
Cohasset / ARMA International • 2011/2012 Survey Results

This is the seventh, bi-annual Cohasset/ARMA survey and white paper on Electronically Stored 
Information (ESI) practices.

The results of this survey clearly show:

• There are many problems,  
• These problems create unacceptable business risks, and accordingly,  
• There is a need for organizations to initiate prompt action.

Bottom line: This white paper is a “call-to-action” for both users and solution providers – as it 
details the need to improve how ESI is currently managed. 

EMC Corporation is pleased to support the publication of this white paper and, through its 
support, facilitate three goals:

• First, make the “call-to-action” message a “tipping point” for the many organizations 
that need to improve the management of their ESI – that now is the time to take action;  

• Second, facilitate RIM professionals in their efforts to have their organization address  
its ESI problems; and

• Third, improve the overall performance of managing ESI – thereby bettering  
ESI governance.

EMC, Cohasset, and ARMA International are collectively committed to providing RIM 
professionals with an authoritative basis for inspiring their organization to improve the 
management of its ESI.

Cohasset Associates

3806 Lake Point Tower 
505 N. Lake Shore Drive 
Chicago, IL 60611  USA

www.cohasset.com

312-527-1550

Guiding the Way to Successful  
Records & Information Management

Survey White Paper

Call for Action that Manifests Reasonableness and Good Faith

made possible by



Survey Overview
Cohasset and ARMA International are pleased to present the seventh, bi-annual Electronic Records Management 
Survey and white paper. The goal of the survey has been steadfast: 

assess records and information management (RIM) professionals  
regarding the practices and problems associated with their organization’s  

life cycle management of electronically stored information.

The Cohasset / ARMA International Electronic Records Surveys have come to be recognized as the definitive 
source on the state of electronic records management in the United States because: 

• More than 10,000 have participated the seven surveys;

• More than 25,000 copies of the six prior white papers containing the surveys’ results have been down  
 loaded – manifesting the widespread interest in the white paper’s authoritative content and insightful  
 conclusions; and

• The surveys’ findings are widely cited in articles, speeches, and management presentations.  

Thanks To...
• The thousands who have participated in this survey and the six prior surveys referenced in this  
 white paper,

• ARMA International for its ongoing willingness to work with Cohasset on all of the National  
 Electronic Records management Surveys, and

• EMC Corporation for supporting the publication of this white paper.

Research Methodology 
Survey participants included members of ARMA International, recent attendees of the National Conference on 
Managing Electronic Records (MER), and members of the Records Management LISTSERV.  Nearly 950 records 
management professionals participated in this survey. The research was conducted using a web-based survey tool.  

This White Paper and the survey information contained in it are copyrighted and are the sole property of Cohasset Associates, Inc. Selective 
references to the information and text of this White Paper are welcome, provided such references have appropriate attributions and citations.  
Permission is granted for limited reproduction so long as the contents are not edited and the “look and feel” of the reproduction is retained.

©2012 Cohasset Associates, Inc. (www.cohasset.com) 505 North Lake Shore Drive Chicago, IL 60611 
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Survey Highlights 
This survey assesses how well electronically stored information (ESI) is being managed today, through the 
eyes of records management and information governance professionals who have subject matter 
expertise and frontline responsibility. 

While meaningful progress has been made to adapt records management and information governance 
practices to include the management of ESI, serious shortcomings still exist. The following Survey 
Highlights summarize the current state of records management and governance of ESI ascertained 
through the responses to this survey. 

1. Year-over-year progress is asserted 

The year-over-year trend shows ESI is more likely to be included in records management programs, 
retention schedules and hold programs. 

● 80% of respondents asserted that their organizations' records management program 
includes ESI, which is an increase from 75% in 2009 and an increase from 62% in 2001. 
(Question 1.4) 

● 79% of respondents affirmed that their organizations' retention schedules apply to ESI, 
which is an increase from 65% in 2009 and an increase from 57% in 2001. (Question 3.2) 

● 87% of respondents declared that their organizations' hold program pertains to ESI, for 
which there was no change from 2009 and an increase from 37% in 2001. (Question 4.1) 

The continuous positive progress in recognizing the importance of managing ESI is encouraging. 

2. Rising expectations outpace program progress 

Survey results conveyed continuous progress, with a majority of participants indicating improvements 
over the past three years. In contrast, the effectiveness rankings of these programs decreased somewhat.  

● The "excellent," "great," or "good" effectiveness rankings for the records management 
program dipped from 76% in 2009 to 64% in 2011, though 74% of survey participants 
stated that their program is more effective than it was three years ago. (Question 1.2 and 1.3) 

● The "excellent," "great," or "good" effectiveness rankings for the hold program were 
statistically unchanged from 67% in 2009 to 66% in 2011, though 58% of the survey 
participants reported that their organizations' hold program is more effective than it was 
three years ago. (Question 4.3 and 4.4) 

Cohasset Associates' interprets this to mean that increasingly sophisticated tools for managing ESI have 
triggered a rise in expectations. As a result, program improvement over prior years has not resulted in an 
equal increase in the perceived effectiveness of the program. 
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3. Larger organizations report better scores 

For eleven of the survey questions that assessed performance, Cohasset Associates compared the results 
by the size of the organization: 

● Small (Less than 5,000 employees) 

● Medium (5,000 to 24,999 employees) 

● Large (25,000 or more employees) 

In most cases, performance ratings improved as the organization size increased – participants for small 
organizations reported the lowest scores and large organizations reported the highest scores. For 
example, 80% of responses for small organizations indicated that they have a formal records management 
program, compared to 100% of responses for large organizations. (Question 1.1) A notable exception arose 
in public sector organizations, wherein responses for small public sector organizations were more likely 
than medium-sized public sector organizations to apply retention schedules to ESI (Question 3.2) and have a 
hold/preservation program. (Question 4.1) Also, participants for small and medium-sized organizations 
similarly rated the effectiveness of their organizations' current policy (Question 6.1) and maturity of the 
records management program. (Question 6.2) 

4. Legal provides more program support than other areas 

Successful records management and hold programs require cross-functional collaboration. Active support 
and participation by all groups is crucial to overall program achievements. The survey responses showed 
that the Legal department is most supportive of the records management program: 

● 68% of survey participants asserted that "Legal is supportive of the records management program 
and is actively engaged when needed." (Question 2.1)  

● 81% of survey participants disclosed that their organizations' Legal department is actively 
engaged and demonstrated support for the records management program. (Question 2.5) 

Unfortunately, leadership, managers and Information Technology personnel demonstrated significantly 
less support. Further, only 54% of survey participants rated employees' active engagement and 
demonstrated support as "excellent," "great" or "good." Since most organizations rely on manual or semi-
automated records management processes, the support and engagement of all employees is essential. 
(Question 2.5) 

5. Retention Schedules are more prevalent than formal records management or hold programs 

Over 90% of participants affirmed the existence of retention schedules, but fewer asserted having formal 
records management programs, and fewer still disclosed having formal hold programs: 

● 91% of respondents have retention schedules, but only 79% reported that the schedules 
apply to ESI. (Question 3.1 and 3.2) 

● 85% of respondents have records management programs, and 80% conveyed that the 
program applies to ESI. (Question 1.1 and 1.4) 

● 70% of respondents have hold programs to preserve information for reasonably 
foreseeable litigation, government investigation, external audit or other similar 
circumstances, and 87% deemed that the program applies to ESI. (Question 4.1) 

Regrettably, approximately 20% of the responses indicated that the records management program and 
retention schedules do not apply to ESI. 



2011/2012 Cohasset / ARMA International Survey Results 
Records Management & Governance of Electronically Stored Information (ESI)   

 

  Survey Highlights    8 
 

6. Retention Schedules still need improvements 

The retention schedules have long been identified as the cornerstone of the records management 
program. Formulating the schedules in a way that simplifies the retention and disposition practices for ESI 
is essential.  

● 80% of survey participants reported that their organizations' retention schedules have been 
updated within the past 3 years. (Question 3.4) 

● However, only 11% of survey participants upheld that their organizations' retention 
schedules do not need to be improved – 89% of survey participants identified needed 
improvements, such as fewer categories, more standardization, more up-to-date, more 
comprehensive, etc. (Question 3.6) 

7. Hold process to preserve information is still not universal 

Hold processes should be designed to preserve (stop destruction of) information that is potentially 
relevant to reasonably foreseeable litigation, government investigation, external audit or other similar 
circumstances.  

● Only 70% of survey participants indicated that their organization has a hold process. (Question 
4.1) 

● Further, only 66% rated their organizations' hold program effectiveness as "excellent," 
great," or "good." (Question 4.3) 

8. Disposition is ineffective and technologies are not yet widely deployed 

The retention schedule serves two purposes: (1) to identify the information that needs to be retained and 
for how long and (2) to authorize destruction when the retention period expires, as long as the 
information is not needed for a hold. Unfortunately, disposition of ESI is currently lacking. 

● Only 34% of survey participants selected the "excellent," "great," or "good" ratings for their 
organizations' effectiveness at applying retention schedules and deleting eligible ESI; in 
contrast, the rating for paper records and physical media is 76%. (Question 3.3) 

● When asked about specific types of ESI, the best scores were given to enterprise 
content/document management systems and tape media with over 40% of survey 
participants selecting "excellent," "great," or "good." Ratings for other media types were 
lower. (Question 5.1) 

● Disposition and deletion processes for all types of ESI were more likely to be "completely 
manual," than to be "semi-automated" or "automated." (Question 5.2) 

9. Future goals are high – Can these desired goals be achieved? 

Survey participants were asked to compare their organizations' programs to ARMA International's GARP® 
(Generally Accepted Recordkeeping Principles) Maturity Model, and rank the current state, as well as the 
planned future state, of their organizations' records management programs. Results indicated that survey 
participants expect significant improvement: 

● Only 24% of survey participants ranked their organizations' programs as "Transformational" 
or "Proactive." (Question 6.2) 

● However, responses showed that 59% expected to have "Transformational" or "Proactive" 
programs within the upcoming 3 years. (Question 6.2) 
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While it is exhilarating to find that many survey participants are planning for considerable progress, there 
are other responses in the survey that indicate that this progress may not be attained: 

● Only 51% of survey participants "strongly agree" or "somewhat agree" that "C-Level (senior 
executives) actively demonstrate support of records management compliance" (Question 2.1) – 
Records management, like other compliance programs, is most effective when strong 
program support starts at the top of the organization.  

● Only 39% of survey participants "strongly agree" or "somewhat agree" that "Executive 
management is actively involved in establishing records management priorities and securing 
appropriate funding" (Question 2.1) – Setting priorities is the first step in continuous 
improvement, and attaining funding is often critical to achieving improvement goals; both 
are essential to making meaningful enhancements to the records management program.  

● 64% of survey participants selected "Lack of resources (funding, staffing, technology, etc.)" as a 
major challenge. (Question 2.3) – Since information overarches all operations, appropriate 
resources, including funding, are essential when implementing strategies that fundamentally 
improve the records management program.  

● 58% of survey participants identified "Lack of recognition that records management, particularly 
when applied to ESI, involves change management and multi-year, ongoing commitment and 
investment" as a major barrier. (Question 2.3) – At the outset, it is critical to educate 
management that embedding good information management practices into the 
organization's culture is a journey. It is not a "short project."  

Continued Progress is Imperative to Attain Reasonableness & Demonstrate Good Faith 

While, these survey results reflect progress in many foundational areas of records management programs, 
they also identify major gaps in turning records management intent into records management fact. 
Achievements in effective retention and disposition practices are deficient, especially for ESI. Furthermore, 
as technology changes, the volume of information explodes and the complexity of laws and regulations 
increases, the processes that were sufficient in the past become inadequate and new approaches are 
required. For these reasons, there is an urgent need to commit to improvement and to embrace the 
concept of reasonableness in the management of information over its lifecycle. 

Why "Reasonableness" and not "Perfection"? 

● Perfection has been and continues to be unattainable when managing paper/physical 
records, and it is even more unattainable when managing ESI. 

● Perfection inhibits progress. 

● Progress is fueled by reasonableness. 

● Information governance, like risk management, implies that decisions must be made to 
achieve the best results for the highest value/highest risk areas. 

● The U.S. legal system recognizes actions taken to manifest "good faith" and 
"reasonableness." 

What is needed to sustain information lifecycle practices that manifest reasonableness? 

● Establishment of governing bodies that are (a) empowered to establish and monitor records 
management and information governance priorities based on value and risk mitigation and 
(b) accountable for achieving improvements in targeted areas. 
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● Adoption of long-term perspectives to establish an organizational culture that (a) recognizes 
the need to manage the lifecycle of business information and (b) routinely incorporates 
lifecycle management into day-to-day information management practices. 

● Commitment of long-term financial and technical resources. 

● Engagement of cross-functional internal and external resources in collaborative partnerships 
to develop reasonable approaches to attain improvements. 

What should be considered when evaluating practices to determine if outcomes will be reasonable? 

A cross-functional team of experts should assess the specific set of circumstances to determine the most 
reasonable strategy given: 

● A clear statement of the nature of the risk and a shared understanding of "what success 
looks like." 

● Prioritized targets for improvement based on value / risk / cost to the organization – 
considering internal business needs, compliance with regulators and legal values. 

● A variety of options to mitigate the risk associated with the targeted improvement areas and 
an understanding of the identifiable risks of each option, including cost, process (human 
impact) and technical complexity. 

● The alternatives for mitigating the risks and the resource requirements (including people, 
process and technology) to mitigate the risks. 

● The risks of taking no action. 

Of the available alternatives, the option that maximizes benefits and also presents the lowest risk should 
be the most reasonable course of action, even if that option does not achieve ‘perfection’. 
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Survey Results 
1. Records Management Program 
This section of the survey focuses on the overall records management program, its effectiveness, and its 
applicability to electronically stored information (ESI). 

1.1  Does your organization have a formal records management program?  

The majority (85%) of 
survey participants affirmed 
the existence of a formal 
records management 
program for their 

organization. This is a slight increase over the 2009 responses. 

Since the survey participants represent a variety of organizations, these results were segmented by type of 
organization – private sector (for-profit and non-profit entities) and public sector (government and 
education) – and by size of organization.  

  Private Sector Public Sector 

        
 

2011 
Overall 

Small 
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Small  
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Yes 85% 80% 94% 100% 85% 91% 94% 

No 15% 20% 6% 0% 15% 9% 6% 

For both private and public sectors, larger organizations are more likely to have a formal records 
management program. 

For the 85% of survey participants that affirmed 
having a formal records management program, 
the survey queried the scope – enterprise-wide, 
for U.S. operations only, or independently 
developed by each operating unit.  

 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 

Yes 93% 85% 87% 88% 83% 85% 

No 7% 15% 13% 12% 17% 15% 

 2011 

Enterprise wide 76% 

U.S. Operations only 12% 

Independently developed by 
each operating unit 12% 
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1.2  How would you rate the effectiveness of your organization's records management program? 

In 2011, 64% of the 
survey participants 
ranked their program 
effectiveness as 
"good" (44%), "great" 
(16%) or "excellent" 
(4%). This lower 
subjective ranking of 
program 
"effectiveness" in 
2011 may result from 

the increasing volumes of ESI or growing awareness of the complexity of instituting systematic controls 
over the full lifecycle of ESI. 

1.3  How would you assess the effectiveness of your organization's records management program 
over time? 

 2007 2009 
2011 

Overall 
Small 
Less than 

5,000 Emp 

Medium 
5,000 to 

24,999 Emp 

Large 
25,000 or 
More Emp 

Significantly more effective than three years ago 40% 43% 35% 30% 29% 46% 

Somewhat more effective than three years ago 32% 37% 39% 40% 46% 37% 

Subtotal above 72% 80% 74% 70% 75% 83% 

Same effectiveness as three years ago 20% 15% 19% 23% 17% 11% 

Somewhat less effective than three years ago 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

Significantly less effective than three years ago 3% 1% 3% 3% 4% 3% 

A strong majority (74%) of the survey participants in 2011 viewed their program as more effective (39% 
“marginally” and 35% “significantly” more effective) than three years ago. Large organizations with more 
than 25,000 employees were most positive about the significance of their improvements. 

This optimism that the program has improved, though the overall effectiveness of the program in 
Question 1.2 dipped, may result from a change in expectations. As the available tools become more 
sophisticated, expectations rise. As a result, improvement over prior years has not resulted in an equal 
increase in the perceived effectiveness of the current program. 

1.4  Is ESI currently included in your organization's records management program? 

Overall, 80% of survey 
participants reported that 
ESI is currently included in 
their records management 
program. It is noteworthy 

that the year-over-year trend from 2003 and forward is positive, with an improvement of 5% or 6% each 
year. However, 20% of survey participants disclosed that their programs have not yet been adapted to 
include ESI. 

 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 

Excellent 4% 6% 6% 4% 6% 4% 

Great 12% 14% 19% 17% 19% 16% 

Good 41% 39% 43% 43% 51% 44% 

Subtotal above 57% 59% 68% 64% 76% 64% 

Fair 30% 23% 21% 23% 20% 25% 

Marginal 13% 18% 11% 13% 4% 11% 

 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011  

Yes 62% 59% 65% 70% 75% 80% 

No  38% 41% 35% 30% 25% 20% 
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These survey results were also 
segmented by the size of the 
organization – As organization size 
increases, the likelihood that the 
records management program 
encompasses ESI grows 
substantively, with large 
organizations' programs being most likely (93%) to include ESI. 

1.4.1  What types of ESI are included in your organization's records management program? (Select 
all that apply.) 

Survey participants identified the specific types of ESI included in their records management programs. 
Multiple responses could be selected by each survey participant.  

The results illustrated that the traditional types of applications (e.g., email, ECM, network drives, internal 
business applications) were more likely to be included in the records management program. Whereas 
newer technologies, such as data stored in the "cloud1" and information in social networking sites, were 
least likely to be included in the records management program. 

Thirty-six percent (36%) of survey participants reported that their records management program "Only 
[includes] ESI that meets our definition of a record." This excludes a considerable volume of information, which 
is then outside of the purview of records management program. 

                                                      
1  Cloud computing is a general term for anything that involves delivering hosted services over the Internet. These services are 

broadly divided into three categories: Infrastructure-as-a-Service (Iaas), Platform-as-a-Service (PaaS), and Software-as-a-
Service (Saas). The name cloud computing was inspired by the cloud symbol that's often used to represent the Internet in 
flowcharts and diagrams. http://searchcloudcomputing.techtarget.com/definition/cloud-computing 

 
2011 

Overall 
Small 

Less than 5,000 
Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Yes 80% 76% 79% 93% 

No  20% 24% 21% 7% 

68% 

53% 

69% 

45% 

64% 

41% 

54% 

18% 

24% 

14% 

36% 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, instant msg) 

Email archives 

Content / Document Mgmt (e.g., imaging sys, ECM, … 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 

Network files (e.g., file shares, such as the N:\drive) 

Desktop (e.g., C:\drive) 

Internal business application data 

Outsourced (cloud) business application data 

Voice mail 

Social networking environments 

Only ESI that meets our definition of "a record" 

http://searchcloudcomputing.techtarget.com/definition/cloud-computing
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1.5  Where does the U.S. Records Management department/group report within your organization? 

In 2011, for the first 
time, the records 
management 
program was slightly 
more likely to report 
to Legal/Compliance 
than Administrative 
Services. The trend 
of moving the 
program out of 
Administrative 
Services has been 
consistent since the 
question was first 
asked in 2005.  

As the following 
chart illustrates, there was considerable variance in the responses by the type and size of the organization. 

  Private Sector Public Sector 

        
 

2011 
Overall 

Small 
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Small  
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Admin. Svcs 20% 19% 8% 14% 31% 17% 13% 

Legal/Cmpl 21% 19% 48% 44% 3% 9% 0% 

Info Tech 15% 14% 13% 17% 15% 20% 31% 

Other 44% 48% 31% 25% 51% 54% 56% 

1.6  How many full-time equivalents are in your organization's U.S. records management 
department/group?  

To better understand the staffing environment of the records management program, the survey asked for 
the number of fulltime equivalents (FTEs) that are assigned to the program. 

The table lists the 
overall survey 
responses and 
tabulations by 
small, medium and 
large organizations.  

As expected, larger 
organizations are 
more likely to have 
larger staffs, but 
still more than one-third of these larger organizations had a staff of 4 or less.  

 2005 2007 2009 2011 

Administrative Services 39% 36% 35% 20% 

Legal/Compliance 14% 20% 23% 21% 

Information Technology 16% 17% 16% 15% 

Directly to Executive Office 

Responses are included in the 
"Other" option for these 

years. 

9% 

None (we do not have an enterprise 
records management program) 7% 

Finance 4% 

Varied (No one group has responsibility 
for the records management program) 4% 

Other 31% 27% 26% 20% 

 
2011 

Overall 
Small 

Less than 5,000 
Emp 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Emp 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Emp 

1 or less 28% 34% 23% 11% 

More than 1 and up to 4 31% 32% 31% 24% 

More than 4 and up to 7 14% 12% 16% 23% 

More than 7 and up to 10 9% 8% 11% 12% 

10 or more  18% 14% 19% 30% 
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1.7  Do operating units have staff that is responsible for records management within their 
department/unit (e.g., Department/Unit Records Specialists, Records Liaisons, Records 
Coordinators, etc.)? 

The survey results disclosed that most (78%) records 
management programs rely on staff from other business areas 
to augment the records management program.  

It is Cohasset Associates' experience that these relationships are 
part-time "roles" that are assigned to individuals identified as 
the "Records Specialists," "Liaisons," etc. For some organizations, 
the same individual may support other compliance and 
governance programs, such as, privacy, business continuity, 

access and identity management, etc. 

2. Business Commitment 

This section of the survey evaluates the business commitment to the records management program and 
its applicability to electronically stored information (ESI). The organization's business commitment is 
particularly important since the records management program governs the information lifecycle, but does 
not directly manage information from creation/receipt through disposition.  

2.1  Please rank your organization's resource and business commitment to records management. 

These survey questions were carefully phrased to measure demonstrated support through active 
involvement in the records management program.  

 2011 

Yes, in all areas 24% 

Yes, in most areas 25% 

Yes, in some areas  29% 

No 22% 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

Subtotal 

"C Level" (senior executives) actively 
demonstrates support of records 
management compliance. 

7% 16% 26% 28% 23% 51% 

Executive management is actively involved 
in establishing records management 
priorities and securing appropriate funding. 

9% 21% 31% 24% 15% 39% 

Directors and department managers actively 
demonstrate support for records 
management compliance. 

5% 18% 34% 30% 13% 43% 

Legal is supportive of the records 
management program and is actively 
engaged when needed. 

4% 10% 18% 32% 36% 68% 

Information Technology is supportive of the 
records management program and is 
actively engaged when needed. 

7% 14% 25% 30% 24% 54% 

Employees that create or receive business 
information understand the importance of 
records management & take appropriate 
action to comply. 

7% 22% 40% 25% 6% 31% 
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The strongest support is demonstrated by the Legal department, in which 68% of survey participants 
noted a favorable response. This may be due the Legal department's awareness of and direct impact by 
records management risks.  

Only 30 to 50% of other stakeholders were actively committed to records management, and the lowest 
demonstrated support was ascribed to employees. These nominal results directly impact the effectiveness 
of the records management program, since many organizations continue to rely on manual processes that 
require individual actions.  

In addition, less than 40% of participants proclaimed that all employees are actively trained. This lack of 
training may contribute to the survey statistic that only 31% of employees take action to comply with 
records management requirements.  

2.2  Which of the following represent the top records management (a) successes that your 
organization has accomplished and (b) goals that your organization has planned for the 
upcoming 1 to 3 years? (Select all that apply.) 

 (a) Successes 
Attained  

(b) Goals 
Planned 

Update our records management policy, standards and/or procedures to 
better address ESI. 69% 52% 

Update retention schedules every 2 years. 55% 38% 

Establish a cross-functional records and information management 
governance structure to improve the management of ESI. 48% 49% 

Improve the Hold Order process to more effectively address ESI. 38% 35% 

Implement the consistent and routine deletion of ESI according to the 
retention schedules. 32% 64% 

Implement/improve metrics and monitoring records management 
compliance for ESI . 29% 52% 

Implement a new enterprise records management application that 
automates disposition rules, preservation for hold orders, etc. 26% 47% 

Develop a data map. 16% 28% 

The statement, "Update our records management policy, standards and/or procedures to better address ESI," 
received the highest combined marks – 69% have achieved success, yet 52% are planning future progress. 
This shows that continuous improvement is being embraced and that strategies and tools for managing 
ESI continue to evolve; therefore, associated policies, standards and procedures also need to evolve. 

It is also noteworthy that 64% of survey participants selected "Implement the consistent and routine deletion of 
ESI according to the retention schedules" as a goal for the upcoming one to three years. Section 5 of this 
survey queried participants on current disposition activities; these results show that improvement is needed. 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Subtotal 

All employees have received some records 
management training in the last 3 years. 24% 17% 20% 17% 22% 39% 

Records management training for some or 
all employees is mandatory 28% 15% 16% 15% 26% 41% 
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2.3  What do you perceive as the major challenges in achieving improvements in the management 
of ESI for your organization? (Select all that apply.) 

Organizational 
commitment and 
collaboration are needed 
to overcome the two 
highest ranked obstacles: 
● Lack of resources. 

● Lack of recognition that 
records management, 
particularly when applied 
to ESI, involves change 
management and multi-
year, ongoing 
commitment and 
investment. 

Other obstacles, such as 
"Complexity of the retention 
schedules," are more 
directly under the 
influence of records 
management. 

2.4  If legally challenged, how confident are you that your organization could successfully 
demonstrate that its ESI is accurate, reliable and trustworthy – many years after it was created? 

With the 2011 
survey, 
participants were 
considerably 
more cautious 
about indicating 
strong 
confidence that 
the organization 
could 
demonstrate that 
its ESI is accurate, 

reliable and trustworthy. Only 23% are "very confident" (8%) or "quite confident" (15%), compared to 41% 
in 2009.  

Lack of resources (funding, staffing, technology, etc) 64% 

Lack of recognition that records management, particularly when 
applied to ESI, involves change management and multi-year, 
ongoing commitment and investment 

58% 

Cost or complexity of records management solutions for ESI 48% 

Lack of senior management knowledge/commitment 45% 

User push back 43% 

Inability of the organization to "make the tough choices" 34% 

Lack of middle management support 34% 

Lack of buy-in from important stakeholders (e.g., Legal, Information 
Technology, Business Operations, Records Management) 32% 

Complexity of records management solutions 29% 

Complexity of the retention schedules 21% 

 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 

Very confident 4% 5% 8% 14% 14% 8% 

Quite confident 5% 9% 17% 26% 27% 15% 

Subtotal above 9% 14% 25% 40% 41% 23% 

Confident 19% 24% 26% 14% 16% 32% 

Slightly confident 33% 29% 28% 25% 25% 29% 

Not at all confident 39% 33% 21% 21% 18% 16% 
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2.5  Rank the level of active engagement and demonstrated support for the records management 
program by the following groups in your organization. 

 
Marginal Fair Good Great Excellent Subtotal 

"C Level" (senior executive level 
management)  

17% 21% 29% 18% 15% 62% 

Executive management 16% 20% 31% 20% 13% 64% 

Directors & department 
managers 

11% 26% 35% 19% 9% 63% 

Legal 6% 13% 26% 27% 28% 81% 

Information Technology 10% 22% 28% 23% 17% 68% 

Employees 13% 33% 40% 11% 3% 54% 

Legal (81%) and Information Technology (68%) received the two highest rankings for active participation 
in the records management program. The order of these rankings is consistent with responses to 
Question 2.1, which asked more specific questions about each groups' active involvement in the records 
management program. 

3. Retention Schedules 

This section of the survey focuses on retention schedules and their applicability to electronically stored 
information (ESI), including their current effectiveness and opportunities for improvement. 

3.1  Does your organization have retention schedules? 

This question was first posed in the 2009 survey to obtain a baseline of the percentage of organizations 
that have retention schedules.  

   Private Sector Public Sector 

         
 2009 

2011 
Overall 

Small 
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Small  
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Yes 88% 91% 86% 95% 99% 96% 97% 100% 

No 12% 9% 14% 5% 1% 4% 3% 0% 

The 2011 survey reveals that 91%, overall, responded positively, which is: 

● 5% higher than the 85% positive responses to Question 1.1, "Does your organization have a 
formal records management program?" 

● 20% higher than the 70% positive responses to Question 4.1, "Does your organization have 
a formal Hold Order process? – one that stops destruction and preserves information as 
needed for reasonably anticipated, threatened, or pending litigation, government 
investigation, external audit or other similar circumstances." 
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For the 91% of survey 
participants that stipulated 
that their organization has 
retention schedules, the 
survey queried whether the 
retention standard is 
enterprise-wide or if it has a 
narrower applicability. 

3.2  Do your organization's retention schedules apply to ESI? 

Seventy-nine percent 
(79%) of survey 
participants affirmed that 
their organizations' 
retention schedules apply 

to ESI. This represents a 14% gain over 2009 and a 22% gain since 2001. While progress has been shown, 
the results still represent a significant deficiency for 21% of participants who disclosed that their 
organizations' retention schedules are not applicable to ESI. 

The table below summarizes responses by size and type of organization.  

  Private Sector Public Sector 

        
 

2011 
Overall 

Small 
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Small  
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Yes 79% 73% 86% 96% 77% 63% 81% 

No 21% 27% 14% 4% 23% 37% 19% 

With the exception of medium-sized public sector organizations, as the size of the organization increases, 
the likelihood that the retention schedule applies to ESI also increases. 

While the majority of organizations (79%) apply retention schedules to ESI, the graph below indicates that 
only limited types of ESI are addressed by the retention schedules. For example, only 66% of survey 

We have an enterprise retention standard. 70% 

Each country or region has its own retention standard.  7% 

Each operating unit (e.g., business segment or division) 
has its own retention standard. 14% 

Each department has its own retention standard. 9% 

 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 

Yes  57% 53% 57% 60% 65% 79% 

No 43% 47% 43% 40% 35% 21% 

66% 
57% 

71% 
48% 

67% 
52% 

62% 
25% 
27% 

19% 
44% 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, instant msg) 

Email archives 

Content / Document Mgmt (e.g., imaging sys, ECM, … 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 

Network files (e.g., file shares, such as the N:\drive) 

Desktop (e.g., C:\drive) 

Internal business application data 

Outsourced (cloud) business application data 

Voice mail 

Social Networking environments 

Only ESI that meets our definition of "a record" 
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participants responded that their organizations' retention schedules apply to electronic communications. In 
other words, 34% of survey participants indicated that electronic communications are excluded from their 
retention schedules. This represents a considerable gap in information lifecycle governance.  

In addition, 44% of survey participants responded affirmatively to the selection "Only ESI that meets our 
definition of a record". This may indicate that considerable volumes of ESI are outside of the purview of 
these organizations' retention schedules.  

3.3  How would you rate the effectiveness of applying the retention schedules and destroying 
eligible information? 

For this question, survey participants were asked to contrast their effectiveness at applying the retention 
schedules and actually destroying eligible paper records, as compared to ESI.  

 

The responses for paper records are quite bleak – 23% of participants ranked their effectiveness as 
"marginal" (10%) or "fair" (13%). When contrasted to ESI, the responses are nearly three times worse – 
66% of participants disclosed that their effectiveness as "marginal" (40%) or "fair" (26%).  

The disparity between Question 3.2 (Do the retention schedule apply to ESI) and this question is striking. – 
Seventy-nine percent (79%) responded affirmatively to Question 3.2 (retention schedule apply to ESI), yet 
only 34% of responses to this question pronounced their effectiveness as positive, "excellent" (6%), 
"great" (8%), or "good (20%).  

For more survey results on "Disposition / Deletion / Destruction" practices, see Section 5 of this White 
Paper. 

3.4  When did your organization last update its retention schedules? (If the age varies by area, 
please select the timeframe of the oldest set of retention schedules for U.S. operations.) 

The results for 2011 nearly mirror the 
results from 2009. It is encouraging 
that 59% of the survey participants 
updated their retention schedules in 
the last year and that 80% have 
updated their schedules within the 
past 3 years.  

However, it is notable that 20% of 
survey participants revealed that their 
organizations' retention schedules are 

5 years old or older. 

 2007 2009 2011 

Last year 53% 59% 59% 

3 years ago 20% 20% 21% 

5 years ago 12% 12% 12% 

10 years ago 6% 4% 4% 

15 years ago 2% 2% 1% 

Longer than 15 years ago 7% 3% 3% 

10% 

40% 

13% 

26% 

29% 

20% 

28% 

8% 

20% 

6% 

paper records 

electronically stored information 

Marginal 

Fair 

Good 

Great 

Excellent 
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3.5  How many unique categories (record series, record titles, record codes, etc.) are (a) currently on 
your organization's retention schedules and (b) the desired number for your organization's 
retention schedules? 

The cumulative value 
of the "2011 Desired 
Number [of 
Categories]" is always 
lower than the 
cumulative "2011 
Total Number [of 
Categories]." This 
demonstrates a 
continuing trend to 
reduce the number of 
distinct retention 
categories by 
collapsing into fewer 
broader groupings 
that pertain to a more extensive set of related information. 

3.6  How would you improve your organization's retention schedules? (Select all that apply.) 

Consistent with responses to the prior 
question, survey participants most 
often selected "Fewer Categories" as a 
desired improvement for their 
organizations' retention schedules. 

Eighty-nine percent (89%) of survey 
participants selected one or more 
enhancements, and only 11% asserted 
that their organizations' retention 
schedules do not need to be 
improved. 

3.7  Our retention schedules are: 

 
These survey results indicate that many organizations have opportunities to improve their retention 
schedules, by making them more current, comprehensive and/or easier to implement. 

12% 

10% 

10% 

16% 

12% 

14% 

14% 

18% 

18% 

24% 

21% 

25% 

26% 

33% 

33% 

26% 

32% 

19% 

22% 

15% 

Up-to-date 

Clear 

Comprehensive 

Consistently implemented 
for U.S. operations 

Strongly Disagree 

Somewhat Disagree 

Neutral 

Somewhat Agree 

Strongly Agree 

 
2007 Total 
Number 

2009 Total 
Number 

2011 Total 
Number 

2011 Desired 
Number 

Fewer than 50 
31% 28% 

16% 25% 

50 to 99 13% 22% 

100 to 249 26% 27% 30% 31% 

250 to 499 
27% 31% 

20% 10% 

500 to 999 11% 7% 

1,000 to 2,999 10% 8% 6% 3% 

3,000 to 4,999 3% 3% 1% 1% 

5,000 or more 3% 3% 3% 1% 

Fewer categories 40% 

More standardized across the Company 37% 

More comprehensive 29% 

More up-to-date 28% 

More company-specific examples 24% 

Approval by Legal/Compliance 16% 

Broader legal research 15% 

Our schedules do not need to be improved  11% 
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4. Hold Order Program 

This section of the survey assesses the "Hold Program2" and its applicability to electronically stored 
information (ESI). Organizations establish hold programs to preserve (or suspend destruction of) 
information that is potentially relevant to ongoing or reasonably foreseeable litigation, government 
investigation, external audit, or other similar circumstances. Hold programs are augmented by discovery 
response processes, which are outside of the scope of this survey. 

4.1  Does your organization have a formal Hold Order process? – One that stops destruction and 
preserves information as needed for reasonably anticipated, threatened, or pending litigation, 
government investigation or external audit. 

Only 70% of this year's 
survey participants 
reported that their 
organization has a formal 
hold program – a modest 

increase over the 2009 results. The remaining 30% of participants indicated that their organization does 
not have a formal hold program  

Since the survey participants represent a variety of organizations, the results were segmented by type of 
organization – private sector (for-profit and non-profit entities) and public sector (government and 
education) – and by size of organization.  

  Private Sector Public Sector 

        
 

2011 
Overall 

Small 
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Small  
Less than 5,000 

Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Yes 70% 62% 87% 96% 77% 66% 94% 

No 30% 38% 13% 4% 23% 34% 6% 

Larger organizations are more likely to have a formal hold program than their smaller counterparts. 

For the 70% of survey participants that affirmed 
that their organizations have formal hold 
programs, the survey queried the scope – 
enterprise-wide, for U.S. operations only, or 
independently developed by each operating unit.  

Survey participants that responded positively to 
having a formal hold program were asked if the 

program applies to ESI. 
Most (87%) asserted that 
ESI is included in their 
organizations' hold 
programs. 

                                                      
2  "Hold" programs may be called Hold Orders, Legal Holds, Litigation Holds, Records Hold Orders, etc. For the survey and this 

White Paper, Cohasset Associates has standardized on the phrase "Holds" or "Hold Orders." 

 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 

Yes 60% 54% 57% 61% 64% 70% 

No 40% 46% 43% 39% 36% 30% 

 2011  

Enterprise wide 77% 

U.S. Operations only 13% 

Independently developed by 
each operating unit 10% 

 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011  

Yes 37% 35% 47% 56% 87% 87% 

No  63% 65% 53% 44% 13% 13% 
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4.2  Which choice best describes the area that is the responsible for the Hold Order program in your 
organization? 

Most survey participants (63%) indicated 
that hold programs are the responsibility 
of the Legal department.  

In contrast, 21% of records management 
programs report to either the Legal or 
Compliance departments, based on 
responses to Question 1.5. 

4.3  How would you rate the effectiveness of your organization to fully comply with its Hold Order 
program? 

Two-thirds (66%) of 
survey participants 
evaluated their 
organization as 
being "excellent" 
(12%), "great" 
(20%) or "good" 
(34%) in their 
effectiveness to 
comply with holds.  

When survey results 
were filtered by size 
of organization, 
participants from large organizations rated their effectiveness more highly.  

4.4  How would you assess the effectiveness of your organization's Hold Order program over time? 

 
2011 

Overall 
Small 

Less than 5,000 
Employees 

Medium 
5,000 to 24,999 

Employees 

Large 
25,000 or More 

Employees 

Significantly more effective than three years ago 30% 22% 36% 37% 

Somewhat more effective than three years ago 28% 25% 29% 41% 

Subtotal above 58% 47% 65% 78% 

Same effectiveness as three years ago 39% 49% 33% 21% 

Somewhat less effective than three years ago 1% 1% 1% 0% 

Significantly less effective than three years ago 2% 3% 1% 1% 

Overall, fifty-eight percent (58%) of survey participants pronounced that the effectiveness of their 
organizations' hold programs have improved over the prior three years – 30% noted significant 

Legal 63% 

Records Management 20% 

Compliance/Regulatory Affairs 4% 

Information Technology 3% 

Varied. No one group has responsibility 
for the overall Hold Order program. 5% 

Other 5% 

 2007 2009 
2011 

Overall 
Small 
Less than 

5,000 Emp 

Medium 
5,000 to 

24,999 Emp 

Large 
25,000 or 
More Emp 

Excellent 8% 10% 12% 10% 8% 10% 

Great 18% 19% 20% 16% 25% 27% 

Good 35% 38% 34% 33% 36% 40% 

Subtotal above 61% 67% 66% 59% 69% 77% 

Fair 21% 20% 22% 26% 22% 17% 

Marginal 18% 13% 12% 15% 9% 6% 
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improvement and 28% reported that their program is somewhat more effective. The larger the 
organization, the higher the survey participants ranked their improved effectiveness. 

It is noteworthy that the net improvement between 2007 and 2011 surveys for Question 4.3 is only 5% 
(66% in 2011 and 61% in 2007 rated that their hold programs as "excellent," "great," or "good"); however, 
58% of survey participants proclaimed that their hold programs are "significantly" (30%) or "somewhat" 
(28%) more effective than three years ago. These seemingly contradictory results may be attributed to 
increased sophistication and heightened expectations for the hold program over the past three years. 

4.5  When a Hold Order is ISSUED, rate how effectively your organization preserves (stops 
destruction of) potentially-relevant information that is stored as follows. 

Survey participants were asked to individually rate their organizations' effectiveness by specific type of 
information. The first media type pertains to non-ESI, which is used as a benchmark to which the various 
types of ESI can be compared.  

 
These results establish that there are significant gaps, particularly in newer ESI locations such as social 
networking environments. 

4% 

12% 

11% 

10% 

18% 

13% 

20% 

42% 

11% 

26% 

33% 

40% 

10% 

15% 

14% 

14% 

20% 

21% 

24% 

20% 

15% 

22% 

20% 

24% 

23% 

29% 

27% 

26% 

27% 

28% 

25% 

21% 

27% 

25% 

21% 

20% 

31% 

24% 

25% 

26% 

18% 

22% 

18% 

9% 

24% 

16% 

14% 

7% 

32% 

20% 

23% 

24% 

17% 

16% 

13% 

8% 

23% 

11% 

12% 

9% 

Paper, microfilm and other non-ESI 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, IM) 

Email archives 

Content/Doc Mgmt (e.g., imaging, ECM, etc.) 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 

Network files (e.g., file shares) 

Desktop files (e.g., the C:\drive) 

Mobile devices (Smart phones, etc.) 

Internal business application data 

Outsourced (cloud) business app data 

Voice mail 

Social Networking environments 

Marginal 

Fair 

Good 

Great 

Excellent 
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4.6  Does your organization use fully automated, semi-automated (automated with some manual 
intervention) or completely manual processes to preserve (or stop destruction of) potentially 
relevant information that is stored as follows. 

For each specific type of information, the survey asked whether or not the process of preserving (stopping 
destruction of) potentially relevant information is automated. The first media type pertains to non-ESI, which is 
used as a benchmark to which the various types of ESI can be compared.  

 
These results delineate that manual processes are still very important in hold order processes, and that 
very few environments are fully automated. 

4.7  How would you rate the effectiveness of your organization to RESCIND/TERMINATE Hold 
Orders following the conclusion of the matter that precipitated the original Hold Order? 

Only 51% of survey 
participants 
denoted that their 
organization is 
"excellent" (8%), 
"great" (11%) or 
"good" (32%) at 
rescinding holds.  

This confirms that 
many organizations 
are deficient at 
removing a hold 
after resolution of 
the precipitating matter. The responses improve slightly for larger organizations. 

61% 

42% 

39% 

40% 

55% 

54% 

63% 

69% 

45% 

65% 

59% 

72% 

32% 

41% 

39% 

40% 

34% 

36% 

29% 

25% 

39% 

26% 

30% 

22% 

7% 

17% 

22% 

20% 

11% 

10% 

8% 

6% 

16% 

9% 

11% 

6% 

Paper, microfilm and other non-ESI 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, IM) 

Email archives 

Content/Doc Mgmt (e.g., imaging, ECM, etc.) 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 

Network files (e.g., file shares) 

Desktop files (e.g., the C:\drive) 

Mobile devices (Smart phones, etc.) 

Internal business application data 

Outsourced (cloud) business app data 

Voice mail 

Social Networking environments 

Completely 
manual  

Semi-
automated 

Fully 
automated  

 2007 2009 
2011 

Overall 
Small 
Less than 

5,000 Emp 

Medium 
5,000 to 

24,999 Emp 

Large 
25,000 or 
More Emp 

Excellent 7% 7% 8% 7% 6% 8% 

Great 13% 13% 11% 11% 14% 13% 

Good 31% 32% 32% 30% 31% 36% 

Subtotal above 51% 52% 51% 48% 51% 57% 

Fair 25% 27% 27% 27% 28% 26% 

Marginal 24% 21% 22% 25% 21% 17% 
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5. Disposition / Deletion / Destruction 

This section of the survey evaluates "final disposition" – deletion/destruction or permanent retention – of 
electronically stored information (ESI). Thus, disposition embodies implementation of the retention 
schedules.  

5.1  Rate how effectively your organization applies its retention schedules and deletes/destroys 
eligible information (e.g., the retention has expired and is NOT needed for a Hold Order) when 
the information is stored as follows. 

For paper records and for each specific type of ESI, survey participants individually rated the effectiveness 
of disposing of eligible information by their respective organization. Most environments were ranked as 
only "marginal" or "fair," which is consistent with Question 2.2 wherein "Implement the consistent and routine 
deletion of ESI according to the retention schedules" was the highest ranked goal for records management 
programs in the coming one to three years.  

 

15% 

39% 

42% 

37% 

47% 

44% 

51% 

65% 

39% 

65% 

53% 

71% 

33% 

37% 

16% 

24% 

20% 

19% 

22% 

24% 

25% 

17% 

21% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

16% 

17% 

28% 

20% 

20% 

22% 

20% 

20% 

15% 

12% 

21% 

12% 

20% 

9% 

25% 

22% 

22% 

11% 

11% 

13% 

7% 

7% 

5% 

4% 

12% 

5% 

7% 

3% 

16% 

15% 

19% 

6% 

7% 

9% 

4% 

5% 

4% 

7% 

5% 

10% 

9% 

Paper, microfilm and other non-ESI 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, IM) 

Email archives 

Content/Doc Mgmt (e.g., imaging, ECM, etc.) 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 

Network files (e.g., file shares) 

Desktop files (e.g., C:\drive) 

Mobile devices (Smart phones, etc.) 

Internal business application data 

Outsourced (cloud) business app data 

Voice mail 

Social Networking environments 

Disaster recovery tapes/media 

Tapes & other offline media for retention 

Marginal 

Fair 

Good 

Great 

Excellent 

2% 

3% 

2% 
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5.2  Does your organization use fully automated, semi-automated (automated with some manual 
intervention) or completely manual processes for deleting information that is stored as follows. 

For each specific type of information, the survey asked whether or not the process of applying the 
retention schedules is automated. The first media type pertains to non-ESI, which is used as a benchmark to 
which the various types of ESI can be compared. The results confirm a heavy reliance on manual processes 
to delete information. Only a small percentage of environments are fully automated. 

 

The following table compares the "excellent" and "great" effectiveness ratings for deleting/destroying 
information (Question 5.1) to "fully-automated" processes (Question 5.2).  

With the exception of 
"Paper, microfilm and 
other non-ESI," "fully-
automated" 
disposition processes 
correlate with 
"excellent" or "good" 
effectiveness at 
deleting eligible 
information.  This 
reveals that 
"excellent" or "good" 
effectiveness is 
generally only derived 
with "fully 
automated" 
disposition processes 
for ESI.  

56% 

45% 

42% 

43% 

59% 

64% 

75% 

72% 

50% 

70% 

55% 

75% 

39% 

38% 

36% 

43% 

34% 

29% 

20% 

22% 

39% 

23% 

26% 

21% 

5% 

17% 

22% 

14% 

7% 

7% 

5% 

6% 

11% 

7% 

19% 

4% 

Paper, microfilm and other non-ESI 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, IM) 

Email archives 

Content/Doc Mgmt (e.g., imaging, ECM, etc.) 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 

Network files (e.g., file shares) 

Desktop files (e.g., C:\drive) 

Mobile devices (Smart phones, etc.) 

Internal business application data 

Outsourced (cloud) business app data 

Voice mail 

Social Networking environments 

Completely 
manual  

Semi-
automated 

Fully 
automated 

 Q5.1 – Effectiveness is 
"Excellent or Great" 

Q5.2 – Process  
is "Fully-Automated" 

Paper, microfilm and other non-ESI 42% 5% 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, IM) 18% 17% 

Email archives 18% 22% 

Content/Doc Mgmt (e.g., imaging, ECM, etc.) 23% 14% 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 11% 7% 

Network files (e.g., file shares) 12% 7% 

Desktop files (e.g., C:\drive) 10% 5% 

Mobile devices (Smart phones, etc.) 6% 6% 

Internal business application data 19% 11% 

Outsourced (cloud) business app data 8% 7% 

Voice mail 12% 19% 

Social Networking environments 5% 4% 
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The following table compares these two questions (5.1 and 5.2); however, it shows the "marginal" and fair" 
effectiveness responses (Question 5.1) compared to the "completely manual" responses (Question 5.2). 

With the exception of 
"Paper, microfilm and 
other non-ESI," the 
combined percentage 
of "marginal" or "fair" 
effectiveness 
responses exceed the 
percentage of 
"completely manual" 
processing. In other 
words, most 
organizations have 
not attained "good" 
effectiveness when 
the ESI deletion 
process is 
"completely manual."  

 

6. Overall Policy & Program 

This section of the survey summarizes the current and planned maturity of the records management and 
hold programs. These questions were asked at the end of the survey, after participants had thoughtfully 
reflected on the current and desired state of their programs and the applicability of their programs to 
electronically stored information (ESI). 

6.1  Our records management policy is: 

 
This question asked for the overall state of the organization's records management policy. Twenty percent 
(20%) or more of the survey participants either "strongly disagree" or "somewhat disagree" with these 
policy statements. This foundational gap undeniably contributes to the shortfalls in effectiveness noted 
throughout the survey.  

13% 

10% 

12% 

16% 

13% 

12% 

12% 

12% 

17% 

13% 

19% 

23% 

25% 

26% 

21% 

27% 

33% 

29% 

22% 

27% 

29% 

22% 

22% 

19% 

26% 

Up-to-date 

Clear 

Comprehensive 

Consistently implemented  
for U.S. operations 

Defines key compliance  
roles & responsibilities 

Strongly Disagree 

Somewhat Disagree 

Netural 

Somewhat Agree 

Strongly Agree 

 Q5.1 – Effectiveness 
is "Marginal or Fair" 

Q5.2 – Process is 
"Completely Manual" 

Paper, microfilm and other non-ESI 31% 56% 

Electronic communications (e.g., email, IM) 62% 45% 

Email archives 62% 42% 

Content/Doc Mgmt (e.g., imaging, ECM, etc.) 55% 43% 

Collaborative tools (e.g., team/project sites) 68% 59% 

Network files (e.g., file shares) 68% 64% 

Desktop files (e.g., C:\drive) 75% 75% 

Mobile devices (Smart phones, etc.) 82% 71% 

Internal business application data 60% 49% 

Outsourced (cloud) business app data 80% 70% 

Voice mail 68% 55% 

Social Networking environments 86% 75% 
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The following charts summarize the same data filtered for small, medium and large organizations. As with 
other elements of records management programs, responses from large organizations were somewhat 
more positive than those from smaller organizations.  

Small 
Less than 

5,000 
Employees 

 

Medium 
5,000 to 
24,999 

Employees 

 

Large 
25,000 or 

More 
Employees 

 

15% 

11% 

14% 

18% 

15% 

12% 

14% 

13% 

18% 

14% 

20% 

24% 

24% 

23% 

21% 

27% 

30% 

29% 

22% 

28% 

26% 

21% 

20% 

19% 

22% 

Up-to-date 

Clear 

Comprehensive 

Consistently implemented  
for U.S. operations 

Defines key compliance  
roles & responsibilities 

Strongly Disagree 

Somewhat Disagree 

Neutral 

Somewhat Agree 

Strongly Agree 

11% 

10% 

13% 

17% 

13% 

14% 

14% 

13% 

20% 

14% 

23% 

21% 

26% 

30% 

23% 

26% 

38% 

28% 

19% 

29% 

26% 

17% 

20% 

14% 

21% 

Up-to-date 

Clear 

Comprehensive 

Consistently implemented  
for U.S. operations 

Defines key compliance  
roles & responsibilities 

Strongly Disagree 

Somewhat Disagree 

Neutral 

Somewhat Agree 

Strongly Agree 

6% 

8% 

6% 

9% 

6% 

6% 

4% 

10% 

11% 

7% 

12% 

17% 

15% 

28% 

22% 

33% 

39% 

34% 

26% 

19% 

43% 

32% 

35% 

26% 

46% 

Up-to-date 

Clear 

Comprehensive 

Consistently implemented  
for U.S. operations 

Defines key compliance  
roles & responsibilities 

Strongly Disagree 

Somewhat Disagree 

Neutral 

Somewhat Agree 

Strongly Agree 
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6.2  Considering ARMA International's GARP® (Generally Accepted Recordkeeping Principles) 
Maturity Model how would you rate the maturity of organization's (a) current records 
management program and (b) the anticipated maturity in 3 years? 

ARMA International's GARP® Maturity Model is designed for organizations to measure the maturity of 
their records management programs. The Model is based on ARMA International's eight GARP® 
principles, as well as a foundation of standards, best practices, and legal/regulatory requirements. The 
following table describes the characteristics of the five maturity levels for recordkeeping programs.  

Level 1  
Sub-standard 

This level describes an environment where recordkeeping concerns are either not 
addressed at all, or are addressed in a very ad hoc manner. Organizations that identify 
primarily with these descriptions should be concerned that their programs will not meet 
legal or regulatory scrutiny. 

Level 2  
In Development 

This level describes an environment where there is a developing recognition that 
recordkeeping has an impact on the organization, and that the organization may benefit 
from a more defined information governance program. However, in Level 2, the 
organization is still vulnerable to legal or regulatory scrutiny since practices are ill-defined 
and still largely ad hoc in nature. 

Level 3  
Essential 

This level describes the essential or minimum requirements that must be addressed in 
order to meet the organization’s legal and regulatory requirements. Level 3 is characterized 
by defined policies and procedures, and more specific decisions taken to improve 
recordkeeping. However, organizations that identify primarily with Level 3 descriptions may 
still be missing significant opportunities for streamlining business and controlling costs. 

Level 4  
Proactive 

This level describes an organization that is initiating information governance program 
improvements throughout its business operations. Information governance issues and 
considerations are integrated into business decisions on a routine basis, and the 
organization easily meets its legal and regulatory requirements. Organizations that identify 
primarily with these descriptions should begin to consider the business benefits of 
information availability in transforming their organizations globally. 

Level 5  
Transformational 

This level describes an organization that has integrated information governance into its 
overall corporate infrastructure and business processes to such an extent that compliance 
with the program requirements is routine. These organizations have recognized that 
effective information governance plays a critical role in cost containment, competitive 
advantage, and client service. 

Cohasset Associates' final survey question (other than demographic questions), asked participants to 
assess their organizations' current program maturity compared to GARP® and their and anticipated 
maturity in three years.  

 

Based on the overall survey responses, significant improvements are anticipated in the upcoming three 
years. Twice as many survey participants expect their organization to achieve "proactive" GARP® maturity 
(43%) than ranked their organization as "proactive" today (21%). Further, over five times as many survey 
participants expect to achieve "transformational" maturity (16%) than ranked their organization as 

10% 

4% 

30% 

14% 

36% 

23% 

21% 

43% 

3% 

16% 

Maturity of your organization's 
existing/current RMP: 

Anticipated maturity of your 
organization's RMP  

in 3 years: 

Sub-Standard 
In-Development 
Essential 
Proactive 
Transformational 
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"transformational" today (3%). These results suggest a strong continued focus on records management 
program improvements.  

The following charts segment the GARP® maturity assessment responses by small, medium and large 
organizations.  

Small 
Less than 

5,000 
Employees 

 

Medium 
5,000 to 
24,999 

Employees 

 

Large 
25,000 or 

More 
Employees 

 

Survey participants from large organizations ranked their program maturity higher than participants from 
small and medium-sized organizations. This trend continues with the anticipated maturity in three years. 

12% 

5% 

32% 

16% 

34% 

23% 

18% 

41% 

4% 

15% 

Maturity of your 
organization's 

existing/current RMP: 

Anticipated maturity of 
your organization's RMP  

in 3 years: 

Sub-Standard 
In-Development 
Essential 
Proactive 
Transformational 

8% 

2% 

32% 

13% 

39% 

28% 

19% 

45% 

2% 

12% 

Maturity of your 
organization's 

existing/current RMP: 

Anticipated maturity of 
your organization's RMP  

in 3 years: 

Sub-Standard 
In-Development 
Essential 
Proactive 
Transformational 

6% 

3% 

18% 

10% 

39% 

14% 

35% 

49% 

2% 

23% 

Maturity of your 
organization's 

existing/current RMP: 

Anticipated maturity of 
your organization's RMP  

in 3 years: 

Sub-Standard 
In-Development 
Essential 
Proactive 
Transformational 
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7. Demographics 

The following tables highlight responses to demographic questions, including those used to filter the 
responses by type and size of organization. 

7.1 Which category best describes your 
organization's primary industry? 

Throughout this white paper, Cohasset Associates 
filtered responses by private and public sectors. 

Private Sector 
Energy/Oil/Gas/Utilities 14% 

Financial Services/Banking 8% 

Manufacturing 8% 
Professional Services (Public 
Accounting/Consulting/Legal) 8% 

Insurance 6% 

Life Sciences/Pharma 4% 

Technology/Communications 3% 

Healthcare 2% 

Real Estate 2% 

Other (please specify) 15% 

Public Sector 
Government – State / Province / Territorial / 
Local 17% 

Government - Federal/National 8% 

Education 5% 

7.2 Total number of employees in your 
organization? 

Throughout this white paper, Cohasset Associates 
filtered responses by three groups by size (small, 
medium, large). 

Less than 1,000 employees 35% Small  
62% 1,001 - 4,999 employees 27% 

5,000 - 9,999 employees 10% Medium 
23% 10,000 - 24,999 employees 13% 

25,000 - 99,999 employees 11% Large 
15% 100,000 employees and over 4% 

7.3 Which describes your job function within your 
organization? 

Records Management 76% 

Legal/Compliance 6% 

Information Technology 7% 

Other 11% 

7.4  What is your position within your 
organization? 

Executive 3% 

Director 14% 

Manager 44% 

Analyst/Legal Assistant 12% 

Staff 14% 

Industry Consultant  4% 

Other 9% 

7.5 What are your responsibilities for the records 
management program in your organization? 
(Select all that apply.) 

I am responsible for the enterprise program, on 
an international basis 25% 

I am responsible for the program for all U.S. 
operations 33% 

I am responsible for the program in my operating 
unit (e.g., business segment or division) 33% 

I am responsible for one or more aspects of the 
program 43% 

I am a member of a cross-functional records 
management team or group 39% 

I am an Information Technology advisor to the 
program 10% 

I am a Legal/Compliance advisor to the program 9% 

I am an advisor (other than Information 
Technology or Legal/Compliance) to the program 17% 

I have no records management responsibilities 4% 

 



Cohasset Associates, Inc. (www.cohasset.com) is one of the 
nation’s foremost management consulting firms specializing 
in records management and information governance. 
For more than forty years, Cohasset has served clients 
throughout the United States. Its distinguished work and 
innovative concepts have been recognized with the highest 
professional awards.

Cohasset also is widely known for its excellence in RIM 
education – organizing and presenting the national 
conference on Managing Electronic Records (MER).

Cohasset regularly publishes thought leadership white 
papers and surveys to promote continuous improvement in 
the management of records and information.

ARMA International (www.arma.org) is a non-profit 
professional association and the authority on records 
and information management. Formed in 1955, ARMA 
International is the oldest and largest association for the 
records and information management profession with a 
current international membership of approximately 10,000.

ARMA International provides education, publications, and 
information on the efficient maintenance, retrieval, and 
preservation of vital information created in public and 
private organizations in all sectors of the economy. ARMA 
International also publishes Information Management 
magazine.

The National Conference on Managing Electronic Records 
(MER) (www.MERconference.com) is the only conference 
exclusively focusing on the legal, technical, and operational 
issues associated with the lifecycle management of 
electronically stored information (ESI).

The MER is an exceptional educational experience. It 
is recognized globally as the single best resource for 
delivering second-to-none quality, facilitating productive 
networking, and providing attendees with innovative and 
practical solutions.

The MER conference is held annually in May in Chicago. The 
MER is co-sponsored by ARMA International.

RIM on Demand (www.RIMeducation.com) or (www.ARMA.
org/RIMOnDemand) delivers the best electronic records 
management educational content instantly - anytime, 
anywhere via Internet-based streaming video.

Subscribers to RIM On Demand receive unlimited, year-
long access to more than 25 hours of content from the 
renowned, high quality sessions presented at Cohasset’s 
National Conference on Managing Electronic Records (MER).

RIM On Demand fulfills the ongoing need to have the 
knowledge and experience of the best experts come to 
you, which saves you lots of time and money. Because the 
conference “comes to you”, RIM on Demand facilitates 
knowledge sharing within your organization.  

EMC is a global leader in enabling businesses and service 
providers to transform their operations and deliver 
Information Technology as a service.

Through innovative products and services, EMC accelerates 
the journey to cloud computing by helping IT departments  

to store, manage, protect, and analyze their most valuable 
asset – information – in a more agile, trusted, and cost 
efficient way.

EMC Corporation (www.EMC.com) is pleased to support the 
publication of this white paper.
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