Rapid User Group Meeting

Notes

January 22, 2006 (San Antonio)

ANNOUNCEMENTS

1.
Rapid’s growth spurt - in calendar year 2005 participation in RapidILL increased 80%!  The new Rapid libraries are: Center for Research Libraries, Louisiana State Univ. (special member), New York Univ., Oregon State Univ., Rutgers Univ., Univ. of Connecticut, Univ. of Hong Kong, Univ. of New Mexico, Univ. of Oklahoma and the seven members of the Prospector Pod (Colorado College, Colorado School of Mines, Regis Univ., Univ. of Colorado @ Denver, Univ. of Denver, Univ. of Northern Colorado, and the Univ. of Wyoming).

2.
Local holdings identification module – LIVE!

This enhancement was suggested to the Rapid team 
in June at ALA, Chicago.  Two designs were requested to meet differing workflows. Both designs have been completed and local holdings identification is LIVE! 

3.
Resend queue – LIVE!

The Resend queue was also a RapidILL participant enhancement suggestion and we’re pleased to announce that enhancement was released in December, 2005 and is LIVE! 

4.
Statistics enhancements released.
Fall 2005 saw enhancement to participants’ individual site statistics. Now the lenders have a monthly, request specific, spreadsheet mirroring that which the borrowers have had, and borrowers now have a month/year breakdown by lending site table. Number crunching pleasures will abound.
5.
Prospector pod (InnReach functionality) is LIVE!

In October 2005, a version of RapidILL that enables article requesting from any shared catalog was released.  Patrons of “Prospector” libraries, a consortium of Colorado and Wyoming libraries sharing a catalog running on III’s InnReach system, can now also request articles in addition to books without visibly leaving the catalog’s interface. This version of RapidILL will work with any shared catalog environment! If your shared catalog limits patrons to book requesting only, you’ll want to learn more about this exciting development.
6.
RapidILL/CLIO Lending is Live!

The Rapid staff thank the technical staff at CLIO for sharing their expertise and for their helpful assistance in enabling the Rapid Lending into CLIO interface.  CLIO users appreciate this functionality and Rapid staff looks forward to a continuing positive relationship with Larry and his CLIO crew.

7.
RapidILL/ILLiad status

Work continues on automating the movement of Rapid lending requests into the ILLiad database. Genie Powell of Atlas Systems spoke briefly at the meeting, assuring Rapid users that upon receipt of specifications from Greg and the Rapid technical staff, this functionality will be in place and operational within 6-8 weeks. (A message will be sent to the Rapid list when we have sent the needed information to Atlas.)
One of the enhancements for Rapid users that will be noticeable when these changes are put into effect is that the need to change ILLiad’s “System ID” field from “OCLC” to “OTH” will be eliminated as Rapid will be a new system id.
FUNCTIONALITY REPORTS

1.
Local Holdings: how do the two choices differ and which is right for you?

Both versions check your requests against your Rapid holdings to see if your library owns the material. Both versions have a pop-up box that notifies you if the material is held locally, and both versions provide your library's local call number and location. The difference in the

two versions are the choices you regarding the pop-up box.

Version 1 - the popup box tells you that your library owns the material. You can choose to send the request to Rapid or not. In this version the pop-up box is it, so you will need to remember or note that this request is held locally. The request stays in your review (or Illiad/ILLManager

equivalent)  file. 

Version 2 - the popup box does the same thing as in Version 1, but in this version, you are given the choice of sending the request to Rapid or of having the request moved into a new “Local Document Delivery” queue, on your main menu. This gives you the opportunity to handle the locally held requests later.

Your library will greatly benefit by loading all of your libraries’ journal holdings into the Rapid database. This will make the local holdings check more accurate. Remember, you can block any holdings location in the database; Rapid will check those holdings for local identification, but blocked holdings cannot be requested by other Rapid libraries.
2.
Resend queue

Two issues were identified with the resend queue and both were fixed before ALA. Originally if a borrower requested a resend from the lender and the lender was unable to supply to material (for whatever reason) and updated the request to unfilled, it would go on in the Rapid system. But subsequent lenders had insufficient permissions to update the request and sometimes were looking for material to ‘resend’ when they had not supplied the item originally. This has been corrected. Now, when a borrower requests a resend and it is unfilled by the lender, the request drops out of the system.
3.
Impact of new ILLiad version on RapidILL users

With the release of ILLiad version 7.1, RapidILL libraries using ILLiad no longer must delete the OCLC number if both it and the ISSN number appear in a request. ILLiad no longer overwrites the information.

UPCOMING DEVELOPMENT/ENHANCEMENTS

1.
RapidILL/ILLManager Lending interoperability

Plans to work with staff at RLG to seamlessly move lending requests from Rapid into the library’s ILLManager database are high on the development priority list. This function has been requested by a Rapid participating library.  The second suggested development from ILLManager users was to incorporate unmediated borrowing from within the ILLManager/Rapid interface.
2.
Request sorting by call number/location

Requests will be sorted and printed in call number order in the batch printing function. This enhancement was suggested by a Rapid participating library.

3.
Profile editing

Participating libraries will have the ability to edit their own contact information on the RapidILL website. This function was requested by a Rapid participating library.

4.
Branch Priority

Users have requested the ability to assign branch libraries priority order for incoming requests. For example, if an item is held in Branch A, B and C, and your library wants requests for material held in those locations always to be sent to branch B that will be possible.

5.
Statistics by pod

Currently the system average statistics shown on the RapidILL home page and as a comparison column in each site’s statistics are the result of averaging all of the libraries within the RapidILL system. Because these statistics include closed pods which may have established different service specifications and expectations Rapid staff have decided to calculate system averages by pod which will provide a better picture of the tat and fill rate of the system. 
6.
More statistics

There was a request to show the number of Rapid requests that are filled by the first lender percentage statistic.  Rapid staff will review this idea and decide where would be the best place to post such information.
DISCUSSIONS

1.
Statistics

There was a lot of interest from those attending in the percentage of the total number of article requests received by a library that are filled by the RapidILL system.  A suggestion was put forward for each Rapid library to report to Mike Morrison the total number of article requests made by the library each month and from that information Mike would keep track of the percentage that were queried against the Rapid database and the overall %s of article requests filled from within the Rapid systems .  We’re interested in hearing feedback soon on this idea.
2.
Holdings

Everyone present at the RapidILL User Group meeting agreed that all libraries should load and make available to Rapid participants all of the journal holdings possible. The answer to the question: ‘how can the matching rate against the Rapid database be improved?’ is to increase the number of holdings in the database.

Ejournals

AZU has loaded all of their ejournal holdings and is strongly encouraging all other sites to do so. This will improve hit and fill rates. COO said that they are currently implementing ERM and inputting the license information. When this task is complete they will be loading their ejournal holdings. PAU has loaded their ejournal holdings for local identification. Several other libraries have loaded ejournal holdings for those materials with the appropriate licensing agreements. In addition a couple of libraries have loaded the DOAJ (Directory of Open Access Journals) in the Rapid database. The DOAJ are freely request-able as they are all open access. RapidILL staff was asked to send question to the Rapid list inquiring who has loaded their ejournal and if they have not, why not.
Medical/Art holdings

PAU would like to urge all sites holding art and medical collections to include those holdings in the RapidILL database. A review of requests for art/architecture material shows that this material is being requested and filled via traditional ILL. Having these holdings in Rapid will allow us to request and fill these same requests more quickly and less expensively than through traditional ILL.  As the number of sites with medical collections increases it is imperative that everyone is willing to submit their medical holdings to even the requests among many rather than having them all route to one or two sites.
A question similar to that on the ejournal holdings above may be appropriate regarding medical or art collections. 

3.
ILLiad
There was a brief discussion about enabling unmediated requesting for borrowers using ILLiad.   COO mentioned that when link resolvers populate ILLiad form then the request is all ready to be queried against the Rapid database. Is this an enhancement Rapid/ILLiad users’ want? If so, can we make it happen? 
Along the link of link resolvers, PAU stated that having their ILL requests run through link resolvers has noticeably increased their hit rates against the Rapid database.
4.
Collection Development
In the continuing effort to increase the request/database matching rate, a suggestion was made to  do a collection gap analysis to identify “holes” in the Rapid database holdings. One thought was if gaps are clearly defined, libraries may consider purchasing this material.  Rapid staff have been investigating “ ISSN.org” to determine if it would be useful in making finding missing ISSN numbers in requests easy to locate.  Rapid staff will update as more is discovered along these lines.
5.
Scanning software 
A discussion ensued regarding the Ariel and Odyssey scanning/delivery software packages. Background: Ariel can send to Odyssey (A-O), but Odyssey sends only to Odyssey machines (O-O).  A request was made of the Rapid staff to have either the Odyssey or Ariel delivery IP address print on pick slips. Which IP address would appear would be determined by a newly created site specific lending and borrowing checkbox profile which will print the Odyssey IP address if both sites use Odyssey, print the Odyssey IP; otherwise print the Ariel IP.  Since a scaled down version of Odyssey is currently available free of charge, it is likely that this software will become more common than it is currently.
A “plus” for O-O delivery is if the lending library is setup as a ‘trusted sender’ by the borrowing library, then borrowing staff don’t have to touch an incoming article.

FUTURE THOUGHTS
1.
A request was made to determine if RapidILL sites could have multiple (different) Rapid logins for different functions, such as: ILL staff, Doc Delivery staff, Collection Development staff. The intent of the different logins is that they are coupled with specific permissions or access in the system. For example, Collection Development people would not have access to any Rapid requests.
2.
Rapid staff will begin researching what programming needs must be met in order to offer book chapter requesting.  NCIP, etc.  
3.
Unmediated lending.  Think about this one! Wouldn’t it be cool? How would you envision such a service? Either Lars at KKU or Jesse at COO suggested monkeys and RFID tags – obviously this requires a bit more thought. (  Intriguing, nonetheless.
4.
Interest was expressed in the development of Euro-Canadian pods. One comment was perhaps grant funded Community Service pods would be interesting to investigate.
