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Turnkey Systems:
High Risk
~for Libraries?

LEARLY THE twm-
key automated system
marketplace is active,
with revenues of almost
$86,000,000 in 1984.°
Additional vendors can-
tinue to join an already
crowded field.

Eyring Research
Institute, the parent or-
ganization for Dynix, has acquired the
marketing rights for a Tandem-based
automated library system developed in
Penver by the Colorado Alliance for
Research Libraries (CARL). Eyring's
initial customer is the Pike's Peak Li-
brary District. Another recent entrant
1o the marketplace is McDonnell Doug-
las Computer Systems Company, mar-
keting a system called URICA that runs
on Microdata equipment. Both of these
vendors demonstrated their systems at
the ALA Conference in Chicago.?

A marketplace shakeout?

Some have suggested that some
kind of shakeout in the marketplace is
likely to occur scon. This likelihood is
heightened by trends in the technology
itself—a shakeout is currently occur-
ning in almost all sectors of the comput-
er industry.

Fearsandrisks
associated with se-
lecting a turnkey
vendor have in-
creased. Anyone
walching the roller-

coaster perfor-
mance of Data
Phase, Inc. (for-
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merly DataPhase Systems, Inc.) over
the last three years will immediately see
that the selection of a turnkey vendor
per se does not reduce risk for a library.
Some Data Phase customers can per-
sonally attest that the *“‘ride™ has been
more thrilling than they ever imagined.
As resources have been applied to and
withdrawn from Data Phase, problems
have been alternately eased and creat-
ed. Among Data Phase customers that
are currently unhappy are the Chicago
Public Library, the Boulder Public Lj-
brary, the Memphis-Shelby County Li-
brary, and the Denver Public Library,
among others. Ron Zazzara, president
of Data Phase did not respond to re-
peated telephone requests for clarifica-
tion about the system capacity prob-
lems being experienced by some Data
Phase customers.

Problems of system capacity and
late delivery of software have been also
experienced by other vendors, includ-
ing CL. Systems Inc., Geac, and Uni-
versal Library Systems, among others.

What is 8 library to do?

As vendors gain experience with
the system reguirements of their sys-
tems—especially as additional func-
lions, ¢.g., online catalog with authority
control, acquisitions, etc., become op-
erational in several libraries—they will
revise their computer programs that de-
velop estimates of the CPU and disk
storage requirements for a given library,

But, if a library can’t count on the
turnkey vendor to handle an admittedly
complex and important issue—and the
provision of the automated library sys-
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tems which support functions such as
circulation control or an online catalog
is definitely a challenge—what is a }i-
brary to do?

The answer is not simple. Steps
can be taken to mitigate the risk for the
library. Ifthe selection and contract ne-
gotiation process is conducted proper-
ly, the turnkey vendor should assume
some of the responsibility for the suc-
cessful implementation and mainte-
nance of an automated library system.
More important, the turnkey vendor
should assume alf responsibility for
providing sufficient CPU memory and
disk storage space, provided the library
is willing to purchase all necessary
equipment,

The intent of this article is not to
reiterate the steps that should be taken
by a library when considering, select-
ing, and contracting for an automated
library system. This topic has been cov-
ered in several books” and by Sue Ep-
stein in her continuing series of articles
in LJ, Suffice it to say that a host of
factors should be considered when
cvaluating both the vendor, e.g., finan-
cial stability, commitment to the mar-
ket, track record for delivery of sofi-
ware on time, complaints from current
customers, quality of training and doc-
umentation, etc., and the sysrem, c.g.,
software capabilities (functions), sys-
tem response time, system reliability,
etc. Above all else, the library must
provide consistent, detailed informa-
tion to all potential vendors so that a
vendor can install a system that will
handle both immediate and future ser-
vice needs.

Joseph R. Matthews is President of J. Matthews & Associates, Grass Valley, California



What information Is needed?

The following information will help
a prospeclive vendor to provide the
*right’* system.

® Size of database: number of ti-
tles, number of volumes, number of pa-
trons, number of authority records,

ynumber of acquisition vendors, elc,
"The size of the bibliographic records
that will be maintained in the system
files, i.e., full MARC or less than full
MARC, must also be indicated.

® Volume of transactions by type
of transaction: check outs, check ins,
number of holds, number of fines, num-
ber of inquiries by stalf, number of ac-
quisitions orders placed, etc. Annual
figures must be provided for the current
year, a five-year future projection, and
the anticipated (projected) one-hour
worst-case peak load of transactions.

® Acceptable response times by
type of transaction: circulation—holds,
patron name inquiry, item number in-
qQuiry, author, title or subject heading
inquiry, keyword inquiry, etc., must be
specified.

With this information, the vendors
can make the necessary calculations to
determine the sysiem hardware re-
quirements needed to satisfy the b-
brary®s current, future, and worst-case
needs. Too often 2 library purchases a
tummkey system that admirably meets
its average needs but fails miserably
during peak periods. The result? Long
patron lines at the checkout counter,
Jand patron and staff frustrations.

Why have libracies failed?

1) While the number of libraries
that have issued Requests for Proposal
(RFP) has increased over the last sever-
al years, I would estimate that only 60
percent did so during 1984. And of the
RFEPs issued, too many were poorly
written. Requirements were vague or
even conflicting or the librarians simply
did not know the right questions to ask.
This is & serious problem, since the
RFP forms the foundation upon which
the turnkey vendor/library relationship
will rest,

The solution: Read, and walk to
your peers who have recently selected
a turnkey computer system about the
process used. What would they do dif-
fereatly if they had the opportunity to
repeat the selection process? Examine
and use the best parts from other RFPs,
but don't simply include specifications
that are not understood or applicable to
your library. Consider using a consul-
tant (even if you only have the consul-
lanl prepare a critique of the RFP that
you and your staff developed).

2) Librarians often fail to provide
the right information, in suffici~nt de-
tail, about the size and likely g  ¥th of
the library and its database. Then they
wonder why the computer system must
be upgraded (a new and larger comput-
er must be bought and installed, or ad-
ditional terminals and/or disk drives
must be installed). In some cases, the
library has added branches or has ex-
panded the size and scope of the data-

“Libraries often
~ select systems solely
on the basis of ‘low bid’
preces, an approach
that places almost
srresistable temptations
in the path

| of some vendors”

base by adding new collections to the
files, e.g., government documents.

The solution: Identify all pertinent
data that is needed and provide it. Who
knows better than the librarians where
and how thelibrary is likely to grow over
the next five years? Do not rely on the
vendortomake the correct assumptions!

3. Libraries fail to include appro-
priate acceptance tests to determine if
the proposed system can meet the li-
brary's operating requirements.

The solution: Read*, and most im-.
portant, incorporate the use of accep-
tance tests in your contract.’ The three
most common acceplance tests in-
clude: the System Reliability Accep-
tance Test (typically a 45- or 60-day test
to verify that the system up-time stays
above a set standard, €.8.. 99 percent),
a Functional Pecformance Acceptance
Test (Has all the software been deliv-
ered, and does it work correctly?), and
a Full-Load Response Time Accep-
tance Test (a specified number of termi-
nals performing a prescribed number of
transactions per minute—usually at the
anticipated worst-case five-year pro-
jected levels of transactions). A Bench-
mark Test, similar to a Full-Load Re.
sponse Time Acceptance Test, may be
required by a library in order to reduce
risk. A Benchmark Test is used when
the vendor does not have installed sys-
tems comparable to the fifth-year antic-
ipated transactions levels and/or size of
the database.

4. Libraries often select systems
solely on the basis of "*low bid" prices,
an approach that places almost irvesist-
ible temptations in the path of some
vendors.,

The solution: Don't use low bid
first-year purchase prices to select any
system. Rather, identify the total out-
of-pocket expenses likely to be in-
curred by the library over a seven-year
period. This is called the **Least Total
Cost’ approach to cost analysis. Obvi-
ously, the cost of a system should only
be one of the many factors used to eval-
uate and select a system. Other factors
that might be used to evaluate a vendor
and its system include response times
and system reliability in other installed
customer libraries, functional capabili-
ties of the soRware, financial stability
of the vendor, location of hardware
maintenance, etc.

5. Libraries sign vendor-provided
standard form contracts. Such con-
tracts, in most cases, are designed to
protect the interests of the writer (read
“‘vendor*’),

The solution: Once again, read.$
Vendors, in most cases, negotiate sev-
eral contracts & month (year) while a
library is likely to negotiate a contract
only once every seven to ten years.
Yet, in the eyes of the law both parties
are perceived to be equal. Therefore it
would seem prudent to get experienced
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“The marketplace
dynamics say that vendors
will only change when
2t’s clear that changing
will get them more
business. It’s up to
librarians to seize
control of the process”

=

help in addition to the necessary legal
Teview. A consultant can either review
drafts of the necessary contracts or be
an active participant throughout the
contract drafting and negotiation pro-
cess. While such advice might be con-
strued to be self-serving, the vast ma-
jority of libraries that have sought
assistance with an experienced consul-
tant have reaped significant benefits.
And remember, if the vendor is unwill-
ing to put a verbal claim or assurance in
wriling and have it become a part of the
wrilten contract, then don't count on it.
In the words of Loujs Mayer of MGM,
"‘a verbal contract isn't worth the paper
it's written on.™

6. Libraries are unaccustomed to
doing business in a business-like way.

The solution: Be more professional
in your relationships with vendors. Use
telephone logs to record all coniacts
with vendors and ail instructions and/or
directions received from the vendor. If
an acceptance test calls for a formal
Written notice, prepare the document,
Pay attention to procedural details,

7. Buoyed with the success of the
initial one-function system, e.g., circu-
lation, the library decides to expand the
scope of the automated system to add;i-
tional functions, €.g., online catalog,
acquisitions, serials, etc. Thus, expec-
lations are raised. But, with increased
capabilities will likely come additional
costs for terminals, disk drives, soft-
ware, and even a new and larger com-
puter. And maintenance costs will also
increase,

The solution: Develop a realistic
assessment of the fiscal and staff re-
quiremenis for automating additional
functions. Talk to your peers about
their experiences in this area.

How vendors fail

1. The competitive forces in the
marketplace are powerfui. Some librar-
ies still choose a System solely on the
basis of first-year or *‘low bid"* costs,
Thus, the vendors experience preat
pressure to provide only that which js
minimally required in order to win the
bid. This industry practice, frequently
called *low balling," almost always re-
sults in 2 library having to add addition-
al equipment, e.g., disk storage capaci-
ty, CPU memory, and terminals, to
meet the needs of the library—often
within 12 months of system installation.
The old saying, *‘once they gotcha,
they really potcha js applicable here,

The solution: Vendors need to be
more concerned about establishing and
maintaining a *‘good"’ reputation in the
marketplace than in short-term sales.
(And yes, I believe in the *‘force” and
the “‘tooth fairy,*)

2. When libraries don't provide
sufficient information, some vendors
play “dumb” in an attempt to get the
business.

The solution: The vendors shoujd
both request any additional data need-
ed to prepare a complete and true writ-
ten proposal and explain to the library
why the datz is peeded. Remember:
sales calls and demonstrations of a ven-
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dor’s system should be viewed as ap
opportunity to continue the education
of the library staff members.

Seize control of the process

It is possible to provide the neces-
sary information to all vendors and
have the vendors provide a system that
will meet a library's future needs, After
all, who knows more about the system
than the vendor? In addition, most li-
braries have great difficulty oblaining
the up-front funds necessary (o pur-
chase the computer system. The library
should not have to g0 back to the well
one or more times for upgrades.

It is possible, as a number of li-
brary consultants have demonstrated,
to obtain the cooperation of the ven-
dors in establishing reasonable esti-
mates of the anticipated growth of the
library and installing a system adequate
10 meet those estimates. The vendor
should sign a contract with warrantees
Buaranteeing that a vendor will add

PU memory, additional disk storage
capacity, and/or modify the software 1o
ensure that the performance measures
are maintained during the life of the
contract between the library and the
vendor,

Finally, note the long list of things
a library must do versus the short list
for vendors. That's because responsi-
bility for change does truly rest with
librarians. The marketplace dynamics
say that vendors will only change when
it's clear that changing will get them
more business. It's up to librarians to
seize control of the process,
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