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Disclaimer

This document contains description of the DRIVERII 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 | 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 DRIVERII 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/)

DRIVERII is a project funded by the European Union
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Executive Summary

The evaluabn by repository managersand 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
guestionnaires and faem-face focus groups in order to gain andepth understanding of

020K NBaSIFNOKSNEQ FYR NBLRaAAG2NE YIFYylFI3ISNEQ VY

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

offers valuable feedback to the technical team and the service developers.higibghts

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

area of expertise and focughe technical developrs, graphicaluser interface designers

advocacy partners and network partnemlaborat towards creatinghe best serviceand

information platforms tailored toDRIVER endsers, and draws o w L = 9 dir€xt
engagement with theEuropean Research Are8y pointing out the valueof further
development of the repository infrastructure and portal, this studRUB NE O2 NBa G KS LJ
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 Il deliverables

This report is part of the Dissemination and Support Workpackage (WP3. thi¢é final
report on the usability of the DRIVER portal, andgether with D3.6,forms Task 3.4:
Usability. This report contains the outcomes of the Eurapege questionnaire, as well as the
interviewsand focus groupwiith researcher@and repositorymanagersand the outcomes of
the questionnairefor repository managers. The report will be made public, and possibly
disseminated through articles or conference posters.The focus of this task fsrther
analysing the experience and requirements of @sbers in using DRIVERftware to
search or discover material in repositories, as well as improving the services for repository
managers in the DRIVER portalgistrationand validation of repositories)'3.4 is meant to
serve aspractical input forthe technical workpackges (development) in DRIVER 1l and more
specifically foiT9.2, Advanced User Functionality Servi€gsmmunication between usability
and technical partners throughout the study helped in aligningéefforts.

1.2 Targeted audience

Ths 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 digcoveri
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 decidetherefore to use a welbbased surveyannex 1)
designed primarily to collect quantitative information. In addition, a vibalsed survey
focused on repository manager@nnex 2)was designed to run in parallel with the
NBaSI NOKSNEQ adzndhatiendis very wkafuy i ks (owniright] ut theyidam
aimed to supplement the survey results with efforts to derive qualitative information. Focus
groups and facéo-face interviews were conducted with researchers and repository
managers to explore in me depths issues raised by the wbhsed 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 aseraResearchers 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

3.9 Usability assessment report 6
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possible¢ approximately 10,000 to participate with the aim of achieving a reasonable
number of responsedifferent channels of online communication were used to reach the
researchers (email, mailing lists, social networks and website announcement&n
incentive scheme using Amazon ebers 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
NBEaSINOKSNEQ 2LIAYA2Ya Fo2dzi GKS 5wLx9w LJ2 NI
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
OYV2N)XYIffe NENENMNBR AE2 SINANR NE D W

The population of repository managers in Europe is relatively small and the team is confident
that most if not all people eligibleotparticipate 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 researchersyalue was added to the quantitative information through a process of
gualitative researchfocus groups) This number of responses is too small to undertake
detailed analysis (which typically involves disaggregation of the data), but the headline
resultsthemselves provide useful insights.

1.4 Partners

UGent was in charge of therganization and writeup of the study andwas assisted by
DRIVER partners@M, SURRBNd NKUA. Theuestionnaireswere prepared in consultation
with the consultants from Key Perspaas Ltd. NKUAhelped with the setup of the
guestionnaire (website)andall partners assisted ithe invitation of researchers and the-in
depth interviews. All the data @re assembled § Key Perspectiveand the report prepared
by UGentwith assistance r/m UON, SURF, and NKUA.

3.9 Usability assessment report 7
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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 awdnfident that this survey reflects the opinions of scholarly researchers
the target group for the questionnaireNeithega nor sex wereonsidered relevantfor the
survey, but the relative positionf the participant in their career shows that mosjlynior
researchers (37% PhD students and 20% postdoctonasearchers) participated, followed

by a mediumsized group of professors (23%) and lecturers (6,6%) and a small group of
senior lecturers (3,4%).

Academic Position Distribution

Reader
2%

Senior Lecturer

lecturer 4%

7%

A similar trend was apparent in the partiafion rate for the indepth interviews: when
asked for participation, mostly young researchers respahdéeographically, most
researchers came from Belgium (66%), where UGent camgaiigiensively throughout the
whole university and other groups cae manly from Western European countries (UK,
Netherlands and Portugpl

In terms of profilegegarding disciplingghe groupof respondents wasguite diverse which

is a good point, because it means thetumber ofdisciplires are represented and there
isnQ ane that dominates. Highest scores were 13,4% footh Medicine and Life ciences,
two disciplines were Open Accespublications are widely consulted (BMC and Pubmed
publisher3 . Plysicsthe root-discipline of Open Access is a bit undepresented vith 2,3%,
but their superrepository Arxiv might be a reason fphysics researchersot to needor be

3.9 Usability assessment report 8
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| Reposteynkasuchrs o Europosn Ressrch

interested innew OA services, dzause Arxiv works so well fohyics. In terms of
discipline, the majority of participants represented the Sociaér®as, Life Sciences and
Engineering.

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

Disciplinary Distribution

m Arts, Humanities and
Social Sciences

W Sciences and Life
sciences

" Medicine

m Other

Further details for the two groups that consisted of different subdisciplines: the &rts
Humanities and Social Scienceuppand the Sciences including Life Sciences.
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il Reposiory kasiuchr forEuopean Rsearch

AH&SS Distribution

M Social Sciences and Education M Arts and Humanities
® Library and Information Science ® Psychology

B Business and Management H Law and Politics

Sciences Distribution

M Life Sciences M Engineering B Computer Science
B Agriculture B Mathematics ® Earth and geography
m Chemistry 1 Physics

5%

5%

2.1.2 Open Access profile
Participants were quite familiar with the concept of Open Access: 6@88ery) familiarQ
with the concept, only 8,7% eve ‘Hot very familiar at afd This is avery positive regit.
However, it may suggest that those researchers were alreaynpathetic to the OA
movement so the picture we get is not that of the overall EU researchEne scores fahe

3.9 Usability assessment report 10
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more active knowledge abouDpen Access, likeow to search for OA matett®@and how to

make their own publication®©pen Access lower than the general knowledgiout OA

38,7% istamiliartwith methods of finding OA contenibut 58% claims$Hot to be familiar (at

all)Qwith finding content on OA portals.The situation iseven worse when it comes to
researchers making their own work Qaith only32,1% of participanté SAy 3 WO GSNEB O 7
with methods for makingheir own research O/A8nd64,3%A & Wy 20 @OSNE Fl YA A
FEYAEAINI LG FEEQ 6AGK GKSAS YSGK2RaO®

Familiarity with finding OA content
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
=
0]
Very familiar Familiar Not very familiar Mot at all familiar
Familiarity with making output OA
50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
u B IEE
0]
Very familiar Familiar Not very familiar Mot at all familiar

Thegeneral trendhencegoes dowward F N2 Y Wo SAy3a Tl YABHRPND 6 A U K
Wiy2Ay3a gKSNB @887y R W!ly 2 ¥ haySo\Ndlakeizafbown
research Of(32,1%) This means that awareness raising and promotion ofpOrals and
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services as well as information on how to make works Open Accesstill needed on the
side of the researchers.

Google and Google Scholar are the main venues for researchers in order to find OA
materials with BioMedCentrajournalsand aher OA journals taking the next places. DRIVER
(3,2%) and OAlster (2,1%) come out quite low in the ranks, anstberthat 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%
OAlster (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 fromhe intermediate tothe advancedlevel when it
comes to experience with scientifsearch portals. 75% of the participants had no previous
knowledge about the DRIVER portal, and oieer onesrated personal advocacy by DRIVER
staff and external publications (conferences, mailing lists) aswibemost effective channels
of promotion

2.1.4 Evaluation of portal

Look and feel

The appearance of the DRIVER podtalf 2 2 { a6 RatedFb$ S4Lo@iparticipants as

Wy SAGKSNI AYLINSA &SR aliNdewrs! feSult,poBstivirsiBaiy thal K A &
the portal looks like aypical portal. One third of participants gave the DRIVER portal an
2OSNIff NIGAY3I 2F WAYLINBSEZASRQ 4XKIAth&Efreg yft &
comments boxessome participants stated that the portallooked clean while others
complained that the layut was oldfashioned,EUgenericand corporate looking (like a
publisheQa ¢ § andl thét $here wa too much text on the homepage At the time of

3.9 Usability assessment report 12
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the study an invitation to take part in the study was posted on the homepage. This
invitation is likelyto be the text that participants were referring to and has since been
removed from the homepage.

Navigation of the portal is caideredfairly easy: 62% of the users rateWery easgto
Wasy and 27,2%were neutral about the subject. Only 9%und navigation difficult.In the
free comments, some issues kept recurtitige ones that were made more than three times
are listed here:

1) Search box should be more central, likeg|Bleb of Sciend&oogleinterface
2) PDFwith fulltext shouldopen innewtabd 2 & 2dz R2y Qi KI @S (G2 S|
3) Fulktext often not found (OA problem)
4) 9 ELX | yI boutDyR @& haardtoo much focused on information

professionals
5 WwSTAYS {SINOKQ akK2dz R 6S LI IFOSR 6AGK 20K
6) Good:record ofprevious seeches(Search History)

Functionalities

The browsing functionality was most appreciated for the categories document(6§&%)

and date of publicatior{66,7%) Unfortunately, these data are often missing in the records
because of a lack of metadata infpu 2y G KS 02y i SBfawsingIMEhidd shk S NA Q
categories ommunities(21,4%)and ollections(22,7%)wvere deemed less important.

Listed below is an overview of most recurring comments
1) Document typdstoo often unknown, browsing by dasnenttype hence nouseful
2) Browse tabishard to find
3) Date of publicatiorand language not ofteavailable, whilstiseful field for selection
4) Limit by fields would be a useful functionaldy top of browsing
5) The epository sources not the most importantinformation.
6) Users like to accesbe PDFRat once, not via institutional page (two clicks)
7) Collection and communitywould be ugful based on good taxonomy
8) Browse by languadeauthor: should bealphabeticaly, not quantitatively sorted

43,1%o0f participantssaid they were-ai A avilith tBeRi@sic search functionality, while
5,9%were YONE & | (i Aa&cbuntS ferihdarlych&lf(48%) of the users. 27% Weisher
satisfied nor unsatisfiecdhnd 16,5% wer&Hissatisfiedto Wery dissatisfie@Only 2,1%of the
users wad¥ery dissatisfie@

3.9 Usability assessment report 13
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Evaluation of Simple Search

B Very Satisfied m Satisfied Neutral M Dissatisfied B Very Dissatisfied

2%

Fifteen percent of the usercompleted the comment fieldListed below is @ overview of
the most recurringcomments:

1) Search is too slow

2) Very little papers in my field of interest

3) Problems with findindull-texts, error messages

4) Need more publications on one page, never more thahrsult pages

5) Author names: order of name differs from original paper, creator is a confusing term,
when searched for family namename, no results, but namdamily name (Harald
devog returned results: this is contrary t@Veb of Sience + noWANIX2Boolean
between first and surname, returns too many results (first and second word)

6) Publication date is hard to find

7) OAmaterialsall connected in one portavery useful

8) Not intuitive/ efficient like Pubmed andddgle, not as comprehensive as OAlster
9) Oldfashionedfunctionalities no RSS feeds, no APIs

10) Multilingual search would be useful (translated keywords)

Boolean search got a rating of 35%atisfieddo Y¥S NE &, 34V ch dsés Sokr@ the

Boolean functionality‘\Heither good nor baf and 6,7 % weredissatisfie@2to Wery
dissatisfied Many people commented that they did nouse orfind the functionality,

because there were no explicit fields émter Booleans. Thegould beentered in the main

search boxput there was no separate field, henpessiblyd KS dza SNEQ O2y Fdza A 2
functionality. A Help button was suggested,as well asmore clarit. f A | Seakhy G KS
historyQwhere Booleans are shown, even when not eateit was also reported a couple

2F GAYSA fuRctonRAKBQWhaDN] = 2N GKFdG GKS | @1 Af L
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perform Boolean searcheés the number of repositories harvested by DRIVER increases
expect the number of results returnealso increase thus making Boolean searching more
useful.

Refined seardfshows again a preference for sorting by authdycument type, and most of
all, bysubject (52% of users found thigsefullo Wery usefulp The leat useful category was
the repository source this is understandable as researchers lopkstly at subjects and
publishers, repositories are for them more of a medium than conteRtee comments
included the following remarks:

1) ¢ KSNBE 6SNBYyQU Sy2dzaK YIFGSNARAFf& G2 NBFAYS
2) Ths functionality would be useful when the publication date is always known;
3) | got an expired session when | tried this;
4) Authors should be placed in alphabetical order in stead of ranked via number of
documents;
5) Language labels are nefined enough;
6) ThedA FFSNBY OS 0SG6SSy WiNEEMoyckar,d S NOKQ 'y R
7) Please use the term author in stead oéator.

When askedo give scores fothe different features of the earch results, manyserswere

Wery) satisfie@with the open access availdity (59%),also withthe ability to click on an
FdzK2NBEQ yIYS YR 3S{i Y2NB Raihdhe8afity afthée @ (G KS
results (62%) andheir metadata (52%). Reported problems wellegible metadata UTF

codes in different languagesnd non-availability of fultexts. Twice, the suggestion was

made to have an export function.

For the final evaluation of the portal, useksy RA OF 4 SR { K I imprésgse®w&ith 6 SNB Y
the concept of the DRIVEportal in providing a single point of eess to openaccess

research material in multiple repositorie$75,8%), and functionality (57,9%) and
presentation (58,6) were rateas¥npresseddr Wery impressefby more than half of the

users.

For loyalty and future use, 71,7% of users wouldyikeview the portal again in the future,
and 47,9%stated theywould use the portal regularly. As the portalstill in a pilot phase
and a number of functionalities still need to be developed, this is a good resmid,
confirmsthat researchers likéhe Open Access concept and will use OA portals when given a
portal with enough qualitgontentand user functionalities.

3.9 Usability assessment report 15
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Overview of C omments

Both in the free comment boxes and the emtiews with researchers, somssues kept
recurring. Thg have bea 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 followng list showsissues that recurred morehain ten times and should get high
priority:

Slownesf portal

Not being able to use functionalities becausdaak of content

Getting error results onot being able to access fulltext

Articles opening in same mdow, makes it hard to go back to results page
Confusion about createauthor fieldsNBE & S NOKSNE LINBE FSNJ

Date of publicationis often lackingand should be in minimal metadagtsame for
document type

Helpfunctionalityneeded
Search higtry is useful

Scope: DRIVER offers no added value for end user compared to Google Sch
OAlster,t needs RS8ndinnovative web 2.0 tooldo make a difference

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

Too much focus on lfariansinstead ofend-user(e.g. repository sourcesnot very
important for user,in comparisonto@gzo t A OF GA2y RI 0SZ GKA
results page

Community and colletion functionalitiesnot clear because stémpty

Researchers like thaultilingual aspecand would appreciate automatic translation
of search terms in this context

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

Need forexport functions(.txt, .tab, .ris)

More sorting optionsfor the resultsare needed, but better quality metadata idiest
condition.

3.9 Usability assessment report 16
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2.1.5 In-depth interviews
Set-up and profile

DRIVER staff conducted oteone and three focus group session interviewswith
researchers to comment othe existing portal and alson suggested future functionality,

and tomeasurethe NG & S | Nefisrénbis @nd priorities for the further direction of the
portal. Makebeleve Ltd}, the consultancy firnworking with NKUA, developestatic html
pages and user scenarios for the usewsscomment upon. As stated above, most of the
participants were youndPhD researcherg25-35 years oldfrom eight different countries

and they showed a great interest for the more networked and social functionalities
presented, possibly because of thexperience with social networks in daily lif€éhe
researchers came from disciplines ranging from marine science to sociology and literature,
a2 | f 0K edy3nkall sarapieSizel(15 in total), the profiles were differentiated.

Regarding their informtion profile, most of the interviewees used ISI web of science, Google
Scholar, EBSCO and discipineJlSOA FAO RIGF ol aSad ¢KS&@ RARYQ
workflow and principles, but, when explained, all of them thoutifat it was a good idea

and warted more information. Objections were rather practical than ideological (e.g.
copyright issues)'his seems to be very similar to the results of the online questionnaire.

General Evaluation of portal:

The answers and reported issues about the general fater 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 likib@ lay-out, but indicatedthat they wouldprefer the

search boxo bein the middle of tle page (similar to Google and Web aofehce)instead of

onthe left-handside.SomeK R G NR dzof S GNBAYSI NPKO2 § dzd ¥y b K¢
it was nd obvious that thesystem was running or nopeople expect the checked boxes to

be immediately incorporated in the search resultsKk S Wwa St SOGSR fAYAGAQ
gl ay Qic KEfiseshic v R Wy S dutténS welelofiei® not found,and the

suggestion ighat they should be placed under other buttons on the lefthe browsing

function was also considered confusimgcauseNB a dzf G a ¢gSNBy Qi (GKS al Y.
with same parameters. Boolean search could be improved by makiKgS W w@! I 5/Q

more explicit.

The concept ofcollections and communities was not always understood.Comments
included that wowsingof the collections and @ammunitiesneeds to be alphabetically sorted.
Themetadataconsideredd 2 6 S Y2 ald A ofihéd NS I NIe& dbimantltypeW NJ
(40,7%) autha/ creator (39,3%pnd date of publicatior{not in list but often suggested in
02 YY Sy i & QSomé&réspohdenfs) remarked thaireetimes, records were metadata

! http://makebelieve.gr/mb/www/index.html
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only. They also would likePDFs to open in a newindow, in orde to be able to go back to
the result page in another tab. The Dub@ore terminology ofreator, meaning athor, was
also said to be counterintuitive

Static HTML pages

The static html pageésee also annex 3ileveloped by Makebelieve dt showed asearch

results page with some adaptions, which the users could click on, andvibngg get a new

page. The fst change was the addition ofootent type as a search critem, oriented

026 NR& RAFFSNAY3IA RIGI  imyhtlSesinclodddSrEDRVERKiIYthed S 3 2
future. People genuinely liked this addition, but thoughe visualization(icons)were not
clearenougha €6 S | a2NI 2F WFANRG 3IJfAYLASQ 02y RI
icon, would be helpful hereBelowis a screenshot of the sualization in the results page,

content type icons are on left:

Found 3 documents, dizplaying page 1 of 1

Ankalu's errant wife : marriage and industry in contemporary Chhattisgarh

Creator(s) Parry, Jonathan @

Description

Repository DSpace atthe London School of Economics Library 2
Repository Info | Repository's web site g

Language

Details Similar documents Linked Publications

E{.ﬂ Ankalu's errant wife

Creator(s) Parry, Jonathan @

Description

Repository DSpace atthe London School of Economics Library @
Repasitory Info | Repository's web site &

Language

Details Similar documents Linked Publications

E.i A marriage in contemporary Chhattisgarh

Creator(s) Parry, Jonathan @

Description

Repository DSpace atthe London School of Economics Library 2
Repository Info | Repository's web site g

Language

Details Similar documents Linked Publications

¢ K3efinSI NOKQ 2 LI A iy theddp-dight loft theGp&ge but none of the
researchers could locate it, or only after a long tinidhey generally liked theption, but

3.9 Usability assessment report 18



— CAPACITIES I'ive r

suggestedit would be better if the button was placed at the left with the other search
parameters

Home | Browse | Communities | Collections | Driver Repositories MyDriver
HOME = Search Results
Search all repositories Search Results ~ Save Search Refine Search
Found 3 documents, displaying page 1 of 1 1
Participatory Design .
Dretiakis a \=] | Ankalu's errant wife : marriage and industry in contemporary Chhattisgarh
Search Creator(s) Parry, Jonathan @
Description

Undo changes  Start & nevy search : X .
Repository DSpace atthe London School of Economics Library 2

Repository Info | Repository's web site g9

IB) Dzte of publication Language
B Content Type Details Similar documents Linked Publications more options
B Document Type
@ pocument Languzgs Eﬁ Ankalu's errant wife
1B Repository
Creator(s) Parry, Jonathan 2

hide details Description

The three tah dzy RSNJ (GKS LJzof AOF GA2Y Ay TF2iskedWRS{I A
LJdzo f AOF A2y aQ 6 SNBE O2pkapRSINBRI dASEIA 6 10azi Y Al XK

participants to mearciting/cited by publications, whilst in DRIVERtS, linked pblications

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

misinterpretation should becorrected 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 nestatic htmlpage (below)added some preliminary options.

VRN

Newtabs wereY -YHSAf GKA & AGSYQX WHIBR (iKAA|shatdnbly QFE2 | A

AGSYQ 0 DAL ingitdold suhfas FAcRDAk2Widdows Live, Del.ici)oisnail and

bookmarkng F dzy Ot A2y a 6SNBE ISy SNI f fae thisilllEINB adsF & SR @

considered trustworthy because anyone can do it anonymoutilys is deemed too

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

person rating the item isknowd A I LINRP KA NS @ T ézf O Gderad/usefull hu

A a

GKS LINY OGAO0S 2F &KINAY3I Llzot A Ol (ileh) Befriias O A |

important. But sharing via more researckntered portals seemed very attractive to the
participants.
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LY
|=l | Ankalu's errant wife : marriage and industry in contemporary Chhattisgarh

Creator(s) Reche, Alex @ Drettakis, George 2 Roussou, Maria 2 Tecchia, Francoe 2 Asselot, Manuel 2 Olivier,
Alexandre @ Tsingos, Nicolas @
Description In this report we present a participatory design approach to the development of a VE, with an iterative,

user-informed process throughout the entire design and development cycle. A preliminary survey was first
underiaken with end-users, i.e., architects, chief engineers and decision makers of a real-world urban planning
paricipatory design approach guided the development of an appropriate interface and an evaluation
methodology to test the overall usability of the system. The VE was evaluated both in the laboratory and in the
users’ natural work environments. The resulis sugagest that paricipatory design can help ensure that the VE will
urban planning, and that the realism enhancements introduced increase the effectiveness of VEs for the
chosen context.

Source(s)
Publisher(s) HAL - CCSD

Contributors(s)

Repository
Mame HAL - Hyper Article on Line 2
Links Repaository Info | Repository's web site &
Country France
Institution
Subject{s) EVALUATIONM OF VIRTUAL REALITY ; VIRTUAL REALITY ; Computer Science/Other; HUMAM COMPUTER
INTERACTION ;
Language(s) English

Metadata Formats  55i gc-
Publication Dates(s) op07-02-02
Collection Dates(s) _

Similar documents  Linked Publications

B E-mail [ Share  wf90 &7 | [ Addto Collection Rate: 70 34 ' 9% 0 ratings

CKSITWOK KA AG2NEQ vasinh thequisticinriire, igpfyiNgthat uigess Aiké to

save their search actions. The followikgi Y LJ 3S &IK@% SRS1AKRIEQ WAL A 2
O2dzZ R &l @S ( KQZASNEBIOS OAIZNREzYT &1 KISHIBrQty#8id dp dzS NE | -
top of new searhes), 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,rcalhettio

w{{ a OSNEO&HASHdF®{ ¢ KEDW2E LI pelyyandanred y 2 i dzy RS
explained, people said they would ussteadthe refine or limit searcloptionsfor this

function.

The extended search results pa@elow)with more mdadata was clear and self

explanatory for mostesearchersand most knew intuitivelyhey hadto dick on the icon or
title to accessthe full-text (by clicking on icon or title).
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j Ankalu's errant wife : marriage and industry in contemporary Chhattisgarh
Creator(s) Reche, Alex 0 Drettakis, George 2 Roussou, Maria 2 Tecchia, Francoe 2 Asselot, Manuel 2 OQlivier,
Alexandre 2 Tsingos, MNicolas @
Description In this report we present a participatory design approach to the development of a VE, with an iterative,

user-informed process throughout the entire design and development cycle. A preliminary survey was first
underiaken with end-users, i.e., architects, chief engineers and decision makers of a real-world urban planning
paricipatory design approach guided the development of an appropriate interface and an evaluation
methodology to test the overall usability of the system. The VE was evaluated both in the laboratory and in the
users' natural work environments. The results sugaest that paricipatory design can help ensure that the VE will
urban planning, and that the realism enhancements introduced increase the effectiveness of VES for the
chosen context.

Source(s)
Publisher(s) HAL - CCSD
Contributors(s)
Repository
Mame HAL - Hyper Article on Line 2@
Links Repository Info | Repository’s web site &
Country France
Institution
Subject(s) EVALUATION OF VIRTUAL REALITY ; VIRTUAL REALITY ; Computer Science/Other; HUMAM COMPUTER
INTERACTION ;
Language(s) English

Metadata Formats  55i gc-
Publication Dates(s) 2qp7-02-02
Collection Dates(s) _

Similar documents  Linked Publications

(=] E-mail [ Share wf90 87| [ [h Addto Collection Rate: W 3¢ 9% 3¢ ¢ 0 ratings

The largest new developmenh the static html pagewas the redevelopment of the

Wa e 5 w uricBowality of the portal(below) this personalized page lets users vitheir

preferred content, collections, communities and assemble everything into one profile.
Participants thought the look and feel was ok, clear and straightforwatitey liked the
dashboard lasout a lot In relation tothe Wi | A f 2 NB R tektWHich Ajdgdars anzhg Q >
homepage of their MyDRIVER space, participardaid they did notnotice it was a
personalized message and suggested to make it more visually attradtivgas also
4dz33SaidSR (2 KIF@S |y, Wdzyadzo aONROGSQ Fdzy OliAz2yl
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Home | Browse | Communities | Collections | Driver Repositories

User Profile = Personal Information
My Driver options
@
F{s Profile
@ Alerts
2% communities
> Collections
k@ Queries

LA
=i~ Filters

The profile pge lesusers edit their personal data. DRIVER wants to keep this to a minimum,

) Welcome Lakis Lalakis

MyDriver | Logout

DRIVER Il has heen unveiled! You can now view and edit your profile, join communities and create collections at your own
will, specify alerts, save gueries and filter your gueries. e would like to know what you think of the new features. Take part

in our usahility study and send us your comments

Enjoy!

&'1 Profile Edit

e-mail: info@makebelieve gr
Name: Lakis Lalakis
Institution: makehelisve design & consulting

\‘\\/.'
Edit profile information u

4% Communities Edlit

Communities are a set of collections and a group of
subseribed users

You are a memhber of 3 communities.

Wiy your Communities | CGreata a Community

EZ Queries Ectt

‘You can save some ofyour most frequently used or
research interest queries to be run periodically by the systerm

You have saved 4 queries.

Wiew your Queries

4 Alerts Eclit

You may setalents to infarm you via e-mail or RSS about
changes

You have not specified any alerts.

Specify anAlert

—~Collections Eclit

Caollections are a hierarchy of sets organizing heterogeneous
docurments from diferent scientific subjects and distinct
geographical areas

You have not created any collections.
Create a Collection

At Filters Edlit

You may specify additional criteria which will be used to filter
your gueries when you are logged in DRIVER.

You have not added any filters.

Create a Filter

SO users just had to complete their namemail address and institution. Participants said
that thislevel of detailwasappropriate. When asked whether they would upload &tore,
many participants said no, because they thought it was 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¢his also raised questions abouhe
public/private features of communitieswvhich should be made explicitAnother group of
participants sa they would upload their picturéo feel closer or more familiar to their
peers in a collaborative virtual environment.This mightdemonstrate that, although
researchers like social interaction and sharing tools, sbeial aspect seems to be of
secondary value to the academic vahfehe content
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user Lakis Lalakis

2% Communities | All DRIVER Communities | Create a Community

Computer Science in the UK
About this Community | Announcements | Authoratstive Documents | Community Forum | Popular Documents

About this Community

Description: The Computer Science in the UK community includes publications in Computer Science fram Repositaries
in the UK.
Owner: natalia@di.uoa.gr

Managers (0
Members (1505 View st
Collections () Repositaries ofthe United Kingdom, Computer Science.

Jain Cammunity Search within this Community Search
Announcements Authoratative Documents
Deadline for PhD applicants in CS closing soon Computer Science in the UK: The document, Smith J. et al.

Jan. 17, 2009 | Pasted by Matalia Manala

What is the value of CS in the UK? An authoratative report,
A new members joined Computer Science in the UK Colling, A, Duchamp, M. & Picasso, P
Cec. 31, 2008, Posted by Matalia Manola

Yiew all announcements... Wiew all documents...
Community Forum Popular Decuments
Need help with DRIVER guery on CS in the UK Evaluation of the contract-or-patch heuristic for the
R/ Dec. 28, 2008 | From Lakis Lalakis Asymmetric TSP, Smith J. et al.
Agreement on the documents of our community The design of sonically-enhanced widgets, Brown J. et al
L Dec1,2008|From.Jose Murinha

The Media is the Message: an intendew

Wiew all discussions.. Wiew all documents. .

Ly AYLRNIFYyd FSFEGdNBE 2F GKS Waéds5wL+xowQ TFdzy Ol
community, and to create oneThe look and feel of the community page was rated positive

by the interviewed participants) dzi G KS WONBFGS I OmdeYndag A G &8 Q €
button for more visibility, andome people commented that the hierarchy was clear due

to font types. The four sub f 2 OrfnduBcemiehtQW I dzil K 2 NBuneniOWVO S YR dzy A ( &
forumGand W LJ2 LJaxfuinediXxi®uld indeed be more visibkarough bolder fonts People

GSNBE | LILINSOA L (A @BY Rdey Al Vi 2VTRA Si/\SReBINIBgUIR 2 R (0 K
functionality> o6dzi GKS 02y OSLIi 2F | WwWO2ttSOGA2YQ &I ¢
They were inquisitive about the level of professionalism and the mechanisms behind the
communities: how to become an administrator? Who app®ihim/her? Some participants

indicated apreference 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 communitieshat would happen to them whethe DRIVER

project endsand thereis ongoing work and content? All these reactions indicate that

people are rather enthusiastic and curious about these communities. Their concerns voice a
longerterm engagement than DRIVERN offerat this moment they wondered who will

maintain the site after the project finishesThis is a important concern,because it

highlights the need for a continuation of the DRIVER portal and services beyond the project
duration. The planned DRIR Confederation will have to look into the lelegm

possibilities.
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tF NGAOALI yia 6SNB IAGBSY |y SESYLEQI NBE O2YYdzyA
and were invited to givelteir opinion on each of the following functionalities:

o Search within this comunity: rated mostly as useful, but wfear: is this a
search for members, or articles?
0 Announcements: yes, good idea
o Community brum: yes, good idea
0 Authoritative dbcuments: useful but unelr what is meant with
authoritative: on which basis are documenauthoritative? Citationitnpact?
Decided by admistrator? Both by humans and computers?
o Popular@ OdzYSy G ayY dzaSFdzZ = o6dzi | 3L AYyY SELX |
entail? Amount of dwnloads?Ratings?

Many users suggestedsualising? dzii K 2 NA {2 Lidzf@ISND 2M8 WA 248 oA GK &
they could get a quick mental picture of how the proportions between articles were. A
suggestion was made to put alerts for new ddgcin the Community in the Announcements

section.t S2LX S O2Yy anRABFREB K SYiIKS &8 Ol Andtyfealidest!®se dzf 6 dz
announcements came from theRaY A Y A &4 G NA LBONR y ¢ KK SWid STFG Kl yRa& |
was not always read or perceived: there needs to be a more visible, maybe a texinballo

like Helpfunction. TheW @#nunity orumQwas perceived as a useful functionality for
longerterm projects and collaboration, people only want to invest time and energy if they

know the forum will remain.

WuthoritativeQand WagdularQ ocBments are categories that help researchéosidentify
useful documents, but participants wondered howetie 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, bditl notknow what would be e 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.

¢ KSmyAPVSNIi a Q Fdzy QG A2y f A (rém thel téle, ah@d (withid el Of ¢
WY@/ 2YYdzy A QSN HBORV IHUYS NI Q f Ay ] aK2dZ R 6S Y
0SUGUSNI gKIG GKS FTESNIa INB o2dzid WYevdzZSNRS
participants.

CKEAI WY Ydzy A G AB @20 fISORA®RYEAaQ LI I3S&a ¢6SNB  FWILINBOA
subject options would be useful, as well as a taxonomic grid. Some people asked what the
RAFTFSNBYOS 461 a 0SG6SSy | O2tft SOUGATRY 2 WIRI § &t
function could be improved. They also expressed an interest for vermifgpgmmunities

(e.g. specifianimal species in stead of biology)
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CAPACITIES river
dome | Browse | Communities | Collections | Driver Repositories MyDriver | Logout
Jser Profile > Personal Information
MyDriver options user Lakis Lalakis
1 summary &% Communities My Communities | All DRIVER Communities | Create a Community
S profile ou are a mermber of the follawing commun ties:
4 Alerts Computer Science in the UK Alert [T
&%  Communities
~ DINI Repositories and Database Research EA
Collections
5 Queries Molecular Biologists Alert [T
- Filters
& Tip

Communities in DRIVER are a means
towards a collaborative enviroment. They
consist of a set of collections and a group of
subscribed users who are members

Leam mare

Home | Browse | Communities | Collections | Driver Repositaries MyDriver | Logout
User Frofie = Persanal Infarmation

MyDriver options user Lakis Lalakis

@ summary *Collections My Collections | All DRIVER Collections | Create a Collection

& Profile

o Alerts Search for a Collection Search

&% Communities

& Collections Browse all currently active DRIVER Collections, listed in alphabetical order:

L:;;Qucr\cs ABCDEFGHIJKLMMNOPQRESTUYWXYZ ALL

= Filters European Countries

Specialized Communities
Subject classification
& Tip

The DRIVER Infarmation Space gathers

documents from different scientific subjects

and fram distinct geographical areas. DRIVER

collections offer a way to organize such

heterogeneous Space inta a hierarchy of sets

whose documents share similar features and

properties.

Learn mare...
Additional comments

Participants wanted to know if their university had a repository and if it was harvested by
DRIVER. When shauhe list of DRIVER repositorjeékey said it wouldoe useful to be able
to search the list rather than have to scradiwn:
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List of DRIVER. Repositories {view European Repository Map tr)
Repository Name
Alma Mater Digital Library
AperTo
ArchibeD - Elektranische Publikationen der Universitat Mainz
Archimer, Archive Institutionnelle de I'fremer
Archivio Eprints Uiniversita di Firenze
Archiva Digital LIPh
Arias Montano: Repositario Institucional de la Universidad de Huelva
Aristotle University of Thessalaniki
ARROWIEDIT
ART-Dok Publikationsplattfiorm Kunstaeschichte
ask23 repository (lkw, hibk hamhburg, germam)
ALF publications
Bergen Open Research Archive (BORA) - LIB
Bibliotheque Mumerique RERO DOC
Biblos-e Archivo Universidad Autonoma de Madrid

BieS0n - Bielefelder Server fuer Online-Publikationen

Lo

Country Documents
[taly 121
Italy 2497
Garmany 1371
France 5140
Italy 282
Spain 970
Spain Qg
Greace 1763
Ireland 9845
Garmany G996
Garmany a1

Metherlands 258
Morway 2373
Switzerland 5605
Spain gaz
Garmany 11149

R, S

Also, when trying out the DRIVER search servmee person mentioned that they had

Ot AOI SR 2y UGKypausNBaSaD

KA (A SANOK Qwad dzii G 2 y

observedto makethe same mistake when trying out the seassrvice.

2.1.6 Detailed analyses

Although the number of participants (n= 471) is not large enough to deduct scientifically
sound statements, some of the cregulations (plotting out answers against eaither),
yielded interesting results within the different categories of responkes.example, of those

NBalLR2yRSyGda dGKFG adl GSR

G2 WwaadNepy3ate |3INBSQ

iKSe gSNB WOSNE FI Y,

0 KI G thé KiSre. ObthosefwhoNsBB@dA S ¢ (i |

they were'Hot familiar with Open Acce§s 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 DRR\AAd are more likely to review it again in

the future.

hT¥ GKS LIS2LX S 6K2 | INBS

G2 dzas GKS LIE2NILIFf | 3

with the portal, and 63,8% of them wekdery satisfie@o Watisfiedd ¢ A G K éaciS o a A
functionalties. This comparet 8,7% who werédissatisfiedio Wery dissatisfie@vith these
functionalities. Sp user satisfaction about theearch service and the general portal might

be an indicator for a certain loyaltg the portal and an indicator fduture use.
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The filters on questions regarding academic status (junior, middle and sehioned that

there are only very slighdifferences in terms of academic status for the evaluation of the
portal, although there was a tendency to more Open Accesseavess, more feedback and
more positive evaluation of senior researchers. This indicates that not justntieenet
Generation or junior academics know about GQAit that senior researchers aralso well

aware and even slightly more enthusiastic. Theldle group of researchers wermost
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%ofeed by 7,7% who work for
research institutions and also 7,7 % who work for commercial organisations. A largeofiroup
repository managers were responsible fall aspectsof the repository 43,6%),and the
second largest group (35,9%lere librarians wh additional repository responsibilities.
Other people were either focused on technical specialties @y,0r advocacy (17,9%).
Geographically, most repository managers came from the UK (41%), followed by the
Netherlands (15,4%and Belgium (10,3%), théhree main participating countries. Other
participants came from Germany, Ireland, Spain, Portugal and Sweden: all these countries
have lively repository communitiesd were probably in touch with DRIVER partners

2.2.2 Awareness of the DRIVER portal

Since repsitory managers work in an Open Access environment, no questions were asked
regarding their knowledge of the concejphstead, their awareness &fRIVER waseasured
and they were asked whicB ¥ 5wL+9wQa O2Y Ywred i@stfortheny OKIl yy St

About one third (33,3%) of repository managers wWasry awar€bf DRIVER, and nearly two
GKANRE ocm:0 Of FAYSR (2 0 %ust®arhadmeter heard of || NB Q
DRIVER. Personal advocacy by DRIVER project staff was rated as the most effective
information channel (30,8%), followed kattendanceby DRIVERt conferences(23,1%),

DRIVER event$20,5%) and general promotional effort420,5%) overall repository
managerg33,3%)are more aware of DRIVER theesearcherg6,4%) Rersonal advocacis

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

is not viable to establish personal contact with the whaledpeanResearchArea, the other

channels (DRIVER events, external organizatiohgdvocacy and promain will be even

more exploited.

Around one third (30,8%) of the repository managhesi registered their repository with
DRIVER, 38,5% chaot, and 30,8% of repository managet& not know whether or not
their repository was registered with DRIVER
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Repository registered with DRIVER?

Don't know
31%

This is aremarkableoutcome because itmpliesthat nearly one third of people managing

their institutional repositorydo not know whether or not it is registered with DRIVHRIs

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

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

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

registered repositorieggave as most important reasoror registration Wi 2 Sy Kl yOS i
GAaAAOATAGRE 2F GKS O2y Sy bdpar of@&Eurbpéaninétviodzi A 2 Y C
of peerf) Walidation of the repository byn external organization (DRIVERNd Best

practices sharinQ scored lower results.This suggest that wder dissemination and

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

Linked to the validaton by DRIREA & (G KS A &aadzS 2F LX I OAy3a | W+l f
NEB LJ2 & hain2psdge When askadhether this would be beneficial, 41% of the managers
Al AR wesSazQ O2YLI NBR (2 2dzald wmpIm: 6Kz al AR

2.2.3 Evaluation of portal
Look and feel
The evaluation of thee.J2 NIi I f Q& [sBofedl bettey vidth rep®i®dy managers than
g A0K NB&SIF NOKSrNdiMpref@2yRR SHNB I G A 3 TA SROT H $RQ
(49%)percentages were highehan 2,8% and 30,8% respectively (researchefs)is might
NEFfSOG GKS NB&SIH NDKS Nds MoreOtaryeted puwiarddi rpositoryi K S L
managers. Efforts to increase ender satisfaction and content should be taken up here.
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Satisfaction with 'Look and Feel'

B Very satisfied W Satisfied B Neutral
M Dissatisfied m Very dissatisfied ® Did not look

0% 2%

(s}
P
&
AO)¢

Freeommey ia Ay Of dzZRSR aAYAfFNI NBYIFNJa G2 0K
e The homepage is too cluttered, search box should beegplawore central
e Light colours on white background hard to read
e Graphics not bad, but not interesting or moddooking, either

The ravigation of the portal got a good score: 59% of repository managers found the
VI @A INSNE2 S IfaiIp a8 0F SHAGK p X M3:A FRAY Ry BQ & (¢ KR S
n20 + 20 ¢A0Kvaildtidh. Pedpid Sdmhenied iNgi baeaBgationwas

intuitive, but complained about theearch box disappearing and reappearing when
performing the actiondA Y A (Ganddwbo@d prefer it to stay static alongsidbet results.
Repository maagers also felt that fullext PDB should open in a new window.

Functionalities

Thebrowsing functionality was considered to be most important for document types and
date of publication (61,5% thought these to b&isefulto Wery usefudp, followed by
documentlanguage (51,3%)Communitieg18%)and collections (20,3%) scored quite low,
possibly because these categories lacked content and wetrget being used by end users.
Hence repository managers seem to labé&he same categories(document type and
publication date)l & Y LYBANII | y i Q OeseaichenBTRe cdréments echoe the
complaints of researchers, that the most useful categories dwmnt 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 @mple searchservicegot a slghtly better score from the repository managers, although
less people (2,6%) welgery satisfie®@ > I YR Y2 NB LISRLX &F OPR®  wKST
listed comments were:

e Slowness of portal

e Ranking criteria unclear

e A lot of content that was known to benithe repositories harvested by DRIVER was
not found: raisel questions about search

e Truncation not possible

Evaluation of Simple Search

B Very Satisfied H Satisfied
® Neither dissatisfied or satisfied m Dissatisfied
B Very Dissatisfied  Did not use it

5% 3% 3%

Although 48,7% of repository managers appeiir 0 2 OSE A SRQ A0 K (KS
functionality, 20,5% did not use Booleans and samigcal comments were given regarding
the usability and functioning of Booleans:

e CK& dd8lO odzilizy 6+ a& OSNB dzyAyiddzA A @Ss Ly
e .22tSlya &aK2dzZ R 0S8 I O0OSLIWISR Ay GSEGZ
in IE6

Help-functionis laking

¢ OR Boolean works as AND
¢KS NBIFOGA2YyaSITRINKE QI KBdzyWONBARAYWIS Adié 6SNB OSNE
results,document type and language were deemed most important, followedregtor and

subject. The comments on the function were cléarcoming from a welinformed
library/catalgoguing public, but are very useful:

e Creator is a Dublin Core term and makes no sémisend-users
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e Whichauthority controlsystemis used for the names listed?

e Facet searching is needed here, the limitaigrovided on the screen result in zero
results

e SeaDK 02E &K2dz RimitB QX2 LA yday RS NI Wt

The features of the search results that got the highest scores were again Wl 6 A f A G & (0 2
2y Iy FdziK2NRa yIYS (2 3Sihor¥@NIof RgpondeYitSy (i & o
found thisWsefulto Wery usefu, i KS WOt I NA ( & 2T (KS fouldBa Sy it
this Wsefuldo Wery usef® | YR GKANR OIFYS (KS WIoAfAde 02
BSNEAZ2YQ OpoZy:z0d

Evaluation of  services for repository managers

¢ K& IR a i SNI & 2 dedllleNSthéyauhgest dkbedpment targeted at repository
managers: although the servides existedsince summer 2008, many improvements have
been made and the validator service, based oa BRIVER Guidelines, has been added. The
four subblocks of this service

e Register your repository,

e Validate your repository,

e Explore the European landscape,
¢ DRIVER Guidelines,

wereNI SR ySINIe& FEA1ST gA0K Fff ®BSENIK DT (2K IY
dza STdzf Qd LG I LIS NB RNB&JzHN SO DWYRS Wi & QI WR G &
YIye LIS2LXS RARYQU dzaS GKS &ASNBAOSI 2N K2
improvements to the service, promotion of the benefits and witigsemination are needed

here.

The Find Support site was most appreciatddr the Yinks and pizo t A O 35, R@2fgluAdQ

0 KAsefutied¥ady ud ST dzf Q0 aSOlA2y S |foll®RvedTbg M deedal C! v &
information for different stakeholders 8> 0"z O2 Yy AARSHBAR QU®EA & 2 WSz d:
comments about the FAQs were made and immediately adjusted. Other people compared

the European portal to their local website.g. RSP based in the UKand preferred the

sense of community from their regiahsite.

In the Learn about DRIVER sitepository managers S ¥ S NNJEdRumeénts Sind W

downf 2 | B5Q®@ 0 6 LI 3 S pdzd/tRA TIKISA 29 & | (F3R3%)pad thése ard (1 A 2 Y
the pages where all the technical and strategic DRIVER stadéesso it 5 a possible
explanation for the popularity of these page&dome free comments claimed thttere was

! http:/ /www.rsp.ac.uk/ last accessed on May 13",
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too much text on the page and thatavigation between this page anlde search portal was
difficult, although the tabs are all aligned at the same le@ie possible solution would be
to position them lower on the page to make them more obvious to visitors to the website

Becausethe DRIVERortal consists of differenmodules or blocks directed at repository
managers, an extra question was added abdait general impressions of the portal, hence

not just of the search portaDverall, theDRIVER portal got the highest score with 69,2% of
respondents finding itsful) (G 2 s8DSNET 2dz f 2 gafcR podad 66,696 Sthea

Find Support website §3%) and the Learn about DRIVERR,3%)site. Again, theRegister

your Repository site, includinghie validator service, scodethe lowest result, possibly

indicating a lack of knowledge about the services g tervices needing improvement
Commentsran§ R  F@orisl WS f Aa0SR yab @8 O TORIYHIO @ R
1Y26 6KSNBE (2 FADRRERIvAtitinke/td rRakvirhpiodetgh@ M assist
repository managers to navigate around the site as quickly and effectively ablpossi
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