Best Practice Archive Recommendations Checklist

I. Archive Management

A. Mission statement: Publish a mission statement that clearly defines

· the scope and scale of the collection (e.g. Algonquian languages);

· where the resources will come from (e.g. legacy materials from researchers);

· who will be the archive's primary users (e.g. speaker communities).

B. Define procedures and policies for:

· acquisition of materials, including a triage strategy for assessing collections and prioritizing the digitization schedule;

· dissemination of materials, including access restrictions, interface languages, etc.;

· quality assurance (verifying the validity of digital files over time);

· deciding on digitization standards, changing standards to reflect changes in technology, and forward migration to new digital formats;

· disaster recovery - backups, mirror sites, etc.

Triage strategy:

· Materials deposited by speakers. 

· Recordings made on obsolete or fragile media.

· Current storage location (if too hot/cold wet/dry, materials are at risk).

· Data from extinct or moribund languages.

· Cultural treasures.

· Support for the goals of speaker communities.

· Breadth of coverage for some region.

· Depth of coverage for languages represented in the archive.

· Quality of supporting materials: metadata, transcriptions, and translations.

Arbitrating among these criteria must be done on a case-by-case basis and reflect the priorities of the archive as defined by the mission statement. The order given does not reflect any necessary schedule of priorities.

C. Digital library management systems

Recommended practice is to build or acquire a software infrastructure for maintaining metadata, administrative information and probably also user information. The standard is neutral with respect to implementation: it may be a file-based system that uses XML-tagged headers read by PERL scripts, like the MPI Corpus Browser, or it may be a database system. AILLA and ANLC use custom-built MySQL databases; PARADISEC uses a FileMakerPro system. 

Crucial considerations are:

· cost: custom software requires a skilled programmer and ongoing skilled maintenance; free systems may have sketchy support and may cease to exist with little warning; proprietary systems like FilemakerPro have license restrictions, charge for upgrades, and can not be modified at the source level. 

· scalability: databases will scale better over the long run, which means they can handle more records (hundreds of thousands) more efficiently than file-based systems, but file-based systems may be easier to implement and maintain.

· metadata: how hard it is to encode, enter, and modify metadata with the system.

· interfaces: how well the system serves the archive's interfaces (web-based, paper, on-site catalog terminals, etc.)

D. Archive Management - Readings

Open Language Archives Community (OLAC )
EU-US Working Group on Spoken-Word Audio Collections
The Digital Library Federation 

The Pacific Manuscripts Bureau 

Reference Model for an Open Archival Information System (OAIS)
http://jodi.ecs.soton.ac.uk/Articles/v04/i02/Chapman/ ("Counting the Costs of Digital Preservation: Is Repository Storage Affordable?".)
D. Archive Management - Tools

IMDI Corpus Browser
Greenstone Digital Library System
DSpace
II. Intellectual Property Rights

A. Every BP archive must develop policies that address:

· liability issues for the archive and its host institution;

· the copyrights and ethical concerns of resource producers, both native speakers and foreign researchers;

· access and use requirements, conditions, and restrictions for users.

Look for guidelines governing research and publication that are created by speaker communities such as local, regional, or tribal institutions.

Have procedures for encoding, maintaining, and relaying IPR information.

If access to any resources is to be restricted, define clearly who controls access, for how long, and how access is granted under what terms.

Also provide guidelines for resource producers for eliciting consent to archive & publish.

B. Intellectual Property Rights - Readings

Liberman, Mark. (2000). "Legal, Ethical, and Policy Issues Concerning the Recording and Publication of Primary Language Materials." Paper given at Linguistic Exploration 2000: Workshop on Web-Based Language Documentation and Description. Phildelphia, Pennsylvania, Dec. 15, 2000.

A Crash Course in Copyright from the University of Texas Systems Office of General Counsel.

World Intellectual Property Organization 

Cultural and Intellectual Property Rights A Pathfinder for Native People, Students, Educators and the General Public, By Dawn Eckenrode.

C. Intellectual Property Rights - Examples

Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies (AIATSIS)
The Archive of the Indigenous Languages of Latin America (AILLA)

Child Language Data Exchange System (CHILDES)

OLAC Standards documents
Open Content Publication License 

III. Definition of archival objects

A. Overview

An archival object is not the same thing as an archived file. Most often, an archival object will consist of a set or bundle of related files; for example, a recording in several formats. Note: the choice of metadata schema may define this for you.

Definition of what constitutes an archival object must be clear and consistent:

· digital objects correspond to original media (e.g. sides of a tape), OR
· digital objects correspond to documentary events (e.g. a recording session).

Persistent identifiers reference the permanent archival object. Identifiers should support:

· retrieval of the original (analog) medium;

· locating related objects that reference original media (e.g. texts that refer to specific tapes);

· correct citation of archived resources.

Revisions should be archived as new objects so that existing references to the original remain valid.

B. Archival objects - Readings

Pacific And Regional Archive for DIgital Sources in Endangered Cultures (PARADISEC)
AILLA
Holton, Gary. (2003). "Approaches to digitization and annotation: A survey of language documentation materials in the Alaska Native Language Center Archive." 

http://emeld.org/workshop/2003/paper-holton.pdf
IV. Metadata

A. Metadata schema must be OLAC-compliant.

Best practice is to adopt and customize an existing schema (OLAC, IMDI) to maximize inter-operability.

Be an active participant in the international language archive community through OLAC, IMDI, EMELD, and DELAN.

There are 3 sub-categories of metadata that an archive requires:

· administrative information;

· structural information about the digital and original resource;

· descriptive information about the intellectual content of the resource.

B. Metadata - Links

Open Language Archives Community (OLAC )
International Standards for Metadata Initiative (IMDI) 

Dublin Core 

Metadata Encoding and Transmission Standards (METS) 

C. Metadata - Examples

ORE: the OLAC Repository Editor
AILLA Metadata forms (with an example)
V. Digital formats

A. Overview

The archive must clearly distinguish master, or archival, formats from presentation and working formats so that users understand that digital materials in presentation formats are not archive-quality, materials. It is important to recognize that presentation and working formats are the ones that will be in wide circulation, so that they are the formats that people will be most familiar with. Archives must be vigilant in informing resource creators of the recommendations for creating archive-quality materials.

Presentation and working formats are important to the users; archival format is important to the discipline. Archives should publish their digitization standards as guidelines for resource creators who wish to deposit digital materials, instead of analog materials to be digitized by the archive.

Examples

	
	a grammar
	a recording

	archival format
	tiff
	wav

	presentation format
	pdf, html
	mp3

	working format
	MS Word
	minidisk


General requirements for archive-quality (master copy) formats:

· non-proprietary; that is, the encoding is in the public domain;

· portable, re-useable, repurposeable;

· best possible reproduction of the original.

B. Standards

Archives need a policy for tracking standards in resource creation and presentation formats.

Standards may be tiered, or scaled, to reflect the realities of field recordings and legacy materials. For example, mini-disc recorders produce compressed digital objects, which is not the best possible quality, but must be acceptable because of the relatively low cost and ease of use of these devices in the field.

Strive for highest-quality, but do not let the best become the enemy of the good: if a less-than-standard digitial object is all there is, archive it anyway. Don't reject resources from speakers.

C. Digital formats - Readings

Links to the EMELD BP for Resource Creation, Transcription & Annotation, & Resource Conversion

The National Archives of Australia 

The (U.S.) Library of Congress
D. Digital formats - Tools

Links to sites/EMELD pages with recommendations for digitization equipment

Praat (free, any platform): http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/ 

SoundForge (PCs): http://www.sonicfoundry.com/
ProTools (Macs/PCs): http://www.digidesign.com/
