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CAUL Statistics Focus Group

5 August, 2002

University of Melbourne

from 9am

DRAFT Minutes (3/9/02)

1. Attendance:   Derek Whitehead (chair), Diane Costello, Cathie Jilovsky, Tony Arthur, David Groenewegen.  The chairman welcomed David Groenewegen to his first meeting of the group.  This is also the first formal meeting of the group with Derek Whitehead as chair.

2. Previous meeting, 28 November 2001.  The draft minutes were circulated prior to the meeting.  These were accepted as an accurate record of the meeting.

3. Collection of 2001 data.  Cathie Jilovsky tabled notes from the collection of data.  Most questions related to the deeming list.  Returns have not yet been received from Deakin, UTas, Adelaide and VUW.  It was noted that the cut-off date for publication in AARL is usually mid-August.  

Derek Whitehead  highlighted some issues which are likely to be more problematic as time goes on, and recommended listing them on the agenda to ensure they are addressed.

a) Opening hours.  Column 2.  It was noted that in some cases the hours reported did not match the advertised opening hours on the library web site.  The definition of “open” may need to be addressed in the context of the necessary services to be offered if a library is deemed to be open, vis a vis study hall conditions.  It was agreed to examine other statistical reporting to see how hybrid library services are being reported.  (Action:  ??) 

b) Staff Levels.  Columns 6,7,8.  It was noted that it is becoming harder to designate staff into specific tasks within the hybrid models developing.  It was suggested going back to basics and consider why the data is being collected and to what use is it being put, as a pointer to determining what information is needed.

c) Deemed List.  A necessary future task will be to determine level of duplication between aggregators.  It was agreed to prepare definitions for deemed list categories, including the definition of “complete set.”  Where additional datasets were nominated, it was suggested that SerialSSolutions be asked to nominate the number of titles.  It was agreed that Lexis Nexis numbers should be clearly identified.  (Action:  DC) 

It was suggested that someone be recruited to prepare a report on the deeming list, draft the definitions, etc.  The project will need scoping, and cost estimate prepared.  (Action:  ??) 

d) Document Delivery.  It was noted that UMelbourne numbers had increased since the inclusion of InfoTrieve and cuckoo activity following the amendment to the definitions.

e) Non-Serial Items Acquired.  It was noted that there was considerable disparity between in the average cost per item, from approximately $40 and $79 per item.

f) Archives.  CONZUL has recommended that archives be included in the statistics.  It was agreed to invite Isobel Mosley to survey CAUL & CONZUL on archival responsibilities and holdings, to draft definitions, etc.  It was noted that the Victorian Public Records Act has regulations which govern university archives.  (Action:  DC) 

g) 1999 Statistics.  It was noted that not everyone had acceded to the request to revisit their data in the light of the deemed list.  It was agreed that the data for these universities be italicised to indicate that the data are estimates only.  All corrected data will be included in the web version of the data.  (Action:  CJ) 
h) Presentation of Published Data.  It was suggested that the state-based presentation was meaningless for data purposes, and made it more difficult to find individual institutions on the list.  It was agreed to list universities alphabetically, keeping CAUL and CONZUL separate, and include a column/s for designations of state, sectoral group eg Go8, to assist in re-sorting data for comparative purposes.  It was agreed that the print publication this year would continue to be in state order.  (Action:  CJ) 
4. Interactive Statistics Web Site.  This item has been on the agenda for several years.  Members discussed two options – adapting the ARL free software or subscribing to Bibliostat.  Cathie Jilovsky tabled a paper discussing the options.

a) ARL Statistics Web Site. http://www.lib.virginia.edu/socsci/newarl Cathie Jilovsky reported that it has been difficult to determine the costs of adapting this software and maintaining it.  It was agreed to seek further assistance from ARL in drafting a specification for a contractor and database maintenance.  (Action:  CJ)  This information will be used to tender for the development and maintenance of the site.

b) Bibliostat. http://www.informata.com/images/collect1.pdf    http://www.informata.com/images/connect.pdf  Diane Costello reported that she and Eve Woodberry had also discussed this with the Informata representative during the ALIA conference.  The software permits web-based data collection (Bibliostat Collect) and analysis and presentation (Bibliostat Connect).  The software is mounted centrally at Informata, and subject to an annual subscription.  Informata had been advised that current annual costs of CAUL’s statistics collection were around USD 7,000 and that any subscription levels should be cognisant of this.

It was noted that Connect would greatly simplify analysis and comparisons, and enhance presentation of data, thus saving considerable amounts of staff time in individual institutions, although this would need to be quantified.  It was noted that CAUL statistics are currently accessible to the world at no additional cost to CAUL – the Bibliostat model may limit this.  

It was agreed to seek further information and clarification from Informata, including the cost of migration of current data to Bibliostat, the nature of the contract, current and ongoing costs (noting that most software is purchased, subject to an annual maintenance fee, not an annual subscription), options for local mounting of the software, etc (Action:  DC) 

5. New Developments.  Members discussed the various international activities related to data collection of electronic resources and their usage.  It was agreed to monitor developments, and to contribute to the international discussions as appropriate.  It was noted that outputs are easy to measure, but may in fact be meaningless.

It was noted the EZproxy generates data about usage, as does WebTrends http:// www.webtrends.com/  It was suggested that a seminar on e-statistics “Next generation statistics for universities”  be organised, perhaps in conjunction with the Online conference in January.  Suggestions for speakers included Richard Gedye (OUP, COUNTER), Julia Blixrud (ARL), Mike Manning (UoW).  The seminar might be useful for sharing information about data which is being collected (and vast amounts are being collected), how it is being used, etc.

a) COUNTER.  http://www.projectCounter.org  It was noted that a representative had made contact with CAUL, and that COUNTER was being monitored through ICOLC.  (Action:  DC) 

b) ICOLC Guidelines for Statistical Measures of Usage of Web-Based Information Resources. http://www.library.yale.edu/consortia/2001webstats.htm 

c) ARL E-Metrics Report. http://www.arl.org/stats/newmeas/emetrics/contract00-01.html 

6. Terms of Reference.  Members discussed the draft produced at the previous meeting.  It was noted that a new service contract between CAVAL and CAUL would be required for 2003.  The ToR will be presented to CAUL for approval.  (Action:  DW)
7. Future Meetings.  Agenda items for future meetings have been identified:

a) Opening Hours.

b) Staffing Levels.

c) Document Delivery.

d) Deemed List Anomalies.

The meeting concluded at 12 noon.
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Action List

DC
Agenda Issues – 

1. Opening hours – to clarify definition of full service vis a vis hybrid services

2. Staff levels in merged services

3. Deemed electronic statistics – duplication between aggregations

?
Investigate definitions used by other collecting agencies for “opening hours”

CJ
Add note to UMelbourne statistics to indicate that InfoTrieve and cuckoo data are now included in docdel statistics

CJ
Define “complete/full set” of published collections

DC
Clarify Lexis Nexis numbers – check with LN & SerialSSolutions

?
Scope project to collect feedback on the deeming list and create definitions for data collection

CJ
List “additional titles / datasets” to be included in deeming list

CJ
Report institutional variation in numbers reported against deemed list titles

CJ
Deemed list entries to be calculated independently and compared with results entered spreadsheets

CJ
Definition of salaries to include on-costs, but exclude training costs

DC
Invite Isobel Mosley to conduct CAUL/CONZUL survey on archives reporting requirements and proposed definitions

CJ
Update 1999 data from corrected returns (at cost) noting which institutions’ data have not been corrected and showing uncorrected data in italics

Recommend
Excel data results be listed in institutional order alphabetically, with columns for state & other groupings eg Go8, LATN, to simplify re-sorting

CJ
2001 data to be published in AARL in state groupings this year

DC
Follow up quote from BiblioStat

CJ
Follow up previous discussions with ARL regarding the use of ARL scripts for interactive database and assistance with scoping tender document for programmer / site administration

ALL
Continue to monitor work of ICOLC & COUNTER

ALL
Plan workshop on next generation statistics for universities

DC
Ask Julia Blixrud if she or other ARL staff will be in Australia in January for an e-statics workshop

DC
Ask Richard Gedye if OUP is exhibiting at Online regarding e-statistics workshop.

Recommend
Terms of reference of the Statistics Focus Group be presented to CAUL for approval

DC
Include minutes of SFG meeting and draft ToR in CAUL papers

ALL
Add Isobel Mosley to discussion email list as CONZUL corresponding member
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