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The Technical Subcommittee on Describing Archives: A Content Standard (TS-DACS) has had a busy year. TS-DACS is responsible for overseeing the timely and ongoing intellectual and technical maintenance and development of Describing Archives: A Content Standard. This report covers the period August 2010-July 2011.

TS-DACS was reconstituted beginning in August 2010.  The new chair, Gordon Daines, spent the months of August and September working with SAA president Helen Tibbo to invite new committee members. 
TS-DACS Membership

Service, 2010-2015
J. Gordon Daines III (Brigham Young University), chair
Hillel Arnold  (New York University)

Kathryn Bowers (Harvard University Archives)

Chatham Ewing (University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign)

Steven Hensen (retired, Duke University)

Roslyn Holdzkom (University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill)

Mary Lacy (Library of Congress)

Sibyl Schaefer (Rockefeller Archive Center)

Claudia Thompson (University of Wyoming)

Ex Officio Members

Marcy Flynn (Standards Committee co-chair)

Cory Nimer (Standards Committee co-chair)

Jerry Simmons (Description Section Chair)

TS-DACS charge and revision timeline
The first activity completed by TS-DACS was a revision of the subcommittee’s charge. The new charge is available at http://bit.ly/ri2S2d.
Upon completion of the charge, the subcommittee created the following timeline for a revision of Describing Archives: A Content Standard:
29 October 2010
Submit new charge and proposed revision to the Standards Committee and SAA Council for approval

Nov.-Dec. 2010
Teleconference of TS-DACS

3 January 2011
Issue call for public comment on DACS

June 2011
Teleconference of TS-DACS

August 2011
Meeting of TS-DACS at SAA Annual Meeting


Forum for public comment on DACS at SAA Annual Meeting

October 2011
Teleconference of TS-DACS

Spring 2012
Working meeting of TS-DACS (subject to funding)

August 2012
Meeting of TS-DACS at SAA Annual Meeting


Forum on proposed revisions at SAA Annual Meeting

October 2012
Teleconference of TS-DACS

November 2012
Release draft of proposed revisions to DACS


Solicitation of comments on proposed revisions

August 2013
Meeting of TS-DACS to discuss plan for publicizing revised edition of DACS and creating revised DACS trainings at SAA Annual Meeting


Publication of revised version of DACS

Revision of Describing Archives: A Content Standard

TS-DACS began the process of revising Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS) by carefully evaluating Resource, Description and Access (RDA) and its relationship to DACS. We held our first teleconference in December. We used this teleconference to talk about RDA and DACS as well as to create working groups tasked with responsibility for the major sections of DACS. Each working group is responsible for creating a revision proposal based on community feedback. A call for community comment was issued during the first quarter of 2011 and community feedback was received through the first week of May. A second teleconference was held in June 2011 to review the community feedback and to begin discussing draft revision proposals. Further discussion on these revision proposals will occur at the TS-DACS meetings in Chicago during the 2011 SAA Annual Meeting.
The call for comments on DACS generated a fair amount of feedback from the community. The feedback can be summarized as follows:

Not directly related to the text of DACS

· Make DACS available online (possibly as a for fee service)—this has been a consistent request and theme in the feedback.
Potential New Material

· Add a section that addresses the required descriptive elements for the finding per se (would correspond to the <eadheader>).

· Author and publisher of the finding aid

· Date it was created

· Rules used in its creation

· List of revisions

· Create an index that linked MARC/EAD codes with corresponding DACS elements.

· Discuss the use of abbreviations and square brackets with clear explanations.

· Elevate information in footnotes to the main text.

· Provide guidance on the use of acronyms.

· Add a title conventions element to DACS and make it required at the collection level in multi-level descriptions.

· Add appendices covering:

· Applying DACS to folders

· Applying DACS to electronic records

· Applying DACS to non-textual materials

· Working with DACS and companion standards

Introductory Text
· Clarify the intent of “In a minimum description, this element may simply provide a short abstract of the scope and content of the materials being described” on p. 8 while in 3.1 DACS states that a brief summary of the scope and content and the biographical information may be combined to create an abstract, but that “such an abstract does not serve as a substitute for the scope and content element.” (p. 35)

· Expand the discussion of access points and put it in one place (currently split between 2.6 and the Overview).

· Explicitly state that names of creators are meant to be provenance access points.

· Add statements to the “statements of principles” that explain provenance/respect de fonds, original order, and archival ethics in the context of archival description.

Part I: Describing Archival Materials

Levels of Description

· Require a title conventions note for both single-level minimum and multi-level minimum archival descriptions (Levels of Description).
· Rename “Levels of Description” as “Levels of detail in description”—make clear that it describes what elements are mandatory and which are optional.
2.1 Reference Code
· Add information on control numbers for component parts of archival collections.
2.3 Title

· Add guidance for including inclusive or bulk dates in supplied titles.

· Allow differentiation of titles by date.

· Provide guidance on additional format types useful for titles (video, film, computer files, etc.). Provide examples.

· Clarify how to determine the nature of archival materials in a record group when a personal name is heavily associated with the records.

· Indicate that the role of an individual is the important point in determining the nature of archival material.

· Provide advice on when and how to transcribe folder titles.

· 2.3.6 refers archivists to rules 2.3.18-20 and 2.3.22 in cases where the repository has assembled the collection or creator is not known. 2.3.21 would also be relevant, and should be added to the list of rules referred to.

· Provide direction on which creator to record first in a title if there are multiple creators.

· Provide direction on choosing between personal/family and corporate body responsibility (papers v. records).

· Provide additional direction about choosing among multiple corporate names (2.3.17).

· Provide guidance on the creation of “good” titles as well as examples.

· Decide whether or not to remove AACR2 reference (2.3.2) and whether to add DCRM, CCO, RDA, etc.

· Clarify when to use supplied vs. formal titles. Add more detail to the rules.

· Provide guidance on aggregations that have titles—when do you use the title and when should you create new titles?

· Provide guidance on what to do when alternative titles exist.

· Provide guidance on devising titles for aggregations.

· Explicitly state that devised titles must be unique. They cannot be duplicated anywhere else in the description.

· Consider replacing papers with something that works in a digital environment.

· Replace the word “supply” with “devise”; would apply to all forms of the words.

2.4 Date

· Clarify how to describe a range of exact specific dates falling within the same month. Provide examples.

· Clarify 2.4.16 to discourage descriptions lacking dates.

2.5 Extent

· Add computer files/formats into extent types. Provide examples.

· Define a preferred expression of extent.

2.6 Name of Creator(s

· Clarify the purpose of this element.

· Add rules assist archivists in choosing a main entry when they have multiple creators.
2.7 Administrative/Biographical History

· Make the Administrative/Biographical History a required element for minimum description at all levels

3.1 Scope and Content

· Clarifying wording, specifically use of the word “abstract.”
3.2 System of Arrangement

· Explicitly state that this element identifies the whole-part relationship to the next lowest level. 

· Explain clearly when this element should be used and to what purpose. 

· Provide additional guidance on the two components of arrangement statements—intellectual units and overall physical order of the units.

· Add a statement explaining that “arranged chronologically” implies that the arrangement is by date of document creation or have the examples specify what date is being used for chronological arrangement (i.e. diaries arranged chronologically by the creation date).

· Change the text in the second example on page 40 from “…arranged alphabetically with the exception of…” to “…arranged alphabetically by subject with the exception of…”

4.3 Technical Access

· Add information on computer files and include relevant examples.

Part II: Describing Creators

· Make 10.15/10.26 required and 10.14/10.25 optional.

We will be soliciting additional comment from the archival community during an open forum to be held during the 2011 SAA Annual Meeting.

