RAPID User Group Meeting
Annual ALA 

June 25, 2004

Attendees:

Representatives from: Univ. of Kansas (Lars Leon), Univ. of Delaware (Marilyn Grush), Washington State Univ (Kay Vyhnanek), Columbia Univ (Tom Delaney), Iowa State Univ (Karen Lawson), Univ of Massachusetts (Kathy Ridenour), Univ of Michigan (Anne Beaubien), Univ of Colorado @ Boulder (Brice Austin ), Cornell Univ (Pat Schafer), Oklahoma State Univ (Johnny Johnson), Univ of Arizona (Jeanne Voyles), Univ of Northern Arizona (Beth Schuck), Univ of Missouri @ Columbia (June DeWeese), Univ of Oregon (Joanne Halgren), Univ of Pennsylvania (Bob Krall), and Colorado State University (Julie Wessling, Jane Smith, Mike Morrison, Cristi MacWaters, Greg Eslick) attended.
I.
Meeting Agenda
II.
Announcements
a.
Announcement of the RAPID poster session being held the next day,
Saturday (June 26th). 
b.
Welcome! Columbia Univ. is the newest RAPID library. Columbia uses RLG’s ILLManager and is working with CSU to test the interface between the two systems.  It was noted by Tom Delaney (Columbia) and Greg Eslick (CSU) that RLG staff has been wonderful to work with and is enthusiastic about this collaboration. Cornell will be coming up soon and is working with RAPID staff on its holdings load. The University of Pennsylvania is planning to join once the ILLManager link has been completed. 

c.
Failover server: The University of Arizona has offered to host the RAPID failover server. This server will be a mirror image of the system and, if the need arises, will be capable of assuming RAPID service.  The server will be operational sometime later this summer.

d.
Ejournals: CSU and ORU have loaded their ejournals holdings. ORU has loaded only those from which they are permitted to supply for ILL; CSU has loaded all ejournal holdings as these records are used to identify locally held material for CSU patrons.

e.
Charter pod/New pods: This charter pod will continue focus almost exclusively on ARL sized libraries. We are receiving inquiries from other libraries and consortia nationwide about joining RAPID. Colorado’s InnReach system, (Prospector), is becoming its own RAPID pod, and because we are doing this pod with InnReach, we’ve now had interest from the State of New York’s InnReach system.
f.
Expansion: The RAPID expansion officially began on June 1st with the arrival of four additional programmers. The new staff has been in full-day meetings for the last three weeks learning system topology and basic functionality. We expect things to be moving forward very quickly, and the goal of the expansion project is to scale the project for up to 100 libraries. The expansion will provide for the expansion of the existing RAPID group and also the creation of independent pods of varying types of libraries.
A RAPID Expansion Project Information Sheet was distributed at the meeting. This information is in response to questions CSU has received regarding the expansion and includes a more complete description of the project.
Julie Wessling described the two RAPID models that have been discussed with Colorado State University’s legal department: a consortia approach or an individual approach in which each participating library would sign a contract with CSU. The latter is the format that will be used because of the ease with which it can be executed.

A draft of the RAPID Service Specifications and Requirements that will be outlined in the contract was distributed. Colorado State University Libraries is responsible for enforcing these expectations.

Comments and suggestions followed the distribution of these documents.

· Should 24 hour tat be defined as business days (Monday-Friday)?
· Change the statement “Problems such as consistently missing pages or bad gutters…” to “Problems such as occasional missing pages or bad gutters…” 
If the problem is consistent it is not considered a ‘minor’ problem.
III.
Updates on the Expansion Project
The five priority activities currently in process (listed on the agenda) were detailed:
a.
System average statistics: Beginning with the July 2004 statistics, the RAPID system average statistics will be shown on each member library’s statistics page. This will help each library compare its RAPID performance to the system average.


This activity sparked a discussion about when libraries are updating their RAPID requests. Some update right before scanning; some update right after scanning; some do a little of both –if it is in the main library it is updated right after, if it is being filled at a branch library the slip is sent in to the main library for updating immediately after; one school has staff to scan until midnight leaving the requests to be updated the next morning.


Question: is there a way to update RAPID from the Ariel log? Greg reported that this might be possible but it would require another package on each sending machine and he is reluctant to add more software that needs to be loaded locally on each machine and would need to be maintained.


Follow-up Question: Could a “mother” Ariel machine just take the log files and pull out the RAPID Ariel sends to update automatically? Greg: as we get closer integration with ILLManager and ILLiad it is possible we will be able to tap into the Interlibrary Loan management softwares for this functionality.
Which again brought up the question: What is the purpose of RAPID – strictly a fast delivery system or a more complex ILL management system?
b.
Print queue option by branch library: This function will let RAPID libraries print request specific to a branch library at that site.  We hope to have this option functional by the end of this summer.

c.
Moving RAPID lending requests into ILLiad: A staff member at OKS has devised a way to force lending requests into ILLiad via email - she has shared that information with CSU and this process is currently begin modeled. Using this process, lending libraries would not manipulate the data but simply import the requests. Note that this is a lending feature and all of the RAPID steps (printing and updating the requests) remain the same. What goes into ILLiad is the end-state of the request meant only to provide RAPID statistics in ILLiad. Greg anticipates that this functionality will be completed by the end of this summer, certainly within a couple of months.  THANKS to Jane at OKS for her help – OKS has been great in sharing their work. 
d.
Refinement of patron scrub process: RAPID’s patron scrub process which removes all personally identifiable information (PII) has been refined and is scheduled to run every 4 weeks. The 4 week period will be shortened to 2 weeks in the near future.

e.
Closer integration with RLG’s ILLManager, CLIO and ILLiad is always at the top of the list. RLG staff has been enthusiastic and very helpful when working with RAPID staff. CSU is still waiting to hear from Collette Mak at OCLC for permission to work with Atlas to improve RAPID/ILLiad functionality.

2.
Additional tasks in the RAPID Expansion queue.

IV.
Discussion
Document Delivery pod: RAPID has been approached by vendors interested in participating in the RAPID system. Current thinking is to develop a ‘document delivery pod’ which would include a variety of commercial suppliers. Libraries could choose whether to take advantage of the document delivery pod or perhaps could profile which suppliers they want to use. This pod would be a last resort for those interested in using it.
Could this be done on a per request basis?

Recent discussions with the Center for Research Libraries (CRL) indicate that they are very interested and would like to participate sooner rather than later. In talking with CRL 2 different scenarios were proposed: 1) for member libraries, CRL would always be the first choice and 2) for non-members CRL would be either a last resort or an opt-out. (CRL is very expensive and limits non-members to 10 requests/year). RAPID would try to negotiate a deal for non-members but this is very unlikely.

Comments regarding CRL:

-
couldn’t meet the turnaround time commitment; 

-
current turnaround time is 48 hours or so;
-
what would hitting CRL first do to RAPID’s load leveling? **CRL would be outside of the load balance algorithm**;
-
CRL member libraries should be able to choose if CRL is their 1st stop;
-
CRL has gotten rid of everything that is held by more than 5 libraries.

 Talks with CRL and other interested suppliers are anticipated.

Meeting attendees suggested additional vendors such as the British Library, the Copyright Clearance Center, and the University of Washington’s Health Information system. 

Questions, suggestions and short discussions included:
· Could the code of the requesting library be printed on the RAPID request? This way if material arrives missing a page or other problem, we won’t have to look it up to ask for resends. Having this information right on the request will speed up this process.

· Can an individual library belong to more than one pod? Yes, if the library agrees to meet all of the responsibilities of both pods, and it is mutually agreeable with participants of both pods.
· What do libraries load? Libraries should load only material they are willing to supply from. They must make a decision about what pieces of their collections they want to load and maybe block any branches that cannot meet the service requirements.

· Concern was expressed that libraries may be ‘short-loading’ by sending only titles unique to their collection which would skew the load leveling.

· Could libraries profile themselves? For example, “yes, we fill from microf”, etc. It was pointed out that borrowing libraries would not need this information as the system routes the requests automatically. If Library X fills from microf, then those holdings would be loaded.  If the concern is that the request has gone unfilled in RAPID and the material needs to be obtained by other means, there are venues outside of RAPID that detail libraries lending profiles.
· Using RAPID as a collection development tool was discussed. We can capture what we can’t fill on RAPID.  When CSU did its latest serials cut, we protected journals that showed high RAPID activity; counting the RAPID libraries as part of ourselves. Lars said that KKU did the same thing – preserving 10-15 titles that were heavily used in RAPID. Julie Wessling suggests that we consider ways to engage collection development people in the RAPID arena. Collection development presents some interesting opportunities that we should not eliminate from our thinking.

· A “secondary” level of RAPID was proposed. This level would handle requests for material that can be supplied, but the turnaround time would be longer than is currently acceptable. For example, a library can supply copies from microfilm, but since the printing is done in a different department the 24 hour turnaround time cannot be met.  Idea for future discussion.
· Short discussion regarding RAPID and electronic journals showed that ORU and CSU have loaded ejournals into their holdings. Both libraries have loaded the open access DOAJ holdings. CSU has additionally loaded all of its ejournal titles because they can be identified as available only for local document delivery or available for resource sharing fulfillment when licensing allows. Libraries that would like to load their ejournal holdings  from which ILL is permitted are now able to do so.
· Question: Can RAPID interface with data from SFX or other open URL resolver?
Answer: This functionality is on the RAPID project list.

· Brief discussion on whether RAPID libraries are concentrating on turnaround time, especially in the case of branch libraries, or fill rates? The point of RAPID is its speed; is this what the patrons always view as top priority?

· Recognizing that RAPID holdings are lacking in the medical area courting medical libraries appears to be important for the future. Cornell will probably not be loading the holdings from their medical library because though it is the same institution they are separate catalogs physically removed from one another.

Suggestion was made to investigate if there could be any interface with DocLine.

· Meeting attendees who had come to the RAPID meeting from the RLG SHARES meeting announced that there was a lively conversation about RAPID in that meeting. Questions like: Why did RAPID work so well? What can SHARES learn from RAPID? There appears to be high interest in a RAPID among RLG SHARES libraries.
