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The Technical Subcommittee on Describing Archives: A Content Standard (TS-DACS) has had a productive 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 2014-July 2015.

TS-DACS implemented the continuous revision cycle during this past year. The subcommittee received two change proposals. A proposal to modify DACS 2.3.3 and 2.3.6 (see Appendix A) successfully completed the revision process. The proposal was reviewed by TS-DACS, submitted to the archival community for review, submitted to the Standards Committee for review, and was approved by SAA Council in March 2015. The online version of DACS available at http://www2.archivists.org/standards/DACS was updated following Council approval of the changes. A proposal dealing with the concept of Levels of Description (see Appendix B) was also reviewed by the committee and submitted to the archival community for feedback. Discussions are still underway about what to do with this proposal.
TS-DACS also appointed a sub-team to revise the introductory DACS workshop. The work of this sub-team is ongoing. 
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Meeting minutes

TS-DACS

Annual Meeting

Washington, D.C

August 13, 2014

Attendees: Gordon Daines, Claudia Thompson, Mary Lacy, Hillel Arnold, Elise Dunham, Natalie Milbrodt (visitor), Maureen Callahan, Tim Pyatt (Council representative), Bill Landis (visitor), Jackie Dean, Cyndi Harbeson, Cory Nimer (visitor)

· Introductions

· Reviewed rotation schedule of committee members

· Terms end in 2014

· Mary Lacy

· Kate Bowers (resigned to accept a position with the Standards Committee)

· Terms end in 2015

· Sibyl Schaefer resigned to accept a position with the Digital Archives Specialist program. Cynthia Harbeson was appointed to fill Sibyl’s term. Cynthia is eligible for reappointment

· J. Gordon Daines III

· Claudia Thompson

· Terms end in 2016

· Hillel Arnold

· Jackie Dean

· Terms end in 2017

· Elise Dunham

· Maureen Callahan

· Need to appoint a new chair next year. Gordon will let Dennis Meissner know that a new chair needs to be appointed to begin in 2015.
· Council report 

· two new task forces with RBMS (holding metrics, public services metrics)

· Best practices for interns

· Best practices for volunteers in archives

· Third joint task force with RBMS is in development (primary source literacy)

· Approved HIPAA advocacy statement

· Recommendations for future joint meetings

· New committee on public awareness has been formed

· Working on getting a liaison to ARMA

· Educational outreach 

· Publications 

· Cory Nimer is ready to write the Implementation Guide to DACS as soon as the new version of EAD comes out; goal is to have it completed by early Spring 2015; drafts will be circulated to TS-DACS

· Workshops 

· Introduction to DACS (4 workshops offered)—Jackie and Hillel have been rethinking the best way to present the information in the workshop 

· Talked about the issues with workshop 

· Principles

· Part I

· Part II

· Put together a subgroup to work on revising the introduction workshop (report in January 2015) 

· Jackie Dean (chair)

· Maureen Callahan

· Elise Dunham

· consultation: Hillel Arnold, Cory Nimer

· DACS website 

· Talk to Matt Black about page views for DACS website

· Comment from faculty—50% use print, 50% use website

· DACS 2nd edition continues to sell well

· Tabled issues 

· Additional guidance on dates—continue to monitor
· More detailed guidance on scope and content notes vs technical access notes—continue to monitor
· Minimal/optimal guidance for authority records 

· subgroup to look at part II (report in January 2015) 

· Cory Nimer  (chair)

· Jackie Dean

· Claudia Thompson

· Elise Dunham

· Examples portal--how do we gather examples? Do we include encoding examples? 

· Maureen Callahan (chair)

· Cyndi Harbeson

· MODS to DACS crosswalk (Maureen Callahan)

· New issues
· Levels of Description—change proposal from Hillel Arnold (due October 15, 2014) 

· level—aggregate group of material

· level—granularity of description (minimal, optimal)--do we need different terminology

· single-level vs multi-level (pull language from ISAD(G)

· Aligning DACS more with ISAD (G)--table to watch developments with ICA (EGAD, etc.) 

· Physical and Technical access in ISAD (G)

· Repository name in title (2.3.3) commentary—Gordon will put in a change proposal (due October 15, 2014)

· Ask Council (Tim Pyatt) about how to handle version control—standards wide process

· Update website—make sure it reflects current activity

Other meetings

No other meetings were held during this reporting period. The bulk of our work was carried out via email.
Appendix A
Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS) change proposal

24 November 2014

DACS element to change: 

· 2.3.3 commentary bullet 2

· 2.3.6
Proposed change: 

· change “do not provide” to “provide” in 2.3.3 commentary bullet 2 to change the commentary to read “When the repository is responsible for assembling a collection, provide, as part of the devised title, the institution’s name as the collector.”

· 2.3.6 Remove “or if the repository has assembled the materials,” to change the rule to read “If the name of the creator, assembler, or collector is not known, do not record a name. In such cases, devise the nature of the archival materials for the title as instructed in rules 2.3.18-2.3.20 and 2.3.22”

Justification for proposed change: Many finding aids delivery systems are delivering item-level records to patrons when they do searches within those systems. These atomized results are also surfacing in search engines such as Google and Bing along with materials from other institutions. Not knowing who the collector of materials is has the potential to cause confusion about the nature of the materials and their provenance. It also has the potential to cause confusion as to where the materials are actually located. Similar issues arise in shared library catalogs. This confusion can easily be dispelled by indicating that the institution is the collector of the materials as part of the devised title.

Impact of proposed change: the impact of this proposed change should be minimal
Documentation of the Consultation Process

In accordance with the TS-DACS procedures manual, a change proposal for DACS 2.3.3 and 2.3.6 was submitted to TS-DACS. TS-DACS reviewed the requested change and decided that there was merit to the proposal. The proposal was then submitted to the archival community for feedback. The proposed change was announced to a number of listservs (we didn’t track all of the listservs that the announcement was forwarded to) including:

· Archives and Archivists listserv

· Description Section listserv

· EAD listserv

· College and University Archives listserv

· WestArch listserv

· RDA listserv

· Next Generation Cataloging listserv

· AutoCat listserv

The proposal was also announced on the SAA website and through the In the Loop email blast.

TS-DACS reviewed the feedback from the archival community and adjusted the change proposal to meet their concerns by revising the change to 2.3.6. The original revision to 2.3.6 stated that the rule should be changed to read “If the name of the creator, assembler, or collector is not known, or if the repository has assembled the materials, record the name of the collecting institution.” As a result of community concern that this would force institutions to always include the repository’s name (even when the repository was not the collector and the collector was unknown), this was changed to read “If the name of the creator, assembler, or collector is not known, do not record a name. In such cases, devise the nature of the archival materials for the title as instructed in rules 2.3.18-2.3.20 and 2.3.22.” Sample feedback follows.

Hi Gordon,

Thank you for collecting feedback on this proposed revision.

2.3.3 commentary bullet 2 revision: 

I agree with this change. If the repository is responsible for assembling the collection, it is helpful to name them as the “collector” element in the title.

2.3.6 rule revision: 

I disagree that the repository name should be included in a title in the case of a collection where the creator or collector is unknown, and the collection was NOT assembled by the repository.  For example: if the Virginia Historical Society acquires a group of unidentified textile mill ledgers (ie., the specific mill names are unknown, and the repository did not go around intentionally assembling this collection), and as per this revision suggestion, they devise a title like “The Virginia Historical Society textile mill ledgers,” it implies that the collection has something to do with the Virginia Historical Society, which it does not.  

I appreciate that this proposed revision is intended to clarify the physical location of the materials within the context of finding aid search and delivery systems where users may be getting search results from different repositories; however, there is already a DACS element for providing repository information (2.2) in a way that makes it clear that the repository is merely the place where the collection lives, and not fundamentally related to the nature or creation of the collection (which including it in the title implies).

To sum up, I feel that the repository name should ONLY be included in a devised title in cases where the repository intentionally assembled the collection.

Thanks again for the opportunity to provide input. 

Best wishes,

Jessica

…

Jessica M. Sedgwick

Associate Archivist for Reference and Digital Collections

Moakley Archive and Institute, Suffolk University

120 Tremont Street Boston, MA 02108

617-305-6277 | (Fax) 617-305-6275

jmsedgwick@suffolk.edu
http://www.suffolk.edu/moakley
Hello!

Yes, I agree with making this change, especially for 2.3.6. We’ve actually already done this for our own records as our collection-level MARC records are getting added to OCLC to make it clear which university has the items. Many of our collections had OSU in the collection title (e.g., OSU Department of English Records) that got changed to Oklahoma State University Department of English Records to clarify which OSU holds the material. 

Our catalogers (who are not Special Collections catalogers) asked if this was necessary as we would have the institution name in either the Scope and Contents, Administrative History, or both notes, but I made the argument that not everyone reads those, and they don’t show up in the results list for OCLC/WorldCat, so someone would have to click on the record to see that Oklahoma State was the OSU being referred to. Having the full institution name in the collection title solves that problem.

Thanks for considering this change!

Yours,

Sarah

------------------
Sarah Coates, MA, MLIS
Special Collections and University Archives
204 Edmon Low Library
Oklahoma State University
405-744-6076

Dear Mr. Daines,

I’ve just read the proposed revision to DACS 2.3.3 and 2.3.6 and I concur with the proposition.

Bob McInnes

Robert A. McInnes, CA, MLIS

Head Librarian

Charlotte Christian College and Theological Seminary

3117 Whiting Ave.

Charlotte, NC 28205

704-334-6882 ext. 104
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Hi, Gordon. This change falls in line with what I have always done anyway so I see it as a good thing.

Sue

-- 

Susan Hamburger, Ph.D.

Manuscripts Cataloging Librarian

Cataloging and Metadata Services

126 Paterno Library

The Pennsylvania State University

University Park, PA 16802

sxh36@psu.edu
814-865-1756

FAX 814-863-7293

The proposed change is perfect.   We've used an internal phrase for

years "acquired piecemeal" . . . assembling minutes, newsletters, etc. of

organizations or other stuff.    

Dean

Dean DeBolt, University Librarian (Professor)/University Archivist
University Archives and West Florida History Center
University of West Florida Library
11000 University Parkway
Pensacola, FL  32514-5750
ddebolt@uwf.edu;   850-474-2213
West Florida History Center is the largest and most comprehensive
history collection about Pensacola and the West Florida region.
http://libguides.uwf.edu/universityarchives
Digital collections can be found at:  http://archives.uwf.edu/Archon/
Dear Gordon,

I am writing to strenuously and enthusiastically support the proposed changes to DACS 2.3.3 and 2.3.6. I hope that the revision will also include an example of what such a title might look like for archivists who may not know how to devise one.

With all good wishes,

Jenny


-- 
Jenny Swadosh
Associate Archivist
Kellen Design Archives
Parsons The New School for Design
212-229-5942

I agree with the proposed change, but not based on supplied justification.

It seems logical and more closely parallels the name|term|topic rules for creating supplied titles. I don’t understand why the current commentary breaks from that logic simply because the owning repository is the collector. Orphaned/artificial collections are fairly common in my institution and we describe them as the rule change suggests, e.g. “NLM miscellaneous recordings collection”

I don’t think the justification should be based on display or SERP issues—there are other ways to address those issues more native to the affected technology at hand, e.g. microdata, html encoding best practices, etc.

John

John P. Rees

Archivist and Digital Resources Manager

History of Medicine Division

National Library of Medicine

301-496-8953

Dear Gordon,

I am writing to provide feedback on the proposed revisions to DACS 2.3.3 and 2.3.6, as requested on the EAD roundtable list. 

My colleagues and I met this week to review our DACS application profile and brought the proposed revisions for discussion. We whole-heartedly support the revision to 2.3.3 – it adds clarity and provides information for researchers. We do, however, have an observation with the proposed wording for 2.3.6. The way the revision is written seems like it would be, at best, misleading to researchers.

My understanding of the proposed rewording of 2.3.6:

“If the name of the creator, assembler, or collector is not known, or if the repository has assembled the materials, record the name of the collecting institution.”  The section 2.3 addresses formulation of devised title for archival collections. In purpose and scope this is described as “generally having two parts: the name of the creator(s) or collector(s); the nature of the materials being described.” Rules 2.3.4-2.3.18 go on to describe the name segment. 2.3.6 addresses how to proceed if the creator or assembler is unknown. As it currently stands, the rule instructs not to record a name in such an instance. The wording of the proposed change instructs us to record a name, but to use the name of the collecting institution.

My objections to the proposed rewording of 2.3.6:

If I apply my understanding of the rewording 2.3.6 as described, any item I have by an unknown creator (and I have several, especially working with colonial-period documents) would be attributed, at least by title, to my repository. For example, I recently processed an unsigned sermon preached shortly after the Boston Massacre of 1770. As unsigned sermon, we do not know who the creator is. As it stands, the creator is listed as “unknown” and the title, as we devise it at the Congregational Library and Archives, reads “Unknown creator. Boston Massacre sermon, 1770.” By my understanding of the proposed change to 2.3.6 as it is currently worded under a revised DACS application, that title would be changed to read “Congregational Library & Archives. Boston Massacre sermon, 1770.” This I find to be misleading, at best, to researchers. Furthermore, that confusion carries on when I go to rule 2.6 on creators and am told that the my creator field should “usually” match the creator element in the title. Furthermore, the rules for formulating the name direct you back to 2.3.4-2.3.17.  (For the record, I am also not a fan of the instruction not to include the name segment “unknown” in devised title formulations, which is why CLA has chosen to bend DACS a bit on this matter.)

I am unsure if this is a correct reading of the proposed 2.3.6 changes, but wanted to provide the feedback anyway. I understand the impetus for the proposed change (although I think many of the concerns about repository confusion can be addressed if the searcher clicks through from the search engine into the finding aid where the repository information is included as a single-level required field), however I am concerned about attempting to resolve those concerns by adding more confusion, or potential points of confusion. 

I hope this feedback is useful to the team. Thank you to you and them for your work on DACS, and for this opportunity to provide feedback.

Sari

--

Sari Mauro

Digital Archivist

Congregational Library & Archive

smauro@14beacon.org
617-523-0470 x225

History Matters. 

If you wish to support the Congregational Library in its work, please consider becoming a member. You can learn more at our website, www.congregationallibrary.org
Gordon Daines

Technical Subcommittee on Describing Archives:  A Content Standard (TS-DACS)

Hello, Gordon –

Thank you for seeking feedback on this change proposal.  While I somewhat understand the need and justification for this change, I have concerns about the way this proposal addresses that need.   I recommend that this change proposal not be accepted for the following reasons. 

1.  The proposed change to element 2.3.6 results in the following statement: “ If the name of the creator, assembler, or collector is not known, or if the repository has assembled the materials, record the name of the collecting institution.”  This instruction is awkward and potentially confusing because it combines guidance for “unknown creator, assembler, or collector” with guidance for materials assembled by the repository.    Does this change  imply that the name of the collecting institution should be used in the title – even for collections that were not assembled by that organization?

2. Including the institution’s name as the collector for all collections that are assembled by the repository would be superfluous in many cases.

3. A more appropriate way to address this might be a modification to element 2.3.23 that would allow for the repository name to be applied to a collection about a person that was assembled by that repository.   An example of this might be:  Oregon State University Special Collections & Archives Research Center Collection on Bernard Malamud

It would have been helpful if the proposers had included examples of the application of this change.  Perhaps this can be encouraged for future change proposals.

I hope this feedback is helpful.  If you or other subcommittee members have any follow-up questions, please let me know.

With best regards,

Elizabeth

Elizabeth Nielsen

University Archivist

***********

Special Collections & Archives Research Center

Oregon State University Libraries & Press

121 Valley Library

Corvallis OR 97331-4501

phone: 541.737.0543

fax: 541.737.8674

elizabeth.nielsen@oregonstate.edu
http://scarc.library.oregonstate.edu/
Appendix B

Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS) change proposal

18 March 2015

DACS elements to change: 

· Principle 3: Arrangement involves the identification of groupings within the material

· Principle 7: Archival descriptions may be presented at varying levels of detail to produce a variety of outputs.
· Principle 7.1: Levels of description correspond to levels of arrangement
· Principle 7.2: Relationships between levels of description must be clearly indicated
· Principle 7.3: Information provided at each level of description must be appropriate to that level
· 2.8: Level of Description (Required) – NEW ELEMENT

· Chapter 1: Levels of Description
Proposed change: 
1. Change the language for Principle 3: Arrangement involves the identification of groupings within the material as follows (strike-through indicates deletion, underline indicates addition):

Arrangement is the process of identifying the logical groupings of materials within the whole as they were established by the creator, of constructing a new organization when the original ordering has been lost, or of establishing an order when one never existed. The archivist then identifies further sub-groupings within each unit down to the level of granularity that is feasible or desirable, even to the individual item. This process creates hierarchical groupings of material, with each step in the hierarchy described as a level unit. By custom, archivists have assigned names to some, but not all, levels of arrangement hierarchical groupings of material. The most commonly identified are collection, record group, series, file (or filing unit), and item. A large or complex body of material may have many more levels groupings. The archivist must determine for practical reasons which groupings will be treated as a unit for purposes of description. These may be defined as the entire corpus of material of the creator (papers, records, or collection), a convenient administrative grouping (record and manuscript groups), or a reflection of administrative record-keeping systems (series and filing units).”

2. Change the language for Principle 7: Archival descriptions may be presented at varying levels of detail to produce a variety of outputs as follows (strike-through indicates deletion, underline indicates addition):

The nature and origins of a body of archival materials may be summarized in their entirety in a single collective description. However, the extent and complexity of archival materials may require a more detailed description of their various components hierarchical groupings as well. The resulting technique of multilevel description is “the preparation of descriptions that are related to one another in a part-to-whole relationship and that need complete identification of both parts and the comprehensive whole in multiple descriptive records.” This requires some elucidation regarding the order in which such information is presented and the relationships between description(s) of the parts and the description of the whole.

3. Change the title of Principle 7.1: Levels of description correspond to levels of arrangement to Principle 7.1: Units of description correspond to groupings of materials and change the text as follows (strike-through indicates deletion, underline indicates addition):

The levels of arrangement determine the levels of description. Hierarchical groupings of materials determine units of description. However, because not all levels groupings of material of arrangement are required or possible in all cases, it follows that not all levels units of description are required. It is understood that description is an iterative and dynamic process; that is, descriptive information is recorded, reused, and enhanced at many stages in the management of archival holdings. For example, basic information is recorded when incoming material is accessioned, well before the material is arranged. Furthermore, arrangement can change, particularly when a repository receives regular accruals of records from an ongoing organization. In that situation, the arrangement will not be complete until the organization ceases to exist. Thus, it is more appropriate to say that description reflects the current state of arrangement (whatever that may be) and can (and does) change as a result of further arrangement activities.

4. Change the title of Principle 7.2: Relationships between levels of description must be clearly indicated to Principle 7.2: Relationships between units of description must be clearly indicated and change the text as follows (strike-through indicates deletion, underline indicates addition):

While the actual work of arrangement and description can proceed in any order that makes sense to the archivist, a descriptive system must be able to represent and maintain the relationships among the various parts of the hierarchy. Depending on the point at which the descriptive system is entered, An end user must be able to navigate to higher (less detailed) or lower (more detailed) levels units of description. 
5. Change title of Principle 7.3: Information provided at each level of description must be appropriate to that level to Principle 7.3: Information provided in each unit of description must be appropriate to that grouping of materials and change the text as follows (strike-through indicates deletion, underline indicates addition):
When a multilevel description is created, the information provided at each level in each unit of description must be relevant to the material being described at that level the hierarchical grouping of material being described. This means that it is inappropriate to provide detailed information about the contents of files in a description of a higher level grouping of materials such as a series. Similarly, archivists should provide administrative or biographical information appropriate to the materials being described at a given level in a given grouping (e.g., a series). This principle also implies that it is undesirable to repeat information recorded at higher levels units of description. Information that is common to the component parts should be provided at the highest appropriate level unit of description.

6. Add a new required Level of Description element (2.8) as follows:

Purpose and Scope
· This element identifies and records the hierarchical grouping of material being described. 

Sources of Information

· Take the information from any reliable source, including the internal evidence of the materials being described.
General Rules

· Record the level of this unit of description.

Examples

· Collection

· Record group

· Series

· Subseries

· File

· Item

7. Change the title of Chapter 1: Levels of Description to Chapter 1: Core Elements and change the language as follows (strike-through indicates deletion, underline indicates addition):

Archival material can be described at many different levels of granularity and hierarchical groupings of materials. (see Statement of Principles: Principle 3).

A finding aid may consist of only one level unit of description (single-level descriptions), or it may include many different levels units of description (multilevel descriptions). A finding aid that consists of multiple levels units of description may provide information at successively narrower levels of arrangement hierarchical groupings of materials (such as subseries or files, and even items) for some series while confining information to a single level unit of hierarchy for others.

DACS does not attempt to define the proper level granularity of description for any set of archival materials. Archivists should follow the prescriptions of their institutions and apply their own judgment in making such determinations. 

DACS defines twenty-five elements that are useful in creating systems for describing archival materials. These systems can be of any type, ranging from simple paper-based files to complex digital information management systems. The output products of these systems—archival descriptions of all kinds and formats, printed on paper or encoded in EAD or MARC 21—must include at minimum a set of discrete descriptive elements that convey standardized information about the archival materials and creators being described. These DACS elements constitute a refinement of the twenty-six high-level elements of archival description defined in the General International Standard Archival Description (ISAD[G]).

Not all of the DACS elements are required in every archival description. Combinations of descriptive elements will vary, depending on whether the archivist considers a specific description to be preliminary or complete and whether it describes archival materials at in a single level hierarchical grouping (e.g., a collection level or an item level) or at multiple levels groupings that have a whole-part relationship.

Simple archival descriptive systems can be constructed using only the twenty-five elements articulated and defined by this standard; however, more detailed archival descriptive and management systems may require a number of additional elements, either defined by companion standards or standardized at the local level to meet the requirements of a specific repository.

The following requirements specify particular elements from Part I of DACS that should be used in output products—from basic collection single-level accession records to fully encoded, multilevel finding aids—intended for the use of archivists or researchers in managing and using archival materials. They articulate a “minimum,” “optimum,” and “added value” usage of the elements defined by DACS but are not intended to preclude use of other descriptive data that a repository deems necessary for its own descriptive systems or products. DACS does not specify the order or arrangement of elements in a particular descriptive output. Some systems or output formats, such as MARC 21 or EAD, provide specific guidance on the ordering of some or all elements. Others, such as a repository’s preliminary accession record or a print finding aid, should include DACS elements in a logical and consistent manner determined by the repository’s own procedures and standard practices. The requirements that follow are divided into two sections, one for single-level descriptions and one for multilevel descriptions.
Justification for proposed change: DACS implicitly defines the word “level” as both a hierarchical grouping of materials (such as collections, series, subseries and file), as well as the level of detail at which one such grouping is described (for example Single-level Optimum or Multilevel Required). 

In ISAD (G), “Level of description” is defined as the position of the unit of description in the hierarchy of the fonds and is also a required element in its own right. Until now, DACS has conflated the unit of description and its position by using the term “level” for both ideas. This change aims to disambiguate the two ideas, as well as bring the language in DACS in closer alignment with ISAD(G)
Impact of proposed change: This is a substantial change proposal. However, the introduction of a new required element should be mitigated by the fact that “Level of description” is generally recorded by default in archival description due to output formats requirements. 
