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Presentation Notes
Hi, Before we get started, I want to warn you that it might be helpful to go to these slides on your own device. We’ll be showing you a bunch of data and visualizations that might look better up close.

We’re from Minnesota State University at Mankato, the largest university in the Minnesota State system, which is not the same as the University of Minnesota system, and we’re the second largest library in Minnesota. The collection was developed primarily for undergraduate education, but as the university has added more and more graduate school programs and aspirations, the library has needed to evolve. We focus on collection analysis because the library’s base collection budget has not been increased in over 7 years, so we need to be as smart and strategic as possible as we manage the collection to engage our university’s scholarly needs.


“Our new collection review report includes several dozen data
elements and visualizations, as well as new metrics for journal
package assessment. We describe how the report supports
collection review and we provide examples of how the metrics
informed our discussions. We demonstrate how this information
guided conversations with academic departments.”

1.Base Data & Package Level Analysis
2.Data Visualization

3.0ur Collection Review

4.Information for Academic Departments
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The basic order of our presentation is straightforward. We’ll quickly provide a demonstration of the data available to us and how we have summarized and visualized the data in various ways. We’ll then talk about how we used the data for collection review and how we’ll use the data to communicate with academic departments.

Please bear with me as I demonstrate the data. There’s a lot to see and not much time, so I’ll have to move quickly. If it seems I’m moving too fast through the data, you’ll get a sense of our experience working with the data. The fact is that we feel we’ve barely scratched the surface of what’s here. 
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As a team, our goal is not merely to combine lots of data, but to refine the data to serve specific purposes. <CLICK>


Collection Assessment
(Collection Review, CD,
Weeding)

Collection
Administration
(Access & Discovery
Maintenance)

Collection Evaluation
(Accreditation,
Program Review)

Collection Analysis

Collection
Outreach
(Liaison Services)
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For example, at other conferences, we’ve presented finished products for collection outreach <CLICK>
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and collection evaluation. In this presentation, instead, we’re describing the products we developed for collection assessment. <CLICK>
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But instead of sharing only our nice, shiny finished products, as we have done at other conferences, we are sharing some of the mess prior to refinement for the products under consideration today, because we think there are all sorts of possibilities here.


KeyList

MatchList

KeyList:

MatchList

MatchList

MatchList

MatchList

® Scimago (Preferred!)

* Index

e Ulrich’s List

* Academic Dept. Selected Titles
® Etc.

Data Sources (MatchlLists):

e Serials Solutions (Holdings, Subject info)

¢ Aleph (POs, Payment History, Circs, Browses, ILL Loans)
® EbscoNet (Subscription info)

e COUNTER JR1, JR2, JR5 Reports (Usage Statistics)

* Vendors (Subscription info, Subject info)

® Scimago (Evaluative criteria, Subject info)

¢ Index (Subject info, Evaluative criteria, Coverage)

e Ulrich’s List (Subject info, Journal info)

® Academic Dept. Selected Titles (Evaluative criteria)
* WMS

* Alma

® Etc.
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However, I should also mention, before we really get going, that we’re not covering how we wrangled the underlying data sources today, even though we know that’s what many people will be interested in. We’ve presented on other aspects of our collection analysis work at other conferences, so we’ll just have to point you to those presentations for more information. 

In case you’ve never seen our work before, the basic breakthrough is that we are able to combine any number of sources of journals collection data pretty efficiently and surprisingly accurately, so it doesn’t matter if the source is COUNTER usage or Scimago or the ILS or anything else – we can combine it and make use of it, along with any number of other sources. That may sound great, but when you push the premise to the limits, as we have started to do, you find that there IS such a thing as too much of a good thing. 


Collection Review, v2:
The Base Report
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We actually worked with two versions of our data for this product. We called the first version “Collection Review Version 1” or CRV1 for short. The second version is CRV2. In order to move quickly, we’ll just show you CRV2 today.

Another item to note is that we have previously done most of our data finishing work for other products using Excel, although we use MySQL and MS Access for the data processing. 

For this project, however, we decided to try a test-implementation of Tableau. Our goal was to decide whether to migrate our future data finishing work to Tableau. As a result, we’ll be showing you a lot of data viz completed in Tableau. We’ll also reflect on the Pros and Cons of Tableau vs. Excel.


CRID Title ISSN1 ISSM2 20185tatus 2018Collection Simple_Collection
1451 |Social Philosophy and Policy 0265-0525 1471-6437 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1452 |Social Policy and Society 1474-7464 1475-3073 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1453 |Social Science History 0145-5532 1527-8034 Also Project Muse to curt 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1454|5panish lournal of Psychology 1138-7416 1988-2904 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1455|5tudies in American Political Development 0898-588X 1469-8692 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1456 |Studies in Second Language Acquisition 0272-2631 1470-1545 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1457 | Tempo 0040-2982 1473-2286 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1458 | Theatre Research International 0307-8833 1474-0672 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1459 |Theatre Survey 0040-5574 1475-4533 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1460 | Theory and Practice of Logic Programming 1471-06584 1475-3081 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1461 Think 1477-1756 1755-1196 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1462 |Traditio 0362-1529 2166-5508 Also Project Muse to curnt 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1463 | TRaNS— Trans-Regional and—National Studies ¢ 2051-364X 2051-3658 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1464 |Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 0080-4401 1474-0648 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1465 |Transnational Environmental Law 2047-1025 2047-1033 2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1466 twentieth-century music 1478-5722 1478-5730 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1467 Twin Research and Human Genetics 1832-4274 1839-2628 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1468 |Urban History 0963-9268 1469-8706 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1469 |Utilitas 0953-8208 1741-6183 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1470 Victorian Literature and Culture 1060-1503 1470-1553 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1471 | Visual Neuroscience 0952-5238 1469-8714 2018Cambridge_ALL Cambridge
1472 'Weed Science 0043-1745 1550-2759 Also BioOne to current  2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
1473 | Weed Technology 0890-037X 1550-2740 Also BioOne to current  2018Cambridge ALL Cambridge
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CRV2 includes one row for each journal we subscribe to either individually or in a subscription package. CRV2 does not include rows for journals from aggregators only, but we do track aggregator coverage and overlap with our subscription journals in CRV2.

There are 86 fields tracked in the CRV2 Base Report. In the original report, these 86 fields extend out to the right over 86 columns, but I’ve broken the report into pictures of the various sections for the sake of this presentation.

So here we have a set of identification data. The CRID uniquely identifies each journal-title. There’s also title, ISSN, and collection.



Distinct Distinct
2018 Full 2018 Distributed Distinct Distinct QA ELM
CRID Price Price Venues Providers Venues Venues
1583 5 73191 S 44.79 3 2 0 0
1584 5 67046 S 41.03 1 1 0 0
1585 S 684.63 S 41.90 2 1 0 0
1586| 5 1,729.56 S 105.85 4 2 0 0
1587 S 682.74 5 41.78 1 1 0 0
1588| 5 1,568.78 S 96.01 3 2 1 0
1589 S 682.74 5 41.78 ] 4 0 2
1590 5 79149 5 48.44 2 1 0 0
1591 S 602.36 5 36.86 2 2 0 1
1592| 5 1,036.40 5 63.43 2 1 0 0
1593 5 238.30 5 14.58 1 1 0 0
1594 5§  407.57 S 24.94 1 1 0 0
1595( 5 1,840.18 5 112.62 4 2 0 0
1596 5 74042 5 45.31 i] 2 0 2
1597 5 1,175.41 5 71.93 2 1 0 0
1598 5 573.06 S 35.07 2 1 0 0
1599 5 293.14 5 17.94 1 1 0 0
1600 5 596.68 S 36.52 2 2 0 0
1601| 5 1,447.76 S 88.60 3 2 0 1
1602 5 28747 5 17.59 1 1 0 0
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Next, there is price information, including full price, which we also refer to as nominal or cover price. We also include distributed price, or discounted price, which is the price of the journal after package discount. 

Because our subscribed journals can be accessible via multiple sources, we sum those multiple sources of access as both distinct venues and distinct providers. We also sum distinct open access venues we’ve turned on,  and Electronic Library of Minnesota venues, which are provided consortially.


Current
Access
CRID Sub Start Other Start Other End Sub And Other Access

1032 1998 current
1033 2005 1916 2014
1034 2006 N/A N/A Unigque Sub
1035 2005 1996 2008
1036 1969 2015
1037 2009 2009 2016
1038 2009 1994 2015
1039 2002 2002 Current Sub & Other Current
1040 2000 1981 Current Sub & Other Current
1041 2006 N/A N/A Unigque Sub
1042 2004 1993 Current Sub & Other Current
1043 2000 1997 Current Sub & Other Current
1044 2007 1983 2009
1045 2004 1989 Current Sub & Other Current
1046 2006 1991 2014
1047 2005 M/A M/A Unique Sub
1048 2016 2008 Current Sub & Other Current
1049 2009 2009 Current Sub & Other Current
1050 2003 1997 2006
1051 2009 NfA N/A Unigue Sub

ﬁ- 1052 19597 1938 2010 ﬁ
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Next, we include additional summary coverage information, including start of any sub coverage that continues to present, and inclusive coverage from any other sources, including aggregators, open access venues, and backfiles. We also identify if a sub is entirely unique, or if current coverage is duplicated in aggregators.


2015 2015 2016 2016 2017 2017
CRID CiteScorelD  Status Lang CiteScore 2015 5JR  SNIP Cite5core 2016 5JR  SNIP CiteScore 2017 53R SNIP (Y

1032

1033

1034 22642 Active ENG 1.17 0.45 0.90 0.97 0.45 0.83 1.35 0.51 0.78

1035 11600154147 Active ENG 0.00 0.34 0.43 0.00 0.27 0.49 0.44 0.27 0.53

1036| 19700176301 Active ENG 0.46 0.26 0.52 0.12 0.15 0.07 0.70 0.32 0.47

1037| 21100206006 Active ENG 1.52 0.87 1.08 1.22 0.73 0.79 1.52 0.91 0.77 DOAJ/ROAD Open Access
1038 27852 Active ENG 1.76 0.84 1.06 1.70 0.98 1.30 1.97 0.77 1.16

1039

1040 23259 Active ENG 1.14 0.59 0.71 1.12 0.46 0.78 1.41 0.55 0.90 DOAJ/ROAD Open Access
1041 24125 Active ENG 0.68 0.36 0.62 0.90 0.45 0.57 0.85 0.50 0.44

1042

1043 195941 Active ENG 0.66 0.37 0.51 0.52 0.33 0.38 0.65 0.27 0.46

1044 21794 Active ENG 0.58 0.30 0.34 0.58 0.32 0.51 0.55 0.27 0.33

1045 23278 Inactive 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1046 195944 Active ENG 0.38 0.33 0.46 0.51 0.41 0.45 0.54 0.42 0.66

1047 21100205754 Active ENG 0.47 0.28 0.36 0.52 0.35 0.58 0.34 0.16 0.35

1048

10435

1050 14023 Active ENG 0.68 0.52 0.56 0.74 0.48 0.71 0.62 0.32 0.51

1051 21065 Active ENG 0.33 0.30 0.45 0.36 0.23 0.49 0.35 0.27 0.45

1052 27010 Active ENG 2.13 0.62 0.76 1.91 0.60 0.77 1.99 0.59 0.72

1053 24737 Active ENG 0.57 0.25 0.46 0.75 0.28 0.53 0.62 0.26 0.38 DOAJ/ROAD Open Access
1054 19700169404 Active ENG 0.50 0.45 0.59 0.53 0.47 0.57 0.67 0.53 0.50

1055 18721 Active ENG 0.95 0.50 0.85 0.49 0.22 0.48 0.90 0.53 0.71

1056 13669 Active ENG 0.78 0.54 0.92 0.61 0.35 0.67 0.64 0.33 0.97

1057 19840 Active ENG 0.53 0.35 0.56 0.42 0.29 0.69 0.46 0.30 0.57
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Then, we start on evaluative data. Here, we’ve integrated a pile of Citescore and other impact data from Scopus. For assessment purposes, I especially like being able to use the 2015,16, and 17 numbers to see trends, which I’ll be able to extend over time. I also especially like the SNIP impact indicator, which is subject normalized.

(By the way, you can learn more about the impact measures here and on the next slide simply by googling them.)


https://www.scimagojr.com/

Total TOTAL TOTAL CITABLE CITES
SIR BEST Docs DOCs TOTAL CITES DOCs DOoC
CRID RAMK SIR QUARTILE H_INDEX 2017 IYEARS  REFS JYEARS  3YEARS  2YEARS REF_DOC CATEGORIES

1032
1033
1034| 9107 0.51 Q2 32 4 52 3724 67 49 1.58 931 Animal Science and Zoology (Q2); Ecology, E
1035| 14289 0.273 Q3 11 32 88 1234 39 85 0.47 38.56 Animal Science and Zoology (Q3)
1036| 12704 0.324 Q3 ] 14 33 1141 22 33 0.55 81.5 Animal Science and Zoology (Q3); Ecology, E
1037 5018 0.906 Q1 21 17 108 927 1a4 105 1.53 54,53 Aquatic Science (Q1); Ecology, Evolution, Be
1038| 6088 0,772 Q1 37 22 71 1035 139 69 1.78 47.05 Geography, Planning and Development (Q1
1039
1040 8501 0.5353 Q2 46 34 143 2498 137 131 1.36 46.26 Development (Q2); Environmental Science |
1041 9321 0.495 Q2 36 53 175 2312 148 157 1.03 43.62 Ecology (Q2); Mature and Landscape Conser
1042
1043| 143938 0.269 Q3 24 71 191 3492 123 191 0.62 49.18 Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematit
1044 14539 0.265 Q3 32 24 103 1188 57 101 0.65 49.5 Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematic
1045
1046 10613 0.419 Q2 20 42 158 693 85 156 0.59 16.5 Plant Science (Q2); Ecology, Evolution, Behs
1047 19936 0.164 Q4 16 23 33 808 18 51 0.33 35.13 Animal Science and Zoology (Q4)
1048
1049
1050 12701 0.324 Q3 21 30 81 1888 S0 81 0.66 62.93 Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematit
1051| 14509 0.266 03 17 29 101 572 35 91 0.4 19.72 Insect Science (Q3)
1052| 8003 0.591 Q2 116 170 A77 9762 945 460 21 57.42 Medicine {miscellaneous) [Q2); Physical ant
1053| 14814 0.258 Q3 23 43 144 24332 90 144 0.47 50.67 Ecology (Q3); Ecology, Evolution, Behavior a
1054| 8849 0.528 Q2 9 11 43 418 29 41 0.73 38 Animal Science and Zoology (Q2); Ecology, E
1055 8780 0.533 Q2 19 7 31 365 28 30 0.76 52.14 Ecology (22); Ecology, Evolution, Behavior a
1056) 12564 0.33 Q2 25 20 90 815 35 B8 0.53 40.75 Agricultural and Biological Sciences (miscell

Q3 26.54 Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematir
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Next, some of my favorite data is openly available at the Scimago website, although these data are also derived from Scopus. Here you see overall rank of the journal from the universe of journals tracked in Scopus, but also best quartile ranking in a given year for a journal for any applicable subject.

We can do some really neat things because Scimago tells us the number of docs and citable docs published in a journal, and the number of citations for those publications. In fact, we can make our own calculations showing citation patterns by subject or package.

The subject mapping for Scimago is the same as CiteScore because both are sourced from Scopus. There are both narrow and broad subject assignments, so we can get different views of our collection by subject.



JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1 JR1
AllUsage AllUusage AllUsage Allusage AllUsage AllUsage AllUsage SubUsage SubUsage SubUsage SubUsage SubUsage SubUsage SubUsage
CRID 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 15-17 13-17 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 15-17 13-17
813 4 14 12 46 124 182 200 4 14 12 46 124' 1821 200
814 ] ] 0 0 0 ] ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
815 1] 1] 0 0 o 1] 1] 1] 0 0 0 o o o
816 43 30 143 45 67 255 334 43 30 143 45 67 255 334
817 1] 1] 0 0 a 1] 1] 1] 0 0 0 a a a
818 1] 1] 0 0 a 1] 1] 1] 0 0 0 a a a
819 ] ] 0 0 0 ] ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
820 ] ] 0 0 0 ] ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
821 1] 1] 0 0 o 1] 1] 1] 0 0 0 o o o
822 o o 0 0 o o o o 0 0 0 o o o
823 1] 1] 0 0 a 1] 1] 1] 0 0 0 a a a
824 & 3 20 9 16 45 54 & 3 20 9 16 45 4
825 ] 1 8 4 10 22 23 ] 1 8 4 10 22 23
826 3 1] 0 2 4 & 9 1] 0 0 2 4 B B
827 2 18 2 4 3 11 3l 2 2 1 4 4 9 13
828 41 13 14 10 36 60 114 22 8 13 7 36 56 86
829 13 24 i} 15 22 a7 a4 13 24 i} 15 22 a7 84
830 8 4 1 0 11 12 24 8 2 0 0 11 11 21
831 1] 1] 2 2 4 8 8 1] 0 2 2 4 8 8
832 23 23 18 8 23 43 95 11 17 11 4 23 38 66
833 182 110 122 296 3ol 715 1011 66 53 115 288 298 705 824
834 7 & 2 3 5 10 23 7 4 1 3 5 9 20
835 7 4 0 7 3 10 21 ] 4 0 3 3 B 10
836 41 133 23 93 102 218 392 23 104 20 86 100 206 333
837 9 3 22 17 28 67 79 3 2 22 15 27 64 69
838 1] 1] 0 0 1 1 1 1] 0 0 0 a a a
839 1] 63 0 111 128 239 302 1] 62 0 109 128 237 299
840 1 ] 4 2 3 11 12 1 0 4 2 3 11 12
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Next, we include 5 years of JR1 journal usage data, first from All Sources, and second, from the subscription source only. Comparing all usage for a journal to subscription-specific usage is really helpful for understanding the value of the subscription itself, instead of simply judging the value of the journal overall.
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Next, we include 5 years of JR2 turnaway data, which can help us see where we might need to add something. I suppose I should also mention in this context that we’ve included both ILL and browsing data in other products, but we didn’t include these data for CRV2.


JR3YOP JRSYOP

JR3YOP

2000

JRSYOP

2001

JR3YOP

2002

JR3YOP

2003

JRSYOP

2004

JRSYOP

2005

JR5YOP

2006

JR3YOP

2007

JRSYOP

2008

JR3YOP

2009

JR3YOP

JR3YOP
2011

JRSYOP
2012

JR5YOP
2013

JR3YOP
2014

JRSYOP

JRSYOP
2016

JR3YOP
2017

Pre-2000 unknown

2010

2015

17

13

67

19

11

32 21 24 24 31 12 13 28
22 18 10 20

18

36
31

86

20

13

28

21

14

24

10

31

14

13

16

12

35

30
10

28

22
11
62
12
13

39
27
56

10
32

16
16

16

23

12

51

11

20

11

11

37

35

36

29

14

72
10
11
24
41

22

13

32
73
46

11

26 24 19 13
13

12

36

70
11

12

11

12

10

22

30

12

10

11

18

17
10

12

27

32

14

10

CRID

1470
1471

1472

1473

1474
1475
1476

1477
1478
1479
1480

1481

1482
1433

1484
1485

1486

1487

1488

1489

1430
1491
1492
1433

1494
1435
1496
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And finally, we include JR5 data, which allows us to see how patrons are using journals by year of publication. Of course, YOP patterns of usage vary by subject, but also by package. 


Subject Assignments JR1 Time Series Data
CRID Allsubjeci AllSubject CRID USAGE  JRIVEMNDCJR1_SourcSub Year Source&Yq
2 1703 Computational Theory and Mathematics 8478 1JR1_TF_CYTF Subscripti 13 TF_13
2 2605 Computational Mathematics 8478 1JR1_TF_CYTF Subscripti 15 TF_15
3 1700 General Computer Science 8478 1JR1L_TF_CYTF Subscripti 17 TF_17
3 3304 Education 8478 6 JR1 TF CYTF Subscripti 16 TF_16
15 1705 Computer Networks and Communications 847 &R _TF_CYTF Subscripti 14TF 14
19 1712 Software 3764 13 JR1 Progu Proguest Aggregatc 15 Proguest_|
_ 3764 1 JR1_ProgL Proguest Aggregatc 17 Proguest_|
23 1700 General Computer Science 3764 4 JR1 Progy Proguest Aggregatc 16 Proguest |
29 1704 Computer Graphics and Computer-Aided Design a0 1 JR1_ACM_ACM Subscripti 14 ACM 14
34 1404 Management Information Systems 10459 2 JRL WileyWiley  Subscripti 16 Wiley 16
34 1708 Hardware and Architecture 10463 39 JR1_EbscoEbsco  Aggregatc 13 Ebsco_13
41 1705 Computer Networks and Communications 10466 217 JR1_Ebsco Ebsco Aggregatc 13 Ebsco_13
41 1708 Hardware and Architecture 10467 7 JR1_Ebsco Ebsco Aggregatc 13 Ebsco_13
41 1712 Software 10470 26 JR1 _EbscoEbsco Aggregatc 13 Ebsco 13
44 1404 Management Information Systems 197 1 JR1_JSTOFJSTOR  Aggregatc 15 JSTOR_15
a4 1705 Computer Networks and Communications 5068 1JR1 EbscoEbsco  Aggregatc 13 Ebsco_13
a6 1710 Information Systems 5001 3 IRL_TF_CYTF Subscripti 16 TF_16
a6 1712 Software 9001 3 JR1 TF _CYTF Subscripti 17 TF 17
55 1700 General Computer Science 9001 4 JR1_TF_CYTF Subscripti 13|TF_13
55 1704 Computer Graphics and Computer-Aided Design 2001 BLIRL TF_CYTF Subscr?pt? 14TF_14
55 1717 Software 9010 1JR1L_TF_CYTF Sub':'.cr!pt! 17 TF_17
. — 9010 3 JRL_TF_CYTF Subscripti 13 TF_13
70 1706 Computer Science Applications 9010 3 JR1 TE CYTE Subscripti 16 TE 16
72|  1700|General Computer Science 9010 18 JR1 TF_CYTF Subscripti 14 TF 14
“ 1700 General Computer Science 9010 37 JRL_TF_CYTF Subscripti 15 TF_15
74 2614 Theoretical Computer Science 6137 1 JR1_ProgL. Proquest Aggregatc 13 Proguest |
77 1708 Human-Computer Interaction 10488 42 JR1_EbscoEbsco  Aggregatc 13 Ebsco 13
78 1702 Artificial Intelligence 4413 6 JRL_ProguProguest Aggregatc 17 Proquest_|
78 1708 Hardware and Architecture 10499 18 JR1_EbscoEbsco Aggregatc 13 Ebsco_13

1 JR1 Prog. Proguest Aggregatc 16 Proguest
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In addition, there’s more usable base data in other tables that key to the Base Report, such as subject assignments and usage data formatted for time-series visualization, but I had to set limits on how much I’d show here.


CRv2 Base Report,
Summary

List of all fields included
in CRv2 for every subscribed*
journal.

*Individual and package

subscriptions are included, but
not journals in aggregators.

CRID

Title

IS5M1

IS5M2

20185tatus
2018Collection

Simple_Collection

JR1 Source
2018FullPrice
2018DistributedPrice
2018FullPrice_ NUM
2018DistributedPrice_ NUM
DistinctVenues
DistinctProviders
DistinctOAVenues
DistinctELMVWenues

SubStart
OtherStart
OtherEnd

SubAndOther
CiteScorelD

Status

Lang

2015 CiteScore
2015_SIR

2015 SMIP
2016_Citescore
2016 SIR
2016_SNIP

2017 CiteScore
2017 SR

OA 032018

RAMK

SIR

SIR_BEST QUARTILE
H_INDEX

Total Docs 2017
TOTAL DOCS_3YEARS
TOTAL_REFS

TOTAL CITES 3¥YEARS
CITABLE_DOCS _3YEARS
CITES_DOC_2YEARS
REF_DOC

CATEGQORIES
JR1_AllUsage 2013
JR1_Allusage 2014

JR1 Allusage 2015
JR1_AllUsage 2016

JR1 AllUsage 2017

JR1 AllUsage 15-17
JR1_Allusage 13-17
JR1 SubUsage 2013
JR1 SubUsage 2014
JR1 SubUsage 2015
JR1 SubUsage 2016
JR1 SubUsage 2017
JR1 SubUsage 15-17
JR1 SubUsage 13-17
JR2 AllTurnaways_ 2013
JR2_AllTurnaways_2014
JR2_AllTurnaways_2015
JR2_AllTurnaways_ 2016

JR2 Turnaways 13-17
JR2 Turnaways 13-17
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2017
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2016
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2015
JRS_AllUusage YOP 2014
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2013
JRS_AllUusage_YOP 2012
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2011
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2010
JRS_AllUsage YOP 2009
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2008
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2007
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2006
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2005
JRS_AllUsage YOP 2004
JR5S_AllUsage YOP 2003
JR53_AllUsage YOP 2002
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2001
JR5_AllUsage YOP 2000
JRS_AllUsage YOP Pre-
JR5_AllUsage YOP

_ 2017 _SNIP JR2_AllTurnaways_2017 -
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Here is the full list of the fields I mentioned – and I’m sorry I’ve gone way too fast, but we’ve got a lot to show you. These fields can be combined in dozens of different ways for summary and visualization purposes, far exceeding what we have time to show you today, and others can be added pretty easily. 


Package Level Analysis Report (PLAR)
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We really don’t have time to look closely at how we summarized the CRV2 data for initial collection assessment purposes, because we want to move on to the fun of our Tableau visualizations, but I want to give you some sense of the power in the underlying numbers, as we summarized them at the package level. I really like some of the metrics in the PLAR because I imagine libraries could share at least some of these measures without any violation of confidentiality, in order to understand the relative value of their deals.

There are 75 unique data fields included in the PLAR, and one repeated to improve readability. Each record or row is for a single journal subscription package, such as Wiley or ACS.


Assumed

Journal 2018 Last 2019 Package Core+Full y
Package Titles* PO Package Cost Inflation Cost "Discount” Agent  PCARights |
Ll 134 3322 SOOKKXXX | 0.0378  SXKXXXX.XX N/C  Minitex Yes-new
1l 57 S-1078112 SXXXXXX.XX — 0.068  SX000O(XX N/C  Direct Corels
W PR (614 N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  Direct & Ebsco
[ 19 S-1077266 SXOOOOLXX  0.034  SKXOOCXX N/C  Direct Yes
L 40 S-6510  SX0000LXX 0.04 | SXXOOMXX.XX N/C  Direct Yes
1) 19 5-30068  SXXXXXX.XX  0.05  SOO000LXX  52.60%  Ebsco  Yes
il 30 5-45307 S0COOOLXN 0,138 SKXOOOLXX N/C  Ebsco  Yes
[ 183 S-1077998 SXXOOOMCXX  0.03  SXOO00OCXX N/C  Minitex Yes
FIE e 382 5-85295  SXNOOOOCXX  0.04  S0OCOOLXX  B88.70%  Direct  AlI?
e 2285 2769 SOOOOOLXK 0.05  SXXXXXX.XX  93.88%  Minitex Core Only
NN 181 5-41487  SOMOKKXX 0.06  SXOOOOCXX N/C  Direct Yes
IETn FRer 4 2827 SOOOOOLXK 0.02  SXOOMNXX N/C  Direct Yes
L 0 520252 SX0COOLXN 0.05 N/C Direct  |Yes?
I 183 S-54292  SXXXXXXXX  0.05 | SXXXXXX.XX  86.46%  Direct Yes

s
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So here you can see some of the basic info for each package, although I’ve obscured the names of the packages. These are pretty standard fields which will come from the license and acquisitions. I also included the discount we get for packages, if that concept is applicable to the package. The discount is calculated by comparing package full price to distributed price for all journals in the package. I think this would be a useful measure for libraries to share.


Subscription

2018 Cost Usage For All Subscription
2018 Cost  Per3¥Yrs Matched Subscription Subscription Subscription Subscription Subscription Usage Package-
2018 Cost PerQl Citable Journals (FAMJ), Usage Package- Usage Package- Usage Package- Usage Package- Usage Package- Level, JR1,

Package PerTitle Title Docs JR1, 2017 Level, JR1, 2013 Level, JR1, 2014 Level, JR1, 2015 Level, JR1, 2016 Level, JR1, 2017 Trend
LU S 4560 S 33944 5 0.92 287 401 609 375 379 336 M
1l 457425 § 654.65 § 0.27 1,332 1,646 1,302 1,257 1,204 1,332 \_\/
WITEn - FEIEE | pza N/A N/A 5,939 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Il $688.16 $1,634.38 $ 043 256 142 106 312 141 270 \_/\/
L1 $405.90 $1,159.71 $ 173 1,063 315 429 512 799 1,102 ”_/
1] $312.02 $ 37052 $ 0.29 692 1,069 637 662 642 702 \___)
[l $437.20 $ 87439 $ 1.62 204 271 254 277 167 213 ‘*"\/
T $102.88 $ 537.92 $ 0.72 550 649 1,090 895 793 774 /\\_
Lirnrnmmn $ 56.27 $ 13519 $ 046 2,299 600 674 1,560 1,482 2,348 _/__/
e $127.49 $ 24647 $ 0.26 60,044 45,895 53,722 66,386 63,893 66,537 //“‘—“
RN $ 8410 $ 33091 & 0.92 4,357 1,129 1,074 3,276 3,742 4,528 _/—/
IR PR | ¢ 8530 ¢ s83.00 $ 060 6 33 A 5 a 6 N
IEIERIERIEEEY < 21954 ¢ 58179 ¢ 1.21 4395 910 394 552 906 510 M
[l 414098 $ 26875 $ 0.32 1,638 777 956 1,123 1,549 1,933
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And here we get into some of the more interesting calculations we can do. Of course, we’ve always tracked cost-per-title for packages, but it is much more useful to know the Cost-per-Quartile1 title in a package. We also calculate cost-per-citable document in a package, and trend of subscription-specific usage for the package.


Subscription Subscription

Subscription Subscription Usage Pacakge- Usage Pacakge-

Usage Package- Usage Package- Level,JR1,5Yr Level,JRL, 3¥r Usage% Usage% Usage %

Level, JR1,5¥r Level, JR1, 3¥r Volatility Wolatility HTMIL, HTMIL, Usage % Usage % Usage % HTMIL,
Package MMean MMean {range/mean) (range/mean) 2013 2014 HTML, 2015 HTML, 2016 HTML, 2017 Trend
LU 420 363 0.65 0.12 15% 17% 19% 15% 19% /\/
1] 1348 1264 0.33 0.10 17% 10% 10% 15% 25% J
WHTEL VT g N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
1l 194 241 1.06 0.71 0% 1% 12% 7% 4% AN
[ 631 804 1.25 0.73 43% 21% 24% 21% 24% \_—
L} 742 669 0.58 0.09 44% 58% 51% 53% 59% Vo
[ 236 219 0.47 0.50 51% 75% 71% 76% 58% /N
RN 840 821 0.52 0.15 21% 50% 46% 50% 47% /’\/\
AIRIR R 1333 1797 1.31 0.48 8% 9% 1% 11% 10% AL
FIrrnne 59,287 65,605 0.35 0.02 56% 0% 58% 65% 63% N/
RN 2,750 3,349 1.26 0.23 48% 66% 69% 69% 70% Vaum
Feuwnn  renrn g 5 2.79 0.40 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A
LN ey 656 0.79 0.60 20%, 20% 28% sg9 51% _//—
(0 1,268 1,535 0.91 0.53 3% 9% 7% 12% 52% ’f_/
W FEITTELT (574 696 0.73 0.27 16% 14% 20% 40% 27% R//\
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Then we get into some analysis to understand usage volatility for the package, defined as usage range divided by usage mean for 3 and 5 years. 

We also look at how HTML usage specifically has trended, as opposed to all usage combining PDF downloads and HTML. I think this is a very important metric because anomalous HTML usage might point to vendor gaming of stats, or might have other interpretations.


L) % Unique
Subscription  All*-platform Holdings
All Platform  All Platform  CostPerUse CostPerUse % Usage from from Sub

Usage FAMJ, Usage FAMJ, FAMJ, FAM), 2018/ Sub Cnly, Only

| Package JR1,2017  JR1,15-17  2018/2017 2017 2017 FAM)
L} 338 1,213 I:I 21.29 § 18.08 . 84.91% 62.41%
1} 1,332 3,799 .j 2457 § 24.57 100.00%  79.63%
W FIEEEE (45 853 195,992 N/A N/A ” 12.16%  24.25%
(1} 256 638 - 5107 $ 51.07 100.00% 31.58%
] 1,122 2,537 I:I 15.27 & 14.47 . 94.74%  25.00%
1] 1,388 3,334 E 857 4.27 I 19.86%  10.53%
L 208 652 g 63.06 . 98.08%  40.00%
|I|.|||||.|l|,||.|| 3,739 9,422 3423 § 5.04 [I 14.71%  39.43%
PO 7,562 20,961 935 § 2.84 I:I 30.40%  42.40%
Wnrrunen 66,480 195,495 185 § 4.38 . 90.32%  88.22%
NN 5,935 14,909 |l$ 3.49 § 7.56 73.41%  12.71%
e renen g 20 N/A N/A 100.00%  67.50%
LA 1,930 .:I 23.51 § 22.77 37%  47.17%
0] 1,819 4,410 I] 15.75 § 11.18 50.00%
(LLLI 10t 1,998 ﬂ 1409 $ 13.74 97.54%  84.75%
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Next, we look at usage even more, by comparing All-platform usage to subscription-specific usage. We also calculate sub-specific cost per use vs. all-platform cost per use for the journals in a package.

We then use our journal level data to analyze unique holdings. It is really interesting to see unique holdings side-by-side with the ratio of subscription-specific usage to all-usage for a package. Actually, I think we discovered that the sub-specific usage ratio, expressed as a percentage and graphed in green here, is a key indicator of a package’s essentiality to the library, although the ratio could also have other interpretations.


SerSol SerSol
Sersol SerSol SerSol Partial  SerSol
Title Holding Total Holding Holding Title Sersol
Package Unigue Unigue Unigue Overlap Overlap Overlap Total
9437 1 9438 16 60 38 9552
44 0 44 1 11 0 56
e e N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
17 0 17 10 9 0 36
I 14 0 14 1 29 0 a4
4 0 4 10 10 0 24
ll 14 0 14 0 18 0 32
LA 93 3 96 79 66 2 243
AEnrnren 4 0 4 71 317 0 392
rrwnen 1866 208 2074 17 195 0 2286
U 73 A 27 24 131 0 182
0 0 a1 0 a1 6 a 0 51
TIEETrre e a6 0 46 5 5 0 56
Il 116 63 179 3 18 0 200
frnrnen 110 1 111 4 14 0 129
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Next, we added some package analysis data generated by the commercial ERM we were using up until a few weeks ago. We found that the overlap analysis data provided by the ERM was less useful than our own overlap analysis calculations, which could be parsed more flexibly and more deeply.


Scimago Citable
Subject: % Documents
Subject- Journal Quartile Quartile Published, 3
Package Titles Ratio 1Titles 1Titles Yrs MSUIi3
LU 161 1.20 18 Ha.qa% 6,639  0.1827
11} 123 2.16 50 F 123,320  0.0308
LRI N R 779 1.27 142 Erla% 141,934 1.2809
i 24 1.26 g % 30,684  0.0224
[ 75 1.88 14 ﬂo% 9,406  0.2697
1] 40 2.11 16 E 20,537  0.1623
I 61 2.03 15 lﬁa 8,091  0.0806
i n 259 1.42 35 H.u% 26,057  0.3616
VI 592 1.55 159 lEF% 46,253  0.4532
e 3977 1.74 1182 1,107,089 0.1766
NN 266 1.47 46 ﬂaﬂa 16,527  0.9021
e renel 42 1.02 6 [|1.53% 5826  0.0024
T rrremre 72 1.36 20 I]a% 9,619  0.2058
(i 285 1.56 96 ﬂe 80,949  0.0545
(] ) % 109,058  0.0183
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Next, we analyzed packages based on how many subjects are assigned to each journal by Scopus. We call this the Subject Ratio. This ratio can have many interpretations, and works well when combined with other metrics.

We also compared packages on the basis of the number of citable documents they publish. You maybe wouldn’t believe it until you see it, but some publishers very clearly publish thinner journals than other publishers when compared in aggregate, as we have done. 


% Usage %Usage %lUsage
Package 2015-17 2011-17 Pre-2000 YOP 2017 YOP 2016 YOP 2015 YOP 2014 YOP 2013 YOP 2012 YOP 2011 YOP 2010 YOP 2009 YOP 2008 YQP 2007
LU 33% 67% ﬁ% 68 113 105 104 74 52 58 34 46 39 19
ILL 21% 38% E 88 80 101 62 66 36 49 50 38 42 35
L L T Y Ry N/A
Ll 11% 35% E 0 10 11 g 16 14 9 8 2 3 f
L 37% 55% E 201 144 58 69 49 31 46 43 28 36 7
24% 45% E 89 50 24 25 47 42 30 28 27 11 19
L] 29% 51% E| 24 17 21 7 21 11 7 11 4 7 y
|l|_||||||||_||||| 27% 58% H% 78 65 67 60 38 109 32 37 33 a8 a(
Ve 34% 59% H% 288 341 148 147 175 104 165 116 111 95 74
nrrnnen 35% 63% ﬁ% 7395 8756 6626 5577 4483 a054 4269 3662 2934 2691 232]
RN 35% 62% H% 470 576 513 297 340 352 224 208 261 207 17
(IR IR g/ N/A N/A ') 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
AL T s 550 F 46 10 7 4 10 0 3 g 2 0 d
43% 78% ’0% 309 247 273 300 156 119 100 140 50 63 4;
v 27% 75% ﬁe 110 82 24 49 33 181 113 39 25 13 16
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And finally we compared Year of Publication usage for packages. It’s really interesting to compare where the value is in each package by looking at the percentage of use for a recent set of years vs. an older set of years – and obviously, these numbers are really helpful when considering the purchase of backfiles. Just for example, look at the contrast of the 2 packages highlighted by arrows.


The PLAR,
Summary

List of all fields included
in the PLAR for every
Subscription package.

Package

Journal Titles®

PO

2018 Package Cost

Last Inflation

Assumed 2019 Package Cost

Core + Full "Discount"

Agent

PCA Rights

2018 Cost Per Title

2018 Cost Per Q1 Title

2018 Cost Per 3 Yrs Citable Docs

Subscription Usage For All Matched Journals (FAMI), JR1, 2017
Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, 2013

Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, 2014

Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, 2015

Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, 2016

Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, 2017

Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, Trend

Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, 5 Yr Mean
Subscription Usage Package-Level, JR1, 3 Yr Mean
Subscription Usage Pacakge-Level, JR1, 5 Yr Volatility (range/mean)
Subscription Usage Pacakge-Level, JR1, 3 Yr Volatility (range/mean)
Subscription Usage HTML Only Package-Level, JR1, 2013
Subscription Usage HTML Only Package-Level, JR1, 2014
Subscription Usage HTML Only Package-Level, JR1, 2015
Subscription Usage HTML Only Package-Level, JR1, 2016
Subscription Usage HTML Only Package-Level, JR1, 2017

Usage % HTML, 2013

Usage % HTML, 2014

Usage % HTML, 2015

Usage % HTML, 2016

Usage % HTML, 2017

Usage % HTML, Trend

All Platform Usage FAMI, JR1, 2017

All Platform Usage FAMJ, JR1, 15-17
Subscription Cost Per Use FAMJ, 2018/2017

%Usage Pre-2000

JR5_YOP 2017
JR3_YOP 2016
JR5_YOP 2015
JR5_YOP 2014
JR5_YOP 2013
JR5_YOP 2012
JR5_YOP 2011
JR5_YOP 2010

All*-platform Cost Per Use FAMI, 2018/ 2017

.J R5_YOP 2009

% Usage from Sub Only, 2017

% Unigue Holdings from Sub Only FAM)
SerSol Title Unique

SerSol Holding Unigue

SerSol Total Unique

SerSol Full Holding Overlap

SerSol Partial Holding Overlap
SerSol Title Overlap

SerSol Total

Core + Full "Discount”
Subject-Titles

Scimago Subject: Journal Ratio
Quartile 1 Titles

% Quartile 1 Titles

Citable Documents Published, 3 Yrs
MSUIi3

% Usage 2015-17

%oUsage 2011-17

JR5_YOP 2008
JR5_YOP 2007
JR5_YOP 2006
JR5_YOP 2005
JR5_YOP 2004
JR5_YOP 2003
JR3_YOP 2002
JR5_YOP 2001
JR5_YOP 2000

JR5_YOP Pre-2000
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Here’s the summary list of fields in the PLAR.


Package level analysis

WHAT TO DROP
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We’ll start with some package level analysis, with the goal of looking at what to drop.


2013-2017 Journal Usage (all packages)
Shows type of access provider (Subscription, Aggregator, JSTOR) grouped by the journal package.

A B € D E F G H I J K L

65K

55K

50K

45K

35K

Value

30K

25K

20K

15K

10K

5K

14 16 14 16 14 16 14 16 14 16 14 16 14 16 14 16 14 16 14 16 15 17| 14 16

14 16

14 16

14 16

Measure Names

. Subscription usage
. Aggregator usage
. JSTOR usage
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2013-2017 Journal Usage (all packages)
Shows type of access provider (Subscription, Aggregator, JSTOR) grouped by the journal package. 
__________

This first visualization shows the 2013-2017 journal usage for all the packages broken down by access provider (subscription, aggregator, or JSTOR).


Key:
Orange: Subscription usage
Blue: Aggregator usage
Dark Gray: JSTOR usage




g Measure Names

2013-2017 Journal Usage (select packages) g
Shows type of access provider (Subscription, Aggregator, JSTOR) grouped by the journal package. ] Aggreg:torusagge

A B C D E F G B JSTOR usage
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u
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2013-2017 Journal Usage (select packages)
Shows type of access provider (Subscription, Aggregator, JSTOR) grouped by the journal package.
__________

This is the same 2013-2017 journal usage, but filtered down to select packages.

One of the things we like about using Tableau for these data visualizations is that you can make approachable images that contain detailed information in a dynamic presentation. For example if we were showcasing this viz in Tableau today instead of using static images in a powerpoint, we would be able to mouse over any of these data points to see a summary of the data.


Key:
Orange: Subscription usage
Blue: Aggregator usage
Dark Gray: JSTOR usage


D Measure Names
2013-2017 Journal Usage (select packages) B Sibaiiia
upscription usage

Shows type of access provider (Subscription, Aggregator, JSTOR) grouped by the journal package. B Ecisaton s

A B C D E F G B JSTOR usage

2000

6000

5500 |

Value %

Year: 15
Subscriptionusage : 3,274

500
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2013-2017 Journal Usage (select packages)
Shows type of access provider (Subscription, Aggregator, JSTOR) grouped by the journal package.
__________
For example, when I hovered my mouse over this data point in Package E, we can see that for 2015, the subscription usage was 3,274.

When we are demonstrating our work amongst our group, this is an impressive functionality, but it quickly loses impact once we have to move off the Tableau platform.

We know there are potentially many ways to create similar visualizations, and as we move forward with this project, we will continue to consider other visualization options.  


Key:
Orange: Subscription usage
Blue: Aggregator usage
Dark Gray: JSTOR usage


S

2013-2017 Subscription vs Aggregator Usage, Title Count, and Citable Documents (3 year period) B 71 AggUsage 1317
gglsage 13-

Simple Collecti.. M JR1SubUsage 13-17
. Title Count
. Citable Docs 3Years

Measure Names

30,684

A k=]

20,537

o
|

26,057

51,930

16,527

5,826

d oK 10K 20K 30K 40K 50K 60K 70K 80K SOK |0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 |OK 5K 10K 15K 20K 25K 320K 35K 40K 45K 50K 55K

Value Title Count Citable Docs 3Years



Presenter
Presentation Notes
2013-2017 Subscription vs Aggregator Usage, Title Count, and Citable Documents (3 year period)
__________

For this viz looking at subscription vs aggregator usage, the length of bars in the left column depict total journal usage for 2013-2017. The orange portion is the usage from a subscription and the blue is the aggregator usage. 

In the center column is the title count and the right column in the number of citable documents over a 3 year period.


Key:
Left Column: 
Orange: Subscription usage
Blue: Aggregator usage

Center Column:
Light Gray: Title count

Right Column:
Dark Gray: Citable documents (3 year period)







d)urnal Usage by Quartile

with shading for the percent of usage from a subscription.

SjrBest Qu.. A

B

Q1
Q2
Q3
04
Mull
0K 2K 4K 6K 8K 10K
JRLAllUsage 2017

12K

0K 5K 10K
JR1 AllUsage 2017

0K 2K

4K BK 8K
JRLAllUsage 2017

10K
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0K 2K

4K 6K 8K 10K
JRLAlIUsage 2017

12K

0K 5K 10K
JR1 AllUsage 2017
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% AGG(% Usage from Sub)
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2017 Journal Usage by Quartile
with shading for the percent of usage from a subscription. 
__________

This is a break down of journal usage by quartile,
The rows are quartiles (Q1 – Null).
The length of each the bar is the 2017 journal usage
The shading is based on the percent of the usage that is from a subscription.


Key:
Length of Bar: 2017 usage
Shading: Percent of usage from a subscription (darker shading is higher percentage)




Journal level analysis

WHAT TO BRING BACK
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Next we’ll look at some viz to do a journal level analysis, thinking about what potentially to add back.


AGG(% Usage from Sub)

ollection Breakdown by Journals: 2013-2017 Usage, Subscription Usage Percent, and 2017 CiteScore

2.95% 100.00%
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Collection Breakdown by Journals: 2013-2017 Usage, Subscription Usage Percent, and 2017 CiteScore
__________

This is a breakdown looking at a single collection. 

The size of the square is the 2013-2017 usage data.
The shading once again depicts the percent usage from subscription.
There are two labels within each box:
The first is the journal title,
The second is the 2017 CiteScore.

I think the real value in this specific viz is that your eye is immediately drawn to the journals that have that deep shading (which is sub usage). It is then really easy to compare that journal to the rest of the collection and see how strongly those metrics support maintaining or reestablishing access. 


Key:
Size of Square: 2013-2017 usage
Shading: Percent of usage from a subscription (darker shading is higher percentage)
First Label: Name of journal 
Second Label: 2017 CiteScore 



®)

otential Journal Losses of Concern with Cancelation
sorted by percent usage from subscription (high to low)

Title
Zoological Science I -
Wildlife Research | 2
Wetland Science and Practice [l 7
Turtle and Tortoise Newsletter | 1
The Arabidopsis Book [l 7
Southwestern Entomologist 1 6
Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington |1
Polish Journal of Ecology 1l 10
Pan-Pacific Entomologist | 1
Paleontological Research 14
Northwest Science Il 15
Neotropical Primates | 1
Natural Areas Journa! [N 10/
Menographs of the Western North American Natural.. 14
Malacologia | 2
Journzl of Wildlife Dis=ases | NEEE N 255
Journal of the North Atlantic | I NNNEEE o5
Journal of Resources and Ecology 13
Journal of Raptor Research I 31
Journal of Mammalian Ova Research |l 12
Journal of Ethnobiology | 30
Haseltonia |3
Freshwater Reviews | 1
Fieldiana Botany | 1
Entomological News I 28
Edentata | 1
Cryptegamie, Mycclogie |1
Cryptogamie, Algologie |3
Comparative Parasitology | 150
Canadian Journal of Plant Science | 3
Cactus and Succulent Journal |4
Bulletin of the Peabody Museum of Natural History [l 6
Bulletin of the American Mussum of Natural History 12
ardea 1 12
Applications in Plant Sciences Il 14
American Malacological Bulletin I 22
African Journal of Wildlife Research [l 10
African Entomology I 15
Acta Chiropterologica s
Journal of Shellfish Research Il 13
Journal of Economic Entomology NG 1-c
Journal of the American Mosquito Control Association I =
Journal of Medical Entemology I NNEEEN 100
Biology of Reproduction | NN -5
Chelenian Conservation and Biology I <0
Environmental Entemalegy [N ~21
Annals of the Entomological Society of America | I 36
Journal of Great Lakes Research [ NN . 303
Madroiilzo 25
Wildlife Biology 375

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
JR1 AllUsage 13-17

AGG(% Usage from Sub)

60.00% 100.00%

3160
1530
0.640
1.240
0.350
1240
0.550
1700
2.700
2740
2.950
0.650
0.420
3.120
0.210
0.660
2.280
4.050
1.500
2.610
5.370
6.460
1.780
2.760
1.260
1.340
2.100
1280
1.070
5.370
3.160
7.120
5760
1760
4830
1.360
6.810
5.460 1 nulls |
0.5 10 15 20 2.5 3.0 35 4.0 45 5.0 55 6.0 6.5 7.0 7.5 I
2017 CiteScore
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Potential Journal Losses of Concern with Cancelation
sorted by percent usage from subscription (high to low)
__________

This shows potential journal losses of concern with a package cancelation.

In the left column, the visual is focusing on the journals whose use comes from a subscription (with the deeper shading depicting a higher percentage – sorted high to low) and the length of the bar is their 2013-2017 usage.
As a comparison point to further evaluate these journals, the right hand column is the 2017 CiteScore. 

As a more generalized comment, there are many evaluative journal metrics that could be used as a comparison point (like SNIP, SJR, H-Index, etc.) and they each could have their place in making comparisons. It is a very simple process to modify the Tableau visuals to change the metrics being compared.


Key:
Left Column:
Length of Bar: 2013-2017 usage
Shading: Percent of usage from a subscription (darker shading is higher percentage)

Right Column:
Length of Bar: 2017 CiteScore
�


ournal Comparison for One Collection: 2013-2017 Journal Usage to 2017 CiteScore

Title

Palicing: An International Journ ! |, 0415 JO o.960 R
Journal of Managerial Psychology |, - 5cs I 2010

Leadership & Organization Developm.. | N N 1 .22 e 13230
Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An .. _ 1,233 _ 1140
Journal of Organizational Change Ma.. | N NENGNGNGGEEEEEEEEE 1.5 e 1410
Education+Training | 1. 1c2 I 1s10
Journal of Management Development | NN 1.0<0 e 1230
Journal of Educational Administration _ 874 _ 1550
Industrial and Commercial Training | A RNEEEE =21 I 0.750
Management Decision | <25 I 1790
Cross Cultural & Strategic Managem.. | NN 720 T 1600
Industrial Management & Data Syste.. | 735 T 2 a0
International Journal of Sociclogy an... | N NG 732 I 0940
Internet Research | 725 T 4720
reference Reviews | NG -0

Journal of Consumer Marketing | css A 1710
Career Development International [N sso T 2.0

International Journal of Educational .. _ B46 _ 1160
Personnel Review I ¢28 — 1870
Nutrition & Food Science || | [ I 555 I oT=o0
Library Hi Tech | N NNIIEIN 550 I o.s00

Online Infarmation Review | ss4 I 2010
Information Technology & People | s+ I 2.3s0
British Food Journa! [N 538 A 700

Leadership in Health Services | N I 530 e
Digital Library Perspectives _ 435 _ 0.550
International Journal of Manpower | NI 435 T os20
Corporate Communications: An Inter.. _ 452 _ 1320
Engineering, Construction and Archit.. | N JJNIEEEE 280 i eoo
Health Education || NEGN0 278 o 0%
Journal of Workplace Learning | NI 252 I 1240
International Journal of Social Econo.. _ 456 _ 0.550
International Journal of Public Secto.. | I 255 e - )
Gender in Management: An Internati.. _ 456 _ 1420
Reference Services Review | 233 T 200
Disaster Prevention and Managemen.. || I 423 e 1200

Journal of Manufacturing Technolog.. I 415 I 2.600
International Journal of Retail & Dist... [N 406 - e

Team Performance Management: An _ | 399 I 1.000
International Journal of Operations .. | 399 T 4210
Information and Learning Science | 295 e 1010
Facilities I 355 T 1s00
International Journal of Health Care . [N 372 D )

European Journal of Marketing | 368 S, 2.000
Journal of Knowledge Management 362 IR 3120 _
N >36 nulls |IIAg

The Clarteanic | iheze N a0 I aary
| 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000 550000 05 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 6.0

JR1AllUsage 13-17 = Min. 2017 CiteScore
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Journal Comparison for One Collection: 2013-2017 Journal Usage to 2017 CiteScore
__________

This journal comparison looks at the 2013-2017 usage in the left column and 2017 CiteScore in the right column.


Key:
Left Column:
Length of Bar: 2013-2017 usage

Right Column:
Length of Bar: 2017 CiteScore



13-2017 Usage of Journals with Overlapping Coverage

Title (CRIv2!Summary)

Mountain Research and Development |
Arctic, Antarctic, and Alpine Resear... |
Jaurnal of the Early Repubiic. |
Labour / Le Travail [ —
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2013-2017 Usage of Journals with Overlapping Coverage
__________

This is a list of journals with coverage from both subscriptions and aggregators. The list is sorted by usage and the shading is the percent from subscription.

Key:
Length of Bar: 2013-2017 usage
Shading: Percent of usage from a subscription (darker shading is higher percentage)



Dsage of Journals During Embargo Period

Title (CRIv2!Summary)
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Usage of Journals During Embargo Period
__________
This shows usage of journals during an embargo period.

The left column is the usage of journals during the 2017 embargo period.
The right column is the 2017 CiteScore.


Key:
Left Column:
Length of Bar: Journal usage during embargo period

Right Column:
Length of Bar: 2017 CiteScore
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2015-2017 CiteScore Trend by Journal
__________


This is the trend line for 2015-2017 CiteScores by journal.




Telling the story

CONTEXTUALIZING A RECOMMENDATION FOR DEPARTMENTS
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Presentation Notes
Next we have a few visualizations that we feel could help support recommendations to our academic departments.


dngle Collection Breakdown by Subjects, Journal Title, 2013-2017 Usage, and 2017 CiteScore
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Single Collection Breakdown by Subjects, Journal Title, 2013-2017 Usage, and 2017 CiteScore
__________

This is a breakdown of a single collection by subject.
Each row depicts a different subject
Each subject is further divided into journals
Size of journal:  2013-2017 usage
Shading: 2017 CiteScore


Key:
Size of journal:  2013-2017 usage
Shading: 2017 CiteScore
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All Subject

Ecology
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Subject Coverage by Collection
__________

This depicts a single subject divided by collection.
The size of each slice is the 2013-2017 usage.

Part of the reason we added this one is just to show another kind of visualization possible in Tableau.


Key:
Color: collection
Size: 2013-2017 usage
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Selected Package Displaying High SNIP Journals By All-Platform-Usage
__________

This is a package displaying high SNIP journals by All-Platform-Usage
The X-axis is the 2017 usage
The Y-axis is the 2017 SNIP

This is another viz option and also one of the few that do not rely on the dynamic aspect of Tableaus to present a full understanding. This is one we could hand out at a department meeting and it’s very clear what is being shown.


Key:
X-axis: 2017 usage
Y-axis: 2017 SNIP



Fun stuff and Miscellany
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We’ve been working with this data for awhile and have come up with some interesting viz that don’t cleanly fit in to the previous groupings, but we still wanted to show some of them.


Citable Documents (3 year period) by Package
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Citable Documents (3 year period) by Package
__________

This bubble map is from our title card and shows the number of citable docs in a three year period.
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ollection Strengths: 2013-2017 Usage, Title Count, Average 2017 CiteScore
with shading for the percent usage from a subscription.
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Collection Strengths: 2013-2017 Usage, Title Count, Average 2017 CiteScore
with shading for the percent usage from a subscription.
__________

In the left column, this one shows the 2013-2017 usage by subject with percent subscription shading
Title count (center)
and Average CiteScore of subject journals (right). I don’t know if averaging CiteScores is a mathematically supported metric, but I wanted some way to gauge the journal strength for the subject overall.


Key:
Left Column:
Blue: 2013-2017 usage
Shading: Percent of usage from a subscription (darker shading is higher percentage)

Center Column:
Orange: Title Count

Right Column:
Dark Gray: Average 2017 CiteScore
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Title per Subject per Quartile
Could we target Q4 & N/A Titles?
__________

This is the number of titles -- per subjects -- divided by quartile. 
That really long bar in the middle is categorized as a N/A Quartile and Blank Subject – these journals immediately beg for more examination.


Key:

Blue: Title count
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Subject by Open Access and Electronic Library of Minnesota Venues
__________

This is the number of distinct venues by subject for Open Access on the left and the Electronic Library of Minnesota on the right.
Shows what coverage is possible without expending institutional funds.


Key:
Left Column: 
Peach: Number of distinct OA venues

Right Column: 
Blue: Number of distinct ELM venues
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Side by Side Comparison of Journals in a Selected Package
by 2017 SNIP, Sum of Subscription-Usage, & Ratio of Subscription-Usage to All-Platform-Usage for the Journal -- filtered for anything with >2 Yrs Agg moving wall, >5 Sub Uses, Orange Color applied to anything with > 0.8 SNIP, broken out by quartile ranking.
__________
Finally, this shows a Side by Side Comparison of Journals in one Package
by 2017 SNIP, 
The Sum of Subscription-Usage, 
& the Ratio of Subscription-Usage to All-Platform-Usage for the Journal 

And additionally it is filtered for anything with a greater than 2 Yrs Aggegator moving wall, 
More than 5 Subsciption Uses, 
And an Orange Color applied to anything with > 0.8 SNIP, 
broken out by quartile ranking.



There is a lot to unpack in this viz (and just a reminder that our slides are available digitally), but really this is an aspirational slide. 
This project allows us to pull together so much data and represent it with nuanced visualization that we feel there is a real opportunity to understand our collection in previously impossible ways. 
However, we still need to train our minds to be able to unpack and think critically about visualizations like these.



Key:

Orange: High impact journal (>.8 SNIP)
Gray: Not high impact 


Left Column: 2017 SNIP

Center Column: 2017 subscription usage

Right Column: Usage ratio



Collection Review Process (Focus on
Journal Packages)

“Our goal is not merely to combine lots of data, but to refine the data to serve a specific
purpose”

Package Review

Deeper Analysis and Visualizations

Adding Back Single Subscriptions to Support Package Review
Evaluation of Individual Journal Overlap

Considering other Factors for Adding Back Single Subscriptions
Recommendations and Academic Departments

Departmental Communication: Telling the Story

© N O U B W N e

Tracking/Feedback for Next Collection Review
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To repeat what Nat said at the outset, “Our goal is not merely to combine lots of data, but to refine the data to serve a specific purpose.” The practical use of the data and visuals we have discussed so far have been to support our Biennial Collection Review. This is an initiative, Nat began a couple years ago to begin systematically reviewing all journal packages and single subscriptions every two years. At this point we are not in a desperate need for cuts but we are simply pruning the collection to create opportunities for other resources and to stay ahead of inflation. This being our second attempt at a comprehensive journal Collection Review, the enhancements made to the JCA db while working on other projects increased the possibilities for combining data to support the Review. I am going to discuss the process we have developed for this year’s review. The focus here is on the review of journal packages. After we are ready to make recommendations about renewing or canceling journal packages the committee will begin the review of our single subscriptions. As of now we have shared our analysis with the committee and we are working towards making renewal cancellation recommendations. We were hoping to be at the point of sharing recommendations with academic departments by this presentation, but it snowed a bunch in Minnesota and we have had to cancel meetings and delay work. 



1. Package Review
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The first practical steps for using the data was bringing the Package Level Analysis Report, or PLAR, to the Journals Review Committee. The PLAR, which Nat discussed above, consists of an analysis of 22 journal packages.  We reviewed the data in the PLAR and asked committee members to come back to our next meeting with 3 packages that they felt could be investigated further as a potential cancellations and discuss which metrics were most compelling for coming to a cancellation decision.

As expected, packages with higher cost per use were frequently cited as potential cuts. But the committee had the chance to look at other variables, many of which Nat described, such as package usage trends and the percentage of titles with higher evaluative criteria such as Scimago journal ranking or Cite Score. 

Overlap with other forms of access particularly drew the attention of group members. For instance it was interesting to compare side by side the percentage of use coming directly from the subscription compared to the percentage of holdings in a package that were unique, surprisingly these didn’t always align (as you can see here some titles with a low percentage of unique holdings still have a high percentage of usage coming directly from the publisher as opposed to aggregators). Members of the committee also noted that some packages had modest cost per use, but considerable overlap. So these packages were providing value based on usage, but perhaps not in terms of unique content. 
Committee members also expressed concerns about subject-focused packages. Many of these had a higher cost per use, but a cancellation decision would disproportionally impact one or two departments. Some of these departments have lower enrollments or other curricular factors that lead to lower usage, even though the departments may highly value the journal content. As a result we recognized that when comparing subject-focused packages and larger multi-subject collections together we have to consider some qualitative factors. These discussions raised a number of great questions that drove our deeper package analysis. We chose seven packages to analyze in greater depth.  



2. Deeper Analysis and Visualizations

Adding New Data Elements
Tableau

New Data Combinations and Visualizations
o Package Level Analysis: What to drop
o Journal Level Analysis: What to add back
o Telling the Story: Contextualizing a recommendation for departments
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One thing that emerged from our Package Review, beyond identifying the seven packages, was to add additional data to our analysis. Nat described much of this in his portion, but there were elements, such as narrow subject data that we didn’t have when selecting packages for further analysis. We also had begun to play with Tableau and wanted to explore the opportunities the software would provide for analyzing and communicating our work. �
Our ultimate goal of our analysis at this point was to be able to make a sound renewal or cancellation recommendation. We also recognized we would need analysis to support actions following a cancellation recommendation. 
The first types of data combinations and visualizations in our process were are those that could help us justify dropping or retaining packages. We started with 22 packages and are now down to 7, but would need to look for ways to differentiate packages and assess the value to our campus. 

We recognized that once we made a journal package cancellation recommendation, in most cases we could not simply walk away without addressing individual journal titles of value within the package. So a second need for analysis was data combinations or visualizations that help decide individual journals to add back post cancelation. This analysis would also need to happen at the same time we were working on package level analysis, because understanding potential post-cancellation titles to be added back as single subscriptions, could impact the decision to cancel or keep a package. Each journal added back reduces the cost savings from cancelling a package and we are relying on those savings to support new initiatives, fight inflation, and manage our budget. 

Lastly, once we make a cancellation recommendation we would need to communicate this information to academic departments. Since we are hoping that departments will support our recommendations for cancellations we need convincing evidence and clear visuals so our case can be clearly communicated. While we can use data combinations and visualizations developed in support of making a cancellation/renewal recommendation, we recognize that academic departments have unique perspectives about the journals that support their discipline and may lack some context to interpret data elements that supported the Library’s decision making. Using our visualizations to “tell the story” of our recommendation, will be essential and something we will be continuing to work on as we finish the semester.




3. Adding Back Single Subscriptions to

Support Package Level Analysis

Replacement: Package Cost: $22,354

CE—

# of Titles Cost Savings for
Cancellation
S30 Cost per Use/exclude | 50 $29,502 (S-7148)
full overlap
$15 Cost per Use/exclude | 25 $11,232 $11,122
full overlap
$7.50 Cost per 17 $6,027 $16,327

Use/exclude full overlap
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To assist the Journal Review Committee with making package renewal/cancellation recommendations, we provided estimates on the savings accrued from canceling a package after individual journals were added back as single subs. We provided 3 different cost per use thresholds for adding journals back ($30, $15, and $7.50). Cost per use was calculated dividing the nominal (or sticker price) for an individual journal subscription divided by 1 year of subscription (not aggregator) usage. Titles with current access via aggregators were excluded as options for adding back in the initial calculation of savings. As a point of comparison, cost per use numbers were also provided for each package, where journal titles with 1 year or less embargoed access in aggregators were excluded from being added back. The “savings for cancellation” calculation is the package cost minus the nominal cost of adding back journal titles with cost per use below each threshold. You can see for this package, at $30 Cost per use threshold we would add back 50 journal titles and cancellation would net no savings whereas the $15 threshold would save as much as some smaller packages.
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In utilizing current or embargoed overlap coverage for cancelation recommendations, we recognized that not all overlap is equal. Some journal titles have multiple aggregators providing access, so if a journal title is pulled from a database or if we were to cancel an aggregator, we would still have a source of access. In these cases we feel more secure relying on aggregator access.
We also need to take into consideration the likelihood of renewal or cancelation of aggregators that provide our overlap access. Some databases are seen as core resources and very unlikely to be cancelled, while others are more tenuous. Also, some of our aggregator access comes for resources purchased by the State through the Electronic Library of Minnesota. Changes made in the slate of aggregators the State provides could impact access to journals considered as a part of this process. As a result, a recommendation to cancel a package that relies on having overlap of access for important journals, needs to consider the source of that overlap in the decision. This impacts journal titles we choose to add back post cancelation. If post cancelation access came from a resource with a less certain future, we might consider maintaining a single subscription. 
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In addition to considering full overlap of access, we considered how embargoed access could impact our recommendations? If a journal gets modest use, but is available with an embargo, what is the cost of losing access to the most current year? While there is a qualitative component to this question, as some disciplines rely more heavily the most current information, we can get some sense of how this plays out on our campus by looking at JR5 usage data for journal titles. By analyzing usage of the most recent years of a journal we can get a sense of whether there would be enough usage to justify adding back a journal for only a year or so of non-overlap access. As you can see here this title is around $300, so 18 uses of the most recent year would net around $16 cost per use, which likely justifies a subscription. (as a side note package cancelation could also impact older volumes of a journal if the package access went back further than the aggregator overlap, JR5 data could also support this type of analysis) 

When deciding on journals to add back, trend data of individual titles was valuable. We looked at usage trends to see if titles had increased or decreased in use. We even considered trends in evaluative measures like Citescore and SJR. By evaluating whether journal’s impact has been increasing, we consider retaining titles in anticipation of future value. While a journal’s rising prestige may not be the decisive factor, it could support adding back titles that were on the cusp.




6. Recommendations and Academic

Departments

Academic Department or Program

Scimago Subject Scimago Subject: becondary or Alternative

Mathematics and Statistics
Civil Engineering
Mechanical Engineering

Physics and Astronomy
American Indigenous Studies
Anthropology

Corrections
Earth Science

Economics
Ethnic Studies
Gender and Women's Studies

Geography
Gerontology
History

Mathematics (high level) Decision Sciences (high level)
Civil and Structural Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Biophysics; Space and Planetary Science;
Physics and Astronomy (High Level) Mathematical Physics

Cultural Studies

Archeology (arts and humanities); Archeology
Anthropology (social Sciences)
Law; Sociclogy and Political Science; Social

Psychology Applied Psychology; Social Sciences (misc)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (High level)

Economics and Econometrics; Economics, Economics, Econometrics and Finance (high
Econometrics and Finance (misc) level); Development

Cultural Studies

Gender Studies

Geography, Planning and Development; Earth

Science and Planetary Sciences (High Level) Demography

Aging; Gerontology

History History and Philosophy of Science
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Once we’ve come to a recommendation for packages to drop and journals to add back (this is what our committee is working on now), we need to consider communication with academic departments. 

Our first step in communicating cancellation recommendations is determining which academic departments we need to communicate with. In most cases this decision will be made by librarian liaisons, but we need to provide subject data per package to make clear who will be impacted by a cancellation recommendation. We have mapped each academic department to one or more Scimago subject categories as a part of our project to develop Liaison Journal Collection Analysis Reports. These reports compare our holdings and journal data to the range of journal titles that serve a discipline. With this mapping, we can directly connect journal titles that have Scimago subject headings to academic departments.
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Presentation Notes
Any communication with departments will need to provide context for our process. So in this case, we want to make clear that this is just a planned biennial review of our subscriptions, and not a crisis. 

Communication with academic departments will likely not add totally new metrics, but our message will need to be boiled down to the clearest justification. Visuals will need to emphasize the most salient justifications for cancellations. We may also need to contextualize data, which might benefit by comparing package information beyond the seven selected for deeper analysis. Providing analysis that includes stronger performing packages that are familiar to faculty in the disciplines affected by a cancelation recommendation may help to clarify our justification.

A last point of emphasis when communicating with academic departments is recognizing that high impact journals will likely be familiar to faculty, our communication needs to demonstrate that high impact titles affected by cancellation are either covered via overlap or have low enough use that ILL is sufficient. 



8. Tracking/Feedback for Next Collection
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The decision to cancel a package and rely on aggregator access for valued journals requires monitoring. We are adding a local table in the JCA db to record important titles that rely on aggregators for access. We would like to use the table to help remind us to check access to important journals without a direct subscription. This will help us ensure that we catch a title’s removal from aggregator access in a timely manner and can help us respond quickly if aggregators are considered for cancellation.

We can also use the local table to record information provided by departments. For instance if departments emphasize specific titles as core to their department we can record that information so future collection reviews can draw us to these titles during the process.

The table can be used to record information about journals of rising importance mentioned earlier. Regular monitoring of these journals can ensure we watch for these titles during future collection reviews or monitor impact to see if a journal we no longer have access to should be added. Titles with no current access can be identified in Liaison Journal Collection Analysis reports could also be monitored and considered for new subscriptions, but that is not a part of our Collection Review.
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We will conduct a review of single subscriptions following our review of packages. Many of the same metrics and thresholds used when considering titles to add back can be directly applied to this list of journals. 

We can also use subject information for both cancelation/renewal decision making and departmental communication since the mapping of Scimago journal subjects to academic departments allows us to easily parse a lengthy list of titles for librarian liaison review.
Those journals not listed in Scimago will need special handling to assign subjects, but we once we categorize these titles we can include that in the database for next review.
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Ultimately we want to make sure we learn from our process. The JCA db was much improved from our work developing and enhancing our Liaison Journal Collection Analysis Reports. We came to this process excited to utilize new variables to shape our Journal Collection Review. We worked with the JRC committee and had a chance to explore different combinations of data and brought new data elements to the process. We learned a lot and thought a lot about visualization to support decision making and communication. 2 years from now we can start our process building from the work we accomplished here.

The JCA db is used for other projects including the Liaison Journal Collection Analysis Reports mentioned earlier. Insights gained in this process and enhancements to data and JCA db can assist in the development of other products. We have multiple in the queue including providing a college level journal analysis report for our College of Science, Engineering and Technology. We are also seeking to compare our holdings to the entire Scimago Master list of journals and will explore the possibilities to look at our data in a new way. In the end, we want to continue to learn and would love to connect with others who have a passion for collection analysis. Thank you so much for coming to our session. Let us know if we can answer any questions.


Other Recent Resources on Collection Analysis:

Rusch, E. & Gustafson-Sundell, N. (2019). Journal collection analysis: How we
developed new tools to improve collection assessment, evaluation, and outreach.
The Serials Librarian, 76(1-4), 1-6.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361526X.2019.1540269

Rusch, E. & Gustafson-Sundell, N. (2018, June). Journal collection analysis: How we
developed new tools to improve collection assessment, evaluation and outreach.
Presented at North American Serials Interest Group (NASIG), Atlanta, GA.
https://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/lib_services fac_pubs/157/

Rusch, E. & Gustafson-Sundell, N. (2018, March). The JCA DB: Journal collection
analysis and evaluation for outreach and more! Presented at Electronic Resources
& Libraries (ER&L), Austin, TX.
https://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/lib_services fac_pubs/150/
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