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Project Management Committee

Minutes of the 9th meeting of the Committee held on 19th December 2002 at 2pm at the Institute of Advanced Legal Studies, London

Present: 

Peter Clinch, Project Manager (Secretary)  

Jennie Grimshaw, British Library

Barbara Tearle, Bodleian Law Library (Chair)

David Wills, Squire Law Library

Lesley Young, IALS

Apologies: Jules Winterton, IALS; Anne McIllwaine (SOAS)

1
Progress Report by the Project Manager

PC was congratulated on the quality and content of the reports extracted from the FLAG database during the extension period to the end of October 2002. They will provide good background material for future developments in collaborative collection development.

2
Draft Version of the Final Report

It was noted that this third version of the final report was similar to that distributed by e-mail for comment in July. The changes were the addition of comments received from members of the Management Committee in July and three appendices on promotion and publicity, use of the web database and the financial statement. It was also noted that the financial statement indicated a small surplus and that PC intended to discuss this with JW before the report and statement were despatched to RSLP. Consent to submit the report after the December 31st deadline had been received from RSLP.

The Committee congratulated those responsible for keeping the project within budget and for well-controlled project management. 

Agreed to support submission of the report subject to the following:

a) final adjustments to the budget statement;

b) minor amendments to paragraph 4.4.3 relating to the contribution of British Library staff to the project; 

c) checks to be made with RSLP to see whether the submission of a ten and a half page report supported by appendices which nearly double the length of the submission, will be acceptable [Secretary’s note: the day after this meeting RSLP made no objection to the proposed length];

d) the addition of two pie charts illustrating the breadth of coverage and success of the project.

Action: PC


3 After FLAG and funding of proposals

BT proposed and it was agreed that agenda items 4 and 5 be taken together and that discussion be structured according to the headings used in section 10 of the final report. In this manner the discussion should be comprehensive and cover recent developments since the project had been completed.

3.1
Facilitate the creation of a national strategy on collaborative collection development for primary materials in foreign, international and comparative law

The Committee endorsed the need to look at how this could be carried forward and it was suggested by JG that FLARE (Foreign Law Research) could act as an appropriate umbrella for such activity. She indicated that all the future activities under heading 10 in the final report were appropriate for consideration by FLARE. At present FLARE has membership from BL and IALS only but, with the addition of members of the FLAG Project Management Committee, FLARE’s activities could be widened to a national level. It was noted that the next meeting of FLARE was due on 16th January but there was a possibility it would be postponed. Several members of the FLAG Committee would not be able to attend on that date and it was suggested that if the proposal to merge the two Committees was agreed then new dates for the next meeting of FLARE should be re-arranged.

Agreed that: 


a) FLAG proposes merger with the FLARE Committee;



b) BT would write to JW to inform him formally of FLAG’s proposal; 



c) Dates for the next meeting of FLARE should be re-arranged.









Action: BT

It was also agreed that:

a) any proposal to create a ‘joint post’ should wait until FLARE had agreed a more substantial work programme; further, since the post would require a financial commitment from members, the principle would have to be agreed by members’ institutions. The lack of funds in institutions could mean that outside sponsorship/funding would have to be sought.

b) BT noted that the RSLG web site (www.rslg.ac.uk) contained a report on the experience of collaborative collection management (CCM) projects world-wide, compiled in 2001. She recommended that members take a look as there were a number of conclusions that would be highly relevant to the success or otherwise of CCM in law in the UK.

Action: All members

3.2
Improvement of catalogues

BT agreed to forward to committee members details of a recent call by CURL for bids on money to undertake retro-con projects.









Action: BT

3.3
Maintain BL catalogues

JG reported that there was no immediate prospect of the work suggested in the final report being carried out because of a) resources (financial and human) going into the acquisition of a new integrated library system and b) a general budget deficit. 

3.4
Improvements to LC subject and form headings

It was felt that a group such as FLARE, with support from BIALL, CILIP and overseas Law Library associations would have more lobbying power than institutions lobbying LC individually. JG agreed to discover from within BL names of contacts at LC to whom a case should be put.









Action: JG

3.5 Extend coverage of the FLAG database

3.5.1 In the UK

This had been achieved during the three-month extension – it was felt that there were no further substantial collections of foreign, international and comparative law in UK libraries that were freely available to the public and researchers.

3.5.2
In Europe

PC tabled documents relating to the call for bids issued on 17th December by the EU for projects to be funded from the 6th Framework Programme. 

It was agreed that: 

a) experienced assistance in submitting a FP6 bid would be required. PC would contact Dr Ramon Noguera, of the UK Research Office, Brussels, to discover the names of European Research Fund Officers in the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge;



Action: PC
b) JG, BT and DW would seek support from their institutions in principle for the submission of a bid to FP6;

Action: JG, BT, DW

c) EULLISA was at too early a stage in its formation to be joined in the application, but later, could prove an invaluable source of contacts with major law libraries across Europe;

d) FLARE should take on the responsibility for co-ordinating a bid to FP6.

Action: JW

It was also agreed that:
AHRB might be an appropriate body to apply to for funds for a European extension to FLAG. 









JW to note

3.6
SOLVE

Two schemes for SOLVE were discussed: a) a series of brief descriptions or ‘signposts’ of the major materials in all jurisdictions of the world, probably compiled through researching existing bibliographies and b) more discursive descriptions which would need to be compiled by a panel of experts. 

It was agreed that:
the two concepts were complementary, that they could form the basis for a bid to AHRB and that FLARE should take this proposal forward.










Action: JW

3.7
Legal abbreviations web database

PC reported that until the end of July 2003 Cardiff University had allowed him to work on a number of projects whilst his usual teaching duties were covered by other staff. He had already begun work on the design and development of a web abbreviations database and hoped to commence data input in mid-January. The database could be up on the web during 2003.

4 Any other business

JG noted that the results of a re-structuring of staff in the BL were due to be made public in mid-January. There was a possibility that her responsibilities would be changed and that she may no longer be the most appropriate member of BL staff to attend FLARE.










JW to note

5 Date and time of next meeting

Not fixed as they depend on the acceptance by members of FLARE of the proposal to merge FLAG and FLARE.

The meeting closed at 3.50pm.

Dr. Peter Clinch

Former FLAG Project Manager

December 2002
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