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Introduction and Background  

The Preservation Statistics Survey is an effort coordinated by the Preservation and Reformatting Section (PARS) of 
the American Library Association (ALA) and the Association of Library Collections and Technical Services (ALCTS).    

For more information on the Preservation Statistics Survey project, visit: 
http://www.ala.org/alcts/resources/preservation/presstats 

Any cultural heritage institution in the United States conducting preservation activities was invited to complete 
this survey, which was open from January 20 through March 20, 2015.  Questions focused on production-based 
preservation activities for fiscal year 2014 and document conservation treatment, general preservation activities, 
preservation reformatting and digitization, and digital preservation and digital asset management activities.  

This survey is based on the Preservation Statistics program conducted by the Association of Research Libraries 
(ARL) from 1984 to 2008. When the ARL Preservation Statistics program was discontinued in 2008, the 
Preservation and Reformatting Section (PARS) of ALA / ALCTS, realizing the value of national preservation metrics, 
worked towards developing an improved and sustainable preservation statistics survey.  

An initial pilot survey was issued in 2012, and a second survey in 2013. The FY2012 and 2013 Preservation 
Statistics Survey data sets and reports are available at: 
http://www.ala.org/alcts/resources/preservation/presstats   

In 2014, the Preservation Statistics project received an ALCTS Presidential Citation in recognition for its 
contribution to the technical services profession.  

The goal of this survey is to document the state of preservation activities in this digital era via quantitative data 
that facilitates peer comparison and a better understanding of trends in the preservation and conservation fields 
over time.  

Survey Design and Implementation  

The former ARL Preservation Statistics survey examined preservation activities in large academic and research 
libraries from a fiscal, personnel, and quantitative repair/conservation viewpoint. As highlighted in the 2009 
report Safeguarding Collections at the Dawn of the 21st Century: Describing Roles & Measuring Contemporary 
Preservation Activities in ARL Libraries, updates to the ARL Preservation Statistics survey were needed to better 
capture the wide range of preventive conservation, reformatting, digitization, and digital preservation activities of 
modern preservation departments.1  

An initial survey of the preservation field conducted in February 2012 indicated that 1) ARL member libraries had 
continued to collect preservation statistics in the years since the final 2007-2008 ARL Preservation Statistics data 
collection; 2) libraries and other cultural heritage institutions had robust preservation programs that both 
collected data about preservation activities and were willing to submit and share their preservation statistics to an 
organized effort; and 3) responsibilities for digitization, reformatting, and digital preservation were either 
increasingly managed within or closely allied to preservation departments, and those activities should be included 
in any revised preservation statistics effort.  

With this support from the preservation community, a team of survey organizers collaborated to 
examine the 2007-2008 ARL Preservation Statistics survey questionnaire with new eyes. Questions, instructions, 

                                                        
1 http://www.libqual.org/documents/admin/safeguarding-collections.pdf 

http://www.ala.org/alcts/resources/preservation/presstats
http://www.ala.org/alcts/resources/preservation/presstats
http://www.arl.org/storage/documents/publications/safeguarding-collections.pdf
http://www.arl.org/storage/documents/publications/safeguarding-collections.pdf


Preservation Statistics Survey: FY2014 Report     4 

and definitions were refined or added to fill in the gaps identified in the Safeguarding the Collections report and the 
general interest survey. SurveyMonkey was selected as the online surveying platform and an Instructions and 
Definitions document was developed to clarify procedures and encourage similar reporting practices amongst 
institutions.  

Changes to this FY2014 Preservation Statistics Survey include significantly shortening the survey tool and 
removing questions about budget, staffing, and outreach activities.  The survey was distributed to library, archives, 
and preservation email lists and was open from January 20 through March 20, 2015.   

View the FY2014 Survey Questionnaire (.pdf) 
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014-
PresStats-preview-ques.pdf 

And accompanying Instructions and Definitions document (.pdf) 
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/Pres-Stats-
FY2014-instructions.pdf 

Respondents  

Eighty-seven cultural 
heritage institutions 
participated in the 
FY2014 Preservation 
Statistics Survey. 
Academic libraries 
formed the vast 
majority of 
respondents, with 64 
responses, nine from 
state libraries, state 
archives or state 
historical societies, 
three each from 
archives and museum 
libraries, two each 
from special libraries, 
national libraries, and 
“other” institutions, 
and one each from 
independent research 
libraries and public 
libraries.2  

                                                        
2 Original categories for institutions in the FY2014 Preservation Statistics included academic libraries, archives, public 
libraries, state libraries, special libraries, national libraries, independent research libraries, and “other.”  Upon examination of 
the results and in recognition of two emerging categories of respondents, these categories were altered: state libraries, 
archives, and state historical societies were grouped together in one category as these institutions are increasingly identifying 
as a group to share information and network; a “museum library” category was added to better categorize those respondents 
with library collections affiliated with museum institutions.   

Academic 
library, 64

State lib / arch / 
hist soc, 9

Archives, 3
Museum library, 

3

Special library, 2

National library, 
2

Other , 2

Independent 
research library, 

1

Public library, 
1

Respondents by Institution Type
(Figure A)

http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014-PresStats-preview-ques.pdf
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014-PresStats-preview-ques.pdf
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/Pres-Stats-FY2014-instructions.pdf
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/Pres-Stats-FY2014-instructions.pdf
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States with the 
highest 
concentration of 
responding 
institutions 
include Ohio and 
New York (eight), 
California (seven), 
and Texas, North 
Carolina, Indiana, 
and Illinois (five) 
(Figure B).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The response rate for the FY2014 survey was more than twice the 
level of participation in the FY2013 survey (Figure C).   

Results  

The results of the Preservation Statistics Survey are not 
representative of cultural heritage institutions writ large, because 
the sample is self-selecting and does not represent enough 
libraries to be able to make definitive extrapolations. The ability to 
formulate extrapolations about preservation programs in cultural 
heritage institutions is not the purpose of the survey; rather, the 
survey documents the quantitative preservation activities of 
institutions for the benefit and use of the preservation community. 
As years of data accumulate, we will be able to identify trends and 
lend quantitative analysis to support or demystify anecdotal 
observations.  

Continuing in the open-access path established by the previous 
Preservation Statistics Surveys and the ARL Preservation Statistics 
reports, data from the survey will be shared in order to facilitate 
review and additional analysis:  

  

61

40

87

0

20

40

60

80

100

FY2012 FY2013 FY2014

Respondents: FY2014 
vs. Previous Years

(Figure C) 



Preservation Statistics Survey: FY2014 Report     6 

Download the FY2014 full survey data set (.xlsx): 
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014PresStats-
results.xlsx 

New!  This year we are also releasing the Total Library Expenditure (TLE) scaled data for 2012-2014, helpful for 
tracking trends over time, while accounting for the varying respondent pool. See “Using the Survey Data to Track 
Long-Term Trends” below for more explanation of how TLE is used.   
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014-
PresStats-ALA-QuantCats-2012-2014.xlsx 

 

Using the Survey Data to Track Long-Term Trends 
 
As this survey is based on the ARL Preservation Statistics Survey conducted from 1984-2008, the data from the 
two surveys can be combined to evaluate long-term trends in preservation activity.  However, because the group of 
institutions responding to the two surveys differs significantly, care should be taken in drawing broad conclusions 
based on the available data.  For the ARL survey, all ARL member libraries provided a response, and no non-ARL 
institutions were permitted.  The current ALA survey respondents are a self-selecting pool of institutions which 
include both ARL and non-ARL institutions. 
 
With the elimination of budget and staffing questions, this survey shares 18 quantitative questions with the ARL 
survey.   For these questions, this report compares the total value reported for each question to the total library 
expenditure (TLE) of the reporting institutions.  Total expenditures have been adjusted to account for inflation, 
and are expressed in 2015 dollars.  All values are expressed per million dollars of library expenditures (e.g. items 
digitized per million dollars of total library expenditure).  This is intended to measure the fraction of the resources 
of the responding institutions that is dedicated to a particular task or output. 
 
As an example, the graph below shows the extent of commercial binding activities from 2000-2015, expressed as 
the number of volumes bound per million dollars of total library expenditure for all responding institutions. 

 

For each year, the formula which produces the calculated value is: 

([total volumes bound]*10^6)/([total library expenditures]*[inflation adjustment]) 3   

                                                        
 3 Inflation adjustments were derived from the Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI Inflation Calculator: 
 http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl 
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http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014PresStats-results.xlsx
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014PresStats-results.xlsx
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014PresStats-results.xlsx
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014-PresStats-ALA-QuantCats-2012-2014.xlsx
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/FY2014/FY2014-PresStats-ALA-QuantCats-2012-2014.xlsx
http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl
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Most tables in this report show data from 2000 to 2014.  The ARL data was made available as Excel files from 
2000-2008.  No survey was conducted from 2009-2011, so no information is available for those years.  The 2012-
2014 figures come from the ALA survey. 
 
Institutions for which information on total expenditures was not available were excluded from this analysis.  For 
this reason, it is critical that institutions provide a value for total expenditures when completing the survey in 
future years.  For ARL libraries that did not provide a figure for total expenditures, the value from the ARL 
Statistics survey was used.  This method allows 53 institutions from FY2012, 37 from FY2013, and 80 from FY2014 
to be included in the analysis. 
 
A weakness of this method is that differences from one year to another might be better explained by changes in the 
group of responding institutions than by a general shift in levels of resources devoted to a specific task.  For this 
reason, it is prudent to focus on trends that continue over several years, rather than changes from one year to the 
next. 
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Section 1: Conservation Treatment 
 

This section surveyed the number of 
items conserved by format and/or 
treatment time as well as the number of 
protective enclosures constructed.  Both 
conservation treatment and enclosures 
construction are tracked as either in-
house programs or outsourced contractor 
services.  

Of the 87 respondents, 61 institutions 
(70%) outsource conservation treatment 
and/or protective enclosure construction 
to contract vendors. Of the seven 
respondents without an in-house 
conservation program, five (71%) rely on 
solely on contract conservation services.  

Consistent with previous surveys, the 
majority of respondents (63%) have in-
house conservation programs that track 
conservation treatment by the ARL- 
defined conservation treatment levels: 
Level I for treatments taking less than 15 
minutes; Level II for treatment times ranging from 15 minutes to 120 minutes; and Level III for treatments that 
take more than two hours.  

In FY2014, responding institutions provided item-level attention to over 1.6 million items. These activities include 
conservation treatment, surveying or assessing an item for condition, preparing an item for digitization or 
exhibition, or performing conservation treatment (discussed further in Section 2).

In-house 
conservation 

program: 
tracks by 

format AND 
time
63%

In-house 
conservation 

program: 
tracks by 
format 

29%

No in-house 
conservation 

program 
8%

Conservation Treatment 
Programs

(Figure E) 
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While treatment of bound volumes increased at every level of complexity over the FY2013 results, repair activity 
remained dramatically lower than what had been reported on the ARL survey (Figure G).  In fact, from 2000 to 
2014, total conservation treatment of bound volumes declined faster than commercial binding; treatment declined 
by 77% in that period, while commercial binding declined by only 69%.  This reduced level of repair activity has 
been consistently supported by the data, including analysis in the pilot FY2012 Preservation Statistics Survey 
Report which showed similar results using a different method focusing only on institutions that had responded to 
both surveys.  The reasons for this dramatic decrease in repair activity might be a fruitful topic of future research. 

 

 
Level 2 repairs are also dramatically below the levels reported on the ARL survey, while level 3 repairs have 
experienced less severe declines (Figure H):  
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Including unbound sheets and other formats in the analysis paints a similar picture of decreasing conservation 
activity.  The total number of items treated declined by 74% since 2000 (Figures I and J):    
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Section 2: Conservation Assessment, Digitization Preparation, Exhibit Preparation 

Most respondents answered this optional section and are tracking conservation assessment (59%), digitization 
prep (57%), and/or exhibition prep (59%). In analyzing the data for these emerging areas, it is interesting to note 
the material formats of the items assessed or prepared (Figure K).  

Special projects, such as collection surveys or efforts to plan future conservation treatment or digitization 
initiatives, can greatly alter which format is most frequently examined when assessing the condition of materials.  
In FY2013, respondents were most frequently examining books and bound volumes (73% of the materials 
examined). In FY2014, books and bound volumes accounted for only 30% of the materials examined; unbound 
sheets were 28%, and photographic materials were 40%.   

When preparing collection materials for digitization, respondents were most frequently treating unbound sheets 
(76%), consistent with the findings of the FY2013 report (75%).  

When preparing materials for exhibition, respondents were primarily focused on the preparing unbound sheets 
(39%) or books and bound volumes (27%), in line with the FY2013 findings of unbound sheets (35%) or books 
and bound volumes (35%).  
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Section 3: General Preservation Activities 

This section of the survey collected information on library binding and mass deacidification activities.  Disaster 
response, environmental monitoring, and outreach/training activities assessed in the FY2012 and FY2013 surveys 
were removed this year in an effort to shorten the survey to focus on production activities.  These activities will be 
surveyed again in FY2016 and approximately every five years thereafter to obtain a snapshot on their status.   

Responding institutions commercial/library bound 392,366 monographs and 274,724 serials; 215,099 
monographs and 452 linear feet of unbound papers were mass deacidified. It should be noted that the mass 
deacidification activities of the Library of Congress accounts for 91% of monographs mass deacidified and 100% of 
unbound paper mass deacidification in FY2014. 

In examining the long-term trend, it is no surprise that the number of volumes commercially bound shows a steady 
decline, as compared to total library budgets, since 2000 (Figure L):

 
 
The number of bound volumes receiving mass deacidification appeared to dip since last year, but there is reason to 
suspect that the dip is influenced by the growth in the pool of respondents, which was more than double the size of 
last year’s pool (Figure M).  Because the Library of Congress accounts for over 90% of mass-deacidification, when 
the number of responding institutions increases, the rate of mass deacidification appears to drop.  Looking at the 
raw numbers, the number of total volumes that respondents reported deacidifying dropped by only 18% from 
FY2013 to FY2014.  Compared to library expenditures, however, that figure appeared to drop by 59%. Activities 
that are primarily performed by a small number of institutions are particularly likely to show fluctuations due to 
changes in the pool of respondents.  
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Section 4: Reformatting and Digitization 

This section surveyed the number of items (from traditional materials such as books and unbound paper to sound 
recordings and moving image formats) reformatted via microfilming, preservation photocopying, and digitization. 
Both in-house vs. outsourced contract services for reformatting and digitization.      

Tracking the number of items reformatted and digitized year-to-year with a variable population of institutional 
respondents is challenging.  Unlike conservation and its related activities of collection assessment, digitization 
prep, and exhibit prep, as well as commercial binding and mass deacidification – all of which are more than likely 
to take place within the preservation unit – the activities of reformatting and digitization may be administered 
whole or in part by an entirely separate unit. These outside units may not share their statistics with the 
preservation unit, so while the best data would reflect reformatting and digitization activities institution-wide, 
some responses may be limited to just those reformatting and digitization activities carried out by the preservation 
unit.  Additionally, some of the responses to the FY2014 survey suggest that institutions are not fully counting 
mass digitization efforts (such as the Google Books project) and that some institutions still struggle to tally 
reformatting and digitization for access as well as preservation (as of FY2013, the Preservation Statistics Survey no 
longer distinguished between reformatting and digitization for access versus preservation). By recognizing these 
variables, this survey will continue to strive to collect institution-wide data on reformatting and digitization 
activities and to encourage preservation units to cooperate with digital initiatives both to share this data and to 
foster ongoing, mutually beneficial relationships beyond the purpose of this survey.   

The FY2014 data shows that unbound 
sheets account for the largest portion of 
total number of items that respondents 
digitized in FY2014, followed by other 
formats (including microfilm), then 
bound volumes, and lastly, audiovisual 
materials (Figure N).  

The respondents’ focus on book and 
paper digitization raises questions about 
where digitization resources are being 
allocated and whether they address the 
most pressing preservation needs.4 It is 
well-documented in numerous 
publications that there is an urgent need 
for digitization of audiovisual (AV) 
materials in order to preserve them, yet 
the focus of digitization efforts, at least 
among responding institutions, seems to 
be on materials that are arguably not as 
rapidly deteriorating and certainly not at 
risk for format obsolescence.5  

 

                                                        
4 Joshua Ranger’s August 2014 post “For God’s Sake, Stop Digitizing Paper” on the AV Preserve blog inspired our analysis of 
digitization by format and how institutions are prioritizing the digitization of audiovisual materials vs. paper-based formats, 
particularly unbound sheets.  Accessed May 1, 2015 at https://www.avpreserve.com/blog/for-gods-sake-stop-digitizing-
paper-2/ 
5 ARSC Guide to Audio Preservation, Sam Brylawski, Maya Lerman, Robin Pike, Kathlin Smith, ed. 2015. 
http://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub164/pub164.pdf  
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https://www.avpreserve.com/blog/for-gods-sake-stop-digitizing-paper-2/
https://www.avpreserve.com/blog/for-gods-sake-stop-digitizing-paper-2/
http://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub164/pub164.pdf
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The survey results from the past three years have demonstrated little evidence that responding institutions are 
emphasizing the digitization of AV formats over other preservation priorities.  While the rate of audio digitization 
was higher in each of the last two years than it was in 2012, the rate of moving image digitization appeared to 
decline (Figure O).  In a broader context, the number of items involved in those activities has remained quite low: 
AV items represented only 1% of all items digitized in 2014.   

Even declining activities such as commercial binding, conservation treatment, mass deacidification of bound 
volumes, microfilming of bound volumes, and microfilming of unbound sheets all proceeded in 2014 at rates 
higher than the digitization of AV materials.  There is little, if any, evidence in the survey results that institutions 
are emphasized the digitization of AV materials, despite compelling arguments for more proactive stewardship.6 

  

                                                        
6 Mike Casey, “Why Media Preservation Can’t Wait: The Gathering Storm,” Iasa Journal 44 (2015) 
http://www.avpreserve.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/casey_iasa_journal_44_part3.pdf  
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AV materials can take more time and resources to digitize than other formats, especially unbound sheets, which 
may account in part for the huge gap between the number of unbound sheets and AV items digitized (Figures N, P, 
and Q).  

Rather than a single explanation, a combination of the following factors may explain the notably low level of AV 
digitization.  The impact of the following issues on the status of AV preservation in cultural heritage institutions 
warrants further study:  

 The urgency for AV preservation is recognized in the field but perhaps not fully embraced by upper level 
administration 

 AV preservation is expensive, both up-front and for ongoing operations. Funding projects internally is 
challenging, and outside funders have focused on book and paper digitization.  

 In-house digitization teams are comprised of support staff and student workers; unlike the fairly 
straightforward digitization and digital processing of paper-based materials, AV digitization requires 
expertise to manage, if not directly undertake, the process of digitization. 

o That expertise for AV preservation and digitization is emerging within preservation departments in 
cultural heritage institutions, particularly academic research libraries 

 AV preservation and digitization often happens outside of the preservation unit; cross-departmental  
activities are often underreported in the survey 

 Relative to textual materials, the size of digitized AV content is much larger, and different tools are needed 
to facilitate access. Institutions lack the necessary infrastructure to store, manage, preserve, and provide 
access to large AV files.  

 Access and copyright restrictions for 
audiovisual materials are perceived as 
complicated.7  

Further examination of the specific types of AV 
formats digitized reveals that 80% of items 
digitized in FY2014 were magnetic media (Figure 
R).  Recent studies and survey tools such as the 
Format Characteristics and Preservation 
Problems document for the Field Audio Collection 
Evaluation Tool (FACET) identify lacquer discs 
and DAT as particularly vulnerable AV formats, 
yet those materials account for only a small 
portion of the total number of AV items digitized.8 
A topic ripe for further discussion within the field 
and further inquiry would reveal the reasons for 
our current focus on magnetic media – if 
collection assessment tools such as MediaSCORE 
(which supersedes FACET) are in use, if 
institutions are not fully reporting institution-
wide digitization efforts in this survey, or if there 
are other factors that motivate the selection of AV 

                                                        
7 However, legal experts working with the cultural heritage community have developed strategies for overcoming this 
complexity, e.g.: 
“Appendix A: Fair Use and Sound Recordings: Lessons in Community Practice” in the ARSC Guide to Audio Preservation: 
http://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub164/pub164.pdf 
Code of Best Practices in Fair Use for Academic and Research Libraries, Association of Research Libraries, 2012: 
http://www.arl.org/storage/documents/publications/code-of-best-practices-fair-use.pdf 
8 “Format Characteristics and Preservation Problems” Mike Casey, 2007. 
http://www.dlib.indiana.edu/projects/sounddirections/facet/facet_formats.pdf  
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materials for preservation and digitization.   

The number of non-print items reformatted appears to have surged in the past two years (Figure S).  Microfilm 
represented 60% of the non-print items digitized.  Photographs made up 21% of items while audio and moving 
image formats accounted for 12% and 5% respectively.  The FY2014 Survey was the first time that microfilm 
digitization was tracked as a separate category; on previous surveys, this activity would have been recorded in the 
“other formats” category. 

Though the digitization of microfilm is an emerging category of preservation activity, traditional microfilming is 
still a major effort undertaken by certain types of institutions.  Over 10.7 million items were reported microfilmed 
in FY2014, with the majority of the microfilming activities (68%) taking place in-house.  The Library of Congress 
accounts for 97% of outsourced, contracted microfilming services.  
 
In FY2013, the Library of Congress accounted for the overwhelming majority of microfilming; in FY2014, with the 
participation of twice as many institutions in the Survey, the Library of Congress accounts for only 53% of 
microfilming activities while state libraries, archives, and historical societies account for 28%.   

 
While the number of bound volumes digitized varies dramatically from year to year, likely due to some responding 
institutions’ participation in mass digitization efforts and other special projects, the number of bound volumes 
microfilmed has fallen to levels below one volume for every million dollars of TLE – a very low level. 
 

 
In contrast to bound volumes, unbound sheets continue to be microfilmed at a high rate, though efforts were 
concentrated at a relatively small number of institutions.  Only 11% of respondents reported any activity in this 
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area. The year-to-year fluctuations seen in Figure U are likely due to shifts in the pool of respondents; the survey is 
particularly susceptible to those shifts in categories where relatively few respondents are active. 9   
 
As noted above, digitization of unbound sheets was a very active area in 2014: 48% of responding institutions 
reported some digitization of unbound sheets.  Perhaps coincidentally, the level of unbound sheet digitization in 
2013 and 2014 was very close to the level of unbound sheet microfilming reported from 2005-2008. 

 
 
Preservation photocopying of bound volumes continues the general decline noted in the FY2013 report, though the 
number of items involved has always been quite low, most likely due to the cost to prepare, digitize, print, bind, 
and end-process these materials.  A possible research topic is the necessity of the preservation photocopy as a 
print surrogate and its ongoing role given growing acceptance of e-books and digital-only access.   
 

 

 
Analog reformatting efforts – which include the creation of preservation photocopies and the duplication of 
unbound materials as well as the reformatting of photographs, microfilm, sound recordings and moving image 
materials – continue as what is perhaps best characterized as a special activity of a small number of institutions or, 
in other cases, special projects (Figure W). State libraries, archives, and historical societies conduct the majority of 

                                                        
9 Due to a calculation error, not all microfilming activity was included in the corresponding figure in the FY2013 report.  Figure 
U represents the corrected data for FY2013. 
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both in-house and outsourced microfilm duplication.  In-house activities to duplicate photographs at Brigham 
Young University account for 72% of all analog reformatting of photographic materials reported for FY14.  The 
National Library of Medicine has a robust program to outsource the analog reformatting of both film and magnetic 
tape based moving image materials (accounting for 98% of all reported outsourced motion picture analog 
reformatting), and the Harry Ransom Center at the University of Texas at Austin boasts 74% of all reported 
activities in analog reformatting of sound recordings.   
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Section 5: Digital Preservation and Digital Asset Management 
 

This section surveyed the activities of digital preservation programs, including the number of items and quantity of 
data added to the digital repository during FY2014.  

In keeping with the results of the 
previous surveys, Figure X details that 
less than one quarter of the responding 
institutions indicated that digital 
preservation was a responsibility of their 
preservation program. Just 20% of the 
respondents did not have a digital 
preservation program, compared to 20% 
of the respondents to the FY2013 Survey 
and 26% of the respondents to the 
FY2012 survey. 

Most participants (62%) responded that 
digital preservation responsibilities take 
place outside of the preservation unit.  
The majority of the respondents in this 
category (54%) have digital initiatives 
units (variously called Digital Services, 
Digital Scholarship, Digital Collections, 
Scholarly Communications, Digital 
Libraries Development or Production, 
etc.) that are responsible for digital 
preservation activities (Figure Y).  A 
quarter of these respondents indicate that 
digital preservation is an activity spread 
across multiple units, while the remaining 
institutions report that digital preservation 
activities are the responsibility of a 
collections management or technical 
services unit or an IT / Systems unit.    

Quantifying digital preservation and digital 
repository activities remains an emerging 
area and statistics-keeping practices are 
still evolving as institutions build digital 
collections management programs and 
document their practices. Because this is a 
quickly evolving area, collecting uniform 
statistics across institutions is challenging. 
As a result, the data for this section of the 
survey shows dramatic year-to-year 
fluctuations which are unlikely to represent 
actual trends in library practice, but are 
more likely attributable to the difficulty of 
gathering this data in a consistent manner 
across a variety of repository systems and 
format types. 
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Respondents are managing approximately 10 Petabytes of data and added over 26 million items to their digital 
repositories in FY2014. This total is at least partially driven by institutions that have particularly robust programs 
for managing digital content, and/or are tracking statistics very closely. For example, the National Library of 
Medicine is responsible for all of the reported web archiving, which accounts for 60% of the items added to digital 
repositories. 
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Digital Preservation Activity per $Million TLE, 2012-2014 
(Figure AA)  
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Total 
Number of 
Items 
Added 

unit of 
measurement 

number of files GB number of items 

2012 Not Asked 5,281.88 15.51 944.59 2.61 18.67 108.81 1.04 1.43 270.07 0.24 0.13 793.48 2,156.59 

2013 Not Asked 9,735.56 1.48 1.65 5.60 33.50 92.76 35.85 202.45 668,851.94 0.00 101.80 22.70 669,955.15 

2014 25.01 123,440.98 6.93 28.90 7.46 347.68 184.24 1.20 2.69 890.02 1.66 0.14 3.19 8,841.49 

 
Figure AA demonstrates some of the challenges of gathering data in this area.  Nearly every format area shows dramatic change from year to year.  
While it is likely that some of these changes are driven by major projects at individual institutions, it is also possible that in some cases the data is 
affected by incomplete or inconsistent reporting.  We are hopeful that as standards emerge for tracking and reporting these activities, the data will 
more closely reflect actual levels of activity.
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Conclusions and Long-Term Trends 
 
For many questions on these surveys, the results vary significantly year-to-year, without a consistent trend in one 
direction or the other.  These changes can often be explained by large projects at a small number of institutions or, 
for the ALA survey, changes in the composition of the group of responding institutions.  However, there are a few 
trends that can be identified from the data with some measure of confidence, at least as they apply to the 
institutions that responded to the survey: 
 

 From 2000 to the present, total conservation treatments of bound volumes appear to have dropped by 
77%. 

 From 2000 to the present, total conservation treatments of all formats have dropped by 77%.  
 From 2000 to the present, commercial binding of bound volumes appears to have dropped by 69%. 
 The survey results do not indicate that institutions have increased the reformatting or digitization of 

audiovisual materials.   
 Preservation photocopying of bound volumes is continually declining.  

 
It is particularly unfortunate that the gap in the survey’s coverage falls in the aftermath of the 2007-2008 financial 
crisis, an event which had a significant effect on the budgets of research libraries.  Since we lack data from 2009-
2011, it is difficult to identify the cause of shifts that occurred between 2008 and 2012, especially since the survey 
instrument and responding group also changed during that time.  It will likely be possible to draw more confident 
conclusions in future years, particularly if a greater number of institutions respond to the this survey effort and, 
critically, if those institutions provide their Total Library Expenditures. 

Special Populations in the FY2014 Survey:  
Two groups are prominent among this year’s respondents: first, fourteen of the sixteen member institutions of the 
Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) participated in the FY2014 Preservation Statistics Survey; second, 
state libraries, archives, and historical societies composed the second largest institutional category in the FY2014 
survey. 
 
The participation of the CIC academic libraries (which included the University of Chicago, the University of Illinois, 
Indiana University, University of Iowa, University of Michigan, Michigan State University, University of Minnesota, 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Northwestern University, Ohio State University, Pennsylvania State University, 
Rutgers University, and University of Wisconsin-Madison – only Purdue University and University of Maryland 
declined to participate) provides an interesting opportunity to consider mid-sized research libraries.10 Over the 
next few years, we will track these Midwestern and East Coast research libraries to understand how consortial 
partnerships and initiatives like cooperative mass digitization projects, shared print repositories, and coordinated 
digital preservation efforts enhance preservation activities.   
 
   
State Libraries, Archives, and Historical Societies are an emerging category of cultural heritage institution 
participating in this year’s survey.  With the guidance of Katie Mullen, Library-Archives Preservation Coordinator 
at the Wisconsin Historical Society, we developed a list of preservation contacts in state libraries, archives, and 
historical societies in the United States and invited each to participate in the FY2014 Survey.  Nine institutions 
participated, including the Colorado State Publications Library, the Connecticut State Library, Georgia Archives, 
Indiana State Archives, Indiana State Library, Maryland State Law Library, State Archives of North Carolina, Texas 
State Library and Archives Commission, and the Wisconsin Historical Society.  As this represents the first year of 

                                                        
10 http://www.cic.net/home 
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participation for most of these institutions, over time and with the accumulation of annual data, we will develop 
the ability to identify trends among this group.   

Potential Research Topics 
In the Epilogue to the recently published anthology Preserving Our Heritage, editor Michèle V. Cloonan identifies 
potential research foci to “encourage readers to track these areas in the media, in journals and books, and on social 
networking sites.”11  Inspired by Cloonan’s scholarly generosity, data gathered by PARS Chair Kara McClurken on 
the use of preservation metrics, and current research projects shared by preservation professional at the 
Preservation Metrics Forum at the recent ALA Annual 2014, we encourage preservation administrators to track the 
following issues in their operations and program planning and to share their perspective in professional outlets 
and literature as well as social media: 
 

 If audiovisual materials are more at-risk than paper-based formats, why is the continued focus of effort on 
digitizing paper-based formats, particularly unbound sheets (manuscripts, maps, posters, and works of art 
on paper)? Is reallocating resources from digitizing paper-based formats the most logical effective way to 
find resources to digitize audiovisual materials, or are there other activities that should be targeted for 
reduction in order to free up available resources? 

 Further, when audiovisual materials are digitized, is effort focused on digitizing analog magnetic media 
over more at-risk audio-visual formats (lacquer discs, minidiscs, and digital audio tape)?  

 How is the staffing area of AV Archivists, AV Conservators, and AV Preservation specialists growing?  Will 
an increase in staffing in this area mark a recognizable uptick in the number and type of AV materials 
conserved and digitized in upcoming years? 

 The activity of creating a print surrogate or facsimile (“preservation photocopying” – digitizing a damaged 
beyond repair or deteriorating volume -- usually a brittle book -- so that a new copy may be printed, bound, 
and made available on-shelf for circulating use whereas the original may be housed in an enclosure and 
placed in a special use status) continues to decline.  How will growing acceptance of e-books and online-
only access effect preservation photocopying to create a physical facsimile?  

 Conservation treatment of bound volumes (at all levels of complexity) appears to be dropping faster than 
the level of commercial binding.  Why? 

 How, if at all, is paper Mark A. Greene and Dennis Meissner’s paper “More Product, Less Process: 
Revamping Traditional Archival Processing” effecting quantifiable preservation activities?  While archival 
processing activities (refoldering, reboxing) are not included in this survey or the former ARL Preservation 
Statistics effort, are other preservation activities impacted by the adoption of the MPLP methodology? 

 In what areas of preservation are new positions being created?   

Preservation Metrics:  How Are We Using the Data? 
In spring 2015, Preservation And Reformatting Section (PARS) Chair Kara McClurken surveyed the preservation 
community to better understand how we are using data from preservation metrics.  Broadly defined, preservation 
metrics includes national efforts such as this Preservation Statistics Survey and the Heritage Health Information 
2014 survey as well as local data gathering efforts within institutions and at the regional level within consortiums.  
Results of the Preservation Metrics survey, presented at ALA Annual 2015, are available online: 
 
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/Pres-
Metrics/Preservation-Metrics2015.pdf 
 
Ninety percent of the 38 respondents (33 of whom were academic libraries) gathered preservation metrics at 
some level; the four institutions that do not collect preservation metrics indicated that doing so was not a priority 

                                                        
11 Michèle Valerie Cloonan, ed., Preserving Our Heritage: Perspectives from Antiquity to the Digital Age, Chicago: ALA Neal-
Schuman, 2015, pg. 657.   

http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/Pres-Metrics/Preservation-Metrics2015.pdf
http://www.ala.org/alcts/sites/ala.org.alcts/files/content/resources/preserv/presstats/Pres-Metrics/Preservation-Metrics2015.pdf
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for their institution’s administration.  All respondents use statistics for internal use (annual reports, program 
assessment, staff evaluation, etc.) while only 71% share that data via national surveys such as the Preservation 
Statistics project or the Heritage Health Information 2014 survey.   
 
Program assessment (79%) was cited 
as the most popular reason to collect 
preservation metrics, followed by 
prioritization/selection (55%), staff 
assessment (53%), justification for 
additional staff positions (45%).  
Anecdotally, respondents cited that 
benchmarking, or the ability to compare 
their institutional staffing, funding, and 
activities to best-practice peers, is the 
most helpful outcome of participating in 
national preservation metrics project 
and supports funding requests for staff 
positions, supplies, and equipment.   
While the use of metrics to support 
funding requests was widely cited, 
other ways preservation administrators 
use preservation metrics include 
identification of staff training needs, 
workflow assessment, review of 
procedures and policy, grant 
applications, budget/program planning, 
in research and publications, in outreach efforts, and to assure that service is equitable across multiple branches in 
a library system and balanced in special collections versus circulating collections efforts. Perhaps most reflective of 
our times, one respondent cited preservation metrics as a useful tool in decisions about budget reductions. Several 
respondents shared that preservation metrics have helped them chart the effect of unplanned projects on staff 
activities and budget, and another indicated that preservation metrics about conservation and exhibit prep 
activities help frame internal customer expectations. One respondent cited that data indicating an increase in 
special collections conservation and a decrease in circulating collections conservation justified the recent 
reassignment of staff positions.   
 
One respondent indicated that their institution does not fully participate in the ALA Preservation Statistics 
program due to lack of administrative support following the ARL’s decision to discontinue their preservation 
statistics effort: “Without [a] preservation librarian or any other preservation staff, it is impossible to collect and 
manage the stats” they write, “I want to know examples of useful use of pres[ervation] stats by other institutions to 
convince my colleague to help collect the data.”   
 
PARS will continue to assess how institutions use preservation metrics in the coming years as the Preservation 
Statistics project evolves its annual effort and as the Heritage Health Information 2014 survey results are released 
in late 2015 and the future of that project as envisioned by its new administrator, the Institute of Museum and 
Library Services (IMLS), following the closure of Heritage Preservation earlier this year.    

FY2015 and Beyond 

The data collected by the Preservation Statistics Survey is most meaningful if a representative number of 
institutions and archives consistently share their annual statistics. Given the effort required to manage this project 
and perform analysis that informs our field about current issues and ongoing trends, a goal of seventy-five 
respondents to the FY2014 survey was set in order for the Preservation Statistics Survey project to continue and 
for the FY2015 Survey to be conducted. With eighty-seven respondents, the goal has been met and the survey will 
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be conducted again in FY2015 (to be released January 2016), using the same abbreviated, production-focused 
survey format.    

In an effort to strike a balance between data that is easy for institutions to gather and data that is useful to the 
preservation community, questions about administration, staffing, and most general preservation activities were 
removed from the FY2014 Survey and will not be included in the FY2015 Survey. Those issues will be assessed in 
early 2017 with a supplement to the FY2016 Survey and issued every three to five years thereafter.  

Credits  
The Preservation and Reformatting Section (PARS) Executive Committee: Kara McClurken, Becky Ryder, David 
Lowe, Ian Bogus, Gina Minks, and Hilary Seo, reached out to academic libraries to encourage respondents. The 
PARS Preservation Standards and Practices committee also assisted with outreach. Both of these efforts increased 
the response rate for the FY14 survey.   

Previous PARS Chairs Becky Ryder, Karen Brown, Tara Kennedy, Ann Marie Willer, Jacob Nadal, and Kara 
McClurken have provided valuable support and guidance on the Preservation Statistics project.  

The pilot FY2012 survey questionnaire development team included Helen Bailey (Library Fellow for Digital 
Curation and Preservation, MIT Libraries), Annie Peterson (Preservation Librarian, Tulane University), Holly 
Robertson (Preservation Consultant, Washington, D.C.) and Emily Vinson (Archivist, Rice University).  

The Preservation Statistics Survey coordinators are Annie Peterson, Holly Robertson, and Nick Szydlowski.  

Thank You!  

Thanks to everyone who took time from their busy schedule to participate in this pilot survey. Your feedback is 
especially appreciated: contact us at preservationstatistics@gmail.com  


