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The Library Funding Landscape: 2007–2008

For the second year, the Public Library Funding and Technology Access Study (PLFtas)15 asked public 
libraries about overall funding and financial support for public access computing services. Libraries were 

asked to report what they spent and from what sources the funding was derived (local, state, federal, fees/
fines, grants, etc.). This level of finance detail does not exist in other national data collection initiatives, and 
represents the most current fiscal year actual and projected expenditures available at a national level. state 
funding detail is reported in additional tables available online at http://www.ii.fsu.edu/plinternet.cfm.

These data were gathered using methods in keeping with long-standing national public library data 
collection efforts, specifically the annual Public Libraries in the United States survey conducted previously by 
the national Center for education statistics (nCes) and now by the institute of museum and Library 
services (imLs). The 2007–2008 PLFtas and 
the nCes fiscal year 2005, the year for which 
the most current national data are available, 
are presented in the box below. There is some 
variation in funding by source, which may be 
attributable to PLFtas response rate compared 
with the nCes data, as well as imputing for 
missing item-level responses that occurs with 
the Public Libraries in the United States data file.

new to the 2007–2008 PLFtas is 
analysis of the finance data by population-served ranges, in addition to the historic analysis by metropolitan 
status and poverty level. The population-served ranges are 500,000 or more; 100,000-499,999; 25,000-
99,999; 10,000-24,999; and fewer than 10,000. These ranges align with those used by the Public Library 
association, a division of the american Library association (aLa).

Challenges reporting finance data continue into the second year of this study. survey fatigue and 
conflicting funding categories were the two most frequently reported barriers libraries faced in completing 
the finance section of the questionnaire. The 2007–2008 study did see general improvement in the number of 
libraries responding and a decline in the range of problems reported, despite libraries expressing concern with 
the detail requested in both overall finance and detailed technology-related expenditure questions. For many 
libraries, the funding source detail is unknown due to an aggregation of all funding into an overall operating 
budget, or the government finance staff that could respond to the questions had insufficient notice to respond. 
in other cases, libraries reported not keeping technology expenditure data in the categories of this study and 
had insufficient time to review and report expenditures into this study’s categories. many of these issues will 
likely continue, and the study team will retain the broad funding source and technology expenditure categories 
but will improve instructions to guide libraries to improve reporting in future study years.

Key findings that emerged from an analysis of this year’s reported finance data and comparisons with 
data reported as part of the 2006–2007 Public Library Funding and Technology Access Study include:

15.  Libraries Connect Communities: Public Library Funding & Technology Access Study 2006–2007. Chicago: American Library Association, 
2007. http://www.ala.org/ala/ors/plftas/0607report.cfm.

nCeS FY2005  PLFTAS 2007-2008
81 .4 percent local/county 74 .7 percent local/county
9 .5 percent state  12 .4 percent state
0 .5 percent federal   0 .7 percent federal
8 .4 percent other sources 12 .3 percent other sources
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expenditures are shifting. Looking at the data over multiple years, it appears there are shifts in both the  ◗

source of funding and the type of expenditure. The most noticeable shifts when comparing anticipated 
versus actual FY2007 operating expenditures occurred with reported local/county support for salaries; 
donations and local fundraising for other expenditures; and an unexpected increase in federal funding 
directed to support salaries and collections.
Libraries are more dependent on “soft” money (fees/fines, donations and grants) for staff salaries. This is  ◗

alarming because these types of support are more volatile and can distort the true cost of library opera-
tions, positioning libraries to struggle year to year to maintain basic services when, in fact, sustainable 
public funding is declining.
suburban libraries—a segment of the library community that has historically had strong and stable local  ◗

funding—anticipated continued declines in overall local/county support into FY2008, as well as declines 
in donations and grants directed to technology expenditures.

exPenDiTureS ShiFT

The value of collecting anticipated operating expenditures for a coming fiscal year is that, in the following 
year, data can be confirmed and patterns of specific expenditure variations can emerge. although a number of 
unknown variables may affect anticipated and actual expenditures—such as unfilled staff positions, delays in 
purchasing equipment or making building improvements—understanding where variations occur is important. 

between 2006–2007 and 2007–2008, overall budgets remained level for most libraries. although 
libraries experienced an average annual increase of 4 percent in operating funds from 1996 to 2005, 
an analysis of PLFtas data indicates decreases in both library expenditures and a redistribution of 
expenditures during fiscal year 2008. indications are that individual libraries are beginning to experience a 
shift of expenditures away from (print) collections and staff to other expenditures (e.g., technology, utilities, 
building maintenance).16 

16.  institute of museum and Library services. Compare Public Libraries, Fiscal Year 2006 [online search tool of public library data].  
http://harvester.census.gov/imls/compare/index.asp. 

Figure B1. Fiscal Year 1996–2005 Annualized Percentage Change in Public Library operating expenditures,  
by Type and Population Served

Population Served
Annualized Change in Staff  

Expenditures
Annualized Change in  

Collections Expenditures
Annualized Change in Other 

Expenditures

1,000,000 or more 6 .9% 8 .5% 11 .4%

500,000 to 999,999 6 .0% 3 .7% 5 .4%

250,000 to 499,999  7 .0% 4 .2% 5 .9%

100,000 to 249,999 6 .5% 4 .3% 5 .5%

50,000 to 99,999 7 .5% 4 .9% 6 .3%

25,000 to 49,999 7 .1% 3 .7% 6 .9%

10,000 to 24,999 6 .3% 2 .8% 5 .9%

5,000 to 9,999 6 .1% 2 .5% 5 .1%

2,500 to 4,999  7 .4% 3 .6% 6 .1%

1,000 to 2,499  7 .6% 2 .6% 7 .5%

less than 1,000  7 .6% 3 .4% 7 .0%

totAl 6 .7% 3 .2% 6 .1%
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Figure b1 presents annualized percentage changes in operating expenditures between 1996–2005 
reported in the national Center for education statistics public library reports.17 The disproportionate 
increases for staff salaries and “other” expenditures (including utilities, 
building repair and technology) compared with collection purchasing raise an 
interesting question: are the costs of salaries and benefits, as well as increases 
in basic utilities, eroding funds formerly directed toward collection purchases? 
Despite documented triple-digit increases in materials costs during this 
decade, far less gain in collection expenditures can be identified.18 

Preliminary data available in the Compare Libraries tool for fiscal year 
2006 suggest that shifts in historic patterns of expenditure distributions away 
from collections to other expenditures continue.19 an anticipated increase of 
more than 6 percent in other expenditures, compared with about 3 percent for salaries and collections, may 
indicate a “greater than inflation rate” expense increase in this area and a shift away from salaries, as well 
as collections. This is compounded by an anticipated decline in capital expenditures for building repair or 
improvement that are not part of the general operating budget of a library. Capital expenditures declined 
slightly between fiscal years 2004 and 2005, and continued decreases may be expected in FY2006 reporting 
by public libraries.20 

When comparing anticipated FY2007 operating expenditures reported in the 2006–2007 PLFtas 
study libraries with the actual expenditures reported in this year’s study, it quickly became apparent that 
anticipated expenditures were not realized. overall operating expenditures fell short by 15.5 percent, and 
they varied by specific expenditure type from those anticipated by as much 20 percent:

20 percent below anticipated expenditures for salaries ◗

0.8 percent below anticipated expenditures for collections ◗

12.5 percent above anticipated expenditures in other areas ◗

When considered by source of funding, average expenditures missed or exceeded anticipated levels as 
follows:

Local/county missed anticipated levels by -22.2 percent. ◗

state exceeded anticipated levels by +0.8 percent. ◗

Federal exceeded anticipated levels by +28.6 percent. ◗

Fees/fines missed anticipated levels by -22.5 percent. ◗

Donations/local fundraising exceeded anticipated levels by +136 percent. ◗

Grants, including private grants, exceeded anticipated levels by +19.9 percent. ◗

a smaller percentage of overall expenditures has been attributed to salaries and more to collections 
and other expenditures than anticipated. Considerably more funding came from soft, non-tax sources than 
not. The most notable shifts occurred with salaries in local/county support and donations/local fundraising 
(-25.8 and +522.5, respectively), and the unexpected increase in federal funding directed to salaries and 
collections (see figure b2). The increase in federal support may be a result of specific Library services and 
technology act (Lsta) subgrants to libraries for specific projects and could be expected to readjust in 
future years. 

17.  national Center for education statistics. Public Libraries in the United States: (FY 1996-2005). http://www.nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/getpubcats.
asp?sid=041#. note: beginning in fall 2007, the institute of museum and Library services (imLs) began publishing the Public Libraries in the 
united states reports. individual reports are now online at http://harvester.census.gov/imls/pubs/pls/index.asp.

18.  association of research Libraries. Monograph and Serial Costs in ARL Libraries, 1986–2004. http://www.arl.org/bm~doc/monser04.pdf. Project 
overview link http://www.arl.org/sc/marketplace/serials.shtml. 

19.  institute of museum and Library services. Compare Public Libraries, FY2006. http://harvester.census.gov/imls/compare/index.asp.
20.  individual state annual reports indicate a continued decline (see CosLa individual state Web pages http://www.cosla.org). The national public 

library statistical report, now published by imLs, will be available in fall 2008. see http://harvester.census.gov/imls/index.asp.

◗ Shifts in historic 
patterns of expenditure 
distributions away from 
collections to other 
expenditures continue .
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Figure B2. Percentage Change FY2007 Actual versus Anticipated operating expenditures, by Source of Funding  
and Type of expenditure

Sources of Funding Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

local/county -25 .8% -10 .9% -18 .6%

state (including state aid to public libraries,  
or state-supported tax programs) -12 .7% 17 .6% 28 .1%

Federal 188 .1% 145 .8% 1 .1%

Fees/fines 81 .3% 46 .8% -48 .8%

donations/local fundraising 522 .5% 51 .9% 50 .1%

grants (all sources) -17 .3% 46 .3% 112 .1%

nEt cHAngE: -20 .2% -0 .8% -12 .5%

Figure B3. Percentage Change rural Libraries FY2007 Actual versus Anticipated operating expenditures, by Source of  
Funding and Type of expenditure 

Sources of Funding Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

local/county 0 .7% 20 .4% 15 .1%

state (including state aid to public libraries,  
or state-supported tax programs) -0 .04% -9 .7% 24 .0%

Federal 65 .4% 7 .1% 19 .9%

Fees/fines 6 .3% 38 .4% 13 .0%

donations/local fundraising 51 .8% -12 .2% 24 .5%

grants (all) 25 .3% 47 .6% 66 .8%

Considering variations in anticipated FY2007 expenditures with actual reported expenditures by 
metropolitan status uncovers a number of interesting patterns. While the differences may reflect poor 
projections on the part of some libraries, it is more likely a pattern of internal distribution of funds when 
new sources become available. Figures b3–b5 present those differences. 

salary support from local and state sources was well estimated by rural libraries, and unanticipated 
support from federal sources was realized. Federal sources are sometimes difficult to anticipate, as they may 
be related to state-level subgrants from Lsta funding.21 Donations were used more heavily than anticipated 
for salaries and other expenditures, and fees/fines and grants were used to support collection expenditures 
despite an increase in local/county support. With the exception of unrealized support for collections from 
state sources, rural libraries maintained funding levels in local/county and state support. 

For suburban libraries, anticipated expenditures for FY2007 also were off the mark. Like their rural 
counterparts, suburban libraries received unanticipated levels of federal funding (likely Lsta) to support 
collection expenditures, but concurrently experienced declines from anticipated local support for salaries 
and collections by as much as 46 percent. They reported a 55.8 percent decline in state support for salaries, 
compared with what had been anticipated only a year earlier, as more fees/fines sources were directed to 
salary expenditures, and away from collections and other expenditures. The receipt of greater grant funding 
than anticipated was used to support other expenditures.

21.  institute of museum and Library services. State Allotments for Fiscal Years 2003–2006. http://www.imls.gov/programs/allotments.shtm.
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Furban libraries, who underestimated in nearly every category of expenditure and type of funding 
source, managed to end FY2007 in good fiscal shape. urban libraries saw the greatest loss in local/county 
support for other expenditures (24.1 percent), as well as a 9.6 percent decline in anticipated local/county 
support for salaries. to offset this loss, state and federal revenue far exceeded anticipated levels, as did 
the use of soft funding sources (fees/fines, donations, etc.) to support all expenditures. as a proportion of 
expenditures, urban libraries are relying as much as rural libraries on non-tax support for general operating 
expenses; a good indicator of this can be found in the drastic increase of donations being directed to pay for 
staff salaries, up 1,251 percent over what was anticipated when planning for FY2007. 

What is not known from these data is the extent to which the increased reliance on soft funding sources 
on salaries is for new or short-duration staff positions, or the extent to which soft funding is being directed to 
one-time purchases of collections and services or being used for basic library expenditures in these categories. 

SoFT FunDinG SourCeS ConTinue To SuPPorT STAFF SALArieS

Libraries again reported using “soft” funding sources—fees/fines, donations and grants—to support salaries 
and other expenditures more than collections. Libraries report use of soft, or non-tax, revenue in both the 
current fiscal year (FY2007) and anticipated expenditures for the next fiscal year (FY2008) that is above the 
national average. The national average for funding operating expenditures from other sources of revenue 
(non-tax sources) was 8.4 percent, as reported in the Public Libraries in the United States: Fiscal Year 2005 

Figure B4. Percentage Change Suburban Libraries FY2007 Actual versus Anticipated operating expenditures, by Source of 
Funding and Type of expenditure 

Sources of Funding Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

local/county -46 .2% -46 .4% -23 .3%

state (including state aid to public libraries,  
or state-supported tax programs)

-55 .8% 5 .3% -4 .6%

Federal 108 .9% 1392 .6% 91 .3%

Fees/fines 49 .7% 25 .3% -75 .1%

donations/local fundraising -16 .0% 6 .8% -14 .9%

grants (all) -53 .3% -14 .7% 79 .6%

Figure B5. Percentage Change urban Libraries FY2007 Actual versus Anticipated operating expenditures, by Source of Funding 
and Type of expenditure 

Sources of Funding Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

local/county -9 .6% 25 .4% -24 .1%

state (including state aid to public libraries,  
or state-supported tax programs)

112 .1% 37 .3% 27 .9%

Federal 212 .8% 161 .2% -28 .0%

Fees/fines 259 .2% 63 .4% 3 .6%

donations/local fundraising 1,251 .3% 122 .7% 64 .7%

grants (all) 62 .8% 102 .1% 57 .7%
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data.22 However, libraries reporting in the 2007–2008 PLFtas have indicated using non-tax sources for 
operating expenditures at 12 percent in FY2007, with 10 percent anticipated in FY2008—as much as 
3.6 percent higher than the national average. The increased reliance on non-tax revenue reported in the 
PLFtas reports may be an indicator of what national imLs data will show when FY2006 and newer data 
are published. 

overall, the use of non-tax revenue reported in the 2007–2008 PLFtas were:

about 37 percent was used to pay for staff salaries in FY2007; about 33 percent is anticipated in  ◗

FY2008.
about 20 percent was used to fund collections in FY2007; 23 percent is anticipated in FY2008. ◗

about 42 percent was used to support other expenditures in FY2007; 44 percent is anticipated in  ◗

FY2008.

rural libraries were more likely than urban libraries to report the use of non-tax revenue to pay for 
other expenditures in FY2007, as well during the anticipated FY2008. rural libraries reported that they rely 
fairly equally upon all sources of tax revenue (local, state, federal) to pay for staff salaries in FY2007 (51–61 
percent), and they anticipated this would also be the case in FY2008 (46–61 percent).

suburban libraries, like their counterparts in rural communities, reported directing a greater proportion 
of fees/fines, donations/local fundraising, and private foundation grants toward other expenditures in 
FY2007, and anticipate this trend will continue in FY2008. 
Local, state and national grant program revenue was more 
heavily directed toward paying for staff salaries in FY2007 
than is anticipated for FY2008—64 percent versus 17 percent. 
suburban libraries also anticipate that they will direct a greater 
proportion of federal funding sources to staff salary expenditures 
in FY2008 than in FY2007—32 percent compared with 11 
percent in FY2007. as before, it will be important to review data 
from future studies to understand how well libraries can estimate 
anticipated revenue from sources other than local/county  
and state.

TeChnoLoGY exPenDiTureS DeCLine

There was marked improvement in libraries’ ability to report 
technology-related expenditure data in the 2007–2008 PLFtas 
(with item-level response rate increases of as much as 13.7 
percent from the 2006–2007 study). building on the data 
first collected last year, library systems were asked to estimate 
expenditures for FY2008 in four categories—salaries, outside 
vendors, hardware/software and telecommunications. The 
2007–2008 study added the category of outside vendors and 
merged hardware and software into a single category.

estimated expenditures for technology-related expenditures 
declined slightly between FY2006 and FY2007, approximately 
-3.9 percent overall (see figure b6). Declines in expenditures 
from local/county and state sources were about 11 percent, and 

22.  national Center for education statistics. Public Libraries in the United States: Fiscal Year 2005. (nCes 2008-301). Washington, DC: nCes, 
2007. http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2008/2008301.pdf.

Figure B6. Average Percent Change Compar-
ing Technology-related expenditures by 
Source FY2006–2007

Sources of Funding % Change

local/county -0 .2%

state (all) -10 .8%

Federal 26 .3%

Fees/fines -0 .8%

donations/local fundraising -28 .7%

grants (all) -40 .7%

net change -3 .9%

Figure B7. Average Percent Anticipated 
Change Technology-related expenditures by 
Source  FY2007–2008

Sources of Funding % Change 

local/county -6 .4%

state (all) 58 .0%

Federal 37 .0%

Fees/fines 80 .3%

donations/local fundraising -29 .5%

grants (all) -22 .2%

net change -0 .3%
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26.3 percent more than anticipated was spent from federal sources. expenditures from soft funding sources 
(non-government) declined most noticeably from FY2006 in donations and grant funding categories. 
For FY2007-2008, overall anticipated expenditures were expected to decline by less than 1 percent (-0.3 
percent). although local/county funding sources were anticipated to continue declining, notable increases 
were anticipated from state and federal sources. also, more revenue from fees/fines was to be directed to 
technology-related expenditures, with less reliance on donations and grants.

it is important to remember that, although salaries for technology staff may be supported heavily from 
soft funding sources, those salaries are a small proportion of overall salary expenditures for libraries. on the 
other hand, technology expenditures (hardware/software, outside vendors and telecommunications) may 
constitute a significant proportion of “other expenditures” as a category. as such, it may be that libraries 
continue to use local tax support to pay traditional and ongoing expenses, such as programs, utilities and 
transportation. reliance on non-tax revenue to support basic technology hardware and telecommunications 
expenditures is a reflection of creating a revenue stream from soft-funding sources to build and support new 
services. This is especially evident in suburban and rural libraries. 

Figures b8-b9 present the estimated changes reported by public libraries for technology-related 
expenditures by funding source and type of expenditure for FY2006–2008. although there were declines 
in the use of certain funding sources to pay for technology, these tables show the item-level variations 
with overall expenditures. For instance, although use of local/county funding sources to pay for technology 
declined by -0.2 percent, expenditures increased for software and telecommunications and declined for 
salaries and hardware. Further, even though overall use of donations to pay for technology declined, libraries 
reported spending 135.5 percent more on software from this funding source in FY2007 over FY2006. 
in FY2007–2008 considerably more funds in all categories are anticipated to be directed to software 

Figure B8. Average Percent Change in Technology-related expenditures, by Type and Funding Source, FY2006-2007

Sources of Funding
Salaries (including 

benefits)
Hardware Software Telecommunications

local/county -6 .1% -5 .5% 22 .6% 12 .8%

state (all) -2 .9% -27 .3% 6 .3% -16 .1%

Federal 16 .2% -68 .8% -50 .7% 66 .9%

Fees/fines -22 .1% -18 .6% 53 .1% -25 .7%

donations/local fundraising 4 .4% -49 .0% 135 .5% -14 .2%

grants (all) -62 .3% -32 .4% -9 .4% -46 .8%

Figure B9. Average Percent Anticipated Change in Technology-related expenditures, by Type and Funding Source, FY2007-2008

Sources of Funding
Salaries (including 

benefits)
Hardware Software Telecommunications

local/county -13 .7% -5 .2% 53 .8% -35 .2%

state (all) 46 .5% 44 .5% 141 .2% 8 .3%

Federal 26 .4% 119 .7% 291 .1% 25 .2%

Fees/fines 94 .2% 6 .9% 109 .5% 147 .8%

donations/local fundraising -41 .5% -48 .7% 1 .9% 58 .9%

grants (all) -72 .4% -91 .6% 387 .7% -13 .5%
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expenditures, and more state and federal funds and fees/fines are expected to be used to pay technology  
staff salaries.

The unknown impact of a shift of local/county revenue away from funding telecommunications 
costs, together with a growing reliance on soft funding sources and state and federal support for these 
expenditures is worrisome. it will be interesting to see what libraries report next year to determine if this 
shift continues across types of funding sources, even though overall expenditures have fluctuated very little 
during the last three fiscal years.

Greater variations were observed when expenditures were analyzed by metropolitan status (see figures 
b10–b12). rural libraries anticipate the most improvement in all funding categories for technology 

Figure B10. Average Percent Change in rural Library Technology-related expenditures, by Source, FY2006–2008

Sources of Funding Change FY2006-2007
Anticipated 

Change FY2007-2008

local/county 5 .7% 32 .7%

state (all) -7 .2% 62 .4%

Federal -23 .8% 29 .5%

Fees/fines -21 .5% 468 .2%

donations/local fundraising -18 .0% 29 .1%

grants (all) -5 .9% -4 .3%

nEt cHAngE 0 .4% 36 .5%

Figure B11. Average Percent Change in Suburban Library Technology-related expenditures, by Source, FY2006–2008

Sources of Funding Change FY2006-2007
Anticipated 

Change FY2007-2008

local/county -8 .2% -29 .5%

state (all) -6 .5% 41 .7%

Federal -24 .8% 80 .9%

Fees/fines -1 .1% -0 .4%

donations/local fundraising -65 .1% -52 .2%

grants (all) 18 .3% -48 .6%

nEt cHAngE -10 .7% -25 .0%

Figure B12. Average Percent Change in urban Library Technology-related expenditures, by Source, FY2006–2008

Sources of Funding Change FY2006-2007
Anticipated

Change FY2007-2008

local/county 10 .7% 13 .1%

state (all) -12 .6% 51 .6%

Federal 51 .6% 26 .1%

Fees/fines 28 .0% 414 .3%

donations/local fundraising 65 .5% -39 .7%

grants (all) -72 .1% 2 .2%

nEt cHAngE 4 .6% 16 .1%
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expenditures between FY2007 and FY2008. interestingly, suburban libraries—a segment of the library 
community that historically has had strong and stable local funding—anticipated continued declines in 
overall local/county support into FY2008, as well as declines in donations and grants directed to technology 
expenditures. suburban libraries did, however, anticipate improvement in state and federal funding directed 
to technology expenditures.

urban libraries continue to show fairly steady improvement in local/county support for technology, 
and anticipate improvements in their use of state and federal funding for these expenditures. urban 
libraries anticipate a significant increase in the use of fees/fines for technology, and a decline or very modest 
improvement in using other soft funding—donations and grants—to pay for these expenditures.

A DiFFerenT view—LiBrArY TeChnoLoGY FunDinG BY PoPuLATion  
ServeD rAnGeS

Presenting library finance data in parallel with other findings reported in this study — by metropolitan 
status (rural, suburban, and urban) and poverty ranges - provides a useful context for understanding public 
access computing services. However, the finance data tell a somewhat different story when viewed through 
the lens of community size.

Figure b13 presents the average anticipated FY2008 technology-related expenditures from all revenue 
sources by population served ranges.

one of the more surprising findings from this recalculation is the nearly equal distribution of 
expenditures across all technology categories for public libraries in the largest communities. The smaller the 
community, the more expenditure distributions shift toward salaries and away from telecommunications and 
outside vendor expenditures as a proportion of overall technology-related expenditures.

individual expenditures by specific funding sources and population served ranges present even  
greater detail.

Libraries serving more than 500,000 residents reported 45 percent of telecommunications costs were  ◗

paid from local tax revenue and 55 percent from federal. Libraries reporting in this population served 
range reported no state tax support and no use of soft revenue sources (e.g., fees/fines, grants, etc.) to 
pay for telecommunications costs. 
Libraries serving 100,000–499,999 residents reported telecommunications costs paid 55.7 percent from  ◗

local tax revenue, 21.7 percent from state and about 16 percent from federal sources. The remaining 6.6 
percent of costs were paid from soft revenue sources.
Libraries serving 25,000–99,999 residents reported telecommunications costs paid 73.4 percent from  ◗

local tax revenue, 13.9 percent from state and 8 percent from federal sources. The remaining 3 percent of 
costs were paid from soft revenue sources.

Figure B13. Average Anticipated Percentage FY2008 Technology-related expenditures for All revenue Sources,  
by Population Served

Salaries Outside Vendors Hardware / Software Telecommunications

Less than 10,000 47 .1% 15 .5% 24 .4% 13 .0%

10,000 - 24,999 45 .7% 15 .1% 28 .2% 11 .0%

25,000 - 99,999 44 .5% 17 .8% 26 .6% 11 .1%

100,000 - 499,999 38 .5% 20 .2% 25 .9% 15 .4%

500,000 or more 26 .4% 23 .1% 29 .5% 21 .0%
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Libraries serving 10,000–24,999 residents reported telecommunications costs paid 68.5 percent from  ◗

local tax revenue, 10.9 percent from state and 8.9 percent from federal sources. The remaining 10 per-
cent of costs were paid from soft revenue sources.
Libraries serving fewer than 10,000 resident reported telecommunications costs paid 55.7 percent from  ◗

local tax revenue, 12.7 percent from state and 9.8 percent from federal sources. The remaining 21.8 
percent of costs were paid from soft revenue sources.

Perhaps the most interesting finding was that, when asked specifically about technology-related 
expenditures anticipated in FY2008, reliance on specific types of funding sources skewed from those 
estimates reported for salaries and “other expenditures.” specifically, the larger the library service area, the 
more likely libraries were to report that technology expenditures were paid 
from local or state revenue sources, not paid from soft revenue sources (e.g., 
fees/fines, grants, etc.), even though libraries reported relying on these funds 
for “other expenditures.” Figure b15 presents these distributions of non-
tax revenue sources. The first two columns present what libraries reported 
for anticipated FY2008 operating expenditures that would include the 
detailed technology-related expenditures, and the next four columns present 
anticipated FY2008 operating expenditures for some specific technology-
related expenditures.

Non-Tax Revenue 
Public libraries serving the smallest communities are far more likely to rely on soft revenue sources to 
acquire and pay for outside vendors, hardware/software and telecommunications than larger libraries. some 
good news is visible in the population-served analysis—for libraries with technology staff, a significant 
proportion of financial support is from local, state or federal tax revenue. However, for libraries serving 

◗ The larger the library 
service area, the more 
likely libraries were 
to report technology 
expenditures were paid 
from local or state 
revenue sources .
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100,000–499,999, which benefit from strong local tax support for library expenditures, the level of support 
from non-tax revenue is notable and will require closer review in the study’s next year of data collection 
(2008–2009). 

Hardware/software and telecommunications expenditures were the most likely to rely on non-
tax revenue. Very few libraries reported grants as a source of support for either hardware/software or 
telecommunications expenditures, but did report reliance on fees/fines, donations/local fund raising and 
private foundation support for these particular expenditure categories. The smaller the population served 
range, the greater the reliance on private foundation support for hardware/software (30.9 percent versus 
8 percent). This can be attributed to private foundation hardware strategies 
targeting high poverty and rural communities. Libraries serving 100,000–
499,999 reported the lowest level of private foundation support, about  
5 percent.

Libraries in the smallest communities also reported a higher 
proportion of donations being directed toward hardware/software and 
telecommunications costs than did other population served ranges. although 
the funding amounts were considerably less than other population served 
ranges, libraries serving fewer than 10,000 residents reported 21.6 percent of 
support coming from donations. Libraries serving 100,000–499,999 reported relying on about 6 percent of 
donations to fund hardware/software and telecommunication expenditures.

The study team anticipates doing more analysis and making a closer review of the fiscal data by 
population served ranges to begin understanding the nuances between the long-standing metropolitan 
status and poverty categories against the population served ranges.

Figure B15. Average Anticipated Percentage Technology-related expenditures from FY2008 non-Tax revenue Sources, 
by Type and Population Served

Operating Expenditures Technology-Related Expenditures by Type

All Salaries 
Expenditures

Other 
Expenditures

Salaries
Outside 
Vendors

Hardware/
Software

Telecommunications

Less than 10,000 10 .7% 30 .8% 4 .6% 17 .7% 45 .5% 21 .8%

10,000 – 24,999 4 .9% 18 .9% 4 .3% 4 .5% 25 .8% 11 .7%

25,000 – 99,999 2 .7% 15 .2% 1 .9% 9 .0% 20 .6% 4 .7%

100,000 – 499,999 3 .7% 13 .9% 3 .5% 16 .7% 13 .5% 6 .6%

500,000 or more 15 .5% 25 .6% 0 .0% 0 .2% 8 .6% 0 .0%

◗ Very few libraries 
reported grants as a 
source of support for 
telecommunications 
expenditures .


