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SUMMARY 

 

At the invitation of the President at the 2013 budget hearings, this document has been prepared to 
inform a budget increase decision for the UNT Libraries.  Highlights of this document include the following: 

• Several long-term issues are highlighted that affect the budgets of all academic libraries and others 
that have particular impacts on UNT.  These issues include the hyperinflation of scholarly journal 
costs, library over-utilization, and the university ambition of becoming a top tier research institution.  

• Ways are highlighted in which investment in the UNT Libraries contributes directly to the four bold 
goals of the university.  The university also realizes significant return on investment whenever library 
funding is increased, in the form of improved research and learning outcomes, and concretely in 
decreased costs of power and maintenance for library facilities that are upgraded. 

• The funding model for the UNT Libraries has remained static since 2004, leading to declines in library 
investment.  The resulting library funding gap is scoped using several different methodologies.  These 
methodologies use both peer group analysis and cost projection as means of estimating the current 
library funding gap at UNT. 

• Six different options are put forward for remediating the library funding gap.  The options fill the 
library funding gap via different strategies for increasing revenue streams.  These recommendations 
offer viable means of addressing the problem. 

• UNT faculty and students strongly support increasing funding for the library, and are hopeful that a 
decision to improve the library budget be made soon. 
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WHY DOES THE LIBRARY NEED MORE MONEY? 

The basic question of “why does the library need more money?” needs to be addressed first.  Libraries are 
often seen as frustrating obligations by administrations, in some cases being compared to financial black holes.  
The straightforward response to this question is that libraries are not forces of nature; they are means to ends, 
specifically the academic ends of teaching and research.  To foreground other obvious points, we live in an age of 
learning through information exploration, and the extended infrastructure of services and resources represented 
by the library (at UNT or any university) is a key means for an academic community to explore and learn.  Without 
these means the academic community will not achieve its associated aims of teaching and research.  Why is more 
funding needed at UNT for these purposes, and how does library funding directly contribute to academic goals? To 
answer these questions, some basic points of context have to be addressed. 

COST ISSUES PARTICULAR TO ALL ACADEMIC LIBRARIES / IMPACTS ON ACADEMIC GOALS 

Several unobvious long-term trends have structured the cost issues that are pressuring all academic 
libraries today.  Some of these trends are common to all academic libraries and some are particular to UNT. 

SCHOLARLY JOURNAL COST HYPERINFLATION 

An entire body of literature 1 has grown up documenting the unfortunate decades long trend of 
outsourcing the editorial production, management, control, and price-setting of core scientific journals to overseas 
publishing conglomerates such as Elsevier.  The priority of these publishing conglomerates is (quite logically and 
consistently) maximization of profit utilizing the monopoly they have gained on a core resource of academia, the 
publications that comprise the center of the scholarly communication cycle for a large number of the highest dollar 
value components of universities.  These corporations have been successful in their aims, having been able to raise 
the price of scholarly journals approximately 8% per year for decades2, far in excess of overall inflation in the 
economy.  To provide a more concrete sense of what this level of inflation implies, consider that for a $6M serials 
budget (roughly what UNT expends currently), just keeping the same subscriptions in place requires an additional 
$480K to be added each year!  If the budget is static or declining, extensive cancellations must be undertaken to 
cover that annual increase.  Keeping library funding flat, or worse, reducing it significantly each year has disastrous 
long term impacts in terms of cancellations of subscriptions.   

Cancelling thousands of titles quickly results in situations that dramatically undercut the research 
aspirations of the university, specifically the second stated university goal to “Provide superior graduate education, 
scholarship and artistic endeavors and achieve status among the nation’s tier-one research institutions”.  To cite an 
all-too-real actual example, while UNT is seeking to recruit new faculty with National Academy of Science 
credentials, the library can no longer afford to subscribe to current NAS proceedings.  The reality of losing access to 
large swaths of research publications has come home to faculty members at UNT; ongoing serials cancellations are 
increasingly impacting faculty research levels and the overall level of research productivity at UNT.  The library 
information resources budget has been reduced by $2M during the past two years alone, resulting in the 
cancellation of thousands of planned acquisitions and renewals.  These impacts on faculty research capabilities are 
poised to become significantly worse if the library’s purchasing power continues to degrade further.  We are 
gradually entering a condition in which faculty will be unable to effectively conduct research at all because of 
limited access to current publications.  This is not the situation at other research universities, and it has not always 
been the situation at UNT.  While it is true that most university research libraries are under stress these days, the 
need for investing in information access is acknowledged and met in most top tier research institutions.  UNT has 
in the past had effective levels of funding for the library.  The problem has arisen at UNT because of a static library 
funding model that has not changed in many years.  This document includes several analyses that point to a 
growing gap in library funding that must be remediated if UNT is to achieve its research aspirations. 

1 Library Journal has documented this trend for many years in an annual periodicals price survey, and the 
Andrew W. Mellon Foundation has produced many reports on the phenomenon. 

2 See the Library Journal Periodicals Price Survey issue. 
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COST ISSUES PARTICULAR TO THE UNT LIBRARIES 

While the cost escalation in scientific literature is a well-documented trend that affects all university 
libraries, there are more particular issues that affect the UNT Libraries differentially. 

COMING FROM BEHIND 

UNT as an institution embraces a double-edged sword: it now has a shared institution-wide aspiration to 
become a top tier student-centered research university.  The good part of this aspiration is that it gives the 
university drive, ambition, and a shared over-arching goal.  The bad part of this aspiration is that the university 
lacks many resources needed to attain this goal.  Like many parts of UNT, the library is emerging from a past that 
did not include top tier research aspirations.  As UNT has rapidly evolved in aspirations from a regional teachers 
college to an international research university, the library has sought to rapidly evolve as well.  However, there are 
categorical differences between a research library and a teaching library.  Research libraries have a depth and 
breadth of collections and services significantly beyond those of a teaching college library, and a depth and 
breadth of funding to enable such collections and services.  There is significant evidence in the specific analyses 
included in this document that the UNT library funding model is still not structured like a research university in 
financial terms.  The first and largest aspect of the library funding gap is that UNT has never had a library funding 
model similar to other research institutions which it aspires to resemble.  While all university libraries struggle with 
the cost of journal price inflation, UNT comes to the game dramatically underfunded, at a level far beneath its 
peers.  There is no point in glossing over this point or ignoring this issue; we simply have to acknowledge the 
problem and move on to solve it. 

BUILDING USAGE AND CONDITION 

The UNT Libraries have another very big double-edged sword: the library is very heavily used.  The Willis 
main library tracked door counts of just over one million entrants in FY12, making it the single most used building 
on campus.  This enormous foot traffic is indicative of the importance of library use for student success; students 
have limited time and would not be coming into the library unless it was important to them.  Students use the 
library for many purposes: study, access to information, instruction in use of information resources, research, 
group learning, etc.  Whenever asked about the library, student groups call out its importance to them. 

And yet, the Willis library is in poor condition to host this heavy utilization.  The Willis Library was 
constructed in 1970, and has had only minor cosmetic repairs over the intervening four decades.  Unsurprisingly, 
the building is becoming increasing decrepit.  A 2009 report by UNT Facilities identified $33M in deferred 
maintenance needed for Willis.  Many of the problems identified are potentially quite hazardous; for example, 
masonry from the top of the building has been known to break off and plummet to the ground.  Other problems 
cost the university unnecessary amounts of overhead; the air handling equipment is original to the building and 
predictably inefficient, costing the university hundreds of thousands of dollars in power and stop-gap repairs that 
could be avoided if the building was systematically remediated. 

Another building assessment conducted externally in 2011 by PSA Dewberry as part of the Library Master 
Facilities Plan echoed many of the problems identified by UNT Facilities and surfaced others.   A general point 
raised by the 2011 assessment is that the building was constructed using 1960’s building codes which have long 
since been outdated, and almost any significant repairs to the building will trigger a costly process of bringing the 
entire building up to code.  To date, UNT has lacked the funds to bring the building up to code or up to the 
standards befitting the first stated university goal: “Provide the best undergraduate educational experience in 
Texas”. Most of the repairs to the library have been conducted with library funds rather than central university 
facilities funds.  The process of fixing the library will need to start with addressing the library funding gap.   

Filling the library funding gap will save the university significant amounts of money through power and 
maintenance savings.  It will also advance the first goal of the university by directly improving the university 
experience of all undergraduates. 
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HOW THE LIBRARY ADVANCES ACADEMIC PRIORITIES / WHAT WOULD NEW LIBRARY FUNDS ENABLE? 

If the library funding gap were remediated, what would be enabled?  The strategic plan for the UNT 
Libraries lays out an agenda for becoming a top tier research library in five detailed goal areas, including 
collaborative partnerships with faculty, innovative services, a continuous improvement assessment program, and 
high quality collections and facilities. For summary purposes in this document, this question can perhaps best be 
answered by simply speaking to the ways that increased library investment advances the four bold goals of the 
university. 

UNT UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION  

As described above, the library is the most heavily used facility on the UNT campus.  Undergraduates 
especially value the library and use it for many purposes.  And yet, the quality of their experience is hindered by 
not being able to bring the main library up to current building codes, much less make it a high quality building. 

If the library funding gap were fixed, incremental annual upgrades that improve undergraduate education 
could begin that would remediate the problems with the main library and other library facilities.  The library could 
contribute toward replacement of key facilities infrastructure, improving the environmental quality in the building 
and in the process saving the university hundreds of thousands of dollars in power expenditures and repairs.  The 
stacks could be made ADA compliant, providing better access to physically challenged students.  Computers, 
displays, and other information technology could be upgraded.  Overall, the services and environment of the 
library could be updated.  All of these improvements would directly improve the quality of learning by UNT 
students.  

UNT RESEARCH  

Library information resources are essential research infrastructure.  As UNT continues to expand its 
research activities there are increased demands for thousands of new information resources to undergird these 
efforts.  But immediate access to current, high quality information is expensive.  If UNT is to achieve its research 
aspirations, there must be infusions of new funding to acquire the databases and subscriptions that inform faculty 
research activities.  The library is leading efforts on the campus to better manage research data generated by grant 
funded projects, a requirement that NSF now mandates.  Recent studies3 show that library investments pay off in 
many different ways in terms of university research: increased faculty grant productivity, citations, and citation 
impacts.  Structuring the library funding model effectively will therefore directly advance UNT research activities in 
many different ways.  

UNT COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

The library plays a significant role in the fourth community outreach and engagement.  The UNT Libraries 
connect with not only the Denton region but across Texas and beyond through the information services they 
provide.  By working directly with dozens of communities around Texas to digitize and generate grant income for 
digitization of historical content, the library advances the university’s goal to “Establish UNT as a nationally 
recognized, engaged university and regional leader by building and expanding mutually beneficial partnerships and 
resources.”  

UNT EFFICIENCY 

Finally, the library makes UNT a more efficient organization.  Beyond the efficiencies that improved library 
facilities will enable, the general point for the university is that operational effectiveness is only possible when an 
organization is well-informed, and the library is a key means of informing faculty and staff of current best practices 
in all fields of study as well as business practices generally. 

UNT SUCCESS 

Great universities have great libraries; the two go hand in hand.  Fixing the library funding gap is a key 
step in advancing the overall ambition of UNT to become a top tier student-centered research university. 

3 A widely cited recent literature review of this topic is The Value of Academic Libraries: A Comprehensive Research Review and 
Report, Megan Oakleaf, Chicago: Association of College and Research Libraries, 2010. 
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ANALYSES OF LIBRARY BUDGET GAP 

If UNT library funding is inadequate and if there is a gap in library funding, what is the scope of the gap?  
There are obvious anecdotal issues that indicate that there is a gap, such as the fact that $2M in existing 
subscriptions and faculty-requested purchases have been cut out of necessity, and repeated requests by faculty 
and students as to why library services and resources available at other institutions are not available at UNT.  But 
in order to scope what the gap in library funding is, a more systematic analysis would be useful. 

There are several potential ways of analyzing the current gap in library funding at UNT.  The following are 
three different approaches to analyzing the gap in UNT library funding, using a combination of methods including 
comparative peer analyses and cost projection. 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS WITH THE THECB PEER GROUP 

The first approach to scoping the gap in UNT library funding is based on a methodology of peer group 
analysis.  The first question is what peer group is relevant to use in comparison with UNT? 

As part of the creation of the National Research University Fund (NRUF) and other related statewide 
planning efforts, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) identified a group of aspirational peers 
for UNT (and other Texas “Emerging Research Universities”) to use for comparative planning purposes.  The annual 
expenditures for the libraries of this group of universities have been tabulated.4  In the chart below, the average of 
annual expenditures of the members of the THECB peer group is compared to that of UNT.  The available THECB 
data goes to 2011; UNT data is available for one additional year to 2012.  Linear trend line projections have also 
been added as a way of understanding the overall progression of these expenditures. 

 
The annual library expenditures of UNT are on average $7.2M less than the expenditures of THECB peer 

group universities during this period, varying up and down from a high of $8.7M in 2003 to a low of $5.3M in 2010.  
This is a concrete means of visualizing the gap between the kind of research library we are and the kind we need to 
be in order to provide the resources that the UNT community is asking for to succeed.   

Another way of examining this same data is to chart it in terms of expenditures per capita.5  This peer 
group comparison metric shows what level of resources are being expended on each student at the university, 

4 Source: Association of Research Libraries most recent available statistics (2011) 
5 Per capita here means total library expenditures divided by twelve month unduplicated headcount, as reported in IPEDS. 
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encapsulating all of the information resource purchases, services provided, etc.  The chart below of the average 
per capita library expenditure by THECB peer group universities during this period and UNT demonstrates that 
over the past decade the THECB peers spent an average of approximately $656 per student, whereas UNT spent an 
average of approximately $346 per student.  This gap of $310 per student is another way of understanding the gap 
in library funding at UNT. 

 
To summarize the findings of this analysis, the gap in UNT library funding in comparison to the average of 

the THECB peer group is $7.2M in absolute terms and $310 per student. 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS WITH TEXAS TECH 

A second peer analysis methodology focuses on comparing the UNT Libraries with a single peer that is 
both proximate and prominent, Texas Tech.  There are several reasons for a comparison with Texas Tech (see 
below).  A comparison of library expenditures at UNT and Texas Tech is telling.  The following chart shows the 
annual library expenditures of Texas Tech compared to those of UNT. 

 
The annual library expenditures of UNT are on average $7.3M less than the expenditures of Texas Tech 

during this period, varying up and down from a high of $12.9M in 2011 to a low of $5.2M in 1999.  A per capita 
comparison with Tech is even more telling. 

 
The per capita expenditures clarify a key difference between the two libraries: Tech not only spends more 

than UNT, but they have dramatically increased their per capita library expenditure amount over the past decade, 
from $555 to $859 per student, whereas UNT kept its expenditures flat with an unchanging use fee of $16.50/SCH. 
The only reason the UNT per capita amount has gone up at all during this period is because of steadily increasing 
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expenditures related to various grants received during this period.  The gap between Tech and UNT per capita 
expenditures was $260 in 2001; this grew to $470 in 2011.  Put in other words, Tech invests more than twice as 
much per capita in library resources and services than UNT.  The average difference for this decade was $352 per 
student.  This is part of the reason that Tech is succeeding as an Emerging Research University; quite simply, Tech 
invests heavily in its research information resources.  But why compare UNT specifically to Texas Tech? 

There are several reasons for a side-by-side comparison with Texas Tech.  In terms of most metrics, Tech 
is arguably the most prominent research university in the northern half of Texas.  Tech is one of the designated 
Emerging Research Universities that has essentially satisfied the THECB criteria for national research status.  The 
comparison with Tech is in many ways more personal and closer to home than the comparison with the THECB 
peer group, in that UNT directly competes with Tech for the best students in the region on a regular basis.   

Finally, the Texas Tech library is one of the few major research libraries in the region that has historically 
been funded in the same manner as UNT, through a heavy reliance on student use fees assessed on student 
semester credit hours taken.  Like UNT, over the previous decade Texas Tech has funded more than 98% of the 
library budget through such use fees, although Tech has within the last year begun to change the way that they 
assess these use fees.  Up until 2011, Tech assessed these use fees in a way roughly similar to UNT, namely as a 
dollar amount assessed per student semester credit hours taken (albeit a significantly hirer rate than UNT).  Tech 
has since shifted to a flat rate assessed per student, with the flat amount increasing each year to cover costs. 

To summarize the findings of this analysis, the gap in UNT library funding in comparison to Texas Tech is 
$7.3M in absolute terms and $352 per student. 
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COST PROJECTION ANALYSIS 

A third strategy for analyzing the library funding gap focuses on cost projections.  As was previously 
stated, the cost of research information resources has for many years increased at a rate of approximately 8% per 
year, while the library funding model has remained static.  This has led to years of cuts in subscriptions and 
services, most recently at a debilitating rate of millions of dollars per year.  Most other research libraries have 
continued to invest in information resources and services at something approaching the necessary rate to retain 
these necessary elements of the research enterprise.  This analysis asks the question “what would the library’s 
budget be like today if we had been keeping up with the cost of research information?”  Some challenges in 
answering this question include the question of what year to start the analysis and the observation that UNT has 
been steadily increasing its research activities over the years.  The following figures show growth the actual 
budgeted library expenditures compared to a hypothetical growth curve of what the budget would have been if 
we had been keeping up with the increasing costs of research information resources.  The curves start in FY05, the 
first full year in which the library was funded solely by the use fee.  The curves are informative. 

 
The chart shows that, had investment in information resources increased at the needed rate, the FY14 

budget would be $22.4M rather than the currently planned $16.3M.  The gap here is obvious; the difference 
between the two numbers having being made up in massive cuts to the budget for purchase of information 
resources and hiring student and staff employees.  Part of what this chart also clarifies is that up until roughly FY11 
the growth in UNT enrollment was masking the flat use fee and consequent lack of increased library investment.  
Cuts were still happening each year, but the funding gap grew rapidly once the enrollment plateaued. 

The gap indicated by this chart is approximately $6M.  This does not take into account the demand for 
new information resources and services to address new areas of research and new influxes of students, as well as 
remediation of facilities that are literally falling apart (see p. 3).  A conservative estimate of the cost of those 
additional needs comes to at least another $1.2M annually.   

To summarize the findings of this analysis, the gap in UNT library funding in comparison to the projected 
budget needed to address current needs is $7.2M. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Three different methodologies for scoping the gap in UNT library funding have produced roughly the 
same numbers, indicating a triangulation on what the size of this gap is currently.  The three analyses scope the 
current gap in library funding as follows: 

 
 

STRATEGIES FOR FILLING THE LIBRARY FUNDING GAP 

If this is the approximate scope of the gap, what are the strategies for filling it?  Previous inquiries indicate 
that most other public research universities in Texas fund their libraries through a mixed revenue model, to greater 
or lesser degrees.  Some (especially Tech) rely primarily on a student use fee to fund the library.  Undergraduates 
contribute the vast majority of the funds received via the library use fee.  Undergraduates receive great benefits 
from their extensive use of the library, but a great deal of library expenditures go to purchasing information 
resources that are primarily of use by researchers.  It therefore seems appropriate that some portion of the 
library’s funding should come from sources other than the student use fee.  Most research universities in Texas 
fund their libraries through a diversified set of funding sources, often including student use fess but also frequently 
including other revenue streams, especially funding from the state Higher Education Advancement Fund (HEAF) 
and indirect costs (IDC) received by the university’s office of research.  These two sources are each quite distinct. 

HEAF funds are used for library information resources in many other Texas research universities.  Article 
VII, Section 17 of the Texas Constitution established the Higher Education Assistance Fund by adding Chapter 62 to 
the Texas Education Code.  HEAF funds are specifically given to Texas universities to address ongoing academic 
needs such as the acquisition of library books and library materials.  This funding is meant to be “an addition to the 
current university library resources, and are exclusive of normal operating costs.”  Library materials are 
“information sources other than books (either owned or accessed), which include journals, periodicals, microforms, 
audio/visual media, computer-based information, manuscripts, maps, documents or similar items which provide 
information essential to the learning process or which enhance the quality of university library programs.” Many 
other university libraries (for example the University of Houston libraries) in the state receive hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in HEAF funds to support their information resource acquisitions.  The University of North 
Texas receives approximately $27M in HEAF funds each year from the state; however, none of these funds go to 
fund the acquisition of books or journals.  Tapping the HEAF funds for library acquisitions would enable 
reinstatement/purchase of many cancelled journals and needed books. 

The second source of funding is university indirect costs (IDC) funds received from federal grants.  Indirect 
costs provided by grants often cover many expenses subsumed in the overall costs of undertaking university 
research activities, and in other institutions are often used to support library acquisitions.  After all, the reason for 
purchasing journals and other information resources in a university library is to support the research and 
instruction of university scholars.  In the 2012 UNT federal IDC rate agreement, the library is listed as accounting 
for 0.9% of research projects, and 12.6% of instruction projects6, yet no Office of Research IDC funds have ever 
been allocated to the library.  Allocating a small amount of the IDC funds received by the university for library 
acquisitions would also enable reinstatement/purchase of urgently needed information resources.   

6 See UNT “IDC Rate Agreement 2013 Executed”. 

Methodology Gap in Absolute Terms Gap per Capita

THECB Peer Group Comparison $7.2M $310

Texas Tech Comparison $7.3M $352

Cost Projection $7.2M N/A
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It seems plausible that some portion of the library funding gap should be filled by contributions from 
HEAF and IDC funds received by the university.  But these amounts are realistically likely to be in the range of 
hundreds of thousands of dollars rather than the millions of dollars needed to fill the gap.  After the many years in 
which the library use fee has remained static, it is clearly time to raise the fee.  But the key question is: how much? 

All three of the analyses of the library budget gap are in rough agreement that the size of the gap in 
absolute terms is approximately $7.2M.  This amount could be generated by increasing the library use fee by 
$8/SCH.  It could be generated by a combination of a use fee increase and allocations from the HEAF funds that the 
university receives and from IDC received by the Office of Research.  The following are several different options to 
increase library funding by $7.2M per year, which would remediate the library budget gap: 

 
 

Each of these options has pros and cons.  Details for the individual options are provided in the following 
paragraphs.  All of the options are based on a figure of nine hundred thousand semester credit hours, the figure 
that the library has been given for planning purposes, and all of the options would remediate the per capita gap. 

Option 1 remediates the library funding gap solely through an $8 increase to the SCH use fee, bringing the 
total use fee to $24.50/SCH.  This is a simple approach that would not require any allocation of funding from 
university IDC or HEAF funds, but has the downside of placing the entire burden of the increase on the students.  
This seems undesirable in principle and in practice.  First, students are very appreciative of the resources and 
services they get from the library.  The vast majority of the library’s funding comes from undergraduate students, 
the group that makes up most of the student body.  During previous discussions with the SGA the students were 
very supportive of increasing the library use fees they pay, provided that the university supplements the use fee 
with additional contributions from HEAF and IDC funds.  They specifically did not feel that it was fair that they are 
the only stakeholder called upon to pay for all the research-oriented aspects of the library, such as the 
subscriptions that are primarily of use to faculty doing research.  They understood that they would likely continue 
to carry the lion’s share, but simply wanted to see some gesture by the administration in support of fairness.  
Second, both IDC and HEAF have components that are intended to support library expenditures.  At a time when 
the library is gravely underfunded, it seems logical to tap these resources to some extent, even acknowledging the 
point that all resources at UNT are stretched very thin.  This brings us to the next options. 

Option 2 interjects somewhat nominal amounts of IDC and HEAF funds ($225K apiece) into the library 
revenue stream.  Unlike Option 3, these amounts are not calculated via any particular mechanism, they are simply 

Options

SCH Use 
Fee 

Increase
 IDC 

Allocation 
 HEAF 

Allocation  Pros  Cons 

Option 1: Only use fee 
increase  $          8.00  $             -    $             -   

 Simple approach, does not impact 
IDC or HEAF 

 Places the entire burden on the 
students 

Option 2: Moderate 
IDC and HEAF 
contributions  $          7.50  $    225,000  $    225,000 

 Includes some moderate IDC and 
HEAF contributions 

 Smaller IDC and HEAF 
contributions, most burden still on 
the students 

Option 3: Accurate 
IDC contribution  $          7.00  $    552,727  $    347,273 

 Uses the actual IDC from the 
formulas used, fair load 
distributed to IDC and HEAF 

 Most burden still on students, 
albeit fairer than prior options 

Option 4: Three-way 
split  $          2.67  $ 2,400,000  $ 2,400,000 

 Distributes the increased burden 
across all three sources 

 Large burdens now fall on IDC 
and HEAF, may be 
conterproductive in other ways 

Option 5: Only IDC 
and HEAF 
contributions  $             -    $ 3,600,000  $ 3,600,000 

 Distributes the increased burden 
across sources that do not impact 
students 

 Extremely large burdens now fall 
on IDC and HEAF, may be 
conterproductive in other ways 

Option 6: Flat rate

Go to flat 
fee (see 

below)

 (Depends 
on flat fee 

set) 

 (Depends 
on flat fee 

set)  Simplifies the accounting 

 Appearance of penalizing part-
time students, who would pay the 
same amount as full-time 
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set at a threshold that provides a meaningful contribution to the library’s funding without being overly 
burdensome to either source.  This option would still require that the use fee be increased by $7.50 to an even 
$24/SCH.  This option interjects modest additional sources of revenue into the library funding model, but leaves 
most of the burden on the students. 

Option 3 starts with the question: “In the IDC rate agreements negotiated with the federal government, 
how much are we requesting for the library?”  Since none of these funds have ever actually gone to the library, 
straightforward approach is to use these amounts for library expenditures.  As mentioned before, in the 2012 UNT 
IDC rate agreement the library is listed as accounting for 0.9% of research projects, and 12.6% of instruction 
projects.  Using the published award amounts received for FY2012, this would produce the following numbers: 

0.9% * 48% (Campus Research IDC) * $21,608,697 (Research Awards) = $93,350 

12.6% * 48% (Campus Instruction IDC) * $7,595,514 (Instruction Awards) = $459,377 

$93,350 + $459,377 = $552,727 

This option then fixes the SCH use fee increment at $7, which produces a HEAF amount of $347,273.   These figures 
are generated using the listed library components from federally negotiated IDC rate documents, a more 
reasonable and accurate mechanism for calculating the requisite IDC contribution to the library budget.  It also sets 
the IDC and HEAF contributions to levels that seem more appropriate in terms of scale. 

Option 4 simply divides the gap into three equal amounts associated with each of the three potential 
sources.  While this significantly moves the load off of the students, the downside of this approach is that it drains 
millions of dollars from university IDC and HEAF funds, at a time when these funds are urgently needed for many 
purposes across the campus. 

Option 5 extends the principle of Option 4 even farther, and generates all $7.2M from IDC and HEAF 
funds.  While this is certainly possible, the question is whether or not this would be counterproductive in other 
ways because of the impacts it would have on research and facilities investments.  Still, this option would shift a 
significant portion of the burden off of the students. 

Finally, Option 6 would completely restructure the way that the library use fee is assessed, going to a flat 
rate rather than a SCH-based graduated rate.  This is in fact the option that Texas Tech has just elected to move 
toward.  Under this funding model, all students would pay a flat library fee of approximately $350 per semester.  
At Tech, the only exception to this fee is students who enroll for less than 4 hours, who pay $120 per semester.  
This model is attractive in the case of a student body like that of Texas Tech, which is primarily comprised of full-
time students.  The model seems less appropriate at UNT, where many students are part time.  The advantage of 
this model is that it would be easier to administer, and simpler to articulate. 

There are obviously many other permutations than these six options.  The intent here is not to be 
exhaustive, but to provide a set of realistic options that would remediate the library funding gap.   

SUPPORT FOR INCREASING LIBRARY FUNDING FROM FACULTY AND STUDENTS 

Both the faculty and students support doing everything necessary to increase the library’s funding to 
adequate levels.  In meetings with the SGA, students conveyed a willingness to pay higher SCH use fees as long as 
some of the burden is also shouldered by other parts of the university.  A survey conducted in April 2013 shows 
that 98% of the faculty strongly supports increasing UNT library funding.  The faculty senate is particularly 
concerned that library funding be increased, and is currently drafting a letter of support for this purpose.   

Now is the time to address the longstanding problems with the library funding model and situate UNT to 
make progress on its goal of becoming a top tier student-centered research university.  These problems can be 
resolved through the recommendations described in this analysis, and a decision should be made quickly.  Library 
resources and services will advance all of the university’s goals and ambitions, and the sooner we move forward 
the sooner we will begin to make headway on these goals. 
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