





62 Total survey responses.
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B3 Type of institution

= Archive
m Government Organization
m Other
® Museum
= Public Library
Historical Society

Special Library




Digital content intake

Identification Selection

\ Analysis / \ Processing

See November D-1ib article for more information!


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Why is this important? -- The Community Owned Digital Preservation Tool Registry (COPTR) currently lists 415 digital preservation tools.
We divided the intake process into four stages in order to break down what tools and what workflows are used for each specific process.
Identification: find out what is there
Analysis: context and structure, and how files relate to other files
Selection: sort through files and find what to keep and what to discard
Processing: preservation and access


Identification — useful tools

Karen's Directory Printer
QuickView Plus
DROID

spreadsheets

in-house scripts
TreeSize
BitCurator

FTK
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Identification — NOT useful tools

BitCurator

Better for disk image
Too complicated — FTK more basic

Data Accessioner

Did not fit workflow
Replaced individual use tools

Bagger — unfriendly GUI & encoding issues
Medialnfo, FFPROBE — only for media files



(8) Obsolete media capabilities
Mini discs
Old hard drives (*nix)
Hard disk drives (other than..
Floppy discs (5.25 inch)
Old hard drives (Mac)
Zip discs
Old hard drives (PC)
Floppy discs (3.5 inch)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Presenter
Presentation Notes
3.5 inch floppy discs are the most collected type of obsolete media at about 90% (older 5.25 floppy discs are collected at half that rate, and even older 8 inch floppy discs are at less than 15%).
Zip discs and various types of hard drives fall between 70% and 85%.


= Rightsinformation collected

Rights to make metadata
Digitization permissions

Rights to preserve & migrate

Rights to make copies & derivatives
Intellectual property rights
Copyright

Access & use restrictions

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%



Analysis — useful tools

bulk_extractor |

FTK

DROID

BitCurator

spreadsheets
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
For Analysis, we are looking at file structure, files types, versions of files, sets, system files. Do these tools help analyze structure and context of files?
Not useful tools: DROID and FITS, both not good for analyzing content; Bagger was cited as not working well for sorting out system files and having encoding discrepancies.


Analysis — NOT useful tools

Xena — didn't work well
DROID and FHTS — didn’t analyze content well
BitCurator - Too complicated (again)

Pll Tools: Spider, Bulk Extractor — Identity Finder
works better for this)



LJ Technical metadata collected

Structure of document
Associated files

Creating software (and version)
File type version

Original directory location
Checksums

File sizes

File type

File date(s)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Simple file data (stuff that appears in most files explorer windows - file date, type, and size) and checksums make up the most collected technical metadata.
More complex information – information that would aid in emulation – is collected less often.


2  Selection — useful tools

Knowledge of collections
Pll Identification tools
Retention schedules
Collection policy

FTK

Manual review

wllf
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Selection normally occurs based on collection scope and donor agreement, and it is where descriptive metadata is gathered/created.
Do these tools help to sort through files and determine what is valuable?
This phase is least conducive to being automated (see manual review above).


2 Selection — NOT useful tools

BitCurator

Not specific enough
Better for disc level rather than file level



~~  Type of content collected
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Traditional media formats make up most popular content collected (90-100%): text, images, audio, and video
NOT collected: email (nearly 50%), executable files (nearly 30%), then websites and databases (nearly 20%)

Some categories of content differed from those gathered in our survey.
Digital text has clearly increased in importance.


>4 Processing — useful tools

Handbrake

In-house scripts/software
Spreadsheets

Adobe Acrobat Pro

FTK

Archivematica

(1
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Processing deals with preserving, enabling access points and discovery of content, migration, normalization, emulation.
Do these tools help make the files/content accessible?


> Processing — NOT useful tools

BitCurator — Too complicated (again)
MS Excel

Moodle and Omeka

File format and size limitations
Lack of public access in LMS



@ Target archival formats

96 Text documents Spreadsheets
0 PDF/A - 6% CSV-70%
Still images Soa Moving images/ video
/ TIFF - 95% MPEG-4 — 57%
Databases

Audio recordings

WAV —70% CSV, TXT, original

format — 29%



Presenter
Presentation Notes
All target formats had clear leaders.
PDF, DOCX, TXT all between 35-40%.
JPEG much lower at 45%.
MP3 also  much lower at 47%.
XLSX at 29%.
MPEG-2, AVI, MOV all at 21%.



<3 Content organization &
tracking
Directory structure
Label

Collection & date
Accession records
CMS/Repository

Spreadsheets
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Tools/Software
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tools/software include ArchivesSpace, Bagit, FTK, and TreeSize


File management

Preservation Normalization
83% - preserve original files 48% - normalize or migrate files
7% - “sometimes or under 41% - “sometimes or under
certain circumstances” certain circumstances”

1% - do not normalize files

See November D-1ib article for more information!


Presenter
Presentation Notes
No negative responses on preserving original files.


c::’; Open Science Framework

5 Open Science Framework

Incoming Digital Content Management IS Wik nalyti
Incoming Digital Content Management

Components

What works for you? || .. .. .
Please contribute!
https://osfio/aprnd/ | T

amhelms@ua.edu | @alinthearchives
jlderidder@ua.edu | @jlderidder J L

Thanks to SlidesCarnival for the presentation template.
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