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Abstract 

 

Nine years after the publication of Mark Greene and Dennis Meissner’s influential “More 

Product, Less Process: Revamping Traditional Archival Processing”, the archival 

community remains divided as to the benefits of applying the minimum processing 

standards (MPS) suggested in the article.  A survey sent in the Spring of 2014 to 

academic librarians and archivists who have implemented MPS provided the data for 

analysis of the uses, frequencies, and effects of such standards in an attempt to determine 

the most successful and common applications of the standards within academic 

environments.  The results come from a group of institutions with highly diverse staffing 

structures, collection materials, and methodologies, and reveal that backlogs are being 

steadily reduced regardless of an institution’s frequency of MPS application.  The study 

ultimately shows Greene and Meissner’s suggestions to have the ability to be used 

individually and applied at an institution’s discretion.     

 

Introduction 

 

The 2005 article “More Product, Less Process: Revamping Traditional Archival 

Processing” by Mark A. Greene and Dennis Meissner stated “processing is not keeping 

up with acquisitions and has not been for decades, resulting in massive backlogs of 

inaccessible collections at repositories across the country (and across all types of archival 

institutions),” arguing that such insurmountable unprocessed collections are “weakening 

the archival profession (Greene, Meissner, 2005).”  The authors identify outdated 
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processing behaviors as the primary reason for this problem, and summarize the situation 

as “processing projects squander scarce resources because archivists spend too much time 

on tasks that do not need doing, or at least don’t need doing all the time (Greene, 

Meissner, 2005).”  They go on to make a number of recommendations based on their 

research in which the speed of traditional archival processing may be greatly accelerated, 

resulting in a reduction in backlogs and an increase in materials being available to 

researchers.   

 The article quickly became an influential document whose prescribed techniques, 

known as MPLP, were implemented in many institutions across the United States 

(Crowe, Spillman, 2010).  However, the methods were far from universally accepted and 

articles ranging from warnings of the dangerous compromises required of MPLP to 

arguments that such minimal processing standards had already been considered and in 

effect for many years followed Greene and Meissner’s article, suggesting the use of 

MPLP to be a polarizing issue within the archival community with little middle ground 

separating the two sides (Sutton, 2012).  Nine years after the publication of “More 

Product, Less Process,” I intend to measure the impact of minimal processing standards 

in academic libraries and determine in which environments such techniques provide the 

most benefit. I believe an analysis of institutions’ processing methods can provide 

examples of which types of materials, appropriate level of description, size of archival 

staff required, and means of arrangement are best suited for the implementation of 

MPLP, thus creating some “middle ground” from which repositories can consider before 

either completely embracing or rejecting Greene and Meissner’s suggestions.       
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Literature Review  

  

Much of the literature regarding the topic makes a strong case either in favor or opposed 

to the use of minimal processing standards in archival settings.  Christine Weideman’s 

article “Accessioning as Processing” from 2006 uses the acquisition of a large collection 

of family papers by the Yale University Library to “explore[s] the application of new 

methods, including those recommended by Mark A. Greene and Dennis Meissner in the 

their article ‘More Product, Less Process’ to reduce the amount of time to accession and 

process collections (Weideman, 2007).”  While she incorporates a method of preventing 

items from ever entering the backlog not described in Greene and Meissner’s article, she 

does identify several of their recommendations, namely choosing to neither refolder nor 

interleave documents with acid-neutral paper and keeping descriptions primarily at the 

box level (as opposed to the more granular folder or item levels), as being essential to 

achieving the rapid rate at which the collection was processed.  Similarly, Matt Gorzalski 

and Marcella Wiget’s 2011 article “’More Access, Less Backlog’: How the Kansas 

Historical Society Got Its Groove Back” describes the results of a grant-funded project to 

use MPLP to process the Kansas Historical Society’s substantial backlog.  The authors 

incorporated Greene and Meissner’s methods of not refoldering items, describing 

documents in the order they appear rather than making any kind of rearrangement, and 

describing items at a series or similarly broad level to achieve their processing goals, 

concluding that they “have found MPLP to be of great benefit (Gorzalski, Wiget, 2011).”  

Michael Strom’s 2005 article “Texas-Sized Progress: Applying Minimum-Standards 

Processing Guidelines to the Jim Wright Papers” describes a strict application of the 
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suggestions put forth in Greene and Meissner’s article while processing a collection of 

congressional papers with great success, and explains how the papers’ relative 

homogeneous makeup and repetitive nature made them ideally suited for streamlined 

processing (Strom, 2005).    

 Carl Van Ness’ “Much Ado About Paper Clips: ‘More Product, Less Process’ and 

the Modern Manuscript Repository,” published in 2010, criticized the methodology and 

arguments presented by Greene and Meissner claiming their study to be “skewed to 

manuscript repositories at colleges and universities rather than institutional archives (Van 

Ness, 2010).”  Van Ness also downplays the significance of the article by writing “to 

focus on poor processing practices as the sole or even primary cause of the backlog will 

not solve the problem and may distract us from the larger unresolved issues.  In essence, 

MPLP is fighting the wrong fight (Van Ness, 2010).”  He goes on the explain how 

leaving documents in their original folders and not removing metal fasteners while 

processing a collection have been practices at his institution long before the publication 

of Greene and Meissner’s article, and that the remainder of the advice provided does not 

apply in manuscript repositories such as the one he works in (Van Ness, 2010). 

  “Politically Charged Records: A Case Study with Recommendations for 

Providing Access to a Challenging Collection,” by Valerie Harris and Kathryn Stine 

illustrates the dangers of minimal processing standards at a level far beyond the 

institution holding the collection in question.  In 2002 the University of Illinois at 

Chicago Library Special Collections “acquired and minimally processed” the papers of 

the Chicago Annenberg Challenge, an organization whose board members included both 

Barack Obama and William Ayers (Harris, Stine, 2011).  The papers went unused until 
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2008 when a journalist interested in the relationship between Ayers and then-Presidential 

candidate Obama requested an appointment to review them, at which point UIC Special 

Collections staff realized that confidential information including social security numbers 

and names and addresses of minors were still visible in the records, and decided the 

collection must be closed until such sensitive material was removed.  The subsequent 

editorial written by the journalist denied access to the collection ignited a media 

controversy surrounding the papers, suggesting that their closure was an indication that 

Obama was involved in covering up his association with Ayers (Harris, Stine, 2011).  

Had the CAC papers been processed with more attention, this national spotlight and 

scandal would most certainly have been avoided. 

 Stephanie H. Crowe and Karen Spilman’s 2010 article “MPLP @ 5: More 

Access, Less Backlog?” details the results of a survey the authors conducted in 2010 

which indicated a level of acceptance and application of the techniques provided by 

Greene and Meissner.  While the article remains neutral as to an opinion of MPLP, it 

does contain a number of quotes from survey respondents who have chosen to not 

implement the standards, showing some within the archival community feel its 

application will “result in a loss of professional status,” will place to great a “burden on 

the researcher,” and present too many privacy and preservation storage-based concerns  

(Crowe, Spilman, 2010). 

 These articles represent the divided nature of much of the literature available on 

minimal processing standards, while suggesting the archival community either embraces 

or rejects such methods.  This study seeks to identify specific environments, techniques, 



6 
 

and collection types that most benefit from minimal standards, and build on existing to 

research to provide a greater understanding of a currently divisive subject.  

 

Methods 

 

 

I designed a 25-question survey (see Appendix) which asked participants a series of 

questions to establish their library’s or archives’ environment and behaviors.  Questions 

were asked about the respondent’s use and implementation of processing techniques 

described in Greene and Meissner’s article as methods of streamlining traditional 

processing, referred to here as minimum processing standards (MPS). These included 

questions about staffing structure, the total frequency of MPS use and frequency of 

individual techniques, types of materials and formats held, rates of archival processing, 

levels of description assigned to collections, backlog reduction since MPS 

implementation, and the affects on staffing, reference requests, budgets, and collection 

development policies since MPS implementation.  The answers were then analyzed using 

descriptive statistics, and results were primarily determined based on the mode from each 

question.   

 Since the suggestions in Greene and Meisnner’s article were for processing 

archivists and librarians to avoid doing certain tasks, for the purpose of this study a 

participant not practicing the technique a majority of the time means their incorporation 

of that particular MPS. 
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Results 

 

A total of 32 responses were collected during the time period between 18 March and 10 

April, 2014 from the survey which was sent to the Society of American Archivists’ and 

American Library Association’s University Libraries’ listservs.  The text of the 

recruitment email requested that participants be currently working in an academic 

archival setting that has implemented MPS.  

 An analysis of the retrieved data indicates that there is a wide range of diversity 

between the various institutions’ collection sizes, staffing structures, and materials and 

formats held. The sizes of the participants’ collections range from 250 to 75,000 linear 

feet, with a mean of 13,685.54 linear feet.  26 (81%) of the institutions have between 1 

and 5 full-time employees.  Of those 26, 9 (35%) have between 1 and 5 part-time archival 

employees, while the other 17 (65%) have none.  19 of those 26 (73%) have between 1 

and 5 student employees, 2 (8%) have between 6 and 15 student employees, and the 

remaining 5 institutions (19%) have none.  12 distinct staffing structures were reported 

with the most common situation (12 cases, 38%) being an institution having between 1 

and 5 full-time employees, 0 part-time employees, and between 1 and 5 student 

employees (Figure 1).   
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Figure 1. Each increment on the X-axis represents the number of Full-time, Part-time, and Student employees, respectively. Ex: 1-5, 0, 

1-5 represents an institution with between 1 and 5 Full-time, 0 Part-time, and between 1 and 5 Student employees. 

 

 15 of the 32 respondents (47%) report their collections as being comprised 

between 25 and 49% of manuscripts, 8 (25%) indicated between 0 and 24%, 6 (19%) 

between 50 and 74%, while 3 (9%) either left the question blank or were unable to 

estimate the percentage.  Other kinds of materials asked about were Business Records: 17 

respondents (53%) with 0-24%, 5 (16%) with 25-49%, 2 (6%) with 50-74%, 1 (3%) with 

75-100%, and 7 (22%) either unable to estimate the percentage or not answering the 

question; Academic Records, either from the participant’s or another academic 

institution: 12 (38%) with 25-49%, 8 (25%) with 50-74%, 6 (19%) with 0-24%, and 3 

each (9%) either with 75-100% or unable to estimate the percentage; Photographic or 

Film Materials: 20 (63%) with 0-24%, 10 (31%) with 25-49%, and 2 (6%) not answering 

the question; and Published Materials: 17 (53%) with 0-24%, 10 (31%) with 25-49%, and 
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5 (16%) either unable to estimate the percentage or leaving the answer blank.  Additional 

material types volunteered from the participants included: audio (6; 19%), video (2, 6%), 

and computer media, collective bargaining agreements, municipal records, oral histories, 

clothing, musical instruments, ephemera, architectural drawings, artwork, maps, county 

records, and textiles all receiving 1 instance (3%) each.    

 There is a clear indication of paper-based materials as being the most commonly 

held, although the survey data shows another diverse grouping collection materials 

among the participants.  25 of the 32 respondents (78%) report their collections to be at 

least 50% paper-based, with 13 of those 25 indicating their materials are between 75 and 

100% paper.  Similar majorities confirmed that other formats represented a much smaller 

percentage of total holdings amongst the respondents, with 24 of the 32 (75%) saying that 

their collections are comprised of only 0-24% of digital materials, and 25 of 32 (78%) 

each saying their collections had 0-24% worth of either three-dimensional objects or 

film-based materials (Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2  
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 Greene and Meissner’s article identified a number of techniques traditionally done 

in archival processing which they suggested to avoid in order to accelerate the rate of 

processing (Greene, Meissner, 2005).  In the survey, questions regarding the frequency of 

practice of five of these techniques (replacing original folders, removing metal fasteners, 

rearranging documents at the item level, making preservation photocopies, and 

interweaving acid-neutral pages between delicate documents) were asked in order to 

measure which MPS were most commonly used. While 22 of the 32 participants (69%) 

still replace original folders with new ones at least 50% of the time (with 11, 34%, saying 

they always do so) the other standards are not practiced by a majority of the respondents, 

and represent which MPS are most practiced. 20 of 32 participants (63%) remove metal 

fasteners from archival documents less than 50% of the time, with 12 of those doing so 

less than 25% of the time.  23 (72%) participants rearrange documents at an item level 

less than 50% of the time, also with 12 of those doing so less than 25% of the time.  26 

(81%) make preservation copies less than 50% of the time, 24 of which do so less than 

25% of the time or never, and 29 (91%) interweave acid-neutral pages between delicate 

documents less than 50% of the time, 24 of which do so less than 25% of the time or 

never.  These numbers show that four of five MPS asked about are incorporated by a 

majority of the survey participants, with replacing folders as the exception. 

 7 of the 32 respondents (22%) indicated that their library’s or archives’ backlog 

had not been reduced at all since implementing MPS, with another 3 (9%) saying that 

they weren’t sure what percentage it had been reduced.  The most common response was 

that their backlog had been reduced 1-25% since MPS implementation (14 replies, 44%), 

followed by reduced by 26-50% (5 replies, 16%), reduced by 76-99% (2 replies, 6%) and 
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reduced by 51-75% (1 reply, 3%.)  Backlogs of at least 22 participants (69%) have then 

been reduced since their implementation of MPS, with those of the 3 unsure as to what 

percentage their backlogs had been reduced having the possibility of some kind of 

reduction (Figure 3). 

 

  Figure 3 

 The results of several of the participants who answered their backlogs had not 

been reduced at all can be addressed by considering them in the context of their answers 

to other questions.  For example, one such respondent who answered that MPS are 

“always” applied when processing, seemingly contradicts him/herself with the answers 

they provide to the frequency in which they use various MPS.  This person states that 

items are refoldered, metal fasteners removed, and certain items are interweaved with 

acid-neutral pages at least 75% of the time, and that they always rearrange items at a 

document level.  Continuing these tasks with such frequency does not reflect an 

implementation of MPS as the other respondents who do such things less than half of the 

time.  Another participant whose backlog was not reduced has only 1 to 5 full-time 
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employees as their entire staff, while two other participants have a similarly sized full-

time staff supplemented by between 1 and 5 student employees who do not participate in 

the creation of finding aids.  A different respondent who has one of the largest collections 

among the participants (75,000 linear feet) has only between 1 and 5 full-time and part-

time employees and still refolders materials, removes metal fasteners, makes preservation 

photocopies, and rearranges items at an item-level at least 50% of the time.  It is entirely 

possible that these factors are at least a part of the reason for their backlogs not shrinking. 

 The survey concluded with a series of questions about affects on the participants’ 

institutions since the implementation of MPS: if the amount and nature of reference 

requests has increased or changed, respectively, if their digitization efforts have been 

affected, if there has been an impact of the overall budget, including staffing costs, if the 

staffing structure has changed, and if there has been any changes made to their library’s 

or archives collection development policies.  The answers provided make it clear that 

MPS has not significantly affected any of these aspects, with the exception of the 

frequency of reference requests, for which 14 of 32 respondents (44%) have experienced 

either marginal or significant increases.  The majorities of answers to each other question 

were that the implementation of MPS has had no affect on the particular factor of their 

institution: 22 (69%) have not had digitization efforts affected, 20 (63%) have not had 

their budgets affected, 23 (72%) have not had their staffing structure affected, and 25 

(78%) have not had their collection development policies affected (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4 

  

 In an attempt to illustrate the effectiveness of MPS, I chose to divide the 

participants into two groups of sixteen each: those who answered that they make use of 

MPS at least 75% of the time and those who answered that they do so less than 75% of 

the time (hereafter referred to as the 75%+ and 75%- groups, respectively.)  Question 14 

of the survey asked the participants for the percentage their backlog had been reduced 

since MPS implementation, and the majority of answers from each group were that 

backlogs had been reduced by 1-25% (8 answers, 50% of those in the 75%+ group; 6 

answers, 38% in the 75%- group.)  13 (81%) of the 75%+ group and 9 (56%) of the 75%- 

group all reported having some reduction in backlogs, which include such opposing 

examples as an institution who “always” uses MPS and one which does so less than 25% 

of the time.  Similarly, the majorities of the answers to the questions regarding frequency 

of certain techniques referenced in the Greene and Meissner article were the same from 

each group, with the exception of how often the participants remove metal fasteners, 

whereas the 75%+ group’s answer majority was less than 25% while the 75%- group’s 

was at least 25% (Figure 5).  

Affects Since MPS Implementation 
 
 
 Reference 

Requests 
Digitization 

Efforts 
Budget Staffing Collection 

Development 
      

No affect 13 22 20 23 25       
Marginal 

Change 
9 1 5 5 5       

Significant 

Change 
5 5 0 1 0       

 



14 
 

 

Figure 5 

 

 One notable difference revealed from the survey was that the majority (9; 56%) of 

the 75%+ group answered that reference requests from researchers had either increased 

significantly or marginally since MPS implementation, while the majority of the 75%- 

group (8; 50%) reported MPS has not affected the amount of reference requests and only 

5 (31%) indicated any increase.  While the majorities of the answers from both groups 

from the remaining questions about other environmental affects since MPS 

implementation imply that no affect is felt on an institution’s digitization efforts, budget, 

staffing, and collection development policy, it could be surmised that a greater use of 

MPS will result in an increase in reference requests.  This result seems logical as 

generally minimally processed collections will have less description made available for 

researchers, resulting in more requests for reference. 

 The analysis of the data reveals the answers of the two groups to have more 

similarities in their responses than not.  Although it is clear (as well as unsurprising) that 
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libraries or archives who use MPS the most have seen the greater backlog reductions, 

what can most importantly be learned from this survey is that the majorities in both 

groups have experienced some kind of reduction, regardless of their frequency of use of 

MPS (Figure 6).  

 

 

Figure 6 
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 These results lead me to conclude that there is no “minimum” level in which MPS 

need be applied to see positive results in the reduction of backlogs, and that academic 

libraries or archives can make use of select standards even sparingly to speed up the 

processing levels without a restructuring of their processing procedures.  It is also clear 

that academic libraries and archives hold a diverse grouping of materials and formats, and 
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have a wide range of different staffing structures in place.  This diversity coupled with 

MPS’ demonstrated effectiveness suggest that a review and selection of appropriate MPS 

by each institution is more likely to produce positive backlog reduction results in a higher 

number of libraries and archives than a universal acceptance and strict compliance to the 

suggestions put forth in Greene and Meissner’s article.  

 This perspective builds upon research represented in the literature review above 

by illustrating how MPS is and can be incorporated as any number of individual 

procedures, rather than a complete set of rules replacing existing policies.  The data 

gathered regarding the frequency in which survey participants use the particular 

techniques reveal a wide scope of differing processing behaviors, while the majority of 

respondents still report a reduction in their backlogs.  This most strengthens Weideman’s 

and Gorzalski and Wiget’s arguments put forth in their respective articles in which they 

both attribute their accelerated processing rate to the incorporation of only three MPS.  

My research adds a number of voices to their cases, illustrating a similar point.      

 This report also gives opportunity to reexamine the suggestions and goals first put 

forth by Greene and Meissner.  The authors conclude that the path to the elimination of 

archival backlogs requires either “a tripling of the number of processing archivists” or to 

“roughly triple the speed which we process (Greene, Meissner, 2005).  While such an 

elimination would all but certainly be desired by those in the profession, the results of the 

survey remind one of the myriad of complicating factors within these institutions, and 

that the “tripling” of any single aspect may be impossible.  The data gathered for this 

paper indicate that those who have seen the greatest reduction in backlogs due to MPS 

implementation have also seen the greatest increase in reference requests, so even if an 
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institution had the means to triple its processing speeds, it would need to anticipate the 

corresponding demands on staff resulting from minimally processed collections and their 

lesser descriptions.  The survey results also show a highly diverse field of materials held, 

many of which are not applicable to the MPS suggested by Greene and Meissner meaning 

a tripling of processing speeds using methods designed for paper-based materials will not 

always have the projected effect on backlog reduction.  Such drastic revamping of 

existing procedures is most likely not possible for many academic libraries or archives, 

but as the survey results indicate, individual suggestions from Greene and Meissner’s 

article may be applied at a frequency appropriate to the institution, which will in turn lead 

to a gradual reduction in backlog size. 

 While this survey focused exclusively on academic libraries, it would be very 

interesting to see similar research into different kinds of libraries and archival 

institutions, so that a comparison of MPS effectiveness within different settings could be 

made.  I also feel that the size of my sample and resulting diverse answers to the survey 

question about types of materials held were not sufficient to draw conclusions about MPS 

effectiveness by material type from.  A more thorough examination of material types and 

which and how often MPS are applied to each would further shed light on what kinds of 

practices can be the most effective in particular situations.   
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Appendix – Survey Distributed 
 

How many full-time staff members work at your library/archives? 

none  

1 - 5  

6 - 15  

More than 15  

How many part-time, non-student staff members work at your library/archives? 

none  

1 - 5  

6 - 15  

More than 15  

How many student employees work at your library/archives?  

none  

1 - 5  

6 - 15  

More than 15  

4. What kinds of materials make up your library/archives’ holdings (check all that 

apply)? If possible, please describe what percentage each comprises of the total holdings: 

 
0 - 24% 25 - 49% 50 - 74% 75 - 100% 

Unable to 

estimate 

percentage 

Manuscripts 
     

https://drive.google.com/?authuser=0&usp=forms_web
https://drive.google.com/?authuser=0&usp=forms_web
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0 - 24% 25 - 49% 50 - 74% 75 - 100% 

Unable to 

estimate 

percentage 

Business 

Records      

Your or 

another 

academic 

institution's 

records 

     

Photographs 

and/or films      

Published 

Materials      

 

 

5. Are there additional types of materials not specified in the previous question held by 

your library/archives? Please specify the types of materials and, if possible, the 

percentage each comprises of the total holdings 

 

 

  

6. What kinds of formats does your library/archives hold (check all that apply)? If 

possible, please describe what percentage each comprises of the total: 

 
0 - 24% 25 - 49% 50 - 74% 75 - 100% 

Unable to 

estimate 

Paper 

Materials      

Digital 

Materials      

Three-

dimensional 

objects 
     

Film-based 

materials      

 

 

7. Are minimal processing standards always applied when processing a collection? 

always  
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at least 75% of the time  

at least 50% of the time  

at least 25% of the time  

never  

Other:  

8. Approximately what is the size of your collection in either linear or cubic feet (please 

specify which)? 

  

  

9. When processing a collection, how often does the staff: 

 
always 

at least 

75% of the 

time 

at least 

50% of the 

time 

at least 

25% of the 

time 

less than 

25% of the 

time 

never 

Replace 

folders       

Remove 

metal 

fasteners 
      

Rearrange 

documents 

at an Item 

Level 

      

Make 

preservation 

copies of 

documents 

      

Interweave 

pages with 

acid-neutral 

pages 

      

10. Approximately what is the average rate of processing done per staff person? 

0 - 5 hours per linear foot  
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5 - 10 hours per linear foot  

10 - 20 hours per linear foot  

more than 20 hours per linear foot  

I'm not sure  

11. At what level does your library/archives primarily create descriptions for a 

collection? 

item level  

folder level  

series level  

collection level  

 Other:  

12. To what extent are your library/archives’ unprocessed holdings available to 

researchers? 

finding aids and access to the collection are made available  

some kind of description less than a finding aid and access to the collection are 

made available  

no description is available, collection is made available  

unprocessed collections are not made available  

Other:  

13. Approximately what percentage of your library/archives’ holdings are considered 

to be in the backlog? 
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0%  

1 - 25%  

26 - 50%  

51 - 75%  

more than 75%  

I'm not sure  

14. To what extent has implementing minimal processing standards affected the size 

of your backlog? 

not at all  

reduced by 1 - 25%  

reduced by 26 - 50%  

reduced by 51 - 75%  

reduced by 76 - 99%  

eliminated the backlog  

I'm not sure  

Other:  

15. Approximately what percentage of your finding aids include descriptions at the item 

level? 

  

  

16. Approximately what percentage of your finding aids include descriptions at the folder 

level, but not item level? 
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17. Approximately what percentage of your finding aids include descriptions at series 

level, but not folder or items levels? 

  

 

18. What format(s) do your finding aids appear in (check all that apply)? 

Printed container lists  

EAD files  

MARC Records  

Static webpage  

Other:  

19. Which staff members at your library/archives are responsible for the creation of 

finding aids (check all that apply)? 

Full-time staff  

Part-time staff  

Student employess  

Other:  

20. Has the implementation of minimal processing standards affected the amount of 

reference requests at your library/archives? 

Reference requests have increased significantly  

Reference requests have increased marginally  

Reference requests have neither increased nor decreased  

Reference requests have decreased marginally  

Reference requests have decreased significantly  
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The implementation of minimal processing standards has had no affect on 

reference requests  

I’m not sure  

21. Have the types of reference requests changed since the implementation of minimal 

processing standards? Please specify: 

 

  

  

22. Has the use of minimal processing standards affected the digitization efforts at 

your library/archives? 

Digitization has increased significantly  

Digitization has increased marginally  

Digitization has decreased marginally  

Digitization has decreased significantly  

The implementation of these standards has had no affect on digitization  

I’m not sure  

23. Has the use of minimal processing standards led to an increase in expenses in 

your library/archives’ budget, including personnel costs? 

Yes, significant new expenses have been created  

Yes, a marginal amount of new expenses have been created  

No, expenses have decreased a marginal amount  

No, expenses have decreased significantly  

The implementation of these standards has had no affect on the budget  

I’m not sure  
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24. Has the use of minimal processing standards affected the amount of staff at your 

library/archives? 

There has been a significant increase in staff  

There has been a marginal increase in staff  

There has been a marginal decrease in staff  

There has been a significant decrease in staff  

There implementation of these standards has had no affect the amount of staff  

I’m not sure  

25. Has the use of minimal processing standards affected the collection development 

policies at your library/archives? 

There has been a significant change in collection development policies  

There has been a marginal change in collection development policies  

There has been a marginal change in collection development policies  

There has been a significant change in collection development policies  

The implementation of these standards has had no affect collection development 

policies  

I’m not sure  

 


