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CAUL Statistics Focus Group

Meeting held Friday, 6 August, 2004

from 9.30 to 12.00

Swinburne Library

DRAFT Minutes (updated 17/8/04)

1. Attendance & Apologies.  Derek Whitehead, chair;  Cathie Jilovsky; Stephen Gillespie;  Gehan Aboud;  David Groenewegen;  Diane Costello; Jocelyn Priddey.  
Guest:  Janice Van de Velde, State Library of Victoria.
2. Minutes of Meeting held 3 February, 2004.  The minutes were accepted.  
3. Business Arising from Previous Meetings.

4. Report on 2003 Data Collection.  Cathie Jilovsky spoke to the papers circulated, including the draft of the 2003 statistics.  The external eftsu column is still unfinished because the data has to be obtained from DEST.  There is no data date on the DEST web site so it is not clear whether there is a single date or whether it is different for each institution. [Later note from Cathie Jilovsky confirms the staff date as March 31 and the student date as August 31]  It is expected that the data collection will be completed by the end of August.  Only one institution has not yet submitted its data.  It was noted that DEST would continue to present static data as it does now despite the use of HEIMS which ensures that the data input to DEST is continuous.
a) Rankings & Presentation of 2003 data.  Cathie Jilovsky noted that she had included two rows for sub-totals of Australian and New Zealand data.  Diane Costello recommended that the Australian and New Zealand rankings be kept separate.  It was confirmed that expenditure for New Zealand should be reported in NZD, and that the relevant columns be sub-totalled, but not totalled.  (Action:  CJ)  
b) TAFE Numbers And Dual Sector Institutions.  Derek Whitehead recommended that the university number of 720 hours per eftsu be used, a change from the current numbers of 540.  It is possible to convert the data retrospectively.  22% is used at the conversion factor for copyright payment calculations.  Derek Whitehead plans to work on a conversion number for TAFE to higher education students.  At Swinburne TAFE students use approximately 11% of online resources.  (Action:  DW) 
5. Development of the 2003 Deemed List for 2004 Data Collection. Diane Costello explained the purpose of the deemed list for the benefit of Janice.  Cathie Jilovsky reported that more people completed the deemed list correctly this year.  It was noted that several institutions do not use it.  The first three packages noted by ANU weren’t started until 2004, although some individual institutions did start early.  It was agreed that BioMed Central titles did not comprise a package, but were individual packages.  The use of the deemed list only for complete packages should continue to be emphasised. (Action:  CJ)  
6. E-Metrics Trial Data Collection.  Four measures were used to collect data on a trial basis.  It was agreed that it is too early to collect this data in a consistent and cohesive fashion, but it does identify what we want to aim for.  A very simple driver for this collection is that loans are reducing, and the usage data is needed to show where the usage has moved to.  COUNTER-compliant vendor-supplied statistics are required for all services.  EZProxy use is flawed.  Monash has a software package developed locally to identify usage down to the faculty level. It has monitored only off-campus usage to date, but now monitoring on-campus usage.  It was suggested that EZProxy use won’t necessarily map consistently against vendor-produced statistics.  Both will be complicated by the use of federated searches, using systems such as AARLIN.  Cross-search will potentially skew data dramatically because a federated search will conduct searches of more databases with the one search.  It is highly likely that use of online resources is much greater than loans and in-house use of physical resources.  
The number of downloads is likely to be the only really useful figure because of the difficulty of interpreting session and search data.  The only measure that can usefully be applied right now is expenditure, which is also subject to interpretation.  More universities are choosing to centralise funds for electronic resources.  UQ maintains details of expenditure to support each faculty.

It was agreed to recommend including expenditure on electronic resources in the 2004 data collection.  (Action:  DW) It was agreed to include as a separate column, 51B, and not be optional for 2004.  

It was agreed to include the University of Notre Dame for 2004.  (Action:  DC) 

7. Proposal for CAUL Online Statistics.  Cathie Jilovsky spoke to the proposal from CAVAL.  She highlighted the two options – the first based on a SAS database (enterprise level statistical database whose licence is very expensive, AUD 30,000 upfront and an annual cost of AUD 15,000).  There is potential for the site to be hosted by a university which holds a SAS licence already.  CAVAL did look at using SPSS, but determined that an Open Source option, with local development, would be preferred.
System functionality indicates only being able to search across 7 institutions at one time, a limitation of the ARL service.  It was agreed that this limitation should be investigated, and solutions to multiple-site comparisons found. (Action:  CJ)  

Need to be able to compare data across years; needs to include all the functionality required by CAUL in the first implementation.  

Converting data from earlier years is made more complicated by the changes in the number of institutions and the different column definitions, so that data is more difficult to map.  It was agreed to include this additional detail in the proposal.  

The ARL Index Data isn’t relevant to CAUL because it includes the calculation of rankings of ARL institutions.  It is multi-factor ranking.  It was agreed that the URL of the site should be http://statistics.caul.edu.au/  (Action:  DC) 

In the initial year, the current system and the new system would function side-by-side.  The first logical process would be the data input model.  It is important to show how the two systems will overlap on an item-by-item basis.  (Action:  CJ)  

It was suggested that the input process be described, to show some of the expertise, if any, required by the data entry person.  Input would be via the web, with drop-down lists, showing the previous year’s data, with some automatic checking to flag potential problems.  Input will be restricted to authorised personnel, but access will be fully open for readers.  It was noted that the collection of data may happen over a period of time, and the working data should be able to be saved until it is ready to submit.  An export function should permit dumping of data in the interim and at the end.  (Action:  CJ)  

The costing of the input module should be included in the proposal.  The proposal should address the priorities identified in the CAUL survey of 2003.  The data definition should be included as part of the data entry process.  (Action:  CJ)  

It was noted that definitions back to 1999 are now included on the web site.  CAVAL possibly has electronic versions back to 1992. (Action:  CJ, DC)
8. COUNTER.  The first Draft of Release 2 of the Code of Practice was published on the COUNTER website during April, where it will be available for comments until September. Compliance with Release 2 will solve many of the practical problems associated with using the data.  This includes having access to Excel files so that data doesn’t have to be reconfigured, and the presentation format which shows totals in the top rows so they can be stripped off for use.
There will still be problems because of the number of vendors who aren’t yet COUNTER-compliant. It was recommended using only the data that are COUNTER-compliant.  

It was agreed to include a column in the deemed list to identify which vendors are COUNTER-compliant.  (Action:  DC) 

It would be useful to include a data collection instrument that everyone can use.

9. Collaboration with CASL. Derek Whitehead introduced Janice Van de Velde, who has responsibility for CASL statistics.  It was suggested that there may be areas of cooperation with CAUL.  The CASL performance group is looking at potential areas for measurement at both the state level and the public library level.  identifying both quantitative and qualitative measures to be used.  CASL will concentrate on information literacy, separate from IT literacy, early literacy, partnerships with education and cultural sectors, on-site visits (some have formulae for door counts), donated material (some measure dollar value), all do customer service surveys, % and dollar value of collections digitised, number of participants in Kinetica, PictureAustralia, etc, the number of libraries complying with indigenous protocols, expenditure on consortial purchases etc
CAUL’s reasons for collecting the data are that they are politically useful and comparable, and it now uses the motto “cheap, useful and fairly valid.”  It is recognised that they are not going to be completely comparable across institutions.

Derek Whitehead has identified some areas of CAUDIT data collections that overlap with CAUL’s eg computer laboratories, open access computers.

It was agreed to add Janice to the CSFG list.  (Action:  DC) 

10. Next Meeting.  The next meeting will be held in Sydney in conjunction with Online.  (Action:  DC) 
a) Counting International Campuses and Services.

11. Other Business.

The meeting concluded at 12.15pm
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