Notes on CAUL Statistics focus group meeting

12 February at RMIT
(Item 971 – CAUL Agenda for 25 March 2010)

Attendees:

Craig Anderson (Chair and note taker)

Maxine Brodie

Stephen Cramond

Cathie Jilovsky

Jocelyn Priddey

Apologies:

Diane Costello

Stephen Gillespie

Heather Jenks
Philip Jane

Leanne Pitman

Janice Van De Velde

Background

The background for the review was discussed.  The review has been requested by the CAUL group, and responds to a growing sense that some of the elements of the current CAUL Stats relate to areas of service which are becoming less important, and may not be tracking areas which will be more  important in the future.

In addition, some elements are misleading or nearly meaningless, as changes in service delivery and technology, as well as organization structures have altered, particularly over the past 8 years.

The remit from the CAUL group was open-ended – simply that “Statistics are to be reviewed”.  The group agreed that we should seek resolution on any recommendations from the CAUL University Librarians at the September 2010 CAUL meeting.

It was noted that a blog on the topic has been started at http://caulstatsreview.blogspot.com/
CAVAL Report:

Cathie Jilovsky reported that the 5 of the enhancements requested in 2009 were ready to be moved onto the production website, following successful testing.  The sixth enhancement (to export full-year data as a formatted spreadsheet) required new hardware, which CAVAL was in the process of commissioning.
Cathie’s report also covered the release of the final and complete 2008 stats, information on the handling of e-books, the deemed list and cancelled serials titles.

General discussion on the Review:

Discussion on the current stats elements and collection process were wide ranging, and the following points were made:

There has been a request from CONZAL that they be kept informed about the review and that as far as possible we work on a set of measures, which suits both countries.  The CSFG members present were generally supportive of this direction.

The current collection is very input based – as opposed to most current public sector measurement trends, which tend to favour output measures.
Activity elements (such as loans counts) are often used internally, with the CAUL stats sometimes being regarded as the authoritative source for a library’s own measurement.

The overall set of elements is still very “print-centric”.

Should consideration be given to not having any “non-mandatory “elements?

Should we combine our collection with elements of other groups (particularly CAUDIT)

We should be using a 5 – 10 year timeframe – i.e – what is it we will want to be counting and providing comparisons to in 5 years, or 10 years?”
It was agreed that a survey of University Librarians would be useful in order to find out what aspects of the current collection they find most, and least useful, and what they would like to obtain from the Stats in the future.   It would be useful to get some background on why and how libraries are using the CAUL Stats.
The broad nature of the group’s remit was discussed, and it was agreed that further definition of the task was needed.  Possible objectives of the review might be expressed as:


1. To establish a “core set” of empirical data elements for the CAUL Stats


2.  To suggest some new measures as, or if necessary 


3.  To recommend direction on the use and inclusion of qualitative and/or output measures 

Considerable discussion took place around collection counting issues.  In particular, the group agreed that:
In the digital environment collection counts have far less meaning than they might have in the print era.  They do not provide any indication of collection adequacy nor of fitness for purpose.

That the use of the deemed list was problematic, unlikely to be resolved satisfactorily, and increasingly irrelevant in its current form.
That consideration direction be given to ceasing counting objects such as serials and monograph titles, possibly replacing this with expenditure by accounting classification, such as operating and capital (or “subscription access” and “permanent access”).

That at some stage we have to forego some of the historical time series data we have collected, especially around collections, and make a leap into new ways of measuring resource adequacy

Some of the issues to be resolved are:

The relationships between KPIs and CAUL stats
The relationship between University rankings and library metrics

The extent upon which University rankings depend upon library metrics

The relationship between the metrics collected by CAUL and those used internationally- this is especially important in relation to international comparison and rankings

It was recognized that whatever we count, something will be “inaccurate”, normally due to variations between different library operations.  This may arise from different timing cycles, internal definitions or needs.  It was suggested that these variations be recognized and as far as practically possible, minimized. It was accepted that these variations are inevitable, and where variations do take place, these should be noted.  Derek Whitehead’s mantra of “Cheap, valid and fairly useful” was endorsed.
It was agreed that:

1.   We should adhere to a strict timetable for the annual collection in order to provide Universities with the information they need for budgeting, while recognizing that it may take some libraries sometime to gather the information required.  The suggested timetable (to be ratified by CAUL) is:
                        Collection starts 1 March each year

(if the deemed list approach continues this mandates that the deemed list figures must be available by then or that the previous year’s figures are used)



That all data is input by libraries by 1 May

The stats are made available on 1 June, with the current (i.e. whatever figures are available) DEEWR population figures, and that the DEEWR population figures are updated when they are available.





2.   The collection process for the 2009 year be as for the 2008 year, with some minor, and non-contentious changes, but that in 2011, (covering the 2010 year) a revised set of elements be used.

This is dependant upon a successful trial of the revised elements being run in 2010 on 2009 data.  It was noted that there may be a cost from CAVAL for this testing, and for modifications to the current software to support this trial.
3.  That in the collection of 2009 data, that we should redefine monograph title counts to include “all accessible titles” – i.e. for libraries with patron driven electronic purchase schemes, that all titles which are readily accessible be counted as being “held” even if they are not yet purchased.  The rationale behind this is that users are not aware of what the library has actually paid for – they are only aware of what they can access.
Meeting closed at 1:00
Craig Anderson

19 March 2010 
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