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CAUL Statistics Focus Group

2009/1
Sydney Radisson Hotel & Suites
Thursday 22 January 2009 from 8.30-10.30am
DRAFT Minutes
(Updated 22/1/09 – Unedited draft in red)
1. Attendance & Apologies.  
Craig Anderson, chair; Jocelyn Priddey, Maxine Brodie; Stephen Gillespie; Cathie Jilovsky; Diane Costello,  and by teleconference: Philip Jane (CONZUL).
Apologies: Janice Van de Velde (NSLA),  Leeanne Pitman, Gehan Aboud
2. Minutes of meeting held 2 September 2008.  The minutes were tabled and there were no questions.
3. Business arising from previous meeting not otherwise listed on the agenda.  
4. Online Statistics Site.  Cathie jilovsky started with the evaluation of the CAUL users of the site.  There were very few responses, taken as a sign of satisfaction from the non-public users.  The only negative comment was someone who didn’t know that the function could already been done.
a) Enhancements.  a table of enhancements has been costed, approximately. The main addition relates to currency conversion to nzd.  Cathie will expand the detail on the proposal and DC will take it to the Executive meeting on February 4 and to the chair of CONZUL.  (Action: DC) If approved it will be included for information in the report to CAUL 2009/1.  (Action: CA)

5. Statistics Collection.   
a) E-Books Statistics – Feedback From Collection.
b) Timing.  Aiming for 30 June, and aiming for definitions and deemed lists by beginning of March.  
c) Publication.  Automatic generation of the spreadsheet will be added to the enhancements list.
d) Deemed list.  “We love the deemed list.  It provides certainty.”
6. Population Data.  It was noted that DEEWR did not supply separate population data for ADFA for the first time.  Andrew Wells will be consulted regarding removing ADFA as a separate entity.  (Action: DC) 
7. New Measures.  The CSFG monitors the need for additional measures and the relevance of existing measures. 
a) Usage.  It was noted that some institutions do not have door counts.  Count full-text downloads, but how does one count A&I?  COUNTER statistics are increasingly available for e-books and journals.  What use would total aggregated usage be for?  CONZUL has been collecting usage data for some years, but it is not known what the rationale was.  (Action: PJ) It was suggested that we continue to collect usage data because we have always used loan data, but not clear what use other than internal evaluation of usage for each journal or package and the cost per download.  What use would the figures be put to? The aggregate level is not as valid or useful as the package-level data. Do we need a time series of overall use of licensed resources?  ucanterbury is looking to use the downloads for ROI.  pilot doing a download report for stuff on the deemed list?  It was suggested adding a column to the deemed list spreadsheet to add a COUNTER report figure, and see how difficult it is to count and whether it provides any useful results.  (Action: CJ) Use the full-text download figure.  Do not count e-books or A&I at the moment.  It was noted that CAUL reports do not count databases other than deemed list.
b) Key Performance Indicators. Feedback from the BPWG.  This is still on their agenda but they have not suggested any new data to be collected.
c) E-books.  cj suggested that for the 2008 data collection some questions should be included.  Both usage and acquisitions counts.  Members discussed the problems:

definition of what is an e-book – and therefore what is counted and what is not counted.  is it a monograph-in-series type question?  is it a subscription product or not, i.e. comes down to money.  this should not be the question.  if it is catalogues then some count it but not if not catalogued.  the EBL model complicates it.  is access or ownership. Only count what is owned? it it lease or ownership?  what is an e-book?  does it have to be a cover to cover replication?  are chapters counted?  we will check what ARL etc have done?  (Action: DC) 

getting the deemed list underway would actually simplify this.  what is outside the deemed list may be simpler to count what is left.

Do we count expenditure on e-books separately.  

why are we counting – whether it is expenditure, or whether it is what access we are providing to our clients, is it showing how we are moving to e-books ; 

the deemed list

books in the catalogue which are not owned

for journals we count everything that we have acces to whether owned or leased

so access and expenditure is counted.

access may not be a result of title level access

ECCO and EEBO don’t have title level access but would be included in the deemed list

count the range of ways over a few years to see what is being counted and how it is being counted.

count both the deemed list, titles accessible from the catalogue, 

make clear what is to be excluded e.g. websites, some freely available content out there, government reports on the web (which should have catalogue records) – this is counting user experience

customised part of the deemed list – NetLibrary is effectively a customised collection

duplication in the deemed list ?
include examples

if pull the full list of e-books from the catalogue e.g. 700k, then the difference is the non-deemed list item (assuming all items on the deemed list have MARC records.)

deemed list (Action: DC) use the CEIRC e-book survey as a starting list – within the next four weeks
whether provide access through the catalogue not whether owned or not.

cj will draft definitions (Action: CJ) 

continue to label 2007 as a pilot
current number and what added during that year
if counting cancellations of packages, there is some confusion about which year it is counted in

aim to publish results initially by 30 June.
d) ULA.  This data collection will now become part of the normal data collection exercise.  cj would like some feedback from the ulawg re the data.  She suggested that some of the figures look odd.  (Action: DC) ULA registrations are counted, not registrants.  Diane Costello will follow up those institutions that did not report their 2007 data.  (Action: DC) 
e) E-reserve.   Definitions lack sufficient commonality to warrant any collection. There are too many other places that this can be included and/or counted.  Keep this item on the agenda to show why we are not counting it.  (Action: DC)
8. Trend analysis of CAUL statistics.  The CSFG has agreed that trend analysis of CAUL statistical data should be done, for, say, the past decade, as commissioned research. It agreed to further this proposal and to develop a specification for the work, and selectively seek proposals. cj contacted LISU Clare Creaser who is interested in working with CAUL/CAVAL on this but was reluctant to provide a ball park without a specification which could cost ₤1,600. Members were reminded that Felicity McGregor suggested some time ago that it would be useful for CAUL to mirror the UK reporting.  International comparisons would be useful.  (Action: CJ) It might produce a number of indicators that could be used here.  
9. COUNTER.  The new report is for consortia but CAUL does not use data this way.  
10. Global library statistics project and ALIA (IFLA).  Cathie Jilovsky will keep a watching brief on this.  cj has been encouraging ALIA to take out membership of the IFLA statistics group.  (Action: CJ)
11. cj noted that eresources expenditure is not yet separated into serial and non-serials.  need to look at subscription and non-subscription rather than serials and non-serials.  Flag this for 2009.
12. Next Meeting.  Aim to have September - Diane Costello will arrange by email.  (Action: DC) If in daylight saving time,  remember Queensland 
The meeting closed at 10.38am
From the minutes of CAUL 2003/2, item 574(a):

Statistics - Report by Derek Whitehead 25/8/03 http://www.caul.edu.au/stats/caul20032statistics.doc 
*Attachment 2 - The CAUL Statistics Survey - What did we learn? Derek Whitehead 1/9/03 http://www.caul.edu.au/stats/caul20032statistics-survey.doc 

a) Statistics Survey.  Derek Whitehead reported on the responses from members about the presentation of CAUL statistics.  The report was made available on the web site prior to the meeting.
The survey responses also included a number of comments on the propensity to deal with physical objects.  The final report will include responses to the range of comments received.  Any changes to be considered would be in the context of the need to retain the historical / time-series value of the collection.  Comments were also received on the timing of the survey, with recommendations for collection at the beginning of the year.

The responses will be considered in terms of the presentation and manipulation of data, and will form the basis of a proposal to CAUL next year. (Action:  CSFG) 

PAGE  
1
CAUL Statistics Focus Group 2009/1 – Sydney, 22 January 2009 – Agenda


