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A COLLABORATIVE APPROACH TO DEVELOPING AND MAINTAINING ENDNOTE SUPPORT RESOURCES 

DISCUSSION PAPER  2

Background 

A discussion paper titled A Collaborative Approach to Developing and Maintaining Endnote Support Resources was presented to the September 2005 CAUL meeting. The following extract from the meeting minutes reflects the discussion and actions to be taken.

It was noted that with each new upgrade of EndNote or each new database 
that needs to be added, every institution has to build filters. Members 
commented on the very large, expensive, training burden, especially for 
a commercial product.  The University of Newcastle does usability 
testing, runs master classes for library staff, and has several levels 
of training for users. QULOC already collaborates in the resulting work 
and has been doing for a long time, with all contributing funds to 
enable a specialist at the University of Queensland to provide support. 
It was noted that feedback re difficulties with EndNote and moves to 
RefWorks have led to a new version of the former.  The uptake of 
RefWorks at the University of Canberra has been phenomenal, with no 
training or support needed, for only $8,000 per year.  Some already use 
both products, and others are likely to move to RefWorks. 

There was support for developing a collaborative support model.  It was 
suggested reviewing the QULOC model to see whether it is scalable before 
examining other models. (Action:  Helen Mandl) Heather Gordon will send 
the QULOC costings to Helen Mandl.  (Action: HG)

ACTIONS TAKEN TO ASSESS POTENTIAL COLLABORATION MODEL
1. Feedback from QULOC Endnote Team
Lynne Wright contacted Graham Dawson, a member of the QULOC Endnote team, to gain his input into the concept of expanding the work currently done by QULOC. Lynne also spoke with Deb Turnbull from UQ who also provided some valuable feedback and offered to take the paper presented at CAUL to a QULOC meeting. 

Feedback suggests that the work being done by John East and the QULOC Endnote team is already quite demanding and to extend this further, with the responsibilities resting with one or two key people would neither be viable nor provide job satisfaction. To take the “Master” training program on the road would be both demanding personally and would mean that the person would be away from their home institution for a considerable amount of time. 

Several viable suggestions did come out of the informal discussions with Graham and Deb:

· Use CAUL’s lobbying power to try and influence the software providers, ISI, to improve their documentation, training and ensure that prior to new versions being released they are properly tested. Much of John’s time is taken up with assessing the latest version and identifying the bugs before making a recommendation to release across the sector. 

· Use our collaborative efforts to better share the resources we are each developing locally. Graham indicated that as Engineering Liaison Librarian, he still uses the Personal Referencing Systems video developed by Craig Littler from UOW library some years ago. There could be a more structured approach to sharing the development of online tutorials, workbooks etc. 

· CAUL could commission and fund specific projects which support the development of Endnote support material, such as a sophisticated online tutorial that is easily transferred into a workbook. 

2. Feedback from the QULOC meeting

Lynne Wright has not been able to gain feedback from the QULOC meeting in time to write this report. Deb Turnbull indicated that a report has been circulated to QULOC university librarians for comment. 

3. RefWorks as an alternative

There was some discussion at CAUL that moving to RefWorks, which is much more user friendly software may eliminate the need for such intense support to our academics and students. There was a feeling that RefWorks may not be accepted as a substitute to Endnote and that institutions who introduce RefWorks will have their researchers still wanting to use Endnote due to the more sophisticated functionality. This could result in libraries being expected to support both products.

Conclusion

It is evident that librarians responsible for Endnote training are, to varying degrees, using resources developed by other university libraries to eliminate duplication of effort. This is done on an informal basis in the spirit of sharing, for which librarians are well known.  It would seem that there is already a haphazard version of Modified Model in existence (see appendix 1), which relies heavily on the work done by the QULOC Endnote team, funded by QULOC.

· UQ has resources such as filters and tutorials, developed by John East and the QULOC team, freely available on their web site. Other libraries develop similar resources which are also freely available. In some cases modification is required for local conditions. In other instances material can be linked with the permission of the host library.

· Technology support staff use the technical specifications and information provided by John East and where necessary modify for local conditions. 

· CAVAL is providing Endnote training for trainers at a cost of $473 for a one day program. This is being offered in each capital city throughout the year. 

CAUL may decide to:

· formalise the Modified Model by providing additional funding to the work being done by the QULOC Endnote team, if they are willing and interested

· agree to fund each year the development of specific support materials such as videos, tutorials, workbooks etc which would be a CAUL resource

· lobby ISI to provide better support material and training and be more rigorous in their testing before releasing new versions of the software

· dismiss any idea of a formal approach to sharing and continue as is

APPENDIX 1

Proposed solutions

1. Central model

Allocate funds to support a partial position, located in one of the universities where Endnote training and support is already well established. CAUL funding could provide an allowance for a staff member to test the release of new software versions and make recommendation to all universities about updating requirements, and develop:

a. student handouts 

b. instructor manuals or lesson outlines

c. online learning tutorials

d. FAQs (not computer or software version related questions)

e. technical support documentation, a comprehensive comparison from old to new software (endnote computer compatibility) 

f. filter pages

The staff member would be required to offer “train the trainer” support in the major capital cities and, where available, offer training via the “Access Grid” or other appropriate software.

2. Distributed model

Allocate funding for one university library to take the role of central administration, and several libraries to contribute in their areas of expertise. 

For example:

a. University A is the central administrator and provides a staff member to test new software versions and provide comprehensive documentation on version comparison. This includes technical support documentation. This information is supplied to universities B – E  

b. University B develops and maintains a generic online tutorial

c. University C develops and updates instructor manual and student handouts, and provides “train the trainer” support

d. University D maintains documentation and support for filters

e. University E develops and maintains FAQs 

3. Modified Model 

Allocate funding to support a model similar to the one currently established with QULOC. 

Certain aspects of the above models, which are particularly labour intensive, could be developed and maintained centrally. This would require one university to test new versions of the software and:

a) develop and maintain the filters page 

b) provide technical support documentation

c) develop and maintain FAQs.

d) provide “train the trainer” support

All other universities would be responsible for developing their own workshop training material, lesson plans and handouts. 

