Evaluation of the 

Research Support Libraries Programme

Preliminary Evaluation: 

A review of the first round of funding 

in the light of programme objectives 

with recommendations for 

the second round of funding

The Tavistock Institute

Evaluation Development & Review Unit

30, Tabernacle Street

London EC2A 4UE

December, 1999

Contents

1.
Introduction: this study
2

2.
Overview: from Anderson Report to RSLP
3

3.
Access funding: an ongoing controversy
7

4.
Collaborative collection management: achieving the holy grail?
8

5.
Research support for humanities and social science collections: son of NFF or daughter of Anderson?
11

6.
Targeted retrospective conversion of catalogues: a footnote
14

7.
Recommendations: reinforcing the vision, a strategy for the second round of funding
15


Appendix 1: Interviews
21

1.
Introduction:  this study

This preliminary evaluation study of the first round of RSLP funding in the light of programme objectives was undertaken during late September and October 1999, by means of a review of available documentation and interviews with key individuals and representatives of a variety of stakeholder groups.  

The study finds that, while the programme management has successfully operationalised the main tasks set out in various programme founding JISC circulars, there is now a need to concentrate programme management on those strategic aims laid out the Anderson report which underlie programme conception.

It is recommended that the second round of programme funding concentrates on re-inforcing the strategic impact of the projects funded under the first round of funding; only funds new projects which offer clear additional strategic advantages; and funds a range of support and exploratory activities to fill out the strategic impact of the programme.

Documentation used in this study included the Anderson report, various HEFC circulars concerning the establishment of the programme, minutes and papers of the programme management and steering committees and the set of rejected and accepted project proposals.

Interviews included librarians in major holding libraries, specialist institutions, and learning resource centres, as well as librarians and archivists responsible for a variety of projects funded under the programme, and members of the RSLP steering committee itself, including the chair and programme director.

By its nature the fieldwork for such a study as this can only be partial and aimed at providing a snap shot at a particular time.  However, we are confident that a sufficiently wide range of voices and views with the HE library and archive community have been heard on which to make firm judgements.

A list of individuals interviewed in the course of the study is contained in an appendix.

2.
Overview: from Anderson Report to RSLP

The Anderson Report presented a number of themes which would be central to the Research Support Libraries Programme (RSLP) that eventually followed it.  These were:

· The development of national and regional strategies for library provision for researchers with the active collaboration of ‘national copyright libraries, university research libraries, the libraries and resource centres of the research councils, the larger public libraries and important libraries funded by learned and professional societies’

· Encouragement for HEIs to include within their information strategies coherent and transparent arrangements for providing research support and for aquistition and retention policies for both their own researchers and external readers.

· Establishment of a new division of labour between the British Library (BL) and the national libraries and HE as regards collection responsibilities

· Piloting of formal collaborative arrangements for collection management between libraries at a local and regional level

· Maintaining access, free at the point of use, for all researchers to collections held in HE, national and other research libraries, where necessary by the provision of financial compensation

In doing so the Anderson report moved on the Follett agenda in a number of important respects, namely:

· a shift from seeing the planning of provision as a library and librarian driven process to taking a more user led stance in identifying and prioritising areas for action.

· an emphasis on collaboration – regionally, disciplinary and cross-sectorally – as central to any long term approach to extending provision and access.

· provision for rewarding heavily used libraries for providing extensive external access in order to ensure the maintenance of such access and to allow other libraries to be able to plan on the basis of such access being maintained.

The RSLP programme itself formally addresses four areas:

· Supporting access to major holdings libraries - the allocation of funds to libraries to compensate them for the resource expenditure involved in servicing external researchers made according to a formula to be devised following an extensive survey of research-active staff and their post-graduate research students.

· Collaborative collection management projects - as demonstrations and exemplars of the Anderson Report strategy in practice, as ‘path-finding’ projects for subsequent initiatives (particularly as regards the tricky tasks of securing strategic commitment at the level of the HEI to innovative library strategies, maintaining formal partnerships and a clear division of labour between different organisations over time, managing across the HE/non-HE divide, and achieving adequate articulation of researcher needs so as to incorporate systematically research community input into decision making, and as important initiatives in their own right with direct consequences for specific researcher communities.  

· Research support for humanities and social science collections - not intended simply as continuation of the funding mechanism used under NFF, and with the key objective here (unlike NFF) of the development of whole areas of collecting.  

· Targeted retrospective conversion of catalogues - both intended as supporting aspects of wider projects and as a recognition that knowledge of existence is the first pre-requisite of access.  

Within the overall formal objectives of ‘taking pro-active steps to’:

· ‘sustain and enhance personal access to research resources’

· ‘extend collaborative arrangements for collection management’

· ‘increasing availability of information about the location of the uk’s rich information resources’

· ‘improve ability to navigate around important collections’

· ‘provide new technological and organisational arrangements to support the strategy’

In essence, RSLP, like its predecessor programme Non-Formula Funding for Special Collections in the humanities (NFF) but with rather different means, is concerned with special collections or, rather, the availability of library and archival resources for researchers.  In summary, the programme involves:

· Access funding – to secure continuing and widening access to research resources in libraries and archives

· Collaborative collection management – to encourage more cost-effective provision of library and archive research resources

· Research support for humanities and social science collections – to enhance access for targeted categories of material or material in specific disciplines and targeted categories
· The making of information on collections more widely available through digitisation – which is the basis of access.

However, there were an number of themes in Anderson which are not explicitly addressed in RSLP or are only touched upon tentatively – in part because of the limits of what can be achieved in a project-based, top-sliced funding programme, and in part because they were rightly being addressed in other fora – but which remain important to the any overall programme vision.  These are:

· Common acquisitions policies across multiple institutions

· National collecting strategies agreed across the HE/non-HE boundary.

It may to be the extent to which progress is made towards these more ambitious goals.  That is, the extent to which RSLP contributes to a re-ordering of holdings and access across and beyond the Higher Education (HE) library and repository system according to the Anderson Report schema of libraries of first, second and third resort - that the programme will eventually be judged.

Programme roll out

Programme roll out to date has covered all four areas of funding envisaged with a number of projects funded in the area of Collaborative Collection Management strand and a wide range of projects, all with a partnership dimension to them, in the arts, humanities and social sciences strand.  Access fund grants will shortly be announced.
  The set of projects funded is seen to be strong on inter-HE collaboration and in the areas of archaeology, geography, history, area studies and non-European languages.  The first round of funding is seen as weak on the involvement of public libraries and in the areas of European languages, literature and the social sciences generally.

There appears to be a great deal of happiness with the programme among the community, even among the critical there is a general welcome for a) continued funding for special collections/research support b) the content of individual projects and c) the fact that ‘something is being done’.  

It is also clear that the programme has ‘added value’ to many of the funded projects through its requirements and interventions between the first and second stage of proposal making also in a considerable number of areas as a condition of funding after the awards were announced.  This was a particularly important contribution in enhancing regional and national collaboration through promoting wider and more coherent partnerships.

However the programme roll out has also generated or, better, focused some attention on a number on areas which give rise to questioning even disquiet.  Taking these in no particular order (and acknowledging that these are largely systemic issues which also arise in other top sliced programmes):

· The process of engagement with academics through focus groups and consultation with disciplinary groups while welcome could only produce results of limited value given a) the difficulty of finding any grouping of academics sufficiently articulated  to allow a common position to be articulated and b) the absence of adequate agreed maps of potentially available resources for academics to engage with, choose among and set priorities - leading to a degree of scepticism among librarians about the usefulness of consulting academics.  Nevertheless the exercise did enhance the  legitimacy and credibility of the programme, identify some important project tasks and provide some comfort that the areas prioritised in the circular were generally on the right track.

· Project selection processes appear to have been as rigorous and careful as could be expected given the limited guidance the wider community could provide on priorities (as discussed in the previous paragraph).  On the face of it, given the consistent high ratings from multiple evaluators required for a project to be selected, it is likely that while some good projects may not have received funding all projects funded are worthwhile in some significant sense.   

· However, to the external eye, while it is clear how the funded proposals are in some significant sense ‘better’ or ‘more important’ than the non-funded, it is regrettable that there was not a feedback mechanism for funded and non-funded projects alike which made these judgements explicit, as this could have contributed to the overall ‘steering’ of the community.
  The unwillingness of some proposers to make requested adjustments to their bids in the second stage was also puzzling and the reasons for this might bear further reflection on by programme management.

· Part of the problem certainly lies with the ongoing approach to project budgets in HE top-sliced programmes.  Because no provision for overheads or any space for project-related development time is allowed in any project, individuals find it difficult to find time among their day to day responsibilities for time-consuming activities such as putting partnerships together, securing internal institutional support and preparing proposals.  This is exacerbated by the tendency of steering committees implicitly to welcome unrealistic budgets (in the name of ‘value for money’) where co-funding is composed of implausible proportions of staff time ‘in kind’
 and where provision for project management in no way reflects the real time involved in managing partnerships.  

· Further, as institutions become increasingly dependent on project based funding, long term maintenance of staffing levels for archives and special collections is becoming an increasing challenge precisely because first NFF and now RSLP are increasing the availability and thus the demand for specialist services.

3.
Access funding: an ongoing controversy

The arguments for and against compensation are well rehearsed but worth reprising here as the debate is still very much alive and, as it involves issues of principle, is unlikely to be resolved even after the three year RSLP trial is completed and evaluated.  

The access funding arrangement is perceived to have a number of strengths.  It addresses the very real burden placed on holdings libraries in providing services to external readers.  It reinforces and puts on a sounder footing the current presumption of open access for researchers across the whole HE library system changing a (theoretically) withdrawable privilege into a right; and the formula rewards holding libraries which have made additional efforts to be open to external readers.  

However, the arrangements are also widely perceived to have a number of weaknesses.  Most notably, these are: a scepticism that the Oxford, Cambridge and Senate House could ever seriously envisage curtailing access to external readers; a widespread view that while libraries in the oldest universities may need additional resources the wider institutions of which they are part of have had and continue to have significantly more than the average share of funding and resources; and a concern that the Anderson Report fails to recognise the equal but different burdens that many other libraries carry - such as, for example, the role of many of the new universities in acting as a holdings library for associated networks of FE colleges and in providing local study facilities for students of other universities and distance learners.

This discussion has two practical implications
:

· Firstly, it will be important for the programme to clarify what exactly the wider community is getting in return for the access funding provided to individual holdings libraries.  Among the benefits envisaged by librarians interviewed are: enhanced reader services (e.g. longer opening hours in repositories, recruitment of additional specialist staff, enhanced reading facilities); additional collection development (e.g. retro-conversion of catalogues, cataloguing of printed research collections and archives, preservation activities); outreach and educational activities concerning research collections; and more investment of time in collaborative activities with other institutions.

· Secondly, many holding librarians freely admit that their judgement on this strand of RSLP will be largely determined by the size of the sum that they are awarded, while ‘non-holding’ librarians are largely concerned with what concretely they will get in terms of improved access for their researchers in exchange for what they perceive to be ‘their money’.  This would suggest that not only will the ‘funding contract’ implied in the preceding paragraph be important but that the nature of the evaluation of the ‘contract’, that is, the credibility of the evaluation, will be critical to the community’s preparedness to extend such a funding mechanism beyond the programme period.

None of this, however, helps us elide the difficulty in accepting or rejecting compensation funding as a general principle.  In macro-policy terms there are broader decisions to be made for the long term as to what elements of access to specialist resources can be, and should be, funded centrally and what should be consistently considered to be local responsibility.  Achieving a degree of clarity about what is involved in such choices must be a central objective of the programme and ensuring that the necessary learning can be generated must be a strategic aim for the second wave of funding.  

4.
Collaborative collection management:  achieving the holy grail?

The collaborative collection management strand was developed around the idea of providing seed-funding to encourage innovative collaborative actions which could provide a demonstration of the benefits of collaboration to others.  As such it was intended to move the community nearer the ‘holy grail’ of collective collection management in the form of co-ordinated priority setting and co-ordinated acquisitions policies.  The strand is also driven by the general belief that ever increasing collaboration regionally and nationally is essential if the UK is to continue to provide world class research support within its limited resources.

However collaborative collection management is acknowledged to confront significant challenges, not least by:

· overcoming the resistance of academics to new access arrangements which mean discontinuing certain serials or areas of collecting; requiring travel; or requiring strategic choices to be made

· accepting the need for difficult decisions concerning retention or transfer as part of an effective pooling of sovereignty

· agreeing to eliminate certain overlaps through  clearer divisions of labour in acquisitions policies

· finding ways of collaborating across the HE boundary.

Regional strategies 

Overall the bids in this strand, which focused on regional developments, were thought to be few in number and sometimes disappointing in quality.  There are a number of likely reasons for this, all of which could be addressed to some extent in the second round of funding:

· The difficulties of engaging in joint projects with public libraries (see immediately below)

· The reality that many HEIs are not located in ‘regions’
 and that building regional relationships requires extensive preparation and lengthy lead times

· Insufficient encouragement was given for more tentative scoping or feasibility studies which could build institutional commitment

National strategies 

For many subjects regional provision is largely irrelevant given the small number of holdings libraries in the country.  While important first steps have been taken towards national collaboration strategies (often at the instigation of RSLP itself) the projects in this strand and the allied Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences strand remain largely characterised by the partial nature of their scope.  That is, while they deal with multiple related collections they do not necessarily address that area of collecting as a whole.

Research Councils – the missing link?

Part of the difficulty found in moving to addressing areas of collecting as a whole must lie in absence of sufficient dialogue with disciplinary communities in establishing strategic priorities.  Greater involvement of the relevant funding councils (AHRB and ESRC) in the development of collaborative collection management policies, as part of their broader remits in setting longer term research priorities, must be desirable.  

Working with public libraries – limits of the funding model

The somewhat disappointing response to the call for proposals in terms of collaboration with public libraries is probably more a function of the inadequacy of the available funding arrangements, rather than just a function of some lack of energy/time/imagination on the part of HE librarians, or, a just a reflection of a very limited track record of collaboration beyond the walls of HE (with a few honourable exceptions).

There are a number of limits to the funding model.  Firstly, and most importantly, the procedure by which RSLP funding can be secured in the expectation (i.e. hope) that suitable matching funding can then be found from national lottery sources or elsewhere places an unfeasible burden of uncertainty and risk on proposers and, particularly, on potential collaborating public sector librarians.  Secondly, while RSLP funds can, and to some extent will be, directly used in creative ways to support public library activities as part of HE-public library collaborations, the sophisticated manoeuvres required to exploit such opportunities are either beyond many of the HE librarians who would have to take the lead or are considered not worth the effort.

A workable funding model would require a strategic commitment to co-fund developments from a combination of HE and other public sector resources wherein HE partners in successful HE-public library bids would be guaranteed funding from HE sources and public library partners guaranteed from other sources.  This would require strategic agreement and co-working across the HE boundary but is both consistent with the tenor of the times (‘joined-up-government’ and all that) and potentially attractive to non-HE funders in guaranteeing substantial HE contribution to common purposes.

Such agreements would, of course, take time to arrange and negotiate and their pursuit has significant implications for the time commitments and deployment of the programme director.  Pursuit of such agreements also implies a more ‘political’ conception of the steering committee’s role and a more strategic use of the input of the non-HE members of the steering committee.

In the short-term exploratory projects which prepare the ground for subsequent initiatives could be a priority in the second round of funding (concentrating on things RSLP can fund – studies, mappings, design, electronic tools, management, ‘concertation’).  In particular, developing practical responses through collaboration to wider policy development, for example, linking RSLP’s concerns with research access to specialist resources more coherently to wider policy agendas concerning, for example, access to national heritage and access to life-long learning.  

Working with the British Library

Of equal importance is the relationship between the British Library (BL) and HE.  Ultimately, there would appear to be a widespread recognition within HE, and in the BL, that there will have to be movement towards a strategic compact between the BL and HE on the development of research collections in the UK.  (BL has been involved with the RSLP Steering Group from the outset and Professor Anderson sits on the BL board).  As partners or potential partners HE and the BL will need to overcome, respectively, the insularity and lack of a national cross-sectorial perspective which pervades the HE library sector on the one hand, and the inadequate communication of strategic intentions to (potential) external partners on the other.  More generally, HE and BL have to manage the tension by which HE is both a partner and a customer.

Again, these are not matters that can be resolved overnight but are amenable to practical exploration in specific projects and initiatives.  Building more extensive collaboration with the BL could be another priority for the second round of funding.  Realistically, the opportunity to explore such possibilities for wider collaboration probably lies with providing additional resources to those projects already funded in the first round of funding who wish to apply for such additional funding than with calling for new projects which fit certain collaborative criteria.

Building on the existing set of projects 

The foregoing analysis would suggest that the main emphasis in the second round of funding should be on reinforcing the existing set of projects, in part by asking them to bid to take on additional tasks, and, that any new projects in the area should be focused on addressing strategic gaps in the programme, such as collaboration with public libraries.  This theme is expanded upon in the subsequent sections and in the recommendations.

5.
Research support for humanities and social science collections:  son of NFF or daughter of Anderson?

At first glance the research support for humanities and social science collections strand of the programme seems the most clear and simple.  This strand continues on the previous work of the NFF programme while shifting the focus from particular collections to areas of collecting.

While NFF has not yet been formally evaluated, it is difficult to deny the significant research value of many of the individual projects funded by the programme nor the impact that programme had on an area which had had little serious investment for a generation.  One interviewee who was involved with NFF has suggested that the ‘success of NFF has not been sufficiently recognised nor publicised’ and one or two librarians with very extensive special collections would have been as happy with another NFF as with RSLP.  In short then, there is a case to be made that this strand should be welcomed as ‘more of the same’ and the focus of any review should be on extending the areas of collecting covered to include all of those prioritised in the consultation process and the original programme circular.

RSLP as a managed programme

However, this would be to run contrary to the overall objectives of RSLP as a ‘managed programme’; to the vision of some of the programme’s founders (‘RSLP is not another NFF’); and to the implicit distinctions that were made during the selection of projects in the first round of funding, when some proposals were considered better or more important than others.

For when we talk of some projects being ‘better’ and/or ‘more important’ than others we do so in relationship to more or less explicit underlying criteria of conceptual coherence, management strengths or partnership strengths, ‘value for money’, core tasks, potential spin-offs and so on.  However, as discussed above, making such judgements on the first round of funded projects has been highly reliant on finding areas of consensus between the judgements and instincts of a small number of experts only limited guidance from a sense of settled strategies and priorities in relevant wider communities.  Under such conditions the particular pre-occupations of the specific programme, the desire to manage towards strategic ends, will have effected the nature of the judgements as to ‘better’ and ‘more important’.

This in turn has created a certain tension in the nature of the funded projects in the research support for humanities and social science collections strand with the role of partnership and collaboration in these projects not always entirely clear.  Whilst it is true that any experiment with partnership is likely to have a range of spin-off benefits in other areas of collaboration, there is always a danger of promoting what are essentially parallel, unconnected initiatives under a single funding umbrella and mistaking this for integration.  Indeed, a number of observers question the contribution and necessity of partnership in this strand, what one interviewee has described as ‘the jolly old juxtaposition’ and another (in the context of different HEFC programme) has lampooned as ‘too many flowers blooming, lets pull up some weeds’.

Moving towards the Distributed National Resource (DNR)

Strategically what needs to concern us here is:

a) achieving clarity concerning the role (if any) individual projects in this strand are expected to play in achieving the overall strategic aims of RSLP and what types of support and intervention will be necessary to achieve that

b) the use which can be made of this particular set of projects to achieve strategic aims above and beyond projects’ specific agreed tasks.  

Concretely this requires clarity about a number of key relationships:

· Firstly, what can the role be of individual projects in achieving national collecting strategies in their area and what can the programme do the encourage this? 

· Secondly, what relationship, if any, should these projects (and associated activities in targeted retrospective cataloguing) have to other JISC initiatives in providing electronic, subject-based gateways, and how does this in turn relate to the digital integration of collection catalogues, the eLib electronic ‘clumps’ projects and the development of the DNER?

· Thirdly, how does engagement with the idea of the DNER move us towards addressing the broader idea of the Anderson report of a DNR? 

Clearly at the heart of the idea of the DNR must be some process(es) which concern changing (creating) academic perspectives of the resource landscape.  We have already discussed this above in terms of processes of mapping and of prioritisation through engagement between librarians and academics (in the form of disciplinary bodies, research councils and ad hoc groups).  What is at issue here is the specific opportunities for such engagement given the set of projects now selected for funding.

If this is where we wanted to go, would we have started here at all? 

RSLP, as with NFF before it, and as with other subject based initiatives in the development of electronic resources and teaching and learning materials, has laboured with the difficulty of not having adequately constituted and articulated academic communities to engage with, to align mutual strategies and to set joint priorities.  Indeed, some librarians perceive academics as constitutionally incapable of seeing beyond their own individual research agendas and continue to advocate librarian led collection development policies.

Whilst an important first step was taken through the RSLP focus group work with academic communities to some extent this process merely highlighted the partial ‘hit and miss’ nature of attempts to discover researcher needs and priorities.  Specifically, the focus group experience raises three important issues:

1. The difficulty in asking academics to set priorities/make choices in the absence of a clear map of potentially available resources,

2. The difficulty of finding groupings and organisations of academics which in some meaningful sense can speak on behalf of their disciplinary community, and 

3. The need to recognise that setting priorities cannot be a one-off task but needs to be a dialogue which takes place over time whereby librarians and academics mutually adjust collections policies and research and teaching strategies.

In the section on recommendations below we attempt to indicate how the programme might begin to address these issues.

6.
Targeted retrospective conversion of catalogues: a footnote

Targeted retrospective conversion of catalogues can be seen as simple technical corollary of the collaborative collection development and support for the arts, humanities and social science collections.  

However, there are a few wider issues raised by the development of this strand of the programme:

· While the total retrospective conversion of existing paper catalogues in U.K. libraries is an enormous task, it is a finite task which while expensive is perfectly feasible aim to achieve, say, within a generation, given sufficient public policy will.  HE alongside MLAC, BL and the public libraries needs to begin to plot its own wider strategies and priorities for this task of retrospective conversion and the occasion of the RSLP may be a good place to start the debate.

· Retrospective conversion of catalogues is not just a legacy issue but a whole new technical challenge when it comes to dealing with the diversity of cataloguing format in special collections and the need to create union catalogues.  Again, these technical challenges, which have been only partially addressed by other programmes to date, might benefit from some RSLP leadership.

Consideration of the greater access created by the availability of special collection catalogues online also draws our attention to two other matters:

· What is the relationship of increased access for teaching, learning and curriculum development?

· What are the knock-on consequences of increased access on preservation budgets and staffing levels? 

An attempt is made to address these among other issues in the section that follows.

7.
Recommendations:  reinforcing the vision, a strategy for the second round of funding

‘Managing the programme’

RSLP as a programme is at a critical stage in its cycle.  Effectively, the decisions made over the next few months about the second round of funding of projects and any adjacent expenditure decisions will determine the final shape and likely outcomes and impact of the programme.

The programme has already made considerable progress in operationalising its objectives through its selection of a robust and credible set of projects for funding in the first round, the vast majority of which will make important contributions to research support in their own individual right, and many of which should prove to be a catalyst for future partnership developments.

However, there is a sense that the programme now runs the danger of losing its way through focusing on managing the detail (how ever valuable the individual projects that make up that detail are).  This is a problem because most of the key tasks set for the programme by the Anderson report – engagement with users, inter-institutional partnerships, collaborative collection development, national collection strategies, partnership with public libraries and with the BL, demonstrations of better practice – have just begun, or only partially begun, and are unlikely to advance with momentum desired and required without active reinforcement by appropriate management strategies.

The main conclusion and recommendation of this study, therefore, is that the programme’s second round of funding should be managed in order to reinforce (and to some extent recapture) the strategic objectives of the programme.  If this analysis is accepted, this will require concentration of funding on:

1. Funding strategic activities which build upon the existing set of projects/partnerships established in the first round of funding

2. Putting strategic goals at the centre of any funding of new projects/partnerships.

In practice this is likely to mean:

1. In the case of existing projects/partnerships, encouraging projects (for instance in the Arts and Humanities strand) to expand their scope with additional funding for (say) mapping activities and processes of engagement with relevant academic communities; extended partnerships (particularly beyond the HE boundary); more ambitious and comprehensive collection development targets, and so on.  

2. In areas where there is a felt need, political or otherwise, that something must be funded (e.g. Wales or Northern Ireland, or, say, in European languages) funding should be made available (provided relevant conditions are fulfilled but without competitive bidding) for activities which directly address the Programme’s strategic priorities, that is, something of universal importance – a beacon, a demonstration (e.g. joint work with BL or with public libraries, regional collaborations or whatever).

The logic of this approach would require a shift in the second round from an open bidding procedure to a bidding procedure confined to existing projects; confined to very limited areas of activity and/or directly commissioned activities.  It will probably prove advantageous to make it clear to selected bidders that funds have already been earmarked for them in the second round provided they can meet certain criteria.

In effect this may mean sticking with the areas of archaeology, geography, history, area studies and non-European languages etc which were successfully funded under the first round and an abandonment of any attempt to  ‘plug gaps’ in areas such as European languages, literature, social sciences etc.  

If it is felt necessary still to make some progress in these latter areas because of their importance or pressing needs, or in order to maintain the integrity and spirit in which the focus group consultations were undertaken, there are a whole range of ‘ground clearing’ exercises which could profitably be funded for these areas (by commission rather than by competition).  These include mapping exercises, public consultations/dialogue with research councils, workshops on collaborative collection development possibilities, dialogues with those responsible for electronic resource discovery, and so on.

Inevitably, such a shift from an open-call bidding procedure may be seen as unfair to some disciplines, regions or institutions.  However, a programme of the scale of RSLP can not hope to achieve equity in its funding and any attempt to do so is likely to undermine the programme’s strategic impact.  Funding equity is properly a matter for JISC to take account of across their range of top-sliced programmes and over time.

Comments on the suggested foci of the second round of RSLP funding

Overall, as has been said, there is a need to focus on mobilisation and catalytic effects – linking demonstration projects to processes.  In this context there are a number of practical comments to be added on the foci of the second round of RSLP funding suggested above:

· All areas where projects have been funded might usefully be reviewed in terms of what a mapping exercise could add to access and collections management in that area.  The funded project partnership or elements of the partnership may or may not provide a suitable vehicle for that exercise – programme management would need to be opportunistic in this regard.

· Mapping should be seen as a process of engagement promoting collaboration in agenda setting and identifying development agendas across institutions and between librarians and academics.  An iterative approach with an emphasis on feedback and workshops and/or working parties is most valuable here.  Ideally, such exercises would involve leading roles disciplinary associations/groupings and receive co-sponsorship even co-funding from relevant research councils.

· The partnership element of projects in the support for humanities and social science collections strand could be critically reviewed in terms of their practical dynamic partnership content with a view to promoting more dynamic elements through funding additional collaborative activities (such as mapping exercises, other studies etc.) 

· The upper limit on funding for collaborative collection development projects might also be usefully reconsidered where there appears to be more scope for further seed funding of additional collaborative activities.  Priority here would be best given to extensions that increase public library or BL involvement.

· New projects which focus on new regional partnerships, partnership with public libraries or with the BL should be sought in areas identified as having received little funding (Wales, Northern Ireland, social science etc).  As said, the call should be limited and it should be made clear that funding is already earmarked provided conditions can be met.

Overall priority should be given to enhancing projects and seeking new projects which can provide sustainable demonstrations of better practice of relevance to other disciplinary areas.  More generally, priority should be given to activities which engage key partners such as research councils and the BL in moving towards national collection strategies.

Outstanding issues (clearing ground for further action): 

There are a number of important aspects to the development of the research support libraries that the current programme has only touched upon.  All of these will be important to future research support library policy but most in the main cannot realistically be addressed within the budget envelope and timeframe of the current programme.  Nevertheless, there are important ‘ground clearing’ exercises which could and probably should be begun within the lifetime of this programme.  These outstanding issues are: 

· Collaborative collection development: Outside of specific projects (e.g.  on ethnic minorities, on foreign law) little preliminary work is being done to establish the potential ground and need for collaborative collection development in a range of difficult, minority or highly specialist areas where there will never be room for more that a handful of holding libraries/repositories and a not much  larger number of research centres.  As with the important exception (and example) of the audio-visual area there is great scope here to commission scoping and feasibility studies in a wide range of areas (indicated in the range of first round bids but not currently receiving funding) and, as with the suggestions put forward for mapping exercises above, these studies could incorporate an element of engagement with user and partner communities.

· The content of RSLP, by design, does not address the areas of science, technology and medicine (STM).  However, these areas will need addressing in time and the programme has an opportunity to begin to look at some of the issues involved and what can be learnt from the initiatives in the arts, humanities and social sciences.  Organising some sort of working conference for these areas in due course may be a way forward here.  

· Provision of increased access to research collections has profound implications for teaching and learning strategies and curriculum development.  Research libraries and archive repositories are facing increasing demands to provide access for project work to students on thought courses and ‘lifelong learners’ and to support curriculum development.  Inevitably, as holdings become more accessible through better availability of catalogues this will in turn generate new levels of demand.  While support for teaching and learning is not an aim of RSLP it will be, in part, a consequence of RSLP.  Again, some preparatory work to chart future directions would be appropriate here.  And, if it were felt to be a sufficient priority, it is likely that at least some of the currently funded project partnerships would be interesting in developing this dimension within the context of those projects.

· Action on serials remains as a key challenge for advancing collaborative collection management.  CURL reports, for example,  the great difficulties in even reconciling the very different ways in which HE libraries describe their serials holdings while academic acceptance of co-ordinated acquisitions policies remains the librarians’ holy grail.  Again, this is an area in which more strategic emphasis on demonstration projects, experiments and ground clearing exercises would be very valuable.

Overall then, what is being advocated here again is more emphasis of the commissioning of studies and other supporting activities, and more emphasis on exploiting programme outputs in the second round of funding as well as further integration of wider strategic agendas into the current set of funded projects.

Other recommendations

There are a number of other general recommendations that do not neatly fit into any of the foregoing:

· Attaching conditions to access funding

In order to directly support improvements to external reader services; reinforce the strategic vision of the Anderson report; make the funding instrument more susceptible to meaningful evaluation; increase transparency and legitimacy; and clarify the grounds for any extension of the funding arrangements beyond the programme period, it is important that there is clarity concerning the uses to which access funds will be put and the degree to which they will be directly used to support external reader services or to increase overall research support.  In the first instance, this should mean that access funds are ‘ring-fenced’ in HEI budgets for the stated purposes and that HEIs are asked to indicate the precise use of the funds in a fashion that is in principle auditable.  However, in order to encourage innovation, the range of purposes to which access funds can be put should permissive at least in the early years so that a profile of the range of potential benefits can be built up.

· Long-term funding for research support and special collections

RSLP, and NFF before it, raise but only partially address/indicate the strategic choices implicit in thinking about long term funding mechanisms for research support and research collections.  Effectively, this revolves around choices concerning what comes from the centre and what must be supported locally.  Hitherto, as with many things in HE, these choices have been made implicitly or by default.  It would be vainglorious to even try to suggest what the dimensions of those choices could be but it is important to recognise at this juncture that RSLP as a programme can make a large contribution to clarifying the grounds of such future strategic choices.  Hence the importance of ensuring that the programme goes beyond just funding projects to testing/experimenting with meaningful models of funding and provision.

· Strategically addressing supra-HE issues

Finally, the Anderson vision, RSLP as a programme and RSLP’s component projects throw up a range of strategic challenges which are not susceptible to resolution at the level of HE alone.  These include practical aspects of the need for national strategies for mapping (collection level descriptions), for divisions of labour in collection development, for retro-conversion of catalogues, for union catalogues of catalogues and so on which can only be established in partnership with other stakeholders such as BL, public libraries, county record offices, NHS libraries, private (corporate) libraries and the libraries and repositories of various charitable bodies.  Beyond this, there is a need for sustained examination of wider issues such as how research libraries relate to wider public policy agendas of life-long learning; national heritage and ‘the networked society’.

RSLP can continue to address these matters through continued collaboration with non-HE partners and practical experimentation in various projects.  However, there is also a need to bring the example and experience of the programme more to the forefront of wider public debates particularly by engaging with (that is, lobbying) policy makers at the DfEE, DCMS and active collaboration with MLAC in wider policy development.
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� And the community waits with bated breath.


� Clearly this task could not have been added to the burden of the already stretched programme manager, but perhaps it could have been divided up between management committee members?


� What good of is .2 of X’s time when X has already sold herself twice over elsewhere?


� That is, beyond the innate pleasure in arguing the toss on this one once again.


� For HE libraries, Manchester is a region, the West of England is not.  Scotland is an integrated region, Wales less so.
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