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1) Digitizing

2) File Management

3) Storage/Preservation

4) Segmentation

5) Other issues

1) The digitizing process is going well.  

Since adding a second workstation, the process is often proceeding faster than we have storage space.  Some quality and efficiency can be improved with additional equipment: mixer at each workstation, CD-R, etc.  Best practices/standards issues continue to be explored.  The current practice of sampling voices at 44.1K may eat up unnecessary space, but it is an accepted audio standard in the music industry and insures that all audible sound is captured.  Other points made were that using this standard makes it easier to produce audio CDs and provides the best digital audio artifact for archiving purposes.  It must be pointed out that at 5M per minute of space requirements for the resulting pcm wav files, this standard is impractical as a delivery vehicle over slow speed Internet connections.  Other measures are being considered for that process including an automated system that will run the files through an encoder for live Internet streaming using RealMedia or mp3.

2) File management issues are currently the most dominant.  The digitization process requires large amounts of storage space.   A portion of the digitization process is currently occupied with file management (including the queue).  "Audiosrv" servers, AV1 and AV2 are useful only as holding spaces for files that are being worked on.   All digitized files are now stored either on local drives or as CD-ROM.  "Archive" CDs are being burned in order to free up space on the computers. The files are then erased from the hard drives, leaving the CD as the only digitized copy of the file.

    This process raises the following issues:

a) For identification purposes, files are stored on the CDs in VVL number sequence.  However, items are often digitized out of VVL number order making it difficult to group them on to CDs.  (This is due to the requests and the priority system that was set up for files on spinning disc rather than physical objects.)

b) CD is not the storage medium promised in the grant application. It was meant to be more of a backup system or to provide for local archiving and use copies. 

c) Because we can not (yet) record directly to CD, making them has become an extra step, which consumes time (10 minutes per CD).   Additional time will be required to re-load the files onto a web server in the future.

d) The CD creation process may be slowed or corrupted when the same workstation is used for other activities at the same time, or when burning files directly over a network connection.  Therefore, the workstation should not be used for other activities while making CDs and files should be copied first to the local hard drive before burning to CD.


Some solutions:

a) Stop digitizing until significant server space is provided.  

b) Obtain more storage space: Purchase of more hard drives, Library servers, etc.  (Any increase will help, but ultimately a very large share will be needed.)

c) Modify how the process is driven: Stop digitizing requests and/or waiting to do ambiguous copyrights (status unknown). 

d) Bake tapes as they are discovered so they can be fully processed.

e) Get a second CD-R and a student to help organize files and burn.

3) Storage/Preservation issues can also disrupt the workflow.  A process to handle some of these issues is under consideration.  Some of the questions raised are:

a) Quality control: How much time should be spent checking integrity of files on CDs before sound files are deleted from hard drives.

b) Should we start baking tapes? Do we need to research more?  (There are 26 sticky shed tapes awaiting processing).  It was felt that we probably know as much as anyone about this issue and that based on our past experience, it would be safe to proceed on a larger scale. 

c) Should we perform any filtering on very noisy or inaudible items and at what stage in the workflow should this be done.  Currently, time does not really allow for very much of this activity.

4) Segmentation 

What kind of segmentation should we do and what are the reasons for doing it?  What is the benefit/cost trade off?  It is the most undefined and time consuming activity of the digitization process.

a) Segmenting by voice is not practical for all items of the collection.  It is best applied to speeches and oratories with one speaker where phrases will not be taken out of context. 

b) By approximate time will control the size of the files, but is file size the issue or is this  intended more to help the user target a location and if so, is there a better (automated) way to do this? 

c) No segmentation.  In light of more recent developments with XML and the evolving search strategies under consideration, do we still need to engage in this activity at all?  Again, what is the ultimate purpose? 

d) Emergency segmentation (only unwieldy three-hour files)

e) Segmenting by "natural breaks" may be too ambiguous and may result in treating items unequally.  A more consistent approach is desired.

There may be a combination of methods that will work best.  This area needs more exploration.  The possibility of setting up research sites for user tests was discussed.

5) Other issues

File naming:  

Rick explained that Library systems staff requested we eliminate spaces with delimiters in the VVL file names.  Some of the server OS and software applications may become confused by them as they are moved around in cyber space.  The preferred approach is to rename VVL 00245 or VVL-00245 as VVL00245.  This adjustment can be easily made to update all VVL files.  The queue would remain unaffected.

Cataloging issues:

a) Process for handling Magic record mistakes/errors.  Sara would like 

any discovered errors to be relayed to her. 

b) Process for handling missing records.  This will be handled internally.  No adjustments will be made to Magic.  New records will eventually be created for some items as part of the grant.

c) Process for suppressing records.  Send a weekly report to Sara for updating records to be suppressed in Magic.  A separate report listing records with errors could also be included when warranted.

Process for handling "status unknown" items:  

Many times the information desired is simply not available: dates, provenance, etc.  Listening to most of these items usually does not provide any new information (it would have been included since Dr. Crane always listens for the same information when he initially creates the item).  Should these items be digitized in spite of status and then rely on the queue to keep track of that status?  How can disruptions to the workflow be avoided?  One approach: assign VVL numbers only after the status is cleared or approved.

Processing of pre-queue items:

Most of these items have few (if any) notes and were never copyright categorized per the status list in current use.  They will need an updated copyright review.  Detailed notes could be obtained at the segmentation level. 
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