
Initial Recommendations from Phase I 
 

 The Easier DRS Depositing initiative is a year-long strategic project to make it easier for 
Harvard curators, archivists, and reformatting specialists to deposit material into the DRS. By 
interviewing and shadowing depositors across Harvard libraries, the project is expected to 
result in simpler and more efficient workflows for them with easier, more automated tasks. The 
overall anticipated outcome is to encourage more digital material to be deposited into the DRS. 
In the first phase of this project, curators, archivists, and reformatting specialists that either 
have experience depositing into the DRS or have attempted to become a depositor but faced 
too many challenges were interviewed about their DRS use. These interviews covered 
workflows, the challenges presented by the current DRS depositing methods, and desired 
qualities for improved tools or additional services. 
 Though circumstances often varied widely among the depositors – and challenges and 
desires paralleled this diversity – common themes were threaded throughout the responses, 
especially among depositors with similar depositing frequencies. Patterns in feedback emerged 
when participants were all depositing small amounts infrequently, medium amounts regularly, 
or had large backlogs of material they needed to deposit. The challenges faced and 
improvements desired seemed to fall most naturally into three categories: improvements to 
the user interface and DRS infrastructure; additional Depositing Services; and the need for a 
community forum in which information could be more easily shared among depositors. 
 

User Interface and DRS Technical Infrastructure 
 Users that were depositing smaller amounts, infrequent amounts, or depositors who 
lacked technical staff were among the most common to cite difficulties with the BatchBuilder 
GUI. When creating templates, navigating a multitude of fields on three different tabs for each 
deposit felt cumbersome and intimidating. Many of this cross-section of users said having a 
web-based application that employed more automation in template building would be greatly 
beneficial. Examples of specific ideas that were brought up include having accounts one could 
log into with pre-configured templates and having a more automated template builder where 
all the choices were displayed and validated as it was filled out. Many users were dissatisfied 
with the loader reports as well, and ideas such as being able to select which systems the URNs 
should populate instead of having to pick them out of complicated reports and manually 
populate them were popular. Drag-and-drop functionality was also a primary desire among 
participants. 
 WebAdmin, which even those not utilizing the BatchBuilder GUI were using for post-
deposit quality control, felt limited in its editing capabilities. They wished making alterations 
during quality control was a simpler process. Once they were able to search for an object in 
WebAdmin, if an object was oriented incorrectly or there was some other anomaly, depositors 
found it time-consuming and inefficient to have to download and re-deposit the object instead 
of simply being able to edit it then and there.  



 Participants’ focus on stages of digital object lifecycle varied, which translated to which 
issues they thought should be prioritized. Some depositors felt that because the DRS was the 
platform that hosts access copies, more focus should be put on DIPs. Others were more focused 
on long-term preservation and had data they simply wanted to deposit, with the intention that 
it would be dark for some time. A couple of the depositors have had issues with the lack of 
scalability in the current DRS deposit model. Both Judaica and the Tibetan Buddhist Resource 
Center (TBRC), for example, have large backlogs of digital objects that they want to bulk 
deposit, but the DRS only allows for specific quantities at a time. This has resulted in inefficient, 
drawn-out depositing schedules that exacerbate their resource costs. From these users’ 
perspectives, Harvard University is a huge repository that will only continue to grow, and it 
should be more adaptable to bulk depositing and scalability. The TBRC mentioned Amazon Web 
Services “Snowball” model1 as a potential example of how to address the issue of depositing 
large amounts of data. 

One last technical infrastructural change that could potentially have a significant, 
positive impact on participants’ ability to deposit efficiently would be the addition of a pre-
preservation area for deposits. A few depositors, typically those with larger backlogs of material 
or many other responsibilities to manage, said they would like to be able to do an initial dump 
of digital material into the DRS – just to get them off of hard drives or other risky platforms – 
and come back later to clean up the deposit for long-term preservation. 

Depositing Services  
 Participants for whom depositing was a small percentage of their other responsibilities 
were often the demographic that said a depositing service would be desirable. These 
participants often fell into the category of depositors who have many responsibilities other 
than depositing and also lack other human resources to take care of this on a consistent basis. 
By the time they circle back around to depositing, they find they have to spend too much time 
re-learning BatchBuilder. This is a service that may or may not be less necessary if the 
BatchBuilder GUI was easier for depositors to navigate. Imaging Services deposits for people 
subsequent to digitizing materials, but because their plates are full with that, they are hesitant 
to provide deposit-only services to people. The “Snowball” model mentioned previously could 
potentially be considered for this as well. Though a depositing service was a wish for many 
depositors, some also expressed wariness about what the cost of such a service might be. An 
easier user interface might go some way in alleviating this need, but for those who have no 
time at all to attend to depositing, it might be a useful service to test. 
 

Community Forum  
 There were many needs from depositors that could be met by developing a more 
connected community of DRS users. Something a few depositors had in common was that the 

                                                           
1 Amazon Web Services. “AWS Import/Export Snowball.” Accessed April 1, 2016. 
https://aws.amazon.com/importexport/?sc_channel=PS&sc_campaign=acquisition_US&sc_publisher=google
&sc_medium=snowball_b&sc_content=snowball_e&sc_detail=amazon%20snowball&sc_category=snowball
&sc_segment=82644203922&sc_matchtype=e&sc_country=US&s_kwcid=AL!4422!3!82644203922!e!!g!!a
mazon%20snowball&ef_id=Vp6Z3QAAAb9q0Z9I:20160406144749:s. 



BatchBuilder documentation was challenging to sift through, and they found it most useful to 
create their own documentation with pictures. These people expressed that it would be further 
useful to be able to converse with other depositors about their template configurations for 
certain content types – and to be able to share experiences, template standards, and 
documentation.  
 In this same vein, one theme that constantly emerged was that “many hands make light 
work.” While there is a concentration of expertise surrounding the DRS in LTS, many other 
depositing libraries also have extensive technical assistance and have developed a variety of 
scripts and tools that could be helpful to others. For example, developers at the Harvard Art 
Museum have created a useful drag-and-drop tool for a very specific type of deposit. And a 
developer at the Botany Library created a PDS-resequencing tool. They have all expressed 
willingness to share this work, and having a community platform in which depositors can openly 
share and discuss these solutions would be a great benefit.  
 

Next Steps  
 This summary of challenges and desires is a broad outline that will now need to be 
analyzed, discussed in more detail with participants, and broken down further and more 
specifically into functional requirements. Some of the above recommendations are dependent 
on one another in a way that implementing one could make another unnecessary. Phase Two of 
this project will involve following up with the participant community as a whole to go over 
trends in feedback and possibilities. This will enable us to prioritize these recommendations 
before itemizing their benefits and drawbacks, the level of impact each recommendation could 
have, and potential costs and effort they will comprise. We will need to organize meetings with 
the DRS team and technical staff to further explore the options, and then concrete 
requirements can be enumerated to facilitate research of solutions. Once solutions are 
concluded, Phase Three will involve working to implement these solutions, possibly piloting 
trials to gather feedback from participants about the efficacy of these solutions.  
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