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In January 2008 a survey was sent to all 370 independent public libraries in Massachusetts.  This survey asked library directors for their opinion of the requirements of the current State Aid to Public Libraries program.  

The survey was sent as part of the Board of Library Commissioners’ continuing review of the current State Aid to Public Libraries program.  The review began in September 2006 when the Board appointed a thirty member committee.  A final report and recommendations from the committee work was presented to the Board at their July 2007 meeting (the committee work final report is on the agency website at:  http://mblc.state.ma.us/grants/state_aid/sa_review_comm/index.php )
The six questions on the survey covered three areas.  The first question asked directors to report their length of service.  The next four questions addressed the increase or decrease of the library’s budget and the impact of the three major components (Municipal Appropriation Requirement, materials expenditure requirement and hours open requirement) of the State Aid program on library budgets. The sixth question asked what is the one thing that the director would like to see changed and how would he or she change it.
The response rate for this survey was 63%, 233 surveys were returned within a period of 3 weeks.

Of the 230 that responded to the first question, 20 had been director less than one year, 74 had been director for 1 to 5 years, 47 had been director between 5 and 10 years and 89 had been in their libraries for more than 10 years.  In the data tables that follow this narrative, the responses to questions are displayed by the library director’s years of service and by the population of the reporting library’s municipality.
When looking at all of the responses together for question 2, the Municipal Appropriation Requirement (MAR) ranked number one in importance as a safeguard for the library budget by 66% of the directors.  The materials expenditure requirement ranked number two by 44%.  The hours of service requirement ranked number three by 63%.  (See the data tables on pages 5–8.)
Viewed in terms of years of service, the rankings remained the same.  However, when viewed by population groups the rankings varied.  All of the population groups ranked the MAR as number one except for the over 100,000 population group which ranked the materials expenditure requirement as number one.  Most of the population groups ranked the materials expenditure requirement as number two, except the 10,000 to 14,999 group, which put the materials expenditure and the hours open requirements in a tie; the 25,000 to 49,999 group, which ranked hours of service as number two; and the over 100,000 group, which put the MAR as number two.  Finally, all of the population groups ranked hours of service as number three (the over 100,000 group made a unanimous choice of hours open) except for the 25,000 to 49,999 group, which ranked materials expenditure as number three.
 When asked in question 3 if their budgets had increased between FY2007 and FY2008, 194 directors responded that their budgets had increased and 26 responded that their budgets had not increased.  (See table on page 9.)
As a follow-up to question 3, question 4 asked directors which requirements of the current state aid program helped with any budgetary increase. (See tables on pages 10-13, and additional factors on page 13.)  Seventy-three percent reported that the MAR had a positive effect.  Thirty-nine percent reported a positive impact from the hours open requirement, while 59% reported no impact.  Finally 75% indicated that the materials expenditure requirement had a positive impact on their budget increase.
Breaking down the responses to question 4 by length of service of the library director, the MAR remained positive. Of the least experienced library directors 81% reported the MAR as positive; for the 1 to 5 year directors 75% saw the MAR as a positive factor; 84% of the 5 to 10 year group agreed; and 65% of library directors in their positions for over 10 years reported the MAR as positive.  All of the groups of library directors saw the hours open requirement as somewhat positive (25%, 39%, 43% and 41%), however over 50% in all of the groups saw the hours open as having no impact on their FY2007 to FY2008 budget increases.  As for the materials expenditure requirement, between 73% and 77% of the respondents in each group saw this requirement as having a positive impact.
Looking at the responses to question 4 by population groups, the MAR was seen as positive by at least 50% in each group.  Those groups with the highest percentages were: 2,000 – 4,999 at 84%; 15,000-24,999 at 85%; and 25,000 to 49,999 at 87%.  Only 50% of the over 100,000 group saw the MAR as having a positive impact, while 54% of the under 2,000 and the 50,000 to 99,999 groups did.  Of the two remaining, 66% of the 5,000 to 9,999 and 77% of the 10,000 to 14,999 population groups saw the MAR as a positive factor.
The hours open requirement remained a non-impact item for all groups, especially under 2,000 at 92%. There was 100% agreement amongst the directors in the over 100,000 group that the hours open requirement had no impact. However in the 25,000 to 49,999 segment 76% of the directors saw it as a positive factor.
A high percentage of all groups under 50,000 reported that the materials expenditure standard had a positive impact.  Fifty percent of both groups over 50,000 reported the materials expenditure standard as positive. Forty-two and 50% of those groups, respectively, reported no impact from this requirement.

Question 5 asked library directors about the impact of the State Aid requirements on their budgets since FY2004 (see tables on pages 14 -17).  An overwhelming 80% said that the MAR has had a somewhat positive or positive impact.  Fifty-three percent said that the hours open requirement affected their budgets positively, while 43% said that this requirement had no impact.  The materials expenditure requirement was positive for 76% of the respondents.

Reviewing the responses according to the number of years a library director has been on the job, the percentages closely follow the above results at 84% (under 1 year), 70% (1 to 5 years), 75% (5 to 10 years) and 75% (over 10 years) for a positive effect of the MAR.  The percent reporting hours open as having a positive impact ranged between 46% and 56%, with no impact being reported by 40% to 50%.  Between 70% and 82% of the directors, based on length of service, reported that the hours open standard has had a positive effect on their budgets.  Only the librarians that have been directors between one and five years were more supportive of the materials expenditure (82%) over the MAR (70%).
Question 5 revealed different emphases based on population groups.  Of the library directors in municipalities with a population of 2,000 to 50,000, between 79% and 93% said that the MAR has had a positive impact on their library budgets since FY2004.  Only 55% of those in the under 2,000 group reported a positive effect, 24% reported no impact and 21% reported an at least somewhat negative impact.  Of the two over 50,000 groups, 60% and 67%, respectively, said that the MAR had a positive impact, while 43% and 33% reported no impact.
The hours open requirement hovered between 48% and 66% as being a positive budget increasing agent for directors.  The exceptions included the under 2,000 group, only 23% saw this requirement as somewhat positive and 77% saw it as having no impact; the over 100,000 group, two-thirds reported no impact and one third reported a somewhat positive impact.  Seventy-seven percent of the 25,000 to 49,999 group saw this requirement as positively affecting their budgets.
Finally, the materials expenditure requirement was seen as positive by over 68% of respondents in all population categories except the under 2,000 group.  Of the directors in this group, only 42% saw the materials expenditure requirement as having a positive impact; 23% saw it as having no impact and 29% saw it as being somewhat negative vis-à-vis their budgets since FY2004.
Question 6 inquired of directors what one thing they would like to see changed and how they would change it.  (See summary on pages 18-19 and all of the comments in Appendix A, beginning on page 20.) Many of the 183 comments centered on the municipal appropriation requirement and waiver of this requirement (26 and 19, respectively).  Eleven of the nineteen MAR waiver responses stated that the MAR waivers should be made more difficult and that the Board should stop granting so many.  Only two suggested that the waiver process be softened or that more waivers should be granted. 
When asked about the MAR, four directors suggested an increase in the MAR requirement.  On the other side, two suggested a decrease in the requirement and thirteen directors suggested accommodation or flexibility to allow for individual budget circumstances.
Twenty-two directors stated that the hours open requirement needed changes.  Six suggested increasing the requirement and seven wanted more flexibility in the requirement.

The materials expenditure requirement elicited 61 or 33% of all the comments.  Far and away the leading recommendation was to allow other costs and flexibility in the calculation.  Four recommended elimination, but four asked for an increase and ten asked for a decrease in the requirement.
Aside from these main requirements, six directors said that they wanted no changes, and thirteen said that the entire program needed more flexibility.
Outside the current program three directors mentioned developing a new and different standard and five directors would like to see rewards for going beyond the requirements.
Question 2:  Please rank the following requirements of the state aid program in order of importance as a safeguard for your library’s budget. (1 being highest)

Number One by Library Director Years of Service

	
	MAR   number 1
	materials expenditure   number 1
	hours open   number 1

	all responding
	154
	65
	13

	
	66.38%
	28.02%
	5.60%

	more than 10 years
	59
	24
	4

	
	67.82%
	27.59%
	4.60%

	5 to 10
	34
	10
	2

	
	73.91%
	21.74%
	4.35%

	1 to 5 years
	48
	22
	6

	
	63.16%
	28.95%
	7.89%

	less than 1 year
	11
	8
	1

	
	55.00%
	40.00%
	5.00%


Number Two by Library Director Years of Service
	
	MAR   number 2
	materials expenditure   number 2
	hours open   number 2

	all responding
	49
	93
	71

	
	23.00%
	43.66%
	33.33%

	more than 10 years
	16
	37
	31

	
	19.05%
	44.05%
	36.90%

	5 to 10
	10
	19
	15

	
	22.73%
	43.18%
	34.09%

	1 to 5 years
	16
	29
	19

	
	25.00%
	45.31%
	29.69%

	less than 1 year
	6
	7
	5

	
	33.33%
	38.89%
	27.78%


Number Three by Library Director Years of Service
	
	MAR   number 3
	materials expenditure   number 3
	hours open   number 3

	all responding
	20
	57
	133

	
	9.52%
	27.14%
	63.33%

	more than 10 years
	10
	21
	50

	
	12.35%
	25.93%
	61.73%

	5 to 10
	2
	15
	27

	
	4.55%
	34.09%
	61.36%

	1 to 5 years
	6
	16
	42

	
	9.38%
	25.00%
	65.63%

	less than 1 year
	2
	4
	12

	
	11.11%
	22.22%
	66.67%


Number One by Population

	
	MAR number 1
	materials expenditure  number 1
	hours open  number 1

	all responding
	154
	65
	13

	
	66.38%
	28.02%
	5.60%

	less than 2,000
	20
	9
	1

	
	66.67%
	30.00%
	3.33%

	2,000 to 4,999
	19
	11
	1

	
	61.29%
	35.48%
	3.23%

	5,000 to 9,999
	31
	14
	2

	
	65.96%
	29.79%
	4.26%

	10,000 to 14,999
	25
	12
	1

	
	65.79%
	31.58%
	2.63%

	15,000 to 24,999
	22
	10
	4

	
	61.11%
	27.78%
	11.11%

	25,000 to 49,999
	25
	4
	3

	
	78.13%
	12.50%
	9.38%

	50,000 to 99,999
	11
	2
	1

	
	78.57%
	14.29%
	7.14%

	over 100,000
	1
	3
	0

	
	25.00%
	75.00%
	0.00%


Number Two by Population

	
	MAR   number 2
	materials expenditure   number 2
	hours open   number 2

	all responding
	49
	93
	71

	
	23.00%
	43.66%
	33.33%

	less than 2,000
	5
	14
	9

	
	17.86%
	50.00%
	32.14%

	2,000 to 4,999
	9
	12
	10

	
	29.03%
	38.71%
	32.26%

	5,000 to 9,999
	13
	22
	7

	
	30.95%
	52.38%
	16.67%

	10,000 to 14,999
	7
	14
	14

	
	20.00%
	40.00%
	40.00%

	15,000 to 24,999
	10
	12
	11

	
	30.30%
	36.36%
	33.33%

	25,000 to 49,999
	1
	11
	15

	
	3.70%
	40.74%
	55.56%

	50,000 to 99,999
	1
	7
	5

	
	7.69%
	53.85%
	38.46%

	over 100,000
	3
	1
	0

	
	75.00%
	25.00%
	0.00%


Number Three by Population

	
	MAR   number 3
	materials expenditure   number 3 
	hours open   number 3

	all responding
	20
	57
	133

	
	9.52%
	27.14%
	63.33%

	less than 2,000
	4
	6
	18

	
	14.29%
	21.43%
	64.29%

	2,000 to 4,999
	3
	8
	20

	
	9.68%
	25.81%
	64.52%

	5,000 to 9,999
	1
	7
	34

	
	2.38%
	16.67%
	80.95%

	10,000 to 14,999
	4
	9
	9

	
	18.18%
	40.91%
	40.91%

	15,000 to 24,999
	3
	11
	19

	
	9.09%
	33.33%
	57.58%

	25,000 to 49,999
	3
	12
	11

	
	11.54%
	46.15%
	42.31%

	50,000 to 99,999
	2
	4
	7

	
	15.38%
	30.77%
	53.85%

	over 100,000
	0
	0
	4

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	100.00%


Question 3:  Did your FY2008 budget increase over FY2007?

	
	yes
	no

	all responding
	194
	26

	
	88.18%
	11.82%

	less than 1 year as library director
	16
	4

	
	80.00%
	20.00%

	1 to 5 years as library director
	58
	12

	
	82.86%
	17.14%

	5 to 10 years as library director
	45
	1

	
	97.83%
	2.17%

	more than 10 years as library director
	73
	8

	
	90.12%
	9.88%

	Population less than 2,000
	28
	3

	
	90.32%
	9.68%

	Population 2,000 to 4,999
	30
	0

	
	100.00%
	0.00%

	Population 5,000 to 9,999
	35
	6

	
	85.37%
	14.63%

	Population 10,000 to 14,999
	29
	6

	
	82.86%
	17.14%

	Population 15,000 to 24,999
	33
	5

	
	86.84%
	13.16%

	Population 25,000 to 49,999
	23
	5

	
	82.14%
	17.86%

	Population 50,000 to 99,999
	12
	1

	
	92.31%
	7.69%

	Population over 100,000
	4
	0

	
	100.00%
	0.00%


Question 4:  If yes, to which requirement or requirements do you attribute (either in part or in whole) this increase in FY2008?

All Responding

	all responding
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	9
	45
	53
	95

	
	0.00%
	4.46%
	22.28%
	26.24%
	47.03%

	Hours Open
	1
	2
	119
	45
	33

	
	0.50%
	1.00%
	59.50%
	22.50%
	16.50%

	Materials Expenditure
	2
	8
	41
	63
	87

	
	1.00%
	3.98%
	20.40%
	31.34%
	43.28%


Library director for less than one year

	under one year
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	3
	0
	9
	4

	
	0.00%
	18.75%
	0.00%
	56.25%
	25.00%

	Hours Open
	1
	1
	10
	2
	2

	
	6.25%
	6.25%
	62.50%
	12.50%
	12.50%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	2
	2
	8
	4

	
	0.00%
	12.50%
	12.50%
	50.00%
	25.00%


Library director for one to five years 

	1 to 5
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	1
	14
	12
	33

	
	0.00%
	1.67%
	23.33%
	20.00%
	55.00%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	37
	17
	6

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	61.67%
	28.33%
	10.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	3
	13
	19
	26

	
	0.00%
	4.92%
	21.31%
	31.15%
	42.62%


Library director for five to ten years 
	5 to 10
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	2
	5
	12
	26

	
	0.00%
	4.44%
	11.11%
	26.67%
	57.78%

	Hours Open
	0
	1
	24
	7
	12

	
	0.00%
	2.27%
	54.55%
	15.91%
	27.27%

	Materials Expenditure
	1
	1
	10
	10
	23

	
	2.22%
	2.22%
	22.22%
	22.22%
	51.11%


Library director for over ten years 
	over 10
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	3
	25
	20
	31

	
	0.00%
	3.80%
	31.65%
	25.32%
	39.24%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	46
	19
	13

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	58.97%
	24.36%
	16.67%

	Materials Expenditure
	1
	2
	15
	25
	34

	
	1.30%
	2.60%
	19.48%
	32.47%
	44.16%


Population under 2,000 
	under 2,000
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	4
	8
	7
	7

	
	0.00%
	15.38%
	30.77%
	26.92%
	26.92%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	23
	2
	0

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	92.00%
	8.00%
	0.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	1
	3
	10
	6
	6

	
	3.85%
	11.54%
	38.46%
	23.08%
	23.08%


Population 2,000 to 4,999 
	2,000 to 4,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	0
	5
	12
	14

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	16.13%
	38.71%
	45.16%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	20
	2
	9

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	64.52%
	6.45%
	29.03%

	Materials Expenditure
	1
	1
	3
	8
	18

	
	3.23%
	3.23%
	9.68%
	25.81%
	58.06%


Population 5,000 to 9,999 
	5,000 to 9,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	4
	10
	11
	16

	
	0.00%
	9.76%
	24.39%
	26.83%
	39.02%

	Hours Open
	1
	2
	27
	8
	3

	
	2.44%
	4.88%
	65.85%
	19.51%
	7.32%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	3
	3
	14
	21

	
	0.00%
	7.32%
	7.32%
	34.15%
	51.22%


Population 10,000 to 14,999 
	10,000 to 14,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	0
	7
	8
	15

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	23.33%
	26.67%
	50.00%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	14
	9
	7

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	46.67%
	30.00%
	23.33%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	0
	3
	14
	13

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	10.00%
	46.67%
	43.33%


Population 15,000 to 24,999
	15,000 to 24,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	0
	5
	9
	19

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	15.15%
	27.27%
	57.58%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	18
	10
	4

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	56.25%
	31.25%
	12.50%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	0
	8
	7
	17

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	25.00%
	21.88%
	53.13%


Population 25,000 to 49,999
	25,000 to 49,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	0
	3
	4
	17

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	12.50%
	16.67%
	70.83%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	6
	11
	8

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	24.00%
	44.00%
	32.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	0
	7
	11
	7

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	28.00%
	44.00%
	28.00%


Population 50,000 to 99,999
	50,000 to 99,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	1
	5
	1
	6

	
	0.00%
	7.69%
	38.46%
	7.69%
	46.15%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	7
	3
	2

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	58.33%
	25.00%
	16.67%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	1
	5
	3
	3

	
	0.00%
	8.33%
	41.67%
	25.00%
	25.00%


Population over 100,000
	over 100,000
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%
	25.00%
	25.00%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	100.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%


Other factors/requirements listed as having a positive impact on the library’s budget increase.
building expenses require larger budget, building maintenance, building repair, funds for painting, maintenance
certification, regaining certification, keep accreditation, decertification, reciprocal borrowing, ILL service denial, denial of reciprocal borrowing, loss of aid, NRC
construction grant
director requirement
cost of fuel, energy costs, energy increase, heat, utilities, utilities, utility bills, utility expense, need utilities increases
facility use
joined MVLC as full member

salaries, salaries, staff salaries, union contracts, wages, wages negotiation, need salaries increases, director salary, increase in staffing needs
supportive town
tech support, technology, increase in tech costs

town budget request

library circulation

Question 5:  How have the requirements of the state aid program affected your library budget since FY2004?
All responding

	all responding
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	8
	9
	29
	53
	129

	
	3.51%
	3.95%
	12.72%
	23.25%
	56.58%

	Hours Open
	4
	5
	97
	62
	56

	
	1.79%
	2.23%
	43.30%
	27.68%
	25.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	6
	18
	31
	66
	107

	
	2.63%
	7.89%
	13.60%
	28.95%
	46.93%


Library director for less than one year

	under one year
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	0
	3
	9
	7

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	15.79%
	47.37%
	36.84%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	10
	6
	4

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%
	30.00%
	20.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	1
	4
	9
	6

	
	0.00%
	5.00%
	20.00%
	45.00%
	30.00%


Library director for one to five years
	1 to 5 years
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	1
	8
	13
	49

	
	0.00%
	1.41%
	11.27%
	18.31%
	69.01%

	Hours Open
	0
	1
	31
	20
	18

	
	0.00%
	1.43%
	44.29%
	28.57%
	25.71%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	5
	8
	22
	37

	
	0.00%
	6.94%
	11.11%
	30.56%
	51.39%


Library director for five to ten years

	5 to 10 years
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	3
	5
	4
	5
	31

	
	6.25%
	10.42%
	8.33%
	10.42%
	64.58%

	Hours Open
	1
	3
	20
	6
	15

	
	2.22%
	6.67%
	44.44%
	13.33%
	33.33%

	Materials Expenditure
	3
	3
	8
	8
	24

	
	6.52%
	6.52%
	17.39%
	17.39%
	52.17%


Library director over ten years

	over 10
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	5
	3
	14
	24
	41

	
	5.75%
	3.45%
	16.09%
	27.59%
	47.13%

	Hours Open
	3
	1
	34
	29
	19

	
	3.49%
	1.16%
	39.53%
	33.72%
	22.09%

	Materials Expenditure
	3
	9
	10
	25
	40

	
	3.45%
	10.34%
	11.49%
	28.74%
	45.98%


Population under 2,000

	under 2,000
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	2
	5
	8
	10
	8

	
	6.06%
	15.15%
	24.24%
	30.30%
	24.24%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	24
	7
	0

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	77.42%
	22.58%
	0.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	2
	9
	7
	8
	5

	
	6.45%
	29.03%
	22.58%
	25.81%
	16.13%


Population 2,000 to 4,999

	2,000 to 4,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	1
	3
	8
	17

	
	0.00%
	3.45%
	10.34%
	27.59%
	58.62%

	Hours Open
	1
	0
	14
	1
	13

	
	3.45%
	0.00%
	48.28%
	3.45%
	44.83%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	2
	3
	9
	17

	
	0.00%
	6.45%
	9.68%
	29.03%
	54.84%


Population 5,000 to 9,999

	5,000 to 9,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	1
	0
	4
	12
	27

	
	2.27%
	0.00%
	9.09%
	27.27%
	61.36%

	Hours Open
	1
	1
	20
	11
	12

	
	2.22%
	2.22%
	44.44%
	24.44%
	26.67%

	Materials Expenditure
	2
	3
	2
	10
	29

	
	4.35%
	6.52%
	4.35%
	21.74%
	63.04%


Population 10,000 to 14,999
	10,000 to 14,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	2
	0
	3
	8
	23

	
	5.56%
	0.00%
	8.33%
	22.22%
	63.89%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	16
	11
	8

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	45.71%
	31.43%
	22.86%

	Materials Expenditure
	1
	1
	2
	9
	22

	
	2.86%
	2.86%
	5.71%
	25.71%
	62.86%


Population 15,000 to 24,999

	15,000 to 24,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	1
	1
	6
	8
	22

	
	2.63%
	2.63%
	15.79%
	21.05%
	57.89%

	Hours Open
	1
	1
	10
	18
	5

	
	2.86%
	2.86%
	28.57%
	51.43%
	14.29%

	Materials Expenditure
	1
	1
	8
	8
	19

	
	2.70%
	2.70%
	21.62%
	21.62%
	51.35%


Population 25,000 to 49,000

	25,000 to 49,000
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	1
	0
	1
	5
	23

	
	3.33%
	0.00%
	3.33%
	16.67%
	76.67%

	Hours Open
	1
	1
	5
	11
	13

	
	3.23%
	3.23%
	16.13%
	35.48%
	41.94%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	0
	6
	16
	9

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	19.35%
	51.61%
	29.03%


Population 50,000 to 99,999

	50,000 to 99,999
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	1
	2
	3
	1
	8

	
	6.67%
	13.33%
	20.00%
	6.67%
	53.33%

	Hours Open
	0
	1
	6
	2
	5

	
	0.00%
	7.14%
	42.86%
	14.29%
	35.71%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	2
	2
	6
	3

	
	0.00%
	15.38%
	15.38%
	46.15%
	23.08%


Population over 100,000

	over 100,000
	Negative
	Somewhat Negative
	No Impact
	Somewhat Positive
	Positive

	MAR
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	33.33%
	33.33%
	33.33%

	Hours Open
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	66.67%
	33.33%
	0.00%

	Materials Expenditure
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	25.00%
	0.00%
	75.00%


Question 6: a. If there were one thing you could change about the current state aid to public libraries program, what would it be?  b. In what way would you change it?
Complete comments for 6b. are in Appendix A.

	6a.

Summary

One thing to change
	total respondents

183
	6b.

Categories of comments made

	MAR waivers
	19

11%
	make more difficult/stop granting so many–11

eliminate–2

grant more or soften–2

no category--4

	MAR
	26

14%
	calculations difficult to understand for town–2

calculations do not allow towns to bounce back–3

decrease %–2

increase /make more difficult–4 

comments that speak to some kind of accommodation or flexibility based on specific situations–13

no category–2

	Hours Open
	22

12%
	increase–6

decrease–2

allow flexibility in schedule–7

adjust pop groups–3

eliminate unduplicated hours–2

no category–2

	Materials Expenditures
	61 
33%
	increase-4

keep as is–1

decrease–10 (too high–3)

eliminate–4

per capita/range instead of %–5

not enough room for materials/too many–3

allow other costs/flexibility–21

individualize/consider town budget–8

no category–2

	Accommodation
	0
	

	Flexibility
	0
	

	Other–education requirement
	2
	

	Other–certification
	2
	

	Other–flexibility of program
	13 
7%
	need for flexibility

	6a.

Summary

One thing to change
	total respondents

183
	6b.

Categories of comments made

	Other–total program
	8
	

	Other–general
	6
	

	Other–NRC award
	2
	

	Other–new standard
	3
	

	Other–reward for going beyond
	5
	

	Other–change nothing
	6
	

	Other–forms and surveys
	5
	

	Other–other
	1
	

	Other–other programs
	2
	


Appendix A:  Comments from Question 6b—If there were one thing you could change, in what way would you change it?
	
	One thing to change
	comments

	1
	MAR waivers 
	Stop granting so many of them-it waters everything down and lessens libraries' ability to leverage the comm. when an override is discussed. Also develop a standard costs for inclusion with the mat. exp. to be measured against utilities not part of budget

	2
	MAR waivers 
	Make waivers harder to get.

	3
	MAR waivers 
	In FY07, poor short term decisions were made and the lib. was 10,000 over which raised the TAMI. The MAR is now making it challenging because the town wants all dept. to cut 8%. Wish there was a way to pause MAR incr. to be able to restore bud in future.

	4
	MAR waivers 
	I think waivers should happen only in rare instances.

	5
	MAR waivers 
	Make it more difficult and make consistent.

	6
	MAR waivers 
	

	7
	MAR waivers 
	Timing/deadlines have been in issue in the past.

	8
	MAR waivers 
	I believe it sends the wrong message by allowing such a large # of waivers. Communities will being to think "well, we can just get a waiver like XYZ did." If waivers allowed, strong wording should be attached to them to lessen their potential impact.

	9
	MAR waivers 
	Limit # of waivers and # of yrs lib. could receive. With so many receiving, the standards (MAR) is effectively meaningless.

	10
	MAR waivers 
	Limit the number of waivers a library can receive.

	11
	MAR waivers 
	Take care not to grant too many waivers. Some are essential. Too many dilute the effectiveness of the standards.

	12
	MAR waivers 
	Consider granting additional waivers.

	13
	MAR waivers 
	Grant waivers under very limited circumstances. In past few years, waivers have been granted too liberally. The MAR is a good "stick" for those communities that are in financial difficulty, i.e., just about all of us.

	14
	MAR waivers 
	Eliminate it.

	15
	MAR waivers 
	MAR most imp. req. Threat of decert. made our Mayor restore funding. Waivers should not be given to comm. that have been drastically disprop. cut (over 20%) unless there is a justifiable reason. This just weakens the decert. threat. See attached for more.

	16
	MAR waivers 
	

	17
	MAR waivers 
	Eliminate

	18
	MAR waivers 
	Give libraries a year or two to bounce back before losing accreditation.

	19
	MAR waivers 
	Waivers have allowed munics to take money from their public lib. guilt free. There are more towns looking at waivers and feeling okay about it because others are doing it. Once new regs are formed, there shouldn't be a way for town to get around them.

	1
	the MAR 
	Make it tougher.

	2
	the MAR
	MAR-increase/state aid increase to help with tech costs and staffing needs.

	3
	the MAR 
	Eliminate or make more flexible. Lib. understand this but the "town" has a hard time either wanting to understand or caring when times are tight.

	4
	the MAR 
	I would approve of the anticipated change in the req. as outlined in the revised State Aid program that is currently being considered.

	5
	the MAR 
	If macroeconomic factors are reason for inability to meet MAR, and MAR for past years remains consistently higher than TAMI for past years, it becomes impossible to meet MAR.

	6
	the MAR 
	Consider changing the 2.5% increase to lesser amount, but still require some level of increase.

	7
	the MAR 
	It should not require an increase if the town's budget is subject to a 2 1/2 override vote and it fails.

	8
	the MAR 
	The way the MAR is calculated using the TAMI or the MAR whichever is higher, makes it virtually impossible to get back in the game once you are out.

	9
	the MAR 
	Higher % increase. Marion should assume responsibility for more than 2/3 of our budget - expecting the trustees to raise the rest annually.

	10
	the MAR 
	I would lower the MAR to 1.5% and eliminate the flexibility and accommodation policies.

	11
	the MAR
	Pro-rated MAR awards

	12
	the MAR 
	

	13
	the MAR 
	Provide for more consideration of rising maintenance and utilities costs

	14
	the MAR 
	Accommodation for one bad year.

	15
	the MAR 
	For our small library, MAR often requires a budget increase request only to meet State Aid requirements. Would like to see some change to this budget requirement as long as other requirements are met.

	16
	the MAR 
	Taking lower amount to average to remain certified w/o waiver +2.5% is nearly impossible as towns fight to stay afloat.

	17
	the MAR 
	Base it more as an incentive than as a punishment. Towns are struggling and may not be able to meet requirement but may still be funding their libraries.

	18
	the MAR 
	It doesn't make sense to the Mayor and City Council.

	19
	the MAR 
	Make it better reflective of the current fiscal reality of the municipality rather than based on that of past years.

	20
	the MAR 
	Increase the requirements.

	21
	the MAR 
	As factors such as health ins. and utilities are included, it is becoming harder to measure what the MAR/Town Appro. should be. Further, the new State Aid process remains relatively complicated; need for simpler process for officials and librarians.

	22
	the MAR 
	I'd like it to be more flexible especially if a library meets all other service standards.

	23
	the MAR 
	Increase funding

	24
	the MAR
	Elected officials and Fin Comm do not understand the MAR calculations. A more straight forward calculation would be a better approach.

	25
	the MAR
	Realistically, the MAR has gotten us more funding in the past, but it is difficult and may not be possible for FY2009

	26
	the MAR 
	In tight budget times - MAR needs to be more flexible

	1
	hours open 
	Barnstable is unique - offering 25 hrs per week but we find it difficult to meet the 63 hrs/wk unduplicated requirement.

	2
	hours open 
	

	3
	hours open 
	Open more (higher standard)

	4
	hours open 
	

	5
	hours open 
	Reduce hrs open requirements for libraries in 25-30,000 range to 60 - 4-12 hrs days to 1-8 hrs day - 1-4 hr day - no lunch coverage.

	6
	hours open 
	Increase required hours open in all size libraries.

	7
	hours open 
	Allow more flexibility with hours for an amount of time.

	8
	hours open 
	Increase the number of hours that a library needs to be open to qualify.

	9
	hours open 
	We're about to be hit with the hrs. open requirement and I doubt very much whether we'll be able to do it.

	10
	hours open 
	The jump for the 25,000 + pop. is very unreasonable and should be changed.

	11
	hours open 
	Increase # of hours required.

	12
	hours open 
	Increase hours open.

	13
	hours open 
	It doesn't take into account that some libraries cost much more to be open per hour than others.

	14
	hours open 
	I would have additional hours open "count" towards increased aid.

	15
	hours open 
	Increase

	16
	hours open 
	Reduce requirement - 64 hrs. far too many staff in empty bldg. most evenings.

	17
	hours open 
	Required to be open 50hrs with a pop of 17,896 and I feel it is harder to meet the hrs. standard than for a community with 23,000. I would like to see an intermediate step for Pop Group E.

	18
	hours open 
	Make the hrs open requirement cover only from Oct thru May (instead of Sept.-June). I believe that those who offer services on Sunday don't get credit for that investment.

	19
	hours open 
	For library systems, eliminate the non duplicated hours requirement.

	20
	hours open 
	Make some other standards balance it out - we are a net lender - we should not be penalized for not being open all the hours when we provide other valuable services.

	21
	hours open 
	Let us average seasonal hrs across the entire year, otherwise Sunday hrs. will always be cut.

	22
	hours open 
	The accom. policy is great for hours. However 40-50 hrs/wk is a big jump for us as our population is 15,000 plus. We are all stretched w/staff. I hope to get more funds for staffing...it's a challenge.

	1
	mat. expenditures 
	Smaller libraries with smaller budgets seem to have a higher materials expenditure formula.

	2
	mat. expenditures 
	This library has a serious space problem. To meet the materials exp. I must weed severely.

	3
	mat. expenditures 
	In case a smaller error was made in the materials exp. requirement there could be accommodation.

	4
	mat. expenditures 
	Specific kinds of tech. should be counted towards materials expenditure when reasonable.

	5
	mat. expenditures 
	Per capita levels: Minimum level, good level, excellent level (not tied to total budget - too many variables)

	6
	mat. expenditures 
	

	7
	mat. expenditures 
	Make the expenditure needed a range rather than a finite. As budget rise some years it is harder to spend the correct $.

	8
	mat. expenditures 
	Because some funds outside the regular town budget can't be counted - it is difficult to figure exactly if you are meeting the requirement.

	9
	mat. expenditures 
	Redefine materials exp. to include programs, services for the public.

	10
	mat. expenditures 
	Broaden the category to include programming and other library activities.

	11
	mat. expenditures 
	Lower- it's draining our trust funds dry because the town can't handle the 2.5 to cover operating expenses.

	12
	mat. expenditures 
	Percentage lower. We seem to be scrambling to buy materials we don't need and don't have room for at the end of the year just to meet the exp. requirement. I would much prefer we could use more money for staffing, equipment, supplies.

	13
	mat. expenditures 
	Reduce the requirement because small libraries often have to discard materials to make room for new materials purchased.

	14
	mat. expenditures 
	Not sure; perhaps reduce percentages. It's difficult for us to increase our salary line item to what we need to move forward when it triggers jumps in the materials expenditure line as well.

	15
	mat. expenditures 
	Vagueness of mat. exp. should be clarified. W/o losing the power of the 16% perhaps make it clear that other sources can be used i.e. trust fund income, but those sources could only be relied upon partially so town won't decimate budgets.

	16
	mat. expenditures 
	As a small lib., sometimes feel the mat. exp. forces me to spend more than I'd like, necessitating aggressive weeding. On the other hand, it insures a steady flow on new materials.

	17
	mat. expenditures 
	Higher than minimum materials exp. could in part compensate for not meeting the hours open requirement.

	18
	mat. expenditures 
	Allow computer equipment to be called a capital expense. This would make it easier for us to upgrade computers w/o the need to worry about funding the required materials exp. percentage.

	19
	mat. expenditures 
	In the percentage needed to be spent on materials every year - be flexible.

	20
	mat. expenditures
	I think a portion of the money a library spends on network membership should count towards material expenditure.

	21
	mat. expenditures 
	Reward libraries for substantially exceeding the requirement.

	22
	mat. expenditures 
	Percentage required

	23
	mat. expenditures 
	The % of budget materials requirement penalizes libraries - esp. corp. ones - that have larger than aver. budgets for their pop. size. To spend the larger amounts of $ detracts from other budget areas. Structure per capita.

	24
	mat. expenditures 
	Too high. We have a new lib and after 4yrs have run out of space to house materials. Not enough staff or vols to process all the new materials. Also, let us contribute part of materials bud to the region for bookmobile materials.

	25
	mat. expenditures 
	Materials exp. as a % of budget for Lincoln seems low, but high when calculated on a per capita basis. Also, budgets for different libraries include different line items.

	26
	mat. expenditures 
	There should be a way to increase salaries and suspend the materials requirement for 1 year. Libraries can't do both in same year.

	27

	mat. expenditures 
	Base materials exp. on just the municipal budget.

	28
	mat. expenditures 
	Eliminate heat, electricity costs - my town admin. hates the fact that as oil goes up, so must the book budget.

	29
	mat. expenditures 
	I would allow more software to be counted as materials and possibly lower the % rate required.

	30
	mat. expenditures 
	I would make it individualized in terms of percentage.

	31
	mat. expenditures 
	More flexibility

	32
	mat. expenditures 
	Eliminate Materials Requirement

	33
	mat. expenditures
	Mat. exp. doesn't allow enough flexibility within the budget during tougher time - the flex. is okay, but slightly lower %

	34
	mat. expenditures 
	We are being level funded by the town this year so it will be difficult to increase book budget.

	35
	mat. expenditures 
	Make it higher - this might help Needham to have materials budget that is appropriate for its level of business.

	36
	mat. expenditures 
	

	37
	mat. expenditures 
	Currently asked to purchase more materials than needed for community our size. I wonder if min. exp. range could be based on population. Libraries that exceed expectations would be rewarded appropriately.

	38
	mat. expenditures 
	More flexible - with increasing costs like utilities, it becomes difficult to meet the requirement.

	39
	mat. expenditures 
	Allow lib to determine the most critical funding need. Some yrs we'd be better off leaving mat. bud. level and putting funds towards new computer, for ex. Been criticized for not being forward thinking because of emphasis on coll. to detriment of other services.

	40
	mat. expenditures 
	Reduce percentage for smaller libraries.

	41
	mat. expenditures 
	Have it be a smaller amount or suggested range. Part of the problem for me is the tracking and calculation of exp. on materials.

	42
	mat. expenditures 
	Perhaps allow smaller% as increasing utilities cost make this % a challenge.

	43
	mat. expenditures 
	Lower the 20% requirement. This gets harder each year as the other costs go up.

	44
	mat. expenditures 
	Make the calculations less complicated. Especially the materials exp. - it's hard to tell if we're going to meet it with all the math involved.

	45
	mat. expenditures
	We must incl. utilities in our Op. Bud.-a line item that not all lib. have to include. Each yr our utility cost incr. dramatically which then requires us to adjust our mat. budget. I wish the line items considered for  the bud. could be the same for all

	46
	mat. expenditures 
	Lower it.

	47
	mat. expenditures 
	No control over utility costs which have skyrocketed in last few years. Eliminate that expense before the calculation process begins (as we do health insurance). I think that would make it more equitable.

	48
	mat. expenditures 
	The percentage has to reflect many costs that I have to pay here (utilities,maintenance) whereas some other libraries do not pay these bills.

	49
	mat. expenditures 
	Include computer hardware and software purchases in mat. exp.

	50
	mat. expenditures 
	This is a difficult one for me to explain.  However, the concern over spending for spending sake has always bothered me.  I am not sure how you put a measure to quality, so that quality versus quantity is conveyed.  If the materials budget had a reasonable range that included circulation stats to show that quality of collection matched community need or desire.

	51
	mat. expenditures 
	I would eliminate a % req. and instead look at the mat. type mix-% makes little sense in a small comm. Current formula ties mat exp to items that have no impact or relevance to delivery of lib. services.

	52
	mat. expenditures 
	Make mat. exp. a state figure based on a per capita amount. The percentage method can lead to towns rejecting an increase in salaries or programs because it will require an incr. in materials budget as well.

	53
	mat. expenditures 
	Changes in requirements between population groups are huge. % of expenditures includes all building costs for everyone or none for everyone.

	54
	mat. expenditures 
	Sometimes 20% is a lot of materials expenditures for a small library.

	55
	mat. expenditures 
	Eliminate it.

	56
	mat. expenditures 
	Realistically, W. Bridgewater can't support a 19% book budget. We have trouble getting it to be 17%. We succeed in all other state aid areas.

	57
	mat. expenditures 
	Get rid of it. We would have more open hours and more staff without it. We buy more "materials" than we need.

	58
	mat. expenditures 
	Be more flexible with the materials exp. and incorporate the expansion of tech. and other service improvement into the standards

	59
	mat. expenditures 
	More flexibility with a per capita or other dollar amount as an option. That is 15% or $8.00 per capita for example.

	60
	mat. expenditures 
	I would add other services to the calculations in order to make it easier to qualify. It seems to get harder and harder every year to meet the percentage.

	61
	mat. expenditures 
	Greater percentage.

	1
	Other–education requirement
	MLS for small libraries.

	2

	Other–education requirement
	It is impossible for small libraries to have a library director with a degree. This is a real hardship.

	1
	Other–certification
	Restore certification quickly when funding is restored.

	2
	Other–certification
	Shorten the time before a community can reapply for certification. It takes 2 years not and that's too long. Our smaller communities need more support than larger ones.

	1
	Other--flexibility of program
	Understanding wriggle room for small rural libraries.

	2
	Other--flexibility of program 
	Hard to define how to change, but allow/more  flexibility degrees based on how many hours and materials expenditures, i.e., open 30+ hours, min 19% exp. Not per pop but service.

	3
	Other--flexibility of program
	

	4
	Other--flexibility of program
	





	5
	Other--flexibility of program 
	Don't know. Just seems to be extremely rigid.

	6
	Other--flexibility of program
	

	7
	Other--flexibility of program
	

	8
	Other--flexibility of program
	

	9
	Other--flexibility of program 
	Given uncertain budget picture - state/municipal-some flexibility.

	10
	Other--flexibility of program 
	Some libraries might need a little flexibility in one requirement. This would be limited though.

	11
	Other--flexibility of program 
	Perhaps flex. could be limited to extraordinary conditions that are given, say, a 3 yr recovery period. I take it to mean you are referring to the leniency that permits munic. to drop down the support of 1 lib. standard in favor of another one surpassing

	12
	Other--flexibility of program 
	Not having any leeway with hours.

	13
	Other--flexibility of program
	Providing assistance financially to libraries in need rather than penalizing them.

	1
	Other–total program
	Waivers, Accom. and Flex need more teeth to have Fin People really look at these. Please keep certification terms - makes it more clear to non library people to understand our needs.

	2
	Other-total program
	Increased reimbursement for non resident circulation and a reward for "going the extra mile" keep MAR as is, hrs open as is or incr, mat exp as is or broaden the scope including programming and other lib. activities, keep waiver, etc.

	3
	Other-total program
	Eliminate waivers, accom. policy, and flexibility.

	4
	Other-total program
	The standards have been vitally important for us. Some yrs. we have received the MAR to the penny. If it did not exist, we would get even less funding. FinCom and Selectmen take them seriously.

	5


	Other-total program
	I think that the data collected and fairness of the program is important for the library promotion and to help show the town officials just what we do here and how important it is to our patrons.

	6
	Other–total program
	I think it's important to maintain as much flexibility in the formula as possible.

	7
	Other–total program
	I believe the service component should be counted toward compliance if a lib. falls short in one other category.

	8



	Other-total program
	Increased reimbursement for non resident circulation and a reward for "going the extra mile" keep MAR as is, hrs open as is or incr, mat exp as is or broaden the scope including programming and other lib. activities, keep waiver, etc.

	1
	Other–general 
	The requirement for exp. to qualify for state aid continues to increase as director's salary is frozen or increased in amounts of $0.46 per hour.

	2


	Other–general
	Limit who controls State Aid. I have to use all State Aid and Trust funds to meet mat. exp. The money should be mandated to be under control of the Trustees.

	3
	Other–general 
	Small towns have to deal with larger issues. Regional school budgets, etc. Library is the first to get cut - can the state be flexible?

	4
	Other–general
	North Reading utilities are not included in our op. budget, but this issue affects some libraries and makes it difficult for them.

	5
	Other–general 
	I would keep the formula as simple as possible.

	6
	Other–general 
	Our library, in an underfunded small town (average Mass. single family home property tax was $3,700–Winchendon’s was $1,800–less than half) has always been able to just provide the minimum.  It’s way down the list on appropriation per capita.  I believe that towns and libraries that have historically been able to do vastly better should not be penalized in these difficult times when cutting things our library never had.

	1
	Other–NRC award
	The current reimbursement does not come close to covering the costs.

	2
	Other–NRC award
	Significantly increase payment for services to non residents.

	1
	Other–new standard
	Based on population, require a professional librarian for each 10,000 residents, preferably children's, ref., and adult services.

	2
	Other–new standard
	Minimum salaries for staff professional.

	3
	Other–new standard
	Include minimum standards for public access to IT

	1
	Other–reward for going beyond
	Provide monetary incentives for towns to improve library services and for high usage.

	2

3
	Other–reward for going beyond
	More awards for going above and beyond minimum standards of service.

	4
	Other–reward for going beyond
	Create incentives for small towns to exceed minimum standards.

	5
	Other–reward for going beyond
	Financial award for excellence

	6
	Other–reward for going beyond
	Min. standards work, but there could be a reward, a "carrot" to reward towns that fund beyond the minimum.

	1
	Other–change nothing
	Cannot change ONE thing about the program. Change it all or not at all as the current program works for my library.

	2
	Other–change nothing
	It has been helpful to me the way it is currently structured.

	3
	Other–change nothing
	I wouldn't change anything.

	4
	Other–change nothing
	

	5
	Other–change nothing
	In tighter times than we are now-we took our hit in materials exp. area. Having consequences facing us after three years of below requirement funding helped us to get back from our munic. (plus more) of what the exp. should have been.

	6
	Other–change nothing
	

	1
	Other–forms and surveys
	

	2
	Other–forms and surveys
	Online interactive completion; coordinate required reports with network reports...

	3

	Other–forms and surveys
	Reporting requirements should be simplified as much as possible. The time of library directors' should not be wasted on unnecessary statistical reporting.

	4
	Other–forms and surveys
	Also, I think the state aid forms and surveys are really arduous to fill out and I wonder how necessary the level of detail is.

	5



	Other–forms and surveys
	All the information supplied by CWMARS should be made available at the same time the ARIS and State Aid application are sent out.

	1
	Other–other
	Having our portion split with Warren based on population and not based on community value, i.e., # of hours open, circulation, etc.

	1
	Other–other programs, ILL net lending
	WMRLS dropped this program - could it be part of state wide funding? Also over reliance on check outs of print materials - the future is digital.

	2
	Other–other programs, Public Libraries Fund
	Rather than reward towns that are already successfully fundraising, reserve funds who have just begun fundraising or have doubled their yield up to say $50,000.
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