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Artificial intelligence in libraries:  
literacy, policy and evaluation 
 

 
 
 
 
David Ožura 
Special Library of Oncology, Ljubljana, Slovenia 
dozura@onko-i.si 
 

Dear colleagues, 

For the third year running, the Journal of EAHIL devotes its June number to artificial intelligence. The series 
began in June 2024, when Michelle Wake introduced a thematic issue (Vol. 20, No. 2) gathering six articles 
on the challenges, limitations and opportunities of AI for libraries and the wider profession. A year later, in 
June 2025 (Vol. 21, No. 2), I had the pleasure of presenting a second such issue, with contributions from 
Finland, the Netherlands, Italy and the United Kingdom. These examined practitioners’ attitudes towards AI, 
its impact on literature searching and health information retrieval, and the AI literacy and training that 
information professionals increasingly need, while consistently emphasising human oversight, the critical 
evaluation of AI outputs, and ethical concerns such as bias, transparency and data privacy. What began as a 
timely response to a fast-moving technology has, in effect, become a regular feature of the journal, one the 
present issue is glad to continue. 

Our readers’ keen interest in the topic is plain from the figures: in the journal’s bibliometric report for 2025, 
compiled by Rebecca Wojturska, seven of the ten most downloaded JEAHIL articles were about AI. They were 
led by Shampa Sen’s scoping review of AI in health and medical libraries (1,785 downloads), with Veronica 
Parisi and Anthea Sutton’s evidence summary on ChatGPT for systematic literature searches, Andrew Cox’s 
article on AI and health information literacy, Tuulevi Ovaska’s survey of Finnish health librarians’ views on AI, 
and Sjoukje van der Werf’s workshop perspective on AI in literature searching also among them. And in both 
2024 and 2025, the most downloaded issue of the year was the June AI thematic one. AI is clearly a subject 
our medical library community wants to read about, reflect upon and, increasingly, act upon. 

Yet, for all its current prominence, AI is no newcomer. EAHIL and its journal have been following the 
technologies behind it, and reflecting on their consequences for our work, for far longer than the generative-
AI era might suggest. As early as the 2015 EAHIL Workshop in Edinburgh, a hands-on session explored the 
use of text mining and machine learning, including automatic classification trained on human screening 
decisions, to assist with citation screening for systematic reviews; the discussion was described in this journal 
that same year by Claire Stansfield, Alison O’Mara-Eves and James Thomas in their report Reducing systematic 
review workload using text mining: opportunities and pitfalls (Vol. 11, No. 3). Years before ChatGPT, then, 
health librarians were already weighing the benefits and risks of automating evidence synthesis. Claire 

EDITORIAL

2



3Journal of EAHIL 2026; Vol. 22 (2): 2-3

EDITORIAL

Stansfield, a contributor to that early workshop, returns as an author in the present issue, an indication that 
the profession's engagement with AI is long-standing rather than recent. 

Taken together, the four contributions gathered in this June thematic issue, from the United Kingdom and 
Poland, show a profession that, having first defined and debated what AI is, now turns to the practical work 
of using it well: building literacy among staff and students, guiding institutional policy, and bringing rigorous, 
critical and ethical evaluation to the AI tools it adopts. 

In Empowering our communities, Angela Young (University College London) describes how her department, 
Library, Culture, Collections and Open Science, is supporting AI literacy across its community, pairing 
guidance, training and staff development with an emerging framework for evaluating AI tools, all underpinned 
by a departmental AI strategy. 

Anna Richards, Ishbel Leggat and Robert O’Brien (University of Edinburgh) apply Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle in 
Development of AI literacy support within a small academic library team, reflecting candidly on three years of 
building such support and weighing early successes (strong engagement and a heavily used LibGuide) against 
the persistent challenges of keeping materials current, securing recognition of AI literacy as part of the library’s 
professional remit, and sustaining the work within existing workloads. 

In Policies of selected Polish universities regarding the use of AI and the potential role of libraries in their 
implementation, Iwona Kosowska (Jagiellonian University Medical College, Kraków) examines what these 
institutional policies, set against five international comparators, permit and require, particularly around the 
disclosure of AI use and the preservation of academic integrity, and argues that libraries are well placed to 
provide information, raise awareness and deliver AI literacy training as the policies are put into practice. 

Finally, in Reflections on evaluating the utility of an LLM for keywording health research, Claire Stansfield 
and Ailbhe Finnerty Mutlu (EPPI Centre, University College London) assess how well a large language model 
can apply predefined keywords to health-research records, in a living repository of HPV-vaccine research and 
in two registers of health-promotion effectiveness, distilling their experience into five practical considerations: 
cyclical prompt development, data quality and availability, performance benchmarks and expectations, task 
complexity, and the workflows and tools that make such evaluation possible. 

I am grateful to the authors for sharing their experience so generously, and I hope you find as much here to 
reflect on as I have. 
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Feature Article

Introduction  
Initial academic skills support for generative AI 
(GenAI) at University College London (UCL) focused 
on its use in assessment, including the library’s devel-
opment of institutional guidance on acknowledgement 
and referencing (1). The library has since continued to 
collaborate with other UCL support services to ensure 
a coordinated approach, with each service developing 
support in its area of responsibility. In this follow-up 
article, we outline the developing strategic approach by 
UCL LCCOS (Library, Culture, Collections and Open 
Science) to engaging with and supporting the use of ar-
tificial intelligence (AI). 
  
Strategy development  
As GenAI is still new and is rapidly evolving, the need 
to draw on expertise across LCCOS was recognised 
early on and addressed through a staff special interest 
group formed in early 2023. The initial focus of the 
LCCOS AI Group was to monitor developments in the 
use of GenAI in higher education and its impact on li-
brary services and cultural heritage, while considering 
approaches to and priorities for adapting support and 
service provision. While the group’s initial response to 
GenAI was necessarily reactive, the need for a more 

strategic approach was recognised.  
A subgroup scoped existing strategic models (2-5) and 
made recommendations to inform the development of 
a strategy. The LCCOS AI strategy, formalised in 
September 2025, presents a vision in which LCCOS 
will “harness the potential of AI to drive innovation and 
engagement across our spaces, services and collections” 
(6) with a commitment to effective and responsible 
use, and to empowering “staff and communities to de-
velop the skills and confidence needed to engage with 
these technologies thoughtfully and ethically” (6). 
Five foundational principles underpin the strategy, in-
cluding utilising AI for enhancement and innovation of 
services, operations and skills while recognising the 
value of continued human expertise and input. It ad-
vocates for responsible and ethical use, and a culture 
of experimentation and learning, collaboration and col-
lective engagement.  
The strategy identifies broad themes from which tan-
gible outputs will be developed and implemented 
through a new committee structure, comprising an 
oversight group and working groups.  
While the strategy was in development, initiatives and 
activities which addressed clear priorities continued to 
be progressed. 

Abstract 
As generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) continues to reshape higher education, libraries must adapt their 
services to support evolving user needs and practices. This article outlines how LCCOS (Library, Culture, 
Collections and Open Science) at University College London (UCL) is supporting AI literacy across its 
community. It describes the development of guidance and training for users, LCCOS staff development initiatives 
designed to build confidence and capability in the use of AI, and emerging approaches to evaluating AI tools to 
inform both library service decision-making and individual use. These activities are underpinned by a departmental 
AI strategy, which enables a coordinated and sustainable approach aligned with broader institutional priorities. 
 
Key words: artificial intelligence; generative artificial intelligence; information literacy; academia; education.

Empowering our communities:  
Library support for AI literacy at UCL 
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UCL Library Services, Library, Culture, Collections & Open Science (LCCOS),  
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Support for AI literacy 
One of the strategic themes, “Empowering our com-
munities”, builds on ongoing support for AI literacy. 
Initial library guidance (7) covered referencing and ac-
knowledging the use of GenAI, and using GenAI as a 
source of information. It has expanded to include guid-
ance on summarisation, copyright, and using AI for 
systematic reviews, as well as signposting selected AI 
tools for supporting the library research process, and it 
continues to be developed. 
Library support focuses on principles for effective and 
responsible AI use, including critical engagement with 
inputs and outputs, and using AI to enhance learning 
and reflection. In parallel with guidance development, 
a student workshop was developed and initially deliv-
ered as part of UCL’s ExtendED Learning programme, 
which offers “students a wide range of free learning op-
portunities to enhance skills and networks” (8). The 
programme is aligned with UCL’s Pillars of Employa-
bility (9), which encourage students to develop skills to 
support their future and includes AI literacy as a foun-
dational skill. The workshop is now incorporated into 
the library’s regular programme of skills sessions, with 
its content complementing a session facilitated by 
UCL’s Academic Communication Centre on critical 
use of Generative AI tools in the writing process. 
Through practical activities and discussion, the “Criti-
cal thinking in a GenAI world: Summaries and sources 
of information” workshop explores GenAI as a sum-
marisation tool and source of information for academic 
work and beyond. The copyright and intellectual prop-
erty implications of uploading materials to GenAI tools 
regularly prompt more discussion than workshop time 
allows. To address this, a complementary session is now 
offered, which explores copyright considerations in the 
use of AI in depth. 
Increasingly academic departments and other UCL 
groups request library sessions on the use of GenAI. 
The “Critical thinking in a GenAI world” workshop 
provides a useful model, easily adaptable to specific 
disciplines or use cases, such as a recent adaptation to 
address using GenAI to engage with and understand 
scientific articles. 
 
Enabling change 
The LCCOS AI Strategy recognises that to respond to 
the “transformative potential of AI”, staff need to be 

equipped and supported, including ensuring all “staff 
have the opportunity to achieve baseline AI literacy” 
(6), and more specialist skills where required.  
The LCCOS AI Group recognised that effective use of 
GenAI is shaped not only by task requirements but also 
by individual working practices, and developing effec-
tive usage is therefore an individual journey, best 
achieved through active engagement, experimentation, 
and reflection. The group observed that engagement 
with GenAI varied considerably across the department. 
Some colleagues readily engage independently, exper-
imenting and identifying effective applications. Others 
struggle to achieve useful outcomes or are uncertain 
where to begin, and some express concern about po-
tential implications of AI for their roles. The group 
identified the need for a structured, supportive envi-
ronment in which colleagues could experiment and 
share experiences to build confidence, capability and 
understanding, supporting the strategic aim of staff 
baseline AI literacy. 
In summer 2025, the group facilitated two workshops 
for LCCOS staff, one in-person and the other online, 
in which colleagues were introduced to a selection of 
AI tools through a range of activities. Some activities 
were directly related to the work context, such as sim-
ulating a role-play of a difficult conversation with a stu-
dent at a library enquiry desk, while others encouraged 
engagement through fun, such as creating a “choose 
your own adventure” story. The sessions ended with re-
flection on how these uses of AI tools might be adapted 
to other work-related purposes and contexts. 
More specialist skills in AI are required by library col-
leagues who deliver support for AI literacy across the 
UCL community in relation to the library research pro-
cess. Dedicated subject specialist librarians support 
specific academic departments, so to ensure sustain-
able support for AI literacy development, all colleagues 
with a remit for teaching library skills must be confi-
dent and able to facilitate AI literacy sessions. 
A barrier to library staff delivering AI literacy teaching 
is a personal perception of their own lack of expertise. 
As fundamentals of AI literacy align with the skills, at-
tributes and behaviours inherent in information liter-
acy, however, library staff are well placed to adapt their 
existing practices to provide AI literacy support and 
teaching. To address self-perceptions of their lack of 
confidence, library trainers at UCL are encouraged to 
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manage expectations in the workshops they deliver 
through transparency around the limitations of their 
technical expertise, and the content of sessions is de-
signed around sharing of experiences and knowledge, 
and critical discussion around findings in the activities, 
with library teachers facilitating and drawing together 
key learning points, rather than solely imparting their 
knowledge as a perceived expert.  
In supporting library staff to gain confidence in deliv-
ering teaching on AI, similar principles are adopted as 
for developing their broader information literacy teach-
ing competencies, through gradual immersion, expo-
sure and contribution. Colleagues attend sessions 
delivered by more experienced staff or, in the case of 
AI, early adopters, before being involved in delivery 
themselves, and subsequently progressing to indepen-
dent design and delivery. To support shared practice, 
colleagues are encouraged to contribute materials from 
their teaching sessions to a central resource outlining 
session aims, coverage, delivery dates, and links for 
reuse or adaptation. 
 
AI tools evaluation 
To date, AI literacy support provided by the library has 
excluded recommendation or use of specific AI tools 
owing to: 
• the rapidly evolving landscape, with new tools 

emerging and existing tools developing at pace; 
• concern around endorsing specified tools without 

thorough evaluation; 
• equality concerns regarding access to paid versions 

of tools. 
In workshops, practical activities utilise Microsoft 

Copilot, to which UCL has an institutional sub-
scription with added data protection. Other tools 
may occasionally be mentioned or signposted, or 
feature in discussion. 

Increasingly the library receives enquiries relating to 
access to specific AI tools. The library does not have 
additional resource for AI tools, so any institutional 
subscriptions would require funding from existing bud-
gets, which would impact on funds available for other 
electronic resources. Decisions therefore require care-
ful consideration and thorough evaluation of tools. 
The library is developing a framework for staff to eval-
uate AI tools, to inform acquisition decisions and re-
spond to recommendations or enquiries about access 

to AI tools. The framework includes a screening stage, 
in which the purpose and function of the tool deter-
mine whether it is in scope for the library, and a staged 
evaluation process which progresses to greater depth 
where the evaluator determines it is worth continuing 
with the evaluation.  
The framework was informed by existing examples de-
veloped at other institutions (10-15) and includes eval-
uation criteria grouped under 4 themes of 
functionality; usability; security, ethical and legal; and 
practicalities. 
To support and empower students and researchers to 
make their own assessments around their individual 
choice of AI tools, a checklist (16) was developed in 
tandem with the library staff framework, with corre-
sponding themes and prompting questions tailored to-
wards individuals. It acknowledges that while 
consideration of all sections of the checklist ensures a 
balanced, thorough evaluation of any tool, the priority 
and relevance of the points to consider will vary de-
pending on an individual’s needs and the task at hand. 
It therefore does not incorporate a scoring system and 
instead supports critical decision-making. 
 
Changing behaviours and future  
considerations 
Rapid technological development requires support ser-
vices to adapt to ensure ongoing effective support for 
users to navigate an evolving information landscape. 
Through interaction with and feedback from users in 
training sessions and examination of library enquiries 
we can gain understanding of current and changing be-
haviours and needs. Data from confidence polls taken 
at the start of training sessions delivered by UCL li-
brary staff has shown rapid increases in attendees’ con-
fidence in using AI tools for academic work, which 
reflect findings of broader studies (17). Such insights 
inform review and updating of sessions ahead of each 
instance of delivery to ensure user expectations and 
needs are addressed at appropriate levels.  
Ongoing observation and analysis are needed to enable 
support services to adapt. User experience projects and 
surveys, such as a current survey by UCL Digital Skills 
and wider surveys (17, 18) help inform future AI skills 
support at UCL, but ongoing user experience work 
would further facilitate adaptation of services to sup-
port changing user behaviours and needs. 
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The development of AI in search and discovery tools is 
likely to lead to significant change in library skills sup-
port, as information-seeking behaviours of students 
and researchers evolve. Established search techniques 
may cease to be the most effective methodologies for 
finding information, and library staff will need to ac-
quire new specialist knowledge and adapt their ap-
proaches. 
In acknowledgment of UCL’s 200-year anniversary, 
LCCOS colleagues are reflecting on the past while 
looking to the future. A workshop on the future of roles 
in libraries and cultural heritage will explore how roles 
are changing and anticipate how staff skillsets must 
evolve, with the impact of technological advances a key 
theme.  
At an institutional level, UCL recently consulted with 
staff across academic and professional services depart-
ments to inform its ongoing approach to AI in educa-
tion. Implementation of the LCCOS AI strategy will 
respond to these priorities while establishing a founda-
tion that positions the department to adapt and con-
tribute to a sustainable, institution-wide approach. 
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Feature Article

Introduction  
When ChatGPT launched in November 2022 it 
quickly became clear that it could have a significant im-
pact on users’search behaviour and on education more 
generally. As Academic Support Librarians (ASLs) sup-
porting students in their information literacy skills we 
knew we needed to understand this new technology 
and develop new resources to support staff and stu-
dents. This article provides a reflective report on how 
AI literacy expertise and support was developed within 
one small library team and utilizes Gibbs’ Reflective 
Cycle to enable greater understanding of our experi-
ence (1).  
Reflective practice is well suited to reviewing profes-
sional work, particularly projects or responses to a new 
area of work that is changing rapidly. We have taken a 
continuous improvement approach to our work on AI 
literacy, whereby we use feedback, our increasing 
knowledge, and changes in the environment (both AI 
developments and changes in approach within higher 
education) to make small but continual improvements 
to our material and the support we offer (2). To ensure 

these changes are true improvements, we need to re-
flect on what has gone well and what hasn’t in our pre-
vious work. Using a reflective practice model ensures 
we examine our work from multiple perspectives sys-
tematically. Gibbs' six-stage cycle proved particularly 
valuable in helping us distinguish between surface-level 
problems (like declining workshop attendance) and 
their underlying causes (such as students' overconfi-
dence in their existing AI skills). This structured ap-
proach revealed actionable insights we might have 
missed in an unstructured team discussion. As Miller, 
Ford and Yang (3) highlight, in order for reflection to 
truly improve the work we do, we need to approach re-
flection with intention and so we decided to use a par-
ticular model to guide our reflection. 
Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle encourages practitioners to 
analyse any experience from six different angles, mov-
ing sequentially through them all: description, feelings, 
evaluation, analysis, conclusion and action (1). Gibbs’ 
model was designed for use within teacher education 
and so felt particularly valuable to our work teaching 
AI literacy (Figure 1) (3).  

Abstract 
This paper explores the experiences of one small team of academic librarians in developing AI literacy support 
for their university. Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle is used to encourage deeper consideration of successes as well as areas 
that still need developing. Early achievements include good engagement from staff and students, development of 
our own confidence and understanding of the technology, and acknowledgment of our experience and knowledge 
within the wider library. Areas that require ongoing improvement include promotion of our support within the 
wider university, ensuring material is kept up to date in a rapidly changing field, and managing the impact of 
this work on our workloads. This reflective report highlights the value of using reflective models to encourage 
strategic consideration of our work and how to ensure any improvements we make are appropriately targeted.  
 
Key words: information literacy; generative artificial intelligence; artificial intelligence.

Development of AI literacy support within a small 
academic library team:  
Reflections from the University of Edinburgh 
Anna Richards, Ishbel Leggat and Robert O’Brien  
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Gibb's reflective cycle  
 
Description 
The ASL AI Group was formed in May 2023, including 
the Associate Director, Library Academic Support, 
Elizabeth Williams, and ASLs Anna Richards, Ishbel 
Leggat, and Robert O’Brien. A further colleague, 
Christine Love-Rodgers, joined in 2025. One of our 
first tasks was to understand what AI literacy meant for 
us and our students. 
Lo (4, para. 3) says that AI literacy is: “the ability to 
understand, use, and think critically about AI technolo-
gies and their impact on society, ethics, and everyday 
life”. He argues that AI literacy in academic libraries 
includes:  
•  technical knowledge of how systems work; 
•  awareness of ethical issues; 
•  critical engagement with AI output use;  
•  practical knowledge of how to use tools;  
•  understanding of the societal impacts of AI. 
 
We recognised that our existing expertise positioned us 

well to apply this conception of AI literacy to infor-
mation literacy, in particular: 

• understanding the ethical concerns around genera-
tive AI (GenAI) development and use, both gener-
ally and in an academic context; 

• helping staff and students to use GenAI tools as 
part of the literature and information searching pro-
cess, such as using it for pre-search preparation (de-
ciding on a research question, designing a search 
strategy etc.), and using generative AI technologies 

for searching for academic literature.  
Our approach has been one of continuous develop-
ment from the start. Our first online lecture for stu-
dents was only 30 minutes long and focused on ethical 
and responsible use, as well as discussing what GenAI 
is. We then extended this to 60 minutes long, before 
creating three, hour-long sessions. The first of these 
covered ethical and responsible use concerns, the sec-
ond use of GenAI for pre-search preparation and the 
final one use of GenAI for literature searching. These 
workshops were supported by a LibGuide (Using Gen-
erative AI Tools in Academic Work), which mirrors 
their content.  We have since delivered further sessions 
aimed at dissertation students and integrated content 
on GenAI into embedded teaching within the curricu-
lum. We have also created shareable slides to help ASL 
colleagues embed GenAI content into their own in-
curriculum sessions.  
 
Feelings 
Our initial feelings about GenAI were a combination 
of concern, uncertainty, and curiosity about this new 
technology. We knew that it could change how people 
searched and used information, as well as potentially 
impacting our careers and professional work (5).  How-
ever, we were uncertain about the full extent of any im-
pact this new technology would have – other 
technologies have had less impact than initially thought 
(e.g., Second Life (6)). This uncertainty, combined 
with our lack of knowledge about GenAI at this point, 
meant that we initially felt intimidated by the task of 
teaching ourselves whilst also developing material to 
inform our colleagues and support our students.  
As we learnt more, our confidence in our ability to in-
form others grew. However, GenAI technology has 
moved very quickly – ChatGPT, for example, has re-
leased 11 models since November 2022 (not including 
the mini and nano versions of each model (7)) and new 
tools are being developed very rapidly. This has led to 
us feeling overwhelmed with the task of keeping up to 
date and also frustrated at the constantly shifting land-
scape. It has sometimes felt that as soon as we feel con-
fident in what we are teaching students, the technology 
changes or we learn some new theory that changes how 
we perceive GenAI.  
We have also felt a tension when it comes to the ethical 
implications of this technology. There are many librar-

Fig. 1. Gibb’s reflective cycle. 
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ians and researchers who are critical of GenAI and the 
implications for information literacy and education 
(e.g., Shah & Bender (8), Williamson (9)). Some librar-
ians argue that we should not encourage their use in 
any way (Slater (10)). However, we feel we have a duty 
to help our students use them in a responsible way, so 
they can make informed decisions about whether to 
use them or not, and if they do use them, to use them 
well.  
 
Evaluation  
The creation of the LibGuide proved advantageous in 
offering a framework around which to develop work-
shop sessions and to provide a useful support resource. 
Since August 2025 the LibGuide has been viewed 
7441 times, more than any of our other guides. How-
ever, with the changing nature of AI development, it 
has been difficult to keep our support materials up to 
date. We also saw strong interest in live sessions deliv-
ered; we saw 280 staff and students in academic year 
2024/25 and received 100% positive feedback. How-
ever, the numbers registering for sessions has declined; 
for instance, in 2024/25 we had 121 people register for 
our autumn session on using GenAI for literature 
searching whilst in 2025 we only had 49 registrations. 
In addition to our activities around designing and de-
livering AI sessions, the ASL AI Group has become a 
useful reservoir of collective AI knowledge and a point 
of contact for ASL and academic colleagues on AI-re-
lated matters. The experience has been helpful as a 
springboard to collaborate on AI-related projects, both 
within the University of Edinburgh and externally, and 
to promote our work via conference presentation and 
experience sharing. It has also developed as a useful 
working group and as an advocacy group within the Li-
brary and University Collections Team, contributing to 
broader discussions on AI development within the Uni-
versity’s Information Services Group and beyond. 
An ongoing challenge – which may be familiar to col-
leagues in other institutions – is that academics do not 
yet widely recognise AI literacy, particularly the use of 
AI-powered tools for information searching, as falling 
within librarians' professional expertise. This creates a 
barrier to embedding our support within curricula and 
engaging with faculty on AI-related pedagogical deci-
sions. We need to actively work to shift this perception, 
demonstrating that critical evaluation of AI search 

tools is a natural extension of information literacy and 
firmly within our professional remit. 
 
Analysis  
The aspects of our work that succeeded early on – 
strong LibGuide views, positive feedback from ses-
sions, and requests for input from AI policy groups in 
certain schools and from academics planning their 
teaching – drew largely on competencies already em-
bedded in our practice. As Lo (4) observes, academic 
librarians are well placed to play a key role in support-
ing AI literacy: libraries have long championed infor-
mation literacy and extending this to AI contexts where 
librarians' expertise in critical evaluation, bias detec-
tion, and ethical judgments about academic informa-
tion tools proves highly relevant. Our existing skills and 
knowledge enabled us to act quickly in creating a guide 
and teaching content on AI use. We were also aided by 
our focus on a relatively bounded application of AI’s 
use in literature searching. This reduced the need for 
cross-disciplinary agreement and enabled us to respond 
quickly to emerging AI trends in higher education, 
helping the Library make an early contribution to AI 
literacy at the University. 
The challenges we encountered reveal deeper, systemic 
issues beyond workload alone. Keeping the LibGuide 
current highlights a mismatch between the slow pace 
and ongoing learning demands of updating it and a 
field where tools, capabilities, and expectations evolve 
frequently. This echoes Huang, Cox, and Cox’s (11) 
finding that UK academic library strategies rarely men-
tion AI explicitly – leaving individual teams to monitor 
fast-moving developments themselves, without sector-
wide structures to support timely knowledge sharing 
and professional skills development. Declining atten-
dance, despite evident need, may reflect students' per-
ceived proficiency masking shallower literacy: 
Freeman's (12) HEPI/Kortext survey shows 92% of 
UK undergraduates now reporting AI tool use (up 
from 66% the prior year), yet only 36% reporting re-
ceiving institutional AI skills training. 
The difficulty we have experienced in gaining traction 
within schools is also hard to explain but may be ac-
counted for by Cox's (13) jurisdictional analysis, in 
which librarians' claim to emerging technology work is 
often contested – or simply unrecognised – by other pro-
fessional groups, including academics. On reflection, the 
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issue may be less about the visibility of our work and 
more about a perception, across the University, that AI 
literacy does not fall within the Library's remit. 
 
Conclusions and future actions 
The final stages in Gibbs’ reflective cycle are conclu-
sions and an action plan. Ideally, you reflect on what 
you would do differently should a similar situation arise 
in the future (1). However, as this work is ongoing, we 
have reflected on how our experiences will inform fu-
ture actions within the same project.  
One of the most important conclusions we have come 
to is that keeping up with the fast-changing nature of 
AI requires planning for, rather than hoping to update 
materials on an ad-hoc basis. Whilst our focus on AI in 
literature searching has helped manage the workload, 
even keeping our small number of “deliverables” up to 
date has proven difficult. To counter this, we have al-
ready committed to re-working the LibGuide before 
the start of the 2026-2027 academic year. Once it has 
been updated, we will need to plan for how we can 
keep it up to date within our current workloads; this 
may mean only being able to commit to an annual re-
view, even if tools change mid-year.  
We also need to plan for how to transition some of our 
work to “business as usual”. As AI has gained traction 
within higher education and society, it is no longer suf-
ficient to provide support on AI information literacy in 
standalone, optional sessions. Rather, we need to con-
sider how to ensure that all ASLs are confident in 
teaching the core skills and knowledge students need. 
Although we already provide reusable slides, and some 
librarians will be integrating this content into existing 
sessions, coverage across all disciplines is not uniform. 
We will therefore organise an ASL-focused session to 
discuss what is being taught by other ASLs and what 
support we can offer to them. Increasing the coverage 
of AI information literacy within in-curriculum sessions 
may also mitigate declining attendance at our optional 
sessions. 
One final conclusion is that we should not assume that 
other people will recognise the links between AI liter-
acy and the Library’s areas of expertise. Whilst we 
could immediately see that aspects of GenAI were 
highly relevant to our work as librarians, this may not 
be apparent to academic colleagues. We therefore need 
to work alongside our ASL colleagues to increase pro-

motion of our work in the wider University. This will 
not only increase knowledge of the support we can 
offer but also help us by increasing our knowledge of 
disciplinary differences in the approach to GenAI.  
 
Discussion 
Our hope in sharing this reflective report is to provide 
an insight into the approach taken by one small team 
within a large academic library. We chose Gibbs’ Re-
flective Cycle due to its development within teacher 
education but also because it provides a clear structure 
for reflection. Whilst we have updated our material 
since it was initially developed, we have not collectively 
conducted intentional consideration of what has gone 
well or not, and what actions we need to take to ad-
dress any issues. Writing this article has allowed us to 
do that and has encouraged us to consider how we can 
be more strategic in addressing the problems we have 
identified. 
When our group initially formed, our first task was to 
inform ourselves about the capabilities and concerns 
around GenAI and then to support our students. Our 
reflection on the work of the past three years has 
shown that we have been successful in this; our live 
sessions and LibGuide have good engagement and we 
are a recognised point of contact for other members 
of staff in the library. However, conducting this reflec-
tion has also helped us to consider areas that still need 
improvement, and to consider what actions we might 
want to take next. This includes work to increase the 
visibility of our work outside of the library, including 
increasing our connections with faculty staff, and con-
sidering how we manage the need to keep materials 
current when the technology changes very rapidly. We 
also need to focus on working with our colleagues in 
the wider ASL team in order to increase the amount 
of AI literacy support they can provide as part of their 
own teaching.  
The most profound observation we have taken from 
this process of reflection has been how difficult it is to 
integrate this work into our existing workload. A pro-
ject should have an end point, but this work is ongoing 
and has indeed increased in complexity and volume. 
Moreover, “project work” should only comprise a small 
percentage of our workload. We are now at the point 
where integrating AI literacy into our work is no longer 
a project but a significant and time-consuming expan-
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sion of our remit. Considering that burnout in aca-
demic librarians has been linked to role overload, seri-
ous consideration needs to be given to how our roles 
can change to integrate AI literacy in a sustainable way 
(14). 
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Introduction  
The enormous development and popularization of gen-
erative artificial intelligence (AI) in recent years has 
sparked a discussion about the opportunities and 
threats of using AI-based tools in higher education. 
Despite the widespread use of AI, many ethical and 
legal issues remain unresolved. In fact, there are still 
more questions than answers. Concerns about main-
taining the appropriate quality of education and re-
search continue. As a result, some universities started 
working on certain solutions regarding the use of AI, 
which took the form of official orders, recommenda-
tions, positions or guidelines for students and lectur-
ers. 
  
Methods  
In November 2024, I conducted a review of selected 
existing documents of this type published in Poland. 
Based on “The Ranking of Academic Universities 
2024” list published by Perspektywy Publishing House 
in 2024, the top 50 best universities in Poland (public 
and private) were selected. In total, there were 54 uni-
versities (5 universities took joint 50th place) (1). Ad-

ditionally, in order to deepen the analysis with a 
broader perspective of medical universities, the list of 
universities was expanded to include 3 member univer-
sities of the Conference of Rectors of Academic Med-
ical Schools (KRAUM), which were outside the top 50 
of the Perspektywy Ranking (2). Investigating these 
documents showed the most common practices of se-
lected Polish universities regarding the use of AI-based 
tools in teaching and scientific work. I compared the 
results of this study with AI guidelines at five universi-
ties from Great Britain, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Latvia and Czechia to perform a comparative analysis. 
I especially wanted to outline the potential role of li-
braries in implementing these policies. The results of 
this study were presented in the form of a presentation 
during the EAHIL 2025 Workshop, Lodz, Poland, 
from 9-13 June 2025.  
 
Results 
Of the 57 universities analyzed in November 2024, 40 
do not have published this type of regulations, while 
17 do. Access to 2 was possible only after logging in 
(Nicolaus Copernicus University in Toruń, Academy 
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of Physical Education in Katowice), which is why 15 
universities were ultimately analyzed. These were: Uni-
versity of Warsaw, Jagiellonian University in Kraków, 
Warsaw University of Technology, Adam Mickiewicz 
University, Poznań, SGH Warsaw School of Eco-
nomics, University of Gdańsk, Kozminski University, 
WSB University, University of Lodz, Medical Univer-
sity of Silesia, Poznań University of Economics and 
Business, Cardinal Stefan Wyszynski University in 
Warsaw, Wroclaw University of Economics and Busi-
ness,  Maria Curie-Sklodowska University and Univer-
sity of Rzeszów. 
Of the 16 universities providing medical education that 
are members of The Conference of Rectors of Aca-
demic Medical Schools, only 4 have adopted AI poli-
cies. These are:  Jagiellonian University in Kraków, 
University of Rzeszów, Medical University of Silesia 
and Nicolaus Copernicus University in Toruń (avail-
able only after logging in).  
All the Polish policies, which I have examined, allow 
the use of AI. During the analysis of the content of the 
recommendations, I can distinguish the main areas on 
which the regulations focus. 
 
Guidelines for the use of AI in thesis 
and other written works 
The most common issue that the policies address are 
guidelines for the use of AI in thesis and other written 
works. The focus on written work is not surprising, 
given that AI easily generates texts. However, the 
problem is that it does not avoid providing false infor-
mation and footnotes that look credible at first glance. 
In all the recommendations analysed, the use of AI in 
writing papers is not prohibited, but the decision 
about whether to allow students to use this tool or not 
is left to individual lecturers. First of all, it is empha-
sized that despite the use of artificial intelligence tools, 
the originality of thought must be preserved: the main 
theses, arguments and conclusions must come from 
the student. The lecturer, together with the student, 
determines the purpose and scope of using AI at work. 
The supervisor is mainly responsible for “the correct” 
use of artificial intelligence tools by the student. At the 
same time, the recommendations outline in very gen-
eral terms the acceptable uses of AI. The examples 
mentioned include among others: translating the text 
into any foreign language, creating text plans, ab-

stracts and summaries, reviewing sources, editing texts 
(changing style, correcting errors), helping with pro-
gramming, generating graphics based on the author's 
hand-drawn drawings, creating diagrams, charts, fig-
ures, infographics according to detailed guidelines for-
mulated by the author. As we see, examples of 
permitted uses of artificial intelligence tools do not in-
clude the generation of texts or text fragments. At the 
same time, the guidelines do not contain any clear 
statements prohibiting the generation of text. The ex-
ception is the guideline of the SGH Warsaw School of 
Economics. The guidelines directly prohibit: “generat-
ing text (paragraphs, chapters), generating the first 
version of the text and then editing it on one’s own, 
expanding the existing content (e.g., using prompts 
such as: “add two sentences to the paragraph”); all 
substantive content in a written assignment, including 
both the author’s own text and content cited from 
other authors, should be the result of the author’s in-
depth reflection” (3). 
A very important issue raised by the guidelines is the 
way of reporting the use of artificial intelligence in writ-
ten works. The policies are consistent that it is neces-
sary to indicate the use of AI systems, because 
AI-generated content is not the author's work. The 
most common is to report the use of AI in the intro-
duction or in the methods section. It should be re-
ported: what kind of system was used, what was the 
purpose of using AI, what kind of method was used. 
Some policies provide more detailed guidance. It is re-
quired to post the prompts, which students wrote and 
the output, which they received. An example could be 
the regulation in force at the Adam Mickiewicz Uni-
versity in Poznań: “Fragments created using AI should 
be clearly marked in the work by providing the com-
mands (prompts) used and/or the received output data 
(e.g. footnotes, appendix to the work)” (4). 
Additionally, the Warsaw School of Economics points 
out that it is not allowed citing large-scale language 
models (LLM) or other generative AI tools as a source 
of information. It is worth emphasizing that this rec-
ommendation does not prohibit the use of AI in gen-
eral, but as a source of information. This means that it 
can be a supporting tool, e.g. improving the style of the 
text (5). It is recommended to continuously monitor 
the student’s progress in preparing the thesis to ensure 
that it is a student's work. 



16 Journal of EAHIL 2026; Vol. 22 (2): 14-17  

Iwona Kosowska

Guidelines for the use of AI in teaching 
and research 
Another area on which recommendations focus is 
teaching and conducting scientific research. 
The use of artificial intelligence in teaching is intended 
to make learning more attractive and engaging for stu-
dents. Some examples of permitted uses of AI in teach-
ing are: generating ideas in brainstorming, generating 
educational materials that engage students (generating 
questions, quizzes, scenarios). AI-powered test prepa-
ration and grading criteria are also permitted. AI can 
also be used to automatically grade short answers (6).  
The use of artificial intelligence in research is a topic 
that is less frequently addressed by the policies. Exam-
ples such as using artificial intelligence to identify re-
search trends, theories, research problems, research 
gaps, research methods were mentioned. Another area 
in which the use of AI tools is permitted is literature 
review and searching in collection of articles (e.g. using 
AI to extract key information from large collections). 
Scientists can also use AI to make research simulations 
(e.g. using AI to simulate different experimental sce-
narios and searching for the optimal) (7).  
 
A short look at the different European 
universities 
In my work in November 2024, I also looked at 5 for-
eign universities and their approach to the use of arti-
ficial intelligence. I wanted to highlight the most 
interesting AI-related issues from universities in The 
Netherlands, Norway, Latvia, Great Britain and 
Czechia.  
Unlike Polish universities, University of Amsterdam 
policy initially in November 2024 doesn’t allow stu-
dents and lecturers to use AI tools. This was due to 
concerns about privacy and data security (8). However, 
the situation changed and currently the university has 
developed its own tool called UvA AI Chat. The gen-
eral principle of using this tool can be summarized as 
follows: You can use UvA AI chat to support the learn-
ing process, but not to do the work. It was created with 
data security in mind, as the input data is not subse-
quently used to train the AI model (9).  
A similar solution was previously implemented by the 
University of Oslo. One of the approved AI tools is 
GPT UiO. It is a privacy friendly chat for students and 
teachers of the University of Oslo. The main advantage 

of this tool is that it allows the use of OpenAI's Chat-
GPT within the requirements sets for privacy. The data 
entered will never be used to further train the model 
(10).  
The University of Oxford followed a similar path in the 
2025/2026 academic year. Students have the opportu-
nity to use ChatGPT Edu, which works similarly to 
Chat GPT but ensures appropriate privacy and security 
standards (11).  
University of Latvia guidelines differ in how AI usage 
is reported. It is recommended to provide a reference 
to use AI in the work. It is possible to cite artificial in-
telligence according to popular citation styles. You can 
refer to the AI tools you use using APA-style refer-
ences, Harvard University-style reference and MLA-
style both in the text and in the full citation (12).  
Similarly at Charles University in Prague (Czechia) 
students should declare the use of AI tools in their 
work using guidelines (for example, those provided by 
Elsevier publishing). Charles University, which doesn’t 
prohibit the use of AI, pays attention to creating an at-
mosphere of mutual trust in the academic environ-
ment, but warns off providing AI tools with 
information that includes the university’s intellectual 
property (13).  
 
Conclusions and discussion  
In my opinion, the adoption of such regulations helps 
reduce information chaos, promotes transparency and 
helps avoid inappropriate practices. Unfortunately, the 
main problem with the policies is that most of them are 
very general, regardless of whether they were created 
at specialized universities or not. The frequently re-
peated recommendation is the need to provide training 
and knowledge about AI. Although they do not directly 
point to libraries as being responsible for these tasks, I 
think libraries can have a huge information and training 
role to play and in many libraries such activities are be-
ginning to be undertaken. However, this requires that 
librarians themselves have such knowledge. Firstly, to-
gether with the academic staff we can provide informa-
tion on both the risks and benefits of using AI. It is 
important to raise awareness, especially in the context 
of ethical use of AI and plagiarism. Definitely we 
should promote a critical approach to AI-generated 
content and recommend double checking. Our task 
can also be to inform about the methods of reporting 
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the use of AI. The role of library and librarians may be 
identifying useful AI-based tools and organized AI-lit-
eracy training. At the same time, we should popularize 
using various information resources provided free of 
charge by libraries. We can also consider providing ac-
cess to paid AI tools. 
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Introduction  
Our context is specialist evidence repositories and re-
search registers that are compiled for purposes of re-
search discovery, such as investigating the research 
landscape and informing evidence synthesis. They may 
contain hundreds or thousands of research records, 
and be annotated with predefined keywords (also 
called labels, codes) describing broad characteristics of 
the research, such as study design, topic or thematic 
focus, or detailed aspects such as who delivered an in-
tervention, country it was delivered, dosage etc. These 
keywords are often bespoke to the context of the repos-
itory and might be assigned from title and abstracts or 
full-texts. Using an LLM to apply keywording is par-
ticularly appealing for achieving rapid keywording at 
scale in regularly updated (or “living”) systems. How-
ever, there are challenges in evaluating acceptable per-
formance for accuracy and reliability with a view to 
implementation. We have separate experiences of using 
this approach for two use cases and highlight our key 
reflections here. For a broader perspective, the living 
documents produced within Responsible Use of AI in 
Evidence Synthesis (RAISE) is an important reference 
point. RAISE 2 focuses building and evaluating AI ev-
idence synthesis tools (1). 

We begin by outlining the use cases and the approach 
taken to apply an LLM, followed by reflections across 
five aspects of evaluation: 1) cyclical prompt develop-
ment, 2) data availability and quality, 3) performance 
benchmarks and expectations, 4) task complexity and 
perspective and 5) workflows and tools. 
 
Context  
One author (AFM) is evaluating the utility of an LLM 
to apply keywords based on full text, to a living evi-
dence repository of Human Papillomavirus (HPV) vac-
cine research (2, 3). The repository contains research 
articles on HPV vaccine delivery in low and middle in-
come countries and forms part of an evidence bank 
that will be updated through regular searches. The bib-
liographic records have been keyworded according to 
a taxonomy of HPV-relevant terms. These keywords 
enable use of the repository to identify relevant re-
search and research gaps to inform research and prac-
tice. The first iteration of the HPV taxonomy had 
around 230 keywords, including 127 individual country 
names, these keywords ranged from thematic focus, 
delivery of vaccines to descriptions of the populations 
of interest. The taxonomy is being further developed 
by a team of experts in the HPV vaccine community 
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to add more detailed keywords. The initial keywording 
was done by single human reviewers and pairs of hu-
mans independently keyworded a percentage of 
records (10-20%) that was done by an LLM.  
Another author (CS) is evaluating keywords based on 
titles and abstracts in two registers of health promotion 
effectiveness, Trials Register of Promoting Health In-
terventions (TRoPHI) and Database of promoting 
health effectiveness reviews (DoPHER) (4). The 
TRoPHI register contains over 25,000 records of re-
search using controlled trials, and descriptive keywords 
to describe the content related to thematic focus, study 
design, population groups, and geographical region. 
Thematic focus forms the largest keyword set compris-
ing 32 keywords on particular areas for health promo-
tion (e.g. injury, mental health, cancer). DoPHER 

contains over 10,000 reviews of effectiveness and cur-
rently has no keywording in the public version. We pre-
viously described our planned steps for full automation 
(5). 
Each use case had a bespoke set of keywords that were 
defined (prior to automation) to support consistent 
and reliable annotation of multiple keywords to a re-
search record by humans. Each keyword was converted 
into an LLM prompt in the form of a command or 
question to guide the LLM to produce a desired action 
or answer (6). The cases here focus on prompts requir-
ing the LLM to provide a true or false response, so that 
if an answer is true, the keyword is annotated to the 
record about that research. The prompts generally fol-
lowed a similar structure, detailing the role of the LLM 
and the criteria to be met. One prompt was used per 

Fig. 1. The cyclical process of prompt development and evaluation. 

!
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keyword. For example, in TRoPHI, over 90 question 
prompts are applied to one title and abstract record. 
Mostly, our evaluations focused on the reliability of an 
individual keyword being annotated to a single research 
record (title/abstract or full-text article), rather than the 
collective set of keywords annotated to a single record. 
We used the GPT 4.1 LLM within EPPI-Reviewer, 
using parameters fixed within this interface (7, 8), as 
this interface is developed within our research centre. 
Our reflections here relate to evaluations generally 
rather than on the performance of a specific LLM 
model.  
 
Cyclical prompt development and  
evaluation  
In both cases, we began by iteratively writing prompts 
and comparing performance of the LLM with prior 
human annotations on relatively small samples of 
records. Most records had multiple keywords assigned 
to them, it was only possible to manually check reasons 
for discrepancies over relatively small samples, as it in-
volved considerable time checking the text that the 
keywords were applied to (either full text or title/ab-
stract). Once the prompts were perceived as sufficient 
from this first step, they were evaluated on further sam-
ples to obtain measures of reliability compared with 
humans, followed by further investigations, and cycles 
of revision and testing of prompts. Strategies to im-
prove prompts included: sense checking with another 
human, asking an LLM to edit prompts, and trial and 
error observations of what seemed to work on small 
samples. An overview of the process is shown in Figure 
1. 
Repeated cycles of prompt development and testing 
proved challenging as it required having a representa-
tive sample of the keywords. It was important to eval-
uate new prompts on new, previously unseen, sample 
records that had not informed prompt refinements and 
these samples needed to represent all the keywords 
being tested. Ideally these samples should be suffi-
ciently large but depended on the data or the resources 
available to manually annotate new data.  
An ongoing challenge is deciding how much to iterate 
prompts or when to stop. Identifying content within a 
sample can be useful to improve a prompt (e.g. setting 
out certain ways authors describe an intervention or 
population) but care is needed to avoid being too spe-
cific in order to anticipate other relevant scenarios that 

may apply to that keyword. Stopping requires accept-
ing limitations of the possibility of the prompt at the 
current time or abandoning prompts that perform less 
well. Another aspect is that performance differs be-
tween LLM models and if tested, can add further cy-
cles within the prompt development and evaluation 
process.  
 
Data quality and availability 
Ensuring there is sufficient volume of good quality data 
of records with keyword annotations with which to 
compare to the LLM generated data is important. 
However, this is not always available for various rea-
sons. For example, having all data annotated indepen-
dently by multiple humans is ideal, though requires 
resources to generate. If this data is not available there 
should be at least a proportion of records that are an-
notated by more than one human, and the reliability of 
these annotations between humans should be calcu-
lated. There also needs to be sufficient representation 
of all the keywords in the data including those that are 
rarely used. Producing truly random samples of records 
is not always possible due to factors such as small sam-
ple sizes or uneven distributions of keywords across 
samples. 
In the case of TRoPHI, random and stratified samples 
of dual keywording by humans were generated (using 
approximately 700 records), and pairwise comparisons 
of humans and LLM data were made. However, when 
200 records from this set became the only validation 
samples (that had not been used to inform prompt re-
finement), some keywords were underrepresented 
owing the smaller size of set. These sets were compared 
with larger samples of single human and LLM data 
(approximately 3,000) to observe performance at a 
larger scale. However, we recognise that these volumes 
of data are not routinely available, including our other 
use cases.  
Furthermore, it is recognised that there are often in-
consistencies between humans when applying multiple 
keywords for this type of task (9, 10). The quality and 
structure of the text itself can vary. The interpretation 
of text and interpretation of the keywords can vary be-
tween humans. Humans may also have varying level of 
expertise with the keywording task. There are studies 
which have identified that the human is influenced by 
an AI decision if they are presented with AI judge-
ments for the same task (9). Sometimes the human an-
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notators may also have used text beyond that being 
used by the LLM, such as a journal name or author 
keywords. There may also be inconsistencies applied 
by the same human over time, or changes in interpre-
tation of how keywords are applied over time, or 
human fatigue may be another factor in identifying all 
keywords. For example, in the HPV repository, when 
there were many relevant keywords relating to a full-
text document, humans missed one or two which were 
identified by the LLM. 
 
Performance benchmarks and  
expectations 
RAISE 2 (1) includes a taxonomy of common perfor-
mance metrics in evidence synthesis. In our use cases, 
the benchmarks used to evaluate performance of LLM 
needed to reflect variability in the accuracy and con-
sistency in the comparison data that was available. 
Inter-rater reliability (IRR) was compared to evaluate 
the reliability of keywording instructions, rather than 
directly comparing the accuracy of the LLM with 
human data. This is consistent with the domains of 
subject classification (10), content analysis (12), where 
pre-existing human annotations of multiple keywords 
are not a sufficient gold standard. We used IRR to as-
sess the performance of records keyworded by human 
and the LLM, or where available, between two humans 
and two LLMs. The IRR is calculated from the rates of 
agreement and disagreement of the application of each 
keyword and evaluates whether different observers of 
the same records yield the same data within accepted 
levels of error (12). An advantage is that this allows 
comparison of consistency, and comparison over large 
sets of records. Disadvantages are that it might not de-
tect consistent errors unless checking individual in-
stances of disagreement or it does not work well for 
'rarely' used keywords that are not sufficiently repre-
sented in evaluation. IRR metrics vary on the level to 
which they adjust for randomness in their agreements 
and disagreements, and the number of people or enti-
ties the IRR is being measured between (11).  
Across our evaluations Krippendorff's alpha and Fleiss 
Kappa were used based on pair-wise comparisons (e.g. 
human-human, human-LLM, LLM-LLM). Evaluating 
IRR provided an overview of performance at scale, and 
comparison across different pairs of annotators. How-
ever, we are aware that sample size of some (under) 
represented keywords could affect some results. Fur-

thermore, this metric alone does not provide a com-
plete picture, as it does not highlight consistent omis-
sions or show nuances of how keywords are applied. 
We found it useful to review how keywording was ap-
plied in individual cases, though such investigations 
were targeted owing to the time involved. A further 
challenge is the level of performance to accept. Accept-
able performance of annotation tasks is ill-defined, and 
expectations may vary regarding use cases. The type of 
task and the real-world implications inform the level of 
acceptable reliability and tasks which can have a more 
serious consequence require a higher level of reliability 
(11). For example, if the evidence that is aligned to a 
set of keywords is intended to be relied upon to inform 
policy and decision making (without using further ap-
proaches for discovery), then a high standard is re-
quired as the consequences are a hindrance to 
discovery and there is potential for altering the findings 
of a systematic review (this is highlighted in RAISE 2 
(1)). On the other hand, if the use case is more for ex-
ploratory discovery, rapid mapping, or if the limitations 
of keywording are communicated then performance 
standards are more arbitrary. For example, if keyword-
ing of a record acts as a signpost it is less critical if it is 
liberally applied (as researchers can filter out records 
manually following their own checks), and also having 
other options available (such as free-text searches) to 
discover useful research not keyworded.  
 
Task complexity and perspective 
The complexity of the task is another consideration. 
Identifying records which can be considered edge cases 
of records, within the register or repository and where 
the keywording encompasses a complex area, can be 
helpful to incorporate as examples of edge cases into 
training material given to the human annotators and 
the LLM prompts in order to improve reliability across 
a wide variety of records. However, there are some con-
cepts which are complicated for an LLM to infer from 
a piece of text and refinement of prompts might not 
sufficiently improve performance. We found this in 
some cases where human agreement was low (such as 
assignment to certain topic areas), which indicates a 
high level of task difficulty to infer from text. Further-
more, humans and LLMs address tasks in different 
ways and types of difficulties differ. For some key-
words, we found the LLM prompt needed to have 
clearer instructions, and contain more context about a 
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keyword, compared with human. Having a keyword 
category for 'unclear' was useful to isolate records that 
the LLM had not been able to annotate. 
We also needed to be mindful of being influenced in 
favour of wanting an LLM to perform well in order to 
improve efficiencies, and mitigating this with appropri-
ate testing. We observed when using information from 
the title/abstract that some keywords were more suited 
to describe primary research than reviews, as the ab-
stract of the primary research contained specific infor-
mation on a population or context compared with a 
systematic review covering multiple populations or 
contexts. This highlighted the importance of testing 
prompts that we wanted to re-use within their context 
of use.  
 
Workflows and tools 
A key facilitator to evaluation is having efficient work-
flows and tools to conduct the evaluations. It was im-
portant to have a process to manage different versions 
of the test LLM prompts, collate decisions of the 
human and LLM model about each keyword for each 
research record, and calculate performance metrics for 
each sample. It took time to develop suitable templates 
and processes; for example, converting outputs of 
LLM and human decisions, and calculating inter-rater 
reliability were done through developing bespoke Excel 
templates for each project. However, we are aware of 
a shiny app being developed that would improve this 
process. As we progressed more tools have become 
available to support evaluations within the interface we 
used, such as a tool to compare the performance of dif-
ferent LLMs, and multiple iterations of LLMs, across 
small samples (13). Other development underway in-
cludes an opensource data extraction and evaluation 
toolkit that will allow easy iteration of instructions for 
keywording and data extraction as well as their evalua-
tion through comparison of human annotated data and 
a human-in-the-loop evaluation process.  
 
Conclusion 
Implementing LLM predefined keywording currently 
requires considerable development and testing time 
and may be an efficient method for automating some 
types of annotations for evidence repositories and re-
search registers at scale. The five areas reflected upon 
here helped us articulate some considerations and chal-

lenges of evaluation and implementation. It also pro-
vides a structure for further conversations beyond in-
dividual use cases. 
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NEWS FROM EAHIL

Dear EAHIL Members, Colleagues 

As I write, we are preparing to attend the EAHIL 2026 Congress in Antalya (Turkey), from 9–13 June 2026. 
By the time you read this letter, the event will have concluded, and I would like to extend my sincere gratitude 
to Antalya Bilim University and Marmara University for their kind hosting of this congress, to the Scientific 
Committee, the EAHIL Board, our sponsors, the organizing company Sanatkar Reklam Agency, and to 
everyone who has contributed to making this event possible. 

The 2026 theme was “Bridges to New Horizons: Innovations in Health Information and Medical Libraries”, a 
very inspiring theme – as we look ahead, our association is approaching a new challenge in exploring different 
ways of working. We are entering a transformative era, driven by advancements that will fundamentally redefine 
our profession. Artificial Intelligence is set to change our lives and our jobs as profoundly as the internet did 
decades ago. 

While this technological shift will bring uncertainty in some of us, it also presents an extraordinary opportunity. 
Librarians will serve as the essential bridge between human expertise and machine intelligence, guiding how 
knowledge is discovered and utilized. 

This will be our next great opportunity. As information professionals, we will guide our students, researchers, 
and clinicians in navigating this complex new landscape. Our role will be crucial in teaching them how to use 
these tools with deep critical appraisal. 

Our recent experience in Antalya has given us the true power of connection. It reminded us of the immense 
value of sharing news and ideas with one another. This network allows us to receive wise, practical contributions 
from colleagues who have already faced these new digital tools and can guide us with their firsthand experience. 

To turn these challenges into opportunities, we need your active voice. I invite all of you to share your ideas, 
insights, and solutions. Please get involved and collaborate with our Special Interest Groups (SIGs) through 
their activities throughout the year. Your contribution is vital to shaping our collective future. 

EAHIL is committed to supporting you through this transition. Together, we will turn this challenge into a 
powerful evolution for medical libraries worldwide. 

In 2027 EAHIL will be led by a new President, and I’d like to wish him to be a visionary leader to navigate the 
future – he comes from Lodz that means boat as you can remember – with wisdom and dedication, and build 
at the same time a safe port for the association, we will help him into this goal. I will give you more detailed 
information on the recent EAHIL election in my next Letter in September. 

Thank you for your continued dedication and vision. 

Warm regards, 

Francesca Gualtieri 

EAHIL President 

Letter from the President 
 
 
 
 
 
Francesca Gualtieri  
 
Library and Archives Rottapharm Biotech SpA, Monza, Italy 
francesca.gualtieri@rottapharmbiotech.com 
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PUBLICATIONS AND NEW PRODUCTS

Dear colleagues, 

in this issue’s “Publications and New Products” column, I am pleased to present a selection of recent publications and 
initiatives that have caught my attention and that I hope you will find interesting. The topics explored reflect several of 
the key challenges and developments shaping our daily work, including artificial intelligence, research integrity, and 
Open Science. Among the recommended readings, I would particularly like to highlight the article on hyper-prolific 
authors—an important research integrity issue that, in my view, still does not receive the attention it deserves. Enjoy! 
 
FROM THE WEB 
• An analysis of the paper mills market: BuyTheBy  

Reese Richardson, Spencer Hong, and Anna Abalkina have created a dataset called “BuyTheBy” (available 
on Zenodo: https://zenodo.org/records/19684278), which systematically analyses the paper mill market. 
Paper mills are fraudulent companies that sell scientific articles or authorship positions on papers that are 
ready to be, or in the process of being, published. Paper mills have existed for years and have become 
especially widespread in countries where academic careers depend heavily on the number of published 
works, offering shortcuts to researchers (or aspiring researchers) who want to obtain publications quickly. 
BuyTheBy collects more than 18,000 advertisements from seven paper mills operating in different countries 
(including India, Russia, and Ukraine), gathered between 2020 and 2026. Analysis of the dataset shows 
that prices vary widely: from about $56 to over $5,600 to be listed as the first author. According to the 
dataset’s creators—although they affirm that this point still requires further investigation—some 
advertisements appear to be linked to published articles. Combating the phenomenon seems difficult, as 
this market evolves rapidly, also thanks to the use of artificial intelligence. For further reading related to 
the subject: A preprint on the dataset, published on arXiv: BuyTheBy: A dataset of 18,710 text-based paper 
mill advertisements with 51,812 timestamped prices; a preprint on paper mills in conferences, published 
on arXiv: Opening Pandora's box: Paper mills in conference proceedings 

 
• Living guidelines on the responsible use of generative AI in research 

The European Research Area Forum has published an update of the ERA Living Guidelines on the  
responsible use of Generative AI in research with the goal of helping the scientific community to use 
generative AI in a responsible manner. While non-binding, they should be considered as a supporting tool 
for researchers, research organisations and research funding bodies, including the ones applying to the 
European Framework Programme for Research and Innovation. These Guidelines consider key principles 
on research integrity as well as already existing frameworks for the use of AI in general and in research 
specifically. Given the dynamic nature of this technology and its surrounding policy landscape, these 
guidelines will be updated on a regular basis to ensure that they remain a useful resource for researchers 
and organisations. 
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Bengaluru Roadmap and Action Plan on Diamond Open Access 
The Bengaluru Roadmap and Action Plan on Diamond Open Access is the outcome document of the 3rd 
Global Summit on Diamond Open Access, organised in Bengaluru, India, from 2 to 6 February 2026. The 
Roadmap affirms that Diamond Open Access is a necessary structural transformation of scholarly 
communication, which requires the alignment of policy, funding and evaluation systems, and the necessary 
governance to enable Diamond Open Access to function as the primary model for disseminating publicly 
funded knowledge. The Roadmap advances a coordinated global vision across six priority action areas: 
integrating Diamond Open Access into national policy and legal frameworks; redirecting publishing 
expenditure toward community-governed infrastructures; reforming research evaluation systems so that 
they recognise Diamond Open Access publications, multilingual scholarship, and community-governed 
venues; strengthening shared infrastructure and interoperability; recognising and supporting the human 
labour behind scholarly communication; and promoting linguistic diversity and marginalised knowledge 
systems. 

 
• Is Subscribe to Open Good for Libraries?  

The article Is Subscribe to Open Good for Libraries? discusses the strengths and weaknesses of the 
Subscribe to Open (S2O) model for academic libraries. In S2O, journals become openly accessible if enough 
libraries continue their subscriptions, allowing publishers to fund open access without charging authors 
APCs (Article Processing Charges). The authors, three librarians from different research libraries, argue 
that S2O has several advantages for libraries: it supports equitable open access, avoids shifting costs to 
researchers, and helps maintain sustainable scholarly publishing. However, they also point out challenges, 
such as uncertainty around long-term funding, the risk of “free riders” (institutions benefiting without 
subscribing), and the difficulty libraries face in evaluating the real value of supporting S2O initiatives.  

 
• DORA course on responsible research assessment 

The Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) responsible research assessment (RRA) course aims to 
empower anyone to challenge existing assumptions around research quality and impact, by introducing 
them to the concept of responsible research assessment, its foundational principles, and how RRA aims to 
improve evaluation practices. The course is free, self-paced, and designed to pick and choose which lessons 
are most relevant and useful. Each lesson includes a glossary of key terms and annotated bibliography. The 
course is designed for anyone working in research, research administration or leadership, research funding 
or policy, scholarly publishing or communication, or metrics providers who seek to drive positive change in 
the research system.  

 
• The Economic Benefits of Open Science 

PLOS commissioned Technopolis to provide an independent study on the economic benefits of Open 
Science (OS) to clarify where economic value is created in an OS ecosystem, what conditions enable it, 
and where structural barriers and cost pressures remain. This report, The economic benefits of Open 
Science, examines the economic implications of OS and what it would mean to move towards a research 
ecosystem in which research elements, including data, code, software, workflows, methods, and publications, 
are openly shared and valued. The study focuses on three key areas: understanding the impacts of migrating 
to an OS ecosystem in which all types of research outputs are valued; exploring the costs of such a transition 
for the scholarly communication ecosystem; and evaluating the variety of economic impacts arising from 
an OS transition. To ensure the findings reflect the breadth of OS beyond publications alone, the study 
includes five illustrative case studies spanning digital collections, computational workflows, open-source 
software, an open large language model, and open training resources. 

 

https://scienceeurope.org/our-resources/bengaluru-roadmap-and-action-plan-on-diamond-open-access/
https://katinamagazine.org/content/article/open-knowledge/2026/is-s20-good-for-libraries
https://sfdora.org/courses/introductory-course-to-responsible-research-assessment/
https://44092021.hs-sites.com/hubfs/Brand/Masterbrand/Web/Other/Redefining%20Project/PLOS_Technopolis_Economic_Benefits_of_Open_Science_Independent_Report_2026.pdf
https://44092021.hs-sites.com/hubfs/Brand/Masterbrand/Web/Other/Redefining%20Project/PLOS_Technopolis_Economic_Benefits_of_Open_Science_Independent_Report_2026.pdf
https://44092021.hs-sites.com/hubfs/Brand/Masterbrand/Web/Other/Redefining%20Project/PLOS_Technopolis_Economic_Benefits_of_Open_Science_Independent_Report_2026.pdf
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READING SUGGESTIONS 
• Gibney E. Open-source AI tool beats giant LLMs in literature reviews — and gets citations right. Nature 

News, 04 February 2026  
• Almeida JM, Antelmi A, Gonçalves MA et al. The complex ecosystem of hyperprolific authors. 

Scientometrics 131, 1847–1895 (2026)  
• Knowledge Exchange, Fraser, K., Pinfield, S., & Chiarelli, A. (2026). Charting New Paths: The Promise of 

Alternative Publishing Practices. Zenodo.  
• Naddaf M, Quill E. Hallucinated citations are polluting the scientific literature. What can be done? Nature 

News, 01 April 2026  
 
 
SOME FORTHCOMING EVENTS 
DCMI 2026 Conference 
August 3 – 7, Seoul, South Korea 
DCMI 2026, the twenty-fourth International Conference on Dublin Core and Metadata Applications, invites 
researchers, practitioners, and experts from diverse domains to explore the dynamic landscape of metadata in 
the theme of “Meaning-Driven AI: Using Metadata to Align Systems with Human Values”. More info at this link 
 
IFLA 2026 World Library and Information Congress   
August 10-13, Busan, South Korea   
The theme of the Congress, “Libraries Powering Transformation,” reflects the vision of the IFLA Strategy 
2024–2029: “Sustainable futures for all through knowledge and information.” For registration and more 
information click here. 
 
PUBMET. 13th Conference on Scholarly Communication in the Context of Open Science 
September 9-11, Zadar, Croatia 
The main Conference topic is “Communities in Open Scholarly Communication: Governance, Responsibility, 
and Shared Infrastructures”. The PUBMET 2026 proposes a reflection on how Open Science works in practice, 
including questions of responsibility, ownership, governance, inclusion, and sustainability, as well as the gap 
between Open Science policies and everyday research practices. More info here   
 
Peer review week 
September 14-18 everywhere 
This year’s theme is “Peer Review Capacity: Volume, Speed, and Quality” addressing the sustainability of peer 
review under increased pressure, ensuring robust, fair, and high-quality assessments. To be updated on all the 
initiatives click here  
OASPA annual conference 
September 21-23, Zagreb, Croatia  
For registration and more information click here 
  
19th IFLA Interlending and Document Supply Conference 
September 28-20 Rome, Italy 
The conference focus is "Knowledge Without Walls," targeting international delegates to discuss library 
operations, technology, and resource sharing. For registration and more information click here 
 
Please feel free to contact me (annarita.barbaro@iss.it) if you have any further suggestion about initiatives or events you 
would like to promote 

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-026-00347-9
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11192-026-05563-8
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11192-026-05563-8
https://zenodo.org/records/17733624
https://zenodo.org/records/17733624
https://zenodo.org/records/17733624
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-026-00969-z
https://www.dublincore.org/conferences/2026/
https://2026.ifla.org/
https://pubmet.hr/
https://peerreviewweek.net/
https://www.oaspa.org/events/annualconference/
https://www.iflailds2026.org/
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