
BIALL Strategy & Finance Committee

Meeting Minutes SCOSAF/2009/3
IALS 9th October 2009
Present:
Emily Albon, Elaine Bird, Alden Bowers, Jas Breslin, Jackie Fishleigh, Mark Haines, Daniella King, Catherine McArdle, Olwyn Mitchell, Christine Miskin, James Mullan, David Percik, Jennifer Vass, David Wills,
Apologies:
Sarah Froggatt, John Furlong, Hannah Milford, Susan Scorey, Sarah Spells.

The meeting opened at 12 noon

1. Minutes of the meeting of 27th February 2009 were approved.

2. There were no matters arising

3.  Halsbury’s Awards/General promotion of the awards (paper from Susan Scorey)

DW suggested there were two elements to the agenda item relating to the awards.

3.1 Halsbury’s Awards

Firstly DW and John Furlong discussed LNB sponsorship following the June conference. It was clear that there was some dissatisfaction with the relationship with LNB. The question arose as to whether or not BIALL wished to continue with the Halsbury’s Awards. John Furlong had pointed out that there was a danger that sponsorship would be withdrawn from the conference if the awards were no longer part of BIALL. EB agreed the relationship with LNB had not always been as easy as that with Westlaw. She also suggested that the constant turnover of marketing staff at LNB, including the marketing manager position, was a factor. DW agreed that LNB had been difficult to deal with.
CMcA noted that LNB had put an advert in Criminal Justice, and wondered why they had not used New Law Journal to get a wider audience.
DK said that due to LNB not wanting to commit to the sponsorship of the informal dinner the conference committee were trying to obtain sponsorship for particular elements of the conference e.g. 2 or 3 sponsors to sponsor various elements of the informal evening dinner.

3.2 Awards and their promotion

Secondly, DW drew attention to Susan Scorey’s paper. DW asked for any comments regarding the paper to be fed back to ABC. It was noted that there were problems identified by ABC with all the awards not just the Halsbury’s Awards, in terms of attracting nominations. With the help of the LIG Suppliers Code initiative some of these issues were in the process of being resolved (i.e. the CRIA and, following that approach using Survey Monkey to generate nominations, the LJA too).

CMcA said that the PR&P committee had a list of contacts they were trying to update. She agreed with Susan’s paper and hoped some members of the PR&PM committee would take this task on. 

CM agreed that the marketing should go through PR&P but that it had not been possible to follow this through. All agreed there was a need to balance BIALL activities with the day job and that members were not always able to devote as much time to BIALL activities as they would like to.

JB suggested it would be helpful to write press releases in advance of the ceremony, and get quotes from the winners. 

CMcA said that PR&P has never been involved in producing any press releases, nor had any been sent to them. Susan Scorey would be able to clarify the position from ABC’s side.
JB asked if there was a template for writing press releases, if so it should be available on the website. JB also commented that JM’s award received quite wide publicity. JM replied that it was due in part to being contacted by CILIP and also information he himself disseminated.

DW suggested there was a need for promoting the awards to the wider legal community not just in information professional journals. This was something that PR&P could pursue.
JV suggested publicising in publications such as Law Society Gazette, Legal Week and The Lawyer.

DK suggested we need to adopt a more focused approach to improve how we publicise ourselves.
CMcA suggested that we need to consider whether or not to divulge the winners prior to the awards ceremony.

Action: Hold a meeting between now and the next SCOSAF meeting in March 2010 to create a plan going forward in the light of Susan Scorey’s paper. DW will convene this meeting and SS, CMcA, plus another member of PR&P, would be invited to attend and discuss the way ahead.
DK was told by a previous winner that there are concerns that BIALL does not make it clear why an award has been awarded to a specific winner.
JV said that if it was more transparent it might encourage more people to become involved and nominate people.

DK suggested it was now time to move on from the complaint and focus on going forward. All agreed.

4. LIG/ABC supplier award – update

DP reported back on the work that had been done in LIG, the update was also to be discussed at the Council meeting to take place immediately after this meeting. There were two elements to the survey. 

Firstly, data gathered from suppliers could be used to inform LIG activities
Secondly, to make recommendations to the Conference Committee of 3 suppliers including the supplier award which ABC would administer

DP said ABC were happy with this approach, and that it should help to generate interest.

DP also suggested that people would respond to a survey when they may not respond to a call for nominations.

All agreed it was a good idea.

5. Professional Development Report

MH updated the meeting on the very comprehensive report provided by the PD Committee. There followed a detailed discussion of the problems surrounding the provision of courses across the United Kingdom. Although interest had been expressed by those based outside of London, following through on that interest had often been difficult. It was very important that someone at a local level was fully involved in the process of organizing courses.

The practical problems surrounding finding a suitable venue to run the legal reference materials course was also discussed. 

Action:EA would investigate the possibility of her institution being used as a venue.
There followed a discussion the pros and cons of the honorarium paid to BIALL members who were speakers at PD events. PD was mindful of the need to keep costs to a minimum of a break even position. It was agreed that the honorarium would stay, the position to be reviewed in 12 months. 

MH asked if consideration be given to PD having a budget. DK said the next SCOSAF meeting at which budgets were to be discussed was the place for such a decision to be made.

6. A.O.B.
LIM

CM said there had been conflict between the various publicising activities within BIALL. For example topics that had been planned for inclusion in LIM were being highlighted on the website the blog and wiki. There was a need for more co-operation between LIM, WEB, ABC, and PR&P.

There was also a potential problem finding authors to contribute to LIM when people were also being asked to contribute to other publications for examp0le the CILIP Gazette. There was also a danger of duplication of effort.DK suggested that topics be circulated to committee chairs in advance so they can better co-ordinate their activities. 

Strategic Review
DW raised the issue that it had been some time since the last strategic review and therefore, there was there a need to for another strategic review now?
AB suggested there was a need to do a review of the previous review; and that the review should be seen as ongoing project. It was agreed that the original document should be considered to see what had been successfully implemented and what still needed to be done.
DW asked all present to think about what additional items needed to be discussed in this context.
DK suggested there was a need to look at the role of the committees, do they still serve the same purpose; review the functions of each committee

Action:DW would include the item for detailed discussion at the next SCOSAF meeting

7. Date of next meeting – tbc

The meeting closed at 1.10pm

Minutes prepared by Elaine Bird
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