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1. INFORMATION DATABASE: 
(4,4,3,3,3,4,4,3,3,4,3)
BioOne provides good full-text coverage that is not duplicated in other databases.

BioOne delivers full text access to a collection of 60+ journals in primarily the natural history field.  Many of these journals are core publications in their respective fields.  As with any offering such as this, there are a few journals in the collection that extend beyond the collection development scope of most CSU libraries. A few titles, e.g., Bioscience, American Midland Naturalist are already available in less acceptable aggregator services.

The most important feature of BioOne is its open URL compliancy that allows linking within SFX to the article level. A secondary feature of BioOne is its role as a bibliographic database.  The BioOne Abstracts and Indexes Database (BAID) provides the best access to its information content.  It does not replace the basic level biological indexes--BasicBIOSIS or Biological and Agricultural Index--which cover five times as many journals.  On the other hand, a brief checking of both of the above indexes revealed that only about half of the BioOne titles are included in these two indexes.

Full text format and content is of high quality. I would have liked full text article coverage to be deeper than most that start around 2000.  It would be of high value to the life science majors. Our science librarian writes "I liked the diversity of the subject areas - across all science much like General Science Abstracts (not like BasicBIOSIS)."

The content would be used on our campus.  We have 27 current subscriptions to BioOne titles.  In the past we had an additional 12 titles, which we had to cancel when budgets shrank.  

The full text format is appropriate.  Retrospective coverage, however, is not so adequate with most titles only going back to 2000.  Yet, there is a firm institutional commitment to maintaining archives and those backfiles will fill in.  There is also a commitment to keeping costs low, since they are affiliated with SPARC, so I think this collection is very appropriate for CSU as a whole. 

There are some snags with the system. The link resolver is not quite ready for prime time.  For example, view, Patricia A. Burrowes, “A Student-Centered Approach to Teaching General Biology That Really Works: Lord's Constructivist Model Put to a Test” The American Biology Teacher: Vol. 65, No. 7, pp. 491–502.  In its references this article cites, Lord, T. 2001, 101 reasons for using cooperative learning in biology teaching: The American Biology Teacher. 63 (1):30–38,  and provides a link to “find this article on another system.” Yet when you take the link, the link resolver can’t locate it, even though the article is there in BioOne.  I’m presuming this is because the link resolver is only set to look at the CrossRef journal list, CSA and PubMed/CNSI.  Also, any link I took from a BioOne article to the Integrated Taxonomic Information system never seemed to work (ex. Litoria verreauxii didn’t work from Smith, Osborne & Hunter “Geographic Variation in the Advertisement Call Structure of Litoria verreauxii (Anura: Hylidae) Copeia: Vol. 2003, No. 4, pp. 750–758.)  Regarding BAID: I'm not quite sure why this separate searching interface is necessary.  I think it would be confusing to most undergraduates.  I can see the advantages of having thesaurus and taxonomic searching for more advanced researchers and faculty in addition to the ability to refine searches.  But the CSA interface is too clunky for the average undergraduate to handle without intervention.
Content is great.  Useful. Important to many CSU programs.  Locally we offer about 2/3 of the titles in paper.  Electronic access would be appreciated with many of these titles. Sample searches came up with reasonable amounts of hits that were relevant to the queries.  Date coverage makes sense considering the development and goals of this database.  Access to very recent research is a real plus.   

When I note BioOne below, I am referring to direct access to BioOne NOT via BAID.  When I am referring to BAID access to BioOne, I will specifically note "BAID."  BAID ability to perform thesaurus-based searches was valuable.  Rotated indices, alphabetical lists of terms with hyperlinks were also useful approaches for the more experienced searchers.  The BAID "Current Search Status" approach (including the ability to "save as alert") will also be useful to some.  Similarly, BAID's numbered search history was very useful. I consulted it a few times to keep track of what I had searched. 

BioOne listed the search criteria neatly on the results pages so that one could keep easy track during the search process. Searches of the same keywords in BioOne and then via BAID came up with different search results (with some overlap).  Whether this is due to my error or not, this does lead one to question what users might experience and/or miss depending on which access is used.  Searches of an author via each also yielded differing results.  I tried to adjust the searches to make them as equal as possible but still came up with somewhat different results.  In one case it was obvious that BioOne searched secondary authors while BAID only came up with first authors.  Charts, images, etc. appeared fine via either approach.

Journals are all academic, some well known and some quite obscure (at least to a non-scientist). But the selection of botany, entomology, and environmental journals here would probably be appealing to faculty, upper-division undergraduates, and graduate students. The highly specialized nature of these journals is probably what makes them most appealing and also most difficult to acquire separately.

BioOne seems to cover many of the journals that we current hold in print in the biology area. The fact that they will be increasing the collection from 65 to 200 is promising, but the timeline for such an addition was unclear. The objectives of this effort are impressive and move in a positive direction for scholarly information.  While 1998 was shown as the start date for full-text, it appears that there is only one journal that begins full-text in 1998.  Most of the other journals seem to begin in 2000 or 2002, with a couple only beginning in 2003.   

This would be a welcome addition to our campuses biology resources, especially given the full-text content. With the multiple collections being searched: 1) BioOne Abstracts and Indexes, 2) Recent References Related to Your Search (citations), and 3) Web Resources Related to Your Search, it serves to broaden the appeal of this database.

This is a strong collection of journals, especially in zoology, and will grow stronger as new publishers and titles are added.  The addition of web resources related to a search may add richness to the resource, but can pose potential problems for users who are not careful readers of screens; it is easy to jump right into the list without realizing that it is not from BioOne.
BioOne is an effort to create an alternative scholarly publishing outlet and deserves support for this endeavor.  The content of the BioOne collection is the product of small societies with key journals in specialized areas.  These are high impact journals in conservation biology, ecology, evolution, ornithology, marine science, tropical biology, and botany.  They fill a unique niche and in the opinion of our science selector, would meet the needs of our biology department well.  Only two of the journals are available in aggregated collections.

HTML versions of articles are organized according to standard scientific method (introduction, materials, results and discussion) with hyperlinks to each section as well as links from the in-text citations to the bibliography.  Tables and illustrations are available as thumbnails and can be enlarged.  This format is easy to navigate which helps students to work their way through scientific research articles.  That said, the product is limited in scope and is evolving therefore currently contains a relatively small number of publications.

Content is a collection of society journals in specialized areas such as conservation biology, marine science, ornithology, etc.  There is very little biomedical content, which is covered very well in the larger aggregators, such as Elsevier and KAP.  HTML articles are organized the same way that ScienceDirect is.  This has proven to be easy to use and navigate for undergrads, something that is always much appreciated.


The full-text articles are presented in both HTML and PDF format and have some very nice features, including links within the text to the reference list, links in the reference list itself to other full-text articles, and links to taxonomic information via ITIS. The content of the 68 journals is good, and their plans to expand their coverage to over 200 journals will improve that considerably. The commitment to providing archival access to the content is another plus.
2. SEARCH INTERFACE: (4,4,2,3,3,3,3,3,3,1,3)
Interface is pretty simple to use. The HTML links in the article to illustrations and the bibliography work well.

The top rating of 4 is for the BioOne Abstracts and Indexes Database (BAID), which uses the well-developed CSA search interface and a uniform thesaurus for the descriptor field.  The major flaw in the CSA interface is the inability to search the full text of BioOne articles.  It would be wonderful if CSA and BioOne were to be able to combine the BAID and BioOne databases into one database that used the sophisticated CSA search interface to search the BioOne full text.   

The BioOne search interface is confusing in several respects and I would have to give it a rating of 2 if it were to be considered alone.  First, if you want to browse by journal from the opening search screen, you have to select “Current issues” on the top toolbar and then browse the current issue or click on the “Archives” link.  The “Archives” link actually has the current issue links on that page so one wonders why both links are on the toolbar.  It would be better to just have a link on the top toolbar that says, "Browse by Journal Title" and then have a secondary page that differentiates between current issue and archived issues. Secondly, the Search option is lacking in several respects:  1) it does not allow Boolean searching in the same field when one wants to combine a phrase and a single keyword; 2) it does not allow a keyword search using multiple fields

The truncation features using the BioOne interface are well developed, including a "soundex" option.  However, it is puzzling why the % sign is the wildcard character and not the more universally used * or ? characters.  I also find the way you have to put the operator for stem searching or soundex searching in front of the search term to be confusing.  Stem searching has, in my experience, usually been signified by a symbol following the search term instead of before the search term.

At the full text display level in BioOne, there is a Reference linking feature that links to other cited references.  In trying this out I could not make it work.  Examples include: 

· 2003 Bioscience article that is included full text in BioOne

· 2002 Environmental Biology of Fishes article that is included full text in Kluwer/Ovid

· 2001 Pacific Science article that is included full text in Project Muse

I can understand if not all the linking is set up during the trial to actually pass through to the full text, but the linking results indicate that no full text is even available.

Unfortunately this is where the database gets a lower ranking. Although we are all getting used to the CSA interface because it is how we access a number of our databases, most librarians find the CSA interface clunky and not as intuitive as others.  I don't think excessive amount of training is necessary however. Our biology librarian agrees "The Cambridge Scientific Abstracts search engine gets less awkward to use with practice, and the controlled vocabulary is a plus.  The "related references" are certainly germane, current, on target, valuable, and certainly supplement the main search.  The web pages found are an extra bonus here, and a nice feature of CSA since they introduced monitored web pages with Environmental RouteNet."

Functionality of BioOne is good.  The search interface is simple, and the language is plain.  It has some advanced features such as truncation and fielded searching. It also allows you to limit your search to individual titles and you can scope for date range.  There is no ability to refine a search after viewing your results, however.    

The BAID interface is NOT intuitive.  First, there is no immediate list of databases to search when you arrive at the site.  You must select your subject area before you can see which databases are available.  Second, it is difficult to see the links to full text from any results list.  Third, the thesaurus search is complicated.  It is not clear that you check the desired term and then use the search button on the left hand side of the screen.  The "FIND:" box below the thesaurus term could confuse the user into thinking that is the search box for the thesaurus term.  

Some interface considerations are noted above.  BioOne searching yielded abstract, full text and print version options.  Some might jump directly to the print version and miss access to some links and the "link resolver" that is available when clicking on the "full text" option.   BAID offered save, print, and e-mail options that were fine.  BioOne interface was lacking a built-in approach for easily e-mailing results (as far as I could tell).  BAID did provide obvious options for e-mailing.  The location for "full text" on the BAID screen appeared to be too far in the right corner --- perhaps it could be made more obvious.  Citation format for BAID was fine (TI, AU, SO, etc.)


One major advantage of BAID is that one could click on recent references (a very nice feature) as well as related web resources (also a very nice feature) in addition to the BioOne results.  One of my searches yielded some extremely relevant websites.  Options in BAID for various searches, e.g., keyword/exact phrase, title/exact phrase, anywhere, any of the works, all of the words, etc. offers an interesting array that might confuse the more naive searchers but are good features.  

The basic search page for the BioOne website "Search BioOne" approach was considered more useful (by the Librarians who played with it as well as myself) with the ability to select specific journals as well as search various options within the title, abstract, full-text, references, etc.  On the BAID approach, I had trouble with the key word default search being "or."  One would have to move to the "Command Line Search" to go further.  This could be confusing to some searchers.  I was particularly interested in the "Reference formats" option with the opportunity to download in Procite, EndNote or Reference Manager format.

Here we actually have two different interfaces available: the native BioOne web site interface, and the CSA interface provided the BioOne abstracts database—which links to the full text on the BioOne website. I find the native BioOne interface generally simpler, cleaner, and easier to use; the CSA screen is quite busy and unfortunately structured with frames. Users can also easily browse through available journal issues at the BioOne web site. One advantage of the CSA interface is that it allows saving and emailing of records. However, it is not possible to email full text (our students’ dearest desire, given that most campus printing cost money). CSA also offers the option to search titles, abstracts, and descriptors at once, an option that would be helpful in the BioOne interface. Native BioOne allows individual article records to be saved for citation software like ProCite; CSA allows saving of single or multiple records, but not in citation software format.

Sometimes identical searches in the two interfaces produce identical results, and sometimes they do not, and I cannot always determine why. It sometimes appears that native BioOne has newer references than CSA. It also appears that although the native BioOne records often include “keywords,” these are not necessarily the same as the “descriptors” used in some of the CSA records. In fact it appears that the “keywords” are stripped from the CSA records, and I hate to see access points removed from anything. However, this difference in indexing might be good or bad, depending on the quality of the indexing. If a campus subscribed to many CSA databases, the subject indexing might allow users to pull up related articles from other databases. However, not all the CSA records seem to have indexing. Generally I prefer the native BioOne interface. If we were offering this to our campus, I would probably not promote the CSA interface, particularly since we do not have any other CSA databases.

The search interface has a number of different options - quick search, advanced search and command-line search.  Each of these worked as advertised with little confusion. The system lends itself to a free-text searching approach rather than the controlled vocabulary used more frequently in the sciences.  In fact, when I did a very general search (kw=photo*) and scanned through the results (539 records). I was surprised to see that only about 350 records contained DE: fields for the user to be able to locate more articles utilizing similar descriptors (kw=photo* and de=*).  A recommendation for the record display screen would be to locate the FULL TEXT link for each article a little more prominently on the bar about the record. Also, if there were an easier way for the user to switch between the various record display formats without having to rerun the search. I'm assuming that each campus would be able to set up its own defaults on the default search and default displays for that campus, but I'm not certain on this.

The printing and saving functionality seemed straightforward, but an option to Export to EndNote/Procite would be helpful. I understand that if you are a RefWorks user they can add a button that will allow you to download results directly to RefWorks.  Non-RefWorks users must save and then import into their bibliographic manager software.  The abilities to combine search histories and to establish "alerting" notifications are valuable features.  

Using a thesaurus not designed specifically for BioOne has its drawbacks:  there are terms, for instance, which appear in the thesaurus but retrieve no results when searched in BioOne (see  "neurotransmitter receptors.")  In other cases, the controlled vocabulary appears to be applied unevenly: several articles on grizzly bears do not appear in search results for the descriptor "ursus arctos," and the descriptor "ursus arctos horribilis" returns an entirely different set of results, none of which are BioOne articles.  "Search again" does not mean "do another search" (as I expected); it means "repeat the last search."  I like the linking from within articles; this feature enhances the content.

BioOne interface - Positives:

Provides an obvious link to search individual journals.  Quick link to current issues.  Links to ITIS taxonomic database, published by the USDA is a great feature. The ITIS database links from every species named in an article to data sources, experts, taxonomic history, and allows for contributed comments about taxonomic classifications.  This database isn’t currently very large, so there are a lot of content-less leads, but what is there is very good quality, and I suspect the database will grow in time.  Ability to easily export citation references  - can download in EndNote, Procite and Reference Manager formats.  Lists keywords (subject headings) in the full record display.

BioOne interface – negatives:

Can’t browse the indexes (to verify authors’ names).  I think this is a MAJOR drawback.  So, for example, No hyperlinks for authors.  No linkable or transparent subject headings (no indexing). Unable to search more than one field at a time (for example, only one option for title field). Percent sign is the truncation symbol – bad! Full text is identified only as “Print version” (not identified as pdf format) at brief record browse.  Once in the full record it is noted as pdf. Can’t email articles directly, can’t mark individual articles to save. Once in the full text display, there is no navigational button to return you to the results list. Boolean operators AND, OR, NOT are ignored inside search boxes, constraining the search flexibility.  Doesn’t allow for very complex search statements. The link resolver in the article references (because BioOne is a Cross-Ref affiliate, and is SFX enabled as a target) is quite confusing. No advanced Boolean searching.

CSA interface – positives:

SFX-enabled, ability to mark, print and email records is apparent.  Lots of flexibility in entering searches in the advanced mode, e.g., combining terms, limiting by date and/or language.  Search history feature and separate thesaurus for taxonomic terms is useful.  Search alerts, search proofing and saved searches also available.  Access to Web resources.  Browseable index but it’s not easy to use.

CSA interface – negatives:

Overly complicated interface, definitely not for novice users.  Too many steps to enter the database.  Too much preliminary clicking needed to get to the search screen.  The confirmation screen that displays to confirm the database and the search mode could easily be eliminated.  It seems difficult to build complex searches, i.e., not intuitive. Indexing seems limited.  No hyperlinks for subject headings.  Must click on search box (hitting enter does not work). The link to the full text of the article is too small, and in a non-intuitive location.  The full record display doesn’t include subject heading assignments. Seems unstable on at least workstation I used--Internet Explorer crashed repeatedly while I was testing.  The other two workstations on which I tested seemed fine. The content of the thesaurus seems rather hit-and-miss.  A few tests indicated that some of the terms you’d expect to find in a biology thesaurus, e.g., “cladistics,” “microbe,” “nitrogen” “echolocation” and “extremophile” were not present.  It wasn’t a matter of the level of the term either, since other broad terms such as “leaf litter” and “succession” were there.  I checked the help screen for the thesaurus to see if the one for BioOne was identified/cited specifically in terms of authority, but it wasn’t.  Can’t download into EndNote, Procite, or other bibliographic software.  That is an added value that would appeal to students and faculty here, since there is a high volume of Endnote use in the Biology dept. The resource location field is misleading in that it isn’t available in every record, and since the other full text link is so small, it is easy to assume, if you’ve gotten used to using the link in the RL field, that the full text just isn’t available for some articles.  I also ran across some bad links in the RL field.
We reviewed both the CSA and BioOne interfaces and were quite disappointed in both.  I'm listing the negatives first:

CSA:  Requires too many steps to do almost anything, starting with entering the database. Almost any search or results list requires user to click several times.  The wording on the screens is in too small a font and thus is easy to miss.  If you do an author search and get one hit, the author's name is clickable and brings you right back to where you were.  Full record displays do not include subject headings.  Full text articles cannot be emailed.  Although indexes are available, they are not intuitive.  For example, I searched the author 'gray, h' and received one hit.  I then went to the author index and checked boxes for 'gray h' and 'gray hm.'.  Nothing changes when this happens until you hit the search button again.  I then got 2 hits.  Both grays are the same person but 'gray hm' did not come up on the initial search; it only came up when I went through the browse author index option.  BTW, 'gray h' is listed in the article as 'Heather Gray' and 'gray hm' is listed in the article as 'Heather M. Gray.  The use of either  "CSA" or "IDS" OR the use of both on the same page is confusing.

BioOne: Author's names cannot be browed via this interface, which makes it even more unusable then the CSA interface.  The truncation symbol is a percent sign, not the more common asterisk or question mark. Articles cannot be emailed.  Once in an article, you can't get out.  Boolean operators do not work. The link resolver is confusing.

BOTH:  I had some problems with both interfaces that were the same:  I often could not tell where I was or how to get anywhere else.  Neither was particularly intuitive.  I often could not tell if full text was available until I clicked on a link or two.  I think the design problems result from the developers not actually using the db.  Everything needed may be there; you just can't find it or figure out what the terminology means in most cases. 

POSITIVES:

CSA is SFX enabled, and you can print, email etc. Advanced searching is flexible.  Search history is available.  Profiling and alert service are available.  All these features would be used by faculty but not much by students.BioOne: The link to ITIS taxomonic db is great.  There are some problems with contentless hits but it appears to be a work in progress; what there is, is good quality. There are numerous other interface problems (and a few pluses), which I am sending as email attachments.  

These remarks were written up by reference librarians at our campus:
BioOne: BioOne’s search interface is straightforward and should present no problems to most users. The advanced searching features are complicated and idiosyncratic (the percent sign and the underscore for truncation instead of the standard asterisk, the complicated “Reserved Words and Characters” function instead of the standard protocol of enclosing restricted phrases in quotation marks, etc.). One other comment on the Bio One Journal listing page - when using the alphabetic index to fast forward to the journals beginning with a letter, no message is given when there are no journals beginning with that letter.  It leaves the user wondering if there may be a problem with the interface.

BAID: The CSA search interface is well designed, and the thesaurus is a good feature. However, one advantage to searching BioOne directly instead of searching it through BAID is that searching BioOne directly allows keyword searching of the entire text of the article, whereas searching through BAID only allows searching of the citation, abstract and descriptors. Two changes in the BAID interface may make it more useful 1) make the default search “citation and abstract,” not “citation” (though perhaps this can be changed locally), and 2) make the label on the “Browse” button that leads back to the BioOne journals more descriptive and more prominent—perhaps simply making it say “Browse Journals” would be enough, or maybe “Browse Full-Text Journals.”
3. USER SUPPORT SERVICES:  (3,4,3,3,3,3,4,3,3,2,3)
FAQ's are pretty good to get a feel for the project and the scope and coverage.

The top rating of 4 is for BioOne Abstracts and Indexes Database (BAID) which uses the CSA search interface with its built-in help files and personal help using email, phone or fax.  The BioOne documentation could use additional help. If I were to rate BioOne documentation without taking BAID into account, I would have to give it a “2.” Examples of shortcomings include:

· Nowhere does the documentation say that the textboxes in the "Search" option are "anded" together if one fills in more than one textbox.

· Telephone support help and hours of availability are buried under "Help" under "Help with Subscriptions/Access".  There should be a "Support" link on the top page.  Also the “Help with Subscriptions/Access page says “If you need assistance at other times, please send an e-mail to either Jeff or Robert.”  But there is no email link for either Jeff or Robert and no clue as to who Jeff and Robert are!  I think that is very confusing and not helpful at all.

Help screens are available through explanatory hyperlinked "i" or thorough the FAQ help screens or "support" help screens.

In BioOne the search tips are adequate and easily accessible from the search screen.  General help files are available from the home page.  BAID help is only marginally context sensitive.  No training seems to be provided for BAID -- and people would really need it given the complexity of the BAID interface.
BioOne help screens were useful, extensive, comprehensive, e.g., browser information, TOC alert information, linking options, cross-journal searching, special characters, help with PDF, slow response time, etc., etc.  The details in the "Tips for Searching" might be overwhelming for some.  FAQ were useful.  Information about advisory groups (major individuals) for library issues, publishing and technical issues were useful.  Information about perpetual archival rights were noted.  The CSA-BAID descriptive pages were also excellent and seemed comprehensive.   BioOne offered many options for contact information related directly to the database.

I had no problem locating the answers to my few questions.

The on-line help that is provided is very complete as are the samples that describe the various areas and features of the database.  The context-sensitive help system is clearly laid out with adequate opportunities to select topics outside of the area you are currently working. The CSA system provides an excellent support system with access via e-mail or an 800 number.  I utilized the 800-phone line a number of times and each time it was answered quickly and professionally, fully answering the question about which I had called.  

I'm assuming that the vendor provides training, but I wouldn't anticipate needing it given the variety of interfaces with which our users could be presented.

Documentation is plentiful, and readily available from any screen.  Telephone assistance is a bit harder to spot, but also available. Full-scale training is probably not needed.  CSA online help is more detailed than BioOne.  Students as a rule do not look at help screens; they want to use the database without looking anything up!  Both email and telephone support is available for CSA.  I could not find a link to either a support telephone number or for email help in using the database.  Also, the BioOne home page is busy and confusing.  It has a lot of links that don' t work as well.


BioOne: Their online help is fairly helpful, and they have an online feedback form for questions. There is no telephone help-line that I could find.  BAID: Their online help is nicely designed, and they also feature email and telephone help. 
4. COST:  (4,4,2,2,3,3,3,3,3)

Cost is very reasonable.

The total cost of the included journals in print format is much greater than the BioOne subscription cost, perhaps by 50%.

Given that we're probably only interested in half of the titles it seems unwise during these fiscally difficult times to pay almost twice as much for the full list when it doesn't include the complete back files.  That said, the cost is reasonable in comparison with similar products.  And the publisher is an organization committed to keeping costs low.  This is a hard call.  We still couldn't afford it, but we'd like to support SPARC.  
When we start approaching $10,000, cost becomes a major factor.  Much depends on the State budget and CSU/local reductions.   If the CSU had to reduce the core collection, that could also impact our flexibility to expand to new products.  Generally the cost seemed a bit high.

For 60-odd hardcore science journals, the price is reasonable. However, in absolute terms, it’s still fairly steep.

The cost for this database seems to be reasonable especially when the entire complement of 200 journals becomes available in full-text.  Of course, a better consortial deal would serve to make it more attractive in these tough times.

Cost seems reasonable for individual campuses, though the consortial discount is not as generous as we would like.  For many campuses, I suspect, the cost for BioOne would be in the form of a premium for online access to journals the campuses already have in print.   (This might cause campuses to consider canceling print subscriptions, which could in turn raise questions about the long-term viability of the pricing structure.)
Cost seems reasonable although it would still be a challenge for a small library with a limited budget.
The pricing seems reasonable if the interfaces get cleaned up.  

5. ACCESSIBILITY OF SERVICE:  (4,4,4,4,4,3,4,4,4,4,2)

Summary:

· Quick response times throughout several sessions.

· I experienced no problems and had great response time during the trial.

· Interface was quick. No snags. CSA has a good track record of database stability.
· Everything functioned smoothly.

· At least during the trial searching, access and connections to the product were flawless on our campus.  All was stable.  Response time was better than adequate.  No complaints.

· I experienced occasional connection problems with the CSA interface, but no problems with the native BioOne.

· In our testing we did not experience any access problems with the database and response times seemed to be quite acceptable.

· No problems with accessing the product, and response times were always adequate at least. 


· Accessibility was adequate.


· Accessibility seems to be reliable and stable.  We had no problems during the trial.
· The response time between screens seemed slow.  The slowness did not depend on the time-of-day.  The connection was reliable always.
6. OVERALL ASSESSMENT:  (4,4,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3) Average Score:  3.18
CSU must support this project. A system-wide contract with CSU would send a clear message to all the other scholarly and commercial publishers who charge outrageous subscription fees. The BioOne model is one that must be encouraged.

We should support SPARC initiates that provide content at reasonable rates from scholarly publishers.
CSA search interface inelegant and awkward, but manageable. I think the clunky veneer of the old command search protocols could have been masked better and explanations of what you are searching clearer.  However this issue is less a concern for the type of scientific researcher who might find this database of use. Using species taxonomy and scientific subheadings would be less of a problem for them than for our general undergraduate user. I found the "Biology Browser from Biosis" interface easier to use, but it lacks the search options the CSA interface has for the more advances researcher.  The full text results are very nicely laid out. The hyperlinking in the full text and bibliography will be most useful to the researcher.  It is great to get the 65 journals full text, I wish the database also searched a broader array of journals, even if citation only.

I asked two librarians to at least look at this.  They ignored BAID and focused on BioOne from the BioOne website.   Although I noted above that I consulted with others, their only contribution was the following:  "love the content, like the search interface, worry about the cost."  From my perspective this product is worth pursuing further.  Search interface is good but can be improved.  I would need to sort out whether the product would be offered via BioOne, BAID or both.   It would be nice to take the best options of each!  Support seemed fine.  If searching and response time remained as stable and reliable as it was during the testing, that would also be a plus.

A good product with a lot of good content, and certainly worth supporting as a SPARC initiative. However, considering the currently dismal state of the budget, it may not find many takers.

This database does not employ controlled vocabulary to the extent of many other science databases and relies more heavily on keyword searching.  While this does work, it requires more energy on the part of the librarian/trained user.  Since descriptors are not available across all the journals, users who may have become accustomed to clickable descriptor links may miss valuable content. Nonetheless, BioOne would make a nice addition for our campus since we have a large biology/science program that is always looking for more on-line access to full-text scholarly literature.

We need to try very hard to support this and other SPARC initiatives.   

This product will improve as more publishers join.  As content expands, the CSA thesaurus will be a better match for the content.

BioOne is an interesting approach to scholarly publishing and in a time of decent budget support would be a very good acquisition.  In a time of budget constraints, however, limited scope becomes a much harder decision.
We think content would be quite useful but EAR should not even consider it unless both interfaces are improved as noted in my responses above.
A question:  Is BioOne open URL compliant that would allow it to work with SFX?  This would be a big advantage.

7. Comments Based on Utility for Home Campus: (4,4,4,3,3,3,4,4,2,2,3)

We have majors in biology and environmental science that would make great use of this collection.

Comments based on utility for home campus, which would benefit greatly from having access to BioOne.  Titles are relevant to many major programs including some not in the biological sciences; e.g., geology.  In a Fall 2002 comparison of BioOne titles against local holdings, our campus had only 26 current subscriptions to the 56 included titles.  A few non-current titles were cancelled during previous serial reductions. The proposed estimated BioOne annual subscription cost seems doable at HSU if we cancel the print equivalents.
I know our biology librarian is eager to acquire something more than BasicBIOSIS for the students. She gave BioOne a good review, writing, "I am pleasantly surprised, even pleased at the (search) results.  I think I could confidently advise students to use this database should we acquire it."

We love the content.  We feel that the search interface could be a bit complex for some searchers but would work fine for most others.  Assuming we could afford it, we would seriously take a look at purchasing BioOne for our home campus.  We would have to resolve which search interface would be offered.

Comments based on utility for home campus: I’m sure this resource would be welcomed by our biology department. However, in anything but a good budget year, the price would make it difficult for us to add, particularly since there’s really nothing we could cut in the way of print subscriptions to finance the online version.

Given the needs of our biology program our science librarians would look forward to adding this to our collection.

My campus would benefit greatly from BioOne, adding a great deal of coverage in zoology that we do not now have.  We are already users of CSA, so there would be little problem in adding this database.
While of likely interest to our science departments, the content is specialized and cannot be justified with such limited funding.
It would be useful but we have NO MONEY.  If the C.O. pays for it, we are interested.  Otherwise, there is no way we can get it.
