Technical Subcommittee on Describing Archives: A Content Standard (TS-DACS) Annual Report
Submitted July 2013
The Technical Subcommittee on Describing Archives: A Content Standard (TS-DACS) has had another busy year. TS-DACS is responsible for overseeing the timely and ongoing intellectual and technical maintenance and development of Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS). This report covers the period August 2012-July 2013.

TS-DACS spent the last year reviewing comments on the draft version of Describing Archives: A Content Standard and finalizing the second edition of the standard. The second edition of DACS was released in May 2013. It is available through the SAA bookstore and as a free download from the TS-DACS website (http://www2.archivists.org/groups/technical-subcommittee-on-describing-archives-a-content-standard-dacs). The subcommittee also began the process of creating a website for DACS. 

The subcommittee has also proposed placing DACS on a continuous revision cycle and has submitted proposed changes to the TS-DACS charge and membership terms to the Standards Committee.
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Revision of Describing Archives: A Content Standard

At the annual meeting in San Diego in August 2012, TS-DACS met to begin evaluating the feedback received from the archival community the draft revision of Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS).  The in-person meeting was used to review the feedback received on Parts I, II, and the appendices of revision draft that had been received by the annual meeting. Feedback continued through mid-September 2012. Gordon Daines compiled all of the feedback on the proposed revision and submitted it to TS-DACS for review and comment via email. A subset of TS-DACS met in October 2012 in Chicago to finalize the draft. The finalized draft was submitted to the Standards Committee in December 2012 and ratified by SAA Council in January 2013. TS-DACS spent the first part of 2013 working with the SAA publications office to finalize DACS and to prepare the second edition. The second edition was released as a freely downloadable PDF in May 2013 and was available for purchase in the SAA bookstore beginning in June 2013.
Meeting Minutes

August 2012
TS-DACS meeting Minutes

San Diego, CA

8 August 2012

Attending: Claudia Thompson, Mary Lacy, Gordon Daines, Jackie Dean, Kate Bowers, Chatham Ewing, Hillel Arnold, Sibyl Schaefer, Cory Nimer, Marcy Flynn, several visitors

I. Revision draft discussion

a. Part I

i. Talked about multiple single dates and the request to provide guidance—no conclusion

ii. Talked about the request for more examples—additional examples will be left for the website

iii. Talked about the term “undated”—consensus was to leave the rule as is.

iv. 7.1.8 What about historical accident that impacts collections? Chatham Ewing will provide an example.

b. Part II

i. Look at the EAC website for potential examples

ii. Also look at SNAC for examples from NARA

iii. Need to clarify what triggers an archival authority record. Cory Nimer will provide this text.

iv. Add additional information on variant names. Cory Nimer will provide this text.

c. Appendices/crosswalk

i. Question was raised about where to link in the appendices. To the standard itself or to the page about the standard that links to the standard. The decision was to provide both links.

ii. Mary will work on creating the following crosswalks for the text:

1. To Dublin Core

2. To MODS

3. To MARC

4. To EAD

5. To EAC

6. To RDA

7. To ISAD (G)

8. To ISAAR (CPF)

iii. Crosswalks for the following will go to the website

1. DCRM (G)

2. DCRM (Mss)

d. Examples

i. Comments will drive where we need to add additional examples.

II. Next steps

a. Comments are due by September 15th
b. Gordon will consolidate the comments and send them out to the committee by September 28th.

c. A subset of TS-DACS will meet in Chicago either October 26-27th or November 2-3rd.  The subset will include representatives from Part I, Part II, and Appendices/Crosswalks/Examples.

d. Revision will be submitted to Standards by middle of December 2012

e. Council will review the revision at their January 2013 meeting. 

III. Best Practices/Examples site

a. This will be the work of the committee once the revision is approved.

October 2011

I thought today’s meeting was very productive. I’ve attached the revisions document with my notes on what next steps are. The plan for the subgroup meeting is: 1. Authority record section, 2. Introduction, and 3. Redraft revision. Let me know if you have any comments or questions.
	2.3. Title Element. Purpose and Scope, p. 19

Preface
	I continue to be troubled by your decision to change supplied to devised, but if you're going to do that I think it is a huge cop out for you not to explain why, right here. It can be a footnote, but you absolutely must explain why you think it is important enough to reverse precedent set in ISAD(G) and nearly a decade of DACS education by changing this terminology in DACS 2013. The fact that you didn't explain it here makes me think you don't have a solid explanation, in which case I think you need to revisit your decision.

	2.3.19

Suggest terms that could be used/Local processing manual (set standard and document)

Records

Collection

Personal archive

Family archive
	I actually think you've managed to water this rule down to the point where it is meaningless. I fully support, and think it is time, doing away with the papers/records/collection distinction from APPM/DACS 2004 and replacing it with a single term. I'd vote for the term records, modified when meaningful by adjectives like personal, business, financial. By adding the sentence "However, other terms are acceptable to describe an archival unit," you're essentially saying that there's just no need for this part of the content standard. I emphatically disagree, and I think you're going in absolutely the wrong direction here. We should be taking the end-user meaninglessness that we know is papers/records/collections and doing something constructive about it, not just saying, essentially, "anything goes."

	2.4 Date Element
Look at dates in terms of general guidance
	DACS should provide guidance on how to state a range of single dates.

It is unclear in DACS whether providing a range of dates followed by the word “undated” (for one or more undated portions of the unit described) is acceptable. Guidance would be helpful.

	2.4.4
	Perhaps a newer example is called for? See http://arcat.library.wisc.edu/cgi-bin/Pwebrecon.cgi?BBID=33151 from WHS: “October 24, 1788 (typescript copy, circa 1932)”

	2.4.5
	Record the year(s) in Western-style Arabic numerals. If the date found in or on the unit being described is not of the Gregorian or Julian calendar, record the date as found and follow it with the year(s) of the Gregorian or Julian calendar in parentheses. Specify the name of the calendar, such as Republican, Jewish, Chinese, in a note (see 7.1.2)

2628 (1968)

Note: Dated in accordance with the Chinese calendar.

an 14 (i.e., 1805)

Note: Dated in accordance with the French Republican calendar.”

Comment: Why the inconsistent treatment of dates? Why not normalize all dates, and then present the date as it appears on the item in a note, if considered important, as we do?

Suggested rewording:

“Record the year(s) in Western-style Arabic numerals. If the date found in or on the unit being described is not of the Gregorian or Julian calendar, record the date as found in a note, specifying the name of the calendar, such as Republican, Jewish, Chinese, in a note (see 7.1.2)”



	2.6.3
Fix
	This rule does not really say the source of the information which would be from the collection itself, accession paperwork, or outside sources. Really doesn’t make sense to bunt to the devised title rules

	2.6.6

Conscious Decision

(Document why)
	I think you've copied the former Chapter 11 rules here, but one thing needs to be taken into account. Chapter 11 in DACS 2004 was explicitly about creating Name of Creator(s) in authority systems, but now that you've moved these into Part I that is no longer an assumption. You're decision to include a textual label as part of the data content for this element is, I think, ill advised. You seem to be doing it because you've copied this rule over verbatim from Chapter 11 without analyzing whether or not it is still relevant. I don't' really think it is. I also think you wouldn't need this encoding here if you retained a few examples of element-specific encoding at the end of each chapter.

	2.6.7
Fix
	example confusing; does not seem to follow format of other examples here

	3.1
Put on list for next revision
	notably, there are no examples of a scope and content statement for a collection that consists solely of digital files.  Should there be, so as to give guidelines on what sort of information should be included here, and what should be deferred to the Technical Access (or other) section(s)?

	4.5
Add this as a rule 
	If DACS is format neutral, why is Languages and Scripts of the Material (4.5) a required element? What if you catalogue something that has no language content, such as a pure graphic? Do you have to supply a note saying: “No language content”?

	Part II, chapter 9
	I think one of the challenges in creating an archival authority systems is developing procedures for deciding what names warrant the effort of detailed records.  Many repositories will probably want to create detailed records for lesser-known names within their areas of specialization, while avoiding duplication of effort for names that are already well-documented in standard reference sources and biographies.  One way that DACS could offer some guidance would be to use a lesser-known name, rather than Humphrey, as an example of an added value record.  I think Humphrey would be a good example for using the “Related Archival Materials and Other Resources” element to point to existing biographical information.  The commentary on this element should allow citations to printed sources in both electronic and print-based authority files.

	9 Authority Records
	If the archivist is to record a name in the authority record in accordance with, e.g., RDA or AACR2, what should be done when those standards conflict with the instructions in DACS chapter 9? Or is only the authorized name – the heading, i.e., that will be used in access points – to conform with RDA, AACR2, or other standard, while additional elements included in the authority record should comply with chapter 9? 

9.14: How is “period of activity” to be stated? The examples show only the dates.


	9.5, p. 127
	I'm not sure we should use "disambiguation" as the benchmark for providing fuller forms of names in the Authorized Form of Name. Disambiguation is very much a bibliographic authority construct. DACS 2004, in rule 12.18, gives archivists license to go beyond bibliographic traditions and rules in establishing authorized forms of names according to archival principles. Unless there's a good ISAAR(CPF)-based reason to change this and return to the bibliographic principle of disambiguation here, I think it is a mistake to do so. You really need to capture the spirit of rule 12.18 in DACS 2004 here, since that was one rule that was unique to archival content standards and did not come  from AACR2.

	9.13
	Isn’t it possible that the exact year is known but not the exact month and day is known? No examples show this and the rules make it seem like if I do not know the year month day then it should be recorded as approximate.



	9.13
	For persons, record their date of birth and/or date of death. Where exact dates are not known, record approximate dates. 

1884 May 8 (date of birth) 

1796? (date of birth) 

1501 or 1507 (date of birth) 

1826 July 4 (date of death) 

approximately 1945 January (date of death) 

9.14. For persons, if both the date of birth or date of death are unknown, record floruit (period of activity) dates. If specific years of activity cannot be established, record the century or centuries in which the person was active. 

1841-1874 

12th century”

Comment: I’m puzzled/troubled by the use of “exact dates” to mean exact day. Many of the sources available to a cataloger will give only a year of birth and/or death. These are not questionable or uncertain or approximate dates. Seems like this is setting an unrealistic standard for what sort of information will be available to a cataloger. Also: if your month or your day is probable, wouldn’t the question mark go after the questionable element, not after the year? And “active” or “flourished” should be the qualifier following active dates, no?

Suggested rewording:

“Record dates in [year] [month] [day] format.

Indicate a probable date by adding a question mark

If the date is uncertain but known to be one of two possibilities, record the date in the form [date] or [date]

● If the date can only be approximated, record the date in the form “approximately [date].



	9.13
	 For persons, record their date of birth and/or date of death. Where the exact dates are not known, record approximate dates. 

1884 May 8 (date of birth)

1884 May (date of birth)

1884 (date of birth)

1884 May 8? (date of birth)

1884 May 8 or 9 (date of birth)

1796? (date of birth) 

1501 or 1507 (date of birth) 

1826 July 4 (date of death) 

approximately 1945 January (date of death)

	References to AACR2 should either be deleted or changed to “RDA or AACR2” RDA or similar content standards
	

	Requirements for Single-level Descriptions:
	The Scope and Content element is included in single-level minimum but also (described as an additional element) in single-level optimum description. 



	Should companion standards be listed that are no longer available?
	

	p.145-146
	Archival Authority Record: This needs to either be updated or deleted

	page 126

Preface (?)/Punt (?)
	it would probably be better to provide a more complete added value level of description

, it would be helpful if definitions were provided for the different entities listed in this section either in the text, in a footnote, or in a glossary. I would recommend that the CNEDA entity definitions be adopted, which disallow the creation of headings for personas, bibliographic identities, and animals, but otherwise would not create significant divergence from library authority file structures. These are:

Person: "Individuo de la especie humana."

Family: "Dos o más personas relacionadas por matrimonio, nacimiento, adopción u otra situación

jurídica similar, o bien por presentarse ellos mismos como una familia."

Corporate body: "Organización o grupo de personas identificado por un nombre propio y que actúa, o puede

actuar, como una unidad, o bien un cargo institucional desempeñado por una persona."

This definition of corporate body in particular is the same as is found in ISAAR(CPF), and similar to that found in ISAD(G), DACS, and RAD.

	Paragraph on Examples (p. 5
	Paragraph on Examples (p. 5) will need to be rewritten if most MARC and EAD examples have been removed, and to clarify when they appear; it looks like these occur only when the rule indicates that information can be given in text or in a code. EAC-CPF examples should be mentioned here as well.


	
	If the archivist is to record a name in the authority record in accordance with, e.g., RDA or AACR2, what should be done when those standards conflict with the instructions in DACS chapter 9? Or is only the authorized name – the heading, i.e., that will be used in access points – to conform with RDA, AACR2, or other standard, while additional elements included in the authority record should comply with chapter 9?

	1.1. Preamble parts
	You may be waiting until you're farther along with this draft, but I hope TS-DACS will be updating the Preface, Acknowledgments, and Overview of Archival Description to make them specific to DACS 2013. I think it is important that you provide some grounding for why these changes were undertaken and address the scope of the revision as TS-DACS undertook it, especially at a broad level the things you chose not to address in this revision.


	1.2. Encoding examples at the end of each chapter in Part I.


	I think it is a mistake to remove these. I know that you're moving fully encoded examples to the Standards Portal, which is a great thing. Nonetheless, removing element-specific examples of encoding in EAD and USMARC here forces people who don't really know those structure standards to wade through fully encoded examples elsewhere. I think element-specific examples serve a useful purpose at the end of each Part I chapter and that they should be updated and retained.



	
	Generally, I think the presentation of Chapter 9 needs some work. The number of rules is exhausting, and most archivists will have no referent for understanding this atomized view of the data content of an archival authority record. Is there any way to group them meaningfully and perhaps provide encoded examples of that chunk or grouping of rules? I'd hate to see the importance of finally having an ISAAR-based data content standard for archival authority data lost because of off-putting presentation. 


	p. 4

Clarify this rule
	I think you're making a big mistake lumping the AACR-specified use of square brackets in with abbreviations and acronyms. Many, many archivists are and will continue to be confused by the very specific bibliographic usage of square brackets to indicate information not found on the chief source of information. I think in this introduction, since you've chosen to introduce square brackets, you need to explicitly mention that you mean square brackets as regular punctuation, like parentheses, and not the specific instance of square brackets as used by bibliographic catalogers to indicate that information did not come from the chief source of information.  As one strategy, you could do this with a footnote referencing rule 2.3.3. In my comment on this page, I indicated a hopefulness that you'd address this distinction elsewhere, but you don't. I think you have to, given that DACS continues to be an educational as well as a standards document for the U.S. archival community. Also, see my comment on rule 2.4.16. DACS actually does explicitly provide some standards for usage of abbreviations!



	2.2. Chapter 1. Levels of Description, p. 7
	In your new introductory sentences, I think you need to footnote the discussion of levels in sections 1 and 2 of ISAD(G) to remind DACS users of the broader context of this discussion of levels in archival description.

	Introduction to Describing Creators, pages 104-107

Revised
	I think you have to be really consistent in describing and cross-referencing what you've done with former chapters 9 & 10. This will likely be the most confusing thing about DACS 2013, so the more hand-holding and referencing you do in your text, the better off DACS users will be In their transition from 2004 to 2013.

	Table C3, p. 225-226
	You'll redo the crosswalk between ISAAR(CPF) AND DACS 2013, right? And perhaps add in a crosswalk to EAD-CPF? And some of the other DACS 2004 crosswalks where the DACS numbering has changed in DACS 2013?

	Preface/Introduction

What is required in collection descriptions? What is required in authority records?
	New discovery systems are likely to pull data both from descriptions and from records for corporate bodies, persons, and families. DACS could be more explicit about which parts of the standard are intended for descriptions of collections and which pertain to records for persons, corporate bodies, and families.

We are unclear as to the need for two separate sections on creating biographical and administrative histories. Regardless of having a formalized archival authority file or not, much of the descriptive content is the same in both the authority record and in the bio/admin narrative. Would it not make more sense to users to have one section on archival authority control and specify which pieces of the authority file should be used to generate the narrative found in the finding aid (since that is where we are going anyway)? This would make it easier for people to adopt EAC-CPF since pieces of the description could better map to the standard.

What is the role now for biographical and historical notes in collection descriptions?  Are the references in Part I to Part II legacies of the old structure of DACS, or are they intended to indicate that collection descriptions rules are the same as rules for descriptions of corporations, persons, and families?

	Preface/Explanation
	What is the role now for biographical and historical notes in collection descriptions?  Are the references in Part I to Part II legacies of the old structure of DACS, or are they intended to indicate that collection descriptions rules are the same as rules for descriptions of corporations, persons, and families?

	
	Are 2.7.8 and 2.7.9 giving guidance for both EAD and EAC in the same place?  The solution may be one note in a finding aid, but the same data may exist in two separate entity records.


Minimal/Optimal for Authority records and collection descriptions?
Subgroup meeting October 2012
Try to have packet together by Dec. 1

Other issues

· Small glossary v. embedded in text

· Encoding examples—full examples in the appendices

· Guide to DACS
· List of changes to DACS—available on the web/in the first printing (appendix) (What’s New in DACS?
)
Preface issues

· ICA conceptual model 
· Explain why 2.6 and 2.7 are in Part I
· 2.7 is keyed to the collection; this is different Part II
· Relationships (especially in 2.7 How does the creator relate to the materials?)—Hillel
· Need address changes in DACS
· Removed encoding examples
· Moved chapters 9 and 10
· Reworked section II
· Changed supplied to devised and explain why
· Removed part III
· Minor modifications in part I
· Note about abbreviations, acronymns, and square brackets
· RDA and the convergence of LAM
· EAC-CPF Part II
· Papers issue
· Analog and digital materials are covered by the rules
· Cory’s definitions
· Website relationship to examples

· Things we didn’t change and why
Chapter 9

· Part II

· Chapter 9 Introduction/Relationships/LCNAF v. Archival Authority Records—Hillel 

· Chapter 10 Form of Name 9.5 to 9.11

· Chapter 11 Description of Corporations, Persons, and Families 9.12-9.30

· Chapter 12 Related Corporations, Person, and Families 9.31-9.35

· Chapter 13 Archival Records Management 9.36-9.47

· Chapter 14 Related archival materials and other resources 9.48-9.52

· At top of each sub-groups indicated what is required/also identify at the item level

· When do you create authority records? 

· Discuss in the preface to this section—not addressing; institutions set local practice and document; no community consensus as of yet

· LCNAF v EAC (CPF)

· Form of the name needs to match, does the rest of the record need to match?

Crosswalks

· EAD/MARC/DACS

· ISAAR/EAC/DACS

· RDA/DAC
S
March 2013
Meeting Minutes

TS-DACS

6 March 6, 2013

1. TS-DACS membership

a. Gordon proposed that membership on TS-DACS be moved to staggered terms. Currently everyone on TS-DACS rotates off in 2015. This could make continuity on the committee problematic. Committee members were in general support with this motion. Hillel Arnold and Jackie Dean volunteered to extend their terms of service. 

2. DACS revision cycle

a. A motion is before SAA Council to put DACS on a rolling revision cycle. Dennis Meissner reported that feedback during Council’s discussion phase has been positive and that he is confident that the motion will pass. This will necessitate updating the TS-DACS charge.

3. Update on publication of DACS revision

a. Gordon has received the copyedited version of DACS back from SAA. He will review the suggested changes and contact committee members if needed. Committee discussed whether there were any deadlines to attach to the publication schedule. Committee would like to see the pdf version online available by June 6th and the print version available by the SAA annual meeting in New Orleans.

4. Educational Outreach

a. Workshops

i. Hillel and Jackie are working on revising the introductory DACS workshop. It will be offered at SAA 2013 in New Orleans. Looking to develop a suite of workshops (online and in person) around the introductory workshop. Cory Nimer is working on revising the MARC according to DACS workshop.

b. Implementing DACS publication

5. Development of website plan of attack

a. Talked about how to approach the development of the website for additional examples. Also talked about turning DACS into a website. The committee would like to see the DACS website and the examples website be the same. Need to figure out a way to delineate the content approved by SAA Council (DACS standard) and that vetted by TS-DACS (additional examples). A small subgroup will work with Matt Black at SAA to figure out what can be done in Drupal. That subgroup will consist of Gordon Daines, Kate Bowers, Sibyl Schaefer, and Hillel Arnold.

b. Talked about the need to gather additional examples. Email requests have not been terribly effective. Will make a form available online to gather examples. Each TS-DACS members should also look to gather examples. Kate mentioned that she has used ArchiveGrid to look for examples. Gordon suggested that good examples from each committee members’ home institution would be worth gathering. It was mentioned that we should identify where the examples are coming from.

6. Action Items
a. Gordon will update the TS-DACS charge with changes to committee membership and the revision cycle

b. Gordon will flesh out a proposal for staggered membership on TS-DACS. Will probably ask a couple of members to end their terms in 2014 and a couple to extend to 2016.

c. Hillel will share a draft outline of the introductory DACS workshop with the committee for feedback.

d. Gordon will arrange a teleconference with Matt Black (mblack@archivists.org) in April for the website subgroup.

e. TS-DACS members will look for additional examples to illustrate DACS rules.
Proposed Charge and Procedures Manual
Reports to: Standards Committee
Established: August 14, 2010
 

I. Purpose
The Technical Subcommittee for Describing Archives: A Content Standard (TS-DACS) of the SAA Standards Committee is responsible for overseeing the timely and ongoing intellectual and technical maintenance and development of Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS). DACS is an output-neutral set of rules for describing archives, personal papers, and manuscript collections, and can be applied to all material types. DACS is compatible with ISAD(G): General International Standard Archival Description, 2nd ed. (International Congress on Archives, 1999). DACS is an SAA-approved standard; documentation for DACS is available through the Society of American Archivists at http://www.archivists.org/governance/standards/dacs.asp . 

II. Committee Selection, Size, and Length of Term
TS-DACS consists of seven members (including one chair) appointed by the SAA vice president / president-elect for staggered three-year terms so that a minimum of two individuals are appointed by the Vice President each year. The technical subcommittee shall have no less than five members who are members of SAA. All members shall demonstrate significant knowledge of and experience with archival description generally, and with DACS specifically.

All members of TS-DACS shall be recommended by the Standards Committee for appointment by the SAA Vice President. The chair will be selected from existing TS-DACS membership and appointed for a three year term. The chair and members of TS-DACS may be reappointed for one consecutive term.
Ex officio members of the Technical Subcommittee for DACS shall include the following if they are not regular members of the subcommittee:

· Chair of the Standards Committee (or an appointed representative);
· Chair of the Description Section;

· Society of American Archivists’ representative to Committee on Cataloging: Description and Access (CC:DA);

· Society of American Archivists’ representative to ALCTS / LITA Metadata Standards Committee;

· Society of American Archivists’ representative to International Council on Archives Subcommittee on Archival Description.
III. Reporting Procedures
The chair of the Technical Subcommittee for DACS shall report at least annually to the chair(s) of the SAA Standards Committee on the occasion of the SAA annual meeting. If extramural funding is obtained by SAA, the chair shall provide all necessary narrative reports to the SAA office in order that the reporting requirements of SAA and the funding source are met. 

IV. Duties and Responsibilities
To fulfill this mission, TS-DACS is specifically charged to:

· Carry out a review of Describing Archives: A Content Standard as needed 
· Promote the understanding and use of DACS by the American archival community.

· Support educational efforts related to DACS by SAA.

· Develop members of the archives profession who are capable of promoting and maintaining DACS over time.

· Communicate its activities to relevant SAA components.

· Foster communication between other entities developing standards related to DACS.

· Work to ensure that DACS is compatible with other national and international descriptive standards.

The TS-DACS procedures manual outlines how these responsibilities are accomplished.
VI. Meetings
TS-DACS shall carry out its charge primarily via electronic mail, regular mail, and conference calls. It shall meet at the SAA annual meeting and as necessary with funding from SAA or from extramural sources (with prior approval by the SAA Council).

 

Approved by the SAA Council: ? 2013
TS-DACS Procedures Manual

This procedures manual governs the activities of the Technical Subcommittee on Describing Archives: A Content Standard (TS-DACS). It covers the management of the review and revision cycle of Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS), version control of revisions to DACS, and educational outreach activities.

Review and Revision

Review and revision of Describing Archives:  A Content Standard may be triggered in one of two ways:

1. TS-DACS has as its responsibility to monitor companion standards associated with DACS. These standards include (but are not limited to): Encoded Archival Description (EAD), Encoded Archival Context (EAC), Resource Description and Access (RDA), MAchine-Readable Cataloging (MARC) standards, and the Descriptive Cataloging of Rare Materials (DCRM) suite of standards. A revision of any of these companion standards will trigger a review of DACS by TS-DACS for possible revision to maintain compatibility of standards. If revision is necessary, TS-DACS will gather community feedback and make appropriate revisions to be presented to the Standards Committee and SAA Council for approval.

2. A review and revision of components of DACS may be triggered by a formal proposal submitted to TS-DACS. 

a. The proposal will include the following sections:

i. Brief description of the component of DACS to be changed as well as the proposed change.

ii. Justification for the proposed change. The justification must include why the proposed change to DACS is beneficial to the American archival profession.

iii. Impact of the proposed change.

b. Upon receipt of a change proposal, TS-DACS will evaluate the proposal and decide whether it merits further community discussion. If TS-DACS feels that the change proposal has merit, it will make the proposal available for community feedback in as many ways as possible.

c. TS-DACS will review the community feedback and make a decision about whether or not to revise DACS.

d.  If revision is selected, TS-DACS will revise the corresponding component of DACS and make the revision available for community feedback.

e. TS-DACS will then review community feedback and solidify proposed revision. The finalized revision proposal will be submitted to the Standards Committee and then SAA Council for approval.

Version Control

Each component of DACS will include a statement indicating versions. TS-DACS will also keep a master log indicating the revisions made to DACS. This master log will be available to the archival community through the TS-DACS page of the SAA website.

Previous versions of DACS and revised components will be maintained and made accessible to the archival community.

Educational Outreach

TS-DACS is responsible for ensuring that the American archival community understands DACS and is able to implement it. They accomplish this responsibility by:

1. Working cooperatively with the SAA Education Office to develop continuing education trainings related to DACS (these include workshops, videos, etc.). 

2. Using the Standards Portal to promulgate information about DACS and its implementation.

3. Partnering with the SAA Publications Office to produce publications that enable archivists to successfully implement DACS.
�Claudia will take the first crack at this.


�Gordon
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�For print version, Mary





