use 2009 to gather and explore information, for negotiations with CAL in 2010. 
There will be no assumptions e.g. questions will include:

is a CAL licence the best approach?
what other options for access to the content are there?
what are the risks in accessing third-party content?
what is Universities Australia’s role in supporting universities’ preferred approaches?
how should the sector be best consulted?
how are members currently using part VB?
how is the data being collected?
how accurate is the processing of the data?
are we paying for what we are using, or over-reporting so paying too much?
what would it cost to obtain the same information another way e.g. using permission systems, direct licences, etc

A second exercise will be to drill down into the data being collected:
how might the changes in patterns of usage contribute to changes in costs – should be remunerating copyright owners appropriately, neither too much nor too little;  
understand the most cost-effective method for our users;
are reporting practices as good as they could be e.g. are academics still scanning documents and making available through LMS rather than linking via licensed library content; 
analysing data from past EUS surveys;  
any lessons to be learned from USQ’s experience; 
need to know what licences the University has and what the conditions are;  
any alternatives cannot be more complicated than the current process;  part VB is extraordinarily simple, whereas a commercial provider might have to ask permission for everything and wait for an answer;  
need to be appropriate for the purposes;  
Swinburne is currently examining Blackboard content noting that part VB should be processed through the library;  they are developing software to analyse content.
The use of FTEs to distribute costs is Universities Australia’s choice.  It is noted that it has nothing to do with content or use. 

Universities Australia proposes using a working group to assess the data, and this group would understand the workload and capacities of their colleagues in specifying how elements 1,2, 5, 6 could best be done.  The group could identify the information that is already available, important and accessible. The data crunch and any other required work will be outsourced.  It was noted that CAUL has already collected much data, and UTS has a licence database to identify what the content can be used for.
CAUL will clarify what the working group could do, what kind of membership is needed, then approach CAUL for contribution/volunteering.  (Action: Executive) 

On the subject of the renegotiation of Thomson Reuters’ Web of Science, an assessment group will include CAUL, CAUDIT and advise Universities Australia on how to progress.  A proposal will go to the Universities Australia board next week, and wider consultation will be undertaken after that.
911. Relationships with other Organisations.  
a) CAUL regional and sectoral groups.  
i) Go8.

ii) LATN. 
iii) IRUA. 
iv) CAVAL.

v) QULOC.  Graham Black reported that QULOC has established a research reference group; it is looking at HERDC;  a health reference group is working with Queensland Health and is trialling EBSCO’s DynaMed®
b) CONZUL.  A report from John Redmayne was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. The report noted that the second CONZUL meeting will be held 15-16 October in Christchurch, immediately after the LIANZA Conference. CAUL colleagues would be very welcome to attend.
c) National Library of Australia.  
i) *Libraries Australia.  A report from Linda Luther and Anne Horn was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
(1) *NBD Survey Results.  The presentation by Anne Horn is available at http://www.caul.edu.au/org/caul20091nbd.pdf  She reported on an NLA survey which quantified the size of the collections in Australian libraries which have no records in the NBD, approximately 1.5m monographs.  The University of Melbourne experience indicated that there may not be much original cataloguing required.  There was no indication of the level of duplication, however previous studies would suggest that it is quite low.  It was suggested sharing more information about who is digitising what and the projects that are underway.  It was suggested that most digitised materials will be going into institutional repositories, subject to the normal discovery services, and will not be “catalogued.”  (Action: AH, LL) 
d) *OCLC.  Report on February 2009 Members Council Meeting. Vic Elliott spoke to the paper included with the agenda.  He highlighted three issues; governance structure;  transfer of OCLC records;  new definition of OCLC membership.
The governance structure was outlined in the report – regional councils were thought to be better able to promote local concerns and issues;  improved representation on the global council;  4.5% on members council and 7% on global council; OCLC is not just a utility;  members were encouraged to attend the first regional council 6-7/9/09; the OCLC board includes non-members such as Clifford Lynch.
Policy for use and transfer of WorldCat records – a review board has been established, members are encouraged to respond to the recent online survey;  the policy distinguishes between commercial and non-commercial use;  it encourages attribution of OCLC WorldCat and the retention of the OCLC number and the link to the OCLC policy in the record;  cannot transfer records if you don’t have holdings against it;  there is no current restraint on access to the WorldCat catalogue, fully open access.
OCLC membership definition – governing members (formerly all who have holdings on OCLC, but now all who participate in Libraries Australia and Te Puna), members and participants.  The governing member category has now been eliminated because of the expansion in the numbers of these members;  broadened to include a range of intellectual contributions;  sharing materials expertise and content or metadata;  specific mention of respect for others’ intellectual property.  

There is now recognition that there is value in data which has not been copyrightable, and the OCLC push is into this area and an attempt to gain property rights over it – this should not be encouraged, and CAUL should resist the turning of such content into private information.  There was a similar controversy regarding ABN in 1987.  The re-use of OCLC records is covered in the Libraries Australia agreement and won’t change unless the agreement is changed.
e) Collections Council of Australia.  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.
g) *IFLA.  IFLA 2010, Brisbane, August 15-19. http://archive.ifla.org/IV/ifla76/index.htm  Keith Webster reported briefly on the organisational structure of the conference, shared between IFLA and the Congrex Group, with the local organising committee handling the social program and tours and organising satellite events.  The local committee will shortly be calling for volunteers to assist.
912. Forthcoming Meetings.  This item was not discussed.
c) CAUL Meeting 2009/2.  Sydney, 21-22 September 2009.  
d) CAUL Meeting 2010/1.  Canberra (tbc)
e) CAUL Meeting 2010/2.

CAUL Administration 

913. President’s Report.  A report from Andrew Wells was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed. 
914. CAUL Web Site Redevelopment.  This item was not discussed.
915. CAUL Finances.  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$/budget2008.xls and http://www.caul.edu.au/caul-doc$/budget2009.xls This item was not discussed.  
c) CAUL Budget 2009.  (Paper included) 
d) CAUL Budget 2008. (Paper included) 
e) CAUL Budget 2007.  (Paper included) 
916. Executive Officer’s Report.  A report from Diane Costello was included with the agenda.  This item was not discussed.
917. Other business.
Andrew Wells thanked all guest speakers and those who prepared presentations.  Thanks were also offered to Greg Anderson for hosting the event.
The meeting closed at 12.50pm

Members moved to lunch, to be followed by a tour of the Callaghan campus of the University of Newcastle.[image: image2.png]









1
1
CAUL Meeting 2009/1 – Newcastle –  2-3 April, 2009 - Minutes

