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Motivation

¥Few user-side evaluations of repository software
¥ Librarian users: maintaining, acquisitions, workflow managers

¥Ottaviani, UMich tests (http://hdl.handle.net/2027.42/40249)

¥ Faculty users:  document providers, submissions

¥For librarians, descriptions of training (what they ought
to know / do)

¥ Overview:  Choi & Rasmussen (JCDL Ô06, D-Lib Sept Ô06)

¥ Usability present in UNC/UVA DL curriculum (Pomerantz et al, D-
Lib Nov Ô06)



…motivation

¥Opportunity!
¥ NZ consortium of tertiary institutions evaluating potential

repository systems

¥ Formal trials of candidates, involving potential users (librarians,
university researchers)

¥ Consortium recognizes importance of usability

¥ Consortium recognizes that the repositoryÕs workflow must fit in
with the institutions (or the repository wonÕt be used)

¥Interest in this approach to augment other decision-
making approaches

¥ Kaczmarek et al, ÒUsing the Audit Checklist for the Certification of
a Trusted Digital Repository as a Framework for Evaluating
Repository Software ApplicationsÓ, D-Lib Dec 2006



The trials:
¥Observations of 7 university members using both
DSpace & EPrints

¥ Both librarians and university researchers

¥ Also observing how librarians organized usability tests

¥ Notes made during observations; no recordings

¥Tasks:
¥ Researchers:  submit one of their own documents to a trial

repository

¥ Librarians:

¥submit a document to the trial repository

¥Modify document metadata in the live repository

¥ Uncertainty as to whether faculty or librarians will ultimately
submit documents; uncertain workflow

¥Time:  20 - 90 minutes per observation



Focus group

¥Five participants (all university librarians)

¥One hour:  participants free to work with both EPrints
and DSpace

¥ Participants supported by researchers in exploring, submitting
documents, overcoming obstacles

¥ Timing:  some participants finished quickly and were bored,
others needed more time

¥Second hour:  group discussion of
¥ Workflow fit

¥ Conjectures on support for more experienced users

¥ Error recovery

¥ Perceptions of interface & interface language



Issues with conditions for study

¥Users were not using their own computer

¥Librarians not necessarily handling documents within
their specialization

¥ But this could also reflect an alternative workflow, of librarians
covering submission outside their normal specialization

¥Working outside of normal offices
¥ But the atmosphere was Ôwork-likeÕ:  noisy, people talking, copiers

humming

¥Test repositories held few documents, some obviously
artifacts of earlier experimentation

¥ Highlighted need for critical mass of documents, encouragement
of early adopters



Unusual user characteristics

¥Librarians are meticulous!
¥ All screens, help material, task descriptions read through carefully

¥ É so ÔbusyÕ screens are likely to slow down the users, potential
source of confusion

¥Cautious approach to new systems:  several librarians
read through the help files before moving to a new
screen

¥Deep concern for filling in all fields, getting it all ÔrightÕ
¥ Lecturers felt to be more cavalier about skipping fields, satisficing

with metadata (particularly subject headings) to work within time
limitations

¥Close attention to detail can prolong the submission
process; deep reluctance to adopt a Ôgood enoughÕ
attitude



Usage feedback

¥Desirable:  greater visibility of other (relevant) users in
the system

¥Document submission:  greater awareness of who /
when documents are approved for admission to
repository

¥Workflow: who is authorized to edit metadata,
document presentation? How is author / previous editor
notified?

¥Document retrieval:  document providers to have
statistics on downloads, Top 10 documents, etc.

¥ Seen by librarians as a strong tool for achieving faculty buy-in



Metadata entry
¥LibrariansÕ perception:  Ôlecturers cannot cope with
metadataÕ

¥LecturersÕ perception:  Ôlibrarians are too picky about
metadataÕ

¥Subject headings a particular point of tension
¥ Lecturers may be unfamiliar with subject headings, even in their

own field

¥ Lecturer felt that headings were too specific

¥ Librarian felt that headings were too general

¥Does a formal subject classification scheme really add
anything?

¥ Perhaps a controlled vocabulary / keywords would be more useful

¥ Endnote style solution:  software builds a database of terms



Metadata entry

¥Librarians concerned about ÔcorrectÕ entries
¥ formats:  should titles be in Title Case? Author names be

inverted?

¥ Document type:  categories not precise enough (eg, refereed
conference paper, un-refereed conference paper)

¥Confusion over which fields are mandatory
¥ Particularly a problem with DSpace, but present with both

systems

¥Concern over licensing, copyright issues
¥ Disliked having copyright info added at the end of submission

¥ Desire to know more about the software:
ÒI donÕt want to subscribe to Al Qaeda by mistakeÓ



Minor (but irritating) usability issues

¥Lack of defaults
¥ Some defaults could be provided for institutions / administrative

units / individual users

¥ Ex:  selecting ÔJournal articleÕ

¥ Ex: tickboxes for standard reasons for rejecting a submission, so users
do not have to type similar messages repeatedly

¥Greater on-screen or readily available examples
¥ Seen as particularly important to lecturers, who will be infrequent

users and so will need a greater degree of prompting

¥ EPrints felt to have better on-screen examples and prompts

¥ Felt that this problem could be alleviated as a collection builds;
users can select example documents to follow



Minor usability issues…

¥Editing seen as difficult in both systems
¥ Need to Òclick through numerous screensÉ canÕt just jump to the

middleÓ

¥ ÒEditing is not as straightforward as submittingÓ

¥ EPrints:  changing the primary author Ôincredibly painfulÕ

¥Back-tracking difficult
¥ Expiring webpages frustrate users

¥ Users felt need to move back and forth in system, editing
previous entries; not supported well

¥Interface terminology unfamiliar to users
¥ Ex:  EPrints warning, ÔEvent title unspecifiedÕ   (meant that the

librarian had failed to type in a title for the document)



Conclusions

¥Successful implementation (of either system) will
require considerable tinkering with interfaces

¥ Greater feedback on document progress through workflow

¥ Editing / revisiting document

¥Metadata issues require resolution
¥ Keywords? Controlled vocabulary? Subject classification?

¥  develop a consensus, comfort level with expected metadata
ÔqualityÕ, formatting consistency

¥Current lack of usability expertise within the library--and
the consortium

¥ Points up need for greater usability and development expertise in
library education, better user --> librarian --> developer feedback


