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Disclaimer 

This document contains description of the DRIVER II  project findings, work and products. 
Certain parts of it might be under partner Intellectual Property Right (IPR) rules so, prior to 
using its content please contact the consortium head for approval.  

In case you believe that this document harms in any way I PR held by you as a person or as 
a representative of an entity, please do notify us immediately.  

The authors of this document have taken any available measure in order for its content to be 
accurate, consistent and lawful. However, neither the project cons ortium as a whole nor the 
individual partners that implicitly or explicitly participated in the creation and publication of 
this document hold any sort of responsibility that might occur as a result of using its content.  

This publication has been produced with the assistance of the European Union. The content 
of this publication is the sole responsibility of  the DRIVER II  consortium and can in no way 
be taken to reflect the views of the European Union.  

The European Union is established in accordance with the 
Treaty on European Union (Maastricht). There are currently 
27 Member States of the Union. It is based on the European 
Communities and the member states cooperation in the 
fields of Common Foreign and Security Policy and Justice and 
Home Affairs. The five main institutions of the European 
Union are the European Parliament, the Council of Ministers, 
the European Commission, the Court of Justice and the Court 
of Auditors. (http://europa.eu.int/)  

 

DRIVER II is a project funded by the Eur opean Union 
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Executive Summary 

The evaluation by repository managers   and researchers yielded some interesting results 

and provided valuable feedback for the project both in terms of establishing the value of 

work already carried out and also the work that needs to continue until the end of the 

project. Overall respondents responded positively to the DRIVER Portal with a number of 

issues highlighted as requiring further development. The Usability study included both online 

questionnaires and face-to-face focus groups in order to gain an in-depth understanding of 

ōƻǘƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǎƘŜǎΦ  

 Overall, the Usability Study has proven to be an important aspect of the project, becauseit 

offers valuable feedback to the technical team and the service developers. This  highlights 

the interoperable parts of the project in terms of cooperation between partners and their 

area of expertise and focus. The  technical developers, graphical user interface designers, 

advocacy partners and network partnerscollaborate towards creating the best services and 

information platforms tailored to DRIVER end-users,  and draws on 5wL±9wΩǎ  direct 

engagement with the European Research Area. By pointing out the value of further 

development of the repository infrastructure and portal, this study unŘŜǊǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 

main mission, that of enhancing Open Access repository developments in Europe.   
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1 Introduction  

 

1.1 Background and synergies with other DRIVER II deliverables 

This report is part of the Dissemination and Support Workpackage (WP3).  It is the final 

report on the usability of the DRIVER portal, and  together with D3.6, forms Task 3.4:  

Usability. This report contains the outcomes of the Europe-wide questionnaire, as well as the 

interviews and focus groups with researchers and repository managers, and the outcomes of 

the questionnaire for repository managers. The report will be made public, and possibly 

disseminated through articles or conference posters.The focus of this task is on further 

analysing the experience and requirements of researchers in using DRIVER software to 

search or discover material in repositories, as well as improving the services for repository 

managers in the DRIVER portal (registration and validation of repositories). T3.4  is meant  to 

serve as  practical input for the technical workpackages (development) in DRIVER II and more 

specifically for T9.2, Advanced User Functionality Services. Communication between usability 

and technical partners throughout the study helped in aligning these efforts. 

 

1.2 Targeted audience 

This study will inform DRIVER partners of the future development of the DRIVER Portal and 

will benefit the European repository and research communities, by identifying the 

preferences and needs of researchers and repository managers in managing, and discovering 

Open Access materials. 

1.3 Methodology 

When the user study was being conceived, the project team believed it was important for 

the consultation to be as inclusive as possible, giving researchers across Europe the 

opportunity to participate.  It was decided, therefore to use a web-based survey (annex 1) 

designed primarily to collect quantitative information.  In addition, a web-based survey 

focused on repository managers (annex 2) was designed to run in parallel with the 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΦ  vǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŦormation is very useful in its own right, but the team 

aimed to supplement the survey results with efforts to derive qualitative information.  Focus 

groups and face-to-face interviews were conducted with researchers and repository 

managers to explore in more depths issues raised by the web-based surveys and to discuss 

the future direction of the DRIVER portal. 

The problem with conducting surveys of researchers is that, typically, response rates are 

low: a response rate of around 2% would be considered average.  Researchers are not only 

busy but they are also the target of a great many surveys and similar calls on their time.  In 

this context, it was deemed sensible for the project partners to invite as many researchers as 
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possible ς approximately 10,000 - to participate with the aim of achieving a reasonable 

number of responses. Different channels of online communication were used to reach the 

researchers (e-mail, mailing lists, social networks and website announcements).  An 

incentive scheme using Amazon vouchers as prizes was used to help boost response rates.  

This pragmatic approach does not facilitate the application of inferential statistical processes 

on the data but, taken together with the focus groups and individual interviews, the project 

team believes that the views of the 470 respondents provide a useful indicator of 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 5wL±9w ǇƻǊǘŀƭΦ  !ǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇǊǳŘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜŀǊ ƛƴ 

mind the perennial problem common to survey work, that of not knowing whether the 

opinions of the people who chose not to respond differ materially from those who did 

όƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άƴƻƴ-ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŜǊǊƻǊέύΦ 

The population of repository managers in Europe is relatively small and the team is confident 

that most if not all people eligible to participate in the consultation about the DRIVER portal 

were given the opportunity to do so.  A total of 39 responses to the web based survey were 

received (approximately 20% of the estimated size of the targeted population) and, as with 

the researchers, value was added to the quantitative information through a process of 

qualitative research (focus groups).  This number of responses is too small to undertake 

detailed analysis (which typically involves disaggregation of the data), but the headline 

results themselves provide useful insights. 

1.4 Partners 

UGent was in charge of the organization and write-up of the study and was assisted by 

DRIVER partners UON, SURF and NKUA. The questionnaires were prepared in consultation 

with the consultants from Key Perspectives Ltd. NKUA helped with the set-up of the 

questionnaire (website), and all partners assisted in the invitation of researchers and the in-

depth interviews. All the data were assembled by Key Perspectives and the report prepared 

by UGent with assistance from UON, SURF, and NKUA.  
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2 Study   

2.1 Researchers 

2.1.1 Profiles  

Of those who completed the questionnaire for researchers, 87% were researchers working 

at a university while the second largest group were researchers from disciplinary institutions 

(6,4%). Thus we are confident that this survey reflects the opinions of scholarly researchers - 

the target group for the questionnaireNeither age nor sex were considered relevant  for the 

survey, but the relative position of the participant in their career shows that mostly junior 

researchers (37,4% PhD students and 20% postdoctoral researchers) participated, followed 

by a medium-sized group of professors (23%) and lecturers (6,6%) and a small group of 

senior lecturers (3,4%).  

 

 

 

A similar trend was apparent in the participation rate for the in-depth interviews: when 

asked for participation, mostly young researchers responded. Geographically, most 

researchers came from Belgium (66%), where UGent campaigned intensively throughout the 

whole university, and other groups came mainly from Western European countries (UK, 

Netherlands and Portugal).  

In terms of profiles regarding disciplines, the group of respondents was quite diverse, which 

is a good point, because it means that a number of disciplines are represented and there 

isnΩǘ one that dominates. Highest scores were 13,4% for both Medicine and Life Sciences, 

two disciplines where Open Access publications are widely consulted (BMC and Pubmed 

publishers) . Physics, the root-discipline of Open Access is a bit under-represented with 2,3%, 

but their super-repository Arxiv might be a reason for physics researchers  not to need or be 



  

3.9 Usability assessment report 9 

interested in new OA services, because Arxiv works so well for Physics.  In terms of 

discipline, the majority of participants represented the Social Sciences, Life Sciences and 

Engineering. 

This graph shows the distribution of participants over the three major scientific fields:  

 

 

 

Further details for the two groups that consisted of different subdisciplines: the Arts & 

Humanities and Social Science group, and the Sciences including Life Sciences.  
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2.1.2 Open Access profile 

Participants were quite familiar with the concept of Open Access: 68,8% was Ψ(very) familiarΩ 

with the concept, only 8,7% were Ψnot very familiar at allΩ. This is a very positive result. 

However, it may suggest that those researchers were already  sympathetic to the OA 

movement, so the picture we get is not that of the overall EU researchers. The scores for the 
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more active knowledge about Open Access, like how to search for OA materials and how to 

make their own publications Open Access is lower than the general knowledge about OA: 

38,7%  is ΨfamiliarΩ with methods of finding OA content, but 58% claims Ψnot to be familiar (at 

all)Ω with finding content on  OA portals. The situation is even worse when it comes to 

researchers making their own work OA, with only 32,1% of participants ōŜƛƴƎ ΨόǾŜǊȅύ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊΩ 

with methods for making their own research OA, and 64,3% ƛǎ Ψƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊΩ ǘƻ Ψƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ 

ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΦ 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 The general trend hence goes downward ŦǊƻƳ ΨōŜƛƴƎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΩ (68,8%), to 

ΨƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ h! ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎΩ (38,7%) ǘƻ ΨƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ how to make your own 

research OAΩ (32,1%).  This means that awareness raising and promotion of OA portals and 
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services, as well as information on how to make works Open Access   is still needed on the 

side of the researchers.  

 

Google and Google Scholar are the main venues for researchers in order to find OA 

materials, with BioMedCentral journals and other OA journals taking the next places. DRIVER 

(3,2%) and OAIster (2,1%) come out quite low in the ranks, another sign that there is room 

for improvement for the awareness about OA portals: 

  Frequently  Sometimes  Occasionally  Never  

 Directory of Open Acc ess Journals (www.doaj.org)    5.1%   13.6%   19.1%   58.8%  

 Public Library of Science Journals (www.plos.org)    7.9%   10.4%   15.3%   62.6%  

 BioMed Central journals (www.biomedcentral.com)   15.3%   10.6%   17.2%   52.4%  

 Other publishers' Open Acces s journals   13.2%   19.3%   31.6%   32.1%  

 Institutional repositories   15.5%   19.3%   26.5%   35.2%  

 DRIVER search portal    3.2%    4.0%   10.8%   77.1%  

 Other search portals   17.6%   16.1%   20.4%   40.3%  

 Citebase (www.citebase.org)    0.2%    5. 1%   11.7%   77.1%  

 Citeseer (www.citeseer.org)    5.3%    3.8%   12.5%   70.9%  

 Google   76.4%   11.7%    6.8%    3.2%  

 Google Scholar   40.6%   21.9%   15.3%   19.7%  

 Windows Live Academic    1.9%    3.0%    7.0%   83.2%  

 Web Citation Index   17.8%   13.6%   20.4%   43.3%  

 OAIster (www.oaister.org)    2.1%    3.8%    8.3%   75.2%  

 Other  

    8.7%  

 

2.1.3 Awareness of DRIVER portal 

Most participants rated themselves from the intermediate to the advanced level when it 
comes to experience with scientific search portals. 75% of the participants had no previous 
knowledge about the DRIVER portal, and the other ones rated personal advocacy by DRIVER 
staff and external publications (conferences, mailing lists) as the two most effective channels 
of promotion.  

2.1.4 Evaluation of portal 

Look and feel  

The appearance of the DRIVER portal όΨƭƻƻƪ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜƭΩύ  was rated  by 54% of participants as  
ΨƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƴƻǊ ǳƴƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘΩΥ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ fairly neutral result, possibly indicating that 
the portal looks like a typical portal. One third of participants gave the DRIVER portal an 
ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻƴƭȅ млΣн҈ ǊŀǘŜŘ ƛǘ ŀǎ ΨǳƴƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘΩ. In the free 
comments boxes, some participants stated that the portal  looked clean, while others  
complained that the lay-out was old-fashioned, EU-generic and corporate- looking (like a 
publisherΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ), and that there was too much text on the homepage. . At the time of 
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the study, an invitation to take part in the study was posted on the homepage. This 
invitation is likely to be  the text that participants were referring to and has since been 
removed from the homepage.  
 
Navigation of the portal is considered fairly easy: 62% of the users rate it Ψvery easyΩ to 
ΨeasyΩ, and 27,2% were neutral about the subject. Only 9% found navigation difficult. In the 
free comments, some issues kept recurring; the ones that were made more than three times 
are listed here: 

 
1) Search box should be more central, like ISI ς Web of Science/Google interface 
2) PDF with fulltext should open in new tab, ǎƻ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǾŜ t5C ǘƻ Ǝƻ ōŀŎƪ 
3) Full-text often not found (OA problem) 
4) 9ȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ  ƛƴ Ψ!bout DǊƛǾŜǊΩ not clear, too much focused on information 

professionals 
5)  ΨwŜŦƛƴŜ {ŜŀǊŎƘΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻƻƭǎ 
6) Good: record of previous searches (Search History) 

 
 

Functionalities  

The browsing functionality was most appreciated for the categories document type (63,7%) 

and date of publication (66,7%). Unfortunately, these data are often missing in the records 

because of a lack of metadata inpuǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎΩ ǎƛŘŜ. Browsing within the 

categories communities (21,4%) and collections (22,7%) were deemed less important.  

 

Listed below is an overview of most recurring comments : 

1) Document type is too often unknown, browsing by document type hence not useful  

2) Browse tab is hard to find 

3) Date of publication and language not often available, whilst useful fields for selection  

4) Limit by fields would be a useful functionality on top of browsing 

5) The repository source is not the most important information.  

6) Users like to access the PDF at once, not via institutional page (two clicks). 

7) Collection and community would be useful based on good taxonomy 

8) Browse by language/ author: should be alphabetically, not quantitatively sorted 

 

43,1% of participants said they were ΨǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ with the basic search functionality, while 

5,9% were ΨǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ accounts for nearly half (49%) of the users. 27% was Ψneither 

satisfied nor unsatisfiedΩ and 16,5% were ΨdissatisfiedΩ to Ψvery dissatisfiedΩ. Only 2,1% of the 

users was Ψvery dissatisfiedΩ. 
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Fifteen percent of the users  completed the comment field. Listed below is an overview of 
the most recurring comments: 

1) Search is too slow 

2) Very little papers in my field of interest 

3) Problems with finding full-texts, error messages 

4) Need more publications on one page, never more than 2-3 result pages 

5) Author names: order of name differs from original paper, creator is a confusing term, 
when searched for family name ς name, no results, but name- family name (Harald 
devos) returned results: this is contrary to Web of Science + no ΨANDΩ Boolean 
between first and surname, returns too many results (first and second word)  

6) Publication date is hard to find 

7) OA materials all connected in one portal: very useful 

8) Not intuitive/ efficient like Pubmed and Google, not as comprehensive as OAIster 

9)  Old-fashioned functionalities: no RSS feeds, no APIs 

10)  Multilingual search would be useful (translated keywords) 

 

Boolean search got a rating of 35% ΨsatisfiedΩ to ΨǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ, 34% of users found the 

Boolean functionality Ψneither good nor badΩ, and 6,7 % were ΨdissatisfiedΩ to Ψvery 

dissatisfiedΩ. Many people commented that they did not use or find the functionality, 

because there were no explicit fields to enter Booleans. They could be entered in the main 

search box, but there was no separate field, hence possibly ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ 

functionality. A Help- button was suggested,  as well as more clarityΣ ƭƛƪŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψǎearch 

historyΩ, where Booleans are shown, even when not entered. It was also reported a couple 

ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨhwΩ function ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻƻ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ 
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perform Boolean searches. As the number of repositories harvested by DRIVER increases we 

expect the number of results returned also increase thus making Boolean searching more 

useful.  

 

ΨRefined searchΩ shows again a preference for sorting by author, document type, and most of 

all, by subject (52% of users found this ΨusefulΩ to Ψvery usefulΩ). The least useful category was 

the repository source: this is understandable as researchers look mostly at subjects and 

publishers, repositories are for them more of a medium than content.  Free comments 

included the following remarks: 

 

1) ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΤ 

2) This functionality would be useful when the publication date is always known;  

3) I got an expired session when I tried this; 

4) Authors should be placed in alphabetical order in stead of ranked via number of 

documents; 

5) Language labels are not refined enough; 

6) The dƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨǊŜŦƛƴŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƭƛƳƛǘ ǎearchΩ is not clear; 

7) Please use the term author in stead of creator. 

 
When asked to give scores for the different features of the search results,  many users were 

Ψ(very) satisfiedΩ with the open access availability (59%), also with the ability to click on an 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƎŜǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊ όср҈ύΣ with the clarity of the 

results (62%) and their metadata (52%). Reported problems were illegible metadata, UTF- 

codes in different languages, and non-availability of full-texts. Twice, the suggestion was 

made to have an export function.  

 

For the final evaluation of the portal, users ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƳƻǎǘ impressedΩ  with 

the concept of the DRIVER portal in providing a single point of access to open access 

research material in multiple repositories (75,8%),  and functionality (57,9%) and 

presentation (58,6) were rated as ΨimpressedΩ or Ψvery impressedΩ by more than half of the 

users. 

 

For loyalty and future use, 71,7%  of users would likely review the portal again in the future, 

and 47,9% stated they would use the portal regularly. As the portal is still in a pilot phase 

and a number  of  functionalities still need to be developed, this is a good result and, 

confirms that researchers like the Open Access concept and will use OA portals when given a 

portal with enough quality content and user functionalities.  
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Overview of C omments  

Both in the free comment boxes and the interviews with researchers, some issues kept 

recurring. They have been mentioned under the relevant topics but are here repeated 

because of their importance according to the frequency of their being mentioned. They have 

to do with many aspects of usability: look and feel, functionality, Open Access and metadata. 

The following list shows issues that recurred more than ten times and should get high 

priority: 

 Slowness of portal 

 Not being able to use functionalities because of lack of content 

 Getting error results or not being able to access fulltext 

 Articles opening in same window, makes it hard to go back to results page 

 Confusion about creator- author fields: ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŀǳǘƘƻǊΩ 

 Date of publication is often lacking and should be in minimal metadata; same for 
document type 

 Help functionality needed 

 Search history is useful 

 Scope: DRIVER offers no added value for end user compared to Google Scholar or 
OAIster, it needs RSS and innovative web 2.0 tools to make a difference 

 

Other recurring comments with a slighter frequency (> 5 and < 10): 
 

 Too much focus on librarians instead of end-user (e.g. repository source is not very 
important for user,  in comparison to pǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŀǘŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ 
results page) 

 Community and collection functionalities not clear because still empty 

 Researchers like the multil ingual aspect and would appreciate automatic translation 
of search terms in this context. 

 Orders of authors differ from the original order. Difference 
creator/author/contributor unclear. 

 Need for export functions (.txt, .tab, .ris) 

 More sorting options for the results are needed, but better quality metadata is a first 
condition. 
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2.1.5 In-depth interviews 

Set -up and profile  

DRIVER staff conducted one-to-one and three focus group session interviews with 

researchers to comment on the existing portal and also on suggested future functionality, 

and to measure the ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ preferences and priorities for the further direction of the 

portal. Makebelieve Ltd.1, the consultancy firm working with NKUA, developed static html 

pages and user scenarios for the users to comment upon. As stated above, most of the 

participants were young PhD researchers (25-35 years old) from eight different countries, 

and they showed a great interest for the more networked and social functionalities 

presented, possibly because of their experience with social networks in daily life. The 

researchers came from disciplines ranging from marine science to sociology and literature, 

ǎƻ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ very small sample size (15 in total), the profiles were differentiated.  

Regarding their information profile, most of the interviewees used ISI web of science, Google 

Scholar, EBSCO and discipline-ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀƭƭ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ hǇŜƴ !ŎŎŜǎǎ 

workflow and principles, but, when explained, all of them thought that it was a good idea 

and wanted more information. Objections were rather practical than ideological (e.g. 

copyright issues). This seems to be very similar to the results of the online questionnaire. 

General Evaluation of portal:  

The answers and reported issues about the general interface and functionalities were very 

similar to the answers to the general questionnaire above: researchers liked the availability 

of Open Access materials but commented on slowness and errors in results, as well as some 

metadata issues. They generally liked the lay-out, but indicated that they would prefer the 

search box to be in the middle of the page (similar to Google and Web of Science) instead of 

on the left-hand side. Some ƘŀŘ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƭƛƳƛǘ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 

it was not obvious that the system was running or not: people expect the checked boxes to 

be immediately incorporated in the search results. ¢ƘŜ ΨǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƭƛƳƛǘǎΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƭǎƻ 

ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŎƭŜŀǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨǊefine searchΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƴŜǿ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ buttons were often not found, and the 

suggestion is that they should be placed under other buttons on the left. The browsing 

function was also considered confusing, because ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

with same parameters. Boolean search could be improved by making ǘƘŜ ΨhwΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ!b5Ω 

more explicit.  

The concept of collections and communities was not always understood. Comments 

included that browsing of the collections and communities needs to be alphabetically sorted. 

The metadata considered ǘƻ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ΨǊefined ǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ, were document type 

(40,7%), author/ creator (39,3%) and date of publication (not in list but often suggested in 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴύ.  Some respondents  remarked that sometimes, records were metadata-

                                           

 

1 http://makebelieve.gr/mb/www/index.html  
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only. They also would like  PDFs to open in a new window, in orde to be able to go back to 

the result page in another tab. The Dublin Core terminology of creator, meaning author, was 

also said to be counterintuitive. 

 

Static HTML pages  

The static html pages (see also annex 3), developed by Makebelieve Ltd, showed a search 

results page with some adaptions, which the users could click on, and they would  get a new 

page. The first change was the addition of content type as a search criterion, oriented 

ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ǘȅǇŜǎ όǘŜȄǘΣ ƛƳŀƎŜΣ ǎƻǳƴŘΣΧύ ǘƘŀǘ might be included in DRIVER in the 

future. People genuinely liked this addition, but thought the visualization (icons) were not 

clear enough. aŀȅōŜ ŀ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ΨŦƛǊǎǘ ƎƭƛƳǇǎŜΩ όƻƴ ŘŀǊƪ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘύ ǿƘŜƴ ǎŎǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

icon, would be helpful here. Below is a screenshot of the visualization in the results page, 

content type icons are on left: 

 

 

 

¢ƘŜ Ψrefine sŜŀǊŎƘΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ on the top-right of the page, but none of the 

researchers could locate it, or only after a long time. They generally liked the option, but 
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suggested it would be better if the button was placed at the left with the other search 

parameters:  

  

 

The three tabǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦƻΣ ΨŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΩΣ ΨǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƭinked 

ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀō Ψlinked pǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǿŀǎ ƳƛǎƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ōȅ 

participants to mean citing/cited by publications, whilst in DRIVER terms, linked publications 

mean linked files that together form one complex object or enhanced publication (EP). This 

misinterpretation should be corrected by replacing the terms with more clear expressions.  

 

Since some users commented in the general questionnaire that they would like more export 

and sharing functions, the next static  html page (below) added some preliminary options. 

New tabs wereΥ ΨŜ-Ƴŀƛƭ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǘŜƳΩΣ ΨŀŘŘ ōƻƻƪƳŀǊƪ ǘƻ ƛǘŜƳΩΣ ΨǊŀǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǘŜƳΩΣ ŀƴŘ Ψshare this 

ƛǘŜƳΩ όǾƛŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪing tools such as Facebook, Windows Live, Del.ici.ous). E-mail and 

bookmarking ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ Ψrate this iǘŜƳΩ ǿŀǎ not 

considered trustworthy because anyone can do it anonymously: this is deemed too 

subjective.  Researchers said this functionality would better fit into communities, where the 

person rating the item is known Ǿƛŀ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨǎƘŀǊŜΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ Ŏƻƴǎidered useful, but 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ǿƛŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ (yet) seen as 

important. But sharing via more research-centered portals seemed very attractive to the 

participants.    
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¢ƘŜ ΨǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΩ ǿŀǎ ǊŀǘŜŘ ǾŜǊȅ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛve in the questionnaire, implying that users like to 

save their search actions. The following ƘǘƳƭ ǇŀƎŜ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǎƻƳŜ ΨǎŀǾŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǳǎŜǊǎ 

ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ΨqǳŜǊȅΩ όǘƻ Ǌǳƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǉǳŜǊȅ ŀƎŀƛƴύΣ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŦilterΩ (to add on 

top of new searches), to a collection (to search only for this query within a collection), or as 

an RSS feed (to get new itemsfor this search by RSS). Users rated the query, collection and 

w{{ ŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨǎŀǾŜ ŀǎ ŦƛƭǘŜǊΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǇǊƻperly, and when 

explained, people said they would use instead the refine or limit search options for this 

function. 

 

The extended search results page (below) with more metadata was clear and self-

explanatory for most researchers, and most knew intuitively they had to click on the icon or 

title to access  the full-text (by clicking on icon or title). 
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The largest new development in the static html page was the redevelopment  of the 

Ψaȅ5wL±9wΩ functionality of the portal (below): this personalized page lets users view their 

preferred content, collections, communities and assemble everything into one profile. 

Participants thought the look and feel was ok, clear and straightforward, they liked the 

dashboard lay-out a lot. In relation to the   ΨǘŀƛƭƻǊŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ text which appears on the 

homepage of their MyDRIVER space, participants  said they did not notice it was a 

personalized message and suggested to make it more visually attractive. It was also 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ΨǳƴǎǳōǎŎǊƛōŜΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ. 
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The profile page lets users edit their personal data. DRIVER wants to keep this to a minimum, 

so users just had to complete their name, e-mail address and institution. Participants said 

that this level of detail was appropriate.  When asked whether they would upload a picture, 

many participants said no, because they thought it was not relevant in a research 

environment. Some admitted that they would upload a picture in a trusted environment 

with colleagues, but not for the world to see, this also raised questions about the 

public/private features of communities, which should be made explicit.  Another group of 

participants said they would upload their picture to feel  closer  or more familiar to their 

peers in a collaborative virtual environment.  This might demonstrate that, although 

researchers like social interaction and sharing tools, the social aspect  seems to be of 

secondary value to the academic value of the content. 
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!ƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψaȅ5wL±9wΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŀ 

community, and to create one. The look and feel of the community page was rated positive 

by the interviewed participants, ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩ ƭƛƴƪ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ made into a 

button for more visibility, and some people commented that the hierarchy was not clear due 

to font types. The four sub-ōƭƻŎƪǎΣ ΨŀnnouncementsΩ, ΨŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŘocumentsΩ, ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 

forumΩ and ΨǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŘocumentsΩ could indeed be more visible through bolder fonts. People 

ǿŜǊŜ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨcƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǘƘŜ ΨtƛǇΩ explaining the 

functionalityΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŀ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ. 

They were inquisitive about the level of professionalism and the mechanisms behind the 

communities: how to become an administrator? Who appoints him/her? Some participants 

indicated a preference for a  free structure, others preferred it to be more strict. It was 

suggested that the community founder could choose the settings at the start. Concerns were 

voiced about the longevity of communities: what would happen to them when the DRIVER 

project  ends and there is ongoing work and content?  All these reactions indicate that 

people are rather enthusiastic and curious about these communities. Their concerns voice a 

longer-term engagement than DRIVER can offer at this moment: they wondered who will 

maintain the site after the project finishes. This is an important concern, because  it 

highlights the need for a continuation of the DRIVER portal and services beyond the project 

duration. The planned  DRIVER Confederation will have to look into the long-term  

possibilities. 
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tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀƴ ŜȄŜƳǇƭŀǊȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ Ψ/ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦KΩ,  

 and were invited to give their opinion on each of the following functionalities: 

 

o Search within this community: rated mostly as useful, but unclear: is this a 

search for members, or articles?  

o Announcements: yes, good idea 

o Community forum: yes, good idea  

o Authoritative documents: useful but unclear what is meant with 

authoritative: on which basis are documents authoritative? Citation Iimpact? 

Decided by administrator? Both by humans and computers?   

o Popular dƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΥ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΣ ōǳǘ ŀƎŀƛƴΥ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴΥ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ΨǇƻǇǳƭŀǊΩ 

entail? Amount of downloads? Ratings? 

Many users suggested visualising ΨŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘŀǘƛǾŜΩ ƻǊ ΨpƻǇǳƭŀǊΩ Ǌŀǘƛƻǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ƎǊŀǇƘǎΣ ǎƻ 

they could get a quick mental picture of how the proportions between articles were.  A 

suggestion was made to put alerts for new articles in the Community in the Announcements 

section. tŜƻǇƭŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŀnnoǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ōǳǘ ŘƛŘ not realise these 

announcements came from the aŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨǘƛǇΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŦǘ ƘŀƴŘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ 

was not always read or perceived: there needs to be a more visible, maybe a text balloon-

like Help-function.  The ΨŎƻmmunity forumΩ was perceived as a useful functionality for 

longer-term projects and collaboration, people only want to invest time and energy if they 

know the forum will remain.  

ΨAuthoritativeΩ and ΨǇopularΩ Řocuments are categories that help researchers to identify 

useful documents, but participants wondered how these documents would be chosen. More 

clarity about the hierarchy is needed, and most people said they would like an 

expert/administrator to choose these articles, but did not know what would be the incentive 

for this person. One person argued that a first author of an article might want to be an 

administrator to coordinate sharing of articles.  

 

¢ƘŜ ΨmyAƭŜǊǘǎΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ Ŧrom the title, and within the 

ΨƳȅ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳyQǳŜǊƛŜǎΩΣ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƭŜǊǘΩ ƭƛƴƪ  ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ 

ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƭŜǊǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘΦ ΨƳȅvǳŜǊƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳȅCƛƭǘŜǊǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ōȅ 

participants. 

¢ƘŜ Ψall cƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψall cƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǇŀƎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ōǊƻǿǎƛƴƎ ōy 

subject options would be useful, as well as a taxonomic grid. Some people asked what the 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŀǾŜŘ ǉǳŜǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨTipΩ ƻǊ IŜƭǇ- 

function could be improved. They also expressed an interest for very specific communities 

(e.g. specific animal species in stead of biology). 
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Additional comments  

Participants wanted to know if their university had a repository and if it was harvested by 
DRIVER. When shown the list of DRIVER repositories, they said it would be useful to be able 
to search the list rather than have to scroll down: 
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Also, when trying out the DRIVER search service, one person mentioned that they had 
ŎƭƛŎƪŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜǎŜǘΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ was 
observed to make the same mistake when trying out the search service.  
 

2.1.6 Detailed analyses 

Although the number of participants (n= 471) is not large enough to deduct scientifically 

sound statements, some of the cross-tabulations (plotting  out answers  against each other), 

yielded interesting results within the different categories of responses. For example, of those 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ hǇŜƴ !ŎŎŜǎǎΩΣтпΣу҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ  ΨŀƎǊŜŜΩ 

ǘƻ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƛƴ the future. Of those who stated 

they were Ψnot familiar with Open AccessΩ,  51,2% said they would review the portal again. 

This suggests that people who were already familiar with Open Access and finding OA 

content are more loyal to a project such as DRIVER and are more likely to review it again in 

the future. 

hŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ŀƎŀƛƴΣ ппΣр҈ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘΩ ǘƻ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘΩ 

with the portal, and  63,8% of them were Ψvery  satisfiedΩ to ΨsatisfiedΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ǎearch  

functionalities. This compares to 8,7% who were ΨdissatisfiedΩ to Ψvery dissatisfiedΩ with these 

functionalities. So,  user satisfaction about the search service and the general portal might 

be an indicator for a certain loyalty to the portal and an indicator for future use.  
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The filters on questions regarding academic status (junior, middle and senior) showed that 

there are only very slight differences in terms of academic status for the  evaluation of the 

portal, although there was a tendency to more Open Access awareness, more feedback and 

more positive evaluation of senior researchers. This indicates that not just the Internet 

Generation or junior academics know about OA, but that senior researchers are also well 

aware and even slightly more enthusiastic. The middle group of researchers were most 

critical of the DRIVER portal itself, with lowest scores on all the questions. The survey did not 

identify any reasons for this result. 

 

2.2 Repository Managers 

2.2.1 Profiles 

Most repository managers work at universities (76,9%), followed by 7,7% who work for 

research institutions and also 7,7 % who work for commercial organisations. A large group of 

repository managers were responsible for all aspects of the repository (43,6%), and the 

second largest group (35,9%) were librarians with additional repository responsibilities. 

Other people were either focused on technical specialties (17,9%) or advocacy (17,9%). 

Geographically, most repository managers came from the UK (41%), followed by the 

Netherlands (15,4%) and Belgium (10,3%), the three main participating countries. Other 

participants came from Germany, Ireland, Spain, Portugal and Sweden: all these countries 

have lively repository communities and were probably in touch with DRIVER partners.  

2.2.2 Awareness of the DRIVER portal 

Since repository managers work in an Open Access environment, no questions were asked 

regarding their knowledge of the concept. Instead, their awareness of DRIVER was measured 

and they were asked which ƻŦ 5wL±9wΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎ worked best for them. 

About one third (33,3%) of repository managers was Ψvery awareΩ of DRIVER, and nearly two 

ǘƘƛǊŘǎ όсм҈ύ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀǿŀǊŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀƭΦ Just 5,1% had never heard of 

DRIVER. Personal advocacy by DRIVER project staff was rated as the most effective 

information channel (30,8%), followed by attendance by DRIVER at conferences (23,1%), 

DRIVER events (20,5%), and general promotional efforts (20,5%): overall, repository 

managers (33,3%) are more aware of DRIVER than researchers (6,4%). Personal advocacy is 

the most effective method of promotion to both researchers and repository managers.  As it 

is not viable to establish personal contact with the whole European Research Area, the other 

channels (DRIVER events, external organizations) of advocacy and promotion will be even 

more exploited.  

Around one third (30,8%) of the repository managers had registered their repository with 

DRIVER, 38,5% had not, and 30,8% of repository managers did not know whether or not 

their repository was registered with DRIVER.  
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This is a remarkable outcome because it implies that nearly one third of people managing 

their institutional repository do not know whether or not it is registered with DRIVER. This 

may reflect the fact that within institutions more than one person may be responsible for 

the repository. However, it does suggest that advocacy efforts focusing on registration 

services and awareness of the benefits of registration could be improved. 30,8% of 

registered repositories gave as most important reason for registration, Ψǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 

Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊȅΩΣ ŀƴŘ Ψto be part of a European network 

of peersΩ. ΨValidation of the repository by an external organization (DRIVER)Ω and Ψbest 

practices sharingΩ scored lower results. This suggests that wider dissemination and 

promotion of the DRIVER guidelines, best practice reports, as well as the new Validator 2.0 

service may be useful.  

Linked to the validation by DRIVER, ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ŀ Ψ±ŀƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ ōȅ 5wL±9wΩ ƭƻƎƻ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊȅΩǎ homepage. When asked whether this would be beneficial, 41% of the managers 

ǎŀƛŘ ΨȅŜǎΣΩ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ Ƨǳǎǘ мрΣп҈ ǿƘƻ ǎŀƛŘ ΨƴƻΩ ŀƴŘ поΣс ҈ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΦ 

2.2.3 Evaluation of portal 

Look and feel  

The evaluation of the ǇƻǊǘŀƭΩǎ [ƻƻƪ ŀƴŘ CŜŜƭ scored better with repository managers than 

ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΥ ƴƻōƻŘȅ ǿŀǎ Ψvery unimpressedΩ ,ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ όу҈ύ ŀƴŘ ΨsŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ 

(49%) percentages were higher than 2,8%  and 30,8% respectively (researchers) . This might 

ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ was more targeted towards repository 

managers. Efforts to increase end-user satisfaction and content should be taken up here. 
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 Free commeƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǊŜƳŀǊƪǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΥ  

 The homepage is too cluttered, search box should be placed more central 

 Light colours on white background hard to read 

 Graphics not bad, but not interesting or modern-looking, either 

The navigation of the portal got a good score: 59% of repository managers found the 

ƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ΨvŜǊȅ ŜŀǎȅΩ ǘƻ Ψfairly easȅΩΣ ǿƛǘƘ Ƨǳǎǘ рΣм҈ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ΨŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ 

nƻǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ŝvaluation.  People commented that the navigation was 

intuitive, but complained about the search box disappearing and reappearing when 

performing the action ΨlƛƳƛǘ ōȅΩ and would prefer it to stay static alongside the results. 

Repository managers also felt that full-text PDFs should open in a new window.  

 

Functionalities  

The browsing functionality was considered to be most important for document types  and 

date of publication (61,5% thought these to be ΨusefulΩ to Ψvery usefulΩ), followed by 

document language (51,3%). Communities (18%) and collections (20,5%) scored quite low, 

possibly because these categories lacked content and were not yet being used by end users. 

Hence, repository managers seem to label the same  categories (document type and 

publication date) ŀǎ ΨƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΩ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ researchers . The comments echoe the 

complaints of researchers, that the most useful categories (document type, language, date) 

were too often unknown. This is due to the metadata being missing from the records 

returned by the host repository and suggests greater compliance with the DRIVER Guidelines 

is needed among the repositories harvested by DRIVER. 
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The simple search service got a slightly better score from the repository managers, although 

less people (2,6%) were Ψvery satisfiedΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ όрф҈ύ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ 

listed comments were:  

 Slowness of portal 

 Ranking criteria unclear  

 A lot of content that was known to be in the repositories harvested by DRIVER was 
not found : raised questions about search 

 Truncation not possible 

 

 

 

 

Although 48,7% of repository managers appearedǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨsŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ .ƻƻƭŜŀƴ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
functionality, 20,5% did not use Booleans and some critical comments were given regarding 
the usability and functioning of  Booleans: 

 ¢ƘŜ ΨǇƭǳǎΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƛƴǘǳƛǘƛǾŜΣ ǇƻƻǊ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōƻȄŜǎ 

 .ƻƻƭŜŀƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜȄǘΣ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǇƭǳǎΩ ŦƛŜƭŘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƻǊƪ 
in IE6 

 Help-function is lacking  

 OR Boolean works as AND 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŦƛƴŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ 

results, document type and language were deemed most important, followed by creator and 

subject. The comments on the function were clearly coming from a well-informed 

library/catalgoguing public, but are very useful: 

 

 Creator is a Dublin Core term and makes no sense for end-users,  
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 Which authority control system is used for the names listed? , 

 Facet searching is needed here, the limitations provided on the screen result in zero 
results, 

 SearŎƘ ōƻȄ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ Ψƭimit bȅΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ 
 

The features of the search results that got the highest scores were again thŜ Ψŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƭƛŎƪ 

ƻƴ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǳǘhorΩ  (69,2% of respondents 

found this ΨusefulΩ to Ψvery usefulΩ) , ǘƘŜ ΨŎƭŀǊƛǘȅ  ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΩ όссΣт҈ found 

this ΨusefulΩ to Ψvery usefulΩύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŎŀƳŜ ǘƘŜ Ψŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƭƛŎƪ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ 

ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴΩ όроΣу҈ύΦ  

 

Evaluation of  services for repository managers  

¢ƘŜ ΨrŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊȅΩ module is the youngest development targeted at repository 

managers: although the service has existed since summer 2008, many improvements have 

been made and the validator service, based on the DRIVER Guidelines,  has been added. The 

four sub-blocks of this service, 

 Register your repository,  

 Validate your repository, 

 Explore the European landscape, 

 DRIVER Guidelines, 

were ǊŀǘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƭƛƪŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ŦƻǳǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ нл҈ ŦƻǊ ΨǳǎŜŦǳƭΩ ǘƻ ΨǾŜǊȅ 

ǳǎŜŦǳƭΩΦ Lǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ΨƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨdƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΩ ǊŀǘŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ 

Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ ƻǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊΥ 

improvements to the service, promotion of the benefits and wide dissemination are needed 

here.   

The  Find Support site was most appreciated for the Ψlinks and pǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ (35,7% found 

ǘƘƛǎ ΨǳsefulΩ to ΨǾery uǎŜŦǳƭΩύ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ C!vǎ όооΣо҈ύ, followed by the general 

information for different stakeholders (3оΣо҈ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǳǎŜŦǳƭΩύΦ {ƻƳŜ ǳǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 

comments about the FAQs were made and immediately adjusted. Other people compared 

the European portal to their local  website (e.g. RSP1, based in the UK) and preferred the 

sense of community from their regional site. 

In the Learn about DRIVER site, repository managers pǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ψdocuments and 

downƭƻŀŘǎΩ ό35,9 ҈ύ ǇŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨpǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ (33,,3%) page: these are 

the pages where all the technical and strategic DRIVER studies are, so it is a possible 

explanation for the popularity of these pages. Some free comments claimed that there was 

                                           

 

1 http:/ /www.rsp.ac.uk/  last accessed on May 13th.  

http://www.rsp.ac.uk/
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too much text on the page and that navigation between this page and the search portal was 

difficult, although the tabs are all aligned at the same level. One possible solution would be 

to position them lower on the page to make them more obvious to visitors to the website: 

 

Because the DRIVER portal consists of different modules or blocks directed at repository 

managers, an extra question was added about their general impressions of the portal, hence 

not just of the search portal. Overall, the DRIVER portal got the highest score with 69,2% of 

respondents finding it ΨǳsefulΩ ǘƻ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǳsefulΩΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎearch portal (66,6%) , the 

Find Support website (63%) and the Learn about DRIVER (51,3%) site. Again, the Register 

your Repository site, including the validator service, scored the lowest result, possibly 

indicating a lack of knowledge about the services or the services needing improvement. 

Comments rangŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ Ψsections ŀǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƴƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŜŀǊΩ ǘƻ Ψa ōƛǘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ 

ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ DRIVER will continue to make improvements to assist 

repository managers to navigate around the site as quickly and effectively as possible. 

 

 


