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Kathy Jones

Overall comments:

As others have noted, this is well written.  It is packed full of good information.  Many of my notes have to do with finding a way to break up some of the paragraphs or to provide bulleted lists for the examples.  The writing has a very scholarly and academic tone.  Many of the users of the Guide will not be from an academic community.  You have probably discussed this issue in the phone calls ˆ how to change this tone while keeping the information intact and not lowering the level of information.  Perhaps finding ways to link in an electronic form or to use typesetting and typographic means to highlight certain points will help.

I noticed that there are still a few British expressions and suggest that we have an overall editing to take care of this as well as the adjustments in tone and density of text.

SECTION ONE: INTRODUCTION:

p.9, para 1:  add to end of third sentence:    through digital content creation to preservation “and sustained access.”

p. 10:  Change section heading to “What do you want to do”

p. 11, para 2:  often there is a series of examples such as this, I suggest simplifying this.

also, I thought that we were discussing sustainability but often the example ends with preservation (see sentence 3)

another example of the string of “to’s” can be found in the first paragraph of “Who is your audience?”

suggested change in sentence two, first paragraph of this section, change to:  “As you begin to develop and plan the use of digitization to make your collections visible and accessible, it is crucial to decide what audience and audiences you aim to reach.

p. 12, para 3: more examples strung together by “to”, bulleted list?

SECTION TWO: Resources:

Kathy Jones

p. 14:  bulleted list, break up paragraph in some way.

p. 17:  Example box:  I don‚t see the relationship to the systems requirements for the project by what is shown here.  This shows the result. Can we show how the inventory of equipment should be matched to the identified needs?

p. 17:  Suggest a change in the title of the subsection, instead of “Who are you?”

p.18, para 1:  It might be good to talk about project team/project management process here too (briefly, with reference to more complete discussion).

Sub section header would be useful for para. 2

Add a checklist of ideal steps in the process somewhere in para. 2

Use of the medical imaging equipment is a good example but only a possible collaboration under special circumstances and usually in a university setting, not for a regular museum for example.

p. 19:  There are no examples from the Museum Community in the link box.

Perhaps MCN should be mentioned here.

p. 21:  The statement that follows is very important and should be

highlighted in some way [center of page quotation box?]

“Many projects suffer initially because staff members are expected to do both their existing job and a new one created by the digitization initiatives.”

p.22:  Question box continues on this page ˆ what is ICT?

Another point on a collaborative project is to make clear who owns the product(s), how will the ownership/collaboration be structured, how will revenue/expenses be shared?

p. 24:  Changes “posts” to positions or jobs

p.26:  Rework the complex sentences, esp.:  “We recommend that time and support for securing further external funds, exploring the potential for self-generating income or for developing an exit strategy that will secure the maintenance and accessibility of the digital material be built in to the project‚s program of activity.

p. 28: change terminology:  “annual write down”

p. 29:  change terminology:  “Travel and subsistence”  to “Travel and per diem”

  “indicative table” to ?

p. 30:  Key sites for what exactly, just include a title.

p. 35:  WHAT ABOUT MUSEUM STAFF?  TOO MANY EXAMPLES FROM LIBRARIES!

 Change terminology:  “specialism” to “specialization”

p. 36:  Link Box:  add link:

Harvard Extension School, Museum Studies Certification program, MUSE E130:

Information Technology for Museums [taught by me and Leslie Johnston]

p. 37:Change terminology:  “bespoke” to “custom-made”

p. 38:  first paragraph, the imaging example at the end of the paragraph seems out of place.

p. 40:  Change terminology to American English for “speciality card” and “tele-cine”

p. 42:  Clarification of the last three sentences in first paragraph.

Changes in terminology

p. 45:  at end of first paragraph, a footnote about why you would expect to see at least 16MB of video RAM or more.

At end of second paragraph, explain that printouts of these color printers will not provide archival copies if this is a concern to a project

In paragraph 3, I would expect the capacity of PC internal hard drives

purchased in the last year (or two?) to be higher, perhaps 10-20GB.

p. 46:  in paragraph 3, would this be a good place to mention data warehousing?

p. 47:  use MUSEUM examples too

The paragraph that begins with “When you are assessing”  should be highlighted as VERY IMPORTANT!

p. 48:Explain, link or footnote the first occurrence of new terms.  In this case:  EAD, TEI, PRINCE2

Explain “hot house” projects, same as proto-type?

 Use #‚s for the six stages rather than bullets.

Lorna 

In general, I though this chapter was well written and  clarified the issue really well. Some specific points to note:

p. 12: Checklist box

Who is this checklist box for - is it equally useful for university faculty, museums, library, etc? And not everyone "will need" everything on this list - I think it would be better if it were called "Checklist of resources for a digitization project"

p. 14, Example box

I wasn't quite sure how this worked - there needs to be an explanation of where this came from, the context of the tests, etc. What exactly is being tested here?

p. 22 Costs for resources

I don't know if the "per unit" cost is really helpful - it is unique, but it may need some additional context.

p. 23. section on capture cost factors and non capture cost factors.

This perhaps could do with the addition of a short sentence at the beginning stating that the digitization costs will be the least costly part of the whole process. But otherwise I like this section a lot!

p. 24, costings.

Again, I am not sure if the real $$$ numbers are helpful. They will date very quickly, but on the other hand, I appreciate that people will want to see some sort of "bottom line" and some sort of real numbers. I just think that if this is to be included, with figures, there need to be a lot of provisos about how these numbers should be used.

P26-27., section on project personnel.

At some point, you may find useful information from the ACH jobs database:

http://maple.cc.kcl.ac.uk/cgi-bin/ach_jobs/view.pl (I don't think that's a permanent URL, remind me to check it for you before the "Guide" goes live!)

P31. summer schools and training opportunities

At some point, please mention that these workshops are cheaper and far more useful than commercial training courses!!

P. 40,

This section on project management is all good, but is it complete? We could probably use more on this topic. And specifically, are we missing a "risk table on project management", which is mentioned on page 80.

SECTION THREE:  Selecting Materials:  An Iterative Process

Kathy Jones

Introduction:  somewhat confusing, simplify sentences

Characteristics of original material: (p54)  Highlight important point:

“Successful digitization projects start from a strategic knowledge of the institutions collections and how this relates to the institutional  mission.”

p. 55:  Highlight important point:

“Planning for digitization should start from a study of the analog resources, the physical materials themselves, or, in the case of born digital material, the digital collections, rather than in response to the technology that is available, or other pressures.”

p. 57:paragraph that continues at top of page:  Should we then stress how this process can inform the collecting policy of the institution?

p. 58:  para 2, bullets or make less dense for examples

p. 61:  Digitization Aims: bullets or make less dense

p. 62:  under Preservation, change terminology:  “another category high up” to “given a higher priority”

p. 63: last paragraph under Preservation, Mention data warehousing?

p. 64:  are the examples given “Year 2001” stuff that should be marked as something to watch and something that will change?

There are video tools at the Harvard Business School that may do what is described here (our next edition?):  “analyze hours of video, identify events as they occur, extract embedded textual data”

p. 65:  On the statements, “The rights to moving image and recorded sound material restrict access to valuable information sources.”  Seems judgmental, artists and the movie industry have a different point of view. [David? Peter?]

p. 66:  last paragraph:  “Evaluation involves user needs analysis”  This could be a topic of its own, it doesn’t get much coverage here.  Does it elsewhere?  What is the best way to cover this?

Section on Intellectual Property and rights management- could this be checked by David and Peter?

Section on Digitization Issues has many examples that need to be broken up

in some way.

SECTION FOUR:  Rights Management

Peter 

Attached you will find a copy of Section 4 on Rights Management with my suggested changes in it.  I have used Word's "Track Changes" and "Comment" features to indicate where I think changes or more work are needed.  Please let me know if you have trouble reading the document.

As I indicated on the phone, overall I was very pleased with this section.  It is very easy to get sunk in a morass of issues when dealing with rights, and I think the HATII group has done an excellent job of synthesizing a complex body of materials.  I was particularly impressed that I could only find one gross error.   Considering that this is dealing with a foreign body of law (and the error was about the rights accorded by the copyright notice - something not used in Europe), it is a remarkable achievement.

Again as I indicated on the phone, the biggest problem with the chapter is that it doesn't make clear until the end that cultural institutions have two concerns with IP: securing the rights to digitize other people's IP and then ensuring that no one else can use the digitized materials without the cultural institution's approval (tacit or otherwise).  I have indicated in the comments several places where I think the chapter could be more explicit about these two threads.

Peter
thanks very much for your comments……  They all make sense and are 'doable'.  I think I see what you were driving at with the sections marked in yellow and will have a go at adjusting them.
I am going to see if I can draft two sentences to go at the start of the section that pull the two key issues to the start of the section.
Best, Seamus
SECTION FIVE: DIGITIZING & ENCODING OF TEXT

Mike

This section shows much improvement over the previous draft in terms of writing style, organization, and clarity.

Before I make suggestions, though, we should agree as a group about the meaning of "encoding".  For some (humanists), encoding may imply markup.  For others, "encoding" may refer to text that is not captured as a page image.  Is plain ASCII text an example of encoding?  The first group may say "no," the second "yes."  In the chapter a distinction is made between "character encoding" (including ASCII text) and "full-text (or content) encoding" (using markup), but sometimes when the noun "encoding" appears without an adjective, ambiguity may result.

Now a few suggestions.

1. All the acronyms should be spelled out the first time they are used, even though boxes may gloss some of the terms.  OCR, TEI, DTD are examples.

2. HTML as a form for a project's text may not warrant much coverage in the body of the chapter, but it probably deserves as much attention as ASCII.

3. For all readers but the initiated, eyes will glaze over at a discussion of DTDs.  If possible, relegate that discussion to the final third of the chapter (the sample DTD and XML markup you provide are simple and useful), and earlier in the chapter, where necessary, refer to that section.  In a web-based or decision-tree version of the chapter, this approach should work even better.

4. For more details about Göttingen (para 2 under Scenarios), visit http://www.sub.uni-goettingen.de/nojava_home.htm

5. The Link Box just before Full-Text Encoding Languages is a mixed bag.  Could you find URLs for all the topics you mention there?

6.  In para 5 under DTD, I think you confuse "entity" for "element."

7. The section on EAD is a good idea, but I think you need more detail for the following section on CIMI.

Style: note the Britishism "bespoke" in para 1 under Ways of Encoding. Also, make the bullets under TEI all infinitives by using "to facilitate" and "to promote"

Once again, congratulations on the fine improvement in this draft of the chapter.

SECTION SIX: STILL IMAGES

Kathe

I've read the section on Still Images and have some specific comments (see below).  However, I'd like to say that the guide is much improved over the previous draft.  The guide is extremely informative, generally clear, and written in a style that will appeal to  a broad readership. There are still some editing issues, but they are much fewer than before. 

Although I am sure that the final editor will pick up the typos/word problems I noted,  I will certainly bring a marked copy Friday, if that would be helpful.

1.  In the section on Understanding Capture, p. 131, the following sentence appears twice in the same paragraph.  That, coupled with the floating "4+ bit)." is confusing.  "Grayscale (8 bit) is used for continuous tone images with no color and bitonal (1 bit) for good quality text or line art."

2.  In the section on Metadata (p 139-40), I think it would be helpful to describe the three forms by using a single actual example.  This would make not only the definitions more clear in this section, but would also allow the reader to understand the relationships between the three forms of metadata.

3.  In the section on File naming Conventions, there is a problem sentence.  The sentence reads, in part: "In files names you should never always ensure that the three letters after the full stop..."  I am sure that "never" should be dropped, correct?

4.  In the section on Capturing Text (p 143), one sentence reads, "OCR technologies are improving all the time and institutions."  

5.  Just a comment that, at the bottom of page 144, the example of the old postcard printed on low quality paper is excellent.  It provides the reader with an instantaneous understanding of the concept in just a few brief, descriptive words.

6.  In the section on Capturing Images, in the second set of bulleted information, I am not sure what the "it" stands for. Could this be explained in a more explicit way?

7.  In the section on Archival Versions of Material Versus Derivative Format, should we talk about the "why" of not scanning original materials and explain how film is safer than digital scan for fragile materials?  Or is that too elementary??

8.  The section on Capture Technology includes an extremely detailed explanation of technical aspects of digital imaging.  It is much more detailed than other descriptions/definitions/explanations in this guide.  Is it too much information?

SECTION SEVEN: AUDIO/VIDEO CAPTURE AND MANAGEMENT

Rick:

I won't be able to attend your next meeting in DC; so wanted to just cast out my suggestions to the whole group in time for your meeting. I took on the chapter on "Audio/Video Capture and Management" so the following comments are about that chapter - with the more important ones indicated by ****. First of all I have to say that this chapter is much richer and full of details, examples, and good info. I think it will be very helpful to folks entering this arena (and a lot who already have). Have fun in DC everyone!

Rick Rinehart

1. "why digitize" section. Format of name of project Survivors of the SHOAH Visual History Foundation is confusing - could read as survivors of the foundation, perhaps the style sheet could help with these types of things; all projects could have a consistent formatting - such as underlined, etc.

2. "why digitize". I would alter the last sentence in this section a little to this: "In some cases the digital copy will retain all the quality of the original and can serve as a preservation copy (for instance, this is easier to achieve from VHS originals), but even when preservation is not possible a digitized version of the tape is just another, and better, way of making a viewing/exhibition copy for all the reasons outlined above." so as not to imply that preservation/migration is utterly impossible in all cases.

3. "access to analog playback devices". I would delete or alter the sentence, "For audio and moving image material that is already in a digital format (such as CD or Digibeta), playback equipment is less of a problem.". In practical terms, these formats (DV, Digibeta, etc) are just as limited to one storage medium and require one, specialized type of playback device - which though newer, are often more expensive than playback devices for older media, so present an equivalent obstacle for digitizing.

4. same section. This second sentence is also perhaps misleading "These machines scan the films and digitize at the scanner passing the digital signal to the computer. (They work slightly differently for digital video. In this instance they grab individual lines of video to construct a frame and produce broadcast quality digital video.)" I would say instead that video digitizers are *capable* of grabbing "broadcast quality" from a video source, but it depends on the source. For instance, you can't grab "broadcast quality" video from a standard VHS tape source; you'd be starting well below that standard.

5. **** This may be moot, but I wanted to mention that the tables in this chapter are difficult to read. They need formatting (and perhaps have them in other version of the document already :) For instance, why not just include the categories before each item, instead of at the top as a kind of "key". So:

Audio Media

Properties

Source Device

Wax cylinders

1890's, up to 5"

Phonograph....

becomes instead...

Audio Media: Wax cylinders

Properties: 1890's, up to 5"

Source Device: Phonograph....

6. **** "decision points for av capture". "As we have noted elsewhere in this Guide once material has been reformatted it is rare that the work is done again so we would suggest that you consider that it is usually better practice to capture at the highest rate you can afford, and deliver a 'dumbed-down' version, than to capture at a low rate now because your immediate intention is to provide the material as small video over modems on the web." Is the idea of "master" and "derivative/delivery" files covered adequately elsewhere as an explicit (not assumed) approach? David made the good point that since folks may not read the whole document; but may read only one section, it might be good to either re-iterate such a key concept, or directly point from this area of the AV chapter to the section number in another chapter where this occurs.

7. **** "standards and formats: audio" (and other sections). The intro paragraph nicely outlines standards-based vs. proprietary solutions, but this distinction is not carried forward into the actual list of file formats. Throughout this section (and perhaps the document) it might be good to indicate in the various lists of formats and small note such as:

MPEG

xxxx...ISO standard

SMIL

xxx.....W3C standard

QuickTime

xxx.....proprietary, Apple Computer

8. I would add one format to the table of "audio formats":

"Compact Disc Digital Audio, or CDDA for short, format is the standard followed by most manufacturers of audio CD's." It might be noted under AIFF, that AIFF is almost universally recognized as the format to convert to CDDA (most audio-CD software will automatically recognize and convert AIFF to CDDA when burning).

9. in the table "MPEG format" it might be practical to just mention explicitly how each might be used in a real-world situation. For instance, as a neo-video-digitizer I'm going to wonder "which of these flavors of MPEG can I use to digitize video?" (1 but not 7, etc). This is implicit in the descriptions; but explicit is always good for a guide :)

10. "sample rates" great section. Would be really great to have an illustration. You know, one of those wave->to->digital sample graphs? It makes the whole idea so much more clear. More illustrations (if you have them) could clarify many of the points throughout.

11. **** "moving image media" table. The title of this table, and other tables in this section confused me. We've got Moving Image Media, Moving Image formats, and Digital Video Formats. Isn't digital video format also a moving image format? From the content I might call them each: 

Analog moving image media - (film, tape) 

Moving image digital (computer) file formats -(mpeg, QuickTime)

Moving image digital (tape) stream formats - (dv, digi-betacam)

or something else :)

12. "moving image media" table. It would be great to have an illustration showing the digital pixel resolution equivalents of many analog video formats; you could alternately list each beneath the format in the table. The kind of table I'm talking about appears on page 3 and 9 of "A Technical introduction to digital video" by Charles Poynton, 1996. It shows that HDTV about 1920x1080, NTSC "TV" about 644x483, etc.

13. **** "standards and formats: video". Ah, our old friend, the sentence, "Experience has shown that films captured at the same resolution but presented in .mpg format provide higher level of resolvable detail and better quality than an equivalent QuickTime version." It sounds a little like saying "at the same resolution, MPEG is higher resolution". In the next paragraph, "In QuickTime image quality is not as sharp as that of .mpg format film."  My experience has shown me MPEG which is far superior to QT from the same source, and it's also shown me QT which was far superior to MPEG - both given the same pixel dimension. Variables seem to include nature of images and transitions, and A lot of it had to do with which flavor (compression) was being used in QT. QT/CinePak is hugely different from QT/DV (I wonder how QT/MPEG would look). Citation of some article outlining an experiment that had accounted for variables would greatly help here. Otherwise I'd suggest removing these sentences as too debatable.

I agree that the whole chapter could use with a bit more recommendation-style use of examples, but I would add that in this case, the "QT vs. MPEG quality debate" where we don't even agree among the few of us, is perhaps not the area to be prescriptive :)

14. Same section. The part describing BAM/PFA video strategies, I would request these changes (I just added more detail to make it easier to evaluate this approach for potential adoption or adaptation):

change

"The Berkeley Art Museum/Pacific Film Archive currently captures video content as DV (see DV discussion). This DV stream is then converted and saved as a video master file in QuickTime/DV format. Derivative files are extracted at a much smaller resolution and are delivered online in QuickTime/Sorensen format for video, and    QuickTime/Qualcomm for audio-only materials. Content digitized so far   include video of artist talks and works of video-art from the collection. Works on film will require a different methodology."

to this

"The Berkeley Art Museum/Pacific Film Archive currently captures video content as DV (see DV discussion). This DV stream is then converted and saved as a video master file in QuickTime/DV format at 480x720 resolution producing 'broadcast quality' digital video (see article at: www.computerservice.com/DV-L/DV-Beta.html). Derivative files for web delivery are extracted at a much smaller resolution and are delivered online in QuickTime/Sorensen format for video, and QuickTime/Qualcomm for audio-tracks, or audio-only materials. Derivative files for DVD-movie delivery are kept at 480x720, but compressed using MPEG-2. Content digitized so far include video of artist talks and works of video-art from the collection. Works on film will require a different methodology, and aiming at 1920x1035 and other HDTV specs is being investigated."

15. **** 'audio-visual metadata' section. This is a great 3 or so pages outlining the PADS project. Useful info. I feel that it's incumbent on us to mention at least the few of the most important projects in this area, which would lead us to give equal treatment and coverage to the SMIL approach, which is a W3C standard after all. METS might be the third schema to mention. It might then be useful to briefly describe the slight differences which exist among these three for AV purposes. I’m not invested in SMIL (heck, not even using it at all currently), but I do feel it is widely supported, standardized, and needs to be covered in this section too.

16. same section. It might be useful to have a sentence or two describing the emerging future of audio/visual metadata; how it will be stored and used. For instance, one way to store metadata is external to the media files, in digital asset management systems. Another form is to include textual metadata in the media file itself. This can take the form of subtitle tracks, commentary tracks, and scene-by-scene indexing to allow for scene-by-scene search and retrieval. 

16. "key AV metadata sites" table. I would add to this:

International Federation of Film Archives (FIAF)

http://www.cinema.ucla.edu/fiaf/default.html

Association of Moving Image Archivists (AMIA)

http://www.amianet.org/

17. "options for delivery and management" section. You might mention that the LOC keeps tape preservation masters for high-quality video in the AV Prototyping project. This suggests a strategy to "go ahead and digitize, but it would not be a bad idea to keep the tape around for a while". At BAM/PFA we're taking this advice, keeping our DV tapes as the master copy of raw footage at least as long as the tapes last, or we're more comfortable with a digital preservation strategy whichever comes first.

18. same section. second to last paragraph, "This system is appropriate for a project with such a massive scope (52,000 video records of testimonies) and multi-million dollar budget, but much of its practice cannot be applied to smaller museums or archive projects as the level of funding required will not be available to produce such sophisticated systems and technology. " 

I would add to the end of this sentence, something like, "smaller institutions may want to investigate solutions such as storing and delivering video via DVD in the standard DVD-movie MPEG-2 format which is of adequate quality to produce preservation copies for VHS sources, and at least access copies for higher-quality video sources such as betacam. DVD-data (using DVD as a raw disk, rather than video-only) may help in storing large video files which are not in MPEG-2 format."

.....at least give some hope since this whole area already seems so impossible :)

19. This one's not even in the AV section, but I feel I have to request a correction to a mention of the BAMPFA on page 177 under "Effective strategies and planning towards sustainability". Here is the sentence, "The TML suggests that projects need to recognize that even institutional support is tenuous, that digital data are easily destroyed, and that some projects will not survive [or projects become programs]. This eventuality is also recognized by the Berkeley Art Museum and Pacific Film Archive, MOAC. While the mechanisms are in place to facilitate the recording of metadata to ensure the longevity of images, the quality control and storage strategy are not formalized, thus leaving the possibility of errors and disasters."

This is not quite what I meant in the interview. What I meant is that BAMPFA tries to be honest about the fact that some projects should continue indefinitely, grow, and become mainstreamed, while others should be seen as noble experiments, and allowed to pass away if it becomes objectively apparent that another approach would be better. I actually think that MOAC is among the former, but we did have a project in 1996 to use Apple Newtons as digital gallery guides which proved unfeasible (see Museum News, July, cover article on museum handhelds for details :) Would it be possible to reflect this other meaning, or drop the example if it becomes to complicated? Thanks!

Thanks you guys! Let me know how the meeting goes....

Richard Rinehart

Dear Rick
I want to thank you for your comments which are very VERY helpful.  We can address them all and I agree that doing so will improve the section.
There is only one I would rather not address at this stage: the issues raised by point 5 should wait until you will publish the Guide.  I see what you are suggesting though and think it is sensible.
Your comments about point 13 are fair.  I did try squaring this circle. I'll send you an alternative.
I will add SMIL and we can link to METS as it is covered elsewhere in the guide, unless you think we should push it into this section as well.
Once again thanks for the guidance.
best
Seamus
Mark:

David:

You asked Rick to write comments on Chapter VII and he did a very detailed job. When I was able to read the Chapter and Rick's comments carefully, however, I found much of the technical content too general and imprecise. Part of the problem might have to do with the decision to deal with audio and video together.  From our point of view at MSU, we are much farther ahead in knowing the best ways to deal with audio than video. The storage issues are of a much smaller magnitude and that has broad ramifications throughout topics covered in the chapter.

Equally important, I was struck by the failure of the Chapter to deal with hardware and software methodology in digitizing. We find that this is one of the most important variables in sound digitization.

I gave the chapter to our principle audio archivists for comment and their comments are below. (Please note, that the tone is a bit harsh as we are used to rigorous internal criticism. I did not go through and clean this up.  Should you want to forward these comments on, this should be noted.)

I do not want to step on Rick's toes here, but we have been buried in many of these issues for nearly two years. I'd be negligent if I did not provide this feedback.

Mark 

 Specific Comments: 

 1. p. 156. The term "copy" should be clarified. Indeed, the copying of a digital file is a lossless process, but ONLY if we copy from one UNCOMPRESSED (e.g. wav) format to the next. This should be made clear.

 2. p. 160. The sampling rate is NOT equivalent to resolution, as the article suggests.  Resolution is a commonly applied term to "quantization".

 3. p. 161. The chapter claims that the choice of sampling rate depends on (a) longevity, (b), circumstances, and (c) needs. Those are very unclear concepts. Longevity is irrelevant, as it is constant across different sampling rates.  Circumstances are not clarified in the chapter sufficiently. The purpose of preservation is claimed to depend on the target audience. This is very problematic, as "preservation" does not mean "delivery". The preservation copy should be the best possible. The delivery copy can be then downsampled.

 One of the most important factors related to the choice of digitization standards is the medium and content of the original. The chapter ignores it. It doesn't talk about speech vs. music vs. sounds of nature, at all.

 4. p. 161. The explanation of the digitization process is very imprecise. It fails to explain how exactly sampling rate and quantization relate to the amount of detail captured from the original analog signal. 

 5. p. 162. The section on digital signal processing (filtering, EQ, noise reduction, etc.) is unclear. It fails to make a point of using or not using DSP. It is not true that one can simply remove the sound of a barking dog from an acoustic signal without damaging the speech signal. 

 6. p. 162. The decision of whether to use DOLBY (analog filter) is as important as it is difficult. DOLBY aims primarily at reducing high frequency analog hiss, but this is not a lossless process. In many cases, to preserve the entire signal, we want to avoid using DOLBY - but that deserves careful investigation.

The chapter fails to consider the following, very important issues:

 1. DSP is not only equalization and bass boosting, as the chapter suggests. One of the most difficult challenges of audio digitization is inconsistent amplitude levels, due to both to the original recording techniques used, AND to the deterioration of the analog signal over time. DPS techniques such as normalization and/or compression should be considered at this point, rather than frequency-based EQ, which is mostly irrelevant for preservation purposes.

2. The chapter fails to explain how different sample rates and quantization settings effect the digitization process. It offers no solutions or empirical support.

 3. The chapter does not talk about the methodologies at all. The methodology is at least as important as the settings. What we mean by methodology is the whole hardware and software setup from start to finish. The kinds of A/D converters, digital audio cards, cabling, processing algorithms, etc.

 4. Since preservation is the focus of the chapter, it should talk more about several widely-used UNCOMPRESSED formats. It should also explain in more detail what compression, such as MPEG does to an audio file.

 5. The chapter does not talk about the challenges related to the storage and migration of digital audio files in sufficient detail.

SECTION EIGHT: QUALITY CONTROL AND ASSURANCE

Lorna 

Overall, we should probably chat at the meeting on Friday as to what tone exactly this chapter should strike. This is a topic about which it is possible to write a multi-volume tome! My sense is that the user of the "guide" would benefit from a clear overview of the issue backed up by a selection of examples based on particular projects. I don't think this needs to be a terribly technical overview, but we should think about this on Friday.

Another issue - I think the "Guide" needs a section on compression - the why and how, etc, and also the issue of rich digital masters, preservation masters, etc.  It is mentioned briefly elsewhere (in the A/V section), but it is probably an issue that deserves a detailed analysis here.

General comments:

P. 149, Introduction

Should clarify benchmarking for conversion, access and delivery as separate processes.

P. 149, "Digital Objects" 1st paragraph

talks about benchmarking for each type of material, but the chapter doesn't mention benchmarking for audio and video. Will that be added later?

P150, PG 2

Images of England needs a URL

P150 PG 3

Should include more detailed information about the environment, including  hardware, display/imaging software, monitor, viewing conditions, etc....

The goal is to ensure that all variables are accounted for so that the process and digitization environment can be replicated easily by other operators. There is also a need for verification of benchmarking through testing and evaluation.

P151 table

I wasn't quite sure where these figures are from, and what they mean! Just need the terminology to be explained somewhere.

P152, example box "what to look for"

I though this was really good!

P153 PG 1

Genealogical Society of Utah needs a URL

P 154 PG 3

TML needs a URL

P. 155

QC&A of Metadata

This section is a little sketchy - there are some references on this issue in the Kenny/Rieger book, page 62.

SECTION NINE: COLLABORATION 

Joan

I think the collaboration chapter covers the topic well.

I would suggest some rearrangement, with the goal of

separating the section on "outsourcing" from those on

actual collaboration.

I'd suggest:

Types of collaboration

  Consultancy

  Joint projects

  Collaboration in different shapes

  Outsourcing

Managing collaboration and partnership agreements

In the Outsourcing section, I would suggest adding an

initial sentence that states that while outsourcing is

not a true form of collaboration, it is another way to

have access to needed skills, expertise, equipment, etc.

SECTION TEN: DISTRIBUTION 

Thorny
In general, the distribution section of the guide looks really good. It's well-written, concise and clear. See below for specific comments. 

1. The definition box on the second page of the section has three footnotes that look to be part of a larger list of footnotes. It seems to me that any notes in a table like this should be listed at the bottom of the table, not in a larger list.

2. In the second sentence in "Networked Delivery" HTTP protocols are mentioned with no clear connection of that to the worldwide web. I think that some of our target audience would find that confusing. In fact, that whole sentence is a list of things that could use a bit more explanation and maybe cross-reference to the parts of the guide where there is more depth about them.

3. In the "Pros and cons of networked delivery" section, paragraph 3, 3rd sentence: the term "exposure difficulties" needs to be replaced with other language. The term is not established earlier and doesn't really suggest clearly what the "plague" is.

4. In "Modes of access" in the first paragraph you start talking about HTML without any explanation of the abbreviation or the way that HTML markup is used on the web. At least some more description is needed, with maybe a cross reference to the markup section. It would be good to explain XHTML and parsing here as well, since this is a good practice guide. It is also important to note that, as a data content vehicle, HTML is inherently flawed as it is very difficult to infer any structure of the content from it, making it difficult to migrate the content to other data formats later.

5. At the end of the same paragraph, you should add XML to the list of underlying databases and explain its potential, at least.

__________________________________________________

Thorny

Thanks for your comments.

I agree about the positioning of the notes.  I will fix the points mentioned in 2, 3, &4.  I agree with you on all of them.

In the case of 5 do you think a link to the text section would be good enough or do you think we should go for something a bit more detailed here.

best

Seamus

__________________________________________________

A little bit of detail that makes it clear that XML can be thought of as a data base format rather than just a way to represent books that had been printed on paper would be good, but I was really just thinking of a few sentences and a connection back to the markup section.

Thorny

SECTION ELEVEN: SUSTAINABILITY 

Kathy

I felt that this section offered good advice overall but was still weaker than what I would like to see.  I would like to see more discussion on business models for sustaining digital projects.  I think that a mention of AMICO or like project and the business model used would be essential.  My assumption on what their model is:  membership, strategic partnerships often in seeking grant funding, grant funding, and licensed use of the product (database).

Specific notes:

p. 209 More clarity and emphasis on what keeping resources available means   in last para., Good information but refer back to (cross ref.) Resources section, readers need to consider this during the decision making process

p. 210:  changes in terminology in several places that can be addressed by an editor of the whole document (IMPORTANT); e.g., change "to adopt the resources" to "to use the resources"

All bullet points are extremely important and should be linked to earlier chapter(s) where decision making is key

Point 3:  add "from the outset" at the end of the line

These points should be summarized in a box at the end of this section, see notes below

p. 211:  Suggestion to add at the end of the first para if my assumptions are true (they are based on the amount of publicity given to American Memory, including interview on NPR with Librarian):

 "LoC is working to make these resources visible to national audiences, thereby building a large group of invested stakeholder." (who will kept the demand for the resources growing, sustaining the project, etc.)

Need for more examples of MUSEUM projects, in last para, museums have the same problem or opportunity of funding a digital collections project, collection by collection based on its "appeal"

p. 212:  Securing longer-term funding - Mention AMICO plan

 Changes in terminology - is "joined up thinking" commonly used somewhere, or is this a new phrase?

p. 213:  What is CHMTL

    Is MOAC really a part of the Berkeley Art Museum and Pacific Film Archive or are they just participants?

    in last paragraph, explain what "local focus" means,  if it means that the local focus is on serving teaching and learning, I would like to know this.

p. 214:  under Sustaining resources through use:  Harvard Libraries, through the LDI funded projects, would be a good example here.  Why not mention it?

 Move the Example Box to the end and make it a Summary Box.  (see above for p. 210)

 Start a new paragraph in last paragraph at:  "Migration of large collections..."

 How did the Archivos de Indias project find that migration of large collections is viable but expensive?  This is an area that could be expanded.

p. 215:  The last section is too dense, break up.  David should review for NINCH statements here.

p. 216:  ANY KEY SITES FOR THE MUSEUM COMMUNITY?

SECTION TWELVE: USER EVALUATION 

Mike 

Here are a few suggestions about Chapter XII User Evaluation.

In general I found the chapter a well-written, useful primer on the subject.  Here, though, are a few suggestions.

The chapter title is ambiguous.  Consider using "Assessment" or "Project Assessment."

Four topics warrant additional coverage:

- When the resource isn't born digital, consideration of how effective the digital resources are as surrogates for the original (perhaps with further coverage in the opening section, third full paragraph)

- Human subject protocols (often governed by IRBs) when visitors are being analyzed closely for purposes of program assessment (perhaps in para 3 of Computer Logging of User Interaction)

- At the end of the section on Computer Logging, you propose scripting to capture customized information.  A link, or citation, or example of a project using scripting effectively would be helpful here.

- ADA requirements for accommodating those with disabilities (perhaps in the Checklist Box under User Interface/Delivery)

- Outcome-based evaluation.  Peter suggested (and I agree) that this should receive coverage in the body of the text, and not just as a reference in the Link Box near the end of the chapter.

- Ethnographic software for annotating transcripts of interviews with users permits the researcher to aggregate comments with a given annotation label.  It might be worth mentioning in the first para under Interviewing and Focus Group Discussions.

On a stylistic point, the section on Formative Evaluation is heavy in its use of "you," in sharp contrast to other sections of the chapter.  I recommend avoiding "you" when possible.

I have three or four copyediting suggestions for the Checklist Box, and I can pass them along on Friday.

These suggestions are minor in comparison to the fine work throughout the section.

SECTION THIRTEEN: DIGITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT

Thorny

The digital asset management section (or that DAM section, as it is referred to) is pretty good for defining the area in general, but needs some work on the specifics. Mainly, no distinction is made about DAM systems that are specific to image or text collections only, or those that handle images and text, pretending to be general digital library systems. The examples that are given are curious: TEAMS is not a "widely used" system, Luna Imaging's product isn't mentioned at all, etc. I would like to spend some time on Friday discussing this to try to focus on the level of detail that we are trying to get.

The metadata repository section should mention the OAI.

In general, the writing needs work. There are fractured and tortured sentences, words left out, etc. The example in the second paragraph is obscure to me. IUs a "cloths" store a Britishism, a misspelled clothes store or something else that I am unaware of?

See you Friday.

SECTION FOURTEEN: PRESERVATION

Morgan
Notes from LC staff on preservation chapter

The chapter does cover a lot of ground and the advice is not bad.  But I was left dissatisfied.  My most general complaint is that the writers have conflated digital reformatting and preserving content in digital form.  Since they use the word preservation to name both activities, this makes for confusion.  If I were the author, I would treat these two topics separately and try to use different terms or at least distinguish with adjectives.

I am troubled by the organization of the chapter.  It occurs to me that it might benefit by articulating the various and interrelated problems to be solved, and then presenting some of the ideas under headings related to the problems being addressed.  This ain't easy because of the interrelated-ness but if this is primer, readers may benefit from a bit of simplification.

252  paragraph 2

The paragraph is muddled.  Putting together the beginning and the end, I think he means two things: (1) "to preserve the content of analog items via digital reformatting" since preserving the objects is exactly what conservation does, and (2) "preserving content in digital form regardless of where it came from."

252  paragraph 3

This paragraph is also muddled.  It would help if he would sort out "preserving meaning reformatting" and "preserving content in digital form."  Also we think of the issue as keeping content alive (available) over time--this requires more than just keeping the files intact, as he well knows given the rest of the text.

253- 4

 Caught in his own semantic trap: see my last two notes.

CEDARS puts it well.

254 first full paragraph

Here again, the emphasis on reformatting.  It is of course the case that we do not digitize newspapers, although we have discarded after microfilming, until Nicholson Baker.

254 paragraph 3

Same theme: conflation of reformatting and preserving content in digital form muddles the narrative.

254 last para

This really warrants elaboration.  The point has to do with content and representations of content, and the degree to which buckets of bits will succeed in preserving content depends on your sense of what these representations are or should be.

255 

Hard to see what he means by preserving the system?  Is this content in tangible form, e.g., a CD-ROM?  Or is this a stab at defining system emulation by means of migrating software and "operational" [operating?] systems?

255 2nd full paragraph

Here again, I think what is being described is what we conventionally call system emulation.  

255 last paragraph

Now we have changed tacks without notice to media "conservation."  These comments need a different context, need to be introduced at a higher level somehow.  At this point in my reading, I was about to suggest that the writers look at the papers by the Armses and others that outline the "five ways:"   (1) refreshing bits, (2) using better media, (3) migration of content, (4) emulation of the technical environment, and (5) digital paleography/archeology.  Then, later, I noticed that the writers develop this idea on pages 260-261, adding technology preservation, which we tend to write off as DOA.

 256 2nd paragraph

This of course conflates (1) the metadata one needs to support preservation management and (2) the preservation of the metadata itself.  Would benefit from covering the usual blah-blah about descriptive, administrative, and structural categories.  (I see that they get around to this later, pages 268-69.  This is not the only time I wondered if the essay was as well organized as it should be.)

256 3rd paragraph

Physical media again . . .  somehow this whole chapter jumps around for me.  Nothing wrong with the point but it doesn't seem to be framed well and at a high enough level.  There are some missing "if . . . then" sentences, or something.  "If you choose to make backup or archive' copies on fixed media, then . . . ."

257 2nd full paragraph

"Proprietary" may need a bit of elaboration since neither PDF (!) and TIFF are non-proprietary.

256 3rd full paragraph

I wished for some sort of high-level framing discussion: "the readability of your files is dependent application software and operating systems, and thinking thru what do about file (data) format selection needs to take this in account . . . ."

256 4th full paragraph

This paragraph is about "systems" -- is the concern something like retaining search-and-retrieval software as well as underlying content?  Yikes?  Surely, another high-level point ought to be: "separate the underlying content from the discovery-and-display systems."

258 paragraph that starts "In general..."

Impossible to determine what is meant by interoperable in this context.

259 paragraph that starts "Whether you"

Having read to this point, I am still not able to explain what is meant by "preserve the minimum or the whole system."

260-261

The six methods list is useful and is really about the preservation of content in digital form, although the media-related comments have to do with a conservation issue.  

261 "enduring care"

This is media conservation in the short term of course: media are only helpful until they become obsolete or the content formats upon them have become obsolete.

261 "Data migration..."

OK to talk about media, but this is a place to highlight the need for our famous repository, the approach that is suggested by OAIS reference model.  (They get to this on page 269.)

268

I don't think this is the right place but somewhere in give and take about format migration it would be worth a few words about the need identify the significant (or essential) features of a given work and determining ways to be sure that these features are not lost in the migration process.  Connected to this are ideas about the repository as a trusted player, where the transformed content will still be taken as "authentic" or "true" by its users.  In some cases formalities like our digiprovMD will underpin this sense of trust, in other cases signatures to authenticate will be needed.

p. 248 

Sentence that begins "The LoC, for example, digitizes newspapers.... 

SHOULD SAY "The LoC, for example, in certain cases, microfilms newspapers..."

p. 259 

TIFF 6.0 is industry standard not international standard. JPEG 2000 has a lossless mode.
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