
even as the national 
economy begins the 

long, slow climb to recovery, 
state and local libraries are 
still facing the fallout of the 
recession. The economic 
downturn increased the 
strain on public libraries at 
the very time that demand 
for services is growing. 
FY2011 proved to be 
particularly unkind to urban 
public libraries; suburban 
and rural libraries reported a 
slowdown in reductions and 
improvements to budget 
stability and growth. Both 
trends are expected to 
continue in FY2012.

PubLiC Library Funding LandsCaPePLFTAS | 2010–2011
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Survey responses for the 2010-2011 
Public Library Funding & Technology 
Access Study revealed that technolo-
gy budgets (e.g., computer hardware 
and software, telecommunications, 
technology staff, outside vendors) 
were protected for a second consecu-
tive year, although increased use of 
technology-related services are ex-
hausting ever-shrinking resources.

Key findings included:
n A majority (59.8 percent) of 

public libraries reported flat or de-
creased operating budgets in 
FY2011, up from 56.4 percent in 
FY2010 and 40 percent in FY2009.

n Almost two-thirds (65 per-
cent) of libraries anticipate flat or 
decreased operating budgets in 
FY2012.

n Staff salary/benefits expendi-
tures that had plummeted 43.2 per-
cent in FY2010 only dropped 8.6 
percent in FY2011. Similarly, collec-
tions expenditures that fell 47.5 
percent in FY2010 slowed to a mere 
6.7 percent decrease in FY2011.

n Nineteen states reported cuts 
in state funding for public libraries 
between FY2010 and FY2011. Of 
these, over half indicated the cuts 
were greater than 10 percent.

This is the fifth year in which the 
survey has asked public libraries 
about their operating budgets and 
financial support for public access 
computing services. Detailed survey 
responses are available online.

operating budgets 
Struggle; urban 
libraries continue 
downward trend
A majority (59.8 percent) of public 
libraries reported flat or decreased 
operating budgets in FY2011, up 
from 56.4 percent in FY2010, thus 
continuing the trend that followed 
an uptick from 40 percent in 
FY2009. (Figure B-1).

Almost 55 percent of urban 
libraries reported operating budget 
decreases in FY2011, compared with 
36.2 percent of suburban and 26.9 
percent of rural libraries. Further-
more, while 22.6 percent of urban 
libraries reported decreases of more 
than 6 percent (after decrease of 7.8 
percent last year), this was only the 
case for 14.2 percent of suburban 
and 9.6 percent of rural libraries. 
The continued decrease in funding 
levels reported by urban libraries 
adversely affected the national aver-
ages for all libraries due to the size 
of urban libraries’ operating bud-
gets as compared to those of their 
suburban and rural counterparts.

Far fewer urban libraries (29.4 
percent) reported operating budget 
increases in FY2011 compared with 
40.5 percent of suburban and 41.2 
percent of rural libraries. In fact, 
there was very little improvement in 
any reported increases when com-
pared to last year; increases of more 
than 6 percent were reported by 

only 4.2 percent of urban libraries, 
5.2 percent of suburban libraries 
and 5.4 percent of rural libraries. 

As fewer libraries reported de-
creases greater than 6 percent, more 
libraries reported operating budgets 
staying the same between FY2011 and 
FY2010: such was the case for 16.2 
percent of urban libraries, 23.2 per-
cent of suburban libraries and 32.0 
percent of rural libraries. This could 
be viewed as good news; however, 
decreases in FY2010 were severe 
(Figure B-1) and, with more libraries 
reporting no change in operating 
budgets, there is continued stagna-
tion in local economies and a serious 
erosion of buying power. As year-to-
year expenses rise, this is expected to 
have a significant impact.

An analysis of funding data re-
ported by public libraries revealed 
that, including all funding sources, 
operating budgets declined by 3.8 
percent from FY2010 to FY2011 (Fig-
ure B-2). Despite increases  reported 
by suburban and rural libraries, the 
delayed recovery of urban library 
budgets affected the national average 
for all public libraries.

Each year, libraries are asked if 
they anticipate any changes to the 
current operating budget (Figure 
B-3). Overall, fewer public libraries 
(5.7 percent) anticipated or had al-
ready experienced reductions (20.9 
percent) in operating budgets as 
compared with last year (26.6 

FiGUre b-1: PUbLic LibrAry SySTemS oPerATinG bUDGeT cHAnGe Fy2009 - Fy2011,  
by meTroPoLiTAn STATUS

Metropolitan Status

Urban Suburban Rural All

2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011

increased up to 6% 47.3% 28.2% 25.2% 51.1% 35.1% 35.3% 50.6% 38.8% 35.8% 50.5% 37.0% 35.0%

increased 6% or more 10.6% 5.2% 4.2% 9.0% 5.2% 5.2% 9.4% 7.2% 5.4% 9.4% 6.7% 5.3%

decreased less than 6% 14.7% 24.2% 31.9% 13.0% 24.2% 22.0% 8.9% 15.5% 17.3% 10.6% 17.1% 19.7%

decreased more than 6% 7.4% 30.4% 22.6% 3.6% 17.4% 14.2% 3.3% 11.0% 9.6% 3.7% 14.3% 11.9%

Stayed the same 19.9% 11.4% 16.2% 23.3% 22.7% 23.2% 27.8% 27.5% 32.0% 25.9% 25.0% 28.2%
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 percent). Reported decreases in 
 current operating budgets were 
highest among urban libraries (27.5 
percent), although these decreases 
were considerably lower than those 
reported last year (43.2 percent). 
Suburban libraries also reported 
improvements in anticipated or ac-
tual mid-year budget reductions 
(23.2 percent compared with 28.3 
percent last year), as did rural 
libraries (19.0 percent compared 
with 24.0 percent last year).

continued Erosion  
of Spending Power  
anticipated
A significant majority (74.7 percent) 
of public libraries anticipated stable 
(39.6 percent) or increased (35.1 
percent) operating budgets in the 
coming fiscal year (Figure B-4). 
However, libraries expect the 

FY2012 funding recovery to be slow, 
which will continue to erode the 
spending power of thousands of 
public libraries. While only an esti-
mated 28.3 percent of urban 
libraries anticipated increases in 
FY2012, a promising 34.2 percent of 
suburban and 36.2 percent of rural 
libraries anticipated increases. A 
comparable disparity between ur-
ban, suburban and rural libraries is 
evidenced by unchanged operating 
budgets going into FY2012 as well as 
little evidence of relief in anticipat-
ed decreases:

n Nearly 31 percent of urban, 
33.7 percent of suburban and 43.6 
percent of rural libraries anticipat-
ed operating budgets would remain 
the same next fiscal year.

n Slightly more than 40 percent 
of urban, 32.1 percent of suburban 
and 20.1 percent of rural libraries 

anticipated that operating budgets 
would decrease next fiscal year.

technology 
Expenditures Suffer
Expenditures on technology are 
 expected to suffer again in FY2012; 
fewer public libraries (-2.4 
 percent) anticipate any technology 
budget increases, 1.8 percent antic-
ipate decreased budgets, and less 
than one percent (0.7 percent) ex-
pected their budgets to remain un-
changed (Figure B-5). However, in 
comparison with the ongoing de-
creases in general operating bud-
gets, libraries have been somewhat 
able to protect their technology 
budgets.

The San Jose Public Library is a 
case in point: When city funding 
 decreased by 25 percent over two 
years, the San Jose Public Library 
responded with cuts in staff and 
hours, yet continued to support 
1,000 public access computers sys-
tem-wide with 10 FTE for IT. “In 
spite of cuts, we’ve kept this con-
stant. Technology is at the heart of 
what a library is about,” said the San 
Jose Public Library director.

In FY2011, public libraries 
 reported that, overall, about 36.9 
percent of total technology-related 
expenditures were for staff salaries, 
19.8 percent for outside vendors, 
27.5 percent for hardware/software, 
and 15.8 percent for telecommuni-
cations (Figure B-6). The majority 
(57.7 percent) of local funds were 
used for salaries, state funds were 
primarily used for hardware/soft-
ware (38.2 percent) and telecom-
munications (34.5 percent), and 
federal funds were primarily used 
for salaries (40.3 percent). Fees/
fines and donations/local fund 
raising were primarily used for 
hardware/software (36.5 percent 
and 52.1 percent, respectively). 
Government grants went primarily 

FiGUre b-2: AVerAGe oPerATinG bUDGeT cHAnGe by 
SoUrce AnD TyPe, Fy 2010-2011

Sources of  
Funding

Salaries  
(including  
benefits)

collections
other  

Expenditures
total 

change

local/county
($39,885) ($12,226) $21,410 ($30,701)

-3.9% -6.3% 4.8% -1.9%

State 
($89,090) $40,121 ($10,028) ($58,997)

-43.4% 65.8% -16.5% -18.0%

Federal
($9,277) $6,156 ($25,641) ($28,762)

-18.9% 81.0% -50.9% -26.9%

Fees/fines
$3,651 ($5,404) $14,003 $12,250

13.3% -27.2% 48.4% 16.1%

donations/local 
fundraising

$4,451 ($1,709) ($4,067) ($1,325)

20.5% -12.2% -16.5% -2.2%

government 
grants 

$27,589 ($1,298) ($9,098) $17,193

50.9% -13.0% -27.0% 17.6%

Private foundation 
grants

($1,271) $86 $85 ($1,100)

-5.0% 0.7% 0.5% -2.0%

reported  
average total

($103,832) $25,726 ($13,336) ($91,442)

-7.4% 8.0% -2.0% -3.8%
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for telecommunications (73.1 
 percent) and private foundation 
grants to outside vendors (42.2 
percent) and telecommunications 
(39.1  percent).

These expenditures were covered 
through a variety of funding sources 
(Figure B-7): 

n For technology staff salaries 
and benefits, the majority (79.9 per-
cent) of those expenditures were 
paid from local funding sources and 
10.6 percent paid from state sources.

n Outside vendors were paid 
from local funds (34.7 percent), 
federal funds (about 32.0 percent), 
fees/fines (10.4 percent), and state 
funding sources (9.6 percent).

n For the costs of hardware/soft-
ware expenditures, libraries used 
federal funds (41.1 percent), local 
funds (33.8 percent) and govern-
ment grants (9.2 percent).

n Telecommunications costs 
were paid with local funds (34.4 
percent), federal funds (20.9 per-
cent), state funds (14.1 percent) and 
fees/fines (12.2 percent).

The changes during fiscal years 
2010 and 2011 in technology-related 
expenditures depict year-to-year 
shifts across and among sources of 
funding by category of expenditure 
(more detail available in Figures 
B-19-22 on the Study website). This 
fluctuation in the data results from 
the general instability of dedicated 
funding for technology in a de-
pressed economy and the challenges 
of linking technology expenditures 
to a specific funding source. 
Libraries have great difficulty iso-
lating technology expenditures 
made from other than local funding 
sources. This inability to code ex-
penditures to funding source may 
also account for a lower response 
rate to these questions.

As with overall expenditures, ur-
ban libraries reported the largest 
monetary decreases in technology-
related expenditures from last year: 
salaries (-42 percent), outside 

FiGUre b-3: AcTUAL or AnTiciPATeD cHAnGeS  
To ToTAL oPerATinG bUDGeT, cUrrenT Fy

Metropolitan Status

urban Suburban rural overall

Stayed the same 50.9% 60.3% 60.8% 60.0%

decrease 27.5% 23.2% 19.0% 20.9%

increase 8.6% 9.8% 12.4% 11.3%

don’t know 13.0% 6.7% 7.8% 7.7%

FiGUre b-4: AnTiciPATeD ToTAL oPerATinG bUDGeT 
cHAnGe, Fy2012

Metropolitan Status

operating budget urban Suburban rural overall

increased more than 10% 2.0% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4%

increased 6.1-10% * 2.4% 2.2% 2.2%

increased 4.1-6% 2.4% 2.7% 4.0% 3.5%

increased 2.1-4% 8.5% 12.2% 10.7% 11.0%

increased up to 2% 15.4% 15.6% 17.9% 17.0%

Stayed the same 30.8% 33.7% 43.6% 39.6%

decreased up to 2% 7.3% 7.9% 6.1% 6.8%

decreased 2.1-4% 8.9% 5.9% 3.7% 4.7%

decreased 4.1-6% 8.9% 6.3% 3.5% 4.7%

decreased 6.1-10% 6.9% 3.9% 2.9% 3.5%

decreased more than 10% 8.1% 8.1% 3.9% 5.6%

FiGUre b-5: AVerAGe PercenT cHAnGe Fy2011 To 
Fy2012 eXPecTeD TecHnoLoGy bUDGeT STAbiLiTy

  Metropolitan Status 

operating budget urban Suburban rural overall

increased more than 10% -1.4% -1.3% 0.5% -0.2%

increased 6.1-10% 0.4% 0.7% -0.2% 0.2%

increased 4.1-6% 2.4% -0.3% 0.7% 0.4%

increased 2.1-4% -1.8% -0.9% 0.2% -0.3%

increased up to 2% -2.4% -0.7% -3.4% -2.5%

Stayed the same 1.4% 2.1% -0.2% 0.7%

decreased up to 2% 4.1% 0.9% 2.0% 1.8%

decreased 2.1-4% -0.5% -0.6% 0.2% -0.1%

decreased 4.1-6% -1.8% 0.2% -0.3% -0.2%

decreased 6.1-10% 1.1% -0.1% 0.0% 0.1%

decreased more than 10% -1.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.2%
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 vendors (-73 percent), hardware/
software (-63.3 percent) and tele-
communications (-88 percent). 

Suburban also reported  decreases 
in FY2010 and FY2011 technology-
related expenditures, but far less so 
than either their urban or rural 
counterparts: salaries (-37.2 
 percent), outside vendors (-65.3 
 percent), hardware/software (-57.6 
percent) and telecommunications 

(-50.4 percent).
Rural libraries saw the second 

largest overall decrease in 
 technology-related expenditures, 
but also had the largest proportional 
reductions of all metropolitan types 
in fiscal years 2010 and 2011: sala-
ries (-69.0 percent), outside ven-
dors (-80.3 percent), hardware/
software (-74.2 percent) and tele-
communications (-81.7 percent).

Expenditures reflect 
Future budget restraints
As if FY2011 wasn’t bad enough, 
public libraries anticipate that 
FY2012 will be another year of 
spending reductions, with a de-
crease of -12.3 percent compared 
with the 9.4 percent actual change 
in average expenditures experi-
enced from FY2010 to FY2011 
( Figure B-8). 

FiGUre b-6: PercenTAGe oF AVerAGe ToTAL TecHnoLoGy-reLATeD oPerATinG  
eXPenDiTUreS, by FUnDinG SoUrce AnD TyPe, Fy2011

Sources of Funding
Salaries (including 

benefits)
outside  
vendors

hardware/ 
Software

telecommunications total

local/county 57.7% 13.5% 18.2% 10.6% 100.0%

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

12.2% 15.1% 38.2% 34.5% 100.0%

Federal 40.3% 19.8% 17.0% 22.9% 100.0%

Fees/fines 16.1% 21.1% 36.5% 26.3% 100.0%

donations/local fundraising 3.6% 29.2% 52.1% 15.1% 100.0%

government grants (local,  
state or national level)

2.9% 5.8% 18.1% 73.1% 100.0%

Private foundation grants  
(e.g., carnegie, Ford, gates, 
etc.)

10.9% 42.2% 7.8% 39.1% 100.0%

reported average percent 36.9% 19.8% 27.5% 15.8% 100.0%

FiGUre b-7: AVerAGe TecHnoLoGy-reLATeD oPerATinG eXPenDiTUreS,  
by TyPe AnD FUnDinG SoUrce, Fy2011

Sources of Funding
Salaries (including 

benefits)
outside  
vendors

hardware/ 
Software

telecommunications

local/county 79.9% 34.7% 33.8% 34.4%

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

10.6% 9.6% 6.0% 14.1%

Federal 2.1% 32.0% 41.1% 20.9%

Fees/fines 1.4% 10.4% 1.4% 12.2%

donations/local fundraising 1.2% 2.2% 2.8% 2.7%

government grants (local,  
state or national level)

2.3% 7.8% 9.2% 9.7%

Private foundation grants (e.g.,  
carnegie, Ford, gates, etc.)

2.6% 3.2% 5.8% 6.1%

total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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It is important to note that when 
averaging for all libraries reporting, 
the proportional difference in rural 
libraries reporting (3,423 of 5,369, 
or 64 percent) compared with urban 
libraries (426 of 5,369, or 8.0 per-
cent) affects the average of all ex-
penditures reported (see Figures 
B-9 through B-12).

Operating expenditures, regard-
less of type, have declined for public 
libraries each year since FY2009 
(Figure B-9). Anticipated expendi-
ture declines in FY2012 were most 
notable in “other expenditures” 
(-25.6 percent), the category to 
which most technology-related ex-
penditures are assigned, followed by 
collections (-11.1 percent) and sala-
ries (-6.1 percent).

Urban libraries reported de-
creases in each category for last 
year (Figure B-10), but anticipate 
some improvement in FY2012 in  
all expenditure categories (3.9 per-
cent salaries, 7.4 percent collec-
tions) except other expenditures 
(-4.4 percent).

Suburban libraries generally re-
ported declines in each category 
each year since FY2009; however, 
they anticipate a sharper decline in 
other expenditures next year 
(FY2012), of about -18.4 percent 
(Figure B-11). They anticipated re-
ductions in salaries and collection 
expenditures at less than one per-
cent each next year. The more sig-
nificant decline in other 
expenditures may be traceable to 
public access computer replacement 
schedules, or simply mirrors ongo-
ing operating budget reductions.

As with urban and suburban pub-
lic libraries, rural libraries reported 
annual reductions in operating ex-
penditures in nearly all categories 
(Figure B-12). For FY2011 and 
FY2012, anticipated reductions are 
most notable in collections (-39.2 
percent), followed by other expen-
ditures (-7.5 percent) and salaries 
(-1.1 percent).

libraries continue to 
depend on E-rate
In FY2011, 54.4 percent of libraries 
(Figure B-13) reported applying for 
an E-rate discount, whether directly 
(38.1 percent) or as part of another 
organization’s application (16.3 per-
cent), a slight increase from last 
year (53.0 percent). As in last year, 
proportionally more urban libraries 
applied for E-rate discounts (65.8 
percent), followed by rural (56.5 
percent), then suburban (48.6 per-
cent) libraries.

Figure B-14 shows the percentage 
of public library systems receiving 
E-rate discounts by category. The 
highest overall percentage of 
 discounts were received in the tele-
communications category (83.2 
percent), by urban (87.1 percent), 
suburban (83.1 percent) and rural 
(82.8 percent) libraries; this is 

 consistent with the findings from 
last year. The greatest change was in 
discounts for Internet connectivity 
received by suburban libraries, 
which significantly increased to 57.3 
percent this year as compared to 
49.8 percent last year. 

The top three reasons why 42 
percent of public library systems 
did not apply for  E-rate discounts 
remained unchanged from prior 
years: the  E-rate application pro-
cess is too complicated (39.6 per-
cent); the  E-rate discount is low and 
not worth the time needed to partic-
ipate (34.2 percent); or the library 
did not comply with CIPA filtering 
requirements (31.5 percent).  
For urban libraries, the ranking dif-
fers slightly, with CIPA compliance 
(43.0 percent) being reported more 
frequently than the complicated ap-
plication process (39.5 percent) or 

FiGUre b-8: AVerAGe eXPenDiTUre cHAnGe  
by FUnDinG SoUrce, AcTUAL Fy2010-2011  
AnD AnTiciPATeD Fy2011-2012

Sources of Funding
Fy2010-2011 

change 
(actual)

Fy2011-2012 
change  

(anticipated)

local/county
$39,885 ($156,670)

4.1% -9.6%

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

$89,090 ($58,150)

76.8% -21.7%

Federal
$9,277 ($22,161)

23.3% -28.3%

Fees/fines
($3,651) ($4,942)

-11.7% -5.6%

donations/local fundraising
($4,451) ($20,841)

-17.0% -35.3%

government grants (local,  
state or national level)

($27,589) ($79,412)

-33.7% -69.0%

Private foundation grants (e.g.,  
carnegie, Ford, gates, etc.)

$1,271 $235

5.2% 0.4%

reported average total
$88,176 ($195,200)

9.4% -12.3%
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the low discount amount (38.4 
 percent) (more  detail available on 
Study website, Figure 50).

Federal Stimulus grants 
Fund broadband 
This year, for the first time, the  
survey asked public libraries about 

applications for the National Tele-
communications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) Broadband 
Technology Opportunity Program 
(BTOP) and the Broadband Initia-
tives Program (BIP). Both pro-
grams, which were announced in 
July 2009, are funded through the 

American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act of 2009 (ARRA). 

Forty-five percent of libraries re-
ported applying for these programs, 
either directly (20.1 percent) or by 
being included in another entity’s 
application (24.9 percent). More ur-
ban libraries submitted applications 

FiGUre b-9: AVerAGe PercenTAGe cHAnGe Fy2008 To Fy2012  
ToTAL oPerATinG eXPenDiTUreS 

Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

 
Fy2008-

2009
Fy2009-

2010
Fy2010-

2011
Fy2011-

2012
Fy2008-

2009
Fy2009-

2010
Fy2010-

2011
Fy2011-

2012
Fy2008-

2009
Fy2009-

2010
Fy2010-

2011
Fy2011-

2012

local/county -0.2% 0.3% -3.9% -6.9% -0.5% -4.6% -6.3% -1.0% -1% 15.5% 4.8% -18.7%

State -5.5% 55.7% -43.4% 14.3% 3.7% 4.2% 65.8% -64.8% -1% 1.9% -16.5% -18.3%

Federal 44.7% 228.4% -18.9% -10% 20.7% -6.6% 81.0% -64.7% 16.4% 109.1% -50.9% -37.5%

Fees/fines 3.7% -5.5% 13.3% 26.1% 3.5% -1.9% -27.2% -4.0% -4.2% -23.8% 48.4% -29.0%

donations/ local  
fundraising

18.9% -89% 20.5% -49.7% 15.9% -57.5% -12.2% -33.3% 7.7% -65.8% -16.5% -33.3%

government 
grants 

2.4% -19.5% 50.9% -81.4% -4.9% -22.2% -13.0% -15.8% -0.9% 18.7% -27.0% -46.3%

Private 
foundation 
grants 

43% -92.9% -5.0% 21.0% 10.7% -70% -0.7% -10.5% -1.7% -56% 0.5% -10.5%

reported average  
total change, all  
funding sources

7.3% -43.2% -8.6% -6.1% 3.0% -47.5% -6.7% -11.1% 0.2% -34.3% 9.2% -25.6%

FiGUre b-10: AVerAGe PercenTAGe cHAnGe Fy2008 To Fy2012  
UrbAn ToTAL oPerATinG eXPenDiTUreS 

Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

 
Fy2008-

2009
Fy2009-

2010
Fy2010-

2011
Fy2011-

2012
Fy2008-

2009
Fy2009-

2010
Fy2010-

2011
Fy2011-

2012
Fy2008-

2009
Fy2009-

2010
Fy2010-

2011
Fy2011-

2012

local/county 5.4% 16.3% -1.7% 5.3% 8.1% 19.3% -6.5% 6.6% 0.1% 49.7% -8.7% -2.5%

State 4.7% 48.5% 20.2% 132.3% 9.1% -30.8% 5.3% 39.5% 11.8% -6.9% 25.0% 47.8%

Federal 34.4% 121.4% -42.3% -63.4% 83.3% -42.4% -63.8% -90.5% 24.7% 59.5% 20.7% 94.7%

Fees/fines 5.3% 76.6% 20.2% 6.4% -4.3% 3.3% 1.9% 203.5% -3.5% -44.5% 25.5% -24.0%

donations/ local  
fundraising

17.0% -94.8% 42.0% -75.1% 33.3% -81.7% 6.8% -20.8% 13.4% -80.0% 12.1% -22.3%

government 
grants 

-77.5% 173.7% -13.4% -54.2% -78.1% 103.1% 35.1% -40.2% 27.8% 25.7% -23.2% 49.4%

Private 
foundation 
grants 

49.9% -91.4% 0.4% -26.2% 17.6% -63.4% -44.5% -41.2% -0.6% -72.3% -6.3% -0.3%

reported average  
total change, all  
funding sources

8.3% -30.7% -3.1% 3.9% 9.6% -35.8% -10.1% 7.4% 4.5% -22.5% -8.8% -4.4%
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(56.9 percent), as compared to rural 
(45.7 percent) and suburban (41.5 
percent) libraries (Figure B-15). 

Figure B-16 shows the types of 
BTOP and BIP applications submit-
ted by public libraries. The highest 
percentage of applications were 
submitted in the category of public 

computer center (29.6 percent),  
followed by sustainable broadband 
(12.7 percent), State Broadband and 
Data Development - (9.8 percent) 
and middle mile infrastructure  
(2.4 percent). Among types, urban 
libraries submitted the highest per-
centage of applications to serve as a 

public computer center (49.6 per-
cent); rural libraries reported the 
highest percentages in the category 
of sustainable broadband (13.2 
 percent); and suburban libraries re-
ported the highest percentages in 
the category of State Broadband and 
Data Development (12.9 percent).

FiGUre b-11: AVerAGe PercenTAGe cHAnGe Fy2008 To Fy2012  
SUbUrbAn ToTAL oPerATinG eXPenDiTUreS 

Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

Fy2008-
2009

Fy2009-
2010

Fy2010-
2011

Fy2011-
2012

Fy2008-
2009

Fy2009-
2010

Fy2010-
2011

Fy2011-
2012

Fy2008-
2009

Fy2009-
2010

Fy2010-
2011

Fy2011-
2012

local/county 5.0% -15.1% -1.7% -1.8% 1.0% -21.0% 5.7% -2.8% 2.7% -12.5% 4.7% -12.4%

State -4.0% 91.4% -2.8% 28.2% 0.7% 80.6% -47.3% 12.0% -11.8% 29.9% 19.1% 5.0%

Federal 71.8% 181.5% -60.0% -18.8% 6.3% 20.5% 15.2% 39.9% -7.1% 182.7% -8.9% 13.6%

Fees/fines -4.7% -17.2% -9.1% 35.3% 11.5% -14.5% -1.6% -3.9% -5.1% 31.5% -23.4% -28.3%

donations/local 
fundraising

1.4% 44.1% 29.6% 29.5% 8.1% 14.9% 3.0% 4.3% -11.5% 6.7% 2.7% -11.9%

government 
grants 

-28.4% 912.5% 19.7% -72.7% -3.2% -26.0% 38.4% -8.9% -39.8% 68.7% 33.2% -0.8%

Private 
foundation 
grants 

23.6% -95.4% -42.2% 188.7% 12.3% -88.3% 2.5% 26.0% -21.9% -33.5% -9.1% -35.2%

reported average 
total change, all 
funding sources

8.5% -45.0% -2.4% -0.5% 3.3% -49.3% -1.5% -0.8% -2.5% -33.9% 3.8% -18.4%

FiGUre b-12: AVerAGe PercenTAGe cHAnGe Fy2008 To Fy2012  
rUrAL ToTAL oPerATinG eXPenDiTUreS 

Salaries (including benefits) Collections Other Expenditures

Fy2008-
2009

Fy2009-
2010

Fy2010-
2011

Fy2011-
2012

Fy2008-
2009

Fy2009-
2010

Fy2010-
2011

Fy2011-
2012

Fy2008-
2009

Fy2009-
2010

Fy2010-
2011

Fy2011-
2012

local/county -22.6% 17.3% -7.3% -2.0% -26.4% 4.4% 0.3% -1.1% -8.6% 2.1% 0.8% 1.0%

State -15.8% 51.2% -5.8% 13.7% -0.3% 1.8% -2.2% -81.0% -6.2% -0.3% -5.3% 3.6%

Federal -29.7% 1769.0% 27.4% -4.9% -73.7% 488.3% -2.0% 19.1% 7.8% 532.1% -66.2% -33.7%

Fees/fines 13.3% 40.4% 23.5% -23.7% 20.9% 23.5% 1.9% -14.5% -19.1% 19.5% 13.1% 1.5%

donations/
local fundraising

18.0% -9.7% -20.1% -35.9% 0.4% -6.8% -1.9% 28.9% 6.4% -0.7% 0.0% 0.5%

government 
grants 

11.2% 25.8% -6.8% -4.9% 6.9% 51.8% -20.4% -0.3% -13.6% 71.3% 26.2% -18.6%

Private 
foundation 
grants 

4.9% 64.4% 21.7% 5.8% 16.7% 11.5% -14.3% -21.2% -2.6% 18.1% 83.4% -20.4%

reported average 
total change, all 
funding sources

-36.4% 3.1% -7.2% -1.1% -15.0% -45.4% -1.8% -39.2% -7.8% -37.2% -1.7% -7.5%
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The two states that participated in 
the field report for this year’s Study 
(p. 88) both received BTOP funds. 

State libraries again 
report cuts in Public 
library Funds
The past year brought great chal-
lenges to public library support in 
the form of significant reductions in 
funding and staffing at many state 
libraries. However, there were op-
portunities to improve public access 
to computers and the Internet in lo-
cal libraries through state-level 
federal stimulus funding provided 
by BTOP and BIP. Findings from a 
November 2010 survey of Chief Of-
ficers of State Library Agencies 
(COSLA), with 90 percent of states 
and the District of Columbia partic-
ipating, depict a trend continued 
from last year: 19 states (43 per-
cent) reported cuts in state funding 
for public libraries from FY2010 to 
FY2011. Of these, over half indicat-
ed that the cuts were greater than 10 
percent. Southern states continued 
to be among the hardest hit, with 27 
percent of respondents reporting 
double-digit funding cuts, and 54 
percent overall reporting decreased 
funding (Figure B-17). 

The cumulative decline of fund-
ing reported by many states since 
FY2009 is of great concern: Geor-
gia, Kentucky, and South Carolina 
have all reported decreased funding 
during each of the past three years. 
Virginia, whose reductions began 
earlier in FY2008, has experienced 
an overall funding decline of greater 
than 25 percent. California, Illinois, 
Michigan, Nevada, New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania also reported signifi-
cant declines in funding throughout 
the past three years.

Fourteen states reported no 
change in state funding from 
FY2010 to FY2011; seven states 
(Colorado, Idaho, Maine, South 

FiGUre b-13: AVerAGe PercenTAGe oF PUbLic LibrArieS 
THAT APPLieD For An e-rATe DiScoUnT, Fy2011

Metropolitan Status

urban Suburban rural overall

applied directly 56.0% 29.2% 41.3% 38.1%

another organization 
applied on the library’s 
behalf

9.8% 19.4% 15.2% 16.3%

did not apply 32.0% 47.3% 40.0% 42.0%

do not know 2.2% 4.1% 3.5% 3.6%

FiGUre b-15: AVerAGe PercenTAGe oF PUbLic LibrArieS 
THAT APPLieD For bToP or biP AWArDS

Metropolitan Status

urban Suburban rural overall

applied directly 26.4% 14.7% 22.4% 20.1%

library was included in  
an application submitted  
by another entity

30.5% 26.8% 23.3% 24.9%

did not apply 38.3% 46.5% 40.5% 42.4%

don’t know 4.8% 12.0% 13.7% 12.6%

FiGUre b-14: AVerAGe PercenTAGe oF PUbLic LibrArieS 
receiVinG An e-rATe DiScoUnT, Fy2011

Metropolitan Status

E-rate categories urban Suburban rural overall

internet connectivity 68.0% 57.3% 58.5% 58.8%

telecommunications 
services

87.1% 83.1% 82.8% 83.2%

internal connections cost 16.3% 10.3% 10.6% 11.0%

will not total 100%, as respondents could select more than one option

FiGUre b-16: AVerAGe PercenTAGe oF bToP AnD biP 
APPLicATionS by TyPe

Metropolitan Status

application type urban Suburban rural overall

Public computer center 49.6% 32.9% 25.3% 29.6%

Sustainable broadband 12.4% 11.7% 13.2% 12.7%

middle mile 5.8% 4.3% * 2.4%

State broadband and data 
development (Sbdd) 

5.0% 12.9% 8.7% 9.8%

don’t know 28.9% 41.7% 52.1% 47.0%

other 11.6% 8.0% 9.3% 9.1%

will not total 100%, as respondents could select more than one option 
key: *: insufficient data to report
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 Dakota, Vermont, Washington and 
Wyoming) and the District of Co-
lumbia reported they do not provide 
state aid to public libraries. Three of 
the four states reporting increased 
funding offered the following cave-
ats: in two cases, one-time supple-
mental funding offset state funding 
cuts; in another case, the increased 
funding was not enough to make up 
for reductions in FY2010, resulting 
in an overall decrease in funding 
since FY2009. Only North Dakota is 
notable in the nation for reporting 
multiple-year increases from 
FY2008 to FY2010, and a stable 
budget from FY2010 to FY2011 for 
an overall three-year budget in-
crease greater than 20 percent.

In anticipation of FY2012, 17 
states report they anticipate a de-
cline in state funding for public 
libraries, 17 states are unable to 
predict, and 12 states expect funding 
will remain unchanged.

In addition to cuts in direct fund-
ing to public libraries, many state 
library agencies report a range of re-
ductions to their own budgets that 
reduce the resources and staff sup-
port available to other libraries. Per-
haps most significant is the loss in 
staffing – through cuts, frozen posi-
tions and furloughs – that provides 
consulting and manages training and 
continuing education opportunities 
for libraries. “We have a tremendous 
amount of vacancies that directly 
serve our public libraries, and we 
cannot fill these positions,” said one 

state librarian, who has lost about 28 
percent of her staff. Another state 
librarian reports, “We have had ma-
jor budget reductions and have to re-
duce staff, travel and training costs. 
We are not able to get around the 
state to visit libraries and are offer-
ing fewer continuing education pro-
grams.” Other impacts include 
reductions in materials budgets, 
summer reading program support 
and coordination of literacy services.

Anticipated local funding reflects 
a similar dismal story. Slightly more 
states (19 compared with 17) report-
ed that local funding for public 
libraries will likely decline for a ma-
jority of public libraries during 
FY2011 as compared to last year. 
Only four states reported that local 

funding will likely improve for a 
majority of their public libraries. 
Eight states reported no anticipated 
change for a majority of their public 
libraries. Other states (15) reported 
that they either didn’t know the sta-
tus of local funding or that no clear 
majority of libraries in any funding 
category (increase, decrease or no 
change) could be discerned.

This year’s COSLA questionnaire 
asked about the number of libraries 
that had closed as a result of funding 
cuts. More states (17 as compared 
with 13 last year) reported being 
aware of public library closures in 
their states within the past 12 
months. Most states reported that 
fewer than two library outlets had 
closed, although Pennsylvania and 

FiGUre b-17: cHAnGeS in STATe FUnDinG To PUbLic LibrArieS, Fy2011
Decreased =19 Increased = 4

census region 1-2% 3-4% 5-10%
greater 

than 10%
no State 

aid
no 

change
1-2% 3-4% 5-10%

greater 
than 10%

total

midwest 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 10

northeast 1 3 2 1 7

South 1 3 4 1 5 1 15

west 1 1 4 6 1 13

total 2 2 5 10 8 14 1 1 0 2 45

the midyork (utica) library System E-mobile computer training unit was funded through 
a btoP award received by the new york State library.

note: one state had not yet started Fy2011, so did not respond to this section of survey
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New Jersey reported between five 
and 10 libraries had closed in the 
previous year due to budget cuts. In 
response to a new question, 78 
 percent (36 out of 46 states) report-
ed that public library hours had 
been reduced for financial reasons. 
This finding is similarly reflected in 
data collected in this year’s survey of 
public libraries (detail available on 
Study website, Figure 2).

In the 2007-2008 Study, 11 per-
cent of states reported they had no 
role in supporting high-speed In-
ternet access. Not so this year. To-
day, the most common role state 
libraries play (96 percent) is as an 
advocate for the need to improve 
high-speed and broadband access 
for public libraries (Figure B-18). 
Forty-two states (91 percent) indi-
cated that they provide E-rate tech-
nical assistance and application 
support for federal funding for 
high-speed Internet access. An 
even greater change from 2007-
2008 Study is the direct support 
that state libraries today provide to 
public libraries for broadband 
planning. Twenty-seven states (59 
percent, as compared to 13 percent 
in the 2007-2008 Study) reported 

that they provide consulting assis-
tance or training to public libraries 
to assist them in broadband plan-
ning, deployment, administration 
and/or assessment. On a related 
note, 32 states (70 percent) report-
ed that the state library is repre-
sented on broadband mapping and 
planning advisory committees, or is 
assisting with library data collec-
tion to support broadband mapping 
and planning.

Thirty-six states (78 percent) re-
ported that they applied (solely or in 
partnership with others) for BTOP 
or BIP funding. The vast majority of 
states applied for BTOP Public 
Computer Center funding (89 per-
cent), followed by BIP/BTOP Infra-
structure (25 percent) and BTOP 
Sustainable Broadband Adoption 
(25 percent) funding. Of those that 
applied, twenty-seven states (75 
percent) reported that they were 
successful in securing funding. In 
seven states (26 percent), all public 
libraries in the state will benefit 
from the funding secured.

conclusion
Libraries are doing the best they can 
within the limits of a slower than 

expected economic recovery. 
 However, the impact of the multi-
year budget decline is clear: budgets 
have been trimmed to the bone and 
library services and staff are 
stretched as far as possible. 

Despite financial constraints, 
libraries expressed their determi-
nation to maintain and advance 
public technology services. Follow-
ing two sobering budget cycles with 
cumulative operational budget re-
ductions of 24 percent, the San  
Diego County Library’s technology 
budget was cut 33 percent, which 
included the loss of a significant 
number of public access computers. 
“The greatest challenge is the fiscal 
challenge that, with diminished re-
sources and in this economic envi-
ronment, more people need the 
services,” said Library Director José 
Aponte. “We hated cutting back 
computers, as it is fundamental to 
our mission and purpose. We had to 
repurpose an enormous number of 
computers from the staff side to the 
public side. The focus here has been 
on the public service access first, 
and that has been at some cost to the 
staff and their ability to operate the 
library.” z

  44% advocating for and increasing awareness of 
the need for improved high-speed and broadband 
access for public libraries

  8% Paying for high-speed and broadband access 
on behalf of public libraries

  14% building high-speed and broadband 
networks in collaboration with other public/private 
agencies

  1% building high-speed and broadband networks 
independently

  27% Providing direct consulting assistance 
or training to public libraries to assist them in 
broadband planning, deployment, administration 
and/or assessment

  42% Providing E-rate technical assistance and 
application support for federal funding for high-
speed internet

  0% the state has no role in this arena

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

FiGUre b-18: roLe oF THe STATe LibrAry AS iT reLATeS To SUPPorTinG inTerneT AcceSS


