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Analysis of the costs of a backlog project in response to recommendation 2
of the 2004 Archives and History Office Program Review Committee report

Problem

SLAC Archives and History Office (AHO) backlog of unprocessed material is over 3,000 cubic
feet and growing. Because much of this material was directly transferred to off-site storage, the
provenance and contents are a mystery. The costs of off-site storage, lack of knowledge of the
contents, and the impending federal regulations in 2009 concerning storage facilities all suggest
the need for a long-term plan for the backlog.

AHO presents these options to SLAC management:

1. Continue with the status quo, adding new accessions to OffSite Records Management, LLC
(hereinafter referred to as OffSite) storage.

2. Pull the backlog back a segment at a time for box-level processing, determine what is in each
box, get rid of extraneous material, and return what is left to OffSite storage.

3. Gradually retrieve the backlog for thorough, folder-level processing and then transfer to the
Federal Records Center in San Bruno (hereinafter referred to as FRC) or the Archives side of
the operations at the National Archives and Records Administration in San Bruno (hereinafter
referred to as NARA).

4. Gradually retrieve the backlog for a combination of box-level processing with return to
OffSite storage and thorough folder-level processing with transfer to FRC or NARA.

Analysis
Assumptions

The following assumptions should be kept in mind when considering the options.

« No new projects outside the normal ongoing work and supervision of this backlog project
will divert AHO staff efforts.

« Cost estimates are based on current fees for OffSite and FRC/NARA.

« Current AHO staff will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing work, providing only
supervision to staff added for project.

« Adelay in start will probably mean a rise in costs.

« Overhead is not part of calculations.

Estimates

The following figures were estimated based on past experiences at AHO and literature research.

As the project progresses, these numbers could be more closely estimated.

« Growth rate of the backlog is estimated at 200 cf annually.

« The reduction rate for box-level processing is estimated to be 2.5%. The reduction rate for
folder-level processing is estimated to be 12.5%.

« Box-level processing is estimated to average 1 hr/cf. Actual rate will vary depending on
contents of boxes. Folder-level processing is estimated to average 6 hrs/cf. Actual rate will
vary depending on contents of boxes; folder-level description is easiest when material arrives
in labeled folders, which is sadly not the norm.



DRAFT version 5/5/2005
Departmental Use Only

« The ¥-%, split between box- and folder-level processing in Option 4 will probably have to be
revised as knowledge is gained during the course of the project.

Option summaries

1:Continue with the status quo, adding new accessions to off-site storage.

Option 1 would require no additional staff and have the least direct impact on the workload of
current AHO staff. However, storage costs will increase and will include storage of material that
might not be retained if material were processed. Reference on the known portion of this material
will incur additional costs for retrieval and return. Reference is not be possible on the unknown
material; unknown material is, and will remain, the majority of this backlog. This lack of
knowledge about the majority of the material stored at OffSite will lead to the AHO staff being
unable to adequately respond to reference requests. This is will be of particular concern as SLAC
draws nearer to its 50" anniversary.

2 :Pull the backlog back a segment at a time for box-level processing, determine what is in each
box, get rid of extraneous material, and return what is left to OffSite storage.

Option 2 would require additional staff, probably a combination of part-time students and a
project archivist to perform box-level processing. It would have minimal impact on AHO staff
who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing work, providing only supervision to staff
added for project. Supplies needed would be minimal. Storage costs will be reduced as a result of
box-level processing though the change will be negligible. Reference will still incur additional
costs for retrieval and return. Box-level processing will make reference possible on the currently
unknown material allowing AHO to better provide reference services. This level of processing
would provide the minimal assistance for the 50

3:Gradually retrieve the backlog for thorough, folder-level processing and then transfer to FRC
or NARA.

Option 3 would require an additional 2.3 FTE, probably a combination of part-time students and a
project archivist to perform folder-level processing. It would have some impact on AHO staff
who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing work, providing only supervision to staff
added for project. Additional space would be required to accommodate the staff and the work.
Supplies needed would be the maximum of all options. Storage costs will be reduced as a result
of folder-level processing. Reference will still incur additional costs for retrieval and return.
Folder-level processing will make a finer level of reference possible on the currently unknown
material allowing AHO to better provide reference services. This level of processing would set
AHO up well for the 50"

4: Gradually retrieve the backlog for a combination of box-level processing with return to off-site
storage and thorough folder-level processing with transfer to FRC or NARA.

Option 4 would require an additional 1.1 FTE, probably a combination of part-time students and a
project archivist to perform the combination of box- and folder-level processing. It would have
some impact on AHO staff who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing work, providing
only supervision to staff added for project. Some supplies would be needed. Storage costs will be
reduced as a result of processing. Reference will still incur additional costs for retrieval and
return. Folder-level processing will make a finer level of reference possible on the currently
unknown material allowing AHO to better provide reference services. This combination of
processing would provide an adequate level of preparation for the 50™.
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Total costs
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Total cost/Year | Total cost/Year | Total cost/Year | Total cost/Year
2005 11,440 $11,440 $11,440 $11,440
2006 12,136 $31,410 - $88,419-166,369 $45,933-74,133
$43,245
2007 12,832 $32,106 - $87,843-165,793 $46,259-74,459
$43,941
2008 13,528 $32,802 - $87,267-165,217 $46,585-74,785
$44,637
2009 14,224 $33,498 - $86,691-164,641 $46,910-75,110
$45,333
2010 14,920 $34,194 - $86,115-164,065 $47,236-75,436
$46,029
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Comparisons and comments
Option 1 provides no additional benefit to AHO. Option 1 is baseline.

Option 2 provides some benefit to AHO with minimal outlay ($19,274-31,109 per year over
baseline).

Option 3 provides most benefit to AHO, but requires significant outlay ($76,283-154,233 per year
over baseline).

Option 4 provides a balance between benefit and outlay ($33,797-62,597 per year over baseline).

Only Options 3 and 4 address the issue of the impending federal regulations in 2009 concerning
storage facilities. Only Option 3 resolves this issue

Options 3 and 4 both set AHO up well to face SLAC’s 50" anniversary in 2012.

FRC charges removal fees; once material is entered into their system storage fees are charged. If
it is decided to remove material from FRC after it is in their system, this will incur additional fees
unless the material is being transferred to the archives side of the NARA operations. OffSite does
not currently charge removal fees.

There are no fees for material transferred to NARA, but we also transfer ownership and all
control to NARA.

Recommendation

As stated at the outset, the impetus for this backlog project are the costs of off-site storage, the

lack of knowledge of the contents, and the impending federal regulations in 2009 concerning

storage facilities. AHO’s priorities in approaching the backlog are:

1. To gain intellectual control, the current lack of knowledge has wide impact in non-
guantifiable ways on all AHO activities,

2. To reduce the amount of material stored, eventually resulting in storage cost savings

3. Tomeet NARA’s 2009 requirements

Therefore, it is recommended that AHO adopt Option 4 as the option that provides a balance of
benefits without spending time on unnecessary activities. It is also recommended that careful
statistics on growth rates, retrieval rates, reductions rates, and processing rates be kept in the first
two years of the project so that costs can be re-evaluated based on more firm numbers.

Beyond Scope
Two future projects are also suggested.

First, the AHO should assemble statistics on use of material. This could be done by mining the
reference files to compile a spreadsheet of use made over time for each accession or even to the
box level. This would assist in identifying what material is most heavily used and should be kept
on site.
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Second, onsite holdings should be thinned by moving less used material to off site storage,
whether that is OffSite or FRC. This determination would be based on the assembly of statistics
suggested above. Without the statistics, it is already apparent that Directors’ records, records
pertaining to currently used facilities, records created by key management personnel,
Wallenmeyer reports, runs of newsletters, and visual material should be retained on site.
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Option 1 detail

Continue with the status quo, adding new accessions to off-site storage.

Option 1

New

Accessions \
OffSite

//_/‘

Retrieve/return
for reference

New accessions, coming in with or without any inventories are sent to OffSite Records
Management, LLC. Material at OffSite is a combination of accessions with descriptions and
unknown material with the majority being unknown material. We will have to pull material back
in response to reference questions; this cannot be done with the unknown material. Boxes pulled
for reference will be returned to OffSite.

Costs

Storage costs are estimated for the initial 3,000 cf with an estimated growth rate is of 200 cf per
year. Transportation and setup fees will vary depending on size of deposits, so setup and
transportation fees for the estimated growth rate of 200 cf/year are estimated based on shipments
of 20 cf (approximately the quantity that can presently be accommodated in the AHO holding
space). A growth rate of 200 cf/year deposited in 20 cf increments will incur additional $665 in
setup and transportation fees. Until now, reference retrieval has been negligible (under
$500/year); until we know more about the contents of the majority of the boxes this is unlikely to
change. All of these figures are based on the current contract with OffSite.

cf stored Storage Additional Total cost/Year
cost/Year fees/Year for
deposits and
reference
retrieval
2005 3000 10,440 $1,000 11,440
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2006 3200 11,136 $1,000 12,136

2007 3400 11,832 $1,000 12,832

2008 3600 12,528 $1,000 13,528

2009 3800 13,224 $1,000 14,224

2010 4000 13,920 $1,000 14,920
Benefits

« Alleviates space crunch (in reality AHO has no true on-site growth space)
« Has least impact on workload of current staff
« Would not require additional staff

Summary

Option 1 would require no additional staff and have the least direct impact on the workload of
current AHO staff. However, storage costs will increase and will include storage of material that
might not be retained if material were processed. Reference on the known portion of this material
will incur additional costs for retrieval and return. Reference is not be possible on the unknown
material; unknown material is, and will remain, the majority of this backlog. This lack of
knowledge about the majority of the material stored at OffSite will lead to the AHO staff being
unable to adequately respond to reference requests. This is will be of particular concern as SLAC
draws nearer to its 50" anniversary.
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Option 2 detail

Pull the backlog back a segment at a time for box-level processing, determine what is in each
box, get rid of extraneous material, and return what is left to OffSite storage.

Option 2
ew /mevel

Accessions .
Processing

OffSite

/ Disposal

Retrieve/return
for reference

New accessions, coming in with or without any inventories are sent to OffSite Records
Management, LLC. Material at OffSite is a combination of accessions with descriptions and
unknown material with the majority being unknown material. We will have to pull material back
in response to reference questions; this cannot be done on the unknown material. In conjunction
with or in addition to, we will pull back boxes for box-level processing. Box-level processing
requires minimal handling and time spent; it provides bare bones description of the material. Box-
level processing will make some reference possible on the previously unknown material. Box-
level processing identifies only gross disposal possibilities (whole box of non-archival material)
which means there will be minimal reduction of the material stored. Once processed material is
returned to OffSite.

Costs

Storage costs are estimated for the initial 3,000 cf with an estimated growth rate is of 200 cf per
year. Transportation and setup fees will vary depending on size of deposits, so setup and
transportation fees for the estimated growth rate of 200 cf/year are estimated based on shipments
of 20 cf (approximately the quantity that can presently be accommodated in the AHO holding
space). A growth rate of 200 cf/year deposited in 20 cf increments will incur additional $665 in
setup and transportation fees. Until now, reference retrieval has been negligible (under
$500/year); until we know more about the contents of the majority of the boxes this is unlikely to
change. All of these figures are based on the current contract with OffSite.

10
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cf stored Storage Additional Total storage
cost/Year fees/Year for cost/Year
deposits and

reference

retrieval
2005 3000 $10,440 $1,000 $11,440
2006 3200 $11,136 $1,000 $12,136
2007 3400 $11,832 $1,000 $12,832
2008 3600 $12,528 $1,000 $13,528
2009 3800 $13,224 $1,000 $14,224
2010 4000 $13,920 $1,000 $14,920

Box-level processing of the current 3000 cf at an estimated average rate of 1 hr/cf could take as
little as one and a half years to complete if done by 1 FTE. The annual growth, estimated at 200
cf per year will add an additional 200 hours per year. Three options for project staffing are
student labor ($9-25/hr), a project archivist ($25-40/hr), or NARA project staff ($34-73/hr).
NARA project staff is an inappropriate match to the task of box-level processing. Because of
learning curves and experience, it is probably best to use a combination of student with project
archivist, say approximately 2/3 student labor, 1/3 project archivist. A more experienced and
skillful student would cost more, but process at a faster rate, possibly shortening the time needed.
The experience of a project archivist would be required to guide the student, making appraisal
decisions along the way. Additionally, students are usually not available full-time, year-round. So
if the project were spread out over five years (2006-2010), factoring in the annual growth rate of
200 cf per year, it would require 800 hours per year.

# of hours Student labor | Project archivist Total labor
student labor + cost cost cost/Year
project archivist

2005 na na na na

2006 535 + 265 $4,815-13,375 $6,625-10,600 $11,440-23,275
2007 535 + 265 $4,815-13,375 $6,625-10,600 $11,440-23,275
2008 535 + 265 $4,815-13,375 $6,625-10,600 $11,440-23,275
2009 535 + 265 $4,815-13,375 $6,625-10,600 $11,440-23,275
2010 535 + 265 $4,815-13,375 $6,625-10,600 $11,440-23,275

Box-level processing will incur retrieval and return costs. It is estimated that boxes will be
retrieved in 20 cf increments (approximately the quantity that can presently be accommodated in
the AHO holding space) and then returned in 20 cf increments as well. Annual retrieval will be
800 cf, while it is estimated that reduction (made possible by the removal of unneeded material
during the processing) will result in a return of 780 cf per year. Each 20 cf increment will cost
$86.50 to either retrieve or return. Final annual fees would be $3460 for retrieval and $3373.50
for return for a total of $6833.50.

Box-level processing would allow for extremely minimal if any rehousing. Supplies are estimated
to be under $1,000 per year.

Total Total labor Total Total supply Total
storage cost/Year retrieval/ret cost/Year cost/Year
cost/Year urn fees
2005 $11,440 na na $11,440

11
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2006 $12,136 $11,440- $6833.50 $1,000 $31,410 -
23,275 $43,245
2007 $12,832 $11,440- $6833.50 $1,000 $32,106 -
23,275 $43,941
2008 $13,528 $11,440- $6833.50 $1,000 $32,802 -
23,275 $44,637
2009 $14,224 $11,440- $6833.50 $1,000 $33,498 -
23,275 $45,333
2010 $14,920 $11,440- $6833.50 $1,000 $34,194 -
23,275 $46,029
Benefits

« Alleviates space crunch (in reality AHO has no true on-site growth space)

«  Would have minimal impact on AHO staff who will continue to be allocated to normal
ongoing work, providing only supervision to staff added for project

« Requires minimal supplies

«  With box-level processing AHO staff will be able to provide some reference service

«  Will be able to do some disposal

Summary

Option 2 would require additional staff, probably a combination of part-time students and a
project archivist to perform box-level processing. It would have minimal impact on AHO staff
who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing work, providing only supervision to staff
added for project. Supplies needed would be minimal. Storage costs will be reduced as a result of
box-level processing though the change will be negligible. Reference will still incur additional
costs for retrieval and return. Box-level processing will make reference possible on the currently
unknown material allowing AHO to better provide reference services. This level of processing
would provide the minimal assistance for the 50

12
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Option 3 detail

Gradually retrieve the backlog for thorough, folder-level processing and then transfer to FRC or
NARA.

Option 3

New

Accessions T
Folder-level
Processing

| 4

OffSite

// Disposal

Retrieve/return
for reference

TT———— J ERC NARA

New accessions, coming in with or without any inventories are sent to OffSite Records
Management, LLC. Material at OffSite is a combination of accessions with descriptions and
unknown material with the majority being unknown material. We will have to pull material back
in response to reference questions; this cannot be done on the unknown material. In conjunction
with or in addition to, we will pull back boxes for folder-level processing. Folder-level processing
requires in-depth handling and time spent; it provides content lists to assist in identification for
reference and finer-grained description of the material. Folder-level processing will make
reference possible on the previously unknown material. Folder-level processing identifies
additional disposal possibilities which means there will be further reduction of the material stored
through identification of large item duplicates and inappropriate enclosures. Folder-level
processing also includes more rehousing which usually results in a reduction in volume. Once
processed to a folder level, material has the potential to be stored at the Federal Records Center
(FRC) or even transferred to the national Archives (NARA). We pay for storage at the FRC (FRC
storage rates are lower than OffSite’s, but all other activities cost more including retrieval and
removal). There are no storage fees for material transferred to NARA, but we also transfer
ownership and all control to NARA.

Costs
Storage costs are estimated for the initial 3,000 cf with an estimated growth rate is of 200 cf per
year. Transportation and setup fees will vary depending on size of deposits, so setup and

transportation fees for the estimated growth rate of 200 cf/year are estimated based on shipments
of 20 cf (approximately the quantity that can presently be accommodated in the AHO holding

13
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space). A growth rate of 200 cf/year deposited in 20 cf increments will incur additional $665 in
setup and transportation fees. Until now, reference retrieval has been negligible (under
$500/year); until we know more about the contents of the majority of the boxes this is unlikely to
change. All of these figures are based on the current contract with OffSite.

cf stored Storage Additional Total OffSite
cost/Year fees/Year for storage
deposits and cost/Year

reference

retrieval
2005 3000 $10,440 $1,000 $11,440
2006 3200 $11,136 $1,000 $12,136
2007 3400 $11,832 $1,000 $12,832
2008 3600 $12,528 $1,000 $13,528
2009 3800 $13,224 $1,000 $14,224
2010 4000 $13,920 $1,000 $14,920

Folder-level processing of the current 3000 cf plus the additional 1000 cf anticipated to
accumulate by the end of the five year project at an estimated average rate of 6 hrs/cf would take
approximately eleven and a half years to complete if done by 1 FTE. To complete the project in
five years would take 2.3 FTE. Three options for project staffing are student labor ($9-25/hr), a
project archivist ($25-40/hr), or NARA project staff ($34-73/hr). NARA project staff might be a
good match for material that is identified as a candidate for transferal to the FRC, but estimates
must be made by NARA personnel on a project basis so costs are not considered here. Because of
learning curves and experience, it is probably best to use a combination of student with project
archivist, say approximately 2/3 student labor, 1/3 project archivist. A more experienced and
skillful student would cost more, but process at a faster rate, possibly shortening the time needed.
The experience of a project archivist would be required to guide the student, making appraisal
decisions along the way. Students are usually not available full-time, year-round.

# of hours Student labor | Project archivist Total labor
student labor + cost cost cost/Year
project archivist

2005 na na na na

2006 3190 + 1594 $28710-79,750 $39,850-63,760 | $65,560-143,510
2007 3190 + 1594 $28710-79,750 $39,850-63,760 | $65,560-143,510
2008 3190 + 1594 $28710-79,750 $39,850-63,760 | $65,560-143,510
2009 3190 + 1594 $28710-79,750 $39,850-63,760 | $65,560-143,510
2010 3190 + 1594 $28710-79,750 $39,850-63,760 | $65,560-143,510

Folder-level processing will incur retrieval and return costs. It is estimated that boxes will be
retrieved in 20 cf increments (approximately the quantity that can presently be accommodated in
the AHO holding space) and then returned in 20 cf increments as well. Annual retrieval will be
800 cf, while it is estimated that reduction (made possible by the removal of unneeded material
during the processing) will result in a return of 700 cf per year. Each 20 cf increment will cost
$86.50 to either retrieve or return. Final annual fees would be $3460 for retrieval and $3027.50
for return for a total of $6487.50.

After folder-level processing, some material would be eligible for storage at FRC where storage
costs are 38% lower, but new transportation and setup fees will be incurred. Transportation and

14
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setup fees will vary depending on size of deposits, so setup and transportation fees are estimated
based on shipments of 20 cf (approximately the quantity that can presently be accommodated in
the AHO holding space). 700 cf/year deposited in 20 cf increments will incur additional $5495 in
setup and transportation fees. Until now, reference retrieval has been negligible (under
$500/year); until we know more about the contents of the majority of the boxes this is unlikely to
change. All of these figures are based on the current NARA fee schedule.

cf stored Storage Additional Total FRC
cost/Year fees/Year for storage
deposits and cost/Year
reference
retrieval
2005 na na na na
2006 700 $1,512 $5,995 $7,507
2007 1400 $3,024 $5,995 $9,019
2008 2100 $4,536 $5,995 $10,531
2009 2800 $6,048 $5,995 $12,043
2010 3500 $7,560 $5,995 $13,555

Assuming all material pulled from OffSite and processed is then transferred to FRC, these 700 cf
would no longer incur fees at Offsite.

OffSite storage FRC storage Total storage
$ (cf) $ (cf) cost/year
2005 $10,440 (3000) $0 (0) $10,440
2006 $8,352 (2400) $1,512 (700) $9,864
2007 $6,264 (1800) $3,024 (1400) $9,288
2008 $4,176 (1200) $4,536 (2100) $8,712
2009 $2,088 (600) $6,048 (2800) $8,136
2010 $0 (0) $7,560 (3500) $7,560
Folder-level processing would require rehousing. Supplies are estimated to be approximately
$6,000 per year.
Total Total labor Total Total supply Total
storage cost/Year retrieval/ret cost/Year cost/Year
cost/Year urn and
setup fees
both FRC
and OffSite
2005 $10,440 na $1,000 na $11,440
2006 $9,864 $65,560- $6,995 $6,000 $88,419-
143,510 166,369
2007 $9,288 $65,560- $6,995 $6,000 $87,843-
143,510 165,793
2008 $8,712 $65,560- $6,995 $6,000 $87,267-
143,510 165,217
2009 $8,136 $65,560- $6,995 $6,000 $86,691-
143,510 164,641
2010 $7,560 $65,560- $6,995 $6,000 $86,115-

15



DRAFT version 5/5/2005
Departmental Use Only

| | 143510 | | 164,065 |

Benefits

« Alleviates space crunch (in reality AHO has no true on-site growth space)

« Would have some impact on AHO staff who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing
work, providing only supervision to staff added for project

«  With folder-level processing AHO staff will be able to provide a finer level of reference
service

«  Will be able to send some of the material to the FRC, saving on storage costs

«  Will be able to do more disposal

Summary

Option 3 would require an additional 2.3 FTE, probably a combination of part-time students and a
project archivist to perform folder-level processing. It would have some impact on AHO staff
who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing work, providing only supervision to staff
added for project. Additional space would be required to accommodate the staff and the work.
Supplies needed would be the maximum of all options. Storage costs will be reduced as a result
of folder-level processing. Reference will still incur additional costs for retrieval and return.
Folder-level processing will make a finer level of reference possible on the currently unknown
material allowing AHO to better provide reference services. This level of processing would set
AHO up well for the 50"
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Option 4 detail

Gradually retrieve the backlog for a combination of box-level processing with return to off-site
storage and thorough folder-level processing with transfer to FRC or NARA.

N Option 4

Accessions Folder-level
Box-level Processing

processing

OffSite

—

Retrieve/return
for reference

T————  \ ERC NARA

Disposal

New accessions, coming in with or without any inventories are sent to OffSite Records
Management, LLC. Material at OffSite is a combination of accessions with descriptions and
unknown material with the majority being unknown material. We will have to pull material back
in response to reference questions; this cannot be done on the unknown material. In conjunction
with or in addition to, we will pull back boxes for box- and folder-level processing. Box-level
processing requires minimal handling and time spent; it provides bare bones description of the
material. Box-level processing will make some reference possible on the previously unknown
material. Box-level processing identifies only gross disposal possibilities (whole box of non-
archival material) which means there will be minimal reduction of the material stored. Folder-
level processing requires in-depth handling and time spent; it provides content lists to assist in
identification for reference and finer-grained description of the material. Folder-level processing
will make reference possible on the previously unknown material. Folder-level processing
identifies additional disposal possibilities which means there will be further reduction of the
material stored through identification of large item duplicates and inappropriate enclosure.
Folder-level processing also includes more rehousing which usually results in a reduction in
volume. Once processed to a folder level, material has the potential to be stored at the Federal
Records Center (FRC) or even transferred to the national Archives (NARA). We pay for storage
at the FRC (FRC storage rates are lower than OffSite’s, but all other activities cost more
including retrieval and removal). There are no storage fees for material transferred to NARA, but
we also transfer ownership and all control to NARA.

Costs

17
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Storage costs are estimated for the initial 3,000 cf with an estimated growth rate is of 200 cf per
year. Transportation and setup fees will vary depending on size of deposits, so setup and
transportation fees for the estimated growth rate of 200 cf/year are estimated based on shipments
of 20 cf (approximately the quantity that can presently be accommodated in the AHO holding
space). A growth rate of 200 cf/year deposited in 20 cf increments will incur additional $665 in
setup and transportation fees. Until now, reference retrieval has been negligible (under
$500/year); until we know more about the contents of the majority of the boxes this is unlikely to
change. All of these figures are based on the current contract with OffSite.

cf stored Storage Additional Total OffSite
cost/Year fees/Year for storage
deposits and cost/Year

reference

retrieval
2005 3000 $10,440 $1,000 $11,440
2006 3200 $11,136 $1,000 $12,136
2007 3400 $11,832 $1,000 $12,832
2008 3600 $12,528 $1,000 $13,528
2009 3800 $13,224 $1,000 $14,224
2010 4000 $13,920 $1,000 $14,920

A combination of box- and folder-level processing—3/4 box level, 1/4 folder level—at an
estimated average rate of 1 hr/cf for the box-level processing and an estimated average rate of 6
hrs/cf for the folder-level processing would take 1.1 FTE to complete the project in five years.
Three options for project staffing are student labor ($9-25/hr), a project archivist ($25-40/hr), or
NARA project staff ($34-73/hr). NARA project staff might be a good match for material that is
identified as a candidate for transferal to the FRC, but estimates must be made by NARA
personnel on a project basis so costs cannot be considered here. Because of learning curves and
experience, it is probably best to use a combination of student with project archivist, say
approximately 2/3 student labor, 1/3 project archivist. A more experienced and skillful student
would cost more, but process at a faster rate, possibly shortening the time needed. The experience
of a project archivist would be required to guide the student, making appraisal decisions along the
way. Students are usually not available full-time, year-round.

# of hours Student labor | Project archivist Total labor
student labor + cost cost cost/Year
project archivist

2005 na na na na

2006 1200 + 600 $10,800-30,000 | $15,000-24,000 $25,800-54,000
2007 1200 + 600 $10,800-30,000 | $15,000-24,000 $25,800-54,000
2008 1200 + 600 $10,800-30,000 | $15,000-24,000 $25,800-54,000
2009 1200 + 600 $10,800-30,000 | $15,000-24,000 $25,800-54,000
2010 1200 + 600 $10,800-30,000 | $15,000-24,000 $25,800-54,000

Box- and folder-level processing will incur retrieval and return costs. It is estimated that boxes
will be retrieved in 20 cf increments (approximately the quantity that can presently be
accommodated in the AHO holding space) and then returned in 20 cf increments as well. Each 20
cf increment will cost $86.50 to either retrieve or return from OffSite. Annual retrieval will be
800 cf; final annual fees for retrieval would be $3460. It is estimated that box-level processing
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will result in a reduction (made possible by the removal of unneeded material during the
processing) and will result in a return of 585 cf to OffSite for an annual total of $2508.50. Folder-
level processing will result in a reduction and allow 175 cf to be transferred to FRC. Each
shipment to FRC incurs $157 in fees for transportation and setup for an annual total of $1413.
Total annual fees for retrieval, return, and transfer is $7381.50. All of these figures are based on

the current contract with OffSite and the current NARA fee schedule.

Until now, reference retrieval has been negligible (under $500/year); until we know more about
the contents of the majority of the boxes this is unlikely to change.

As material is pulled from OffSite, processed to folder level, and transferred to FRC, it would no

longer incur fees at Offsite.

OffSite storage FRC storage Total storage
$ (cf) $ (ch)
2005 $10,440 (3000) $0 (0) $10,440
2006 $11,136 (3200) $0 (0) $11,136
2007 $11,084 (3185) $378 (175) $11,462
2008 $11,032 (3170) $756 (350) $11,788
2009 $10,979 (3155) $1134 (525) $12,113
2010 $10,927 (3140) $1512 (700) $12,439

Box-level processing would allow for extremely minimal if any rehousing while folder-level
processing would require more rehousing. Supplies are estimated at $2250 per year.

Total Total labor Total Total supply Total
storage cost/Year retrieval/ret cost/Year cost/Year
cost/Year urn fees
2005 $10,440 na $1000 na $11,440
2006 $11,136 $25,800- $6747 $2250 $45,933-
54,000 74,133
2007 $11,462 $25,800- $6747 $2250 $46,259-
54,000 74,459
2008 $11,788 $25,800- $6747 $2250 $46,585-
54,000 74,785
2009 $12,113 $25,800- $6747 $2250 $46,910-
54,000 75,110
2010 $12,439 $25,800- $6747 $2250 $47,236-
54,000 75,436
Benefits

« Alleviates space crunch (in reality AHO has no true on-site growth space)

« Would have some impact on AHO staff who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing
work, providing only supervision to staff added for project

« With a combination of box- and folder-level processing, staff will have discretion over the
level of description saving time and labor without sacrificing significant control

« AHO staff will be able to provide reference service

«  Will be able to send some of the material to the FRC, saving on storage costs

«  Will be able to do some disposal
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Summary

Option 4 would require an additional 1.1 FTE, probably a combination of part-time students and a
project archivist to perform the combination of box- and folder-level processing. It would have
some impact on AHO staff who will continue to be allocated to normal ongoing work, providing
only supervision to staff added for project. Some supplies would be needed. Storage costs will be
reduced as a result of processing. Reference will still incur additional costs for retrieval and
return. Folder-level processing will make a finer level of reference possible on the currently
unknown material allowing AHO to better provide reference services. This combination of
processing would provide an adequate level of preparation for the 50™.
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