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Introduction

The Library Review was instigated by Council at the end of 2009, initially as a Library
Acquisitions Review, to help ensure that the Geological Society’s library collections and
services continue to be developed over the coming years in a sustainable way. The
commitment of Council to the future of the library, shared by the Review Group, is
predicated on the belief that the library collections - enhanced by the information
services which depend on them, the expertise of the staff, and sets of rich supporting
metadata - constitute a unique, nationally and internationally important resource, which
is one of the jewels in the crown of the Society.

To make the best use of this major asset, development of the library must be sustainable
both strategically and financially.

Strategic drivers for long term development of services and collections include the
evolving needs of the Fellowship, and rapid and fundamental changes in the wider
library and information services environment. In conducting this review, we have been
guided by the Society’s overall strategic objectives, in particular:

maintaining and building a world class geoscience library and map collection;

pursuing excellence of content and accessibility of the Society’s website and other online
resources;

developing and supporting new and existing Specialist Groups;

collaborating with other specialist bodies in the UK to pursue common aims;
diversifying income streams;

protecting and developing existing income streams;

maintaining and developing an expert and professional staff;

growing Fellowship and promoting the Society throughout academia and industry.

The decision to carry out a Library Review was also driven in part by financial
considerations, as made clear in the Terms of Reference set for the Review Group by
Council (see Appendix 1 for Terms of Reference and membership). Consideration of the
Society’s broader financial position and priorities is outside the remit of the Review
Group. However, as a result of the transparent way in which we have chosen to conduct
our review, we are conscious that this report to Council will also be read by a wider
audience. With this in mind, it may be helpful to provide some context and briefly to
review the library’s finances in recent years.

In seeking to deliver against its strategy, the Society is undertaking new activities, and
has ambitions to do more. The Society is also obliged to meet significant recurrent
building costs associated with our leasehold. Furthermore, while some major income
lines have been relatively robust during the recession, others have suffered, and there is
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increased recognition that the Society must do more to ensure its continuing financial
security. These and other considerations have led to close examination of income and
expenditure across all areas of activity, to ensure that income potential is maximised and
that resources are deployed as efficiently as possible.

Library expenditure has risen considerably in recent years. In setting the budget for
2010, Council and its reporting committees were faced with some difficult choices, and
agreed a number of savings which it recognised could not be achieved painlessly.
Among the options considered was to keep the library acquisitions budget at the actual
2009 expenditure level, rather than to agree the proposed increase. Council recognised
that to do this without first investigating in detail how it would be achieved, and what
would be the long term effect on the collections, could cause lasting damage to the
library collection and services, and endanger delivery of longer term objectives. Instead,
it decided to approve the increased expenditure, and to establish a working group to
look at acquisitions policy, to assist with strategic decision making about the library and
to inform future years’ budgets. In starting this work, the Review Group concluded that
it was not meaningful to submit a report considering acquisitions in isolation from other
aspects of the library. It sought new, broader terms of reference, and these were agreed
by Council in June 2010.

Outturn figures for core direct library expenditure and income in 2005-2009 (and budget
figures for 2010) are as follows:

Year Expenditure (£k) Income (£k)
Acquisitions ! | Staff Other
2005 100 165 472 29
2006 98 163 34 30
2007 95 180 37 31
2008 127 199 603 30
2009 138 202 35 24
2010 (budget) | 157 224 40 27
Notes:

1. Acquisitions include capital expenditure on hard copy journals, books, maps and binding,
plus licence costs for electronic journals.

2. Includes £19k for electronic cataloguing work. In subsequent years, these were
considered special project costs, and are not included here.

3. Includes exceptional costs of scanning the Murchison notebooks.

viii. Beyond noting that direct costs have risen considerably, while direct income (from

library services) has remained relatively static, the Review Group did not conduct any
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detailed analysis of the library’s finances. In particular, we did not attempt to attribute
to the library any proportion either of income from Fellowship and Corporate Affiliate
subscriptions, or of indirect costs such as overheads and support staff; and we did not
review the use of restricted funds for library expenditure, though our understanding is
that this is limited in scope. We assume that Council, with the support of Management
and Finance Committee (MFC), has these matters under effective control.

We note that there have been two reviews of aspects of the library in the past decade. In
2005, a working group chaired by Bernard Leake focused both on governance and on the
scope for digitisation and electronic access projects (leading to completion of the
electronic library catalogue and map index, and informing the establishment of the Lyell
Collection). In 2000, Magda Czigany, a former Chief Librarian at Imperial College
carried out an independent review, which focused on staffing and services. The last
comprehensive library review was undertaken in 1985/6.

The external environment

All libraries are different, but there are some common trends and drivers. There is some
high quality research providing intelligence on these issues, particularly reports from
RIN (Research Information Network). (Michael Jubb, Director of RIN, was interviewed
as part of the review process.)

Technology and its uses are rapidly evolving, and so are the ways people use
information and data - even the times of day at which people access content are
changing. But these changes in behaviour will not be uniform. They will vary
considerably with age (though of course this is not to suggest that all people of similar
age will behave similarly), with employment sector and industry, and with many other
factors.

Across universities and other institutions, scholarly and specialist libraries are
reassessing their roles, and how they can most effectively add value. Increasingly, in-
house catalogues which are made available over the internet are being indexed by
Google. As aresult, users are more likely to use Google as a catch-all search tool, rather
than to use library-specific search facilities in their own right. Some libraries have no
hard copy content, and others are moving in that direction. Collaboration across
libraries is no longer a luxury - it is essential.

GSL is one of a very small number of world class geoscience libraries. In the UK, BGS
and NHM are the most significant other ones. There are fundamental library reviews
going on in both, and BGS’s library service has recently been restructured as part of a
wider NERC initiative. (Internationally, USGS is also considering a fundamental review
of library service provision.) Other significant Earth science libraries are at Oxford and
Cambridge universities (and possibly others such as Manchester), and at the National
Museum of Wales (for maps). The Review Group did not make as much progress as it
hoped in identifying such libraries and finding out about their collections. The Society
might consider continuing this line of inquiry in taking matters forward.
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What we did

The Library Acquisitions Review Group (known from June 2010 as the Library Review
Group) first met in February 2010. Four more meetings were held, and there was further
discussion by email throughout the process.

Much of the work of Review Group has related to the gathering and analysis of
information. In February and March, Fellows were invited to complete a questionnaire
about the Society’s library collections and services, and their own use of library and
information services, and around 100 responses were received, mostly from active users
of the library. Forms were provided in the library and users were encouraged to record
the books and journals they used, so that (necessarily partial) data could be gathered on
the use of hard copy materials on site, and these were considered alongside more
reliable sets of data relating to electronic usage, physical loans and photocopy requests.
The staff were consulted, and several interviews were conducted with individuals from
other institutions. (The Review Group identified other potential interviewees, but did
not manage to speak with all of them.) Comment from Fellows and other library users
was welcomed throughout the process. A Town Hall meeting was convened in October,
to allow Fellows to review and comment on emerging conclusions, and an early draft of
this report was made available for comment online.

Selected information gathered during the review is attached:

¢ Questionnaire (Appendix 2)

e Analysis of questionnaire results (Appendix 3)

e Analysis of ‘quick sheets” recording on site book and journal use (note that these
data are very partial, capturing perhaps 20% of total usage) (Appendix 4)

e Analysis of photocopy requests (Appendix 5)

e Analysis of current library staff time deployment (Appendix 6)

¢ Informal note of interview with Michael Jubb (Director, RIN) (Appendix 7)

¢ Informal note of discussion with NHM staff (Appendix 8)

e Informal note of discussion with Helen Pain (Director, Membership Services, Royal
Society of Chemistry) (Appendix 9)

e Specific suggestions arising from consultation during the review process (Appendix
10)

Further data are available on request.

What we learned

The services offered, the breadth and depth of the collections, and the expertise and
helpfulness of the staff are all highly valued by those who use the library. It is used in
very different ways by different users - as library of first choice, as library of last resort,
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and in many other ways (notably as library of “second resort” - users will come to the
Geological Society if their home library does not have what they want).

A number of misconceptions about the review process came to light during the later
stages of consultation - for example, that it was intended to introduce charges for
Fellows’ access to the library, or that there was a wish to reduce the total library budget
by 20% through cutting journal subscriptions. This report should lay these fears to rest.
The Review Group is committed to the continued development of the library, and is
confident that Council shares this view.

It is vital that Council works to carry the confidence of the Fellowship as the
recommendations are implemented, is transparent in its decision making, and continues
to keep Fellows informed.

The review process was valuable in developing discussions with NHM and BGS, which
are ongoing, building on existing inter-library contact and informal cooperation.

This is a period of transition - but the Society cannot afford to wait and see what is the
outcome. Doing nothing is not an option.

Principles

The work of the Review Group has been founded on the Society’s strategic aims and
objectives, rather than simply following what is happening in other libraries. In
particular, the varied and changing needs of the Fellowship have driven our discussions
and recommendations.

Fairness has been a guiding principle - but agreeing criteria for fairness is not a
straightforward matter. For example, should charges be made for a service which is
used by a minority, but which is particularly valuable to those who are physically
distant from the Society? It could be considered unfair on those individuals to make
such a charge - or unfair on the majority who do not use the service to spread the cost
evenly among all Fellows.

We have also kept in mind the charitable status of the Society, and the need therefore to
provide and demonstrate public benefit. The library does this in many ways, both by
supporting the work of Earth scientists who deliver such benefits, and through its
custodianship of a nationally important collection.

The Review Group has drawn a distinction between rare or unique material, which is
often old and only exists in hard copy, especially the map collection (a valuable resource
for the Society, which we have a duty to safeguard for use by future generations) and
new journal material (which is useful and important but can often be obtained through
other means). A key question is how we can generate more value from our unique
assets - rare content, and the skilled library staff. There is a stand-out case for a
significant map scanning project (discussed below), which has already attracted
considerable support from Council.
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A distinction has also been drawn between commercial work (where more value might
be generated) and academic or private research. However, there is no proposal to
charge for usage by any Fellows (with the exception of offsite access to third party online
journals - see below). They can quite legitimately use the library for their own
commercial work.

The Review Group’s presumption has been that the range and availability of services
should be grown, and that the disadvantage to those who cannot easily visit in person
should be minimised. The Society should continue to invest in the library, while
recognising that this must be done in a financially sustainable way.

Recommendations of the Library Review Group

Finance

The library should not be expected fully to “pay its way’. It will remain a cost centre,
and is worthy of continuing sustainable investment by the Society. It is the source of
key membership services, and is a benefit both to the Fellowship and to society at large.
The costs of the library are partially offset by income which it generates, and the Review
Group believes that there is considerable scope to develop existing and new income
streams.

a. The Society should aim to grow the net amount by which income offsets library
expenditure (and therefore the ‘bottom line” of the library) relative to the 2011 library
budget by at least £35k in 2012, £70k in 2013, and £105k in 2014, through a
combination of growing existing and new income lines, and cost savings. The
Review Group hopes very much that as much of this as possible can be achieved
through income generation, so that difficult cost savings can be minimised, and so
that the range and scope of services offered can be grown rather than reduced. It
urges Council to develop its strategy accordingly. If savings must be made, every
effort should be made to minimise the impact on services and availability of content
to Fellows and other users.

b. Some specific recommendations and suggestions for income generation and cost
savings are identified here. The list is not intended to be prescriptive, nor is it
exhaustive, but is offered to provide some options for Council, and to stimulate
further thinking. Most of these are addressed in more detail in other sections of the
report:

e Identify and sell duplicate books and journals (one-off income - an exercise
which is already underway).
e Charge Fellows for off-site online access to third party journals (see 2.b).

e Charge Corporate Affiliates for library usage over an agreed threshold (see
2.e).



e Actively market chargeable use of the library to commercial users who are
neither Fellows nor Corporate Affiliates (see 2.f).

e Capture and sell online scanned electronic map data - initially GSL content,
and later perhaps others’ material. This could be a significant new income
source (see section 7).

e If any journal subscriptions are to be cancelled, the Society should focus on
those with a high “cost per usage’, i.e. those with a high cost but which are
rarely used. Analysis carried out during the review suggests that it would be
possible to continue to provide users with pay-per-view (or inter-library
loan) access to many of these journals in place of continuing subscriptions,
while still saving most of the cost of subscription, minimising the impact on
users (see section 4).

c. The Review Group encourages Council to continue to develop new ideas for novel
ways to generate financial value from the library content and services, and the
expertise and knowledge of its staff, further to those identified above. Innovative
thinking regarding library finances should remain at the heart of the library strategy.

d. The Society’s library and information services should be actively and creatively
promoted to new potential markets, outside the existing Fellowship and Corporate
Affiliate base, across academia, industry and government. For example, it may be
that searches of the Society’s own library holdings, or of wider metadata sets, can be
marketed to local government in support of searches associated with planning
applications. Such novel projects may best be explored in partnership with other
organisations more used to these audiences, such as BGS (see section 6, below).

e. There may be potential for attracting grants to the library as an important national
archive, particularly with regard to capital investment in major projects. However,
applying for such grants usually involves considerable work, and does not
guarantee success. Care should be taken that constraints on income which might
otherwise be generated do not outweigh the value of any grants received.

f.  Prices, pricing models and business models for new and existing library products
and services should be set by Management and Finance Committee (MFC), the
reporting committee of Council responsible for these matters across all areas of GSL
activity. In doing so, MFC should seek the advice of the Library Advisory
Committee (LAC) and Information Management Committee (IMC).

Fellowship/Corporate Affiliate access

Some Fellows use the library space, collections and services frequently. Others use it
less often, while many do not use it at all. Similarly a few Corporate Affiliates make
heavy use of library services, while others use it rarely, if ever. Consequently the cost to
the Society, both in staff time and in content costs, primarily reflects the activities of a
community of frequent library users which is numerically relatively small, but which is
active and valued. The Review Group discussed at length options for different



entitlement and pricing models. In general, the Society has adopted the principle that
Fellows are entitled to a standard package of benefits, irrespective of whether they make
use of these, rather than charge a reduced fee for a core set of benefits, with a menu of
additional chargeable options - though there are exceptions such as additional GSL
journals and the Full Book Collection in the Lyell Collection.

a. Fellows should continue to receive unrestricted access to library services as part of
their standard entitlements, with the exception of off-site online access to third party
journals (currently made available free of charge).

b. A modest charge for Fellows’ off-site access to third party online journals via the
Athens system should be introduced in 2012, increasing to achieve full cost recovery
by 2014. At current usage levels and prices, and assuming no further journals are
made available in this way, this would work out at less than £50 per subscriber in
2014. Some Fellows are keen for the range of journals available off-site to be
increased - this should be conditional on growing the number of paying subscribers,
so that the service can be kept cost neutral. (For the avoidance of doubt, there is no
suggestion that Fellows” entitlement to free online access to a GSL journal of their
choice, through the Lyell Collection, be withdrawn.)

c. Analysis should be done to establish how many students currently use off-site
Athens access, with a view to offering it to students free or at low cost if the financial
impact is not too great. This would be a significant benefit and a powerful attractor
to membership, particularly to those at institutions whose libraries lack key material.
Exposure to this valuable service would also encourage them to subscribe to it after
graduation. (In connection with this proposal, work is also underway to offer the
Full Book Collection within the Lyell Collection free to students, assuming the
financial impact is affordable - though of course this matter is outside the remit of
the Review Group.)

d. The Review Group considered and rejected the idea that a ‘library plus’ subscription
option should be introduced, which would allow Fellows unrestricted access to the
library, with more limited entitlements for those paying only the standard
subscription fees. In order to recover a significant proportion of the costs due to
Fellows’ use of the library, this supplementary fee would have to be set at a level
which would be considered unacceptably high by most active users - in practice, it is
more likely to drive down usage levels than to raise income. Any future proposal to
introduce such a charge should be considered only as a last resort, and tested very
thoroughly, with extensive consultation of the Fellowship.

e. Corporate Affiliates should be entitled to use the library up to a defined level, as part
of their standard subscription payment. Further use over and above this level
should be charged, with a view to full cost recovery for this usage (possibly phased
in over three years). The level at which charges are introduced may depend on the
size (and therefore affiliateship subscription level) of the company. It might be
decided to waive such charges for those companies which already provide a very
high level of financial support to the Society through the Corporate Affiliate scheme
and in other ways. Similarly, Corporate Affiliates could be encouraged to sponsor



new projects (such as map scanning - see section 7 below), and their library usage
costs might then be waived for the period of the project. Evidence gathered during
the review suggests that active users of the library from this group recognise the
great value they derive for relatively little cost, and the aim should be to establish a
pricing model which remains good value for the users while allowing the Society to
make the provision of these services financially sustainable. The Development and
Fundraising Committee must be involved in agreeing the detail of this proposal.
Additional income generated as a result of any changes to the entitlements/charging
structure for Corporate Affiliates should be counted as library income.

f.  The Review Group suggests that simple enquiries for commercial use might
reasonably be charged to non-Fellows at a minimum price of £10, say, for queries
which can be resolved within five minutes, with further charges for additional work.
It should be possible to price GSL services, drawing on our valuable content,
metadata and staff expertise, at rates highly competitive with commercial
consultancy services. Further work is required to establish a charging structure
which will be supported by the market while generating appropriate levels of
income to the Society. As well as applying these charges to Corporate Affiliates
whose use of the library passes some threshold, the service could be actively
marketed to companies without affiliate status. An enquiry sold in this way might
be as simple as a catalogue search, leading to opportunities for further selling. It
would also incentivise those who come into contact with the service to join as
Fellows or Corporate Affiliates.

Data gathering

Considerable work was done early in the review process to gather data regarding usage
and holdings, and to collate or capture electronically records which were held only on
paper, as the Review Group believed it was important for its recommendations to be
informed by these data so far as possible (and recognising that they were necessarily
partial and not completely accurate - see notes on data files attached as appendices).

a. Careful attention should be given to continuing collection and analysis of data,
especially regarding usage, and this should be reviewed regularly. The ‘cost per
usage’ grid (see Appendix 11) has been developed into a valuable analysis tool, and
should be maintained to assist with decision making (see section 4, below, regarding
acquisitions).

b. Monitor as closely as possible in-house usage of journals which have been identified
as vulnerable to cancellation, or which have recently been cancelled (it is not
considered feasible to do this for all journals).

c. Develop metrics for usage, cost and value of maps.

d. Continue discussions with external organisations (other Earth science library
holders, scientific societies, and other kindred organisations), building on the useful



work done during the review process (see notes at Appendices 8 and 9), to gather
information relevant to context setting or collaborative work.

It emerged late in the review process that the number of requests for literature
searches to be carried out by staff has fallen considerably in recent years, from 76 in
2006 to 18 so far this year. This should be kept under review, and data gathered on
the number of searches run by users themselves in the library, which is currently
unknown.

Acquisitions

a.

The “cost-per-usage’ grid should be used as a “first pass” to identify journals to
which our subscription might be discontinued, though it should not be the only
factor. A journal might be added to the “watch list’ of titles under active
consideration in this regard if its cost-per-usage exceeds the pay-per-view cost (or
the Inter-Library Loan cost) by some agreed factor. As noted at 3.b, above, titles on
this “watch list’ should be subject to careful monitoring of in-house usage, to ensure
that assumptions about overall levels of usage based on electronic data can be
challenged.

Other factors when considering whether to discontinue a journal subscription could
include:

e Isit taken by another UK Earth science library?

e Isitan important title to a particular group of the Fellowship, even if they are
numerically small?

e Isitin an emerging area, or one which is likely to become significant
(scientifically, economically, policy)?

To minimise the impact of cancelling journal subscriptions on Fellows and
Corporate Affiliates, the Society should consider paying the cost of pay-per-view or
Inter-Library Loan access for these users to journals which are judged important but
expensive (in terms of cost-per-usage). As noted above, detailed monitoring of
usage of these titles should continue for some time after cancellation, and the
subscription should be renewed if usage rises to a level to justify this. If this option
is pursued, the detail will need to be developed and its feasibility assessed. Some
members of the Review Group expressed a preference for simply cancelling
journals, without seeking to ‘backfill” availability of content.

Policy and practice regarding exchange of GSL journals for others” should be kept
under review, but is not seen by the group as a priority area at present. Publications
Management Committee (PMC) may wish from time to time to consider whether
there are cases in which GSL journals are being disadvantageously swapped for
publications of lower value, where a Lyell Collection subscription might otherwise
be sold to the organisation in question.



A mechanism should be established for soliciting from Fellows proposals for new
titles, and for taking forward any such new subscriptions, in light of the changing
needs of the Fellowship (see below). This might involve the Specialist Groups,
among others.

5. The changing needs of the Fellowship

a.

Some of the wider changes in library and information usage are outlined in the
introduction to this report. In developing its plans for the Society library, the
Review Group urges Council to continue actively thinking about what niche roles
can be played by this internationally important collection, and the value which its
staff, services and metadata can add to it, in a ‘Google world’. It may be necessary,
but will not be sufficient, to follow what other libraries are doing.

The consultation undertaken during the review process revealed a wider range of
perspectives among Fellows who actively use the library than the Review Group
anticipated. In order to continue to meet the needs of the Fellowship, we must bear
in mind those for whom ours is the library of first choice, or that of last resort, and
others who do not fit this simple characterisation. (We are the library of ‘second
resort’ to many users - if they do not find what they want at their home institution,
they will come to us next.) Not all Fellows will react in the same way to the
changing library and information environment, and we should seek to cater to a
wide range of forms of interaction with data - as well as to help users adapt to new
ways.

Another key driver for development of the library collection, and of information
service provision, should be the changing scientific and professional profile of the
Fellowship, and the changing nature of Earth science itself. Council already
considers such matters in a broader strategic context, and this should be extended to
long term planning of library acquisitions and service development. It is not
possible reliably to anticipate future needs, but it is not sufficient merely to react to
established (and therefore old) information. The Society holds considerable
demographic data, results of previous Fellowship questionnaires, and other
information, (some of it examined during the review process) which can help to
identify trends.

The questionnaire data gathered as part of the review process themselves represent
a valuable information source, which should be explored further as detailed plans
for the library are developed. While the respondents were primarily active library
users, and are therefore not likely to be representative of the Fellowship as a whole,
they may be particularly useful in identifying why users come to our library, and
what ‘market failure” we are satisfying.

The Specialist Groups should be involved in canvassing the views of different
sections of the Fellowship, particularly if changes are planned to acquisitions



policies. In doing this, Council should be cognisant of the differing nature and
structure of these groups, and the communities they represent.

f.  Building on current marketing activities, further efforts should be made to inform
the Fellowship about current library holdings and services, and to encourage their
use.

g. Any temptation to make small savings on support services such as literature search
subscriptions, as a result of changing user behaviour, should be resisted (bearing in
mind the relatively modest costs involved). Instead, thought should be given to
whether the support services which we purchase need to evolve, and how this can
be done to maximise benefit and minimise cost.

Working with others

The review process has been valuable in building on existing contact between the
librarians at the Society, the BGS and the NHM. (It has also stimulated greater
interaction between the BGS and NHM librarians.) Both these organisations generously
shared what data they have on their library holdings and on usage, and were candid in
discussing their own review processes and future library and information service plans.
They are keen to work together where appropriate - there appears to be considerable
scope to do so in some areas, particularly with regard to scanning library content and
making it available electronically, and there is some excitement over the potential to
make more of GSL (and possibly NHM) map holdings. Cooperation over retention of
hard copy material and continuing journal subscriptions is worth exploring, but this
raises considerable difficulties. The Review Group also discussed the possibility of
establishing a consortium of specialist Earth science libraries for the purpose of
electronic journal subscriptions, and quickly concluded that this would not be viable.

a. Discussions should continue with the British Geological Survey (BGS) and Natural
History Museum (NHM), among senior librarians and at a broader strategic level, to
ensure effective decision making and to explore further opportunities for
cooperation.

b. The Society should continue to exchange relevant data with BGS and NHM,
particularly regarding disposals and decisions to discontinue journal subscriptions,
to minimise the likelihood of material becoming unavailable through any of these
libraries. However, it should be recognised that it will not be practical to tie another
organisation to continuing a subscription in perpetuity. Any decision made on the
basis of such considerations should also take into account what access GSL Fellows
would have to BGS or NHM owned content, and any expectations of reciprocal
access to our unique holdings. In practice, any arrangement reached will not
guarantee continuity of access for Fellows to material not owned by the Society.

c. We should explore scope for formal collaboration regarding particular projects and
services with BGS and NHM. The highest priority should be a map scanning and
electronic delivery project (see section 7, below). There may be further possible



areas of content capture and information service delivery where there is a good fit
between the respective organisations’ content and capabilities. In general, the
Society should not seek to be at the “cutting edge” regarding information service
delivery technologies, for example, but should work with others where appropriate,
and capitalise on its own strengths regarding content, metadata and expertise.

d. Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with BGS and NHM should be established
(or updated) to formalise contact between librarians and others, data exchange, and
any further collaboration. Council should aim to establish initial or amended MOUs
with both organisations by the end of June 2011. These should be reviewed
periodically thereafter, and developed as collaborative projects are taken forward.

e. We should continue to learn from other organisations with significant Earth science
libraries (such as some universities), or with comparable library and publishing
functions (RSC, IOM3, etc), some of which have been consulted during this review.

Maps

Scanning selected maps from the Society’s collection is a high priority, for two main
reasons:

e [t will secure unique and rare content, which is highly vulnerable while it
remains in hard copy only.
e Itmay result in an additional income stream - possibly a significant one.

a. The Society should build on pilot scale work already underway, auditing and
scanning its own important, unique and rare material as a priority (where this is not
prevented by copyright restrictions). This is sufficiently important that Council
should consider funding the project from reserves, if sponsorship cannot quickly be
secured.

b. We should explore means by which scanned GSL content might be sold, and
establish a business and pricing model.

c. Work should be done to explore whether there is a business opportunity in
scanning, cataloguing and making available maps belonging to others (particularly
the NHM).

d. It may be possible to partner with BGS (regarding scanning work and sale of
electronic map content) and/or NHM (regarding scanning work, cataloguing and
capture/sale of their map collection). Both organisations are keen to explore what
scope there is to work together, and there appears to be a good fit between the
strengths of all three organisations, bringing the potential to do more together than
we can independently, to the benefit of all. (See informal notes of a discussion with
NHM staff at Appendix 8 for more about possible models for collaborative
working.)



e. Itis important to ensure that all digitised library content is effectively secured in the
long term, and will not be lost due to software or media obsolescence, or data loss.
This is already actively and effectively managed by the Publishing House with
regard to our own published content, which might provide a model for practices
regarding library content.

Archives

Much archival content is being kept in sub-optimal conditions in Burlington House. The
historical and corporate significance of this material is likely to vary. The Archivist has
only been in post for a few months, following a period during which the Society did not
have a dedicated staff member in this role, and she needs some time to audit what we
have and identify options for action.

a. Cataloguing this material is a high priority. (The 2011 budget includes provision for
the purchase of a suitable cataloguing system.)

b. Options for various classes of material include:

e Disposal

e Digital capture

e Microfiche capture

e Physical storage in appropriate locations in Burlington House
e Offsite storage

An archive plan should be drawn up once the material has been catalogued, options
priced, and costs and benefits assessed.

Physical storage space in Burlington House

The constraints on space in Burlington House mean that the current rate of acquisition of
hard copy material is not sustainable in the long term (over 10 years, say). Options for
addressing this situation include:

e Disposal of significant quantities of existing hard copy material
e Drastically reducing the level of hard copy acquisitions
e Offsite storage

a. An audit of storage space and likely future requirements should be carried out. This
should be reviewed regularly in light of changing acquisitions and retentions
practices.



10.

11.

Library services and publishing

The Review Group identified connections between library services and academic
publishing as increasingly important. There are common trends and synergies between
the two sectors. Both are undergoing significant changes in the face of rapidly evolving
information technologies, which threaten existing business models and old roles in the
complex patterns of mediation between information producers and users. As electronic
content becomes available through multiple sources (and particularly if the open access
trend continues), both sectors are recognising that they cannot corner the market in
terms of content, and are developing new ways in which they can “add value” - through
search technologies, aggregation, metadata, expert knowledge and human capital.

However, there are also significant possible tensions. Libraries will seek to build highly
organised repositories, which may become a competitive threat to publishers, and will
seek other ways to maximise their leverage over publishers, for example by forming
consortia, or by purchasing blocks of pay per view access (while publishers work to
protect their journal brands). Conversely, publishers will invest in semantic enrichment
of content, potentially undermining the value which libraries deliver to users. These
commonalities and potential conflicts of interest present particular opportunities and
threats to organisations such as GSL which are both a publisher and a provider of library
and information services.

An informal note on the present and future of scientific scholarly publishing, prepared
for the Review Group by Neal Marriott (Director of Publishing) is at Appendix 12.

a. More work needs to be done to understand the implications of this for the Society.
The Review Group did not see this as an urgent priority given the limited time
available to it, but regards it as an issue of primary importance in the longer run. It
recommends that Council keeps a watching brief, and asks IMC to work with PMC
and relevant staff to explore possible opportunities, threats and dependencies.

b. IMC was established with a view to maintaining a close working relationship with

PMC. Council may wish in the longer term to consider bringing staff and/or
committee management of its library, information services and publishing operation
closer together.

Staffing and skills

a. The service currently provided by the staff to library users is of very high quality,
and as borne out by the questionnaire and other elements of the consultation
undertaken during the year, it is greatly appreciated. As for all areas of Society
activity, the staffing and skills required to address the changing library and
information needs of the Fellowship should be reviewed regularly. A basic analysis
of current staff time deployment was carried out as part of the review process, to
inform discussion of current and future staffing and skills needs, and this is attached
at Appendix 6.
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There is likely to be scope for continuing to update staff’s skills in light of changing
needs of the Fellowship and other users, new developments such as some of those
recommended here, and the rapidly evolving technological landscape. Appropriate
training should be provided to develop and refresh these skills.

Staff members have indicated that they are keen to develop their roles, and they
should be supported in doing this, in line with the strategic and business objectives
of the Society.

The Review Group has undertaken limited work looking at staffing models in other
libraries. In considering future structures and skills needs, further work should be
done to examine what arrangements there are in other organisations, particularly
scientific societies with comparable libraries such as the Royal Society of Chemistry
(who are happy to continue the conversation started during the current process - see
informal meeting note at Appendix 9), to see what can be learned from their
experience.

During the consultation process, it was suggested that volunteers might play a
significant role in running the library. It may be possible to use volunteer effort for
particular limited purposes, probably for specific projects, but this would need
careful consideration within case-by-case project plans. It would not be an effective
substitute for any of the work currently undertaken by the professional staff.

Next steps

a.

Council should develop a library strategy, based on the recommendations of this
review.

It should charge IMC with developing a Library Plan to implement this strategy.

In this process LAC should act as the ‘voice of the user’, providing valuable
feedback from the user base to IMC as particular measures are proposed and
introduced, and advising on specific decisions regarding acquisitions and disposals.

The Review Group discussed the relationship between the IMC and the LAC more
broadly, and considered some of the roles which will fall collectively to these
committees in taking forward a Library Plan. The Group was not able to reach any
firm conclusion regarding remits and reporting lines for these committees, and
suggests that Council review the committee structure in this area. In considering
governance of library and information services, the relationship with publishing
should not be forgotten (see 10.b above).

Council should continue to keep the Fellowship informed about development plans
for the library, to invite comment, and to consult more actively with them when
appropriate.



Appendix 1

LIBRARY REVIEW 2010
Terms of reference

The review will be carried out by a working group (formerly the Library Acquisitions Review
Group), which is to report emerging findings and recommendations to Council at its meeting in
November 2010. The working group is asked to develop and recommend to Council policy
proposals regarding any aspect of the library, its management, collections and services,
including the following;:

e Acquisitions and retention of library content (books, journals, maps and any other types
of material), both in electronic form and hard copy, including exchange arrangements

e Storage of materials, preservation of content, and physical space constraints

e Use of the library space

e Relationships with other libraries

Affordability to the Society of all aspects of library content and services

Pricing and business models

Opportunities to develop new library services, or to reconfigure existing ones

Governance

Staffing

In considering these matters, the Group should have regard to:

e The changing needs of the Fellowship and others in the Earth science community, with
regard to specialism, type of content, delivery media, on-site/ off-site access, etc
e The Society’s role as custodian of a nationally and internationally important collection

Membership

Chair: Peter Styles

Others: Richard Hughes (Chair, IMC)
Tom Sharpe (Chair, LAC)
Andy Fleet (Treasurer)

Jonathan Turner (Publications Secretary)
Peter Dolan

Hugh Torrens

Alex Whittaker

Staff: Nic Bilham (Secretary to the working group)
Edmund Nickless (Executive Secretary)
Sheila Meredith (Chief Librarian, secretary to LAC)
Kholilur Rahman (Secretary to IMC)
Neal Marriott (Director of Publishing)



Appendix 2
Library Acquisitions Review 2010: Questionnaire

The Geological Society is carrying out a review of its library acquisitions policy. To help inform this
review, we want to find out about the views of our Fellows, Corporate Affiliates and others on our
library holdings and services. Whether or not you are a user of the library, we would be grateful if you
would help us by completing this questionnaire. An electronic version of the questionnaire is available
to fill in online at www.geolsoc.org.uk/libraryreview, along with further information about the review

we are undertaking. Alternatively, let us know your views by writing to Nic Bilham
(nic.bilham@geolsoc.org.uk).

We are also currently asking those visiting the library to complete a simple slip indicating books and
journals they have used during their visit, to help us gauge use of particular titles.

If you let us know who you are (either by filling in your name and contact details below, or by attaching
your business card to the completed questionnaire), we will enter you in a prize draw to be held at the
end of March 2010. The winner will be sent a Geological Society Special Publication of his or her choice.
(If you prefer to keep your responses anonymous, we will still be pleased to hear your views.)

1. About membership of the Geological Society (tick one):

o I am a Fellow (member) of the Geological Society
o I am a Candidate Fellow (student member) of the Geological Society
o I am not a member of the Geological Society

2. About your work (tick all that apply):

o I work for a Corporate Affiliate of the Society

o I work for a commercial company

o I work in academia

o I work for a research institute/ government agency (e.g. BGS, Environment Agency)
o I am self-employed/work as a contractor

oI am a student

o I am retired

o Other

3. How frequently do you use the Geological Society’s library overall (including telephone and
online services)? (tick the option which best describes your usage)

o Never 0 Occasionally o A few times a year
o Once or twice a month o Several times a month or more


http://www.geolsoc.org.uk/libraryreview�
mailto:nic.bilham@geolsoc.org.uk�

4. About your overall impression of the Geological Society’s library, including the physical library,

onsite services, and online and other remote services:

How important is access to Geological Society library facilities and services to you? (tick

one)
o Very important o Fairly important
o Not very important o Not at all important

How satisfied are you with the facilities and services you get from the library overall?
(tick one)

o Very satisfied o Fairly satisfied o Not very satisfied

o Not at all satisfied o Not applicable

If you use the library, what are the main reasons? If not, why not?

5. Please tell us about your visits to the physical library at Burlington House:

a.

Frequency of visits (tick one)
o Never 0 Occasionally o A few times a year
0 Once or twice a month O Several times a month or more

When visiting the library in person, do you find what you are looking for? (tick one)
o Always o Usually o Rarely
o Never o Not applicable

When visiting the library in person, do you ask library staff to assist you? (tick one)
o Always o Usually o Rarely
o Never 0 Not applicable

Are you satisfied with the support provided by library staff? (tick one)
O Very satisfied o Fairly satisfied o Not very satisfied
o Not at all satisfied o Not applicable

Which of the following facilities do you use when visiting the library? (tick all that apply)
o Library desktop computers

o Literature search facilities

o Wi-fi (wireless access for your own laptop computer)

0 The Fellows Lounge

o The Lyell Room



6. Please tell us about your use of the following library collections and services:

a. Books

ii.

How frequently do you use the book collection? (tick one)
o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently
0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the book collection to you? (tick one)

o Very important o Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important
b. Printed journals

ii.

How frequently do you use the library’s printed journals? (tick one)
o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently
0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the printed journal collection to you? (tick one)

o Very important o Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important
C. Electronic journals (onsite access)

ii.

How frequently do you use electronic journals at the Geological Society library?
(tick one)

o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently
0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the electronic journal collection to you? (tick one)

o Very important o Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important
d. Electronic journals (remote access for Fellows)

ii.

An increasing number of the journals to which the Society subscribes can be
accessed remotely by Fellows - that is, from their work or home (via “Athens
login’). How frequently do you access electronic journals remotely in this way?
(tick one)

o Very frequently o Quite frequently

0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the remote access facility to you? (tick one)
o Very important 0 Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important



f.

h.

Maps

ii.

How frequently do you use the maps? (tick one)
o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently
o Occasionally o Never

How important is the map collection to you? (tick one)
o Very important o Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important

Archive materials

ii.

How frequently do you use the Society’s Archive materials? (tick one)
o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently
0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the Society’s Archive to you? (tick one)
o Very important o Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important

Online library catalogue (on-site or remotely)

ii.

Online Map GIS (visually browsable online interface to map catalogue and index data)

ii.

How frequently do you use the online library catalogue? (tick one)
o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently
0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the online library catalogue to you? (tick one)
o Very important 0 Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important

How frequently do you use the Map GIS? (tick one)
o Very frequently o Quite frequently
0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the Map GIS to you? (tick one)
o Very important 0 Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important



i. Printed book / journal / map loans from the library

ii.

How frequently do you borrow material from the library? (tick one)
o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently
0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the loans service to you? (tick one)

o Very important 0 Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important
j- Document delivery / photocopying

ii.

How frequently do you use document delivery or photocopying via the
Geological Society? (tick one)

o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently

0 Occasionally o Never

How important are these services to you? (tick one)

o Very important o Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important
k. Inter-library loans

ii.

How frequently do you use inter-library loans via the Geological Society? (tick
one)

o Very frequently 0 Quite frequently

0 Occasionally o Never

How important is the inter-library loan service to you? (tick one)
o Very important 0 Quite important
o Not very important o Not at all important

What other library and information sources do you use? (tick all that apply)

o University

o Other learned society / professional body

o Research centre/government agency (e.g. BGS, Environment Agency)
o Other (please state)



10.

11.

How does your use of the Geological Society library relate to your use of other libraries and
information sources? (tick the option which best describes your usage)

o The Geological Society is my main source of library services and research information

o I routinely expect to access information through more than one library/information source,
including the Geological Society library

o I usually use other sources, but use the Geological Society library in areas where I think its
coverage will be better

o I come to the Geological Society library as a last resort, when I cannot find material I want
elsewhere

o Other (please comment further below if you wish)

Which journals do you primarily use through the Society’s library? (tick all that apply)

o Geological Society of London o Other learned societies
o Commercial publishers (e.g. Elsevier) o Other / not applicable

In general, how do you prefer to access book and journal content? (tick one)

o Electronically o In print o No preference

If you are dissatisfied with any library services, or with any aspects of the collection, what
improvements would you like to see? Are there additional library services which you think the
Society should provide? Would such changes make you more likely to use the Society’s library?



12. Recognising that resources cannot be limitless, what should the Society’s priorities be with
regard to development of the library collection and services? (For example, should it attempt to
maintain a reasonable level of coverage across the field, or should it focus on areas which are not
well served by other libraries? What responsibilities does the Society have for maintaining a
nationally important collection, or for meeting the information needs of its Fellows?)

13. Please identify any particular journals, collections of historical content, etc, which you think are
particularly useful and/or which it is critical for the Society to acquire/retain (for example,
because of inadequate coverage by other libraries).

14. Do you have any further comments about the Society’s library collections and services?



15. We would be grateful if you would indicate your contact details below - this will help us to
analyse responses to this questionnaire effectively. (However, we are also happy to take on
board your views anonymously if you prefer.) If you provide contact details, we will enter you
in the prize draw (unless you indicate otherwise).

Name:

Fellowship number (if applicable):

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Postcode:

Country:

Email address:

m Please tick if you are willing to be contacted to discuss your responses to this
questionnaire, and other aspects of the Library Acquisitions Review.
m Please tick if you do NOT want to be entered in the prize draw.



Questionnaire results analysis Appendix 3

Total responses 97
Membership Candidate Fellows 1
Fellows (CA) 9
Fellows (non-CA) 81
Non Fellows (CA) 5
Unknown 1
Work Academia (exc retired) 12
Commercial (exc academics) 41
Self-employed (exc retired) 14
Retired 24
Student 3
Other/unknown 3

(Note: Many respondents picked multiple categories - retired academics are counted here as 'retired'.
Similarly, academics who also do commercial/self-employed work are counted in 'academia'.)

Overall frequency Several times a month 20
Once or twice a month 25
Few times a year 29
Occasionally 21
Never 2
Importance Very important 73
Fairly important 19
Not very important 3
Not at all important 2
Satisfaction Very satisfied 76
Fairly satisfied 17
Not very satisfied 1
Not at all satisfied 1
Not applicable 2
BH visits...
Frequency Several times a month 5
Once or twice a month 23
Few times a year 28
Occasionally 34
Never 7
Find what you want?  Always 14
Usually 75
Rarely 0
Never 0
Not applicable/blank 8
Do you ask staff? Always 11
Usually 55
Rarely 22
Never 0
Not applicable/blank 9

Satisfied with staff? Very satisfied 82



Facilities used

Books
Frequency

Importance

Printed journals
Frequency

Importance

Fairly satisfied

Not very satisfied
Not at all satisfied
Not applicable/blank

PCs

Literature search
Wifi

Fellows Lounge
Lyell Room

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Onsite electronic journals

Frequency

Importance

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Remote electronic journals

Frequency

Importance

Maps
Frequency

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Very frequently

00 O O

65
19
57
28

22
18
47

58
29

28
23
34
10

62
23

13
33
41

31
22
23
15

17
16
32
30

42
22
13
14

11



Importance

Archives
Frequency

Importance

Online catalogue
Frequency

Importance

Map GIS
Frequency

Importance

Loans
Frequency

Importance

Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Document delivery/photocopying

Frequency

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally

14
35
35

52
14
18

36
51

27
29
26
12

15
21
45
16

45
29
12

24
65

18
21
21
32

12
21
37
26

48
30
12

11
21
40



Importance

Inter-library loans
Frequency

Importance

Other sources

Relative importance

Journals used at GSL

Elec/print preference

Willing to discuss...

Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

Very frequently
Quite frequently
Occasionally
Never

Very important
Fairly important
Not very important
Not at all important

University

Learned Society
Research Centre/Agency
Other

GSL as main source

GSL as one among several
GSL for selected areas
GSL as last resort

Other

GSL

Other Societies
Commercial
Other

Electronic
Print
No preference

Yes
No

25

47
26
10
12

N

60

21
24
20
28

45
46
34
38

43
31
13

54
68
66
18

31
47
19

68
29



Library quick sheets - analysis

Paper 327

Online 1

Unknown 70

Books Journals |Total

Fellows 105 178 283
Candidate Fellows 4 5 9
Corporate Fellows 6 23 29
None of the above 1 13 14
Unknown 9 54 63
Total 125 273 398
Frequently requested titles (>2)

GSL SPs 16
BGS Memoirs 11

AAPG Memoirs

Journal of Sedimentary Research

Comptes Rendus Geoscience
Economic Geology

GSA Bulletin

Geological Magazine

Geology

Journal of Petroleum Geology
Nature

Ore Geology Reviews

Organic Geochemistry

Pal Soc Monographs

Proceedings of the Geologists Association

QIJEG
Terra Nova
APPEA Journal

Bulletin of Canadian Petroleum Geology

Cretaceous Research
Geophysical Prospecting
Geophysics

JGS

Mineralium Deposita
Petrophysics

Santorini
Tectonophysics

Note that in some cases, multiple uses of the title in question were by a single user.

Mean age of journals used
Median age of journals used

30 years
11 years
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Analysis of commercial photocopy request forms/emails

Item count by company

Getech Group
Senergy Ltd

BG Group

IHS

Cambridge Carbonates Ltd
Northern Petroleum
Neftex

Serica Energy
Tullow Oil

PA Resources

ENI

C&C Reservoirs
Fugro-Robertson
Geoscience Ltd
Talisman Energy
Geo-Design

PGA Ltd

RPS Energy
S