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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 2011-July 2012.

TS-DACS spent the last year preparing a draft revision of Describing Archives: A Content Standard. That draft revision was made available to the archival community for comment earlier this month. 
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Revision of Describing Archives: A Content Standard

At the annual meeting in Chicago in August 2011, TS-DACS met to continue the process of evaluating the feedback received from the archival community on how to revise Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS).  The in-person meeting was used to divide TS-DACS into four sub-groups tasked with the actual revision of the standard.  Each sub-group was tasked with reviewing the comments related to their area and making recommendations for potential revision. The sub-groups were: Part I, Part II, Appendices/Crosswalks, and Examples. It was also during this meeting that it was decided to remove Part III from the standard. TS-DACS held three teleconferences over the course of the year to discuss the proposed revisions and a draft revision was finalized in June 2012. That revision was made available to the archival community through the SAA website in July 2012. Comments on the draft revision will be taken through September 15, 2012.

Meeting Minutes

August 2011
I. Welcome and Introductions

a. Everyone briefly introduced themselves and their interest in DACS. Jackie Dean was welcomed as a new member of the committee

II. Review community feedback

a. We reviewed the feedback generated by the community and discussed whether or not we were going to respond to the feedback in DACS or if there was another way to respond (see Appendix A for specific comments).

i. Recommendations

1. The committee recommends that DACS be made available electronically. We will recommend that the SAA office and the Publications Board determine the best way to do this. We will also recommend that they consider site licensing.

2. The committee recommends that the Introductory section of Part I of DACS be enhanced to cover some of the issues raised by the community.

3. The committee recommends that Chapter 7 be enhanced by the addition of sub-rules. This could include title conventions

4. The committee recommends that rule 2.3.18 be clarified as requested.

5. The committee recommends that DACS provide guidance on determining which creator comes first when it is not readily apparent.

6. The committee recommends that language in DACS referring to companion standards be made as generic as possible (we don’t want to be in the position of recommending standards that have become superseded by others).

7. The committee recommends that careful consideration be given to the use of the term “supplied” in DACS. Should we change this to “devised”? Need to have a compelling argument.

8. The committee recommends that a companion website be created for DACS. This website could have encoding examples, additional application examples, best practices, crosswalks, etc. 

b. We were only able to review Appendices 1-6 and committee members committed to submitting comments on Appendices 7-13.

III. Change Proposals

a. DACS Part I—The committee reviewed the proposal made by Steve Hensen and Claudia Thompson. The committee was in general agreement with the proposal. The committee did recommend that specific suggestions from the appendices be examined and considered for addition.

b. DACS Part II—The committee reviewed the proposal made by Lynn Holdzkom, Chatham Ewing, and Hillel Arnold. The committee agrees with their recommendation to remove Part III from DACS. The committee further recommends that consider be given to rewriting Part II to reflect its relationship with ISAAR (CPF) and to provide guidance on content for records created according to this standard (EAC-CPF in our context).

c. Appendices—The committee reviewed the proposal made by Sibyl Schaefer and Mary Lacy. It was recommended that majority of the information in the appendices be made available through the proposed companion website and that they be removed from DACS. It was also recommended that we link to the SAA Glossary rather than create our own.

IV. Action Items
a. Committee members will review Appendices 7-13 (see Appendix A) and get their feedback to Gordon by September 23, 2011.

b. Gordon will send out a Doodle poll for our next meeting which will occur in mid to late October.

c. Committee members will indicate to Gordon which sections of DACS they would like to draft possible text for based on the above recommendations by our next meeting.

October 2011

V. Community Feedback (Appendices 7-13)

a. Reviewed the community feedback contained in Appendices 7-13

b. Agreed to incorporate the following feedback in our revisions:

i. 2.5 extent—Add computer files/formats to extent types. Provide examples

ii. 2.5 extent—Remove the example of “Box 10 Folder 6.” The consensus was that this is not an extent statement.

iii. 3.1 scope and content—clarify what is meant by the word “abstract”

iv. Part II Describing Creators—Make 10.15/10.26 require and 10.14/10.25 optional 

VI. Re-conceptualizing Part II

a. Had a lengthy discussion about how to re-conceptualize Part II. The consensus was that we should move Part II in line with ISAAR (CPF) but that we need to be careful to not be overly proscriptive. Focus needs to be on content rather than encoding.

b. Talked about the need to provide ways to link to external information.

VII. Writing Assignments

a. Gordon committed to creating a list of the various changes that need to be incorporated in our revision as well as the individuals responsible for them. Draft text needs to be completed by February 17, 2011.

i. Part I—Steve Hensen, Claudia Thompson, Joyce Chapman, Jerry Simmons

1. Consider putting a statement in the introductory section discussing the use of square brackets, abbreviations, acronyms, etc.

2. Discussion of authenticity in the introductory section

3. Clarify what is meant by levels of description

4. Expand Chapter 7—include information on things like title conventions and variant titles

5. Clarify 2.3.18

6. 2.3 Title—add information on additional format types and their use in titles.

7. 2.3 Title—add information for selecting appropriate creators ( see p. 21 of DACS Minutes (August 2011)

8. 2.3.17 make sure that this clear

9. Make a recommendation on the use of “supplied” versus “devised”

10. Consider providing additional guidance for dealing with aggregations with title information

11. Decide whether or not to remove the AACR2 references and replace them with RDA (2.3.2)

12. 2.5 extent—Add computer files/formats to extent types. Provide examples

13. 2.5 extent—Remove the example of “Box 10 Folder 6.” The consensus was that this is not an extent statement.

14. 3.1 scope and content—clarify what is meant by the word “abstract”

ii. Part II—Hillel Arnold, Chatham Ewing, Jackie Dean, Cory Nimer

1. Part II Describing Creators—Make 10.15/10.26 require and 10.14/10.25 optional 

iii. Appendices/Crosswalks—Sibyl Schaefer and Mary Lacy

1. Focus will need to be on crosswalks

iv. Examples—Kate Bowers

1. Kate agreed to write draft text for requesting examples for DACS website; Gordon will send out the message and examples will be sent to Kate

VIII. Community Portal—will the TS-DACS page work? http://www2.archivists.org/groups/technical-subcommittee-on-describing-archives-a-content-standard-dacs 

a. Talked about using the TS-DACS page and creating a node for a “compendium of practice”

b. Also talked about linking to the Standards Portal via the Unofficial Resources link.

January 2012

--Dennis let us know that Council has approved funding for a small working group meeting of TS-DACS in Chicago. It will involve a subset of TS-DACS and will finalize a draft version of DACS. Timing will be worked out soon.

1. Part I revisions (Claudia, Steve, Joyce)

--major discussion centered around the issue of what to call hybrid/electronic collections. Are they personal archives, personal records, etc.? It was decided that we will pose this question to the community when we put the revised version of DACS out for comment prior to SAA 2012.
--also talked about the need for clarification on what needed to be added in terms of authenticity. Kate will get Claudia her thoughts on this.

--added variant titles note to Chapter 7. Are there other notes that need to be added to Chapter 7 ?

2. Part II revisions (Hillel, Chatham, Jackie)

--current plan is to move chapters 9 and 10 to 2.6 and 2.7; the goal is to preserve as much of the content as possible.
--will be looking at ISAAR (CPF) and lining up minimal requirements. This will mean emphasizing the flourish dates and dates of existence

--had a discussion about companion standards and it was decided that we will suggest appropriate companion standards but not mandate specific standards

--talked about the need to clarify that creators can exist at any level of a collection

--talked about potential addition of entity type to creator

--major revision here will involve Chapter 11. Need to flesh out the chapter to enable authority record creation. Also need to line up minimal requirements with EAC. Needs to be as compatible as possible with ISAAR (CPF) and RDA. Examples need to be improved

--discussed creating levels of authority records (basic, value-added)

--issue of parallel and variant names

--talked about recommending that a working group separate from TS-DACS be established to tackle authority record content. Gordon will work with the Standards co-chairs to formulate a proposal. We will keep authority information in DACS for now

3. Crosswalks (Sibyl, Mary)

--this section will be one of the last completed. Currently planning DACS to RDA, DACS to MODS, DACS to Dublin Core crosswalks. Will update existing crosswalks as applicable. Sibyl is working to update Appendix B.
4. Examples gathering (Kate)

--need to improve the number and quality of illustrative examples in DACS
--Kate will be sending out a call to the community to supply examples in the next week or so. As specific types of examples are needed, let Gordon know and we will issue additional calls for comments

--it was proposed, and the group agreed, that we should take one collection and create a record for each of the levels in DACS (value-added, optimum, minimal)

--will need EAC encoding examples for the portal site.

--will also need additional examples of rules application for the portal site.

--Kate mentioned numeric identifiers (ORCid) as being an issue that we should look at.

We need to have draft text of the revisions completed and submitted to Gordon by May 14, 2012. 

June 2012

1. Review Part I Revisions

a. The group agreed that the content of 3.2.4 should be moved to 7.1.8 and that examples of when to include information about what donors have done to the collection prior to donation should be added to 3.2.3.

b. Discussion about use of acronyms and brackets. The group agreed to keep the current statement

c. Slight change made on p. 7: Archival material can be arranged and described at many different levels (see Statement of Principles: Principles 3 and 4). 

d. Add exclusion  to Chapter 3 indicating that information on what the processor has done is in 7.1.8.

e. 7.1.8 needs to be augmented to included information on authenticity. Kate will work with Claudia on this. 

f. Change the beginning of 9.12 and 9.23 to: At a minimum, provide a brief summary

g. Group agreed with the rest of the recommended changes

2. Review Part II Revisions

a. Chapter 9 was meant to be moved to 2.7

b. There was a little discussion about 10.10 with the consensus being to leave the rule. The question was also raised about what constitutes an entity. Cory will work on a sample definition.

c. Group agreed with the rest of the recommended changes.

3. Examples

a. There is a need to gather more examples for some sections of DACS. Kate Bowers will create a “wish list” of examples to circulate to committee members. All committee members will look for examples that fit the “wish list” and send them to Kate.

4. Next Steps

a. The revision draft will be posted to the SAA TS-DACS webpage in early July 2012 and feedback will be solicited from the community.

b. We will hold a working meeting in conjunction with SAA’s annual meeting in San Diego. The meeting will be on August 8, 2012 from 9 to noon.

c. Additional community feedback will be solicited

d. October/November a subgroup of TS-DACS will meet in Chicago to finalize the revised version of DACS

e. The revised version will be submitted to the Standards Committee for review

f. The revised version will then be submitted to SAA Council for approval

g. It is hoped that the revised version will be approved and available prior to June 2013

