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RIN Consultative Group for Librarianship and Information Sciences

NOTE FROM THE TWELTH MEETING – 19 February 2010 
Action points in italics
Present:

Jan Wilkinson (University of Manchester) (Chair)

Simon Bains (University of Edinburgh) 
Ellen Collins (Research Information Network)
Sally Curry (Research Information Network)
Wayne Connolly (Newcastle University) 
Stéphane Goldstein (Research Information Network)
Michael Jubb (Research Information Network)
William Kilbride (Digital Preservation Coalition)
Peter Morgan (University of Cambridge)  
Wayne Sime (Royal Soc Med)
Stephen Smith (University of York) 
Judy Wright (University of Leeds) 
Apologies

Martin Bellamy (Culture and Sport Glasgow)

Andrew Booth (University of Sheffield)

Paul Clough (University of Sheffield)

Sue Cumberpatch (University of York)

June Hedges (University College London) 

Anne-Marie James (University of Birmingham)

Philip Payne (Birkbeck College)

Janet Peters (Cardiff University) 

Daniella Petrelli (University of Sheffield)

Monica Schraefel (University of Southampton)
Paul Vetch (Kings College London) 

	1.
	Minutes of the meeting of 7 October 2009  (paper RIN/LIS/10/01)

	
	These were approved, subject to a correction in the attendance list regarding William Kilbride’s institution.
	

	
	

	2.
	Matters arising   

	
	From item 5 – RIN report on barriers to access

The group noted that RIN had briefly presented this report at the SCONUL Access Group.
	

	
	

	3.
	Proposition for the future of the RIN  (paper RIN/LIS/10/02)

	
	Background
The decision not to renew RIN funding was taken in the context of HEFCE’s difficult financial situation; consequently, all HEFCE-funded special initiatives, including JISC, are being cut back, in some cases severely.
RIN has started to engage in consultations about its future, and it is noteworthy that most interlocutors have been very supportive of RIN’s role; there is a widespread view that RIN should continue to exist, albeit with a modified scope, and on the basis of providing a clear service proposition. RIN is also likely to have to change its status. Moreover, beyond mid-2011, the British Library will no longer provide RIN with free accommodation and support services; the relationship with the BL will change accordingly. RIN is thus investigating the possibility of alternative hosting arrangements.
The paper outlines different possible models for generating revenue, all of which would require a significant departure from the way that RIN currently operates. It follows that RIN will not realistically be able to continue as a significant research commissioning agent, and may consequently need to scale itself down. RIN has committed itself to develop the advanced draft of a credible business plan in time for the June meeting of the Advisory Board; professional advice will be sought to assist with this task. If it transpires that RIN is unable to develop a viable business proposition, it will need to start planning for a wind-down. In this eventuality, the BL, as host organisation and employer of RIN staff, would play a determining role.
	

	
	The future RIN model
In discussion, the Group expressed its dismay at HEFCE’s decision, which it felt to be ill-informed and untimely.
There was some interest in how RIN might have envisaged its future had it gone through a successful review this year. It is fair to assume that RIN would, in these circumstances, have sought to persuade its funders to use it in a more strategic way than has been the case in the past. The issue remains relevant, inasmuch as RIN will need to think carefully about the business offering that it can make to research funding organisations, among others, in future. 
The independence and authority of RIN has been a critical factor in its credibility, and members strongly agreed that this must remain a major element in its future value proposition. The Group recognised that this independence might be undermined if, in the course of re-focusing as a service deliverer, RIN were to be seen to become subservient to some of its customers. Some on the Group were concerned that even a subscription-based model could adversely affect RIN’s independence.
Members asked about the views of publishers regarding RIN’s prospects. The Group noted that publishers had already indicated that they are sympathetic, and may even provide a measure of financial support, but this again raises issues of independence. Accepting funds from individual commercial publishers could be particularly awkward – it would be more appropriate in these circumstances to seek funding from representative bodies such as the Publishers Association or ALPSP – but it is the case that, unlike many of those that they represent, such bodies are not cash-rich. 
An alternative to paid-for service delivery would be to extend the current model by seeking core funding from other sources, in the UK and beyond. However, there is uncertainty about the potential represented by such sources of financial support. Securing funds in such an open-ended way is likely to be difficult, although RIN will look for opportunities, for instance with charitable trusts. At present, RIN is assuming that it will need to resource itself through a mixed economy, founded on a blend of service delivery, core funding, running events and possibly – if it becomes a membership organisation – subscriptions. This, of course, would be challenging in currently difficult economic circumstances. Members noted that the Digital Preservation Coalition (DPC) has much experience in running itself as a membership organisation, and could therefore provide some valuable insights.  
It was proposed that RIN seeks external expert advice on fundraising – although before that, market research would have to be undertaken, also with external expertise, in order in the first instance to evaluate possible demand for the RIN offering. 
	· RIN Executive Team to take on board the views of the Group when formulating ideas about the new RIN business offering.

	
	Service delivery
The Group considered what future RIN services might provide the greatest level of cost-benefit. To date RIN has added value through such work as policy development, dissemination activities and the interpretation and analysis of research findings – but such activities may not be sufficient to sustain RIN durably in future. Its fundamental offering, upon which its authority is ultimately founded, has been its capacity to commission research and derive high-quality outputs from this. This suggests that RIN’s future may be dependent on developing a research capability of its own. Such a capability might be heightened by establishing a working partnership with one or more relevant organisations.
At a fundamental level, the policy-oriented research that RIN undertakes is more than about libraries and universities: it underpins the drive to national economic success and well-being. It was suggested that the RIN offering, as an organisation that helps promote the research endeavour, could therefore be pitched at a high policy level. However, RIN’s experience is that decision-makers and policy-makers at such a level are notoriously difficult to reach and influence. 

Members reflected on whether RIN’s role as a provider of intelligence, perhaps through privileged access (as in the case of DPC) and as an influencer of policy, in the context of a subscription-based model, might represent a viable source of income. RIN’s vantage position, straddling many different constituencies in the information environment, could be an important asset in helping to convey intelligence across boundaries and to foster relationships – including beyond academia (although there are also risks associated with overstretch if RIN seeks to extend its scope too far).
	

	
	

	4.
	Transitions in scholarly communications   (paper RIN/LIS/10/03)

	
	The Group noted with interest the agreement to take forward, collaboratively, a portfolio of projects – the first of which, on the dynamics of improving access, is about to get off the ground. The second project, on gaps in and barriers to access, will shortly be the subject of an invitation to tender – the specification is being finalised now. The third project, possibly the most consensual, on transitions to e-only publishing, will be initiated later this year.
The Group considered the conclusions from the Overcoming Barriers report, and noted the risk of the recommendations not being taken forward. Members also pointed to the relationship between that report and the upcoming work on gaps in and barriers to access. Members recognised the validity of the conclusions, but the real challenge is how to implement them and join them up in a way that is meaningful to users. Members enquired whether the recommendations might be turned into a charter that could be signed up to. It was felt also that there is some prospect for organising workshops, perhaps in association with such fora as the SCONUL Access Steering Group.

The Group considered the gaps in access specification. It was suggested that the study could usefully delve on the implications of transnational research and the differential levels of access for researchers working across national boundaries. It was noted that even within the UK, such problems can occur between institutions. 

The Group noted that the forthcoming DPC event on e-Journals are Forever?, on 26 April, could be an opportunity for setting out the results of this research. 
	

	
	

	5.
	The relevance of FoI legislation to researchers – next steps for RIN   (oral)

	
	Members were reminded about RIN’s awareness-raising activities in this area, which had been initiated a couple of years ago at the behest of the Group. The question now is whether and how RIN might build on this and take the agenda forward in a practical sense. It was agreed that there is sense in pursuing matters collectively, involving organisations with which RIN has had discussions on the subject, such as JISC Legal and the HE/FE Information Compliance Group.  A number of suggestions were aired:

· Building on the guidance being compiled by Duncan Tanner* (Bangor University) with the aim of producing on short briefing note on the relevance of FoI to researchers.
· Ensuring that FoI features in the work being undertaken under the auspices of RIN with regards to information-handling training for postgraduate students.
· Looking at the issue from the opposite perspective of provision of information held by universities; the controversy surrounding the loss of climate change data at the University of East Anglia underlines the topicality and importance of this point.
At this stage, however, it is not yet clear if there is a case for running a further workshop.
	· RIN Executive Team to continue consulting its partners to establish what further activities might be most appropriate in this area.

	
	
	

	6.
	RIN update   (paper RIN/LIS/10/04)

	
	The Group noted progress with RIN activities. Members asked about the proposed study on e-theses – which, if it does take place, would not be initiated until autumn 2010 – and the ongoing project on the value of data centres, expected to be completed in May.
There was an enquiry about whether access to video material had featured in any of RIN’s work. This has not been touched upon by RIN so far, but the issue might be worthy of investigation in future.
	

	
	

	7.
	Other business

	
	The Group noted the ongoing DCMS consultation on harvesting/archiving of freely available web content, with its response deadline set for 1 March.
	· RIN Executive Team to endeavour to respond to the consultation


Date of next meeting: Friday 28 May, 13:30 – 15:30
* Note: sadly, since the meeting, we have found out that Duncan Tanner died very unexpectedly; we had not been able to contact him earlier in the year, so we do not know at this stage how far he had got with his work on the guidance. 
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