CAUL Statistics Review 2010 – comments on the first draft 5 August, 2010

-----Original Message-----

From: caul-exec-bounces@caul.edu.au [mailto:caul-exec-bounces@caul.edu.au] On Behalf Of Diane Costello

Sent: Thursday, 5 August 2010 12:07 PM

To: CAUL Executive Committee

Cc: craig.anderson@rmit.edu.au

Subject: [caul-exec] CAUL Statistics Review - from Craig Anderson

To CAUL Executive,

Craig ask that this be forwarded to you, Diane

----

Diane Costello

Executive Officer, CAUL (Council of Australian University Librarians), PO Box 8169 Australian National University ACT 0200  Australia

Tel:  +61 2 6125 2990             Fax:  +61 2 6248 8571

diane.costello@caul.edu.au    http://www.caul.edu.au/
-----Original Message-----

From: Craig Anderson [mailto:craig.anderson@rmit.edu.au]

Sent: Thursday, 5 August 2010 12:04 PM

To: Diane Costello

Subject: Stats R - for forwarding

<snip>

Dear colleague

Attached, please find a draft paper for the CAUL meeting in mid September - The aim is to have a set of recommendations ready to be presented to the CAUL general meeting on 16 September.

I'd be interested in any feedback you have on the questions below (these have also been sent to the CSFG) - but more generally, what is your thinking on the approach ?  There are several issues on which we could have a discussion (and if we do so, I'd prefer that we preface this with the proviso that the Exec will consider all viewpoints, and make a judgement call prior to the next meeting).

In particular, the following might be worthwhile for consideration:

    "Open or hidden" -  should we have the stats password protected?

    Use of the deemed list - in an ideal world, this would give us greater accuracy (and in that world, someone would have a lot of time to harmonize and check these lists) - in the real world, I believe the best we get is  a false sense of accuracy

and I'm sure there are more....

What I do want to avoid is a "good effort CSFG,  but please report back with...... " (and there are 40 people to create some mythic hurdle for the CSFG to mount, so the more general group can avoid any decision).

I think we need to accept that:

         (1) we will never get complete consensus on this sort of change

         (2) due to (1) we need to have a mechanism which will listen to the arguments, and then make a decision (knowing some one will be hurt or offended- this is libraries we're talking about).  Personally I'm happy to be this mechanism, but I'm sure I'd need the imprimatur of yourselves to bless this.

Could you please read through this, and send any comments, additions or deletion by 18 August?  There are a few potentially contentious or complex issues here - I'd especially appreciate your comments on these:

***********************

CSFG questions:

1.  This could be seen as a relatively "safe" direction - there are no exciting changes.  In particular, it does not tackle the thorny issue of accounting for e-usage.  On the other hand, I know some libraries use some of the elements I've suggested dropping or simplifying - any thoughts on how "safe" we should be, or how to handle e-use?

2.  In recognition of the new access and sharing arrangements we are using 2 new measures are suggested to measure resource adequacy - one measures what we each own, the other attempts to measure what our users might think we own.  The second is particularly difficult - it will be more trouble to count, and will inevitably contain inaccuracies - is it worth it?

3.  The paper suggests dropping the deemed list - is this a good idea??

4.  I've remained silent on the inclusion or dropping of "optional"

counts.  We have no enforcement mechanism anyway, and not everyone has an interest, or ability, or wishes to invest in collecting these numbers -on the other hand these figures, although incomplete are still useful.

Seems to me we are between a rock and a hard place - if we drop them, we are losing out on valuable (if incomplete) information - if we make them mandatory, it is hard to see what we could do if someone can't/won't/doesn't complete them.  Any ideas ?

I'd like the option to place your comments on the blog which is at http://www.caulstatsreview.blogspot.com/  .If you'd rather these weren't placed there, please let me know (this is an "unindexed" blog - it is not password protected, and others can see it if they know where to look).

Naturally all and any comments welcomed.

     Regards,

                 Craig

              Craig Anderson

              University Librarian

                  RMIT University

                  Box 2476

                  Melbourne   3001

                  Australia

                  (61) 3 9925 2543

-----Original Message-----

From: caul-exec-bounces@caul.edu.au [mailto:caul-exec-bounces@caul.edu.au] On Behalf Of Diane Costello

Sent: Monday, 23 August 2010 10:59 AM

To: csfg@caul.edu.au; CAUL Executive Committee

Subject: [caul-exec] ARL to review statistics & CAUL review - DC's comments

Dear Craig, CSFG and CAUL Executive,

From ARL e-news http://www.arl.org/news/enews/enews-aug2010.shtml#1
"Other Board action included the approval of a new task force recommended by the ARL Statistics and Assessment Committee. The task force is charged to identify data that are strategic, relevant, and can accurately describe the reality of research libraries here and now. The task force will review the ARL Statistics, ARL Supplementary Statistics, and ARL Annual Salary Survey, and recommend data elements that should be dropped or revised. The task force will commence its work in the fall with a completion date of 2012."

Re the CAUL review - Craig's first draft:

It is clear that the definitions need work.  Many of the problems with inconsistency of reporting and/or invalid results may be addressed by less ambiguity in definitions.  These could be thoroughly worked over workshop-style - something we haven't done since the mid-nineties when the original focus group was set up to do just this.

It is not clear that the deemed list does not do the job that it was set up to do - obviate the need for 48 institutions to count the same CAUL packages every year.  However, it may be improved by two things - one, to go back to this original intention (count once, use many times, CAUL packages only), and not try to include every package that each of these 48 institutions might hold, and two, work on the definition of databases, which are actually at the root of most of the concern with the list.  Databases such as Lexis Nexis and IEEE Electronic Library (IEL) are comprised of a mixed back of regular journals plus a range of other materials, some current, some archival, etc and the definition of what is counted makes a huge difference to the final numbers.  SCONUL does not count databases or aggregations in their electronic journal statistics.  This topic also could be workshopped.

New measures, such as patron-driven acquisition, have been mini-workshopped over a number of years within the CSFG.  These could also be workshopped.  Any workshopping should take into account the work being done by, and definitions already being used by, organisations such as ARL, CARL and SCONUL.

Optional counts were originally established so that all members could use the one reporting process for all their statistics.  If they were collecting HEW levels, for example, it was deemed preferable to include them with other staff counts rather than in a separate place.  They were never intended to be used by all institutions.  It would be useful to ask CAUL/CONZUL whether this is still a valid intention.  It should be noted that CONZUL continues to produce its own set of statistics outside the CAUL statistics.  

If it looks like part of the library, but isn't, and is counted, then this should be absolutely clear within the definitions and with the reporting.

Organisations such as CAUDIT and SCONUL close off their reports for various reasons, none of which necessarily makes for good precedents for CAUL to follow.  CAUDIT has most often taken the path of least resistance, and defaulted to closed access unless all members actively agree with open.  SCONUL still makes money out of selling access to its statistics so (as of two years ago when I discussed with them) they were reluctant to cut off a source of revenue.  CAUL has defaulted to open access for everything, and restricted access only to those documents for which there is a strong argument for doing so.

The CSFG already keeps a watching brief on all matters concerned with statistics.  There is a gap in conveying the results of this to CAUL.

The timing of the publication of the annual statistics is effectively within the hands of CAUL (and CONZUL) members.  Some institutions are always late - the ULs should be notified earlier rather than later if their institution's data is not complete.  Extracting useful data prior to the completion of the annual round has been addressed to some extent by enhancements to the online site, to make visible that data which has already been entered, and to substitute previous year's data (eg DEEWR population) data until the real data is released.

SCONUL-type analysis of data.  This was first mooted in 2005 and the CSFG agreed to pursue an investigation and a quote.  See an indicative report to CAUL from Derek - Statistics </content/upload/files/stats/caul20061statistics.doc>  - report by Derek Whitehead (2/4/06) A report to the February, 2009 meeting: Cathie Jilovsky 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. 

My recommendations:

1. Gain CAUL agreement on whether to continue optional data collection, and determine which, if any, data elements to be dropped.  A rationale should be included with each such recommendation.

2. Compile comprehensive background on CAUL, ARL, CARL and SCONUL definitions (& discussion surrounding them), including current work on same.

3. Workshop definitions for current and new measures.

Diane

----

Diane Costello

Executive Officer, CAUL (Council of Australian University Librarians), PO Box 8169 Australian National University ACT 0200  Australia

Tel:  +61 2 6125 2990             Fax:  +61 2 6248 8571

diane.costello@caul.edu.au    http://www.caul.edu.au/


From: Ainslie Dewe [mailto:A.Dewe@latrobe.edu.au] 
Sent: Tuesday, 24 August 2010 3:15 PM
To: Diane Costello; csfg@caul.edu.au; CAUL Executive Committee
Subject: RE: ARL to review statistics & CAUL review - DC's comments

 Dear all

Craig's paper raises a number of important issues for discussion. I support Imogen's comments and Diane's recommendations. Some other observations are:

What to keep?
Some of the factors to be taken into account when deciding what to drop are:
- is it information that libraries are likely to collect anyway for their own management purposes?
- are the stats required in order to report on a larger aggregation? (e.g. HEW levels of staff in order to add up and report on total number of staff)
- is it information that might alternatively, and reasonably regularly, be requested by members through CAUL surveys e.g for benchmarking

If the answer to any of these is 'yes' then it is probably more efficient to keep them as part of the annual stats process. If 'no' they could be considered for deletion.

Deemed list
With regard to the deemed list it is not perfect especially for products where there is not one simple figure - but it seems to me that it is still way better than everyone trying to carry out the same exercise on their own.

Definitions
The importance of being familiar with the definitions before submitting figures needs to be emphasised to CAUL members. For example I noted that our reported expenditure had increased substantially and discovered that it included new internal university charges. The definition that is on the Help page of the interactive website http://statistics.caul.edu.au/help.php  advises:

"Library expenditure does not include commitments, depreciation, occupancy, and insurance. If any of these items have been included in institutional budgets, they must be excluded from the data supplied to CAUL".

 

At La Trobe we now have other central cost allocations, that I assume are of the same ilk. We have now excluded these charges but this may not be being applied consistently, or understood by all the people doing the data collection. (Or perhaps it is just me!)

 

Craig, thank you for providing valuable background for consideration by CAUL and ultimately CAUL Executive.

 

best wishes

Ainslie



Ainslie Dewe
University Librarian
Library | La Trobe University | Bundoora 3086
T: 03 9479 2920 | F: 03 9479 3018| M: 0428 131 588 | W:  http://www.lib.latrobe.edu.au/
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