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Executive Summary
The long-standing problem of providing sustainable funding for local government archives has no simple solutions. Instead what is needed is a coordinated effort that includes all levels of government and that tests various solutions across the nation. 

Tactics and Strategies
Local governments and their supporters need to consider a number of general strategies to build support for improved funding for local government archives:
· Develop a coordinated system of support for local government archives that includes the National Archives and Records Administration, state archives, national and regional archives associations, and local governments and their associations.

· Develop a coordinated and continuous system of advocacy that can lobby at various levels of government for the ongoing funding of local government archives. 

· Develop training at the national level for local governments in advocacy, funding options, grant writing, and cost-benefit analysis. 

· Advocate for local government archives at all levels of government, starting at the national level, then continuing to the state level, and arriving at the local level. 

· Educate the public about the importance of archives by showing how archives support their lives. 

· Find champions who can advocate for local government archives. 

· Develop alliances with associations and of records managers, information technology professionals, and local governments.
· Encourage state archives to assume a leadership role over local government records programs in their respective states.
· Make no plans without understanding the cultural and political differences that face each of the fifty states and every individual local government in the United States. 
Funding Alternatives
Local government archives and their supporters must find and exploit a number of funding alternatives to ensure the sustainability of their programs:

· Develop budget lines for archives in local government budgets. 

· Strengthen existing grants programs for local government archives and develop new grants programs to support local government archives across the nation. 

· Consider expanding or developing fee programs to support programs for grants, advisory services, training, and other services for local government archives programs.

· Investigate money-saving or funding sources besides grants, including volunteers and generating revenue via local government archives. 

The Problem in Brief

It has been almost four centuries since the European concept of government established itself on the northeastern shore of what is now the United States, and about a century more since that concept arrived in the southeastern and southwestern portions of the country. Although these outposts were often tied to a national government back in Europe, the focus of most of these colonies was local. Not only were politics local, but recordkeeping was local as well. Looking back now at the rich town records produced in the early 1600s in Connecticut and other parts of New England, the focus on community is striking. Town record books were filled with the politics of the day, relations with the native populations, the assessment and collection of taxes, elections, and even the basic events of life: births, marriages, deaths. In many ways, local government records were the preeminent records of the age, and to this day in small towns across New York and New England local government archival records remain a primary source of information on the history of their localities. 
Yet when we review the status of local government archives (and we have done this often over the past few decades), we immediately determine that local government archives suffer from a crippling lack of both funding and the multitudinous resources that funding could realize. This shortage or outright dearth of funding reveals two important points it would do us well to remember. The first is clear and often stated: Archives in local governments cannot manage their records well with the minimal funding they now receive. The second issue is one that archivists often pass between themselves almost as a secret, but it is clearly a reality of political life: Archives rarely receive adequate funding because they are rarely understood to provide a valuable service to their administrations and their communities. In general, money goes where people concur about a pressing need. That is why so much money is put aside by many local governments to maintain roads. Citizens, not just elected officials or administrators in government, see the need for roads and demand the maintenance of roads. Any solution to the gnawing need for better funding of local government archives must address the political and public relations realities that keep that funding low. 
Another dilemma making more difficult a universal solution to this continuing funding problem is the remarkable variation between local governments. The cities of New York and Los Angeles, to name only two extreme examples, are home to millions of people each, many times larger than the populations of quite a few states. On the other end of the spectrum are local government jurisdictions like the Town of Red House in New York State, which has a population of only a couple dozen full-time residents. Besides differences in size, governments also are responsible for widely different types of activities. Large governments tend to provide a broader array of services, leading to great complication. Many governments, like many counties and municipalities, were built on a foundation of recordkeeping, explaining the existence of the title “clerk” in counties, towns, and cities across the nation. School districts, on the other hand, have a distinct focus on education over records, which naturally leads schools to have generally weaker archives and records programs than other local governments. Any solutions to funding local government archives must take into account the wide diversity of responsibilities and circumstances facing those governments. 
This report outlines a general plan of attack for addressing the thorny issue of sustainable funding for local government archives, discusses a number of potential funding mechanisms and how best to use each of them, discusses some of the barriers that have impeded success in the past, and highlights some ideas for breaking through these barriers.
II. Tactics and Strategies

Action is the keyword. Over the last several decades, archivists have reviewed the state of local government archives and found it lacking. Year after year, state by state, in most local governments in the country, the state of local government archives is dire, and the situation is usually improving only slowly, if at all. Merely understanding the problem has not helped archivists solve the problem. Experimenting with solutions is the only way. There is no guarantee that any of these suggestions will work in any particular situation. All have succeeded somewhere in the past, but none has worked everywhere. However, if interested parties in the archives profession band together to push through change, some improvement is assured. This trip is a long one, so we have to set out on our journey soon.
A Web of Support
The first course of action is to develop a coordinated system of support for local government archives, rather than continue to depend on a loose affiliation of groups and individuals. This system of support must start at the national level, but if it ends there it will fail. The system must include clear support from the states, networks of regional cooperation, and real action on the ground in local governments themselves.

At the national level, there are quite a few major players that must be involved and that already are involved to various degrees. The National Archives in its most recent strategic plan (released in 2006) specifically notes one way in which it can help with local government archives: by working to ensure that its Electronic Records Archives technology is, as the National Archives says, “scaleable for use by state and local governments, the private sector, and other institutions with a need to preserve electronic records over time.” As the most visible representative of archives in the nation, the National Archives also has the opportunity to promote good archives practices at all levels of government. The proposed Partnership for the American Historical Record (PAHR) program could be the natural way that the National Archives supports the financing of local government archives. Also, the Society of American Archivists (SAA) represents archivists as a profession in this country, and as part of its role it supports and promotes archives of all kinds, including local government archives.  Certainly, the National Association of Government Archivists and Records Administrators (NAGARA) has a particular interest in seeing that local government archives flourish. Regional archives associations can work to develop imaginative systems of support in their areas of the country. For instance, with financial support from the New Jersey Historical Commission, the Mid-Atlantic Regional Archives Conference’s New Jersey Caucus has run the CAPES (Caucus Archival Program Evaluation Service) program since 1989, providing professional archives consulting services to hundreds of local government and other archives in New Jersey at no cost. Finally, the Council of State Archivists (CoSA) has an essential role to play. As the body that brings together state archivists from around the country, CoSA is the perfect venue for discussions on how state archives can help improve the funding crisis facing local government archives. Each of these organizations might not focus on the issue of funding with particular intensity at the moment, but this funding problem cannot be solved without national coordination and support. To see change, these organizations must see the need for change as a national priority.
At the state level, state archives must take the lead in making the case that local government archives need greater financial support. The nineteen state archives that reported to CoSA that they provide grants to local governments are already addressing the funding problem directly, but grants can never be the only answer. State archives also need to ensure that local governments receive programmatic support, which can include training, free technical guidelines on archives, advisory services, and even direct advocacy to local government boards and councils when appropriate. Beyond this, state archives need to be the coordinating advocates for local governments in their respective states, part of which would include coordinating with statewide and regional archives associations, local government groups, and allied groups (such as genealogical and historical societies). The state archives have a responsibility to develop systems of cooperation and information sharing in their states, since the exchange of ideas might be the most valuable means some local governments will have to determine how best to develop sustainable funding for their archives. Many state archives will need funding support for their own programs so that they will have the staff and financial resources necessary to provide basic support for the financial development of local government archives programs. Support for local government is connected at all levels in our profession.

In the end, all archives are local. Every local government will need to harness the support and direction it receives from state archives and other entities to ensure adequate budgetary support for its archival records. This level of activity will be the hardest for many reasons: there are tens of thousands of local governments in the country, the majority of which have no archives program at all and no clear advocate for their archival records. Also, not all local government archives will remain in the care of their respective local governments; some local governments will opt to transfer their records to other entities that focus on providing access to historical materials. Regardless, state archives must encourage local governments to develop some system to care for these valuable records, whether in-house or elsewhere.
The purpose of this web of connections across levels is to develop a coordinated and continuous system of advocacy that can lobby at various levels of government for the ongoing funding of local government archives. These connections allow archivists to work with others to solve programs locally, regionally, and by state. These groups can develop ways to communicate the worth of local government archives to decision makers and the public, and they can share stories on the costs of poor recordkeeping that can help garner support for local government archives. Significantly, these groups must work together to avoid the sense of woe that occasionally inhabits those dealing with local government archives. People sometimes feel powerless to make any change, but systems of support should be able to show anyone what they can do with the resources they have and encourage them to try for more. The only way to ensure failure is not to try.
Training for Local Government Officials 
Any program aimed at increasing funding must consider the issue of training for local government officials, including archivists. The training most needed in this case is not training in archives but training in advocacy, funding options, grant writing, and cost-benefit analysis. Certainly, local government officials need enough training in archives to be of service to their respective governments and communities, but the training envisioned in this case will provide local governments with the tools they need to go before boards of selectmen, city councils, and county legislatures to make the case for supporting local government archives programs.  
Advocacy requires that local government staff understand the politics of their organizations. Often archivists focus so purely on records that they forget about the crucial need to work within their particular political environments. A purity of purpose can debilitate an archives program, forcing it to subsist on insufficient funding indefinitely. If archivists can learn what motivates their decision makers to act, if they can determine exactly how their archives supports the work of their governments, and if they can learn to tell the stories that capture the imaginations of people, then they will be much better prepared to argue for additional funding in their own local governments as well as their state legislatures. One respondent to the CoSA survey put the situation this way: “In general, archivists are not trained to be able to compete [for] the funds—other than in grant writing. It almost goes against the personalities and the reasons many choose the profession.” 

Yet not all archivists are great grant writers either or know what funding options are available for them. State archives, especially those without grant programs for local governments, need to develop training that teaches local governments about funding options that local government archives might not have considered, that point out the relevant grant programs they are eligible for, and that provide advice on writing strong grant applications. This training, if instituted in each state, would provide a valuable benefit to local government archives for only a modest expense.
Archives need to learn about cost-benefit analysis, because that will provide the best way to argue for the support of archives. Local government archivists must prove that their archival records and archives program are valuable to the parent agency and that the value of the services provided by the archives exceeds the cost of maintaining that archives. Arguments along these lines are complicated, consisting of many parts, so archivists have to understand the basic concepts of cost-benefit analysis and how to determine the true cost of the archives, including personnel, space, and utilities. On the other side of the ledger, archivists have to be able to describe the measurable benefits of the archives. There are three major benefits any archives should be able to show: 
1. The time saved by staff by having an organized archives or records center from which to retrieve records. 
In many cases, archives can show cost savings of thousands of dollars a year based on the time saved and the cost per hour of searching for records. In most governments without good archives or records centers, the time spent searching for records can literally extend into weeks.
2. The costs avoided by having an organized archives. 
Governments with good archives programs should be able to reduce the costs of discovery and quickly retrieve documentation that bolsters the local government’s case in the event of a lawsuit or other legal situation. To make this case most strongly, an archives would have to have control over some electronic records as well as paper records. Since archives are about access and retrieval, archives staff should be able to retrieve records quickly and accurately, and they can testify in court regarding the good recordkeeping practices of their governments. The cost of losing a lawsuit can easily run into the hundreds of thousands of dollars and the cost of discovery in a local government without a good records program could be in the tens of thousands of dollars. A large school district in upstate New York once saved itself from a fine in the tens of thousands of dollars merely because it was able to retrieve quickly records that proved it had complied with state regulations regarding one of its buildings. 
3. The costs avoided by having a good disaster plan for archival and vital records. 
Although such plans are rarer than they should be, a good archives program will have a serious disaster plan that assesses risks, mitigates or avoids risks where possible, and includes a plan for disaster recovery that increases the chances of retrieving vital records. Any such plan should focus on both archival and vital records and embrace records in all formats, including electronic. Offsite backup, including tape and microfilm backup, should be a component of such a plan.
What cost-benefit analysis does for archives programs is show them to be, not frills, but part of the core business of the local government. This message alone is an essential argument all local government archives must make.

Advocacy
Advocacy must occur at all levels of government. Advocacy merely at the local government level addresses only individual problems, ignoring the systemic problems that have plagued local governments for years. 
The national level is the place to start, and there is already much work ongoing there, the most visible of which is the continuing advocacy among many groups of archivists to continue funding the National Historical Publications and Records Commission (NHPRC) and to augment that funding with a new plan for the Partnership for the American Historical Record (PAHR). As we can tell from the repeated need to advocate for the mere continuation of the NHPRC, the requirement to promote archives at a national level is a long-term commitment that may not pay off for years. With the current change in the makeup of the House of Representatives and the Senate, however, right now (2007) may be a good time to realize such improvements, and national associations of archivists must embrace this opportunity. Beyond this, these associations must begin to consider what other national changes might improve the state of local government archives in the nation.
At the state level, the need for advocacy is at least as great. According to a 2006 survey of state archives conducted by CoSA, only half the state archives in the nation have two or more full-time equivalent employees devoted to local government records, and ten have less than one full-time equivalent employee focused on local governments. Some have none at all. State archives must be advocates for the historical record wherever it appears in their states, and one of the groups most in need of their support is local government. State archives must take the lead to argue for ongoing funding for grants and advisory services programs for local governments. They also can serve as coordinators of networks, ensuring that local government archives and organizations of those who benefit directly from archives work together. The latter can include organizations of title searchers, land surveyors, and genealogists, among others. This type of advocacy and coordination will not be easy, especially for state archives with insufficient support for their own core programs, but the skills they develop in advocating for others can help them gain more support for state government records programs as well.
In the trenches are the local governments themselves, and someone in each government must take on the role of the internal advocate. This person might be a records manager, an archivist, an information technology director, or a city or county clerk. All that is required is that there is someone in the government itself interested enough to make the case for archives. Without that advocate, nothing can happen. State and national efforts will have no effect on the government until someone inside the government cares enough to act.

Local governments and others advocating for archives need to develop careful advocacy plans that lay out the arguments they will make, the people they must convince, and the answers they will give to the hard questions legislators and others will ask of them. Preparation and professionalism are key aspects of a successful advocacy program. 
First, archives must prove the value of archives themselves. Decision makers often imagine records have no pragmatic value to the local government, but anyone advocating for archives should be able to provide a number of examples of the necessity of archives in the conduct of business. 
Second, advocates need to explain any statutory requirements that the local government must meet. Although state and local records laws rarely carry significant penalties for those not adhering to them, most local government officials are concerned about meeting the letter of the law in matters of policy and management. 
Third, the archivist must develop longstanding relationships with decision makers and continue to educate them until success is achieved. Any advocacy effort is a test of wills and acumen. The local government archives must prove its case by providing practical examples of the value of archives to that government and jarring examples of what can happen when archives programs are allowed to deteriorate. One powerful tool in an arsenal of persuasion is the cautionary tale, and anyone advocating for local government archives must consider how such tales can convince decision makers that wisdom dictates funding an archives program. Arguments can include stories about potential lawsuits, repercussions from inadequate response to freedom of information requests, and the possibility of negative media coverage. 
Finally, archives must prove their value through excellent service. Nothing is more convincing than visible effectiveness. A few respondents to CoSA’s fall 2006 survey on local government archives provide eloquent advice on advocacy: 

· “Provide excellent reference service. Be proactive in this. Do things like seeking information on your current government officials that you can have available to the press.”
· “Politics politics politics. The ability to get along with people and reach out to the community is extremely important. You can know history and archival theory back to front, and have the greatest material, but if the personality and PR ability is not in place, there will be problems.” 

· “Recognizing opportunities to capitalize on benefits of the archives, the willingness to shamefully become an opportunist, not being afraid to lose in the struggle, the tenacity to continue going to the well even when you know it is empty, the ability to massage political egos, building alliances, cultivating influential friends within government”—all are essential.
To succeed at advocacy, archivists at all levels of government must learn how to argue their case to people who generally know little about archives. They must learn how to provide decision makers with a few short and convincing facts. They must argue as managers, not as archivists. They must develop alliances with legislators, local government officials, and any others who can provide help. An important element of any advocacy effort is not to give up because of one failure. In New York State, for instance, it took over a decade’s worth of advocacy to remove the sunset provision of the Local Government Records Management Improvement Fund Law. Finally removed in 2004, that sunset, if it had come to be, would have eliminated all local government grant funding and advisory services to local governments in the state. This story highlights the need to continue with advocacy even after initial failure.
Educating the Public
One special means of advocacy, and a more difficult one than meeting with legislators, is to educate the public about the importance of archives. Although such an effort is a heavy lift, the public ultimately has a great effect on what legislators and government administrators see as their own priorities. It is unlikely that archivists can change the public perception of archives overnight, but focused campaigns in individual localities can have a positive effect on support for local government archives programs. 
One way to begin this process of education is by showing the public the services they already receive from their local government archives. These might include immediate access to birth records or records that help them prove their property rights. These services could include short programs on local history or visits to schools to teach children the often hidden mysteries of archival records. Good service can simply mean being open to the public so that they can make use of records in the archives when it is convenient to them. Educating the public must include arguments about both the supportive business services the archives provides to individuals and the ineffable value of archives to the community. The latter can be a powerful point in those communities that have a strong image of themselves as a community. Just as members of the public sometimes rally to save an historic building about to be torn down to make way for a mini-mall, local government archives can work to make the public understand how so much of their history is stored in what seem to be unassuming local government archives. 
Local government archives looking to educate the public would do well to try to coordinate their education plans, in part, with the recently announced American Archives Month being promoted by the Society of American Archivists. And SAA itself must customize its national program to the needs of various players in the archives community, including local government archives. October alone will not provide enough time to educate the public adequately, but local government archives should see this national program as a helpful vehicle for their endeavors. 
Finding Champions
There is strong anecdotal evidence that the difference between adequate funding for local government archives and no funding at all is often a single impassioned champion. After a long-time staffer in the city of Dallas, Texas, took over as city secretary, she used her accrued capital with the city council to push through significant budget increases for both archives and records management. Her approach included a wider focus than archives and one that considered the records needs of the city as a whole, but the archives benefited from this strategy. Champions such as this can be the local government archivists, other government officials, individual legislators or decision makers, or even influential outsiders.
Although such champions are godsends, all of them also eventually leave, so no program can depend overmuch on one individual. There is ample anecdotal evidence across the country that archives programs built upon the charisma and drive of one person can quickly wither when that person departs. Archives programs benefiting from the wiles of a particular champion, even if that person is the archivist him- or herself, must ensure that a permanent change takes place during their tenure. Otherwise, it is as if the program were built upon a foundation of sand. What that champion must do is effect permanent cultural change that ensures a dedication to archives that will ensure the continuing viability of the program. Those programs supported on the power of a single personality will otherwise disappear with that individual.
Champions, however, remain an essential element of local government archives programs. Until everyone recognizes the need for archives, what will ensure success more than almost any other factor is a powerful champion. These are the people who convince the government as a whole that archives are necessary and that funding them is essential. In almost every case where a local government has a strong archives program supported with local funds, the ultimate source of that program’s success has been an effective advocate. Over time, all advocates will leave; in the best programs, their legacy continues.
Eliminating Barriers and Developing Alliances
One issue that local government archives must address directly is how artificial barriers between different groups can serve as barriers to progress. Most commonly, this problem appears when archivists make a clear distinction between archives and records management, thereby severing ties with a potentially close ally. Even in governments too small to support both an archives and a separate records management program, this problem arises when archivists sometimes opt for the purity of archives alone rather than the opportunities that a full-fledged archives and records management program provides. Instead of seeing a distinct and competing profession in the form of records management, archivists must embrace the reality that records management is a closely aligned profession that can provide an archives program additional ways to argue for funding. 

Similarly, archivists must forge alliances with information technology (IT) departments. As the world continues to change, and records become increasingly and exclusively digital, the archivist will have no choice but to choose between the life of an antiquarian and the life of a person deeply involved in the affairs of a modern local government. Alliances with IT will prove effective in a number of ways, including the provision of support for dealing with the ever-increasing volume of digital records. One significant way in which archives can work with IT is to develop individual solutions to the problem of managing email records. This is a serious problem facing all local governments, and almost none have any reasonable solution that takes into account the retention, appraisal, and access issues related to email records. An alliance between archives and IT might develop a solution to this problem, which will in turn increase the credibility of the archives within the local government. 
In developing alliances, archivists will need to identify those who share at least some of their goals. These people can include those within their government and those without, those in allied professions, and those who represent the local government’s customer groups. To remain relevant and to develop the influence that will gain financial backing, archivists will need to develop these alliances as a matter of course. One alliance not to overlook is that between state archives and the local governments they serve.  Cooperative relationships between state archives and local governments have made possible many of the fee programs that support local government grants.
Certification Programs
One potential strategy is to develop a certification program for local government archives, modeled after or integrated with the certified local government program used to manage the distribution of historic preservation funds.  The existing certification program makes funds available only to those governments that prove they meet certain minimal standards. The idea behind this is that certified governments will make the best use of grant funds and that the lure of grant funds will encourage local governments to better fund their own archives programs. 
Although an intriguing idea and one requiring more consideration, the question remains whether such a program will prove useful for local government archives programs. Historic preservation funds help support the renovation of huge physical artifacts that people in local governments cannot ignore. Their physical size and specific geographic placement naturally draw support from local citizens who have grown attached to these structures over time. Archival records provide no equivalent experience for the public, so the encouragement to achieve certification is less likely to bear fruit without substantial archival advocacy beforehand. Additionally, the management of a certification program itself expends resources and energy in a small field that has limitations on both counts.
The Role of State Archives 
State archives must assume a leadership role over local government records programs in their respective states. The state archives is, usually, the one in the state with the greatest resources and the broadest vision for archives as a whole. Often, if not usually, state archives are themselves underfunded and understaffed, but that dire situation does not remove from the archives its responsibility to assess the problems in its local governments and develop solutions. Working with their state historical records advisory boards and taking into account their state’s particular situations, state archives must continue to find ways to improve local government archives through any means possible.

The states of Colorado, Idaho, Illinois, Michigan, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin have established regional archives centers as an alternative to funding local government archives programs directly. Staffed by professional archivists, these centers can provide storage, preservation, and access services at considerably less cost than establishing an archives in every local government in a state.  The collections in these centers can sometimes be spotty, but that is true of the collections in any state archives as well.  
In the absence of such a system of repositories, state archives can work with local governments to identify local libraries or historical societies that might be appropriate custodians of records either donated or put on deposit. Of course, many librarians and historical societies face the same budgetary restrictions that confront local government archives.  
Finally, the state archives must keep open the option of being “the archives of last resort” in cases where no better solution exists. The Idaho Public Archives serves as the repository for all government entities within the state, including state agencies, counties, cities, and special districts. This centralization of archives saves considerable money and leads to there being only a few local governments within Idaho with archives programs of their own.  

Economies of scale such as this are one solution state archives must develop. For instance, a number of state archives provide free training to local government, which reduces the cost of local governments’ searching out and paying for these specialized services. Some state archives set up or encourage cooperative purchasing of archival supplies, which saves money through materials bought in bulk. Most state archives develop general retention schedules for local governments, many of which identify most archival records in local government, thereby saving countless thousands of hours and dollars’ worth of work on the part of local government. The growth area in this kind of support is obviously in the realm of electronic records. Few local governments can deal with the complexities of electronic records on their own, so more state archives should follow the lead of Washington State and begin to develop the means to preserve local government electronic records on behalf of local governments.  Their methodologies may differ and some may wish to wait to see whether the National Archives’ Electronic Records Archives provides a scalable solution they can replicate, but the cost savings of running one program for all local governments in a state will be enormous. And the planning for this must begin now. 
A major role of any state archives should be to set goals for local government archives and provide the direction and support needed to achieve those goals. Promulgating regulation is easy enough in most states, but archives must back up regulation with professional advice and counsel. Where possible, some financial assistance, usually in the form of grants, should be proffered. The state archives might occupy a bully pulpit, but a more helpful road to success is the gentle suasion of grant funding and friendly advice, laced with the recognition that local governments face demands on their time and budgets that make complying with all the regulations they face difficult at best. 
Grant programs are no panacea for the financial problems facing local government archives, but these do provide a state archives with the ear of local governments. Grant programs allow state archives to begin discussions with local governments that lead far beyond grants alone. State archives can also target their grant funding to make the most of what are likely limited funds and to grow local government archives programs in a systematic way. This technique is exactly what the New Jersey Division of Archives and Records Management (DARM) is doing. By carefully promulgating funding rules for its Public Archives and Records Infrastructure Support (PARIS) grants program, DARM is slowly growing fully staffed archives and records management programs in every county in the state. DARM has allowed PARIS funding to pay for the salaries of archives and records management staff in the first few years of the program, but the PARIS salary support diminishes by 25 percent per year and the local government is eventually expected to fund all of its records staff with local funds.
In the end, state archives do not have to do everything for local governments. Traditionally, state archives have provided microfilming services (usually for a fee), and some have begun to provide imaging services as well. These are reasonable services for a state archives to provide, but it may be cheaper for the archives to allow independent vendors to provide those services, leaving the archives to develop standards and ensure compliance. If such a solution saves money in the long run, it means there will be more funding available for local government archives.   
Understanding the Context
In the end, no program for change can succeed without taking into account the cultural and political differences that face each of the fifty states and every individual local government in the United States. Our national constitution makes no mention of local governments, so the realm of local government is radically different in different parts of the country. In the New England states, towns are preeminent and counties are immaterial or nonexistent, but in most of the rest of the country the concept of towns or townships as government entities is alien. Some states have thousands of local governments, so many and so diverse, in fact, that disagreements rage over the actual number of local governments in the state. Some states, such as New York, have a strong tradition of “home rule” in their various local governments, making cooperative solutions to local government archives less feasible than in other areas of the country. 

Every state’s and every local government’s situation is unique and requires a different set of solutions. The ideas presented in this report are meant primarily as a set of choices, not specific directives. States, regions, and localities should consider their options based on their own history, their constraints, and the particular opportunities that open up to them and that they can create. The primary rule is that they must try to foment change and to develop opportunities where before they did not seem to exist before.
Funding Challenges
Rare is the local government that has the funding necessary to support the activities it considers essential. Shortages of resources affect most archives in the country, and local government archives most of all. Most local governments have no formal archives program, which might mean that the issue of sustainable funding is so buried within those governments that it has never even been raised. Budget shortfalls in some state governments mean that it is unlikely that state support for local government archives will increase in the near future, yet there still exist some opportunities. Additionally, in the face of this lack of funding, the costs of local government recordkeeping are increasing. Simple inflation coupled with stagnant archives budgets is one reason for this problem, but another is the growth of state and federal laws and regulations that increase the burden on local governments, usually without providing any additional financial support. Also the cost of doing business has risen as archives have begun to address the issue of electronic records. A final budget challenge is that it is difficult to define what adequate and sustainable funding might be in the face of a history of little or no funding. Yet these problems cannot be allowed to become debilitating. Funding alternatives exist, and with imagination and drive most archives can at least improve their situations.
Funding Alternatives
There exists a wide variety of funding alternatives for local government archives. Some of these are supplementary at best, but small additions to a tiny budget can sometimes change the world. Others can provide more substantial and continuing support, but none of these is guaranteed. Local government archives programs and their supporters have to use ingenuity to make the best of any of these alternatives.
Local Government Budgets
Local governments often argue that, given the general paucity of their budgets, they cannot be expected to fund archives programs themselves, but this is an argument every local government archives must fight against. Every organization, including local governments, can make the argument that it does not have the budget to support an archives, but some do. More to the point, it is important that local governments use their own funds to support their own archives. The simple act of budgeting money for an archives recognizes that government’s responsibility for that business activity and gives the archives a modicum of respect within the government. 
Even in a difficult budgetary climate, some funding is possible. In the middle of New York’s Adirondacks, there sits Hamilton County, roughly the size of Delaware but with a population of only around 5,500. With a population over 1,000, the Town of Long Lake is one of the bigger towns in the county, though it too is obviously tiny by most measures. Yet this town built, with its own money, a small archives building behind its town hall and has employed a part-time archivist for years. Determination on the part of the recordkeepers in a local government and interest on the part of its decision makers are what make local government funding of archives possible. 

Finally, signs of support from a local government itself always improve the chances of its receiving grant funds. Funding programs are more likely to put money where there is already financial support, because that is an indicator that the government (1) cares about the archives, (2) is likely to make the best of any grant funding, and (3) will continue the archives program into the future.
Grants
Many local governments will necessarily depend on grants to initiate programs and to pay for large projects, such as conservation, environmental controls, microfilming and digitizing, and large-scale arrangement and description projects. Most local governments will find it difficult to fund such expensive one-time projects, even if they have the resources to support general archival controls, storage, and access services. However, the value of grants will always be limited. No archives program can depend entirely on grants for a number of reasons: Grants require competition, and competition means that all applicants cannot always be successful. Grant funds will always be insufficient to fund all the projects proposed. The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2002 census of governments counted 85,525 local governments divided into five categories (municipal, town and township, county, school district, and special district). The last of these local government types is the largest in number, equaling 35,052, yet these are the least likely to have a formal archives program. Finally, the most important reason not to depend on grant funds to fund archives programs entirely is that grant funds allow a government not to care about its archives. Grants programs cannot sustain long-term archives programs, but the existence of a grants program tacitly accepts that local government archives programs cannot grow on their own. Even though most local governments are willing to allow others to pay for something even if they care little about it, governments can only prove their interest in local government archives by footing part of the bill themselves. Any program aimed at ensuring sustainable funding must, therefore, look to improvements in grant funding but treat that funding merely as an incentive to additional funding at the local level.
Supported by CoSA, NAGARA, and SAA, the proposed Partnership for the American Historical Record (PAHR) is the major proposal on the national table for improving the funding of archives in general. Although PAHR does not focus merely on local government, it would provide an especially important source of grant funds for the local governments in those twenty-five states that reported (in a March 2006 CoSA survey) that they provided no grant funds to local governments. The great advantage of PAHR is that it would infuse the community of archives with large quantities of grant funding (from $10 million a year in the first year leading eventually up to $50 million a year), some of which would be distributed to support local government archives. Other advantages are that PAHR would be in addition to the current NHPRC grant funding and that the program would distribute money to the states for regranting, giving the states the power to distribute the money as effectively as possible for their states. Certainly, the National Historical Publications and Records Commission (NHPRC), the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS), the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH), and others provide some focused grant funding to local government, but the most effective delivery method for such funding is via state-based programs. These programs can work more closely with groups of local governments than can national organizations, they can customize their programs for the needs of their states, and they can set priorities that can help bring a large percentage of local governments up to speed in a certain activity. PAHR takes advantage of the web of support this report envisions as essential to solving the dilemma of sustainable funding: it provides a method of national financing yet delivers the money to the states for more focused distribution. 
Regrant programs are a special form of grant program that states have instituted, often with funding from the NHPRC. These can be successful catalysts of change, but unless they continue long-term, their results will be spotty. What makes a grant program most valuable is the continued availability of funding over time. Long-term grant programs have the time to reach more constituents and to provide more than a single grant or two to their applicants. This engine of continuing funding is an important element of a successful program, and one that most regrant programs lack. To increase the chances of success, any regrant program should focus on using the example of its initial success to advocate for continuing funding from state legislators. Regranting programs also take time. They require time to run the funding program itself, as well as additional time to write grants, file reports to granting agencies, and to hire staff to replace those who leave for more permanent jobs. Ironically, these are the drawbacks of any grant received by any entity, but they serve as a drag on the progress of any state archives’ local government records program. 
Wherever grant programs exist to support local government archives, their goal should be to develop and grow local government records management and archives programs. A focus on individual projects misses the point that each project should be building toward the ultimate goal of sustainable archives programs in local government. For instance, PARIS, the New Jersey grants program, is by far the largest in the country, the idea behind those riches being that big money is necessary to foment change, that minimal amounts of money do not make a difference. The question of needed money aside, the focus for this program is clearly change and the development of records programs in local governments throughout New Jersey. The PARIS grants program does not, however, assume that grant money alone is enough. Grant funds never are, but grants should grow money within a government because money follows money.
One of the unsung benefits of grants programs is that a strong grants program can develop a community of archives and records management practitioners who encourage and guide one another and who see the development and maintenance of archives programs as an important element of their careers. This has been part of the effect of New York’s Local Government Records Management Improvement Fund, which provides millions of dollars in grant funding a year, as well as advisory services and training. The grant funding brings attention to the issue of managing records, and the advisory services and training provide direction to people who may not be professional archivists. These elements work together to encourage a records culture in local government. Because they are receiving grant funding and working on records projects, local government officials now discuss records issues among themselves, hold archives and records management sessions at their local government conferences, and advise each other on how to improve their records programs. 
Fee Programs
Fee programs are often viewed as merely a means for states to collect money they can then distribute as grant funds to benefit local government archives, but that is only one way that fee programs work. Many fee programs also support the provision of advisory services, publications, and training for local governments. Also common in these programs is the distribution of a percentage of the funds collected directly to those who collected the funds. Other fee programs are passed at the state level but merely empower local governments to collect these fees, and still other local governments have instituted fee programs through local legislation. 
The benefits of fee programs are real. They provide a steady, if variable, source of funding for local government archives, and they often support an array of complementary services at the state level that leverage the available grant funding to make the most of the money available. The best fee programs at the state level will always include this component. The careful direction and advice state archives can provide local governments through these programs are essential to the success of the grant programs they support. 

Fee programs do, however, have their limitations and drawbacks. The most serious of these is that the legislation that imposes these fees is often written in such a way that the proceeds can be diverted elsewhere, so that some fee programs  provide little or no support for their intended purpose. Even in the face of solid legislation that clearly requires that fees be used for a certain purpose only, state legislators still have the power to review and amend that legislation. Another common problem is the erosive power of inflation. Fee programs begin flush with money, assuming their formulas for collections will support their grants and services programs into the indefinite future. By now, however, many fee programs have been in existence for two decades or more, and collections that seemed robust in the 1980s now are barely adequate, especially in the face of other developing pressures. Over the seventeen years of New York’s Local Government Records Management Improvement Fund (LGRMIF), the number of grant applications per year has not dropped but risen. In the early 1990s, 550 applications was about the average, but now the number of applications remains fairly consistent at just over 700. At the same time that the number of applications has risen, and with the introduction of more and more archives and records management applications focused on expensive technologies, the average request for funds has risen as well, by millions of dollars a year. A lesser issue with fee programs is that the collections they make possible tend to vary dramatically year to year, since they are tied directly to filings that fluctuate annually. To guard against these problems, state archives must work closely with their partners to make sure that bills for fee programs specifically require that money collected be used to support archives and records management in local government and that any proposed legislation includes an inflation-proof  means of assessing fees.
A related problem with fee-based programs is that they are frozen in timeif since the fee itself is set in legislation and remains the same over the years. Those writing and promoting such legislation might have assumed that a frozen fee would weather inflationary changes because the quantity of documents would rise with expected increases in population. Unfortunately, many of these fee programs are tied to housing sales, which rise and fall dramatically with the health of the overall economy, leading to years of plenty followed closely by years of want. One possible solution to this problem is to set fees not as a fixed dollar amount but in some other way that allows for growth in the fee without a return to legislation for redress. For instance, a fee might be based on a tiny percentage of housing costs, which generally increase over time. Or the fee might be set to increase naturally with inflation every few years.

Some fees are collected by local governments but proceeds are managed ultimately by the states. These include some of the older fee programs, such as those in Missouri and New York. Other states, however, allow local governments to collect fees that support their own archives and records management activities. Mississippi and Florida are two states with such programs. These have the advantage of providing local governments with direct and regular funding for records management (rather than dealing with the vagaries of grant funding), but they do not sustain statewide programs that can provide advisory services, technical guidelines, or direction for all of one states local governments. Some local governments have taken the initiative to develop their own fees to support their archives and records management operations. Most counties in New York State, for instance, have a $3 cover-page charge for copies of certain documents. Other fee-based forms of financing are possible as well, such as fees added to traffic fines or the filing or copying of documents beyond the usual land records and court documents. Fees could be assessed on the purchase of computer equipment in the state, based on the notion that most records are now born digital.
The profession has heard much discussion sounding the death knell for fee programs, and there is plenty of room for pessimism. In Ohio, a fee increase to support records management in local governments failed in the 1990s, but in 2003 Ohio passed legislation effectively doubling fees for the recording of land documents, earmarking those funds for the Housing Trust Fund and the state general fund. Other states have tried and failed to initiate, expand, or protect fee programs. But fee programs are not a thing of the past.  Just last year, Kentucky, under the aegis of the county clerks in the state, pushed through a fee bill that added a $1 fee to filings in county clerks’ offices. This $1 doubled the fee already in place, but the increase differed from the original fee in that it could not be appropriated for other uses. In 2004, the New York State Legislature simultaneously removed the sunset provision on the LGRMIF and created a much larger additional fund (the Cultural Education Fund) to support all costs of the New York State Archives, Library, and Museum that were previously part of the general fund. What these successes make clear is that legislators will consider such fee programs when there is great support for them from the local governments they support, little opposition to them, and where they solve a funding problem the legislatures need to solve. 
Outside Support beyond Grants

Many local governments have tried imaginative solutions that uncover outside funding separate from grants. One such solution is to garner direct support from the community. Some local governments have taken advantage of adopt-a-book programs that take donations from local government residents to support the conservation of early record books. State laws sometimes require that these funding schemes be run by outside organizations that donate the receipts to the local government, but the success of these methods indicates that support for basic archives activities can be generated when the populace understands the significance of the activity. Similarly, some local governments have received direct support from local genealogical societies, both financially and in time volunteered with certain projects, such as indexing records. Other possibilities exist as well. Using only a little sophistication, local governments might examine the possibility of bequests or endowments to support their archives. The right situation must present itself for such a plan to work, but it will rarely come to pass unless the local government actively searches for such opportunities. Local governments can also organize or support local friends-of-the-archives organizations that can develop and implement fundraising programs and advocate on behalf of the archives. 
Volunteers

Volunteers are an important resource that archives have used for years. Deployed well, dedicated volunteers can achieve as much as paid staff but without increasing the financial burden on a government. There are, of course, limitations to the use of volunteers. Few can work full-time, and it is unlikely that any archives will have the opportunity to bring a professional archivist on board as a volunteer. What volunteers provide local governments, however, is the ability to replicate what colleges and universities often do with student interns and assistants: accomplish simple archival tasks with no additional financial burden. 

Archives as Revenue Generators

Finally, some local archives will have to consider the unthinkable: How to generate revenue on their own. Most archives see such activities as anathema and as potential limits on access, but there are many ways to generate funding without affecting access. Keeping in mind possible limitations placed on local government archives due to their states’ freedom of information laws, some governments might charge small additional fees for copying. Some local government archives charge a fee for services when the archives must conduct time-consuming research for a distant patron. Since the patron in such cases is less likely to be a tax-paying resident of the local government in question and is receiving services above the general level provided, local governments can make the argument that this situation benefits both the government and the patron. Another common solution is for local governments to sell local history books they or a local friends group have developed. Such volumes can serve as both sources of revenue and advertisements for the archives itself.
A common solution for local governments with records management programs is to institute a charge-back system for records storage. In such situations, the records management program charges a modest fee to other departments in the local government for the storage of inactive records. Such fees could also help support archival activities in the government itself. 
The Near Future
Local governments can expect a few changes in their challenges in the near future, most importantly the dilemma of electronic records. The increase in digital records will affect local government archives in a number of ways. First, local governments are beginning to realize that they face a burgeoning challenge to manage electronic records effectively, and this realization will only grow in the next few years. With this understanding of dire need, local governments will begin to expect their archives to address the issue, and few of those are at all prepared to handle that challenge.  Even more pertinent to funding is that the growth of digital records will soon increase the cost of managing local government archives astronomically. Without coordinated solutions for dealing with local government archival records in electronic form, local governments will fall further behind in achieving sustainable funding. 

Today’s local governments already create the vast majority of records in electronic form and are becoming increasingly uncomfortable with the solution of maintaining those records in the “dumb,” unsearchable form of paper. With the increase in digital records already here, local government archives need to improve their connections to their information technology departments. In the long run, archives, records management, and information technology must form closer relationships or even merge into a single unit that addresses the wide range of information issues facing local government. By combining their expertise and points of view, these three professions can do more for archives than archives can do on its own. This process of amalgamation is already taking place in some governments in the country—including Westchester County, New York—with positive results.  
One simple way to help support the development of sustainable funding for local government archives could be the development of a national website to support local government archives. This website would be a node connecting all manner of sources of information and assistance, including links to information on state archives’ services to local governments. The website could focus on a number of issues that, together, would form a template for growing sustainable funding for individual archives programs. The website could include links to sources of local government archives grants, and links to training, workshops, and advisory services provided by state archives, and associations of interest. Much of the information could be divided by state, making it easy for local governments to see what services are available to them in their particular states—and allowing them to compare those services to services in other states and use that to lobby their own state archives for additional help. 

The solution to inadequate funding for local government archives is not merely to find funding. To ensure success, attempts to improve funding must be coupled with other training and advocacy efforts. To address the trouble of funding without addressing the problems of insufficiently trained recordkeepers is to ignore the problem as a whole. Inadequate archives programs that are adequately funded will only hurt the cause of archives as a whole.
Finally, archives cannot continue to be about the past. Archives must see themselves as forward-looking agents of change who use the evidence of the past to support today’s planning for the future. Without changing the perspective of archives toward the future, local government archives will continue to be relegated to windowless basements below the water table, and they will never achieve the funding they require to do their essential work.
Appendix A
Evaluation of Survey Results from Respondents in Local Government
In the fall of 2006, the Council of State Archivists released an online survey designed to evaluate the various strands of investigation that made up its Closest to Home project. This survey was released in two parts, one for people working in local government and another for people outside of local government but with an interest in local government archives. The comments below focus on those questions and answers that relate to the issue of sustainable funding for local government archives.

While reviewing these results, it is important to keep in mind the limitations of this survey. Respondents to the survey were self-selecting, which means that those who cared most about this topic were most likely to respond. For instance, it is likely that this survey includes more local governments that have archivists than would be expected in a sample this size. This tendency skews the numbers, ensuring that the survey does not begin with a representative of respondents. With this in mind, we cannot take these results as scientific and we should assume that these results show general tendencies only.
1. About Your Program
1.3. How does your local government care for its archival records? (check one)

These results indicated that programs staffed by professional archivists are rare (14.7% of respondents). However, almost one quarter of all respondents noted that permanent records were maintained in a records center (23.1%), which suggests that the archives are under some organized care. A fairly small number (8 %) of respondents noted no provisions for the care of records of long-term value. About one quarter (25.9%) of all respondents, however, noted the existence of some additional method of caring for their records, which included maintenance at the state archives or another archives, or noted that they were working to develop an archives program. 

A primary question raised by these results is whether it is reasonable to expect more than a distinct minority of local governments (circa 15%) to hire professional archivists to manage local government archives. It is certainly unlikely that the smallest of local governments will have the quantity of records or the need to hire full-time professional archivists. A government would probably need a budget of at least a couple of million dollars before such a solution would make sense. In the face of that budgetary reality, however, those interested in local government archives have to determine other solutions to the care and preservation of archives. The first solution would be to band together with records managers. Almost one-quarter of all respondents noted that their archives were maintained in a records center. Those records centers might not always be the most professional of affairs, but when combined with the number of governments with professional archivists and the number of governments noting the existence of some solutions to the maintenance of archives, 53.7% have at least shown some concern for the management of archives. That is not a thrilling number, but it may be higher than some of us might have estimated.
1.4. If there is a separate archival program, which of the following administers it? (check one)

Fully two thirds (65.9%) of respondents reported maintaining archives in a governmental department , with local libraries (8.1%), historical societies (8.1%), and colleges and universities (1.6%) making up only a small percentage each Also, 16.3% noted that other arrangements were in place, but those who responded with details said almost exclusively that the archives programs were managed by a government department. From these numbers, we can estimate that about three-quarters of all governments maintaining their own archival records (which represents only a subset of the total number of local governments) maintain them in one of their own departments. This result may or may not be comforting. On the one hand, the result indicates that governments have an interest in maintaining their own permanent records. However, not all governments will have the financial wherewithal to maintain their own archives adequately. This continuing interest in maintaining one’s own archives, though laudable, indicates that we should expect to see reluctance on the part of local governments to consider centralized repositories or other cooperative ventures for managing their archives. These solutions could save money and improve services in the long run.
A plurality of respondents (36.7%) identified themselves as clerks, but a number of others in the “Other” category (30.6%) included clerk in their titles. Archivists were rare (9.7%), and especially so since this survey was organized by archivists.  Records managers were more than twice as common as archivists (at 20.6%). Only two information technology directors and four librarians identified themselves as such on this survey. These results indicate two courses of action. First, with records managers outstripping archivists by a factor of two in these results, the two groups should spend less time considering the differences in these two professions and more time working on means of cooperating and sharing information. Second, with a majority of respondents identifying themselves as something other than records professionals, training for these nonprofessionals should be a priority for any broad program of archival training. The provision of more training like the Basics of Archives workshop, funded by the Institute of Museum and Library Services and promoted by the American Association for State and Local History, is one way to provide cost-effective and efficient professional training for nonprofessionals charged with the management of permanent local government records.
2. Resources

2.1. What is the annual budget for your government's archives program? 
(check one)

Only 9.4% of respondents reported archives budgets over $250,000, while 7% reported budgets ranging from $100,000 to $200,000 and 3.8% noted budgets ranging from $50,000 to $100,000. A plurality of respondents (37.6%) reported having no funding at all for archives in their local governments, but of the 23% who answered “Other” most of those indicated ranges for funding ranging from $100 to a few thousand, which appears to indicate that a majority of respondents reported obviously insubstantial budgets. However, these numbers are difficult to evaluate, since some respondents’ narrative notes indicated that there was no separate budget for archives. Since, however, the next highest number of respondents to this question (19.2%) indicated that their budgets were under $50,000, we can assume that most governments (at least 56.8%) have budgets insufficient to run a professional archives program. It is perfectly possible for a local government to manage archives for under $50,000, but that amount would likely be insufficient or barely sufficient to pay a reasonable salary for a full-time professional archivist, provide benefits, and pay for equipment and supplies.
2.2. Approximately what percentage of these funds come from each of the following sources? (amounts should total 100%)
Local governments reported overwhelmingly (84%) that they received some of their funding from the local government itself. The next-highest sources of funds were fees (32.8%) and grant funds (23.2%). Donations (8%) and “Other” (12%) amounted to much less.  No respondent identified an “Other” source of funding that was not already in the list provided. The particulars of these numbers are questionable, since many respondents did not answer the question properly, leading to a total of over 100% for this answer. These results do clearly indicate that the main source of whatever funding is made available to local government archives is the local government itself, and that is as it should be for any government maintaining its own archives. It is also clear, however, that most local government archives depend on supplementary sources of funding, including targeted fee programs and grant funds (usually from their state and the federal government). An important issue in ensuring sustainable funding is how to supplement local government archives budgets adequately across the nation, yet still encourage their respective local governments to pay for most of continuing operations.
2.3. How are the following expenses paid? (check all that apply)

This question divided expenses into six categories: personnel, space, supplies, technology, capital, and other.  The results indicated that the lion’s share of parent agencies paid for all of these expenses. The support of parent agencies dropped below 80% in only one instance (supplies, and then only to 78%). Only twice did the archives program itself pay for certain expenses in more than a quarter of instances: archives programs paid for both supplies and technology in 27% of cases. Although the archives and their parent organizations sometimes both paid for particular expenses, the parent agency remains the source of most funding. This result points out the critical need for internal advocacy for archives.

2.4. Please rank the funding allocated to your local government's archives program on the following scale, with 1 equaling inadequate to support even basic services and 10 equaling substantial enough to support a comprehensive program.
	1 - Inadequate
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10 - Substantial

	18% (24)
	10% (14)
	15% (21)
	8% (11)
	15% (20)
	11% (15)
	8% (11)
	12% (17)
	3% (4)
	0% (0)


On a ten-point funding scale where 1 equals inadequate and 10 equals substantial enough to support a comprehensive program, the largest percentage of respondents (18) reported a 1 and none reported a 10. Two-thirds of respondents (66%) reported scores in the first half of the range, and only 37% reported more-acceptable levels of funding. Assuming that 7 is a reasonable minimum level of funding, only 23% of respondents reported adequate levels of funding. That number points out the crying need for greater funding for local government archives, particularly given that this survey most likely reached the more-active local government archives programs rather than local governments without any archives program at all.
2.5. What factors keep your government's archives program from receiving adequate funding? Please rank each factor on a scale from 1 (not a factor) to 7 (a major factor).

The survey asked respondents to rank a number of factors that keep archives programs from receiving adequate funding. The highest was competition for limited funds (with an average of 5.4 points and 52% of respondents reporting that as a major, 7-point, factor). Next in ranking was lack of understanding of the value of archives (with an average of 4.58 points and 27% of respondents reporting this as a 7-point factor). Lack of interest or concern from the local government, which could be combined with lack of understanding, was next (with an average of 4.02 points and 17% reporting it as a 7-point factor). However, the highest number of respondents (21%) indicated that lack of interest from the local government was not a factor at all. Lack of public interest garnered a 3.15 average response, and over half of respondents (54%) gave this a score of 1 to 3, with over a third saying this was not a factor at all. Lack of interest or concern from state government received an average of 2.85 points (the second smallest of all), with a plurality of respondents (41%) noting that this was not a factor, and almost two third (65%) giving this a rating of 1 to 3. Finally, the lowest among these responses was inadequate advocacy for funds by archives staff, but we might assume some bias given those responding. This answer garnered an average of 2.5 points, 46% of respondents said this was not a factor at all, and only 18% of respondents scored it from 5 to 7. 
From these responses, we can see that competition for limited funds and a lack of understanding of the value of archives are identified as the two biggest factors keeping local government archives programs from receiving adequate funding, and these two factors are inextricably tied together. If a government does not understand the value of archives, then the archives’ ability to advocate for more of a limited quantity of funds will be severely limited. Any solution to funding local government archives must focus on internal advocacy and education of policy makers.
2.6. What other factors keep your government's archives program from receiving adequate funding?
Most of the answers to this open-ended question restated the factors already noted in the last question, but a number of responses provided some insight into the ultimate reasons for the lack of funding for archives. A number of respondents mentioned the problem that archives often face: “Archives is not seen as directly impacting a business need or contributing to a business process.” Archivists themselves are often responsible for allowing this point of view, by focusing their work entirely on the educational value of the history preserved in their records and sidestepping the issue of administrative relevance. For local government archives to succeed in significant numbers, each archivist or records professional in a local government will need to define how their archives support the functions of government. This concept of relevance is critical to acquiring adequate and sustainable funding for archives. Without that, archivists will not be able to make the counter-argument heard frequently in these responses:  “The battle cry for cutting taxes and services. As long as no one has to pay for anything, they are happy for the government to provide it.”

Some respondents also made the case that they did not have the time or staff to improve the funding situation in their archives. “Small size of program and staff make it difficult to advocate for adequate funding” and “We lack the personnel to effectively apply for all the grants that are available” were two such responses. Although it is probably true that these people are overworked, we need to develop training programs that help archivists help themselves. Even a single person is enough to advocate for funding; they just need to learn the skills. And effective grant applications have more to do with focus than anything else. One successful grant application can turn a program around even if the government never again receives a grant.
2.7. How effective have you found the following strategies to be most in obtaining additional funding for archives programs in local governments? Please rank each on a scale from 1 (not an effective strategy) to 7 (highly effective strategy).

This question assesses people’s evaluation of various techniques for garnering additional funding. The most expected and most surprising response is the self-contradicting responses for “Finding a champion.” Often touted in surveys and anecdotes as a means of garnering support, finding a champion received the highest overall response average (4.19). But within the answer itself, the highest score went to both 1 (“Not effective”) and 5 (most of the way to 7, which was “highly effective”). It seems possible that the reason for this discrepancy is merely that this strategy, along with all the others in the list, does not always work. The time must be right, the champion must be right, and the cause must be one easy to explain and push. Most of the response averages to this question are bunched together (in a range from 3.83 to 4.19), but one response is an outrider: “Expensive problems caused by lack of access to archives.” Almost half of all respondents (48%) gave this a score of 1 or 2, marking this strategy as highly ineffective. The problem with this strategy, as stated, is that respondents might have assumed that something must first go wrong in the particular local government itself for the strategy to be implemented. Another reason for this response rate might be the idea that, if a calamity actually occurs in a local government, then that government might focus its attention on the problem, rather than the solution. 

Rank
Strategy



Response Average
1
Finding a champion




4.19

2
Presentations to decision-makers




4.08

3
Writing grant applications




4.03

4
Garnering support of users and the public



3.83

5
Expensive problems caused by lack of access to archives

3.01

Appendix B
Evaluation of Survey Results from Respondents outside Local Government but with an Interest in Local Government Archives

1. Resources

1.1. What factors keep local government archives programs from receiving adequate funding? Please rank each factor on a scale from 1 (not a factor) to 7 (major factor)

Reality raises its ugly head in these responses. Those respondents not from local government speak almost in one voice in identifying “competition for limited funds” as the major reason keeping adequate funding from archives. Almost two-thirds ofall respondents (65%) gave this a score of 7 (“major factor”) and a response average of 6.4 points, and all but 7% of respondents gave this factor a score in the high range (5 to 7 points). Definitely, this is a restriction on local governments’ ability to fund archives programs, which shows the grave difficulty facing archives. Close to this response, however, was the related factor, “lack of understanding of the value of archives” (with a response rate of 6.06 and 47% of respondents assigning it 7 points). These two issues are inextricably tied together. If archives cannot convince their local government decision makers of the value of archives, they will never be able to compete for that government’s limited funds.
1.2. What other factors keep local government archives from receiving adequate funding?

Narrative responses to this question tended to consist of paraphrases of the original factors, but some responses provided helpful advice for local government archives. One respondent carefully compared the public’s interest in preserving historic structures with its total lack of knowledge of archives:

I think lack of public awareness is the biggest obstacle. I would imagine that when the state or local government attempts to allow an old historical building to deteriorate or tear it down, [members of] the local and state community jump to rescue it and preserve the history. When it comes to preserving history, the paper records are just as or of more importance. I don't think the public understands that. I think you need a marketing effort aimed at public awareness.

Others argued that archives need to do more to serve the public, such as extending hours of operation beyond the regular weekly hours “to allow public usage during evening and weekend hours” because “the less time [local government archives are] open to public the less the public interest will be.” One respondent argued that the media needed to do more to keep attention on local government archives over the course of the entire year, not just when a story breaks, but the best response to this is for local government archives to cultivate relationships with their local media. Unfortunately, a number of respondents identified public relations as a particular weakness of archives staff. One respondent made the interesting point was that there is “no ‘penalty’ for not preserving local records,” arguing that local governments must treat any unauthorized destruction of government records as serious offenses, fitting the significance of the crime.
1.3. How effective have you found the following strategies to be in obtaining additional funding for archives programs in local governments? 
Please rank each on a scale from 1 (not an effective strategy) to 7 (highly effective strategy).

Interestingly, non-archivists in local government saw “finding a champion” as the major means of increasing funding for local government archives, showing that they understood the political reality that local government archives face. (Compare this to the split response local government officials themselves to the validity of champions as a solution.) Fully 78% of respondents gave this answer a high score (5 to 7 points), and it received a 5.56 response average. The remaining factors received lower but still fairly high scores, with responses ranging narrowly from 4.23 to 4.58. Each of these responses might provide valid ways to garner increased financial support.
4.5. If you have worked with any of the following to improve the management of records of long-term value in your community, what approaches have you found to work the best with each?
The responses to this question indicate that respondents believed that local was better when looking for partners in advocacy. Statewide local government associations received 52.4% response, the highest. This was followed by 50% for genealogists (likely local genealogical groups) and 42.9% for history groups (such as local historical societies). In comparison, national local government associations received a remarkably low score of 16.7%. The message here is that all local government archives are local, and that working at the local level can often help solve problems. However, these results also show that respondents are more comfortable with groups they probably already have strong relationships with. Local government archives would do well to question their assumptions about who their partners should be and look for more people to cooperate with in their struggle for sustainable funding.
Appendix C

Brief Review of Local Government Programs in State Archives

The following is a review of local government archives programs of a few selected state archives. This list focuses on those states with grants programs for local government archives, comparing them across a small number of attributes. Overall, these data show that almost no states have funds adequate to support significant improvements in the management of local government archives. The population statistics given for each state are 2005 estimates from the United States Census Bureau (http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/index.html). 

Georgia

Grants program:
Various
Funding source: 
Grants “made possible by annual and supplemented State appropriations, and grants from the National Historical Publications and Records Commission (NHPRC).”
Funds distributed:
Unknown.

State population:
9,072,576
Program elements:
Grants, training, retention schedules, advisory services.

Kentucky

Grants program:
Local Records Grants Program
Funding source: 
$2 per document for filings in county clerk’s offices

State population:
4,173,405
Funds distributed:
Unknown.

Program elements:
Grants, training, retention schedules, advisory services, three regional offices.

Notes:
The fee increased to $2 in 2006, but the increase differed from the original $1 fee in that it could not be appropriated for other uses. Much of the original $1 fee had been diverted to other uses.

Maine

Grants program:
Historical Collections Grant Program

Funding source:
Annual legislative funding.

State population:
1,321,505

Funds distributed:
Unknown.

Program elements:
Grants, training, retention schedules, advisory services.

Notes:
A collaborative effort by the Maine State Archives and the Maine State Museum, the purpose of this program is to “preserve Maine’s significant historical collections (records, archives, artifacts, museum objects) and make them available to the public.” As of March 2007, this program had been “suspended pending legislative funding.” 

Massachusetts

Grants program:
Massachusetts Documentary Heritage Grant Program
Funding source: 
Unknown, but appears to be an NHPRC-funded regrant program.
State population:
6,398,743
Funds distributed:
Unknown.

Program elements:
Grants, training, retention schedules, advisory services.

Notes:
This program funds “programs that promote and result in the documentation, preservation, and use of historical records in Massachusetts.” Eligible applicants are “non-profit, public or private organizations, such as repositories, community organizations, professional associations, or local or state government agencies.” Last deadline noted on the Massachusetts Archives’ website was in 2005.
Missouri

Grants program:
Local Records Grant Program
Funding source: 
Fees collected by county recorders.
State population:
5,800,310
Funds distributed:
From $250,000 to $400,000 per year.

Program elements:
Grants, retention schedules.
Notes:
Eligible applicants are “local governments, or political subdivisions with taxing authority.” These grants “may be funded up to 70% of the total project cost.”
New Jersey
Grants program:
Public Archives and Records Infrastructure Support

Funding source: 
Funded by a $5 per-page fee for the filing and recording of documents by county clerks and registers. 
State population:
8,717,925
Funds distributed:
Over $25 million in 2006.

Program elements:
Grants, training, retention schedules, advisory services.

Notes:
Slowly expanding the range of eligible applicants. In 2007 the state’s 21 counties and twelve largest municipalities were eligible.
New York
Grants program: 
Local Government Records Management Improvement Fund

Funding source: 
$5 per document for the recording of documents and for the assignment of index numbers for certain court cases in the offices of county clerks and the New York City Register.
State population:
19,254,630
Funds distributed:
$11.5 million in 2006.

Program elements:
Grants, training, publications, retention schedules, advisory services, nine regional offices.
Notes:
All local governments are eligible to apply.
Pennsylvania

Grants program:
Archives and Records Management Grant Category of the Pennsylvania History and Museum Grant Program
Funding source: 
Unknown
State population:
12,429,616
Funds distributed:
$235,689 in 2005 (in a program that funds about $7,000,000 to a wide range of history and museum projects)
Program elements:
Grants, training, retention schedules, advisory services.

Rhode Island

Grants program:
Rhode Island Historical Records Grant Program
Funding source: 
NHPRC-funded regrant program
State population:
1,076,189
Funds distributed:
Awarded $27,000 in March 2007, but has two grant cycles per year. 
Program elements:
Grants, training, retention schedules, advisory services.

Notes:
Of the seventeen grants funded in early 2007, only five appeared to be from local governments, all of which were public archives.
Tennessee

Grants program:
Direct Grants to Local Government Archives
Funding source: 
Budget line through Secretary of State
State population:
5,962,959
Funds distributed:
$50,000 a year.
Program elements:
Grants, training, advisory services.

PAGE  

