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“Libraries are more than just information; they can create a space for civil engagement, culture, and entertainment.”
(Arizona Library Patron, December 2016)

“One of the primary strengths of the State Library's LSTA Program is the ability to fund so many amazing, life changing
profects. LSTA helps rural and urban libraries alike accomplish goals that they would not have otherwise had the
resources to achieve. Thanks to LSTA we improve early literacy skills, increase djgital literacy, expand cultural
awareness, and shepherd new entrepreneurs.” (Arizona Librarian, January 2017)
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“(Our LSTA program’s) Primary strength is change; this program continues to push libraries
into the next best thing. No stagnation allowed!” (Arizona Librarian, December 2016)

“Raising functional families in the twenty-first century is important for the future. Anything that
can be offered to assist families should be explored” (Arizona Patron, December 2016)

Arizona 2013-2017 LSTA Evaluation Report Page |2



ARIZONA STATE i
LIBRARY, ARCHIVES AND PUBLIC RECORDS ., & ‘%

e

/ A DIVISION OF THE ARIZONA SECRETARY OF STATE Trecetezng 7,
'\'/d?,é-?,.r)-id_,(jg. n:’
[

3

MICHELE REAGAN

RLOPELEY of STLE Holly Henley s
State of Arizona  gpate Librarian & Director of Library Services
Robin L. Dale

Associate Deputy Director

Office of Library Services

Institute of Museum and Library Services
955 L'Enfant Plaza North, SW, Suite 4000
Washington, DC 20024-2135

April 1, 2017
Dear Ms. Dale:

The Arizona 2013 — 2017 Library Services and Technology Act Evaluation Report was prepared and submitted to
the Arizona State Library, Archives and Public Records by Dr. Anthony Chow. His findings reflect that the goals
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Evaluation Summary

Evaluation Overview

The evaluation of Arizona’s Five-Year 2013-2017 LSTA plan took place from October
2016 to March 2017. Using a mixed-method approach involving advanced statistical analysis of
performance data and data collection with major stakeholders involving interviews, focus
groups, site visits, and surveys, approximately 364 state library staff, librarians and library
trustees, and patrons participated in the study. The time periods evaluated were federal fiscal
years 2013, 2014, and 2015. The evaluation identified and accomplished all seven goals of the
study: 1) Highlight effective practices of Arizona’s LSTA program, 2) Utilize both statistical and
qualitative evaluation methods to assess the efficiency in implementing the activities used in
advancing state goals, 3) Develop key findings and recommendations from evaluating the past
five years for use in organizing the next Five-Year Plan, 4) Identify processes at work in
implementing the activities in the plan, including the use of performance-based measurements in
planning, policy making and administration, 5) Answer Retrospective Questions, 6) Answer
Process Questions, and 7) Answer Methodology Questions.

Retrospective Questions (A-1 to A-3)

Retrospective Question A-1. To what extent did your Five-Year Plan activities make progress
towards each goal? Where progress was not achieved as anticipated, discuss what factors (e.qg.,
staffing, budget, over-ambitious goals, partners) contributed?

The LSTA program is implemented through a combination of internal projects and an
extensive sub-grant program. Arizona identified four 2013-2017 LSTA goals* and after thorough
qualitative and quantitative examination the results of the evaluation suggests that all four were
achieved satisfactorily. During the three-year time period from 2013-2015, a total of $9,349,434
in LSTA funds was allocated to 214 internal and subgrant projects, and project administration.
State Library staff, grant recipients, and librarians across the state were highly satisfied with
progress towards their LSTA goals. Primary strengths include State Library training and support
and their professional relationships with libraries and librarians across the state. Primary
weaknesses center on the capacity of smaller libraries to apply for and administer subgrants that
focus more on innovation than on existing programs and services. Primary opportunities include
allocating LSTA funds that allow libraries to develop unique and flexible programming and
helping expand services, outreach to the underserved and underrepresented, and investing more
staff resources to manage and use analytics to inform current and future progress towards LSTA
goals. Primary threats center on lack of funding at state and local levels, budget cuts, and lack of
awareness about the role and relevance of libraries in Arizona communities.

Goal 1: Learning was successfully achieved. Goal 1 received a 6.3 out of 7.0
satisfaction rating among state library staff and involved 62 projects awarded in the amount of
$1,810,499.60 which represented 19% of LSTA grant funds allocated. The staff also were
satisfied that IMLS priorities #1, #6, and #7 was adequately addressed by Goal 1 activities.
Strong progress was made towards lifelong learning (74% of all Goal 1 grants), early childhood
reading programs, and summer reading programs; less highly rated activities involved
information literacy and programming for adults. Outputs included 702 programs administered
874 times, and 68 presentations/performances.

1 Arizona LSTA Plan 2013-2017, https://www.imls.gov/sites/default/files/state-profiles/plans/arizona5yearplan.pdf
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Goal 2: Community was successfully achieved. Goal 2 received a 5.8 out of 7.0 internal
staff rating and involved 50 projects awarded in the amount of $1,264,683.67, which represented
14% of LSTA grant funds allocated from 2013 to 2015. This goal was primarily addressed but,
as the lowest rated goal, staff were less satisfied with the overall focus on human services,
especially the community referral programs, equal access to justice programs, and civic
engagement. The staff were satisfied that IMLS priorities #5, #6, and #7 were adequately
addressed through Goal 2 activities. Outputs included 1,630 print materials (books &
government documents) acquired, 1,082 consultation/reference transactions, 1,427 programs,
and 409 audio/visual units (audio discs, talking books, other recordings) acquired.

Goal 3: Collections was successfully achieved. Goal 3 received an internal rating of 6.5
out of 7.0 and accounted for 66 projects in the amount of $4,879,705.12, which represented 52%
of LSTA grants allocated from 2013 to 2015. Staff were extremely satisfied with
accomplishment of this goal especially in the areas of information access through statewide
databases, its Talking Book Library, and its subgrants. Less highly rated activities included
providing online job and career material, access to electronic books, statewide ILL, and print
materials for tribal and rural libraries. Staff felt that IMLS priorities #2 and #5 were adequately
addressed through Goal 3 activities. Outputs included 111,531 ILL transactions, 405,982 items
reformatted, migrated, or other digital preservation-appropriate action, 363,444 items made
discoverable to the public, and 8,554 items digitized.

Goal 4: Leadership was successfully achieved. Goal 4 received an internal rating of 6.0
out of 7.0 and accounted for 36 projects in the amount of $1,110,355.04, which was 12% of
LSTA funds allocated from 2013-2015. Higher rated activities included consulting, regular
meetings with county librarians, tribal library outreach and consulting, and continuing education
workshops and conferences. Less highly rated activities included tuition reimbursement for full-
time staff taking college courses, continuing education opportunities for State Library staff,
partnerships with educational and non-profit organizations, and ongoing research and evaluation.
Staff felt that IMLS priorities #3 and #5 were met satisfactorily through Goal 4 activities. There
was some dissatisfaction, however, with accomplishment of IMLS priority #4. The institutional
capacity focal area was the focus of 57% of the grants funded for this goal. Outputs included 758
average number of consultation/reference transactions per month in 2014-2015, 767 learning
resources (e.g. toolkits, guides), and 199 programs administered.

Retrospective Question A-2. To what extent did your Five-Year Plan activities achieve
results that address national priorities associated with the Measuring Success focal areas and
their corresponding intents? Staff Library staff were satisfied that all IMLS Measuring Success
focal areas were addressed through accomplishment of their four LSTA goals. Analysis of SPRs
for 2013-2015 found that Arizona’s LSTA grant allocations centered primarily on three of the six
focal areas, which represented 86% of all grant allocations: Focal Area 1 Lifelong Learning
(34% of all grants) and intent 1.1 (improve users’ general knowledge and skills), Focal Area 2
Information Access and intent 2.2 (improve users’ ability to obtain and/or use information
resources; 27% of all grants), and Focal Area 3 Institutional Capacity (23% of all grants). The
three focal areas that were less prioritized, which represented the remaining 14% of grant
allocations, were Focal Area 4 - Economic and Employment Development (6%, 13 grants), Focal
Area 5 - Human Services (6%, 12 grants), and Focal Area 6 - Civic Engagement (2%, 4 grants).
See Appendix A2 for numbered focal areas and intents used for this evaluation.
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Retrospective Question A-3. Did any of the following groups represent a substantial
focus for your Five-Year Plan activities? State Library staff felt that, while the majority of focal
groups were somewhat addressed through its LSTA program, only a few could qualify as a
substantial focus that represented 10% or more of LSTA allocations — Children (Pre-K 0-5),
Families, School-aged Youth (6-17), and the Library Workforce (current and future). Analysis of
SPRs for 2013-2015 suggests that children (0-5) represented approximately 25% of all grants
followed by children (6-12) at approximately 29%, and youth (13-17) at approximately 27% of
all grants allocated. Another age group not identified in the focal groups is the senior population,
which was represented in approximately 41% of all grants. The lowest rated focal groups
included individuals living below the poverty line, immigrants/refugees, individuals with limited
functional literacy skills, and individuals with disabilities.

Process Questions (B-1 to B-3)

B-1. How have you used data from the old and new State Program Report (SPR) and
elsewhere to guide activities included in the Five-Year Plan? State Library staff felt strongly that
SPRs helped guide activities included in their Five-Year plan. As one staff member noted, “The
findings conveyed in subgrant and internal project final reports help inform the State Library’s
funding decisions, and help determine which activities will be initiated, continued, or sunsetted”
(State Library staff, February 2017). An opportunity for improvement is the increased use of
statistical data centered around the State Library’s goals, inputs, outputs, and outcomes; the
increased use of more quantitative evaluation data around a program logic model is
recommended to increase the systematic and strategic use of performance-based measurements
(IMLS evaluation Goals 2 and 4) to further assist current and future funding decisions.

B-2. Specify any changes you made to the Five-Year Plan, and why this occurred. No
changes appeared to have been made to the Five-Year plan.

B-3. How and with whom have you shared data from the old and new SPR and from other
evaluation resources? L.A.P.R. staff were satisfied that each year’s LSTA allocations were
shared and disseminated. The LSTA administrator creates an LSTA snapshot of all funded
projects for each year and posts them on L.A.P.R.’s website? and all funded projects are shared
each year at the Arizona Library Association’s conference. The State Library should also
include all internally funded projects in the snapshot.

Methodology Questions (C-1 to C-4)

C-1. Identify how you implemented an independent Five-Year Evaluation using the
criteria described in the section of this guidance document called Selection of Evaluators.
Arizona disseminated a request for proposal to potential evaluators and Dr. Anthony Chow from
Greensboro, North Carolina was selected. Dr. Chow, an associate professor at The University of
North Carolina at Greensboro’s Department of Library and Information Studies and CEO of his
own strategic planning and evaluation consulting firm, has no previous relationships with the
State of Arizona or any of their LSTA funded projects. This LSTA evaluation was rigorous,
objective, and conducted by an experienced independent, third-party evaluator. Prior to the start
of the evaluation, three guiding documents were created to ensure a valid and reliable process
was conducted — Arizona LSTA evaluation plan (see Appendix D1), evaluation crosswalk (see
Appendix D2), and evaluation logic model (see Appendix D3). All evaluation protocol including
interview and focus group questions, surveys, and site visits were planned, developed, and

2 Arizona LSTA Snapshots, https://www.azlibrary.gov/libdev/funding/Ista
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aligned to the evaluation requirements to ensure the evaluation and its findings were valid and
reliable. L.A.P.R. reviewed and approved the plan, crosswalk, logic model, and drafts of all
instruments prior to implementation.

C-2. Describe the types of statistical and qualitative methods (including administrative
records) used in conducting the Five-Year Evaluation. Assess their validity and reliability. The
evaluation used a mixed-method qualitative and quantitative approach. The use of an evaluation
plan and evaluation crosswalk helped establish strong internal validity and reliability by ensuring
all IMLS evaluation and report guidelines, Arizona’s 2013-2017 LSTA goals, and prior
recommendations from Arizona’s 2008-2012 evaluation were identified, documented, and
accounted for in both the design and implementation of the evaluation and all associated
instruments and protocol. Qualitative methods included gathering all available SPRs, Arizona
LSTA snapshots, and relevant data, interviews with the State Librarian and LSTA administrator,
focus groups with other L.A.P.R. staff, focus groups with Arizona librarians and patrons, online
surveys for staff, librarians, and patrons, and two site visits including visiting randomly selected
funded projects in Northern, Central, and Southern Arizona. Quantitative methods included
several levels of data analysis. The preliminary level of analysis used basic descriptive statistics
including frequencies, percentages, sums, and means when analyzing SPR data and survey
responses (See Appendix E1). The second level introduced basic correlations (Pearson R
coefficient) and analysis of variance (ANOVA) to identify statistically significant relationships
and differences in Arizona’s public library statistics over a 10-year period and for counties that
have received LSTA funding (See Appendix E1).

C-3. Describe the stakeholders involved in the various stages of the Five-Year Evaluation
and how you engaged them. The evaluation’s target sampling frame included meeting with state
library staff responsible for Arizona’s LSTA program, library recipients of LSTA funding, and
Arizona patrons and librarians. The total sample for the evaluation was 364 participants. This
included interviews (n=5), focus groups (nine focus groups, n=71), two site visits spanning five
days in Arizona, and three different surveys — librarian and staff survey (n=140), patron library
priorities survey (n=136), and patron information preferences survey (n=58). See Appendix B for
full list of all evaluation participants.

C-4. Discuss how you will share the key findings and recommendations with others. Two
evaluation reports have been generated — one full report to L.A.P.R. which exceeds the IMLS
page limit and a smaller report submitted to IMLS following its established guidelines and page
requirements. The report submitted to IMLS will be shared on the L.A.P.R. website and widely
disseminated across the state.

Recommendations
Based on the results of the evaluation, the following recommendations are suggested for

future consideration:

1. Prioritize community engagement as a high priority for Arizona libraries. Increased
engagement represents an opportunity to establish libraries as community catalysts.

2. Continue supporting libraries in providing relevant resources, services, and programming
based on statewide trends with an emphasis in three primary areas: 1. Meeting the increasing
demand for digital access, 2. Meeting the increasing demand for children and school-aged
resources, services, and programming, and 3. increasing relevant programming for adults.
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10.

Refine evaluation and data collection processes so that SPR data can be more efficiently used
to inform progress towards its LSTA goals; additional staffing and resources may be
necessary to facilitate this.

Prioritize LSTA funding to support libraries in addressing Arizona’s current, emerging, and
unique needs in comparison to national averages by focusing on seniors, those from Hispanic
or Latino or American Indian ethnic backgrounds, English as second language in general,
health and wellness, workforce development, and partnerships and collaborations with non-
library entities. Set funding priorities and projected funding levels for each future funding
cycle.

Consider allocating more LSTA resources directly to L.A.P.R. staff (above and beyond
competitive internal grants) for professional development and continuing education so they
are adequately prepared to meet the rapidly changing demands of the field.

Provide an improved clarity in grant funding decisions across five-year goals and between
innovation and sustainability of existing programs, resources, and services in LSTA grant
allocations. Consider reconvening the Library Advisory Committee comprised of librarians
representing all types of libraries to help identify and set funding priorities.

Explore creating a dissemination “Best Practices” grant category that highlights and
disseminates successful projects to other libraries in the form of a toolkit, training, and
appropriate mentoring, etc.

Prioritize IMLS priorities in the following order based on staff, librarian, and patron
feedback: #1, #7, #6, #3, and #2.

Prioritize the following IMLS focal groups: School-aged youth (aged 6-17), Families,
Children (aged 0-5), Individuals that are unemployed/underemployed, Individuals living
below the poverty line, Individuals with limited functional literacy or information skills, and
ethnic or minority populations (Spanish-speaking and tribal members, etc.).

2018-2022 goals could be centered on the highest priority IMLS priorities and Focal Areas as
identified by L.A.P.R. staff and Arizona librarians and patrons: Goal 2: Information Access
(IMLS Focal Area 2), Goal 3: Lifelong Learning (IMLS Focal Area 1), Goal 4:
Institutional Capacity (IMLS Focal Area 3), Goal 5: Human Services (IMLS Focal Area
5), and Goal 6: Economic and Employment Development (IMLS Focal Area 4).
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Evaluation Report

l. State Level Overview: Arizona and LSTA in 2016

The State of Arizona

The state of Arizona has experienced population growth and shifts in demographics over
the past five years. Arizona’s population grew by 8.4% from 2010 to 2015 (6,931,071 people as
of July 1, 2016), which is double the national average of 4.7%. Mirroring national trends, it is a
slightly aging population as persons under 5 (7.1 to 6.3%) and under 18 (25.5 to 23.8%)
decreased while persons 65 and over increased from 13.8% to 16.4%?3. Racially, Arizona has
higher population densities of white-only, Hispanic or Latinos of all races, and American Indians
and Alaska Native alone citizens then the national average. Arizona’s white-only population
increased by over 10% (73% to 83.5%), which is also double the national average. Black or
African American alone experienced a slight growth (4.1 to 4.8%) but represents a significantly
lower percent of the population compared to the national average (4.8% to 13.3% respectively).
Hispanic or Latinos (of all races) also experienced a slight increase (29.6% to 30.7%) and
represent close to double the national average (30.7% to 17.6%) in terms of overall racial
representation. American Indians and Alaska Native alone in Arizona, while experiencing
relatively small increases in population, also represents a much higher population density than
the national average (5.3% to 1.2% respectively).

Over one-fourth of Arizonans speak a language other than English at home, which is
5.9% higher than the national average. Arizona also has slightly fewer college graduates (27.5%
to 29.8%), more people without health insurance (12.8% to 10.5%), and fewer people over 16 in
the workforce (59.3% to 63.3%) than the national average. People in Arizona also have lower
median incomes ($50,255.00 to $53,889.00), lower per capita incomes over 12 months
($25,848.00 to $28,930.00), and have a higher likelihood of living in poverty (17.4% to 13.5%)
than the national average. In terms of unemployment rate, Arizona is ranked 32" in the country
with a 5% unemployment rate as of November 2016*. Finally, in terms of population density,
Arizona covers 113,594.08 square miles and its population density per square mile as of 2010
was significantly less than the national average (56.3 to 87.4).

Through a combination of interviews, focus groups, and survey responses, those who
participated in the evaluation felt that Arizona’s economy was growing. Like much of the
country, there has been a significant loss of manufacturing jobs but some of this has been
replaced by jobs in the technology sector along with service jobs, although most of those are low
paying. Arizona has a large Spanish-speaking community and approximately 80% of its
population lives in urban areas.

In terms of libraries, they have received stronger support at the local level and funding
has been stable for the past five years. The vision for Arizona’s libraries at the State Library level
seeks to align itself to the American Library Association’s (ALA) call to help transform people’s

3 US Census Bureau, Arizona Quickfacts, https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045216/04,00
4 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics, https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/laumstrk.htm
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lives. In order to more effectively attempt to achieve this vision, however, libraries need to
transform themselves at the local level, constantly reexamine their services and resources, and
adapt to the needs of their communities. LSTA funding has been used to spark innovation and
allow libraries to try new things, which has helped empower libraries.

Focus groups with Arizona library directors identified the following community priorities
in their respective areas: 1) employment and workforce development, 2) education (e.g. college
and career readiness, low test scores, GED, training), 3) literacy (early, adult, and digital), 4)
focus on community and social issues (e.g. crime, teen pregnancy), and 5) connectivity and
bandwidth.

Arizona Library Trends: 2006-2015

A 10-year analysis of all public library statistics using analysis of variance (ANOVA)
identified a number of statistically significant trends with a p-value or probability that the change
found occurred by chance at .05 or below (5% or less chance that the difference found was by
chance)® Library trends that increased at statistically significant levels from 2006-2015 include:
A 165% increase in state revenue for libraries (p=.05), 41% increase in library website visits
(p=.01), 18% increase in state databases (p=.00), 8% increase in total electronic collections
(p=.00), 14% increase in total children’s print collection per capita (p=.00), 3% increase in total
service hours per year (p=.02), 12% increase in total children’s (ages 0-11) circulation per capita
(p=.00), 36% increase in total children’s programs per capita (p=.01), 111% increase in total
young adult (12-18) programs per capita (p=.00), 8% increase in children’s program attendance
per capita (p=.01), 34% increase in young adult program attendance per capita (p=.00), 242%
increase of total computer use by the general public per capita (p=.05), and 3% increase in total
user session of public Internet computers per capita (p=.00). Significant library trends that
decreased include: a 14% decrease in total print collection (p=.00), 50% decrease in total
reference transactions (p=.00), 6% decrease in total circulation per capita (p=.00), a decrease of
62% in total library programs for adults (19+) (p=.00), 71% decrease in adult program
attendance (p=.00), and 22% decrease in total library program attendance (p=.04). See Appendix
El.

A closer look at programs offered and attendance at those programs found that adult
programs accounted for 48% of all programs offered followed by children’s programs at 46%,
and young adult programs at 6%. In terms of attendance, however, children’s attendance
represented 58% percent of total program attendance, adult program attendance was 38%, and
young adult program attendance was 4% of total attendance. Children’s programs also had a
much higher attendance to program ratio at 28 to 1 compared to adult programs at 17.6 to 1 and
young adult programs at 16.2 to 1.

Correlations between all public library inputs and outputs were also calculated seeking to
identify any statistically significant relationships. Strong correlations are considered to be in the
0.4 to 0.7 range and anything above a 0.7 range are considered a very strong relationship.
Correlations cannot be considered causal relationships but do identify the existence of a
consistent, statistically significant positive or negative relationship between variables. Positive
(when one increases so does the other) and statistically significant correlations were found
between libraries that received an LSTA award and their service population (0.61), number of
librarians with an MLS degree (0.499), total FTE librarians (0.49), total FTE staff (0.44), local

5> One Way ANOVA, https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/one-way-anova-using-spss-statistics.php
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revenue (0.538), staff expenditures in salaries (0.42), physical collection expenditures (0.489),
total electronic collection expenditures (0.65), visits to library website (0.551), total public
service hours per year (0.52), total library visits per year (0.46), total physical circulation (0.42),
total electronic circulation (0.69), total circulation (0.435), total library programs for children
(0.415), total library programs for adults (0.428), total library programs (0.434), adult program
attendance (0.427), and total program attendance (0.40).

Some other statistically significant relationships were found between library inputs and
outputs including the Percent of Population Registered and city income per capita (0.54), total
library visits per capita (0.579), total circulation per capita (0.62), total children’s circulation per
capita (0.46), and total computer uses per capita (0.498). The number of staff per capita also has
significant relationships with state databases per capita (0.624), total print collection per capita
(0.575), total physical collection per capita (0.456), total physical video collection per capita
(0.414), total children’s collection per capita (0.482), total public service hours per capita
(0.725), total library visits per capita (0.504), total library programs per capita (0.432), total
program attendance (0.356), and total computer uses per capita (0.473). Local per capita revenue
also had a strong relationship with total circulation per capita (0.57).

Increases in total circulation (all types) per capita also had significant positive
relationships with a number of library inputs and outputs including the percent of service
population registered (0.624), city income per capita (0.469), total local revenue per capita
(0.57), total staff expenditures per capita (0.479), total print collection per capita (0.548), total
physical audio collection (0.572), total physical video collection (0.579), total print children’s
collection (0.479), total public service hours per capita (0.413), total library visits per capita
(0.753), total children’s circulation (0.671), total adult program attendance per capita (0.317),
total program attendance (0.308) and total computer uses per capita (0.677). See Appendix E2

Arizona’s LSTA Program

Arizona’s LSTA program is housed within the Arizona State Library, Archives, and
Public Records, a Division of the Secretary of State, under Library Services and is coordinated
by one full time Library Development Administrator. Library Services was formed as a unit of
the Arizona State Library, Archives and Public Records in July 2015 under the leadership of
Holly Henley as Deputy Director. Library Services consists of three existing branches, Arizona
Talking Book Library, Library Development, and the State Library of Arizona, along with a
newly created branch, the Digital Arizona Library. LSTA administration is overseen through
Library Development.

LSTA funds are allocated through internal projects and competitive subgrants centered
on Arizona’s four 2013-2017 LSTA goals. These grants have funded all types of libraries
although the majority of funding has been allocated to public libraries. Funding for subgrants to
libraries has centered on three of its four goals: Learning, Community, and Collections. The
fourth goal, Leadership, has been accomplished by funding internal resources and a competitive
internal grants process that has funded necessary infrastructure and statewide initiatives such as
training and continuing education, e-rate support, consulting, etc. LSTA funding has also been
allocated internally within the State Library across each of the four Library Services branches as
well as Archives.

Staff and librarians were highly positive and appreciative of the LSTA program and its
impact across Arizona. Library Development staff were considered very approachable and
helpful, the entire process from grant preparation, grant management, and grant reporting was
considered “extremely easy,” efficient, and easy to navigate. The program was lauded for its
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strong emphasis on training and support including training workshops that are strategically
provided both pre and post grant awards; grant recipients are required to attend a post-award
training.

Impact of LSTA funding - Funded vs. Unfunded Public Library Inputs and Outputs

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a statistical technique that seeks to identify differences
between different populations and was used to compare the inputs and outputs of libraries that
were funded and not funded from 2006-2015. The comparison used only the inputs and outputs
of the year(s) a library received a grant award as the “funded” variable and the unfunded variable
included all inputs and outputs of all unfunded libraries for that granting period, which means it
included data from the same libraries that may have been funded in other years. It is important to
qualify the findings of the analysis with the fact that those libraries that received LSTA funding
were on average statistically significantly higher than unfunded libraries in total government
revenue, staff expenditures, collection expenditures, and total operating expenditures.

Many positive, statistically significant findings were found for libraries that received
LSTA funding. For the years that libraries received an award they provided 64% more ILL
transactions and received 80% more ILL requests, had a higher percentage (47%) of their FTE
with an MLS degree, city income per capita was 24% higher, overall local government revenue
was 52% higher, overall staff benefits were 70% higher, overall staff expenditures were 55%
higher, electronic book expenditures were 146% higher, overall collection expenditures (all
types) were 85% higher, and overall operating expenditures were 71% higher. Additional
statistically significant differences inputs found included a 5% increase in state databases, 30%
increase in electronic collections, 44% increase in print collections, 59% increase in physical
audio collections, 74% increase in physical videos (DVDs), 53% increase in children print
collections, 85% increase in other children materials, 20% increase in total children print
collection per capita, and 29% increase in total public service hours per year.

Statistically significant outputs for the years in which libraries received funding
compared to libraries that were unfunded included a 144% increase in per capita website visits,
55% increase in total library visits per year, 45% increase in library visits per capita, 62%
increase in total reference transactions, 68% increase in total circulation of print material, 97%
increase in electronic transactions, 69% in total circulation transactions, 38% increase in
circulation transactions per capita, 28% increase in total children’s circulation transactions (all
types) per capita, 55% increase in programs for children (0-11), 36% increase in total library
programs, 108% increase in total story time programs for children, 61% increase in total
attendance at children’s programs, -38% decrease in adult program attendance, 28% increase in
total library program attendance, 131% increase in total story time attendance, and 83% increase
in total computers used by the general public. See Appendix E1.

While additional statistical analysis needs to be conducted to control for differences in
library inputs and outputs independent of LSTA funding (e.g. Larger, better funded and staff
libraries were more likely to apply for and receive an LSTA grant), preliminary ANOVA has
found that libraries that received LSTA funding performed better at statistically significant levels
in a number of important output areas including library visits per capita, circulation per capita,
and children circulation per capita®.

b Per capita statistics were calculated to help control for larger libraries that will naturally have larger output
numbers than smaller libraries.
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Librarian Satisfaction with LSTA Program, State Library, and Services
LSTA Program Strengths

Forty-five staff, librarians or library trustees responded to an open-ended survey question
about strengths. Using thematic analysis, their comments were coded into similar themes and
categorized into four primary strengths: 1) staff training and support, 2) professional
relationships with the field (e.g. encouraging, supportive, adaptive, individualized attention), 3)
providing technology and technology support, and 4) running an equitable and transparent
process. See Table 1 in the appendices. As one survey respondent noted, “One of the primary
strengths of the State Library's LSTA Program is the ability to fund so many amazing, life
changing projects. LSTA helps rural and urban libraries alike accomplish goals that they would
not have otherwise had the resources to achieve. Thanks to LSTA we improve early literacy
skills, increase digital literacy, expand cultural awareness, and shepherd new entrepreneurs”
(Survey participant, January 2017). Two focus groups with Arizona County library directors at
AZLA and Maricopa County library directors noted that Arizona’s LSTA program’s strengths
included having an overall process that was extremely easy to navigate and the State Library
provided a lot of staff support. Triangulation of data suggests that staff and librarians are
satisfied with their LSTA process and both internal and external allocations have been effective
in meeting the State Library’s high priority LSTA goals.
LSTA Program Weaknesses

Thirty-four staff, librarians or library trustees responded to an open-ended survey
question about weaknesses. Using thematic analysis, six primary weaknesses were identified: 1)
a perceived competitive disadvantage for smaller libraries with less staff available to write or
support an LSTA grant; 2) an over emphasis on innovation vs support for existing programming,
resources, and services needed by libraries; 3) limited budgets and funding; 4) community and
government buy-in and participation; 5) the perception that urban libraries get more funding at
higher levels and percentages then rural libraries; and 6) clarity of process in terms goals and
objectives of funding, submission requirements, evaluation and reporting process, and ease-of-
use of web portal. Per one librarian’s observation, “The main weakness is that more resources
are being given to libraries in bigger cities; they might already have those technologies instead of
the rural communities where (it) is needed the most (Survey participant, January 2017). See
Table 2 in the appendices. The Director focus groups also identified the need for more
information sharing about the results of past grant projects and a desire for clearer identification
of both grant priorities (which goals or areas) and spending limits or caps, which would help
them develop more realistic budgets in their grant proposals.

LSTA Program Opportunities

Twenty-five staff, librarians or library trustees responded to an open-ended survey
regarding future opportunities. Using thematic analysis eight primary opportunities for Arizona’s
LSTA program were identified: 1) continue funding and supporting unique and flexible
programming focused on education, culture, and entertainment; 2) prioritize expanding services
and outreach to underserved communities and underrepresented community issues; 3) expand
digital technology and literacy; 4) support staff professional development and education,
training, and inter-library staff and resource sharing and collaboration; 5) support community
partnerships that help libraries serve as safe-havens, be adaptive, and move into the community;
6) diversify grant funding categories to increase participation; 7) use evaluation data to inform
current and future planning; and 8) increase leadership and staffing at both local and state levels.
See Table 3 in the appendices.
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LSTA Program Threats

Thirty staff, librarians or library trustees responded to an open-ended survey regarding
threats. Using thematic analysis four primary threats were identified: 1) lack of funding, budget
cuts at local and state levels, and library competition for limited funds; 2) lack of support and
knowledge about the value of libraries from local, state, and national leaders; 3) insufficient
staffing, lack of expertise in grant writing and grant management, turnover; and 4) redirection of
staff responsibilities from state to LSTA projects. As one librarian participant noted about their
LSTA project, “Too many demands with a limited amount of money” (Survey participant,
January 2017). Another staff participant noted: ““I think the State Library's human capital is
enormously valuable. However, it would be great if staff could learn how to be more nimble and
agile in today's fast-paced world. We also need to improve communications with library staff
around the state and help them network with each other. There are probably opportunities to
partner with private institutions that have better digital distribution channels so that we don't
have to struggle so hard to make our collections accessible” (Survey participant, January 2017).
See Table 4.

Progress Towards 2008-2012 Evaluation Recommendations

Four major recommendations were made in Arizona’s 2008-2012 evaluation report’ and
L.A.P.R. staff were asked to rate their overall satisfaction with progress made towards each
recommendation. They were highly satisfied with progress towards three of the four
recommendations — Recommendation 1: continuing offering subgrants (M=6.6 out of 7.0),
Recommendation 2: emphasizing life-long learning and virtual access (M=6.6), and
Recommendation 3: remaining responsive with clear communication regarding local needs
(M=6.9). The recommendation that was not as highly rated was Recommendation 4, which
emphasizes the State Library serving as nexus for community discussions to identify what is
NOT viable for the community (M=5.7). As one staff member noted about Recommendation 1,
“subgrants are one of the most powerful ways that the State Library advances the Five-Year Plan
goals” and another noted “Our subgrants have remained one of our highest priority projects and
remain flexible, allowing us to fund a wide variety of different types of projects.” For
Recommendation 3, one staff member commented, “The State Library makes special efforts to
provide consulting and resources to small and rural libraries, as well as tribal libraries” and
another noted, “This identifies a core value and strength of Arizona's LSTA program. The
consideration due to tribal communities remains critical -- tribal libraries serve some of the
poorest and most remote Arizonans who live in communities lacking infrastructure.” Regarding
Recommendation 4, one participant noted “This is an important aspect of the subgrant program.
Subgrants allow ideas to develop at the community level, and play out in small scale. Candid
discussion about these projects remains crucial” and another noted, “While the fundamental idea
still floats around, I am not sure we have ever had a pilot project where we learned what NOT to
do from a pilot. To be fair, there have not been many local projects that are true pilots, so it's
hard to judge if this is circumstantial, but our processes do not necessarily encourage projects
that have a possibility of failure.” See Table 5.
Tribal Libraries: Tribal Librarian Perspectives

As part of the evaluation, the L.A.P.R. Tribal Library Consultant was interviewed and
four tribal college librarians completed the librarian section of the survey focused on
understanding the needs of tribal libraries. The two highest priority needs identified for tribal

" Arizona 2008-2012 Evaluation Report, https://www.imls.gov/sites/default/files/state-
profiles/evals/arizonaSyearevaluation.pdf
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nation communities were language preservation and Internet connectivity. There was a general
concern that tribal languages were not being consistently passed down to younger generations
and many native dialects were at risk of dying out once the older generations passed on. Internet
connectivity tended to be poor and unstable because tribal territory covers large expanses of land
often across difficult terrain. The needs of each tribal nation also tend to be unique because each
has their own unique tribal customs and, because the concept of a library is a Western construct
and not a historical service or resource in most tribal nations, they are not widely supported by
tribal communities and leadership.

Overall, tribal participants felt that tribal libraries were somewhat meeting the needs of
their tribal members (5.3 out of 7.0), especially through the provision of computer services and
e-books. One tribal librarian noted that the provision of statewide databases was essential for
tribal libraries as their library did not have the budget to offer such services on their own. The
same respondent noted some difficulty in applying for LSTA funding and needing more help in
general with the process. In terms of general support, the clear need identified was a focus on
training, especially in person and addressing technology and digital literacy. Having additional
resources for checkout was also identified as important. See Table 6.

Librarian and Patron Perspectives on Arizona Libraries
Libraries Continue to Struggle with Community Perceptions and Serve in Diverse Ways

A recurring theme from Arizona librarians was that there were strong community
stereotypes and misconceptions around the relevance of libraries in today’s society, their
services, and the overall cost of running a library. Despite these misconceptions, Arizona
libraries serve their communities in many diverse ways, beyond providing access to the more
traditional resources and services such as high quality books and other information. Some of the
specific ways Arizona libraries are serving the community include: 1) Serving a wide breadth of
people who use job and business resources to get a job and get back into the community - as one
participant noted, “Turning non-taxpayers into taxpayers”; 2) supporting technology and digital
literacy needs (e.g. all jobs are online). One participant mentioned an example where a mother
from Chicago was working on an application in the children’s area while her child was occupied;
3) serving seniors, many of whom are computer illiterate and “need a lot of support”; 4)
providing programming and workforce development in economical depressed areas where jobs
are “hard to come by without technical training”; 5) providing a safe haven for kids, especially
after school while their parents are still at work; and 6) providing one-on-one technology and
career services (e.g. resumes, emails, online applications) support.

Primary Challenges Facing Arizona Libraries

“A lot of people in our community are unaware of the services that we provide. When they visit
the library, they are surprised at how many services and programs we offer” (Arizona librarian,
October 2016).

Librarian Perceptions

Based on librarian focus groups and survey responses there are eight primary challenges
facing Arizona libraries in 2017: 1) financial concerns in terms of funding, budgets, and overall
direction of libraries; 2) overloaded and overworked librarians and staff who need more training,
support, and time for planning; 3) the need for effective marketing, patron/community
recruitment, and outreach; 4) lack of program attendance and community participation; 5)
balancing needs and resource allocation toward diverse populations and patron groups; 6) need
for more and updated technology; 7) limited community access to libraries due to time and
transportation challenges; and 8) limited programs, resources, and locations in which to serve
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and meet patron needs. One participant noted a concern about libraries and schools, “Teaching
students how to use the library and digital literacy public schools who have eliminated/reduced
their in-house library services.” Another noted a need for, “Motivating people to come and
participate in our various programs and events. We advertise in most of the available media
outlets. We need more time to improve our website and make it more exciting” (Arizona
librarian, October 2016).” See Table 7.

Patron Perceptions

Thirty-one library patrons or library trustees surveyed felt there were four primary
challenges facing their local libraries: 1) limited and inflexible resources including infrastructure,
programming, materials, hours, access to technology and digital resources, and staff; 2) the need
for greater outreach and marketing, especially focused on underserved communities and
populations, schools, government, and leaders at local, state, and federal levels; 3) community
partnerships and buy-in; and 4) funding in general. See Table 8.

Primary Opportunities Facing Arizona Libraries
“Libraries are more than just information; they can create a space for civil engagement, culture,
and entertainment” (Arizona librarian, December 2016).

Librarian Perspectives

Fifty-one librarians identified future opportunities for Arizona libraries and they were
categorized into eight themes: 1) Community and government relationships, collaborations, and
training/education; 2) expanding educational, cultural, and entertainment programming across
the lifespan; 3) outreach and marketing to the community and underserved/diverse groups and
populations, especially local schools; 4) increasing financial resources through grant funding but
also including assistance with managing budgets; 5) continued support for technology software,
hardware, digital resources, and access to the Internet; 6) expanded access through hours,
locations and/or book mobiles, child-friendly services, and interlibrary collaborations; 7)
ensuring proper staffing and organizational leadership capabilities; and 8) developing/renovating
adequate infrastructure to meet the changing demands of services, programming, and patrons.
One participant noted a need for, “Outreach to teens, parents, and families during summer
reading time” (traditionally aimed at children) and another noted, “A lot more people tend to
come to the library to allow their children to participate in youth-targeted programs, which
means we have a chance to promote library services that they (the adults/teens) can use (as
well)” (Arizona librarian, November 2016). See Table 9.

Patron Perceptions on Primary Opportunities

Twenty-eight patrons surveyed identified six major categories of opportunities for their
libraries: 1) community and government partnerships and buy-in; 2) increased outreach that is
innovative, flexible, and focused on underserved/diverse populations; 3) educational, cultural,
and entertainment programs; 4) increased training for staff and leadership that is supportive and
flexible; 5) increased resources including infrastructure, access, hours, technology, collection,
and 6) diversified funding (e.g. grants, sponsorships, donations, and Friends’ groups, etc.). One
patron noted that a library program, “...helped me get a job” (Arizona library patron, December
2016). See Table 10.

[l.  Retrospective Questions (A-1 to A-3)

A-1. To what extent did your Five-Year Plan activities make progress towards each goal?
Each of Arizona’s four LSTA goals were examined using SPRs and from multiple
stakeholder perspective using a mixed-method approach of qualitative and quantitative data
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collection and analysis. The four LSTA goals for 2013-2017 evaluated were: 1) Learning, 2)
Community, 3) Collections, and 4) Leadership. Methods used to evaluate each goal included
LSTA administrator interviews, staff focus groups and surveys, review of SPRs and statistical
analysis of allocations, inputs, outputs, and outcomes, and randomly selected site visits in
different regions of the state.

L.A.P.R. administration and staff directly involved in the LSTA program were asked to
rate their overall satisfaction with progress towards each goal. On a 1-7 scale (1=very
dissatisfied, 7=very satisfied), overall staff satisfaction towards progress of its four LSTA goals
was a 6.2 out 7.0 (89%). Review and analysis of their State Program Reports (SPR) found a total
amount of $9,349,434 in LSTA funds were allocated across 214 subgrant and internal projects in
2013, 2014, and 2015. Goal 3 (Collections) represented the majority of LSTA funding
(%4,879,705.12, 52%) followed by Goal 1 (Learning, $1,810,499.60, 19%), Goal 2 (Community,
$1,264,683.67, 14%), and Goal 4 (Leadership, $ 1,110,355.04,12%), respectively.
Administration costs totaled $284,190.57, 3%, See Table 11 and Table 12.

Addressing IMLS Priorities

L.A.P.R. staff were also asked to rate their satisfaction with progress towards each IMLS
priority; they felt strongly that seven of the nine priorities were accomplished although Priorities
4 and 5 were not addressed as strongly. The results of the evaluation suggest that all nine IMLS
priorities were addressed at some level during the 2013-2015 period. See Table 13.

Progress Towards Each Individual LSTA Goal

Each goal was carefully reviewed using a mixed-method approach emphasizing data
triangulation, which requires multiple data sources and stakeholder perspectives be used to
understand and measure the same phenomenon. Based on the evaluation results, all four LSTA
goals have been satisfactorily achieved. Arizona’s LSTA program is implemented through a
combination of internal projects and an extensive sub-grant program. During the three-year time
period from 2013-2015, a total of $9,349,434 in LSTA funds was allocated to 214 internal and
external projects. See Figures 3 and 4.

State Library staff, grant recipients, and librarians across the state were highly satisfied
with progress towards their LSTA goals. Primary strengths include State Library training and
support and their professional relationships with libraries and librarians across the state. Primary
weaknesses center on the capacity of smaller libraries to apply for and administer subgrants that
focus more on innovation than on existing programs and services. Primary opportunities include
allocating LSTA funds that allow libraries to develop unigque and flexible programming and
helping expand services, outreach to the underserved and underrepresented, and investing more
staff resources to manage and use analytics to inform current and future progress towards LSTA
goals (e.g. Past funding allocation summary tables by year and goal). Primary threats center on
lack of funding at state and local levels, budget cuts, and lack of awareness about the role and
relevance of libraries in Arizona communities. See Table 32, Table 33, and Table 34.

Goal 1: Learning (Achieved)
Quick Facts — Internal Staff Rating of 6.3 out of 7.0; From 2013-2015, 64 funded projects
awarded in the amount of $1,810,499.60, representing 19% of LSTA grant funds allocated.
Goal 1 had an internal staff rating of 6.3 and the majority of stated Goal 1 activities
received high ratings by L.A.P.R. staff (see Evaluation Crosswalk). Staff had a high degree of
satisfaction with overall progress towards lifelong learning, early childhood reading programs,
summer reading programs, and the overall subgrant program for public, tribal, school, special
and academic libraries. Aspects of Goal 1 that were not as highly rated included, information
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literacy and OneBookAZ. The average rating for all Goal 1 activities was 5.9 and the lowest
rated activity was in programming for adults. Per one staff member, “The State Library invests
heavily in subgrants, early literacy, and summer reading, and those projects have seemed to have
a significant impact. Information Literacy and programming for adults are two areas where the
State Library has not accomplished as much. The large majority of programs the State Library
supports are for young children, kids and teens. Adults have always been a more difficult and
more diverse group of patrons than children, and it has been difficult to find programs that serve
them well. 1 would say we mostly do this through subgrants. | think we support information
literacy generally and it's a part of all of our programs in a way, but we don't target it very
specifically in our efforts.”

L.A.P.R. staff were also satisfied with progress towards all three IMLS priorities
associated with Goal 1: Priority #1 (Expanding services for learning and access to information
and educational resources in a variety of formats; M=6.4 out of 7.0), Priority #6 (Targeting
library services to individuals of diverse geographic, cultural, and socioeconomic backgrounds;
M=6.4), and Priority #7 (Targeting library and information services to persons having difficulty
using a library and to underserved urban and rural communities; M=6.2). See Table 14. Two of
the major State Library internal grant funded initiatives for Goal 1 (2013-2015) were the Arizona
Reading Program, which provided the resources needed for public librarians to plan, promote,
and implement reading programs for all ages, and Building a New Generation of Readers, a
statewide early literacy project that supports public and school libraries in teaching parents and
early childcare providers’ strategies to prepare preschool children from birth to become readers.
Subgrants highlights for Goal 1 Learning (2013-2015) included Go Mobile @ Your Library, a
Glendale Public Library project that improved

technology skills and digital literacy by 70% to
100%, for patrons of all ages, and Expanding
the Reach of Read to Succeed, a reading class
for at-risk children in Buckeye which measured
a 222% increase in DIBELS scores for
participating students. See
https://www.azlibrary.gov/libdev/funding/Ista
for snapshots of funded subgrants. Goal 1
Outputs included 702 programs administered
874 times, and 68 presentations/performances.

See Tables 35 and 36. See Tables 37 and 38.

Figure 1 - Smart Table at Cottonwood Public Library Goal 2: Community (Achieved)
Quick Facts — Internal Rating of 5.8 out of 7.0; 50
projects, 1264683.670r 14% of LSTA grant funds allocated from 2013 to 2015.

Overall staff satisfaction with accomplishment of Goal 2 on Community, although in the
satisfied range, was much lower than for the other three goals and did not receive a rating higher
than five for either the goal or its stated objectives. While it appears Community was addressed
through subgrants there was also a sense of additional opportunities to address this goal at a
higher level in the future. Focus on human services, especially the community referral programs
and equal access to justice programs, and civic engagement were rated the lowest among Goal 2
activities. See Table 17. The qualitative comments suggest that accomplishing the goal of
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Community outside of subgrants has been more of a challenge but progress has been made in the
areas of employment and economic development and entrepreneur-focused programming.
According to one staff member, “The State Library has been very successful in providing
support for employment and economic development the last five years, especially being able to
build off the success of the federal BTOP2 grant. Many libraries know how to offer job help and
have computers specifically for job help, and use this as a jumping off point to create a lot of
different kinds of employment programs. The State Library has also funded several innovative
entrepreneurship co-working spaces and classes which help patrons start small businesses
through classes, resources and community. Across the board, the State Library has had a lot of
success with Employment and Economic Development programs in the last five years.”

Staff felt that all three IMLS priorities were addressed although priority #5 was rated
lower than the others — Priority #5 (Developing public and private partnerships with other
agencies and community-based organizations; M=5.6); Priority #6 (Targeting library services to
individuals of diverse geographic, cultural, and socioeconomic backgrounds, and to individuals
with limited functional literacy or information skills; M=6.4); and #7 (Targeting library and
information services to persons having difficulty using a library and to underserved urban and
rural communities; M=6.2). See Table 19.

State Library Initiative highlights for Goal 2 (2013-2015) include Tribal Library
Consulting to tribal libraries in Arizona to improve library services to surrounding communities)
and Community Engagement Programming,

creating opportunities to position libraries as r—
forward-looking community catalysts through @
statewide partnerships. Subgrants highlights —
for Goal 2 (2013-2015) include Willcox S i
Employment Support Training, a project that ng : Idea+ E 1|
stimulated a 1% decrease in unemployment in '

SPace o &

the Willcox area, and Hive@Central which
helped to educate almost 3,000 Phoenix-area
residents and launched 40 new businesses.
See
https://www.azlibrary.gov/libdev/funding/Ista
for snapshots of funded subgrants. Outputs
included 1,630 print materials (books &
government documents) acquired, 1,082
consultation/reference transactions, 1,427 programs, and 409 audio/visual units (audio discs,
talking books, other recordings) acquired. See Tables 39 and 40.

+ Space

o Py e ———
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Figure 2 - Idea+Space at Pima County Public Library
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Goal 3: Collections (Achieved)
Quick Facts — Internal Rating of 6.5 out of 7.0; 62 projects $4,879,705.12, 52% of LSTA grants
allocated from 2013 to 2015.

Goal 3 was the most heavily funded goal. Staff were extremely satisfied that this goal had
been accomplished. Areas that were rated lower included providing online job and career
material (M=4.8), access to electronic books (M=5.3), statewide ILL (M=5.4), and print
materials for tribal and rural libraries (M=5.6). See Table 26 in appendices. One staff member
noted, “l have helped work on several of these areas. While we are very proud to have launched
Reading Arizona, and it has been recognized nationally as a pioneering project, it doesn't begin
to address all the unmet ebook needs in the state. We've worked in partnership with other
libraries to fund and select a core package of databases, but couldn't afford some of the tools we
would have liked to have included, and don't have enough funding for training and promotion.
The Arizona Memory Project is a solid foundation with name recognition among Arizona
cultural organizations but it runs on a tired platform. The cataloging work has been consistent,
but is a huge need.” See Table 20. Staff were confident that both IMLS priorities were
accomplished although priority #5 was lower rated — Priority #2 (Establishing or enhancing
electronic and other linkages and improved coordination among and between libraries and
entities for the purpose of improving the quality of and access to library and information
services; M=6.2) and Priority #5 (Developing public and private partnerships with other agencies
and community-based organizations; M=5.6). See Table 21. State Library Initiative highlights
for Goal 3 (2013-2015) included the Arizona Memory Project, which connects people all over
the world to the history, culture and statecraft of Arizona, and Statewide Access to Electronic
Resources which provides information from a package of 33 databases to Arizona citizens.
Subgrants highlights for Goal 3 (2013-2015) include Promoting Library Service and Community
Resources for the Health of Payson Area Seniors, which provided medical and health related
information through a variety of instructional and informational programs provided by local
health professionals, and Maps and Geospatial Technology Education to help Preserve Tribal
Language, an innovative intergenerational project at Fort McDowell that garnered the
Association of Tribal Archives, Libraries and Museums Outstanding Project Award. See
https://www.azlibrary.gov/libdev/funding/Ista for snapshots of funded subgrants.

The information access focal area was the focus of 83% of the grants funded for this goal.
Outputs included 111,531 ILL transactions, 405,982 items reformatted, migrated, or for which
other digital preservation-appropriate action were taken, 363,444 items made discoverable to the
public, and 8,554 items digitized. See Tables 43 and 44. In 2013, users completed 35,243,089
searches and 1,359,474 sessions, and retrieving 2,513,957 full text documents from Statewide
Databases. The Digital Arizona Library Ebooks and Ezines project had 1,520 new users for Zinio
in 2013, bringing total users up to 3,920 with 49,345 magazines circulated; and The Arizona
Memory Project saw 1,719,740 pageviews from October 2014 to September 2015. See Tables 45
and 46.

Goal 4 — Leadership (Achieved)
Quick Facts — Internal Rating of 6.0 out of 7.0; 37 projects, $1,110,355.04 or 12% of LSTA
funds allocated from 2013-2015.

Staff were highly satisfied that Goal 4 was accomplished. Areas that received lower
ratings included tuition reimbursement for full-time staff (M=4.9), continuing education for State
Library staff (M=5.3), work with educational and non-profit organizations (M=>5.0), and general
research and evaluation activities (M=5.1). See Table 22. One staff member noted, “The Library
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Development branch of the State Library excels at connecting with library staff at all levels and
in all places throughout the state. The primary capacity building efforts are focused on the
subgrant program as well as training and professional development” (Survey participant, January
2017).

Staff were satisfied that the IMLS priorities for Goal 4 were met but were less satisfied
with Priority #4 addressing enhancing efforts to recruit future library professionals — Priority #3
(Providing training and professional development, including continuing education, to enhance
the skills of the current library workforce and leadership, and advance the delivery of library and
information services; M=6.8), Priority #4 (Enhancing efforts to recruit future professionals to the
field of library and information services; M=5.0), and Priority #5 (Developing public and private
partnerships with other agencies and community-based organizations). See Table 23. As one staff
member noted about Priority #4, “All of our trainings are open to students and para
professionals. This provides the opportunity to encourage further education and mentor new
professionals” (Survey participant, January 2017). Another commented about Priority #5, “We
have partnered with a lot of different organizations, such as Arizona Humanities, Read On
Arizona, the department of education, and many more, to offer services. These have allowed us
to create successful programming that we could not have done on our own” (Survey participant,
January 2017).

State Library initiative highlights for Goal 4 (2013-2015) include the Arizona Summer
Library Institute, which brings together non-MLS library staff from rural libraries around
Arizona for a week of intensive training, and the Arizona Community Colleges Directors of
Libraries Consortium, a newly developed statewide library consortia collaborating to enhance
resource sharing opportunities and to improve library services. The institutional capacity focal
area was the focus of 57% of the grants funded for this goal. Outputs in 2014-2015 included 758
average number of consultation/reference transactions per month, 767 learning resources (e.g.
toolkits, guides), and 199 programs administered. See Table 47 and 48. In 2013, through Web
Based Training, Arizona library staff accessed 75 SkillSoft courses, 70 SkillSoft Job Aids, 45
SkillBriefs, and 16 SkillSoft Videos - 92% reported they were Satisfied or Very Satisfied with
their courses; 5,545 people attended 175 events in the Carnegie Center training space; 100% of
the attendees of the Arizona Summer Library reported acquiring knowledge and skills they could
use to better serve their communities; and of those who attended the 2014 Leadership Institute,
100% rated the leadership training as Excellent and 92% strongly agreed that the training
improved their knowledge and leadership skills. See Tables 49 and 50.

Highlighted Project Outcomes

The State Library was asked to highlight some project outcomes for each year. “In
2013, the Eureka Loft project at the Scottsdale Public Library (addressing Goal 2) saw 8,448
visitors including 4,068 customers who attended programs or were reached through thirteen
outreach events. There were eight confirmed start-ups created, although this number is
underreported because of confidentiality agreements between customers and the SCORE and
ACA mentoring partners. All Adult Services library staff received basic Rapid Start-Up School
training. The project offered nearly 100 more programs and served 1,000 more customers than
the original grant goals stipulated. This project has greatly exceeded any and all expectations
and outcomes. The Scottsdale Public Library has received local, regional, state and national
inquiries regarding the Eureka Loft entrepreneurial space. Libraries and institutions, including
those from San Francisco, Seattle, Chicago, Ireland and Western Canada, have sent
representatives or contacted the library to glean tips and tricks, looking to replicate its successes
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in their own communities. This project has also created a number of outside programming and
service partners that has greatly increased the library’s role or stature within the business
community” (LSTA administrator, 2017).

For 2014, “The Holbrook Public Library created a robot building and programming club
for 3rd through 5th grade students (Addressing Goal 1). During a Day Camp, 77% of participants
scored below 60% on the pre-test of science vocabulary, with half of those scoring below 28%.
The post-test showed 70% of the participants achieving a score of 90% and all others improving
their science dramatically. A year later most can still use words like cam, gear, and rotation
correctly when discussing what they are attempting to accomplish with their robots. A second
project was the "Business Roadmap Programs”. Over 100 consultant-led programs were
facilitated for 2282 residents at the Phoenix Public Library's hive @ central business space and
another branch. Over 90% of the individuals who participated in the program created resumes
and "elevator speeches." These two important skills armed the participants with the tools to
describe themselves and their business to potential funders. 87% of participants indicated they
now understand where to find information and resources regarding start-up and small
business. Twenty-two individuals completed their business plans during the Women's Business
Center workshop series. All told, 40 confirmed businesses were launched because of the
Business Roadmap Programs” (LSTA administrator, 2017).

For 2015, “Glendale Public Library’s Tell Your Story @ Your Library project
(addressing Goal 2) provided creative storytelling opportunities for all ages at its three branches.
Over 100 programs were offered, covering puppet making, memoir writing, and stargazing, with
attendance of over 5000. Another project was the Read to Succeed project in Bagdad (addressing
Goal 1), which helped increase participation in the Summer Reading Program. The patron
visitation count increased noticeably during the Summer Reading Program months, with almost
400 more patrons this year as compared to the previous summer. (This in a town with a
population less than 2,000 people.) One unexpected outcome of the project is the partnership
between the public library and school. A preschool teacher recently visited the library to say that
the public school will not be able to accommodate library hour for her preschool classes this
year, and asked if the public library could provide this service for the children. This LSTA
project enabled these two entities to pursue a common goal and create a lasting relationship that
centers on the promotion of literacy” (LSTA administrator, 2017).

A. Where progress was not achieved as anticipated, discuss what factors (e.g., staffing,
budget, over-ambitious goals, partners) contributed?

L.A.P.R. staff were specifically asked about whether all four goals were satisfactorily
achieved. While each goal was selected by a few staff as “not achieved as anticipated,” overall
91% felt that all four were indeed achieved satisfactorily. Some staff felt that limited staffing and
resources represented constraints in fully achieving each goal at their highest potential. As one
staff member noted, “I feel that both community relationships and access to collections have
suffered in the face of reductions/reassignment in staff. The relationships we had with other state
agencies have frequently lapsed due to staff limitations. Additionally, we are tasking individuals
or a couple people with overseeing and maintaining huge collections (some of which top 1
million items), a significant portion of which are still uncatalogued and thus largely invisible to
Arizonans. There is very little being done to address this in an organized, comprehensive
fashion” (Survey participant, January 2016). See Table 24.
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A-2. To what extent did Five-Year Plan activities achieve results that address national
priorities associated with the Measuring Success focal areas and their corresponding
intents?

Analysis of SPRs for 2013-2015 found that Arizona’s LSTA grant allocations centered
on three of the six focal areas, which represented 86% of all grant allocations: Focal Area 1:
Lifelong Learning and intent 1.1 improve users’ general knowledge and skills (34% of all
grants, 71 grants funded), Focal Area 2: Information Access intent 2.2 improve users’ ability to
obtain and/or use information resources (27% of all grants, 56 grants funded), and Focal Area
3: Institutional Capacity (23% of all grants, 48 grants funded) divided between 3.1 improve the
library workforce (12% of all grants, 25 grants funded), 3.2 improve the library’s physical and
technological infrastructure (4% of all grants, 8 grants funded), and 3.3 improve library
operations (7% of all grants, 15 grants funded).

The three focal areas that were less prioritized, which represented the remaining 14% of
grant allocations, were Focal Area 4: Economic and Employment Development (6%, 13
grants), Focal Area 5 Human Services (6%, 12 grants), and Focal Area 6 Civic Engagement
(2%, 4 grants). The only Intent not funded at all was Improved users’ ability to participate in
their community (Intent 6.1) in Focal Area 6 Civic Engagement and Improved users’ ability to
apply information that furthers their personal, family, or household finances (Intent 5.1) received
only one grant allocation. The data would suggest that, based on the limited resources allocated,
Focal Area 6: Civic Engagement (only 4 grants were allocated to intent 6.2 improve users’
ability to participate in community conversations around topics of concern) was not achieved.
Two corresponding intents - Intent 6.1 improve users’ ability to participate in their community
and Intent 2.1 improve users’ ability to discover information resources - Were not associated
with any grants.

L.A.P.R. staff’s ratings closely aligned with the actual grant allocations and felt that
overall progress was made towards most of the focal areas and their corresponding intents.
Highest rated intents included Improved users’ general knowledge and skills (M=6.6, 33% of
grants), Lifelong Learning (M=6.5), Improved users’ ability to apply information (M=6.5).
Lowest rated focal areas include Improved users’ ability to apply information that furthers their
personal, family, or household finances (M=4.6, only 1 grant), Improved users’ ability to apply
information that furthers their personal or family health & wellness (M=5.0, only 3 grants),
Improved users’ ability to participate in their community (M=5.0, no grants), and Improved
users’ ability to participate in community conversations around topics of concern (M=5.1, only 4
grants). See Tables 25 and 26.

A-3. Did any of the following groups represent a substantial focus for your Five-Year Plan
activities?

Analysis of SPRs for 2013-2015 suggests that children (0-5) represented approximately
25% of all grants followed by school-age children (6-12) at approximately 29%, and youth (13-
17) at approximately 27% of all grants allocated. Another age group not identified in the IMLS
focal groups is the senior population which was represented in approximately 41% of all grants.
See Table 33 for a breakdown by age group. L.A.P.R. staff were also asked to identify which of
the Focal Groups they felt were prioritized although not necessarily meeting the threshold of
“substantial focus” (10% or more of all LSTA allocations). Four primary focal groups were
identified as having a substantial focus from 2013-2015: children (0-5) (M=7.0), families
(M=6.9), school-aged youth (6-17) (M=6.6), and the library workforce (current and future)
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(M=6.3). Individuals in poverty (M=4.3) and immigrants/refugees (M=4.7) were identified as the
lowest priorities during the same time period. See Tables 27 and 28.

[11.  Process Questions (B-1 to B-3)

B-1. How have you used data from the old and new State Program Report (SPR) and
elsewhere to guide activities included in the Five-Year Plan?

L.A.P.R. staff felt strongly that previous SPRs were indeed used to inform progress
towards its 2013-2017 LSTA goals. As one staff member noted, “The 2013-17 plan was
developed as a result of the 2008-2012 evaluation, which was based on the three SPRs for that
five-year period that had been completed at the time the report was written, as well as extensive
library community discussions” (Staff survey participant, January 2017).

The process for allocation of LSTA funds are based on a granting process for both
internal purposes and allocation to Arizona libraries. All subgrants must be aligned to one of
Arizona’s four LSTA goals. Arizona’s Library Development Administrator described how SPRs
are used to inform future activities: The findings conveyed in subgrant and internal project final
reports help inform the State Library’s funding decisions, and help determine which activities
will be initiated, continued, or sunsetted. These findings also help State Library staff guide
prospective applicants who have grant ideas similar to completed projects. Two examples may
help illustrate how data from the SPRs help guide activities: 1) After awarding two community
assessment subawards that utilized an out-of-state vendor, State Library administration
determined from report findings that, although this vendor had the requisite expertise and a
national reputation, local vendors were also viable, less expensive, and more likely to deliver
services reflecting Arizona’s unique demographics and culture. 2) The internal Community
Engagement project is another example of using data to inform activities. It was noted by State
Library administration that, following the completion of the Arizona Public Computer Centers
project in 2012, LSTA funds should be redirected to enhance the Community goal. The goal was
strengthened by forming partnerships with Arizona Humanities; Arizona Foundation
for Legal Services and Education; and three other states in the Get Involved Collaborative for
volunteer recruitment, training and retention. In addition, research presented in the Aspen
Institute report Rising to the Challenge: Re-Envisioning Public Libraries formed the basis of
Community Engagement training for library staff (Library Development Administrator, February
2017).

One opportunity for improvement identified was the need for increased use of
quantitative data in the form of statistical summary tables that provides previous and current
LSTA allocations by year and goal. It is recommended that this data be aggregated and
calculated by the State Library prior to entering data into the SPR system and used as a reference
to help inform future allocations. This increased data-driven focus would help strengthen an
already robust process by increasing “the use of performance-based measurements in planning,
policy making and administration” (IMLS evaluation goal 4).

B-2. Specify any changes you made to the Five-Year Plan, and why this occurred.

The evaluation results did not find any indication that any changes were made to the
Five-Year plan.

B-3. How and with whom have you shared data from the old and new SPR and from other
evaluation resources?

L.A.P.R. staff were satisfied that each year’s LSTA allocations were shared and
disseminated. The LSTA administrator creates an LSTA snapshot of all funded projects for each
year and posts them on L.A.P.R.’s website! and all funded projects are shared each year at the
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Arizona Library Association’s conference. Findings from the subgrant and internal project final
reports have been shared with Arizona library leaders, internal project managers, and prospective
subgrant applicants. The SPRs prior to LSTA 2012 are available on the Arizona Memory Project
at http://azmemory.azlibrary.gov/cdm/compoundobject/collection/statepubs/id/23329/. The SPRs
from 2013 to the present will be made available both on the L.A.P.R. website as well as through
the new portal at www.imls.gov.

V. Methodology Questions (C-1 to C-4)

C-1. Identify how you implemented an independent Five-Year Evaluation using the criteria
described in the section of this guidance document called Selection of Evaluators.

L.A.P.R. selected Dr. Anthony Chow and Strategic Performance Systems, LLC from
Greensboro, North Carolina. Dr. Chow is an Associate Professor at The University of North
Carolina at Greensboro’s Department of Library and Information Studies and is CEO of his own
consulting firm. This LSTA evaluation was rigorous, objective, and conducted by an
independent, third-party evaluator from outside Arizona with no previous connections or
relationships with L.A.P.R. or any of its representatives. Dr. Chow has the requisite expertise in
statistical and qualitative research methods, especially within the library field, and demonstrated a
high level of competency in rigorously conducting this evaluation.

The report and evaluation requirements as stated in the guidelines outlined in IMLS-
CLR-D-0019 were used as a significant part of the evaluation framework. Prior to the start of the
evaluation, three guiding documents were created to ensure a valid and reliable process was
conducted — Arizona LSTA evaluation plan (see Appendix D1), evaluation crosswalk (see
Appendix D2), and evaluation logic model (see Appendix D3). These three documents served as
the foundation for the evaluation and helped ensure that all guidelines and required questions to
be answered by the evaluation were identified and accounted for in the evaluation design and
evaluation instruments. All evaluation protocol including interview and focus group questions,
surveys, and site visits were planned, developed, and aligned to the evaluation requirements to
ensure the evaluation and its findings were valid and reliable. L.A.P.R. reviewed and approved
the plan, crosswalk, logic model, and drafts of all instruments prior to implementation.

C-2. Describe the types of statistical and qualitative methods (including administrative
records) used in conducting the Five-Year Evaluation. Assess their validity and reliability.

The evaluation used a mixed-method qualitative and quantitative approach. The use of an
evaluation plan and evaluation crosswalk helped establish strong internal validity and reliability
by ensuring all IMLS evaluation and report guidelines, Arizona’s 2013-2017 LSTA goals, and
prior recommendations from Arizona’s 2008-2012 evaluation were identified, documented, and
accounted for in both the design and implementation of the evaluation and all associated
instruments and protocol.

Qualitative methods included gathering all available SPRs, Arizona LSTA snapshots, and
relevant data, interviews with the State Librarian and LSTA administrator, focus groups with
other L.A.P.R. staff, focus groups with Arizona librarians and patrons, online surveys for staff,
librarians, and patrons, and two site visits including visiting randomly selected funded projects in
Northern, Central, and Southern Arizona. Questions were also asked using L.A.P.R.’s social
media but no responses were received. Thematic analysis was used to review and categorize
interview and focus group responses and anonymity and confidentiality of the participants were
protected and secured. Open-ended survey responses were also coded, categorized, and collapsed
into common themes (see Appendices D6, D7, and D8). Specific quotes were also used to
supplement quantitative data and provide richer context to the findings.
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Quantitative methods included several levels of data analysis. The preliminary level of
analysis used basic descriptive statistics including frequencies, percentages, sums, and means
when analyzing SPR data and survey responses (See Appendix E). The second level introduced
basic correlations (Pearson R coefficient) and analysis of variance (ANOVA) to identify
statistically significant relationships and differences in Arizona’s public library statistics over a
10-year period, for counties that have received LSTA funding, and demographic trends in survey
responses (See Appendix E2).

Collectively, this evaluation and findings have strong internal and external validity and
reliability through the use of data triangulation, which examined Arizona’s progress towards
attaining its 2013-2017 five-year goals using a diverse set of data, methods, and stakeholder
perspectives.

C-3. Describe the stakeholders involved in the various stages of the Five-Year Evaluation
and how you engaged them.

The evaluation’s target sampling frame included meeting with state library staff
responsible for Arizona’s LSTA program, library recipients of LSTA funding, and Arizona
patrons and librarians. The total sample for the evaluation was 364 participants. This included
interviews (n=5), focus groups (nine focus groups, n=71), two site visits spanning five days in
Arizona, and three different surveys — librarian and staff survey (n=140), patron library priorities
survey (n=136), and patron information preferences survey (n=58). See Appendix B for full list
of all evaluation participants.

C-4. Discuss how you will share the key findings and recommendations with others.

Two evaluation reports have been generated — one full report to L.A.P.R. which exceeds
the IMLS page limit and a smaller report submitted to IMLS within following its established
guidelines and page requirements. The report submitted to IMLS will be shared on the L.A.P.R.
website and widely disseminated across the state.

V.  Future 2018-2022 Priorities: Staff, Librarian, and Patron Perspectives

As part of the evaluation, all participants were also asked to identify future Arizona
library priorities.
IMLS Priorities for 2018-2022
Combined Staff, Librarian, and Patron Priorities

The rankings of all three groups were averaged and then rank ordered. The composite
rankings of combined priorities for all groups were IMLS priorities #1: Expanding services for
learning and access to information and educational resources in a variety of formats, IMLS
priority #7: Targeting library and information services to persons having difficulty using a
library and to underserved urban and rural communities, IMLS priority #6: Targeting library
services to individuals of diverse geographic, cultural, and socioeconomic backgrounds, and to
individuals with limited functional literacy or information skills, IMLS priority #3: Providing
training and professional development, including continuing education, to enhance the skills of
the current library workforce and leadership, and advance the delivery of library and information
services, and IMLS priority #2: Establishing or enhancing electronic and other linkages and
improved coordination among and between libraries and entities for the purpose of improving
the quality of and access to library and information services. See Table 29.
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IMLS Focal Areas and Corresponding Intents Priorities for 2018-2022

Arizona Priorities: Staff, Librarian, and Patron Rankings Combined

Combining the rankings of all three stakeholders created a composite ranking and five
focal group areas and/or focal intents were prioritized and rank ordered — Focal Area 2:
Information Access and its two corresponding intents -Intent 2.2 Improved users’ ability to
obtain and/or use information resources and Intent 2.1 Improved users’ ability to discover
information resources ; Focal Area 1: Lifelong Learning and; its corresponding Intent 1.2
Improved users’ general knowledge and skills;; Focal Area 3: Institutional Capacity and two of
its corresponding intents - Intent 3.2 Improved the library’s physical and technological
infrastructure and Intent 3.3. Improved library operations; Focal Area 5: Human Services and
two of its corresponding intents — Intent 5.2 Improved users’ ability to apply information that
furthers their personal or family health & wellness and Intent 5.3 Improved users’ ability to
apply information that furthers their parenting and family skills ; and Focal Area 4. Economic
and Employment Development and its corresponding Intent 4.1Improved users’ ability to use
resources and apply information for employment support (Intent 4.1), , and . See Table 30.

The three primary areas of disagreement between L.A.P.R. and librarian and patron
priorities (highlighted in Table 35) where staff placed this as a lower priority included a focus on
improvements in library infrastructure and technology (Intent 3.2), information access around
parenting and family skills (Intent 5.3), and information and resources around employment
support (Intent 4.1).

IMLS Focal Area Groups for 2018-2022

Arizona Priority Focal Groups: Librarian and Patron Combined Rankings

Combined, the composite rankings identify a top five of — school-aged youth (6-17),
families, pre-K children (0-5), individuals unemployed/underemployed and who are below the
poverty line. Other groups not identified as IMLS focal groups but were identified as priorities
are seniors and retirees. See Table 31 for the full list of composite rankings.

VI. Recommendations for 2018-2022
Based on the results of the evaluation study the following 10 recommendations are made:

1. Prioritize community engagement for Arizona libraries. The top four primary challenges
identified by Arizona librarians were lack of funding, overloaded and overworked staff,
lack of effective marketing and outreach, and lack of program attendance and community
participation.

2. Continue supporting libraries in providing relevant resources, services, and programming
based on statewide trends with an emphasis on meeting the increasing demand for digital
access (e.g. Improved web user interfaces, web-based services, databases, mobile apps,
digital literacy, and the provision of technology tools and broadband for those who do not
have access), meeting the increasing demand for children and school-aged resources,
services, and programming, and increasing relevant programming for adults (decreased
by 62% over the past 10 years).

3. Refine evaluation and data collection processes so that SPR data can be more efficiently
used to inform progress towards its LSTA goals; additional staffing and resources may be
necessary to facilitate this.
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4. Prioritize LSTA funding to support libraries in addressing Arizona’s current, emerging,
and unique needs in comparison to national averages. Set funding priorities and projected
funding levels for each future funding cycle based on need, potential impact, and
previous funding to impact the following groups and areas:

e Seniors (Arizona is higher than the national average and, like the nation, is an
increasingly aging population).

e Hispanic or Latino population (30.7% is close to double the national average).

e American Indian/Alaska Native (while only 5.3% of the population is four times the
national average).

e English as a second language (over 25% or, 1 in 4 Arizona households, speak another
language at home, which is above the national average).

e Health and wellness (more Arizonans are without health insurance than the national
average).

e Workforce development (less Arizonans over 16 are employed, more are likely to be
in poverty, and more are likely to be unemployed compared to the national average).

e Partnerships and collaborations with non-library agencies and organizations that are
already attempting to address these issues (a recurring theme that libraries do not
have to do it all by themselves).

5. Consider allocating more LSTA resources directly to L.A.P.R. staff (above and beyond
competitive internal grants) for professional development and continuing education so
they can continue to centralize support and resources to all Arizona libraries in
contemporary, highly skilled, and innovative ways. Continued advances in data analytics
and informatics, digital technologies, digital information seeking, and evolving library
trends require constant training and enhancement of current staff skills.

6. Seek an improved clarity in grant funding decisions between innovation and
sustainability of existing programs, resources, and services in LSTA grant allocations.
Some libraries and librarians reported being stretched too thin but at the same time could
greatly benefit from LSTA funding to refine what they are already doing as opposed to
having to try something new and innovative in order to secure LSTA funds. This also
may unintentionally disenfranchise smaller libraries who do not have the staff or
resources to “try something new” thereby potentially skewing grant proposals and
funding to larger urban systems with more resources. Libraries that are most in need may
not have the capacity to apply for grants so it is imperative that the LSTA funds be
prioritized for the highest return-on-investment in terms of community and patron impact.
Consider reconvening the Library Advisory Committee comprised of librarians
representing all types of libraries to help identify funding priorities® for each future
funding cycle.

8 Montana and North Carolina have State Library Commissions to help advise the State Librarian on library
priorities. Montana also has a Network Advisory Council that specifically prioritizes LSTA funding and oversees
the LSTA administrator. Alaska has the Governor’s Advisory Council (GAC) which also has librarians representing
all types of libraries who directly advise the State Librarian.
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7. Explore creating a dissemination “Best Practices” grant category that highlights and
disseminates successful projects to other libraries in the form of a toolkit, training, and
appropriate mentoring, etc. This would allow library systems with minimal staff
resources to potentially expand resources and services by implementing already
successful and validated projects.

8. Prioritize IMLS priorities in the following order based on staff, librarian, and patron
feedback:

e #1. Expanding services for learning and access to information and educational resources
in a variety of formats, in all types of libraries, for individuals of all ages. (Ranked #1 by
staff, librarians, and patrons).

e #7. Targeting library and information services to persons having difficulty using a library
and to underserved urban and rural communities, including children (from birth through
age 17) from families with incomes below the poverty line (Ranked #2 overall)

e #6. Targeting library services to individuals of diverse geographic, cultural, and
socioeconomic backgrounds, and to individuals with limited functional literacy or
information skills (Ranked #3 overall)

e #3. Providing training and professional development, including continuing education, to
enhance the skills of the current library workforce and leadership, and advance the
delivery of library and information services (e.g. library certification (CE) program)
(Ranked #4 overall)

e #2. Establishing or enhancing electronic and other linkages and improved coordination
among and between libraries and entities for the purpose of improving the quality of and
access to library and information services (Ranked #5 overall)

9. Prioritize the following IMLS focal groups: School-aged youth (aged 6-17), Families,
Children (aged 0-5), Individuals that are unemployed/underemployed, Individuals living
below the poverty line, Individuals with limited functional literacy or information skills,
and Ethnic or minority populations (Spanish-speaking and tribal members, etc.).

10. 2018-2022 goals could be centered on the state’s 10-year trends, significant areas of
impact found for LSTA funded libraries, highest priority IMLS priorities, Focal Areas
and corresponding intents, and focal groups as identified by L.A.P.R. staff and Arizona
librarians and patrons. Five potential goals could include:

Goal 2: Information Access (IMLS Focal Area 2). Improving user abilities to obtain and
use information resources (Focal Area 2.2) and discover information resources (Focal
Area 2.1) with an emphasis on the priority focal groups. This is the clear composite
number 1 for staff, librarians, and patrons.

Goal 3: Lifelong Learning (IMLS Focal Area 1). Improve users’ general knowledge and
skill with an emphasis on workforce development and high priority Arizona needs.

Goal 4: Institutional Capacity (IMLS Focal Area 3). Improve the library’s physical

and technological infrastructure (Focal Area 3.2) with an emphasis on priority focal
groups and existing services and resources.
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Goal 5: Human Services (IMLS Focal Area 5). Improve users’ ability to apply
information that furthers parenting and family skills. This would align well with Focal
Area 6 and Civic Engagement.

Goal 6: Economic and Employment Development (IMLS Focal Area 4). Improve

users’ ability to use resources and apply information for employment support (Focal Area
4.1).
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VII. Appendices
Index
e Appendix A - List of acronyms
e Appendix B - List of people interviewed
e Appendix C - Bibliography of all documents reviewed
e Appendix D - Copies of any research instruments used for surveying, interviewing,
and/or use of focus groups
e Appendix E - Optional output of statistical findings
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Appendix A - List of acronyms

Acronym Definition
ANOVA Analysis of Variance

AZLA Arizona Library Association

ESL English as a Second Language

FTE Fulltime Equivalent

ILL Interlibrary Loans

IMLS Institute of Museum and Library Services
L.A.P.R. Library, Archives and Public Records
LSTA Library Services Technology Act

M Mean

MLS Master's in Library Studies

SPR State Progress Report
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Appendix A1 — IMLS LSTA Priorities

#1. Expand services for learning and access to information and educational resources in a
variety of formats, in all types of libraries, for individuals of all ages in order to support such
individuals' needs for education, lifelong learning, workforce development, and digital literacy
skills

#2. Establish or enhance electronic and other linkages and improved coordination among and
between libraries and entities for the purpose of improving the quality of and access to library
and information services

#3. Provide training and professional development, including continuing education, to enhance
the skills of the current library workforce and leadership, and advance the delivery of library and
information services

#4. Enhance efforts to recruit future professionals to the field of library and information services

#5. Develop public and private partnerships with other agencies and community-based
organizations

#6. Target library services to individuals of diverse geographic, cultural, and socioeconomic
backgrounds, and to individuals with limited functional literacy or information skills

#7. Target library and information services to persons having difficulty using a library and to
underserved urban and rural communities, including children (from birth through age 17) from
families with incomes below the poverty line (as defined by the Office of Management and
Budget and revised annually in accordance with section 9902(2) of title 42) applicable to a
family of the size involved

#8. Develop library services that provide all users access to information through local, state,
regional, national, and international collaborations and networks; and

#9. Carry out other activities consistent with the purposes set forth in section 9121, as described
in the SLAA's plan.
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Appendix A2 — IMLS Measuring Success Focal Areas and Corresponding Intents
1. Lifelong Learning

1.1. Improve users’ formal education

1.2. Improve users’ general knowledge and skills

2. Information Access

2.1. Improve users’ ability to discover information resources

2.2. Improve users’ ability to obtain and/or use information resources

3. Institutional Capacity 3.1. Improve the library workforce

3.2. Improve the library’s physical and technological infrastructure

3.3. Improve library operations

4. Economic & Employment Development

4.1. Improve users’ ability to use resources and apply information for employment support
4.2. Improve users’ ability to use and apply business resources

5. Human Services

5.1. Improve users’ ability to apply information that furthers their personal, family, or household
finances

5.2. Improve users’ ability to apply information that furthers their personal or family health &
wellness

5.3. Improve users’ ability to apply information that furthers their parenting and family skills
6. Civic Engagement
6.1. Improve users’ ability to participate in their community

6.2. Improve users’ ability to participate in community conversations around topics of concern.
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Appendix B - List of participants

Data Collection

Stakeholder

Date

Participants

Location

Interview 1 LSTA administrator October 19, 2016 1 State Library
Focus Group 1 Public Library October 19, 2016 5 Northern Arizona
Focus Group 2 Academic Library October 19, 2016 3 Northern Arizona
Focus Group 3 Public Library October 19, 2016 3 Northern Arizona
Focus Group 4 Public Library October 19, 2016 3 Northern Arizona
Focus Group 5 Public Library October 20, 2016 15 Central Arizona
Focus Group 6 Staff October 20, 2016 4 State Library
Interview 2 State Librarian October 20, 2016 1 State Library
Focus Group 7 Public Library November 2, 2016 20 Southern Arizona
Focus Group 8 Public Library November 2, 2016 15 AZLA
Focus Group 9 Public Library November 2, 2016 3 AZLA
Interview 3 Public Library November 3, 2016 1 AZLA
Interview 4 Tribal College November 3, 2016 1 AZLA
Interview 5 iSchool November 3, 2016 1 AZLA
Focus Group Public Library/Teens November 3, 2016 3 Southern Arizona

. . . . December 15, 2016 to .
Librarian Survey Staff/librarians January 15, 2017 140 Statewide
Patron Survey Librar December 15, 2016 to .
Priorities ! ! Patrons January 15, 2017 136 Statewide
Patron Surve December 15, 2016 to .
Information Izreferences Patrons January 15, 2017 ? Statewide

Total Participants 364
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Appendix C - Bibliography of all documents reviewed

10-Year Arizona Public Library Statistics. Unpublished spreadsheet.

Arizona State Program Report 2013. Arizona State Library.

Arizona State Program Report 2014. Arizona State Library.

Arizona State Program Report 2015. Arizona State Library.

Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics. Accessed on February 2, 2017 at
https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/laumstrk.htm

L.A.P.R. 2013 LSTA Recipients Snapshot. Arizona State Library. Accessed on February 2, 2017 at
https://www.azlibrary.gov/sites/azlibrary.gov/files/libdev-2013 Ista_grant_award_recipients.pdf

L.A.P.R. 2014 LSTA Recipients Snapshot. Arizona State Library. Accessed on February 2, 2017 at
https://www.azlibrary.gov/sites/azlibrary.gov/files/libdev_2014 lIsta_grants_recipients 02-26-16.pdf

L.A.P.R. 2015 LSTA Recipients Snapshot. Arizona State Library. Accessed on February 2, 2017 at
https://www.azlibrary.gov/sites/azlibrary.gov/files/libdev_2015_lIsta_snapshot 8-31-15.pdf

One Way ANOVA, Accessed on January 31, 2017 at https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/one-way-
anova-using-spss-statistics.php

US Census Bureau, Arizona Quickfacts. Accessed on January 31, 2017 at
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045216/04,00
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Appendix D - Copies of any research instruments used for surveying, interviewing,
and/or use of focus groups

Index

Appendix D1 — Arizona LSTA Evaluation Plan

Appendix D2 — Arizona LSTA Evaluation Crosswalk

Appendix D3 — Arizona LSTA Evaluation Logic Model

Appendix D4 —Staff Interview/Focus Group Questions

Appendix D5 —Librarian and Patron Interview/Focus Group Questions
Appendix D6 — Staff and Librarian Survey

Appendix D7 — Patron Library Priorities Survey

Appendix D8 — Patron Library Information Priorities Survey
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Appendix D1 — Arizona LSTA Evaluation Plan
Evaluation Plan
Evaluation Goals
1. Highlight effective practices of ASL’s LSTA program - Ista overview, logic model, data
collection
2. Utilize both statistical and qualitative evaluation methods to assess the efficiency in
implementing the activities used in advancing state goals - built into mixed methods;
self-assessment, satisfaction ratings, efficiency = accomplishing goals with maximum
impact
3. Develop key findings and recommendations from evaluating the past five years for use
in organizing the next Five-Year Plan - examine 2012 recommendations, identify major
findings and recommendations for this evaluation, establish logic model for next five
years
4. Identify processes at work in implementing the activities in the plan, including the use of
performance-based measurements in planning, policy making and administration -
detail organizational management and processes for ASL LSTA administration; review
annual SPRs; SWOT analysis
5. Answer Retrospective Questions:
A-1.

e To what extent did your Five-Year Plan activities make progress towards each
goal? Logic model and data collection
e Where progress was not achieved as anticipated, discuss what factors (e.g.,
staffing, budget, over-ambitious goals, partners) contributed? Logic model and
data collection
A-2. To what extent did your Five-Year Plan activities achieve results that address
national priorities associated with the Measuring Success focal areas® and their
corresponding intents? Logic model and data collection

A-3. Did any of the following groups represent a substantial focus for your Five-Year
Plan activities? (Yes/No) Logic model and data collection

6. Answer Process Questions:

B-1. How have you used data from the old and new State Program Report (SPR) and
elsewhere to guide activities included in the Five-Year Plan? Logic model and data
collection

B-2. Specify any changes you made to the Five-Year Plan, and why this occurred. Data
collection

B-3. How and with whom have you shared data from the old and new SPR and from
other evaluation resources? Data collection

% October 2011 COSLA Report, Fall 2011 Appendix A -- Evolution of Measuring Success Initiative
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7.

Answer Methodology Questions

C-1. Identify how you implemented an independent Five-Year Evaluation using the
criteria described in the section of this guidance document called Selection of Evaluators.
Evaluation report

C-2. Describe the types of statistical and qualitative methods (including administrative
records) used in conducting the Five-Year Evaluation. Assess their validity and
reliability.

Evaluation report

C-3. Describe the stakeholders involved in the various stages of the Five-Year Evaluation
and how you engaged them. Crosswalk, evaluation report

C-4. Discuss how you will share the key findings and recommendations with others.
Evaluation, dissemination website, data collection

Guidelines for Retrospective and Process Questions

1.

Make use of administrative data on program performance. This information can be data
that is reported to IMLS on the SPR or other programmatic data collected by the SLAA.
All public library data from 2013-2016 - compare non-funded vs. funded vs. quality of
life factors; annual LSTA report; analysis of each annual SPR

The administrative data will likely need to be supplemented with information collected
from interviews, surveys, and/or focus groups. Data collection

Data also may be available from secondary documents, including contracted third-party
program evaluations, studies from non-partisan entities, and any SLAA reports
submitted to IMLS and state policy makers. All evaluations and IMLS reports available.
Other sources of information, such as Census data, state education data, and surveys
conducted by the SLAA may be used to describe broad changes in communities or in the
state. While these, for the most part, cannot be used for making direct attributions of
outcomes from LSTA programming efforts, they can effectively describe the context of
activities undertaken. Yes, and will also run ANOVA and linear regression to seek
relationships especially with state education data.

Descriptive statistics should suffice in conducting any quantitative analysis. The mixing
of summary tables and/or figures summarizing the results in the narrative is customary
in this type of research. Presentation of extensive statistical output is generally reserved
for appendices. Descriptive stats, crosstabs, and advanced statistics will be included as
appendices.

A content analysis (with potential descriptive statistics for summarizing codes) is
probably an acceptable method for conducting qualitative analysis. There are various
types of sampling and coding strategies that will precede selecting a content analysis or
other analytical choice; the independent evaluator should make these transparent in
allowing you and other readers to assess the credibility of the evidence. (See below for
more details on evaluation methodology and using an independent evaluator.)
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Qualitative data collection of major stakeholders through interviews and focus groups;
additional qualitative data collected via survey by stakeholder. Thematic encoding of
transcripts and open ended comments.

Guidelines for Methodology Questions

7.

10.

11.

The independent evaluator should clearly address these questions to your satisfaction
before proceeding to collect and analyze data. Schedule meeting and drafts of all data
collection instruments.

The independent evaluator will need to carefully document project records used in the
study. Professional guidelines for this type of research require protocols in place to
ensure confidentiality and consent. Private server for all data collection results; consent
form for all participants

In working with the independent evaluator, other stakeholders reviewing the document
should have set aside appropriate time to assure that they have enough knowledge of
the scientific techniques that the evaluators will be using in collecting and analyzing
data, including tradeoffs that they are making given limited resources and time.
Approval from ASL team

You should include a section that summarizes the methods used in any statistical and
gualitative research. For qualitative research, many types of sampling and coding
strategies may be appropriate; whatever gets selected should be made transparent in
this section. Yes, will be part of approval process

The appendices should contain copies of any instruments used for data collection as
well as those used in coding. Copies of all instruments and coding sheet and dictionary.

Evaluation Crosswalk

List all ASL goals, objectives, and activities

List all IMLS priorities

List all IMLS Retrospective, Process, and Methodology questions

List Report outline sections (see full outline below): IMLS priorities, focal areas and
intents (A-2), and focal groups (A-3)

2013-2017 Logic Model

Situation: SWOT analysis, general overview of ASL organization and functioning (needs
assessment)

Priorities: Vision, Mission, LSTA plan goals and objectives

Assumptions: Support of libraries? Efficiency and effectiveness of allocation? Success of
LSTA projects funded? Representativeness

External Factors: Census, state priorities, state of libraries

ASL completes inputs, outputs, outcomes by goal, budget, and program

Performance Data
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“For the LSTA funded projects, what | would like is as much information as possible based on
annually:

What/who was funded - name, type of library, service population, and region of the state
(whatever classification makes sense here - NE, NW, SE, SW, etc.)

How much

Type of grant

Intended stakeholders

The proposal and their annual reports

Any key outputs and outcomes you have identified

Which ASL goal, objective, or activity they were aligned to

Were they aligned with IMLS' Measuring Success Focal Area?”

Compare funded by year

Descriptive stats

ANOVA by demographics by funding

Quality of life (census)

Educational data (k-12)

Compare with non-funded by year

Linear Regression (compare input, output, and outcome variables)

o O O O

Sample
The desired sample will include:

All LSTA staff of the ASL
o Interviews with Jaime and State Librarian (Holly) and others identified by Jaime
o Focus group with remaining staff (LSTA-funded projects and positions)
m TBD
A purposeful (specifically selected to ensure they are included in the sample) and
stratified (different types are selected to ensure representation) sample of libraries
o Public
Academic
School
Special
Tribal
Urban/Rural
Patron Demographics
o Funded vs. Non-funded
Librarians and library administrators:
o All funded
o Focus group of random/stratified (2 per type of library per year - 1 random, 1 top)

O O O O O O

“Why don't you select two per year per type of stakeholder served for 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016.

This should give us 8 members per type of focus group. 1 should be randomly selected and 1 can be hand picked
as a top/model program.”
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m Public library (2 focus groups?) - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014,
2015, and 2016)

m Academic library - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016)

m School library - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016)

m Special library - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016)

e Purposeful and stratified sample of patrons
o All funded (emailed survey link)
o Random sample focus groups based on type of library: 2 recipients per year - 1
random and 1 top/model program
m Public library (2 focus groups) - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014,
2015, and 2016)

m  Academic library - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016)
m School library - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016)
m Special library - 1 random, 1 top per year (2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016)

e Random sample of patrons (e.g. representative of the state’s racial, ethnic, and
socioeconomic demographics).
o Needs assessment? Value of libraries? Do they use libraries?

Instrumentation & Data Analysis
Interviews

e ASL administration
o Context, process, SWOT analysis, progress towards goals and objectives, IMLS
priority focal areas and groups; next five years?
o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes
Focus groups
e ASL staff
o Context, process, SWOT analysis, progress towards goals and objectives, IMLS
priority focal areas and groups; next five years?
o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes
e State commission members (three to four)
o Context, process, SWOT analysis, progress towards goals and objectives, IMLS
priority focal areas and groups; next five years?
o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes
e Librarians and administrators
o Impact of LSTA funding, impact on stakeholders, logic model elements
o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes
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e Patrons
o Impact of LSTA funding, impact on stakeholders, logic model elements
o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes

Surveys
e AIllILSTA ASL Staff
o Quantitative ratings on: process, progress towards goals and objectives, IMLS
priority focal areas and groups; next five years?
o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes
Descriptive statistics
ANOVA for each goal and objective (are staff more satisfied with progress on a
particular goal or objective)
e LSTA funded librarians and administrators
o Quantitative ratings on: Impact of LSTA funding, impact on stakeholders, logic
model elements; satisfaction, open ended comments
o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes
Descriptive statistics
Correlation - progress/satisfaction by demographic factor
ANOVA for each goal and objective (are staff more satisfied with progress on a
particular goal or objective) - progress/satisfaction by demographic factor
o Linear Regression - progress/satisfaction by multiple factors

e All librarians and administrators

o Quantitative ratings on: Impact of LSTA funding and/or funded projects, impact
on stakeholders, logic model elements; current and future needs, satisfaction,
open ended comments

o Responses coded by theme and organized by question; presented as common
themes and quotes
Descriptive statistics
Correlation - progress/satisfaction by demographic factor
ANOVA for each goal and objective (are staff more satisfied with progress on a
particular goal or objective) - progress/satisfaction by demographic factor
Linear Regression - progress/satisfaction by multiple factors
Funded vs. Non-funded

Arizona 2013-2017 LSTA Evaluation Report APPENDICES Page |40



Appendix D2 — Arizona LSTA Evaluation Crosswalk

Interviews/Staff Librarian | Patron
Variable or Goal to be Evaluated Data Focus Focus Survey Social
Focus Group :
Group Group Media
Situation (Performance Context - needs .
. ) Interviews,

and assets; symptoms vs. problems; Q1

census data
stakeholder engagement)

2013-2017

plan;

interviews, 01
Priorities (Organizational mission; focus
mandates; local dynamics; collaboration; groups,
competition) survey data
Intended Outcomes (non-LSTA resources Need 01
and goals)
Assumptions (what are the primary
assumptions for LSTA funding and success plan, etc. Q1
of goals)
External Factors (impacting outcomes and interviews
impacts of LSTA funded programs and ' Q1
P census data
libraries in general)
Retrospective Questions (3 questions)
A-1. To what extent did your Five-Year Plan activities make progress towards each goal?
A-1. Where progress was not achieved as
anticipated, discuss what factors (e.g., Q15
staffing, budget, over-ambitious goals,
partners) contributed?

Survey, Q2

Goal 1: Learning interview

Place the learner at the center of any
initiative, and support lifelong learning

and literacy, to assist Arizonans to fully
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participate in their local communities and
the global society.

#1 - Expand services for learning and
access to information and educational
resources in a variety of formats, in all
types of libraries, for individuals of all ages
in order to support such individuals’ needs
for education, lifelong learning, workforce
development, and digital literacy skills.

Reports,
survey data

Q32

#6 - Target library services to individuals
of diverse geographic, cultural, and
socioeconomical backgrounds, to
individuals with disabilities, and to
individuals with limited functional literacy
or information skills.

Reports,
survey data

Q37

#7 - Target library and information services
to persons having difficulty using a library
and to underserved urban and rural
communities including children from
families with incomes below the poverty
line.

Reports,
survey data

Q38

1.1. Lifelong Learning (IMLS focal
area)

Survey data

Q2

The State Library will provide model
programs, resources and marketing
materials to help Arizona libraries support
lifelong learning and literacy. Activities
include, but are not limited to:

Survey data

Q2

1.1.1.  Every Child Ready to Read

Survey data

Q2

Librarians,
patrons

1.1.2.  Other early literacy initiatives

Survey data

Q2

Librarians,
patrons
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1.1.3.  Summer Library Reading
Programs

Survey data

Q2

Librarians,
patrons

1.1.4. OneBookAZ

Survey data

Q2

Librarians,
patrons

1.1.5. Information Literacy

Survey data

Q2

1.1.6.  Programming for Adults

Survey data

Q2

Librarians,
patrons

1.1.7.  Other Programming,