Notes from 18 March 2002 Meeting of Serials Linking Task Force

Task Force Members Present:  Charity Hope (San Jose), Marc Langston (Chico), Priscilla Peters (Stanislaus), Marvin Pollard (C.O.), Harold Schleifer (Pomona), Steve Sottong (Los Angeles), and Raye Lynn Thomas (Sonoma).

Guests:  Doug Davis (Los Angeles), Ying Liu (C.O.), Eve  Miller (C.O.)

Update and Plan for the Day: Harold updated the group and reviewed desired outcomes for the day.  COLD approved the task force recommendation to proceed with implementing SFX at its February 14-15 meeting.  The immediate need is for the task force to address what it wants in terms of the SFX implementation so the negotiating team, which will consist of Harold, Marvin, and one other member of the task force, can go after those things when the contract is negotiated.  Evan Reader does not have time to participate in the actual negotiation but will be available to advise the contract-negotiating group.


The suggestion was made that campuses represented on the task force constitute the first cohort of SFX implementers.  This mirrors the RSS implementation.  Once the first implementers are operational, others can be brought along.

Review of phone interviews with sites currently implemented:  Group members shared information gleaned from telephone interviews with sites already using SFX, with the intent of identifying questions and issues to be addressed to Jenny Walker and trainer Nettie Lagace during a time-certain phone call set for 11:30 a.m.   Implementers whose insights were shared included:

· Boston College

· California Digital Library

· California Institute of Technology

· Los Alamos National Laboratory

· Macalester  College

· Washington State University

· Yale University

Questions arising from this review are included in the list that follows these notes.

Training and Implementation: In discussion, the group considered the possibilities and desirability of both centralized and local initiatives.  Some ideas which emerged:

· maximum benefit for the local campus will obtain if the campus is fully involved and able to “grow up” with SFX

· an implementation issue that could benefit from centralized oversight is vendor negotiations 

· training should occur close to the time of implementation

· ideally each campus will be able to determine the number of people it wants involved in training and the extent of customization; 3-4 people per campus seems to be about right.  [Subsequently SFX indicated 5 people per campus would be the maximum.]

· training sessions are for training, not for buy-in: we need to avoid having people at different stages of readiness involved in these sessions

· desirability of not cutting corners on training: perhaps we could consider more training than is proposed

· the task force might consider opportunities for informal (preparatory?) training 

· desirability of getting something going rather than waiting for perfection; at the same time, campuses should be allowed to determine how much they want to implement for rollout

· based on the task force recommendation to COLD, there is some level of expectation that all 23 CSU libraries can be trained and implement SFX in time for a fall 2002 rollout, but as we learn more that no longer seems feasible.  One factor is the availability of SFX trainers.

· not all campuses may be ready to proceed with implementation at the same time: those lacking in preparedness need to be given time (and guidance) on preparatory steps they can take

From this discussion emerged a consensus to consider three waves of training.

· Waves are tentatively identified as (wave 1) training in last week of May and first week of June 2002 for fall 2002 readiness for public; (wave 2) training in fall 2002 for rollout to public for February/spring  2003; (wave 3) training in May/June 2003 for rollout to public for fall 2003.

· The 6 SLTF campuses and the Chancellor’s Office will be included in the first wave or cohort.   Assuming that SFX trainers are agreeable, an effort will be made to include 3 additional campuses in this first cohort in order to increase the number of early implementers.  

· First cohort campuses will agree to assist subsequent implementers.  Some kind of buddy system could be used.

Issues to be addressed in the contract:

· Provisions will need to be made in the contract to accommodate second and third wave training that occurs after the end of the 2001/2002 budget year.

· Performance issues associated with a single server.

Action items:

1. Marvin and Harold will draft a recommendation to the Pharos Management Team by the end of March.

2. Raye Lynn, Charity and Priscilla will draft a call for participation (indicating the probable timeline and what would make a campus a good candidate for participation in wave 1) to be sent to campuses.  The draft will be ready for review by the end of March.

3. Marvin will order the central server(s) by April 19, 2002.

4. Marvin and Harold will identify an additional member of the task force to become a part of the contract negotiating team.

Cross Ref: The task force recommends that the CSU become a member of Cross Ref as soon as possible, and preferably prior to the first wave of SFX implementation.

Questions Regarding CSU Implementation which were discussed with Jenny Walker and Nettie Lagace of Ex Libris on Monday, 18 March

Q1.  Is the standard implementation of SFX still placed on the 8888 port?  Does this present a firewall/security problem?

A1.  Can change it to whatever you want.

Q2.  How easy is it to change the look and feel of the SFX menu and upload different gifs for each instance?

A2.  Good news: the new version (1.3 which will be out March 26, 2002) makes it possible to have our own look and feel.  Customization of gifs, however, depends on our relationship with vendors and what they allow.  An issue for the CSU may be whether a vendor can provide something different for each of our instances if we have only one account.

Q3.  Would it be better to have a central or distributed help desk model?  Can we ask Oren about what workload should be central vs. local?  What would be his ideal model for optimal use?  

A3.  Help Desk seems like a local need.  All system administration would be done centrally.  KnowledgeBase updates would also be central.  Apart from that, each site would manage its own instance in terms of configuring its own resources.  ***In discussion, Jenny indicated she would like to ponder this more and will get back to us.  Training implications and the need to build in diversity were noted to Jenny.

Q4.  Is Cross Ref  affiliation advisable at this point?  Discuss advantages and disadvantages of this association.  If so, is a central or local affiliation what we would want?

A4.  We would want Cross Ref before we begin training.  SFX recommends we go with Cross Ref because it enables us to go to the article level.  Cross Ref is growing beyond STM titles.

Q5.  Does the new version of SFX have dynamic links checking our local catalogs?

A5.  SFX has the capability, but a library also needs local system capability or intermediate software in order to implement dynamic linking.  This is a new feature of version 1.3; no one is yet using it.  Q. Can it query check-in records (i.e. go beyond the ISSN level)?  A. Jenny thinks so, but no one has implemented the date capability so far.

Q6.  Is the new version of SFX currently available?

A6.  Version 1.3 will be out March 26, 2002.  The Univ. of Iowa and LANL are scheduled to upgrade.

Q7.   Does the new version of SFX, from the results screen, have links from the entire menu item – not just from the SFX icon?

A7.  It depends on how you want to set it up.  The IE browser seems to handle rollover just fine; with other browsers it depends on the version.

Q8.  Are links for object types with (or possibly without) standard IDs, such as conference papers, technical reports and SuDocs numbers possible?

A8.  Yes, if the numbers are communicated to SFX in the first place.  You create a target; for that target, you create a threshold that includes, e.g. SuDocs #.  [Follow-up:… the narrower answer right now is “no”.]

Q9.  Can SFX turn on a database link selectively depending on availability?

A9.  It depends on the source.

Q10. Can SFX dynamically check date availability from the check-in records in our local ILS?  

A10.  See A5.

Q11. To what extent does one need a Unix background for SFX implementation and upkeep?

A11. SFX is hoping to de-emphasize Unix in version 1.3, though Unix is helpful.  Configuration files are still Unix-based, but those are typically set up just once.

Q12. Is there more extensive training available to us?  What is your proposal for our configuration?

A12. SFX training philosophy is the more you know through training, the less hand-holding you need.  Currently they are thinking of 1 day for (central) administration; 2 days for everybody else.  They would also hope the System Administrator(s) sit in on the other training session.  The plan would give more extensive training than is normally offered since more time would be available.  In turn that should enable the trainer to look at more specific issues for each campus.

Q13. Explain more about the test instance.  How would it work consortially?

A13. One test system is being proposed.  You can use thresholds to limit by IP.  The CSU might want to look at a test server.  There would be a nominal charge for test instances.

Q14.  See Q3.

Q15. Is Pub Med fully open URL-enabled?

A15. Yes: its implementation at CDL is imminent.

Q16. What was the WSU security/hacking problem?  Is that an issue we need to be concerned with?

A16.  No other sites have had problems.  Nettie will contact WSU to follow up as SFX was not aware there were lingering problems.

