LSTA Coordinators’ Discussion Group

ALA

Washington D.C.

June 24, 2007

Minutes:

The meeting was opened at 4:00 p.m. by Chair Linda Lord, Deputy State Librarian, Maine State Library.

A.  Introductions

Maribeth Krupczak, New York State Library; Stella Cone, Georgia Public Library Services; Deborah Littrell, Texas State Library; Michel Farrell IMLS; Debbie Hall, Arkansas State Library; Marian Deeney, Florida State Library; Robin Cabot, IMLS; Mary Boone, North Carolina State Library; Ann Joslin, Idaho State Library; Susan McVey, Oklahoma State Library; Jerry Krois, Wyoming State Library; Marlene Heroux, Beth Wade, Nancy Rea, Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners; Barbara Reading, Missouri State Library; Mark Galbraith, Kansas State Library; Renee Cooper, Maryland State Library; Wayne Onkst, Kentucky State Library; Jane Pinkston, Tennessee State Library; Connie Cardillo, Pennsylvania State Library; Tom Andersen, California State Library; Carol Adams, State Library of Virginia; Diane Brown, State Library of Louisiana; Mary Linda Todd, New York State Library; Rhona Klein and Heather Muller, Washington State Library; David Singleton, Georgia Public Library Service; David S. Goble, State Library of South Carolina; Kit Keller, Nebraska Library Commission; Karen Motylewski, IMLS; George V. Smith, IMLS; Michaela Hansen, Colorado State Library; Karen Starr, Nevada State Library; Margaret Conroy, Missouri State Library.  
(The above listing contains six Chiefs: Mary Boone, North Carolina; Ann Joslin, Idaho; Susan McVey, Oklahoma; Margaret Conroy, Missouri; Wayne Onkst, Kentucky; David Goble, South Carolina)
Agenda
1.  Report from IMLS – George V. Smith

A.  Fall conference plans

· The IMLS-sponsored fall conference will be held from Wed. Oct. 31 to Friday Nov. 2, 2007 in Washington.  A contract is being negotiated with the Westin Hotel at 14th and M Street, and more information will follow.  IMLS will fund two representatives from each state.  A third person may attend at their state’s expense, and will have to make his or her own hotel reservations.  It would be expedient for the 3d person to call the conference hotel and explained his or her attendance at the IMLS training.  Perhaps a conference rate will be extended (approximately $195).  The 3d person could also share a room with one of the two IMLS-funded participants to cut down on expenses.  

· The theme of the conference will be “down and dirty” grants management.  The following will be covered:

· A-Z management of the LSTA grants (e.g. federal laws, regulations, policies, certificates and legal requirements) 

· The award notice; how to draw down funds, and matching allotments to the state fiscal year

· Building a state program including the relationship between a state’s five-year plan and annual activities, and an explanation about what is allowable in the 4% administrative limit
· Narratives and numbers; reporting, communicating and disseminating the importance of library services and the importance of LSTA funding

· How to use the State Program Report (SPR) for the States’ benefit
· How to provide a good narrative and numbers for the SPR

· How federal audits are done as explained by an auditor– what to heed, what we need, and what the auditor needs.  (There have been audits in five states, and several auditors have called George to see how they should read pertinent federal regulations.)
George will ask states to volunteer speakers.
LSTA coordinators, Chiefs, and the state fiscal officers will gain the most from this training.
George mentioned that changes will appear soon in the IMLS extranet and asked, “How do you monitor, evaluate, attribute and disseminate information to the media?”

B.  Five Year Plan Evaluations
· These are all in and appear “better” than the last iteration 
· Evaluations were more consistent and many followed the IMLS format
· More analysis was included

· IMLS is contracting for a trends analysis of the evaluations which will include a three-page summary of each state.  The summaries should be available by mid April 2008
Five-Year Plans

· Due on June 30, 2007

· Ask for assistance to avoid problems
· Request authorization for late submissions by July 2, 2007

· If not approved by Sept. 30, there will be no drawdown for delinquent plans

· If on time, no problems; prompt approvals expected.

IMLS program officers will do 14 site visits this year; most of them in the next three months.  Chief Susan McVey (OK) just had a site visit from program officer Laurie Brooks which she found extremely helpful.  Jane Pinkston from Tennessee had the same experience with a site visit from Terri Brown.  Local libraries were delighted with her visits.  Robin Cabot and Michelle Ferrell also received praise for their site visits

Good results come from these visits: they build relationships and make it easier to communicate and ask for help.  IMLS wants a collaborative relationship with States, not a punitive relationship.  Please call IMLS with questions; they can help us avoid problems.

Question 1:  How should/will LSTA coordinators change their approaches to data collection and the survey tools they use for OBE and general evaluation procedures?

· One state is adding a few outcome questions to statistics surveys

· Maine is asking after every program “How will you apply this information?”


About six months after the program, the state will begin  
follow-up phone interviews to ask if change happened.

· CA is finding they have to add  year two  grants for evaluation

· Wyoming will change staff training evaluation – at the beginning of the program, they will ask about knowledge and confidence then will do a 90-day follow-up to see if there were changes
· AK reviews sub grants and subsets are chosen for training and technical assistance for outcomes measurements

Question 2: Will IMLS have a special OBE project they want us to again monitor and report on annually (starting with the 2008 SPR)?

IMLS is going through an internal assessment; not giving up on OBE (outcome based evaluation) but may take new directions.  There will be an effort to expand the “beyond OBE” training.  George talked about perhaps choosing a specific type of program for which “OBE in a can” could be produced.  If states have ideas on what that program type might be, George will collect and put out a “shopping list” for responses from States.
Karen Motylewski noted that one of the dilemmas of IMLS was they didn’t intend OBE to be the single kind of evaluation used.  It was assumed that states were already using other kinds of evaluation, but IMLS found out that this was sometimes not the case.  George noted that although there are not plans to hold more “live” OBE training, Indiana State University has been contracted for online training and the resulting “Facing Outcomes” could be used.  He recommended doing the training in teams, and noted that the time-commitment would be similar to the live training if travel were included.  Currently there is an instructor to guide participants along as part of the five modules.
· IMLS did get some data from the Summer Reading OBE session but unfortunately the contract could not be continued.  This will be revived for summer 08 (IMLS hopes!)

· IMLS is considering OBE in a can; would develop one generic plan for program, instrument for evaluation, and online survey tool (see paragraph above)
· Jane Pinkston reported that Tennessee took the advanced workshop for training.  The State implemented trustee training using what they had learned. (This is after having done trustee training for years.)  Follow-up studies showed the new workshop was the best ever.  A trustee tool kit was developed which is available on the TN State Library web site.  Jane attributed all success to the live workshop she attended.

· A future outcomes workshop may focus on Talking Books/Libraries for the Blind for an evaluation initiative.

· IMLS would really like to know how state funds are used for programs described in the 5-Year Plans and SPRs (State Program Reports).

· In the next couple of years, IMLS will evaluate the current SPR format.

· Summer Reading program evaluation tool is not currently available.


During the staff training initiative, IMLS struggled to 
solve problems in identifying common outcomes given the 
diversity of summer reading programs.  IMLS did not 
find a lot of commonality.

Question 3: How can we look better at licensed database use and monitor ILL?

· IMLS paid the University of Missouri to look at headcounts and otherwise analyze online database use.  Found lack of staff time a key barrier, but also found other issues for low use.  The report is not complete.

· IMLS will monitor and try to increase use of databases and ILL by low volume users.

· Susan McVey is seeing drops in ILL use especially in small libraries.  Postage is a barrier.  Susan is concerned about the next postage increase and why the pattern is changing.  Is it all about cost or are there other explanations?

· Maine instituted a centralized van delivery for ILL and has seen a rise in ILL.  A goal is to get one free stop per week for every library whose service area is over 5000.  Online requesting and van delivery have exponentially increased ILL.  Books by Mail program postage in Maine went from $20,000 annually in the early 2000’s to $100,000 this year.  For the first time, users will be asked to pay return postage starting July 1, 2007.  Maine will try to get state funding for this.

· Florida ILL delivery is “Billy”, a statewide program started with LSTA funds.  Every library gets one free delivery each week.

· In Maine, a survey of state libraries showed that the two most valued services from the Maine State Library are the van delivery system and state-wide licensed on-line databases.

· Georgia reports 6,000 ILLs in 1969 and 480,000 in one district in 2006

· In MA, regions do van delivery; about 6,000,000 items a year go through ILL which equals about 12m deliveries.  This state is doing a study and business plan for ILL
· In N.J. costs are making ILL a challenge

· In CT ILL is no longer a prime discussion topic.  

· Ann Joslin asked if anyone has studied ILL expenses vs. book purchasing.  Topic seems to be rising in priority again

· NJ did a study and learned that it costs $1.75 per ILL.  However, this did not include delivery costs which have now doubled
· States have deliberated treating ILL as a separate function and treating all loans as circulation.

· Barbara Reading pointed out the “long tail” concept which applies to ILL because as titles trail off or if they are specialized, they are single use.  No one library is going to buy a single use copy.

· Other related ILL issues were discussed

Question 3:  How do you evaluate ILL?
· It was suggested that use of online requesting equaled changed behavior for libraries and patrons and an increase in use means a change in patrons’ lives.
· States could do customer satisfaction surveys with deliveries (staff, end-users, regarding turnaround time, ability to find and get what was needed)

· Missouri is pushing IT to set up instate intranet for sub grants.  The end goal is to provide information automatically for the SPR.  Has anyone else done this?  Some states have done intranet for some purposes.

· Georgia has set up a Directors’ knowledge base with “Droople”
· George Smith said that IMLS is testing electronic versions of five-year evaluations for the IMLS intranet. Eventually these will be posted on the IMLS web site.  IMLS recently funded Texas/Colorado/Dominion U/Johns Hopkins’s study to assess the impact of summer reading programs on children when they return to school

3.  Election of new Chair
Linda Lord has served as chair for two years, and it is time for someone else to takeover.  Duties involve signing up for meeting rooms at ALA annual (should be done just as soon as the request for rooms comes from ALA) and midwinter conferences, preparing an agenda for each meeting with input from LSTA coordinators; making certain that someone from IMLS can be present to report on activities and answer questions, email times of meetings to all LSTA coordinators across the country and send out minutes following the meeting.
Linda stressed that the chairmanship is not demanding and provides a great opportunity to get to know other Coordinators and IMLS staff better.  

Linda’s sale pitch was totally ineffective until Jerry Krois, who has already served a term as chair, volunteered to do so again.  He was appointed by universal acclimation and thanks.  

The PowerPoint of LSTA coordinators and their libraries is attached to these minutes with the hope that states who are not represented will added themselves!

Meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m.
Linda Lord, Chair

Deputy State Librarian 

Maine State Library

Linda.lord@maine.gov
(A BIG thank you to Karen Motylewski, IMLS, and Beth Wade, Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners, for taking notes at this meeting!)
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