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Abstract 
Purpose: The purpose of the paper is to describe the evolution to date and future directions 
in research data policy, infrastructure, skills development and advisory services in an 
Australian university, with a focus on the role of librarians. 
 
Design/methodology/approach: The authors have been involved in the development of 
research data services at Griffith, and the case study presents observations and reflections 
arising from their first-hand experiences. 
 
Findings: Griffith University’s organisational structure and “whole-of-enterprise” approach 
has facilitated service development to support research data. Fostering strong national 
partnerships has also accelerated development of institutional capability. Policies and 
strategies are supported by pragmatic best practice guidelines aimed directly at researchers. 
Iterative software development and a commitment to well-supported enterprise 
infrastructure enable the provision of a range of data management solutions. Training 
programs, repository support and data planning services are still relatively immature. 
Griffith recognises that information services staff (including librarians) will need more 
opportunities to develop knowledge and skills to support these services as they evolve. 
 
Originality/value: This case study provides examples of library-led and library-supported 
activities that could be used for comparative purposes by other libraries. At the same time, 
it provides a critical perspective by contrasting areas of good practice within the University 
with those of less satisfactory progress. While other institutions may have different 
constraints or opportunities, some of the major concepts within this paper may prove useful 
to advance the development of research data capability and capacity across the library 
profession. 
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1. Introduction 
Academic libraries are ideally positioned to add value throughout the entire research 
lifecycle within their parent institution. Based on the findings from two surveys, Tenopir et 
al. (2014) have concluded that while only a minority of academic libraries in the United 
States and Canada currently offer a variety of research data management (RDM) services, a 
“small, but growing, number of libraries are becoming more involved with research data, 
from helping with data management plans to preparing and preserving research data for 
deposit in data repositories” (p. 89). Similarly a survey by Cox and Pinfield (2014) of UK 
universities to determine “the ways in which libraries are currently involved in research data 
management and the extent to which the development of research data management 



 

2 
 

services is a strategic priority for them” (p. 1) revealed that UK libraries were generally 
offering limited services but that this was about to change. 

A 2011 Australian survey found that just over 50% of the 39 university libraries in 
Australia were involved in supporting their university’s eResearch activities (O’Brien, 
2011). In a more recent survey (Corrall et al., 2013) which has encompassed 140 academic 
UK, Irish, Australian and New Zealand university libraries, “Overall, Australian libraries 
recorded the highest percentages of current involvement in six of the nine areas for research 
data management” (p. 654).  

In this paper the authors describe the evolution to date and future directions in research 
data policy, infrastructure, skills development and advisory services in an Australian 
university, with a focus on the role of librarians in developing and supporting these 
activities. Using a case study approach, the authors have presented the development of 
research data services specifically at Griffith University based on their first-hand 
experience. The aim of the paper is to provide examples of library-led and library-supported 
activities that could be used for comparative purposes by other libraries. At the same time, it 
provides a critical perspective by contrasting areas of good practice within the University 
with those of less satisfactory progress. 

Section 1 discusses both the drivers and the support structures at the national level that 
have helped contribute to such a relatively high level of engagement in the eResearch 
support space by Australian university libraries. This is followed by an overview of the 
principal factors at Griffith University which have contributed to the development of 
research data services. Such a development requires not simply the development of advisory 
services but also the development of an appropriate policy framework, skills development 
and infrastructure investment. Section 2 examines policy in terms of both the national and 
local (Griffith) frameworks. Section 3 provides examples of investment in enterprise, multi-
disciplinary and discipline-specific solutions to capture, store, analyse, manage, share and 
publish data. Section 4 discusses the University’s need to focus renewed attention on skills 
development for both researchers and librarians. Section 5 outlines several key research 
advisory services which have been developed at an enterprise-wide level, along with the 
associated challenges. Section 6 summarises the authors’ conclusions. 

 
1.1 Australian environment 
Increasingly governments are seeking more visible economic and social returns from their 
investments in research. Australia is no exception. In late 2014 the Australian Government 
released The Australian Research Data Infrastructure Strategy which provides advice “for 
policy makers, investors, developers, operators and users to build and sustain an effective 
and holistic Australian research data infrastructure system” (Department of Education, 
2014, p. vii). The release of this document marked ten years of sustained investment in 
research infrastructure in Australia, which started in 2004 with the Final Report of the 
National Research Infrastructure Taskforce (March 2004) and continued in 2006 with the 
release of first National Collaborative Research Infrastructure Strategy (NCRIS) Strategic 
Roadmap (Department of Education, 2006). AU$540M was allocated to NCRIS for 2007-
2011 to improve and/or establish agreed priorities for national research infrastructure.  

The review and reissue of the NCRIS Strategic Roadmap in 2008 (Department of 
Education, 2008) was a turning point for research libraries in relation to research data 
services. Several streams of activity were identified for targeted funding and management, 
and AU$24M in funding was allocated to the establishment of the Australian National Data 
Service (ANDS). The creation of ANDS, along with its approach to university partnering, 
has accelerated support for research data within Australian university libraries. ANDS has 
partnered with research and data producing agencies, including universities, to “transform” 
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research data within Australia. It has done this by funding projects to support the capture, 
description and storage of data and metadata; advising on the implementation of software 
developed as part of ANDS-funded projects; and creating a community among the partners.  

ANDS acknowledges that librarians have a wealth of experience and skills to bring to 
research data management (ANDS, nd). This is unsurprising, since libraries in Australia 
were already well-placed to respond to research data developments following previous 
national efforts to develop institutional repository capability. The Australian Partnership for 
Sustainable Repositories (APSR) operated in 2006-2007 and should be considered an 
important pre-cursor to ANDS. Like ANDS, APSR funded a wide range of development 
projects “to enhance the overall capacity of scholarly communications and e-research in the 
Australian higher education and research sector” (APSR, nd). APSR conducted the first 
survey of data management practices in Australian universities (Henty et al., 2008) and 
engaged in a range of community building activities, including training events and mailing 
lists. APSR also developed the Online Research Collections Australia (ORCA) software 
and the Registry Interchange Format - Collections and Services (RIF-CS) schema, a profile 
of ISO 2146. ORCA and RIF-CS were carried over to ANDS as the basis for further 
development of Australia’s national data discovery service, Research Data Australia 
(http://researchdata.ands.org.au). 

In recent years, the relationship between ANDS and the Council of Australian 
University Librarians (CAUL) has strengthened. In its response to an enquiry on eResearch 
capability, CAUL recognised  

...the contribution that ANDS has made to the whole university research community, 
including libraries, through the development of infrastructure, expertise and services, 
assisted by the implementation of many institution-specific funded projects. It is 
unlikely these developments in infrastructure and expertise could have been achieved 
operationally without the funded ANDS program (CAUL, 2014, p. 4). 

 
1.2 Griffith University 
Griffith University, one of the top 50 “universities under 50” in the world (QS University 
Rankings, 2014-2015), is a multi-campus university of more than 43,000 students situated 
within Queensland, Australia. Research strengths range from the creative arts, social 
sciences, and humanities to science, engineering and health. Through its research and 
teaching, it is regarded as one of Australia's most innovative tertiary institutions and one of 
the most influential universities in the Asia-Pacific region.  

The key features of the University’s current structure were introduced in 1997, with 
most support services organised as centralised, multi-campus offices. This provided the 
opportunity to form its Division of Information Services (INS), one of the most centralised 
and integrated information services models in Australian higher education.  

The Division’s mission is to enable the creation, synthesis and dissemination of 
knowledge within a global information environment. It does so by ensuring its services are 
interwoven into all aspects of the University’s business, understanding the needs of the 
University community, collaborating with colleagues across the University and beyond, and 
providing leadership in areas of expertise. The Division possesses a strong service ethic and 
a culture that values innovation and diversity, strengthened through the integrated service 
model.  

Following a change process undertaken in 2013-2014, the Division now provides 
leadership and services through six integrated portfolios (see Figure 1).  

http://researchdata.ands.org.au/
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Figure 1: Structure of the Division of Information Services at Griffith University 

 
Of those six, two have a predominantly library focus: Library and Learning Services and 
Information Management. The new Library and Learning Services portfolio has assumed 
responsibility for the governance of academic client services and physical spaces: subject 
librarian position descriptions have been modified to include data management, and it is 
intended that the relatively new “discipline librarians” will have a key role in outreach and 
advocacy. The new Information Management portfolio has responsibilities in a number of 
areas relevant to RDM, including institutional repositories and information policy. A third 
portfolio, eResearch Services and Scholarly Application Development (eRSSAD), provides 
access to specialist eResearch technologies and library and information professionals.  

One of the strengths of Griffith University has been the adoption of an Information 
Management Framework as a result of an initiative led by the Division's Pro Vice 
Chancellor. Encompassing both scholarly and corporate data, the framework aims to embed 
a consistent, whole-of-University approach to information management (Griffith 
University, nd). This holistic approach has proven a real advantage as the various 
Divisional portfolios work together to link data and information in new ways to promote, 
curate and make accessible the outputs of the University’s scholars. From a library 
perspective, it has facilitated partnering with IT services in all aspects of the research 
lifecycle, including RDM.  

Development of research data services requires not simply the development of advisory 
services but also the development of an appropriate policy framework, skills development 
and infrastructure investment (Figure 2). 

 



 

5 
 

 
Figure 2. Areas for research data service development 

 
In the following sections, the authors discuss in detail how Griffith University has 
progressed in each of these areas, and the roles that librarians have played.  
 

2. Policy 
Research data policies “provide clarity on what is expected and who is responsible for 
which activities”; guidelines are also an important part of a policy framework, but are 
“more likely to be fluid, needing to be updated more regularly as the supporting services 
develop” (Jones, 2014, pp.91-92). Pryor (2014, p.17) is careful to distinguish between a 
policy, which “is valuable as a public statement of intent of intent and an expression of the 
commitment of management” and a strategy or plan that explains what will be done to 
achieve particular outcomes. Corrall et al. (2013) found that Australian university libraries 
were very active in this area; by mid-2012 almost a third of Australian university libraries 
indicated they had been involved in policy development, followed by the UK (17.3%), 
Ireland (12.5%) and NZ (no policies in place). 

Australia had an early focus on data management as a national research integrity issue, 
and ANDS has promoted a policy framework as a fundamental part of an institution’s 
maturing services. There has been a strong role for many university research offices in 
initial policy development, but there are many examples where information professionals 
have led or contributed to policy and also played a larger role in maintaining supporting 
procedures and guidance documents. Griffith University has undertaken a range of 
activities from a policy perspective with respect to RDM, including policy development, 
harmonisation with existing policies and procedures, and ongoing efforts to improve 
business processes. These activities, and the roles librarians and other information 
professionals have played, are discussed below.  
  
2.1 National policy framework 
University research policy is heavily influenced in Australia by external factors such as 
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national grant funding agencies’ policies, government agency policies and priorities, and in 
some cases international agency direction (for example, statements from the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development). Recent developments in national research 
policy align Australia more closely with other countries such as the United Kingdom and 
the United States in respect to the management of research outputs, including data. 

The Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, issued by the national 
grant funding agencies in 2007, assigns researchers and their institutions a shared 
responsibility to manage research data and primary materials well, by addressing aspects of 
ownership, storage and retention, and accessibility. The Code requires institutions to “have 
a policy on the retention of materials and research data. It is important that institutions 
acknowledge their continuing role in the management of research material and data. The 
institutional policy must be consistent with practices in the discipline, relevant legislation, 
codes and guidelines” (NHMRC et al., 2007, 2.2).  

In 2011, the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC), as one of 
seventeen major health research funders and four partner organisations, signalled its intent 
“to increase the availability to the scientific community of the research data we fund that is 
collected from populations for the purpose of health research” (Walport and Brest, 2011, p. 
538). In late 2014 the NHMRC issued a targeted consultation draft of Principles for 
Accessing and Using Publicly-funded Data for Health Research (NHMRC, 2014) which 
seeks to maximise research use of publicly funded health and health-related data. 

The Australian Research Council (ARC) released an Open Access Policy in January 
2013. While this policy currently only applies to publication outputs, the ARC’s Discovery 
Projects Funding Rules for funding in 2014 and 2015 noted that “The ARC considers data 
management planning an important part of the responsible conduct of research and strongly 
encourages the depositing of data arising from a Project in an appropriate publicly 
accessible subject and/or institutional repository” (Australian Research Council, 2014a). In 
2014, applicants for ARC funding were required for the first time to “Outline plans for the 
management of data produced as a result of the proposed research, including but not limited 
to storage, access and re-use arrangements” (Australian Research Council, 2014b, p. 15). 

ANDS has played a critical role in promoting the development of institutional policies 
that address the data management requirements of the Code. The ANDS Research Data 
Management Framework: Capability Maturity Guide (2011) notes that “Institutional 
policies and procedures, which might include guidelines, protocols and standards, are 
fundamental to good research data management”; this guide also specifies a number of 
steps an organisation should aspire to achieve as RDM capabilities increase, from the initial 
development of a policy through to ensuring compliance is audited and that policies and 
procedures are subject to regular review. Many ANDS-funded institutional projects have 
specified an institutional policy as a deliverable. ANDS has also provided extensive 
guidance on how to develop a policy and collated links to policies across institutions. 
Importantly for information professionals, ANDS has emphasised alignment with 
recordkeeping requirements in each of the Australian states for retention and disposal.  
 

2.2 Griffith policy framework and institutional strategies 
Griffith University has responded to national policy developments in Section 6 of the Griffith 
University Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, which was endorsed by the 
Academic Committee in July 2012 (Griffith University, 2012b). As Griffith’s policy needed 
to cover multiple research integrity issues, not just RDM, its development was appropriately 
led by the Research Ethics and Integrity service in the Office for Research; the major input 
from information professionals was the inclusion of a schedule of retention periods for 
research data and primary materials. It was several years before staff with library 
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backgrounds became more involved in the development of supporting guidelines.  
In April 2013, Griffith’s Executive Group endorsed in principle the Best practice 

guidelines for researchers: Managing research data and primary materials. These guidelines 
were aimed at Griffith University researchers (including Higher Degree by Research 
students) and were designed to be more in-depth and practical in their approach, and to 
highlight enabling technology, advisory services and professional development opportunities. 
They target areas in which more detailed advice could lead to sustainable changes in research 
practices.  

Importantly in the context of this paper, the development of the guidelines was led by the 
library-qualified information management specialist within eResearch Services and the 
document reflected her five years of experience in the delivery of RDM advisory services at 
Monash University Library prior to moving to Griffith. Input was also sought from two key 
senior stakeholders at Griffith, the Deputy Director of Research Policy and Ethics and the 
Dean of Research for Griffith Health, who provided valuable Griffith-specific context and 
helped negotiate the pathway to endorsement by key committees. The speed and ease with 
which the document progressed suggests the importance of “be[ing] aware of the roles that 
different stakeholders play and what their issues and needs are, so that the policy is desirable 
and realistic” (Jones, 2014, p.92). 

The document was well received internally and positive feedback was garnered from 
universities and research agencies in Australia and Europe (Information Services, 2013). A 
number of Australian universities have used the guidelines as the basis for their own 
documents, a positive outcome that Griffith encouraged through the use of a Creative 
Commons Attribution-Only licence on the document. The guidelines were updated in 
September 2014 to reflect changes in the external environment and in local service provision 
(Griffith University, 2014).  

Griffith’s commitment to RDM is now documented in a number of key university 
strategies, including the Griffith IT Plan 2013-2017 (Griffith University, 2012a) and the 
Research Plan 2013-2017 (Griffith University, 2012c). Many research leaders including the 
Senior Deputy Vice Chancellor, Deans of Research of the Academic Groups, and Centre and 
Institute Directors are aware that changes in infrastructure, policy and practice are needed, 
and are supportive of the University’s direction.  
 
2.3 Future directions 
The University is well placed to respond to further changes in the national environment, 
including the proposed revision of the Australian Code for Responsible Conduct of Research. 
However, there remain many standard operating procedures that could be updated to better 
support research data policy objectives. Areas where further harmonisation between high-
level policy and the supporting procedures would be useful include: academic induction, 
performance management, promotion, and exit procedures (leaving the university); higher 
degree by research induction, confirmation of candidature, and thesis submission; grant 
applications, reporting and project closedown; funding agreements and contracts; and the 
human ethics approvals process. 

 
3. Infrastructure 
According to Beitz et al. (2014), “Researchers need RDM infrastructure to achieve new 
research outcomes and higher research impact, to safeguard their data and deal with the data 
deluge, to facilitate collaboration, enable data reuse and validate their research” (p.174). 
Developing and supporting such infrastructure is an emerging rather than well-established 
arena for librarians. In general, engagement by librarians in technical  RDM services is lower 
than in other consulting- and training-oriented activities (Tenopir et al, 2014, p.88; Cox and 
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Pinfield, 2014, p.307) and, with the exception of aspirations to run a data repository, 
technical services may not be considered a high priority (Cox and Pinfield, 2014, p.307).  

Griffith University has invested significantly in the provision of tools and services for 
capturing, storing, analysing, managing, sharing and publishing data. Of necessity Griffith 
must support enterprise solutions, multi-disciplinary solutions, and discipline-specific 
solutions; the following sections discuss an example of each type of solution, and the role that 
librarians have played in their development and support. Griffith’s combined library/IT 
structure has facilitated career options for ‘library-IT hybrid’ staff “who can read software 
code and metadata alike, translate IT terms to senior management, researcher requirements to 
IT, and vice-versa” (Simons and Searle, 2014, p.4). Librarians in these roles have worked 
with software developers and storage analysts and have required skillsets such as project 
management, change management, systems design and business analysis (gathering and 
documenting requirements) (p.14), skills not necessarily associated with traditional academic 
library work. 
 
3.1 Enterprise solutions (1): storage 
A number of data management tools and services have been developed and are maintained 
from central University resources, typically in response to perceived risks related to 
compliance requirements or potential breaches of security or privacy.  

The best example of this is the Research Storage Service (https://research-
storage.griffith.edu.au/), a self-serve private cloud solution based on the open source 
application, ownCloud. This service was developed based on both knowledge of local 
requirements and the findings from a Curtin University survey that showed researchers’ 
primary needs in storage revolved around remote access and collaboration (Talib et al., 
2012). The goal has been to offer a lightweight Dropbox-like working storage solution that 
meets the needs of the “long tail” of researchers whose data volumes are fairly modest; the 
Curtin survey also showed that the majority of research projects required less than 25GB.  

The Research Storage Service was launched in August 2014 and by the end of 2014 had 
been adopted by almost two hundred Griffith researchers and seventy external collaborators. 
Researchers from all four academic groups had successfully self-provisioned over twenty-
five project spaces. Key to the success of this project has been extensive change management, 
which was led by a librarian working within eResearch Services as an information 
management specialist. Her understanding of researchers’ needs informed the marketing and 
communications: bottom-up, targeted directly at potential users of the service, with the goal 
of getting researchers to use the service); and top-down, ensuring that senior research leaders 
in the University are aware that the new product is now available and seeking their assistance 
in promoting the service to researchers in their area (Searle, 2014a). A further area of change 
management work involved developing an operational support plan that makes the roles and 
responsibilities for the different tiers of support (from self-help materials through to 
consultation and technical troubleshooting) very clear (Searle, 2014c); librarians were 
assigned roles in promoting the service to end users, and a communications toolkit was 
produced to assist with this. The operational support plan both ensures the sustainability of 
the service and clearly positions the service as part of Griffith’s enterprise infrastructure.  

 
3.2 Enterprise solutions (2): data repository 

Griffith’s first institutional data repository made use of an off-the-shelf commercial solution, 
Equella. This was deployed in 2008 after an evaluation of the products available at that time. 
These tended to be limited in functionality specific to research data, and it was expected that 
more suitable products would emerge over the following years. In mid-2012 another 
environmental scan was undertaken. Islandora was selected for prototyping but deployment 

https://research-storage.griffith.edu.au/
https://research-storage.griffith.edu.au/
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difficulties, including a lack of effective documentation, led to this being abandoned in 
favour of a semantic web oriented custom build using an open source content management 
system (Plone) and RDF triple store (4Store). Simons and Searle (2014) have described how 
having a librarian involved in this project led to the repository redevelopment being framed 
as a move towards the microservices approach pioneered by the California Digital Library, in 
which loosely-coupled services that spoke to each other using web services / APIs could be 
replaced as requirements and technologies changed (Abrams et al., 2010).  

One of the risks identified in Griffith’s custom build approach was the shift away from 
library community norms within the Australian higher education sector, where it is still far 
more common for institutions to implement an existing repository product, usually with some 
customisation to meet specific needs. As the project progressed, Griffith’s experience 
mirrored that of Cornell’s DataStar project, which determined that building a fully-featured 
data repository using semantic web technologies was “far too labor-intensive to be 
realistically implemented or sustainable” (Wright et al., 2013). Changes in international 
policy and practice (e.g. Jisc’s Managing Research Data program in the UK) had led to many 
more institutions, particularly in the UK and the US, implementing data repositories using 
readily available software solutions. Many of these had moved towards a microservices 
architecture by developing more modular approaches. They had also deployed new 
functionality to meet desirable requirements in a data repository, e.g. supporting ingest 
methods such as repository-to-repository deposit and deposit from the desktop using the 
SWORD2 protocol. 

In February-March 2014, following another environmental scan, DSpace, the existing 
platform for Griffith’s institutional publications repository, was selected for the data 
repository backend. Prior work on the Plone-based deposit tool has been retained as a more 
user-friendly staging service that will utilise the SWORD2 protocol to facilitate ingest. This 
approach has progressed Griffith towards the microservices approach that will be more 
futureproof and that should enable better integration with existing data capture and storage 
solutions. At the same time, working with DSpace has re-aligned Griffith with the 
international and national repository community; emphasis has been renewed on library 
standards such as Metadata Object Description Schema (MODS), Metadata Encoding and 
Transmission Standard (METS) and, in the longer term, on compliance with ISO 16363:2012 
and other emerging schemes for certification of trusted repositories. 
 
3.3 Enterprise solutions (3): Griffith Research Hub 

The Griffith Research Hub (http://research-hub.griffith.edu.au) was launched in 2012 
following project funding from both ANDS and Griffith. The Hub provides a publicly 
accessible, single, comprehensive view of Griffith University’s research output and 
activities;a linked data model allows end users of data to not only find the datasets, but also to 
discover links between these datasets and the researchers who manage the data, the links 
between datasets and the research grants that funded their collection, and so on. The Hub 
feeds records about datasets to the Research Data Australia portal and to the National Library 
of Australia’s Trove discovery service (http://trove.nla.gov.au).  

The role of librarians in the initial development of the Research Hub has been described 
by Wolski et al. (2011a): ”Library professionals and information science professionals were 
key resources… [The project] utilised information professionals with specialised areas in 
information management, programming and database design, librarianship, and technical 
architecture design” (p.8). The Senior Project Manager for a further phase of development on 
the Research Hub had both library qualifications and IT experience. She was therefore well-
placed to oversee technical development and direct the work of the developers, while also 
managing stakeholders (including the project board). As discussed by Simons and Searle 

http://research-hub.griffith.edu.au/
http://trove.nla.gov.au/
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(2014), although the project manager did not need to be a librarian, the project benefitted 
from having someone who could ‘translate’ IT terms to senior management, researcher 
requirements to IT, and vice-versa. In addition, she brought an in-depth understanding of 
information management and the broader research policy environment to what might 
otherwise have been perceived as a purely technical project. 

 
3.4 Multi-disciplinary solutions 

These solutions are developed to meet the needs of researchers across multiple disciplines. 
The differences between these solutions and enterprise solutions are twofold: (1) the need or 
demand generally comes from the bottom up and (2) central resources committed to ongoing 
support are not at the same level as enterprise solutions. 

The Griffith Survey Centre (https://prodsurvey.rcs.griffith.edu.au) is based on the 
LimeSurvey software and the Drupal content management system. Its development was 
centrally funded in 2009 to meet an increasing number of requests for web-based surveys and 
to provide a secure platform to collect data subject to regulatory requirements, e.g. personal 
health data. No external service could be found that met all the regulatory requirements. As 
with the development of the Research Hub, advice on metadata and on ethical requirements 
was provided to the project team by an information management specialist working alongside 
software specialists and web developers.  

The Survey Centre consists of both a sandpit environment allowing researchers to 
experiment with the tool and a production environment to run surveys. Support calls come in 
through the enterprise IT Service Centre (“the helpdesk”). One-on-one assistance is provided 
on rotation by staff within eResearch Services. While training was also run by eResearch 
Services from 2009-2014, responsibility for training has been transferred to the ICT Literacy 
Specialists within Library and Learning Services. This transfer of responsibility means that 
survey tool training is now advertised and offered as part of a larger suite of research skills 
workshops on managing references, thesis preparation, data analysis using Excel, building a 
research profile, and tracking research impact. 

The Survey Centre demand is growing rapidly; since 2009 researchers have developed 
1392 surveys; however in the last twelve months alone, 204 researchers have used the service 
to develop 486 surveys. Given this growing demand and the maturing of the marketplace, 
Griffith will need to compare this solution in the near future to those now offered as 
commercially hosted products, such as Qualtrix. Regardless of the solution chosen, the 
success of this service depends upon the continuing partnership between eResearch Services 
and Library and Learning Service to provide the support services and training program that 
have facilitated such widespread adoption.  

 
3.5 Discipline-specific solutions 
Griffith has also developed solutions that meet specific research needs relating to a project or 
activity. An example of this type of solution is the Smart Meter Information Portal (http://gc-
prd-ersservices.rcs.griffith.edu.au/smip2/), a secure online service provided to Griffith’s 
Smart Water Research Centre to automate the capture and management of data from smart 
meters (data loggers) previously installed in over 300 households. These devices poll the 
water usage of households situated between the Sunshine and Gold Coasts in South East 
Queensland. Data and related metadata that are managed by this system include data logger 
details, logger data, household survey data and logger history. Information about the portal 
and the underlying data collections is harvested by the data repository, the Griffith Research 
Hub and the national data portal, Research Data Australia. 

The main challenge with these types of solutions is ongoing development and support, 
which tend to depend upon the success of the lead researcher in obtaining funding from 

https://prodsurvey.rcs.griffith.edu.au/
http://gc-prd-ersservices.rcs.griffith.edu.au/smip2/
http://gc-prd-ersservices.rcs.griffith.edu.au/smip2/
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sources outside the institution. Librarians increasingly have a role to play in the development 
of these solutions, including: providing input during development to ensure the solutions 
meet best practice guidelines, data classification and regulatory requirements; assisting in 
leveraging enterprise solutions such as server and storage infrastructure; and encouraging 
take-up by the user community. 

 
3.6 Future directions in infrastructure 
In addition to the institutional solutions outlined above and the sustainability challenges they 
pose, there are also community solutions of two kinds: those managed by Griffith, and those 
used by Griffith staff but managed by an external organisation. The “community” in this 
instance includes researchers from many institutions. It is recognised at Griffith that a 
research data service should ideally incorporate all these solutions in the bundle of resources 
available for researchers to use. However, developing such a comprehensive service is still a 
work in progress.  

One important emerging issue is the need to more proactively scan the environment to 
identify and evaluate emerging community tools, including those being developed through 
the National eResearch Collaborative Tools and Resources (NeCTAR) program. NeCTAR is 
developing a number of secure cloud-based software tools, including ‘virtual laboratories’ in 
disciplines including communications sciences, biomedicine, geophysics, marine science, 
materials science and ecology (NeCTAR, nd). Many of these solutions could be useful to 
Griffith researchers, so an institutional strategy is needed for identifying potential research 
groups that could benefit as well as raising their awareness of the availability of these 
external tools. Librarians have a potential role, alongside technical specialists, in making 
these connections between researchers at Griffith and the community tools in their disciplines 
that could enhance research practices.  
 
4. Developing knowledge and skills 
Research data services should include activities that support researchers in building the skills 
and knowledge required to manage data well (“data literacy”). Cox and Pinfield (2014, p.307) 
found that more than a third of UK libraries were undertaking early career researcher 
awareness raising activities and postgraduate research student training; they noted that this 
was an area of considerable growth, more than doubling from the time of an earlier survey in 
2012 (Corrall et al., 2013). 

In order to support researchers, however, institutions also need to support the 
development needs and career paths of professionals, including librarians, whose roles will 
increasingly involve providing data management advice. Previous efforts to identify the skills 
and knowledge needed to operate effectively have focused on liaison librarian roles 
(Auckland, 2012; Cox et al., 2012) and found that “Although the role and competencies 
required align with existing liaison librarians’ roles, there are some major gaps in current 
knowledge and areas where the direction of development is unclear” (Cox et al., 2012). More 
recent surveys have continued to identify knowledge and skills gaps as constraints (Corrall et 
al., 2013, p.609; Cox and Pinfield, 2014, p.308). Librarians can have a perception that RDM 
is ‘daunting’ (Cox et al., 2012), and there is also an identified need to build greater 
confidence alongside knowledge and skills (Corrall et al., 2013, p.609). Drawing on research 
that suggests different sub-specialties attract librarians with different clusters of personality 
traits, Simons and Searle (2014) have questioned whether ‘technique-oriented’ archivists and 
systems librarians may find moving into RDM support less difficult than ‘people-oriented’ 
librarians; libraries may find it useful to offer “development opportunities not just focused on 
skills, but on traits such as resilience” and to use personality inventories to “highlight the 
degree of fit between [librarians’] current work preferences and the traits required for new 
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areas” (pp.9-10). 
Developing researcher and librarian capabilities has proven very challenging and is an 

area that will receive renewed attention at Griffith in the near future. 
 
4. 1 Skills development for researchers 
A key learning at Griffith has been that even when technical challenges are overcome to 
deliver research data infrastructure, there is no guarantee that researcher behaviour will 
change and service uptake will follow. In a recent case study on data literacy at Purdue 
University, Carlson and Bracke (2015) describe this situation as a “disconnect” between the 
requirements placed on researchers and their capability to respond; researchers need to be 
“not only able to take advantage of the tools and resources available for analysing data but 
[also] capable of producing data sets that are well structured, described and documented so 
than others can identify, understand and make use of them” (p.96). Librarians have a key role 
in changing research behaviour by providing opportunities for researchers to build the skills 
needed to take advantage of the infrastructure on offer.  

Griffith’s first efforts in training provision centred on the development of an online data 
management tutorial, which involved the completion of a basic data management plan. Minor 
upgrades to the tutorial were made, including one at the time of a learning management 
system migration in early 2013. The course was decommissioned in 2014 because the content 
was out-of-date and no longer aligned with later sources of guidance, such as the best practice 
guidelines discussed in a previous section. As of 2015 a one-hour introductory data 
management seminar has been reintroduced to the Library’s program of research skills 
workshops; the high-level seminar covers the benefits of better data management; 
institutional, national and international policies;  RDM tools; and the basics of a data 
management plan. 

There is a strong intention to develop a more coordinated program of research data skills 
development opportunities for researchers. The cohorts to be targeted are still under 
discussion but a focus on postgraduate research students and early career researchers is likely. 
The nature of a more comprehensive program is yet to be determined, and a starting point 
will be an evaluation of the re-use potential of existing open educational resources in this 
area, including Queensland University of Technology’s Advanced Information Research 
Skills (AIRS) (QUT, n.d) and the University of Edinburgh’s MANTRA (EDINA and Data 
Library, University of Edinburgh, nd). Ideally, the program would be integrated with existing 
library-led information literacy programs, so that research data skills are seen as just as 
critical a part of any researcher’s development as database searching, academic writing, and 
bibliographic management.  

Skills development cannot be solely the responsibility of the Library. In more data-
intensive disciplines, hands-on workshops will be more appropriate; the ‘Data Carpentry’ 
approach outlined by Teal et al. (2015) is of interest but would be less likely to be led by 
librarians than by eResearch staff with backgrounds in the application of bioinformatics, 
geoinformatics and digital humanities methods to specific research problems.  

There is also a potential need to partner with the Griffith Graduate Research School to 
explore embedding data management skills development within research methods training 
(including the supervisory relationship). This approach has been recommended by the 
Knowledge Exchange as a key intervention (Van den Eyden, 2014, p.5). Carlson and Bracke 
also note that RDM “needs to be integrated into disciplinary culture and incorporated into lab 
practices. In other words it needs to be a part of the educational curriculum of graduate 
students as they assume their identity as research professionals” (2015, p.105). Implied in this 
is a greater need for the library to work with the supervisors of graduate students, not just the 
students themselves. 
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4. 2 Skills development for Information Services staff 
Corrall et al. (2013) report that most library staff build their RDM knowledge and skills on 
the job (around 80%) or through in-house and self-training (p.661). This situation is reflected 
at Griffith; currently there is no coordinated program providing targeted opportunities for 
professional staff development, but rather a range of previous activities has been undertaken 
on an ad hoc basis. Opportunities have been provided for librarians to work both as 
eResearch specialists (Simons and Searle, 2014) and with eResearch specialists in the context 
of projects funded by external agencies (Wolski and Richardson, 2014):  

• In 2010, four subject librarians from a range of disciplines participated in an ANDS-
funded pilot project to seek records and datasets for Griffith’s first data repository 

• A metadata specialist from the repository team participated in a 2013 ANDS-funded 
project relating to data citation.  

• A subject librarian with a specialisation in environmental sciences has been employed 
part-time since 2014 on specific projects aiming to improve the management of 
climate change adaptation data and information across a number of countries in the 
Pacific region.  

• Griffith currently hosts two staff members working under the auspices of ANDS, who 
provide a conduit for Griffith staff to engage nationally, while also building their own 
knowledge and skills.  

 
Local events have been organised from time to time. In 2012-2013 three Research Data 
Management Community of Practice forums were held. These brought together large groups 
of people (up to fifty per session) from different areas of the University - librarians, 
technologists and research office staff - for networking as well as for formal presentations. 
The most favourably received parts of these sessions involved Griffith researchers from a 
range of disciplines, who presented their data management problems from a researcher 
perspective and described how their collaborations with Information Services were helping 
them to overcome these. 

In 2013 the eResearch Specialist (Information Management) - an eResearch staff 
member with library training - delivered three half-day workshops on RDM for around thirty 
staff: Griffith’s combined services model meant that team leaders, subject librarians and 
learning advisors were joined by staff from the Library and IT Helpdesk team. The 
workshops consisted of a short reflection and discussion around participants’ goals, followed 
by a formal presentation that defined research data, outlined funding agency requirements 
and discussed trends in scholarly communication such as journal policies, data repositories 
and the emergence of data journals. The second section of the workshops was a scenario-
based learning exercise (Searle, 2014b). 

According to Tenopir et al. (2014, p.88), opportunities to attend conferences are a 
preferred option among both library directors and their staff for improving RDM skills. At 
Griffith, Information Services has provided financial support for library staff to attend 
conferences with research data content, which include eResearch Australasia, Open 
Repositories and CAUL Repositories Community events. Griffith has also leveraged the 
information resources and professional development events delivered from national 
organisations such as ANDS and CAUL, which have included awareness-level webinars, 
workshops, online ‘clinics’ for practitioners with certain issues (e.g. around data licensing), 
community of practice meetings at conferences, and roundtables targeted at senior decision-
makers (for example, a 2014 roundtable for university librarians and senior research office 
staff focused on adoption of ORCID identifiers in Australia). Library staff have been 
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encouraged via email or social networks like Yammer to read relevant articles and reports, 
and eResearch staff have regularly booked local venues for group participation in external 
national events such as webinars held by ANDS. 

 
4. 3 Future directions in skills development 
There is a strong intention to build on these activities with a more coordinated professional 
development program for librarians in 2015. A two-day ‘data intensive’ workshop run by 
ANDS in January 2015 has laid a firm foundation, with many Griffith Library and Learning 
Services staff attending. As with developing a program for researchers, the next step could be 
to review existing curricula for librarians, such as MANTRA (already mentioned), Immersive 
Informatics (University of Melbourne and UKOLN, 2015), RDMRose (Information School, 
University of Sheffield with the Libraries of the Universities of Leeds, Sheffield and York, 
2013) and Open Exeter’s Holistic Librarian (Lloyd-Jones, 2013). While investigating these 
more extensive training courses, a range of workplace initiatives will continue, including 
librarian involvement in supporting researchers to deposit datasets in Griffith’s data 
repository. 
 
5. Advisory services 
The provision of information resources, advice and consultancy to individual researchers and 
groups has proven the most challenging aspect of work so far at Griffith. Jones (2014) 
suggests that the provision of guidance materials and support should underpin other  RDM 
services, with generic advice via webpages complemented with advice or consulting for 
individuals or research teams (p.106). Providing a sustainable enterprise-wide service to 
researchers in a timely manner is complicated because of the wide variety of disciplines and 
research activities at the institution, including an extremely strong focus on creative arts. 
Despite all the efforts outlined in this paper, many researchers still have little awareness that 
their data management practices could be improved and that Information Services could 
partner with them to achieve this. 
 
5.1 Information resources 
Corrall et al. (2013) found that 85% of libraries in Australia are offering or planning to offer 
RDM guidance. There is general agreement that librarians have a key role to play at Griffith 
in providing authoritative information resources, however maintaining these over time has 
been challenging. Librarian-developed guides on research support for graduate students and 
staff currently contain a single tab for RDM as one of a number of topics: however, content 
on this page was decommissioned in 2013 and pointers to the best practice guidelines were 
added to ensure a consistent message. There is still therefore a need for more in-depth 
guidance on a range of topics; an expanded library guide will be investigated in 2015 as a 
joint activity between Library and Learning Services staff and Information Management staff.  
 
5.2 Data repository support 
As discussed above, librarians have been involved in the change management activities 
required to ensure academic adoption of the Research Storage Service and in training for 
specific solutions such as the Research Survey Centre. However there is still a large gap at 
Griffith in the areas of data collections acquisition and management, and provision of support 
for data depositors, both to ensure high quality metadata is created and to raise understanding 
of complex issues around licensing.  

The extent to which Griffith’s difficulties in translating pilot projects into sustainable 
deposit services have been experienced at other institutions is difficult to determine. The 
situation described in Corrall et al. (2013) is overwhelmingly positive, with more than half of 



 

15 
 

Australian libraries reporting that they already offer institutional deposit services and another 
third planning to do so (p.657). However the numbers of metadata records for datasets 
contributed to Research Data Australia by Australian universities are low; the majority of 
universities have contributed fewer than a hundred records, and in many cases this remains 
the case several years after a data catalogue or data repository has been implemented. This 
suggests a significant difference (not currently captured in the surveys of libraries) between 
offering a deposit service and being able to demonstrate its uptake by the target audience. 

Griffith’s first coordinated effort to acquire datasets took place in 2010, when the 
University received National Collaboration Research Infrastructure Strategy grant funding. 
Four subject librarians who expressed an interest in RDM were selected to conduct data 
interviews with researchers, both for collecting potential research data and as a way of 
building deeper relationships and a better understanding of the researchers’ needs (Wolski et 
al., 2011b). In late 2011, further efforts were made as part of an ANDS-facilitated project to 
create a ‘super-collection’ of data outputs from projects funded by the Urban Water Security 
Research Alliance. 

Aside from these coordinated efforts, uptake of the existing repository has been low. The 
2015 launch of a new self-deposit interface and the re-architected data repository will provide 
an opportunity to rethink processes for acquiring and managing data and metadata. Testing of 
the online deposit service has indicated that metadata self-deposited by researchers is unlikely 
to be able to be published without some form of mediation or moderation. However, the 
ongoing role previously responsible for this work (the Information Management Specialist in 
eResearch Services) was discontinued in 2011 because of reduced staff budgets. The scope of 
Griffith’s institutional data repository has been clarified to focus in the short term on 
compliance with Australian funding agency recommendations; work is currently being 
planned that would involve librarians targeting around 120 researchers a year who have 
projects nearing completion. 

While this input from librarians has been agreed to in principle, upskilling may be 
required and discussions are still underway to resolve issues about the relative resourcing and 
prioritisation of research data services in relation to the many other tasks the librarians need 
to undertake. 

 
5.3 Future directions for advisory services  
Like many other organisations, Griffith is still investigating how best to engage with 
researchers at the planning stage of projects and programs. As noted in the previous section, 
data planning functionality built into an early online tutorial at Griffith has been 
decommissioned due to its lack of currency.  

Ideally Griffith would adopt existing methodologies for data planning that have been 
successfully used at other institutions, however these must be appropriate for the national and 
institutional context if they are to be sustainable. Cox and Pinfield (2014, p.308) found UK 
libraries placing only a moderate priority on data planning support. Only 26.5% of the North 
American libraries surveyed by Tenopir et al. (2014, p.87) were currently offering data 
planning support, and 45.5% had no plans to develop this as part of their services. In the 
context of the strong data planning mandates from funding agencies in these countries 
compared to Australia, it is somewhat surprising that Australian libraries are so strongly 
invested in data planning, with 21% reporting a service currently on offer and a further 51% 
reporting plans in this direction (Corrall et al., 2013, p.657).  

In the absence of strong mandates from Australian funding agencies and in the context of 
declining budgets, the return on investment is unclear for activities focusing around specific 
research projects and adoption of tools that support project-based plans (such as the 
DMPOnline, from the UK’s Digital Curation Centre). Broader audits, ‘health checks’ and 
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group profiling models such as CARDIO (also from the DCC), Purdue University’s Data 
Curation Profiles toolkit, and the University of Virginia’s DMVitals could be more 
appropriate. Griffith therefore needs to determine: 

• Who should be targeted: should planning sessions or consultations be with schools, 
teams, projects or individuals, or some combination of these? 

• When consultations should be done: on demand; at grant writing stage; at the start of 
a funded project; as part of annual infrastructure planning; or at other times?  

• Who should be involved (including the potential role of librarians) 
• What the desired output of an engagement is: a report with recommendations; a 

formal data management plan; specific content for a grant application?  
• What would constitute a successful outcome of engagement, and how could that be 

measured to ensure continuous improvement over time? 
 

6. Conclusion 
There has been considerable discussion about the key role that university libraries can play 
by engaging with their research community. As a result libraries are developing and 
implementing new roles and service models.   

In this paper, the authors have sought to demonstrate how Griffith University is 
positioning itself in the emergent field of  research data services through the development of 
its eResearch Services and Scholarly Application Development (eRSSAD) portfolio within 
the Division of Information Services. The role of the Library in both leading and supporting 
specific research support services has been discussed.  

From an organisational perspective, Griffith’s Information Services is well positioned to 
leverage its strength as an integrated division to work across all dimensions, from policy 
through to services, skills development and infrastructure. The Division’s approach to 
structural design has facilitated service development to support research data. In addition 
taking a ‘whole-of-enterprise’ approach to managing all University data as an asset has been 
a useful foundation for taking such an holistic approach. Fostering strong national 
partnerships has also accelerated development of institutional capability, however more must 
be done. 

Although the University already had developed a code for the responsible conduct of 
research, it has been the work led by a library-qualified information management specialist 
within eResearch Services which has resulted in the next stage in the development of an 
institutional policy framework: Best practice guidelines for researchers. Its adoption 
internally, as well as its adaptation by a number of other Australian universities, attests to the 
ability of the eResearch Services’ staff member to work collaboratively with a number of 
key University stakeholders to produce a practical and implementable document. 

This paper has focused heavily on research infrastructure, especially the investment by 
the University in tools and services to support data. Given the major role played by 
eResearch Services, there has been an opportunity to create ‘library-IT hybrid’ positions. 
Librarians in these roles have not only worked with software developers but have also taken 
lead roles in project management and change management. The drawback is that there are 
only a very small number of these funded positions within the portfolio. 

Griffith University has recognised the importance of supporting both researchers and 
professionals, including librarians, in building the knowledge and skills required to manage 
data and to provide data management advice respectively. Developing these capabilities has 
proven very challenging and is a work in progress. Future activities planned for 2015 will 
target a more coordinated program of research data skill development for researchers and a 
professional development program for librarians. 

Of the four main areas which have primarily contributed to the evolution of eResearch 
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Services, the most challenging has proven to be advisory services, i.e. the provision of 
information resources, advice and consultancy to researchers and research groups. Part of the 
challenge stems from the wide variety of disciplines and research activities within the 
University. A significant issue has been the ability to transform pilot projects into sustainable 
services with a significant uptake. A corollary is the need to address the relative resourcing 
and prioritisation of research data services in relation to other tasks which librarians are 
expected to undertake. 

Notwithstanding the obvious challenges, Griffith University is committed to continuing 
to build upon the strong foundations which it has already laid in establishing its research data 
services. While other institutions may have different constraints or opportunities, some of the 
major concepts within this paper may prove useful to advance the development of research 
data capability and capacity across the library profession.  
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