E-archives Meeting

Tuesday, August 17, 2010, 2:30-4 

Present: Stephen Davis, Terry Catapano, Jane Gorjevsky 

Agenda

1. Requirements development for e-archiving

2. Prospective grant from International Fellowships Program for development of their hybrid paper and electronic archive

3. Debrief from SAA
1.  Requirements development for e-archiving

We went over the draft e-archive processing scenario created by Stephen Davis on 5/5/2010.  One missing item in part 1 was the creation of mechanisms for authentication, integrity checking and auditing the stored digital objects.  Otherwise the scenario is ready to be discussed with participating libraries, such as Avery.  
There was a discussion of initial steps for implementing the scenario.  Terry and Jane suggested that creation of “dark storage” that meets the technical preservation guidelines for the trusted digital repository should take precedence over developing automatic ingest and user-friendly access capabilities.  Developing technical tools for routine authentication, integrity checking and auditing is needed for all the digital items at the CUL care, and not only for e-archives.  However, the limited human resources of LDPD preclude creation of such tools in the near future, unless the institutional priorities are significantly rearranged.  It was suggested that an additional staff programmer is needed to implement these tasks, unless we find a way to do it via grant project.
2. Prospective grant from International Fellowships Program for development of their hybrid paper and electronic archive

Stephen suggested that the work on IFP project will require two full-time positions

· Project manager for 3 years (1st year – planning and development, 2nd year – arranging and accessioning the record submissions from 22 participating countries, 3rd year – processing) 
· Programmer for one (last) year to develop the software infrastructure

In the course of discussion Jane suggested that it might be more useful to bring in a programmer earlier on in the project, since he can promptly start developing the core technical tools discussed in part 1 (authentication, integrity checking and auditing), and for longer  then one year, instead cutting down on a project manager. 

Stephen further explained that the project manager will have technical skills and also act as a “repository manager,” assisting in CUL e-archives repository customization.  His work could include research on e-archives tools and methodology developed by other institutions and re-using and adapting them as needed.  

Jane mentioned the Blue Ribbon Task Force on Sustainable Preservation and Access issued its final report (http://brtf.sdsc.edu/biblio/BRTF_Final_Report.pdf) earlier this year, which could be useful in preparing the grant proposal.
3.  Debrief from SAA

Terry and Jane told about their impression from the SAA annual meeting, which they attended during the preceding week.  Based on this conference they identified peer institutions that made the most progress in routine preservation of digital-born materials.  The list includes Tafts University, Duke University, Yale University, and possible UNC at Chapel Hill, UI at Urbana-Champaign.  Several institutions, notably Yale and Duke, have highly technically competent electronic records archivists on staff.
Among other institutions to watch: DLC, NARA, LOC.  LOC developed utilities to support its BagIt specification.  Their code can be found on sourceforge.net (so are the file submission tools developed by Tafts).  Smithsonian institution uses the XML tools developed during their CERP project to archive their email (only did it for several retiring high-level officers so far), and perform their own web archiving (decided that it’s more cost-effective for them then go with archive-it service from the Internet Archive).  There is also a distributed repository project (DCAPE, http://salt.unc.edu/dcape/) in the works.  Notably, Tafts University is one of the partners in DCAPE development, despite having a robust e-archives program of its own.  The Tafts staff explains that they are overwhelmed by the stream of e-objects from the university (such as event photographs), and their (largely manual) procedures are not scalable to such volumes, so they are looking for the ways to “outsource” some parts of their e-archive.
A number of institutions is developing a way to automate metadata creation (some key variables supplied by the donor when they fill out e-submission form; technical metadata extracted automatically) and move from individual to collective description of electronic objects.  Each object has associated metadata file, but its metadata is not necessarily unique.  
