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Evaluation of Colorado’s Library Services and Technology Act Program 2013-17 
 
Background 
This evaluation of the Colorado State Library (CSL) LSTA Program Plan for 2013-17 was designed to meet 
requirements of the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS): to evaluate CSL performance on its last five-
year Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) state program plan; to gather input from stakeholders for the next 
five-year plan; and to inform CSL stakeholders, partners, and other potential grantees in the Colorado library 
community regarding the likely context in which they may be submitting state LSTA grant proposals over the next 
five years. 
 
This evaluation addresses three major sets of issues:  the extent to which CSL and its sub-grantees performed well 
under the 2013-17 plan, specifically—as far as knowable—generating intended outputs and outcomes; and how 
CSL stakeholders prioritize a variety of proposed activities that might be funded via LSTA over the next five years. 
 
Values and principles guiding this evaluation included all of those promulgated by the American Evaluation 
Association: systematic, data-based inquiry; evaluator competence; honesty and integrity of the evaluation 
process; respect for the opinions and privacy of participants; and respect for the diversity of interests—in this 
case—within the scope of LSTA funding. 
 
Methodology 
This evaluation relied primarily on three methodologies: available data, focus group / key informant interviews, 
and a survey.   
 

Available Data 
Due to the lack of comparable output and outcome data collection on all LSTA-funded activities during 2013-17, 
the only reasonable source of such data was the federal LSTA reporting system.  Original collection of output and 
outcome data on most Colorado LSTA-funded activities was deemed inadvisable due to its non-existence, the 
difficulties involved in accessing such data from many projects so long after-the-fact, and the departures of library 
directors, project directors, and other principal players from libraries and organizations where projects were 
based.  The federal LSTA reporting system’s annual requirements include reporting of output and outcome data.  
While such data were compiled for all Colorado LSTA-funded activities that complied with those requirements (see 
appendix for full compilation of available data), selected examples of more exemplary reporting of output and 
outcome data are included in the body of this report.  The strengths of this available data approach to gathering 
output and outcome data were: 1) its practicality given the timeframe, 2) its efficiency and lack of redundancy in 
exploiting data already reported, and 3) its ready availability thanks to the federal LSTA reporting system. The 
weaknesses of this approach concerned data gaps and the two most apparent reasons for their existence:  1) the 
failure of some funded projects to make and implement rigorously evaluation plans that could generate such data, 
and 2) the failure of some funded projects to identify correctly valid output and outcome data—reporting inputs 
(e.g., staff hired, materials purchased or distributed) as outputs, and outputs as outcomes (e.g., changes in 
circulation, visits, program participation). 
 

Focus Group / Key Informant Interviews 
Between October and December 2016, the evaluator conducted focus group interviews of the staff of CSL’s major 
units:  Administration, Institutional Library Development, Library Development, Library Research Service, and 
Networking and Resource Sharing.  All of these interviews were structured by the same set of questions: 
1. What broader social trends do you see impacting Colorado communities that libraries could take a leadership 

role in over the next five years? 
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2. Based on the four LSTA goals—Learning For All Ages, Resource Sharing, Training of Library Staff, and Services 
to Special Populations—what do you currently have planned for 2017 and beyond? 

3. What else could your unit do to take libraries to the next level of leading change in the communities they 
serve? 

4. What structures and systems do you need to be leaders of library and community development for the future? 
 
The Director of the Colorado Talking Book Library and the State Publications Library was interviewed as a key 
informant for those two highly specialized operations.  (The interview about CTBL was supplemented by a regular 
in-depth outcome-based evaluation survey of clients.) 
 
The input from these interviews informed the design of a survey of the state’s library leaders for public, school, 
and academic libraries and a survey of library stakeholders for institutional libraries. 
 

Survey of Library Leaders 
Library leaders responded to an online survey to provide input about CSL’s 2013-17 performance and 2018-22 
plan.  This survey was conducted from January 17-31, 2017.  Of 231 total respondents, 230 responded to most 
questions about 2013-17 performance and 206 responded to most questions about the 2018-22 plan.   
 
Library leaders to whom the survey was administered included:   
• library directors and associate directors, finance officers, technology leaders, data users, and children’s and 

youth services librarians;  
• leaders of statewide library associations representing the Colorado Association of Libraries (CAL), Colorado 

Public Library Association (CPLA), Colorado Academic Library Association (CALA), Colorado Association of 
School Libraries (CASL), Colorado Association of Special Libraries(ColASL), Rocky Mountain Chapter of the 
Special Libraries Association (SLA), and Reforma Colorado; 

• leaders of library networks and consortia representing the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries (The 
Alliance), AspenCat, and Marmot; and 

• regional library leaders representing the state’s Front Range, the Northeast, the Southeast, and the West and 
Southwest. 

 
In addition to these formal leaders, additional leaders reachable via the state’s Libnet listserv were also invited to 
participate in the survey.  (See appendix for email distribution lists used to administer the survey.)  
 
Due to the variety of goals and activities addressed and the variety of stakeholders involved, survey items about 
2013-17 activities asked respondents to assess CSL’s performance on specific activities on an excellent / good / fair 
/ poor scale.  In reporting these results, excellent and good percentages were summed for a performance rating.  
To provide input for the next five-year plan, respondents were asked to identify specific proposed activities as 
essential, very important, important, or not important.  In reporting these results, essential and very important 
percentages were summed for a priority rating.  The strengths of this survey approach to gather further evaluation 
data about Colorado’s performance on its 2013-17 plan as well as input for the next five-year plan are the usual 
strengths of a survey: 1) it permitted a relatively large number of individuals to participate in a relatively short 
time, 2) it gathered systematic, comparable data about the same issues from all participants, and 3) it allowed for a 
relatively concise and comprehensible report of a large amount of feedback.  These strengths of a survey were 
especially important given the limited length of this report.  The disadvantages of this particular survey were that 
1) it was not reasonable to ask for output or outcome data of the preferred sort, and 2) like all surveys, especially 
those targeting a diverse audience, it tended to generate more data for more general and more familiar activities. 
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To plan the survey of Colorado library leaders, the CSL Management Team and staff of each CSL unit were 
interviewed as a focus group to generate lists of 2013-17 CSL activities to be evaluated and lists of proposed 
activities to be prioritized.  (See appendix for list of interviewees, focus group questions, and interview notes.) 
 

Validity and Reliability 
Available data on which this evaluation had to rely were often scantly reported, but, issues of validity and 
reliability were addressed largely by Colorado’s participation in the beta testing group for new IMLS-mandated 
output and outcome measures. 
 
As for surveys generally, the survey formats employed in this one went a long way toward insuring reliability.  For 
instance, all participants were given the same time window in which to offer their responses, all responded to each 
individual item on the same scale.  Also, as for surveys generally, validity was the larger problem.  Necessarily, 
survey items assumed a reasonable level of awareness of individual activities to which participants were asked to 
respond for both evaluation and planning purposes.  To reduce the risk of certain invalid responses on evaluation 
items, respondents had the option “not familiar” to escape evaluating any activity about which they knew too little 
to do so reasonably.  The two primary scales used in the survey—excellent/good/fair/poor for evaluation items, 
essential/very important/important/not important for planning items—while general, were chosen because of 
their familiarity to most respondents.  More “creative” scales might have offered some hope of more precise 
responses, but would have heightened reliability concerns, due to their unfamiliarity to respondents. 
 
Colorado’s continuing participation in the development and testing of output and outcome data collection 
activities associated with the next five-year plan will address major concerns about both validity and reliability. 
 
Available Data on Outputs & Outcomes, 2013-17 
Output and outcome data for exemplary CSL projects were obtained from a variety of sources: primarily the IMLS 
State Program Reporting system, supplemented by a number of in-depth outcome-based evaluations of specific 
major projects.  As requested by IMLS, this available data presentation is organized first by LSTA goal, then by 
Measuring Success focal area and intent. 
 
Learning for All Ages:  All Colorado residents will have access to services from libraries that support educational 
achievement, lifelong learning, economic development, and digital literacy.  
 

Lifelong Learning:  Improving users’ formal education 
 
One Book 4 Colorado (OB4CO):  Colorado Families Read Together! 
One Book 4 Colorado, started in 2012, gives away over 75,000 copies of the same book to each 4-year-old in the 
state in English and Spanish through public libraries and Denver Preschool Program classrooms.  It is a 
collaboration between Lt. Governor Donna Lynne’s office, Colorado Office of Early Literacy, Colorado State Library, 
the Denver Preschool Program, public and military libraries statewide, the private sector, and the nonprofit and 
foundation communities. Modeled after the successful Preschool One Book, One Denver program, both programs 
stem from the idea that providing young children with access to books promotes early literacy skills and helps 
families serve as their children’s first and most important teachers. 
 

Latest annual output statistics (2015-16) 
• 4 programs, 181 total attendance 
• 7 presentations, 350 total attendance 
• 32 consultations 
 

Caregiver-reported outcomes (% agree) 
• 72% child more interested in reading 
• 68% child talk more about books and reading 
• 80% community has culture of reading 
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Agency-reported outcomes for participants  
(% agree) 
• 98% children more excited to receive book 
• 89% children talked about book with others 
• 70% parents showed increased awareness of 

reading 
• 65% libraries viewed as a resource  

• 54% OB4CO brought new families to library 
• 52% parents more interested in library programs 
Impact on agencies themselves (% agree) 
• 98% helped promote childhood reading 
• 89% effective use of agency time and effort 
• 85% opportunity to reach out to other agencies  

 
Summer Learning 
Colorado is a member of the Collaborative Summer Library Program (CSLP), a grassroots consortium of states 
working together to provide high-quality summer reading program materials for children at the lowest cost 
possible for their public libraries. By combining resources and working with a commercial vendor to produce 
materials designed exclusively for CSLP members, public libraries in participating states or systems can purchase 
posters, reading logs, bookmarks, certificates and a variety of reading incentives at significant savings. The 
participating systems and states develop a unified and high-quality promotional and programming product. 
Participants have access to the same artwork, incentives and publicity, in addition to an extensive manual. 
 
Presentations (2015-16) 
• 4 sessions 
• 140 total attendance 
Presentation outcomes  
(N=107, % strongly agree/agree) 
• 99% improved knowledge 
• 99% likely to apply 
• 86% will improve ability to serve patrons 

Acquisitions (2015-16) 
• Print:  324 
• E-materials:  10 
• Software:  10 
Outcomes (N=126) 
• 76% meeting staff needs 
• 75% satisfied with extent to which met needs 
• 69% improving ability of staff to serve patrons 

 
Lifelong Learning:  Improving users’ general knowledge and skills 

 
Check Out Colorado State Parks 
Check Out Colorado State Parks (cpw.state.co.us/librarybackpack), the result of a partnership between Colorado 
Parks and Wildlife and the Colorado State Library, provides 287 Colorado libraries with two park passes and 
adventure backpacks filled with information and educational activities. Patrons of participating public, military, and 
academic libraries can check out a backpack for a week at a time to visit state parks for free. Between June and 
November 2016, 720 patrons completed a survey about their experience with the program 
 
Latest annual output statistics (2015-16) 
• 42 consultations 
• 5 presentations 
• 173 total attendance 
• 3,960 backpack checkouts in first 6 months 
Training Outcomes (N=38, % strongly agree/agree) 
• 100% improved knowledge 
• 100% likely to apply 
• 100% will improve ability to serve patrons 

Service Outcomes (N=720, % likely to/agree) 
• 97% recommend visit to state park 
• 77% buy a day pass to visit a state park 
• 54% buy an annual pass to visit state parks 
• 85% helped us learn more about nature 
• 94% Checkout CO State Parks changed my view 

of what libraries have to offer 

 
SPELL:  Supporting Parents in Early Literacy Through Libraries 
The SPELL project has generated many promising impacts in reaching and serving low-income parents of children 
birth to three with library and early literacy services and resources, as well as a wide variety of strong 
collaborations between public libraries and community organizations. It has produced and distributed a 
comprehensive toolkit to help communities design their own SPELL projects; case studies and infographics of 8 
SPELL prototypes; a white paper recommending eliminating fines on children's materials and reconsidering fees on 
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lost and damaged children's materials; a revised blueprint of recommendations for supporting low-income parents 
with young children; research findings from parent surveys and focus groups; and more. 
 
Project output measures (2013-16) 
• 161 onsite one-on-one consultations  
• 220 offsite one-on-one consultations  
• 217 learning sessions provided  
• 1,924 caregiver participants served 
• 4,312 children participants served  
• 286 hours of educational activities provided 
Pre- / post-project outcomes  (N=223) 
• Disagree to agree: 

o Know how children learn to read 
o Have regular routine for reading  

o Know what everyday activities to do 
o Confident I can help child be ready to read 

in kindergarten 
• Doubled time spent: 

o Reading with child 
o Playing with child (to encourage 

exploration) 
o Encouraging child to play with hands 
o Singing with child 
o Talking to baby / with child 

 
Information Access:  Improving users’ ability to obtain and use information resources 

 
Colorado State Publications Library (COSPL) 
The State Publications Library provides Colorado residents with permanent public access to information produced 
by state government. Publications that are "born digital" are archived in COSPL's digital repository with links from 
the online catalog for easy public access. Publications that are only in print format are acquired, shelved in the 
library collection, and loaned to the public. As budget permits, most print publications will eventually be digitized 
and archived. 
 
Latest annual output statistics (2015-16) 
New digital items created:  495 
Circulation: 170,595 (99% digital) 
Interlibrary loans: 395 
Reference: 152 
Presentations: 7 
Total attendance: 126 
 

Presentation outcomes  
(N=27, % strongly agree/agree) 
100% improved knowledge 
100% likely to apply 
  96% will improve ability to serve patrons 

Resource Sharing:  Colorado libraries will share resources to achieve economic and efficient delivery of library 
assets and services to residents of Colorado.  
 

Information Access:  Improving users’ ability to obtain and use information resources 
 
Colorado Historic Newspapers Collection (CHNC) 
CHNC currently includes more than 909,000 digitized pages, representing more than 200 individual newspaper 
titles published in Colorado primarily from 1859 to 1923. Due to copyright restrictions, it does not generally 
include newspapers published after 1922, but it can digitize beyond 1922 if publisher permission can be secured. 
New pages are added to CHNC when funding is available to pay the costs of digitization. 
 
Latest annual output measures (2015-16) 
• 30,512 pages digitized 
• 1 program, 5 total attendance 

• 11 presentations, 219 total attendance 
• 84 consultations 
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SWIFT:  Statewide Interlibrary loan Fast Track 
SWIFT is a statewide ILL service for libraries of any size or type, allowing your patrons to search and place requests 
for materials located throughout the state of Colorado. The service currently includes more than 350 libraries. 
 
Latest annual output statistics (2015-16) 
• 458 consultations 
• 5 programs & presentations 
• 120 total attendance 

Outcomes (N=23, % strongly agree/agree) 
• 100% improved knowledge 
• 100% likely to apply 
• 100% will improve ability to serve patrons 

 
Institutional Capacity:  Improve the library’s physical / technological infrastructure 

 
AskColorado / AskAcademic (virtual reference service) 
AskColorado was a library cooperative comprised of member public libraries throughout the state of Colorado. 
From Sterling to Lamar, from La Veta to Steamboat Springs, public libraries shared resources to provide 24/7 
information services to their communities.  This service was discontinued in 2014 following the withdrawal from 
the cooperative of Denver Public Library, after which it was deemed unsustainable by remaining cooperative 
members. 
 
Colorado Virtual Library (CVL Web services) 
CVL provides training for and consultation with staff of diverse website partners, including CSL In Session—the 
state library’s own live and archived webinar series—as well as Colorado Association of Libraries (CAL) Special 
Populations & Issues Interest Group, Colorado Chicano Movement History Portal, Colorado Interlibrary Loan (ILL) 
Conference, Hear Ye! Hear Ye!, Library Learning and Creation Center, Lynx Colorado Library Databases, One Book 4 
Colorado, StoryBlocks: Songs and Rhymes That Build Readers, Trends in Colorado Libraries, and Voicepreserve: 
Planning an Online Library of Colorado Oral Histories.  Recent topics of training and consultations include an 
introduction to user research, creating a positive organizational culture, online tools useful to patrons, makerspace 
video software, and the basics of the Wordpress website design platform. 
 
Last annual output measures (2012-14) • 157 reference transactions 

• 49 programs 
• 176 total attendance 

 
Training of Library Staff:  Colorado librarians will enhance their skills to become eminent providers of services to 
meet the needs of Colorado residents.  
 

Institutional Capacity:  Improve the library workforce 
 
Professional Development 
CSL provides professional development to library staff in a variety of formats, including in-person workshops, 
online sessions via Adobe Connect, and self-paced online tutorials, in order to ensure staff receive the training they 
need to continue their professional growth, improve performance, highlight best practices, and foster the 
innovation needed to keep library services relevant to the communities they serve. In the 2015-16 funding year, 
we reached over 2000 public, academic, school, and special library staff. Our online monthly webinar series 
focused on topics such as maker programming, weeding, leadership and graphic design, while our in-person 
workshops including topics such as supervision, customer service and library values. These offerings also include 
views of archived webinars. 
 
Latest annual output measures (2015-16) 
• 49 program sessions 
• 2,156 total attendance 
 

Latest annual outcome measures (N=352,  
% strongly agree/agree) 
• 96% improved knowledge 
• 97% likely to apply 
• 80% will improve ability to serve patrons 
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Public Library Leadership Development 
Library Development consultants provide training for new public library directors and new members of their 
boards of trustees.  At the new directors forum, participants learn about Colorado library law, policy development, 
governance strategies, and issues and trends in public librarianship.  Customized training for individual library 
boards addresses issues such as open records, policy development, the future of libraries, and legal considerations. 
 
Latest annual output measures (2015-16) 
• New directors:  35 participants 
• New trustees:  16 boards, 176 total trustees 
• 232 consultations 
 

Latest annual outcome measures (N=54,  
% strongly agree/agree) 
• 94% improved knowledge 
• 91% likely to apply 
• 94% will improve ability to serve patrons

 
Highly Effective School Library Program 
The focus of the Highly Effective School Library Program is two-fold: 1) to provide guidance for K-12 educators as 
they facilitate student achievement and preparation for 21st century success, and 2) to recognize outstanding 
school library programs and librarians.  Its goal is that all schools will have highly-qualified teacher librarians and 
communities (parents, students, administrators, and fellow educators) who value an exemplary teacher-librarian 
and library program. To earn highly effective status principals and teacher librarians complete applications for five 
exemplars, using a rubric. After earning all five exemplars, the school acquires the "Highly Effective School Library 
Program" designation. It is then eligible to apply for the Distinguished School Library Program of the Year Award. 
 
Latest annual output measures (2015-16) 
• 48 program sessions 
• 1,104 total attendance 
• 458 consultations 

Program outcomes (N=74, % strongly agree/agree) 
• 96% improved knowledge 
•  95% likely to apply 
•  96% will improve ability to serve patrons 

 
Library Research Service (LRS) 
LRS generates library statistics and research for library and education professionals, public officials, and the media. 
It reports and analyzes statistics on school, public, and academic libraries, and conducts studies on major library 
issues that are reported in the Fast Facts and Closer Look series. LRS promotes and supports outcome-based 
evaluation throughout CSL, develops and maintains the award-winning LRS.org website (which provides interactive 
access to public, school, and academic library statistics and a variety of customizable tools for collecting and 
analyzing data), and designs and disseminates training for data awareness and use.  Data visualization is a 
particular—though not exclusive—focus. 
 
Latest annual output measures (2015-16) 
• 11 programs 
• 66 sessions 

• 234 total attendance 
• 172 consultations 

Program outcomes (N=74, % strongly agree/agree) • 100% improved knowledge 
•   95% likely to apply 
•   76% will improve ability to serve patrons 

 
Library Jobline 
Launched in 2007, LRS’s LibraryJobline.org is the U.S. library community’s most dynamically interactive database of 
available jobs.  Both employers and job seekers can customize their profiles.  Those searching for jobs can specify 
library type, educational requirements, salary range, and state as well as keywords that may appear in job 
announcements.  Job seekers can request notifications of newly posted jobs that match personalized criteria.  The 
website also provides links to online resources for job seekers and help and FAQ information for Library Jobline 
users.  The fact that jobs information is captured in a searchable database makes it possible to track library job 
market trends and patterns—something few, if any, other library job sites do. 



 8 

 
Latest annual output measures (2015) 
• 656 posted jobs  
• 288,000 views 
• 4,115 registered job seekers 
• 546 job seekers added since 2014 
• 963 registered employers 
• 115 employers added since 2014 
• 900,000 Twitter followers 
• 4,200 Tweets about favorite job junting advice, 

job postings, and weekly #HOTJOB 

Statistical trends (2015) 
• Hourly rates up for academic ($21.79) and 

public ($20.80), down for school ($16.62) 
• All requirements up:  MLIS required (20%), 

preferred (16%); experience: library (24%), 
professional (23%), and supervisory (15%); and 
Spanish language fluency preferred (16%) and 
required (2%) 

Outcomes (N=74, % strongly agree/agree) 
• 100% improved knowledge 
• 95% likely to apply 
• 76% will improve ability to serve patrons

 
Research Institute for Public Libraries (RIPL) 
Launched in 2015 by the State Library and the Colorado Library Consortium (CLiC), RIPL is a singular event for 
public library leaders and others interested in public library data and evaluation. In this immersive, bootcamp-style 
event, participants learn practical, strategic methods of gathering, analyzing, and using data for planning, 
management, and communicating impact.  RIPL conferences have drawn participants from around Colorado and 
North America who convened for three days of experiential learning. 
 
Outcomes (N=99 pre- and post-tests, 2015) 
• Less to more knowledgeable about: 

o Community needs assessment 
o Outcome-based evaluation 
o Survey design 
o Data analysis 
o Benchmarking 
o Visual presentation of data 

• Less to more confident can: 
o Promote importance of evaluation 
o Use data for strategic planning 
o Use data for management 
o Use data to communicate with stakeholders 

• Disagree to agree 
o More committed to building evaluation into 

workflow 
o Learned about evaluation tools I can use 
o More confident I can evaluate in my 

organization 
o Gained practical evaluation skills 

• Overall rating 
o 59% Excellent 
o 97% Excellent or above average 

 
 
 

Services to Underserved Populations:  All Colorado residents including people with disabilities, ethnic populations, 
institutional residents and those underserved by libraries will receive services from Colorado libraries that meet 
their individual needs.  
 

Lifelong Learning:  Improving users’ general knowledge and skills 
 
Read to the Children 
RTC allows incarcerated parents and caregivers to make recordings of themselves reading books to their children 
that are then sent to their families in the mail. Engaging with their children in this way allows incarcerated parents 
to connect with their children and encourage a love of reading.  
 
RTC/One Book 4 Colorado statistics (2016) 
• Book selection:  Giraffes Can’t Dance by Giles 

Andreae 
• 18 participating correctional institutions 

• 143 participating incarcerated 
parents/caregivers 

• 135 recordings for 172 children 
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Information Access:  Improving users’ ability to obtain and use information resources 
 
Colorado Talking Book Library (CTBL) 
CTBL provides free library services to Coloradans of all ages who are unable to read standard print materials 
because of physical, visual, or learning disabilities. It serves more than 6,500 active individual patrons and 500 
organizations and has at least one patron in every county in Colorado. 
 
Latest annual output measures  
(2015-16) 

• Circulation (items out):  347,588 
• Reader advisor contacts:  31,718 
• Production (including on-demand):  4,800 items 
• Volunteer hours:  28,153 

 
Outcome measures  
(2014—from biennial survey) 
• 89% read for pleasure 
• 43% learn more about personal interest 
• 13% stayed connected to community 
 

Customer satisfaction  
(N=454, % excellent or good) 
• 99% overall service quality 
• 99% courtesy of staff 
• 97% speed of book delivery 
• 96% condition of books received 
• 94% quality of playback machine loaned 

 
Institutional Capacity:  Improve the library workforce 

 
Institutional Library Development 
ILD consultants provide annual professional development to institutional library staff based on a needs assessment 
and consultants’ knowledge of imminent needs and policy changes as well as ongoing staff training for those 
working in institutional libraries with little or no library education or experience. 
 
Latest annual output measures (2015-16) 
• 11 program sessions 
• 134 total attendance 
• 1,235 consultations 
 

Program outcomes (N=70, % strongly agree/agree) 
•   97% improved knowledge 
•   64% likely to apply 
•   96% will improve ability to serve patrons 

Recommendations Based on Available Data 
1. All of the exemplary CSL projects still in operation reported sufficient evidence of success that CSL should 

continue them.  Indeed, it should pursue any reasonable opportunities to improve and expand them. 
2. As part of CSL’s participation in beta-testing IMLS’s new State Program Reporting system, most of these 

projects reported adequate outcome data about training programs.  Only a few, however, reported strong 
data about outcomes for program participants.  During the 2018-22 planning cycle, all CSL projects funded via 
LSTA should be required to produce such data. 

 
Survey Findings 
The survey of Colorado library leaders addressed three major sets of issues: assessment of CSL’s performance 
toward its 2008-12 goals, and assessment of the importance to these leaders of CSL’s proposed activities for its 
2013-17 plan. 
 

Evaluation of the 2013-17 State Program Plan 
Colorado’s 2013-17 state program plan addressed four goals of the Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA): 
1. All Colorado residents will have access to services from libraries that support educational achievement, 

lifelong learning, economic development, and digital literacy. 
2. Colorado libraries will share resources to achieve economic and efficient delivery of library assets and services 

to residents of Colorado. 
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3. Colorado librarians will enhance their skills to become eminent providers of services to meet the needs of 
Colorado residents. 

4. All Colorado residents—including people with disabilities, ethnic populations, institutional residents, and those 
underserved by libraries—will receive services from Colorado libraries that meet their individual needs. 

 

Respondent Familiarity with Activities 
For each of these four goals, respondents were asked to assess CSL’s performance on several projects, each of 
which was chosen for its representativeness of CSL’s efforts toward a certain goal as well as the focal areas and 
intents of IMLS’s Measuring Success outcome evaluation framework and its anticipated familiarity to some or all 
potential survey respondents among the state’s library leaders.  Before examining respondents’ assessments of 
these exemplary activities 
 

Learning For All Ages 
Strong majorities of survey respondents were familiar with three Learning For All Ages projects representing CSL’s 
efforts to promote Lifelong Learning:  Summer reading program support, which seeks to improve the formal 
education process by reducing “summer slide,” and two projects which seek to improve users’ general knowledge 
and skills:  Early literacy training and materials and Makerspaces.  A comparable majority of respondents were 
familiar with another Learning For All Ages project, the State Publications Library, which seeks to improve 
Information Access by improving the ability of users to obtain and use information resources. 
 

 
 

Resource Sharing 
Three of CSL’s Resource Sharing projects—the Colorado Virtual Library, the Colorado Historic Newspapers 
Collection, and SWIFT—promote Information Access to improve the ability of users to obtain and access 
information.  CVL and CHNC were familiar to most survey respondents, while SWIFT—which expedites interlibrary 
loan services statewide—was familiar to about half.  Website creation and hosting services, a fourth Resource 
Sharing project, seeks to strengthen Institutional Capacity by improving the technological infrastructure of the 
state’s libraries.  Like CVL and CHNC, this project was familiar to most. 
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Training of Library Staff 
Many CSL projects contribute to the training, recruitment, and advancement of library staff.  In so doing, they 
strengthen the Institutional Capacity of the state’s libraries by improving the library workforce.  Predictably, the 
familiarity of these projects to survey respondents was related to whether they target all library workers or those  
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for a particular type of library or area of library activity.  CSL’s continuing education efforts, Library Jobline, and the 
Library Research Service—which serve all types of libraries—were familiar to the overwhelming majority of 
respondents.  Projects focused on public librarians, school librarians, and makerspace librarians were less familiar 
to all respondents, though much better known by respondents from those targeted groups. 
 
Performance Assessment for 2013-17 Plan 
As in reporting about respondent familiarity with 2013-17 LSTA projects, the following analysis of CSL performance 
on those same projects is organized first by the four national LSTA goals, then by the Measuring Success focal areas 
and intents.  The survey of library leaders addressed the first three of those goals:  Learning For All Ages, Resource 
Sharing, and Training of Library Staff.  CSL’s two major commitments to the fourth goal, Services to Underserved 
Populations, were, as ever, the Colorado Talking Book Library and Institutional Library Development, both of which 
were assessed separately:  CTBL via its own annual customer survey (reported earlier) and ILD via a separate 
survey of institutional library stakeholders (reported later). Familiarity with referenced 2013-17 projects was a 
condition of inclusion in the following analysis.  Quotes from library leaders accompany the quantitative findings. 
 

Learning For All Ages 
Respondents were asked to assess CSL’s performance on four projects that addressed the Learning For All Ages 
goal.  Three of these projects—Summer reading support, Early literacy training and materials, and Makerspaces—
support Lifelong Learning by improving formal education or general knowledge and skills.  The State Publications 
Library supports this goal by facilitating Information Access, specifically access to state government information, 
thereby improving the ability of Coloradans to obtain and use these resources.   
• Nine out of 10 respondents rated as excellent or good CSL’s Summer reading and Early literacy efforts.   
• Three out of 4 rated efforts to support Makerspaces comparably.   
• Four out of 5 respondents gave high marks to State Publications. 
 

 
 

CSL does an excellent job with their summer reading support, making the program relevant and 
exciting for the children who participate and the various communities. 
 
The early literacy training materials deserve more attention; they are fabulous kits. 
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Resource Sharing 
Respondents were asked to assess CSL’s performance on four projects that addressed the goal of Resource 
Sharing.  Three of these projects—Colorado Virtual Library, Colorado Historic Newspapers Collection, and SWIFT—
facilitate Information Access by improving the ability of users to obtain and use resources.  Website creation and 
hosting services increase Institutional Capacity by improving the physical and technological infrastructure of the 
state’s libraries requiring this type of technical support. 
• Historic Newspapers and SWIFT were rated excellent or good by almost 9 out of 10 respondents. 
• CVL and website creation and hosting services received comparable ratings from 4 out of 5. 
 

 
 

CVL is a one-stop shop for all our needs.  It is one of the first places to go when looking for 
information. 
 
CSL’s website creation and hosting services are a fabulous asset for small libraries by assisting in 
the creation of new Wordpress sites and ongoing maintenance. 
 
We are so fortunate to have access to all of these resources.  Thank goodness for CSL’s amazing 
outreach. 
 
The Colorado Historic Newspapers Collection is invaluable to our small academic library.  Our 
students and faculty love having access to so many primary sources. 
 
SWIFT is a good means for us to lend our items to other libraries, helping us to share our holdings 
across the state. 
 
The State Library Book Club collection [a CVL partner website] has been an excellent resource for 
our library. 
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Training of Library Staff 
Respondents were asked to assess CSL’s performance on 7 projects that addressed the goal of Training of Library 
Staff.   
• Almost all respondents gave excellent or good ratings to Library Jobline and the Library Research Service. 
• About 9 out of 10 gave comparable ratings to CSL continuing education and RIPL. 
• About 4 out of 5 rated as excellent or good the Library Learning &Creation website, Public Library Leadership 

& Development. 
• Almost 3 out of 4 gave such high ratings to the Highly Effective School Library Program. 
 

 
 

I think RIPL was the best library conference / training I’ve ever attended.  Great work! 
 
My focus has been on retrieving supporting documentation on Colorado Library Law.  CSL’s 
interpretation of the law has been very helpful. 

 

Recommendations Based on Survey: 2013-17 Plan Assessment 
1. All of the CSL projects in the areas of Learning For All Ages, Resource Sharing, and Training of Library Staff 

assessed by Colorado library leaders received very high performance ratings—almost all at or above 75% 
(combined excellent and good ratings) and most exceeding 90%.  It is therefore recommended that they be 
continued and developed further as priorities direct and as resources permit. 

2. As noted in the available data recommendations, there is little or no data on user outcomes for some projects.  
Projects that would benefit from giving more attention to measuring user outcomes include:  Makerspaces, 
the State Publications Library, the Colorado Virtual Library, the Colorado Historic Newspapers Collection, 
SWIFT, and NRS’s website creation / hosting services.  Notably, each of these projects faces unique challenges 
in measuring user outcomes.  It is recommended that these projects obtain support for addressing these 
challenges from Library Research Service (LRS) staff or, if necessary, external consultants. 
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Input for 2018-22 State Program Plan 
The survey of library leaders asked respondents to help CSL staff prioritize how they interact with the state’s 
library personnel as well as new or continuing projects designed to continue to address major LSTA goals and 
selected Measuring Success focal areas and intents. 
 
Priorities for Colorado State Library Staff Interaction With Colorado Library Staff 
Library leaders expressed strong support for a variety of ways in which CSL staff might interact with library 
personnel in the field in the foreseeable future. 
• Almost 3 out of 4 respondents prioritized CSL staff availability at CLiC and other regional workshops as 

essential or very important. 
• More than 3 out of 5 endorsed CSL In Session and other webinars by CSL staff as essential or very important. 
• Almost 3 out of 5 gave similar priority to local site visits by CSL staff and CSL engaging library leaders by 

creating new advisory committees and roles to formalize communication between them. 
• Over half indicated that regular online updates from the State Librarian are an equally high priority. 
• Formal recognition by CSL was rated essential or very important by less than half of the respondents. And 

communication via social media was given such high priority by only 3 out of 10.  Still, these 2 modes of 
interaction were rated at some level of importance (i.e., essential, very important, or important) by 9 out of 10 
and 3 out of 4 respondents, respectively. 

• Notably, 5 of these modes of interaction were prioritized at some level of importance by more than 9 out of 
10 respondents:  CSL In Session / other webinars, CLiC / other regional workshops, new CSL advisory 
committees / roles, online updates from the State Librarian, and local site visits by CSL staff. 

 

 
 

Digital tools are so helpful and worth experimenting with given the distances in our state. 

What about CSL facilitating cohorts similar in style to the CAL Leadership Institute?  And provide 
facilitation training opportunities for CSL staff who aren’t in that kind of role now. 

We often forget the role of the State Library, how it’s funded, and how that benefits libraries.  
Outreach activities (virtual and in-person) that connect CSL staff with library personnel would 
help with information dissemination, visibility, and future advocacy for the State Library. 
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Those of us on the Western Slope sometimes feel overlooked by CSL—so many events are offered 
just in the Denver metro area.  It would be nice for the rest of the state to have the opportunity to 
meet CSL staff and network in person. 
 
Site visits are needed by small, rural, and distant libraries who may not be able to hire MLS staff. 
 
CSL staff members need opportunities to serve on non-CSL committees and task forces and in 
advisory roles. 
 
Many small community college libraries that are not well-funded could probably use more 
support from and contact with CSL. 
 
It’s very important for CSL to support and educate academic library staff, too. 
 
Site visits would be a great idea—despite opportunities to interact at conferences; extremely 
useful. 
 
I see the big vision as CSL being the connector and bridge.  I’m thinking about major 
collaborations and shared best practices.  We have resources, expertise, and energy in Colorado.  
We need the leadership and connections to do this, ideally from CSL! 

 

Recommendations Based on Survey: CSL Interaction With Library Personnel 
Because of the priorities given to them by responding library leaders, several strategies for improving interaction 
between CSL staff and library personnel statewide are recommended strongly in the following priority order.   
1. CSL staff should increase its presence at CLiC regional workshops.  Simultaneously, they should expand use of 

CSL In Session and other webinars and, to the extent time and fiscal constraints permit, make more site visits 
to local libraries. Leaders do not view face-to-face and online modes of interaction as an either-or proposition.  
They feel the need for both, acknowledging that one mode is often preferable to the other for specific 
purposes.  Leaders from smaller and more isolated libraries in particular want more contact with CSL. 

2. The State Librarian should offer regular online updates about the state of the state’s library community, 
reporting on major issues facing libraries and what CSL is doing to address them.  Local library leaders look to 
the State Librarian for perspective and direction concerning statewide library issues. 

3. CSL should create new advisory committees and advisory roles to provide venues in which local library leaders 
can offer input about CSL projects, particularly major initiatives.  Local leaders stand ready to offer such input 
if and when asked for it. 

4. CSL should explore further the ways in which it might confer recognition on exemplary libraries, projects, and 
individuals.  While this strategy did not have the same level of support as others prioritized above, it is worth 
investigating to determine if there are specific areas in which this strategy might be useful without being 
redundant to existing types of recognition conferred by ALA, CAL, and other organizations. 

5. Notably, responding leaders gave lowest priority to social media platforms as a means of improving 
interaction between CSL and the field.  While CSL’s use of social media is not discouraged, it is impossible to 
assign a high priority to it.  More fully interactive ways of communicating—whether face-to-face or virtual and 
regardless of purpose—are clearly preferred. 

 
Priorities for 2018-22 LSTA Plan 
After assessing CSL’s performance toward its 2013-17 plan, respondents to the survey of library leaders were 
asked to prioritize projects likely to be included in CSL’s 2018-22 plan.  Like the earlier plan, the new plan will 
address the same four national LSTA goals.  As earlier in this report, the findings of this priority-setting exercise are 
organized first by LSTA goals, then by selected Measuring Success focal areas and intents.  For specific projects, 
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respondents who did not feel they knew enough to assess their priorities were excluded from this analysis.  
Respondents were also given the opportunity to suggest other priorities for CSL and its LSTA spending of their own. 
 

Learning For All Ages 
In addition to endorsing CSL's longstanding commitments to Lifelong Learning, Information Access, and 
Institutional Capacity, responding library leaders also gave high priority to future CSL projects addressing two more 
Measuring Success focal areas, Economic Development and Civic Engagement.   
 
In the area of Lifelong Learning, respondents supported 2 projects intended to improve users' general knowledge 
and skills and 3 intended to improve users' formal education experiences. 
• Virtually all respondents (99%) prioritized early childhood literacy at some level of importance (essential, very 

important, or important) and 9 0ut 0f 10 rated it as essential or very important. 
• The vast majority (97%) considers family engagement in literacy efforts to be important, and 7 out of 10 

consider it essential or very important. 
• Broadening the scope of summer reading programs to be summer learning programs enjoys similar levels of 

support. 
• The vast majority (98%) also considers out-of-school-time learning important, and almost 7 out of 10 consider 

it essential or very important. 
• More than 9 out of 10 respondents believe it is important to assess student learning in ways that move 

beyond test score, and 2 out of 3 consider it essential or very important. 
 

 
 
In the area of Information Access, respondents endorsed two proposed priorities to improve the ability of users to 
obtain and use information resources. 
• Virtually all respondents (97%) rated at some level of importance using Colorado Historic Newspapers as 

primary sources in teaching students, and 3 out of 5 rated it as essential or very important. 
• Similarly, more than 9 out of 10 gave similar overall ratings to libraries offering classes to teach users how to 

consume information responsibly, and 2 out of 5 rated it as essential or very important. 
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In the area of Institutional Capacity, there were two proposals for future projects related to makerspaces—one to 
promote them as places for users to test drive new technology and another to create an online makerspace.  
About 9 out of 10 respondents attached some level of importance to both proposals, though these ideas received 
essential or very important ratings from only half and just under half respectively. 
 
Of the two remaining proposals, pursuing projects that encourage libraries to be civic convenors that promote 
community engagement was endorsed overwhelmingly by almost all respondents (96%), and more than 3 out of 4 
rated the idea as essential or very important.  Notably, this idea was second in popularity with Colorado library 
leaders only to early childhood literacy.   
 
The remaining idea of encouraging libraries to be incubators for small and start-up businesses was rated at some 
level of importance by 9 out of 10 respondents, and half considered it essential or very important. 
 

It’s great that we are re-thinking summer reading programs.  Love that we’re promoting how to 
design more meaningful and purposeful programs for individual communities. 
 
We love Colorado Historic Newspapers; please add more content! 
 
I think makerspaces can be really great if an institution is willing to invest personnel and 
resources.  I’d like to see more education about what they are and when they are appropriate. 
 
We need more information literacy instruction / initiatives for high school and college students.  
Too many middle and high school students are not receiving this important educational 
component before entering college.  Yes, really. 
 
Provide online teaching resources about how to help patrons /students recognize facts vs. 
alternative facts. 

 
Resource Sharing 

Colorado library leaders were asked to rate the importance of six ideas for future resource sharing projects, all of 
which address the area of Institutional Capacity.  Of these projects, two each have the intended outcomes of 
improving the library workforce, library operations, and library physical / technological infrastructure. 
• More than 9 out of 10 responding library leaders rated at some level of importance (essential, very important, 

important) both workforce-related resource sharing proposals.  The proposal to develop Web resources and 
guides on new skills to be shared by library staff statewide was rated as essential or very important by 7 out of 
10 respondents.  A proposal to develop circulating resource kits about services to special populations was 
rated similarly by 3 out of 5 respondents. 

• Of 2 operations-related proposals, developing a new online space for library staff to share a wide variety of 
resources (i.e., human and physical, not just informational) was rated at some level of importance by almost 
all respondents (96%), while continuing to develop the capacity for public libraries to share various 
administrative resources (e.g., human, purchasing, materials processing) was endorsed similarly by almost 9 
out of 10 respondents.  Notably, both of these proposals were rated as essential or very important by more 
than half of respondents. 

• Of 2 infrastructure-related proposals, developing aggregation services to facilitate Colorado library 
participation in the Digital Public Library of America was rated at some level of importance by almost all 
respondents (96%), while circulating new technology among libraries for their patrons to test drive was 
endorsed at some level by 9 out of 10 respondents.  Like the operations-related proposals, however, both of 
these ideas were rated as essential or very important by only half of respondents. 
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Notably, all of these ideas for improving CSL’s support of resource sharing among Colorado libraries were rated at 
some level of importance by more than 9 out of 10 responding library leaders. 
 

I really like the idea of administrative resource sharing.  This could save small libraries a lot of 
money, while providing professional level work (which can be hard to find in some communities) 
and allow the library to focus staffing resources on library services, not behind-the-scenes work. 
 
Circulating new technology and sharing administrative resources are important for smaller 
libraries. 
 
CSL should develop collaborative relationships with other state departments and offices (riff off of 
State Parks, Early Childhood Literacy). 
 
The value of sharing of resources (administrative or otherwise) is not exclusive to public libraries.  
Our library district has partnered with local academic libraries to provide pleasure reading and 
popular DVD collections.  Through these collaborations as mini-branches of the public library, we 
can provide our students, staff, and community members that extra level of service and outreach. 
 
Helping smaller libraries make connections to resource sharing would be very helpful. 
 

Training of Library Staff 
Colorado library leaders were asked to rate the importance of 5 proposed strategic priorities for training of library 
staff.  Three have the intended outcome of improving the library workforce, while the remaining 2 would seek to 
improve library operations. 
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• Two of the three workforce-oriented training strategies are almost equal in popularity among the state’s 

library leaders.  While virtually all respondents (99%) rate these ideas at some level of importance, 4 out of 5 
endorsed expanding regional training and 3 out of 4 endorsed developing a more robust online learning 
community. 

• Leadership institutes for library staff were endorsed at some level of importance by almost all respondents 
(97%) and 2 out of 3 considered such events essential or very important. 

• The two operations-oriented training strategies—a resource bank of experts on whom library staff could call 
and on-site consulting by CSL staff on request—were equal in popularity with library leaders.  The 
overwhelming majority of respondents rated both ideas at some level of importance (96% and 95% 
respectively), while at least 3 out of 5 considered both ideas essential or very important. 

 
Notably, all 5 of these ideas for improving CSL’s efforts to train library staff was endorsed at some level of 
importance by the overwhelming majority of respondents (95% or more). 
 

What is key is ensuring that library leadership supports CE.  Many library staff are not allowed to 
attend very much training.  There needs to be buy-in from directors, managers, etc. 
 
Academic libraries would benefit from regional training on topics of interest to our specific needs. 
 
The number of school libraries in this state is vast and we need to consider how we are serving 
them—realizing that many of them don’t have qualified, full-time librarians in them.  But the 
public views them as librarians—this is a media effort! 
 
As we are far from populated areas, online professional development is our best method. 
 
Shift the focus from “consulting” to “coaching” or “facilitating.”  Encourage building leadership 
via a more organic route, rather than “leadership institutes.”  We already have an online learning 
community with CSL In Session.  Maybe having cohorts emerge from some of those sessions 
would be the next step. 
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Leadership institutes are essential for maintaining high-level engagement in the profession. 
 
CLiC offers good regional workshops.  Continue partnership with CLiC for regional training or add 
topic-specific training that is offered regionally around the state. 
 
A resource bank of experts is a great idea and would be very useful.  Even just an email 
sometimes can answer a question. 
 
It is awesome when CDE / CSL staff come to my district to train our librarians.  We would love to 
see more of that! 
 

Services to Underserved Populations 
Colorado library leaders were asked to rate the importance of 5 potential priorities for future CSL support of library 
services to underserved populations.  Three promote Lifelong Learning with the intended outcome of improving 
users’ general knowledge and skills, and 2 promote Institutional Capacity with the intended outcome of improving 
library operations. 
• Virtually all library leaders (over 99%) rated continued support of SPELL early literacy efforts at some level of 

importance, and almost 9 out of 10 rated it as essential or very important. 
• Almost all (97%) felt similarly overall about increasing efforts to share resources and services for underserved 

populations, and 3 out of 4 rated it as essential or very important. 
• Almost all respondents (about 95%) endorsed as important to essential continued CSL promotion of the 

Colorado State Parks program and the creation of local advisory boards representing underserved 
populations, and 3 out of 5 considered these priorities essential or very important. 

• More than 4 out of 5 endorsed as important to essential creating a statewide teen advisory panel, and almost 
half considered the idea essential or very important. 
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SPELL is one of the most powerful and effective grant-funded projects I’ve ever seen 
implemented.  More SPELL! 
 
Remember that our schools are often the first libraries that see these underserved populations.  
Therefore, the more support you can give for school libraries, the more these populations will be 
served. 
 
Having guidelines for setting up local advisory board would be helpful. 

 
Respondent Priorities 

In addition to responding to questions about potential priorities identified by CSL staff, respondents were offered 
an opportunity to identify their own priorities associated with LSTA goals.  Following are some of the more original 
ideas: 
• Expand its interactions with the library community and the public by:  developing and promulgating a vision 

for the future of libraries, offer an annual showcase event about CSL services on a regional basis, and create 
more statewide advisory boards and committees to engage with library personnel. 

• Resume offering LSTA sub-grants at some level, and encourage more coordinated purchasing to enable 
libraries to make the most of what funding they have. 

• Lead and encourage the recruitment and education of new librarians of all types, but especially school 
librarians. 

• Expand efforts to train non-librarians, particularly those in small and rural libraries of all types. 
• Restructure training efforts by expanding their scope to include academic and special libraries as well as public 

and school libraries, offering more face-to-face training, developing a more robust online learning community, 
and creating and leading learning cohorts that extend the impact of CSL training for participants. 

• Offer more training on the following topics:  digital preservation, emergency / disaster preparedness, handling 
mental health issues of patrons, marketing library resources, practical (vs. theoretical) leadership skills, 
research skills for librarians (i.e., RIPL for school and academic librarians), support for staff learning languages 
other than English, and what school librarians need to know about new ESSA education legislation. 

• Improve resource sharing mechanisms available to libraries by streamlining SWIFT and providing statewide 
access to databases and e-resources (ebooks, audiobooks, streaming video and music, etc.) 

• Provide more leadership to libraries that serve the following underserved populations:  families that are or 
should be participating in early literacy, teens, seniors, Hispanics, English Language Learners, and students 
pursuing formal education (preK-12 to advanced higher education). 

• Lead the development of more partnerships between libraries and other community-based organizations (e.g., 
business incubator projects in libraries and Small Business Resource Centers). 

• Lead the development of new performance metrics for libraries, both outputs and outcomes. 
 

Recommendations Based on Survey: 2018-22 Plan Priorities 
For the LSTA goal of Learning For All Ages, CSL should pursue the following priorities: 
1. Promote Lifelong Learning by continuing, improving, and expanding its commitment to early literacy.  In 

particular promote family involvement in inter-generational literacy activities. 
2. Promote lifelong learning further by pursuing the evolution of summer reading programs into summer 

learning programs, finding new ways to engage libraries in out-of-school-time learning, and advocating via 
training and research for expanding the measurement of student learning beyond test scores. 

3. Facilitate Information Access by leading the development and encouraging the offering of public programs to 
teach library patrons how to consume information responsibly and by promoting the use of Historic 
Newspapers as primary resources to educators at all levels. 

4. Continue to lead in the development and improvement of makerspaces that will contribute to Institutional 
Capacity for libraries that have them. 



 23 

5. Second only to early literacy, lead and equip libraries to foster Civic Engagement by becoming civic convenors.  
Undoubtedly, this is new role for many libraries that is fraught with potential hazards; however, libraries are 
uniquely qualified institutions to play this increasingly important role in society. 

For the LSTA goal of Resource Sharing, CSL should pursue the following priorities addressing Institutional Capacity: 
1. To improve the library workforce, develop web-based resources and guides to help library staff learn new 

skills and develop and circulate kits of resources about how to serve particular special populations. 
2. To improve library operations, develop a new online space to facilitate the sharing of varied resources (e.g., 

information, fiscal, personnel) and, expanding beyond public library districts, pursue projects that will equip all 
types of libraries to share administrative resources (e.g., accounting, cooperative purchasing, human 
resources, processing materials). 

3. To improve the physical and technological infrastructure of libraries, develop and implement aggregation 
services to facilitate Colorado participation in the Digital Public Library of America and build and circulate 
collections of new technology for library staff and patrons to test drive. 

For the LSTA goal of Training of Library Staff, CSL should pursue the following priorities addressing Institutional 
Capacity: 
1. To improve the library workforce, expand CSL’s presence in the library community by increasing its regional 

training offerings, developing a more robust online learning community, and continuing to offer and improve 
leadership institutes. 

2. To improve library operations, develop a resource bank of experts on whom local library personnel can call to 
address specific management issues and, to the extent that time and fiscal constraints permit, make CSL staff 
more available for on-site consulting. 

For the LSTA goal of Services to Underserved Populations, CSL should pursue the following priorities; 
1. To promote Lifelong Learning and improve users’ knowledge and skills, continue to expand the reach of SPELL 

early literacy efforts, find new ways to share resources and services for the underserved, and continue the 
Checkout Colorado State Parks programs and promote it to low-income families. 

2. To build Institutional Capacity by improving library operations, encourage the development of local library 
advisory boards for underserved populations and create and staff a statewide teen advisory board. 

Across these 4 LSTA goals, CSL should pursue the following priorities suggested by library leaders themselves: 
1. Develop a vision for the future of libraries and promulgate it both within the profession and to the public. 
2. Provide more conspicuous leadership and initiative from the state level that will direct, focus, and energize 

local leaders. 
3. Give local library representatives opportunities to engage with CSL staff, both so they can learn what CSL has 

to offer and so CSL can learn from people on the front lines how to better serve Colorado libraries and their 
users. 

4. Do whatever CSL can to increase the fiscal and human resources available to the state’s libraries.  Maximize 
the amount of funding available from the state level to local libraries, encourage recruitment and retention of 
professional librarians, and offer as much training as possible to help non-librarians working in libraries to 
compensate for their lack of professional education. 

 
Status of Outcome-Based Evaluation & Related Recommendations 

Since the evaluation of CSL’s 2008-12 LSTA plan, the agency has made dramatic strides in improving outcome-
based evaluation of its LSTA-funded projects, most of which are core statewide services.  A major contributor to 
this progress has been CSL’s participation in the development and beta-testing of IMLS’s new State Program 
Reporting (SPR) system.  Another major contributor has been expanded use of the Library Research Service (LRS) 
as an internal, but independent evaluator.   
 
CSL has been most consistently successful in conducting comparable, systematic evaluations of the outcomes of its 
programs and presentations.  The new SPR specifications provide for collecting data on anticipated outcomes that 
can be reported by participants before they leave events.  Naturally, this success applies specifically to evaluation 
of CSL’s training events for librarians and other library staff.   
 



 24 

While the new SPR specifications propose similar types of outcome measurement for other types of services—
acquisition, creation, lending, and preservation of information resources as well as planning and evaluation 
activities—CSL units did not measure outcomes in these areas with any consistency.  This is no surprise, however, 
given that CSL staff who work with physical and digital collections do not have as ready access to the direct 
beneficiaries of their services—often members of the general public—as do CSL staff involved in training local 
library staff.   
 
As for planning and evaluation activities, CSL also faces challenges in measuring user outcomes for research 
activities in general.  As research generally and planning and evaluation more specifically tend to be aimed at 
library administrators and a variety of other stakeholders, these particular classes of “end users” are more difficult 
to reach.  While the challenge with both administrators and stakeholders is competing with others for their time 
and attention, for stakeholders, there is the added complication of the diversity of their positions and locations 
(both geographically and organizationally) and the consequent challenges faced in identifying them, reaching out 
to them, and eliciting outcomes from them.   
 
Then, there is the one glaring omission in the new SPR process.  For the 2013-17 cycle, IMLS offered no guidance 
for collecting outcomes of consulting activities.  Considering what a substantial portion of CSL’s work can be 
characterized as consulting, this omission is highly problematic, as it leaves that important work unrepresented in 
regard to its outcomes.  Further, the available data about consultations was limited to a single item:  
“consultation/reference transactions.”  The muddling together of these two qualitatively different and distinct 
concepts—consultations and reference transactions—was, in the position of this evaluator, a most unfortunate 
and rather inexplicable error.  Fortunately, the varying context of this data from project to project made it 
reasonably straightforward to distinguish which of the two concepts was being counted.  Still, there is no excuse 
for combining them and creating such unnecessary potential confusion.  Had there been a project that engaged in 
both consulting with library staff and responding to reference questions from library users, any data combining 
counts of those dissimilar activities would have been meaningless and therefore useless. 
 

Recommendations Related to Outcome-Based Evaluation 
Based on its experience with outcome-based evaluation and especially its progress between the last two LSTA 
planning cycles and its leadership role in evaluation research, CSL should pursue the following recommendations: 
1. CSL projects that are already measuring outcomes of programs and presentations should continue to do so, 

seeking to increase the response rates for those evaluations where there has tended to be a discrepancy 
between the number of participants and the number of evaluation respondents.  Possible steps for increasing 
response rates include:  allowing more time for participants to complete paper or online evaluations and 
experimenting with more tactile and/or interactive approaches to data collection that make participating 
more enjoyable (e.g., having a jar or fishbowl for each response and asking participants to place a marble / 
jelly bean / whatever in the one representing their answer, posting questions and answers on flipcharts and 
giving participants dots to stick under their answers).  Anything that makes participating in an evaluation 
survey feel more like a pleasant activity during which one is allowed to move around and interact with others 
is bound to elicit more data than making subjects feel like they are taking an exam. 

2. CSL projects involved primarily with physical and digital collections and planning and evaluation activities 
should make greater efforts to implement existing SPR outcome measurement specifications.  In order to do 
that, these projects will likely need assistance from Library Research Service (LRS) staff or external consultants 
to determine how best to identify and contact end-users of these services and how best to elicit outcome data 
from them.  While the general inclination is to obtain such data via surveys, there may well be better 
methodologies for reaching these often hard-to-reach individuals.  If a paper or online survey is not viable, the 
methodology most likely to succeed in reaching them and eliciting needed data may be focus group or key 
informant interviews.  Existing events that bring such individuals face-to-face might provide opportunities for 
focus group sessions, while email exchanges might suffice for reaching individual key informants.  
Unquestionably, these qualitative methods would be more labor-intensive and time-consuming; but, they 
might involve more people than a typical survey. 
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3. CSL should exercise national leadership with IMLS to encourage the development of outcome measurement 
specifications for consulting activities as soon as possible.  This is a glaring hole in the available data for the 
2013-17 cycle that must be filled.  If CSL finds it impossible to make progress on this front nationally, it should 
do whatever can be done at the state level.  Continuing to permit the exclusion of CSL’s consulting activities 
from its outcome-based evaluation efforts is unacceptable. 

4. Whenever resources permit, CSL should encourage its LSTA-funded projects to utilize LRS as an internal 
independent evaluator or—barring that—external evaluators.  The 2013-17 projects that were evaluated by 
LRS, without exception, had the most and the highest quality outcome data, both quantitative and qualitative.  
If LRS cannot be resourced to fulfill this integral role, resources should be found to out-source this function.  
The evidence of two LSTA planning cycles is that projects that receive such independent evaluations reliably 
end up with more and superior data. 

 
Conclusion 

Based on available data from the State Program Reporting system and independent evaluations of selected 
projects as well as survey input from CSL staff and leaders of all types of libraries statewide, CSL is deemed to have 
achieved all four of the LSTA goals specified in its 2013-17 plan:  Learning For All Ages, Resource Sharing, Training 
of Library Staff, and Services to Underserved Populations. 
 
This evaluation generated several sets of actionable findings: 
• Most LSTA-funded CSL projects did a good job of reporting both output and outcome data to demonstrate the 

value and impact of their activities.  Their reporting provides exemplary data documenting CSL’s excellence in 
addressing its four LSTA goals as well as three Measuring Success focal areas—Lifelong Learning, Information 
Access, and Institutional Capacity—and their associated intended outcomes.  Accordingly, these ongoing 
projects should be continued.  For the next planning cycle, it appears likely that CSL will want to consider 
adding two additional focal areas:  Economic and Employment Development and Civic Engagement. 

• Colorado library leaders who responded to a wide-ranging survey assessed CSL’s performance during 2013-17 
and its plans for 2018-22, indicating that: 

o Major 2013-17 CSL projects representing the agency’s core services were generally perceived to be 
successful, receiving high performance ratings from large majorities of respondents. 

o Proposed 2018-22 CSL projects were generally assigned high priority ratings by large majorities of 
respondents. 

o Future priorities proposed by respondents emphasized that they look to CSL for vision and leadership 
and would welcome CSL taking more conspicuous initiative:  

 to represent libraries of all types at the state level, ensuring that libraries are “on the radar” 
of relevant decision-makers and “have a seat at the table” with influential stakeholders and 
potential partners; 

 to improve communication between, and increase engagement with each other for, CSL staff 
and local library personnel by a variety of means; and 

 to lead persistent efforts to increase the collective institutional capacity of libraries 
statewide in terms of human, fiscal, and information resources. 

• Finally, the evaluator offered specific recommendations for how CSL can continue to be at the forefront of 
outcome-based evaluation efforts by  

o continuing its leadership role as a beta-tester of IMLS’s evolving new State Program Reporting 
system, 

o maintaining its successes to date in CSL project evaluation and helping projects that are behind to 
catch up, and 

o to that end, increasing the resources devoted to supporting independent evaluations (i.e., ones 
conducted by individuals other than those who implemented the project). 
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Results of Survey of Stakeholders of Institutional Library Development, 
Colorado State Library 

 
As part of the Colorado State Library (CSL) evaluation of its 2013-17 plan for spending Library Services and 
Technology Act (LSTA) funds and planning toward its 2018-22 plan, stakeholders of Institutional Library 
Development (ILD)—the unit of CSL responsible for libraries serving correctional and mental health institutions as 
well as institutions that serve veterans and blind and deaf students—were surveyed between mid January and mid 
February 2017.  Of 104 individuals who responded to any questions, 95 or more responded to questions about 
evaluating ILD performance toward the 2013-17 plan, while 90 responded to questions about ILD priorities for the 
2018-22 plan. 
 

Performance Assessment for 2013-17 LSTA Plan 
Respondents were asked to assess ILD performance on six projects that addressed three Measuring for Success 
focal areas and four of their intended outcomes.  The Read to the Children / ROCKSTAR project supported the 
Lifelong Learning by improving the general knowledge and skills of the incarcerated and their children.  ILD efforts 
to provide institutional library patrons with books and other physical materials as well as ebooks, ereaders, and the 
like supported the Information Access focal area, improving the ability of those patrons to obtain and use 
information resources.  Three projects addressed the Institutional Capacity focal area.  One, the correctional 
libraries intranet and other online resources addressed Institutional Capacity by improving the technological 
infrastructure supporting correctional libraries.  Two other projects—virtual competency-based training and 
training to provide quality re-entry programs—addressed Institutional Capacity by improving the library workforce. 
• Two out of 3 responding stakeholders rated Read to the Children / ROCKSTAR as excellent or good. 
• While 3 out of 4 respondents gave equally high ratings to ILD efforts to provide access to books and other 

physical materials, fewer than 1 in 3 gave such ratings to ILD efforts to provide access to electronic resources. 
• Three out of 5 respondents rated the correctional libraries intranet as excellent or good. 
• Just over half gave similar ratings to virtual competency-based training, while just under half gave such ratings 

to training to provide quality re-entry programs. 
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Priorities for ILD Staff Interaction with Institutional Library Staff 
Institutional library stakeholders expressed strong support for a variety of ways in which ILD staff might interact 
with institutional library personnel going forward. 
• Two out of 3 responding stakeholders rated as essential or very important both regional workshops and site 

visits by ILD staff. 
• Two out of 5 respondents rated equally highly ILD webinars (both live and archived) and the idea of expanding 

the use of ILD advisory committees and other advisory roles for stakeholders. 
• A third of respondents rated as essential or very important having CSL recognize excellence among 

institutional libraries and their staff. 
• Fewer than 1 in 5 rated so highly the use of social media to facilitate interaction between ILD staff and their 

institutional library staff. 
• Notably, more than 9 out of 10 respondents rated at some level of importance regional workshops and 

institutional site visits.  More than 4 out of 5 felt similarly about advisory committees / roles, webinars, and 
formal CSL recognition.  Only a little more than half felt the same about social media use.  

 

 
 

ILD staff need the ability to meet via phone, Internet, or in person with library staff to ensure they 
are adequately trained and understand changes to library information. 
 
Why are the regionals on committees that effect DOC libraries with no representation from the 
actual library staff?  DOC needs a Librarian III to help maintain consistency and to work with the 
regionals on behalf of libraries. 
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Priorities for 2018-22 LSTA Plan 
When discussing their own priorities for future projects, ILD staff developed a consensus that, for ILD, two LSTA 
goals—Learning For All Ages and Services to Underserved Populations—overlap.  Proposed ILD projects are 
associated with three Measuring For Success focal areas and intents:  Lifelong Learning (improving general 
knowledge / skills), Information Access (obtaining and using resources), and Institutional Capacity (improving 
infrastructure). 
• There was near consensus among stakeholder respondents that ILD should ensure that their libraries offer 

programs for all custody levels and provide collections that better meet individual patron needs.  At least 7 out 
of 10 considered both of these ideas essential or very important. 

• Nine out of 10 respondents assigned some level of importance to encouraging public libraries to pursue 
outreach programs to facilitate their patrons’ successful transitions back into society.  A similar proportion felt 
the same about correctional libraries offering programs for segregated populations, all institutional libraries 
offering STEAM education programs, and family / children’s literacy programs.  About 2 out of 3 considered 
the first 2 ideas either essential or very important.  Just over half felt similarly about family / children’s literacy 
programs.   

• Four out of 5 respondents assigned any importance to bringing public library programs to institutions, and 
only 2 out of 5 considered it essential or very important. 

• Nine out of 10 respondents also assigned some level of importance to projects that would promote 
Information Access.  Half considered computer literacy programs essential or very important, while almost 
half felt the same about institutional libraries providing materials in languages other than English. 

• Nine out of 10 respondents considered it important at some level for institutional libraries to provide hands-
on experience with real-life technology, and over half considered it essential or very important. 

 

 
 

We need a resource list of community personnel or groups who will donate time to assist with 
training or providing programs to offenders. 
 
Support apprenticeship programs being offered at various facilities. 
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Produce community transition videos to promote awareness of offender needs upon release into 
the community. 
Have librarians present in pre-release classrooms about the value and availability of libraries, 
both inside and on the streets. 
 
We need access to current GED materials. 
 
Allow library access for academic classes on a regular basis (example: twice a month). 

 
Other potential ILD priorities for the next 5 years were associated with the LSTA goals of Resource Sharing and 
Training of Library Staff.  These proposed projects were associated with the Measuring For Success focal areas of 
Lifelong Learning (improving ability to obtain / use resources) and Institutional Capacity (improving infrastructure, 
workforce, and operations). 
• There was near unanimity about the importance at some level of partnerships between institutional libraries, 

public libraries, and other community agencies.  Almost 2 out of 3 considered such partnerships essential or 
very important. 

• Nine out of 10 respondents felt it will be important to improve the correctional libraries intranet, with more 
than half rating it essential or very important.  The levels of importance assigned to the counterpart website 
for youth institutions were at about half those levels. 

• While considerable importance is attached to both face-to-face programs and archived webinars, face-to-face 
programs are preferred—more than half considering face-to-face programs essential or very important, 
compared with less than half feeling similarly about archived webinars. 

• More than 9 out of 10 respondents endorsed as of some importance both improving resource sharing 
processes and providing circulating program toolkits.  While more than 3 out of 5 endorsed both ideas as 
essential or very important, almost twice as many felt improving resource sharing processes was essential. 
 

 
 

Additional staff would be the greatest assistance.  Staff are already maxed out on duties and 
sessions adding to the workload would cause staff burnout and compound the problem. 
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Would need more information about toolkits.  These tend to be either too general or too focused 
to be effective. 
 
When sharing resources between public and institutional libraries, it is essential that ILD meets 
with custody and control staff to understand potential issues before trying to enact changes.  
They need to meet with staff at all custody levels, not just headquarters. 
 
We need more opportunities for library personnel to network. 
 
New staff training from ILD should be more comprehensive. 

 
Institutional library stakeholders were also asked to help prioritize several topics on which ILD might consult more 
with their agency leaders. 
• There was near consensus at some level of importance of focusing on recruiting and retaining professional 

library staff.  Indeed, 7 out of 10 considered this essential or very important. 
• Just over half indicated it is essential or very important to pursue research about the impact of institutional 

libraries on the educational and transition success of their patrons.  Just under half felt equally strongly about 
updating state standards for institutional libraries.  Notably, however, 9 out of 10 responding stakeholders 
endorsed both of these ideas at some level of importance. 

• Four out of 5 respondents indicated placing some importance on developing partnerships to facilitate 
televisiting between correctional library patrons and family members.  Just over a third considered this 
essential or very important. 

 

 
 

Other priorities recommended by stakeholder respondents were divided between two topics: programming and 
partnerships and institutional library staffing. 
 
On programming and partnerships: 
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The value of programs that will benefit offenders at re-entry to society. 
 
Encourage partnerships between correctional libraries and correctional teachers. 
 
Need to continue building partnerships to support re-entry efforts. 
 
STEAM (science, technology, engineering, arts, math). 
 
Widening the impact of Read to the Children. 
 
Educate the parole division on resources available to assist offenders with transition. 
 

On institutional library staffing: 
 

Need to add library staff positions in every facility.  This would lighten the load, promote staff 
retention, and create the opportunity for re-entry programs.   
 
Advocate for better pay and working conditions for institutional library staff. 
 
Raising the morale of our librarians.  Too many are facing issues with supervisors who do not see 
the benefits of libraries.  This is a way we are losing staff to public libraries.  ILD staff should have 
more contact with librarians on a personal level.  Encourage new staff to train with seasoned 
staff. 
 
Work to increase the pay for professional librarians and their staff who work in the libraries. The 
"tech" positions should be library associates or assistant librarians and be paid as such to retain 
and attract talented people. Supervising librarians who oversee library operations and often 
supervise more than one facility should be paid more to keep them and attract better prospects 
and to reflect the extremely high level of work done that included running a public-like library in 
an alternative environment and reflecting the high risk of the position.  

 
When asked to “think big” about the future of institutional libraries, responding stakeholders offered several 
noteworthy ideas: 
• First and foremost, change the strained circumstances of institutional library staff so they can afford the luxury 

of “thinking big.” 
• Promote true dialog between regional librarians and institutional library staff.  Less unilateral and more 

bilateral communication would benefit everyone. 
• Embrace new technologies, integrate them into library programs, and develop solutions for implementing 

them in prison settings. 
• If increasing institutional library staff is not possible, explore the viability of using volunteers to relieve the 

excessive workloads of library staff. 
• Promote policies and procedures that make it easier for libraries to bring programs from “outside” into their 

institutions. 
• Establish correctional libraries as major players in helping offenders to “hit the reset button” so they can begin 

to understand the potential they have to fulfill after returning to the community. 
• Develop more library programs like Read to the Children which make vital connections between offenders and 

those in the community who will encourage their successful re-entry. 
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Recommendations for Institutional Library Development 
1. Continue to develop, improve, and expand services that support the Measuring Success focal areas—

Information Access, Lifelong Learning, and Institutional Capacity. 
2. Pursue all of the proposed priorities for 2018-22.  All have sufficient support in the field to justify pursuing 

them. 
3. Promulgate a shared vision of institutional libraries as change agents for correctional offenders and other 

institutional library users.  It seems clear that this vision is at least nascent between ILD and institutional level 
library staff.  It needs fuller development and expression that can only happen if there is more persistent and 
consistent support for it, both in the institutional library community and among institutions of all types 
statewide. 

4. Offer institutional library staff a combination of high-tech and high-touch training.  Face-to-face training and 
webinars are not an either/or proposition to them; they want and need both, depending on the topic. 

5. To prepare library users for their return to the community, offer programs that will equip them with essential 
life skills and learning skills, pursue access needed to familiarize them with real-world technology, and build 
partnerships with public libraries, other educational and social service agencies, and non-profits who are 
essential collaborators in facilitating their successful transitions back to the community. 

 
Conclusion 

ILD faces unique challenges in providing leadership to the institutional library community.  Staffing is meager and 
their workloads are heavy.  Access to state-of-the-art, real-world technology is limited to non-existent at many 
institutions.  Restrictions associated with life in most institutions are such that they are obstacles to implementing 
the kind of vision desired by both library staff and institutional stakeholders.  Yet, despite all of these constraining 
factors, ILD staff understand the environment in which they and institutional level library staff work as well as the 
unique role they have to play in equipping institutional library users both to make the best of their time in 
institutional settings and to prepare them to return to the community as more healthy and productive individuals 
and family members.   
 
Accordingly, while much of LSTA spending on behalf of ILD covers basic staffing and operational costs, as much of it 
as possible should be used in the future:  
• to invest in the expanded and improved effectiveness of core and continuing ILD projects, and 
• to provide venture capital required to undertake leadership initiatives in the areas of partnership building, 

program development, technology integration, and outcome / impact assessment. 



Appendix to  
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Key Informant Interview with Deborah R. MacLeod, Director 
Colorado Talking Book Library and the Colorado State Publications Library 

 
 
Deborah R. MacLeod directs both the Colorado Talking Book Library (CTBL) and the Colorado State Publications 
Library (SPL).  She was interviewed in her CTBL office on November 3, 2016.  Following is a brief summary of the 
input she provided about these two operations for the 2018-22 Colorado LSTA plan. 
 
 
Colorado Talking Book Library 
 
The Colorado Talking Book Library regularly surveys its customers about their satisfaction with CTBL services, and 
the report from the latest such survey is appended to this evaluation.  In addition to that, it seemed prudent to 
conduct a key informant interview of the CTBL director to illuminate major trends facing CTBL In the foreseeable 
future. 
 
Much of what CTBL does is driven by the Library of Congress (LC) National Library Service (NLS) for the Blind and 
Physically Handicapped.  MacLeod anticipates that, over the next decade, NLS will be making a major paradigm 
shift, moving toward having all of its content living in the Internet “cloud” and offering a new type of machine to 
its users, one that downloads books, magazines, newspapers, and other materials from the cloud on demand.  In 
the interim—perhaps during the span covered by the 2018-22 LSTA Plan—NLS will likely be moving from its 
current digital cartridge model to a duplicate-on-demand model.  This model is expected to rely on more patron-
centric cartridges that CTBL can load with specific information resources tailored to the needs of the individual.  
Ultimately (sometime well beyond 2022), NLS will probably be operating on a model that enables patrons to 
download resources onto their devices themselves, eliminating even the need for duplicate-on-demand services.  
Most likely, in the 2018-22 timeframe, CTBL will be in a state of transition, maintaining the existing system while 
beginning the shift to this interim, pre-cloud paradigm for serving its patrons. 
 
MacLeod also foresees dramatic paradigm-shifting changes for CTBL’s Braille users.  Web-based Braille, readable 
via a bar-shaped device, could eventually eliminate the need for Braille books.  Again, however, such a shift is only 
likely to begin in the 2018-22 timeframe, leading to another instance of CTBL finding itself in a transition that 
requires maintaining their existing approach to serving Braille readers, while beginning to experiment with the 
Web-based model.  Notably, this shift in Braille service could be slowed down considerably by its present cost, 
something that would have to be lowered to make its widespread adoption feasible.  (Reminder:  NLS’s shift from 
analog tape to digital cartridges took a decade!) 
 
However the technologies involved in serving CTBL patrons may evolve, some 2018-22 needs are clear to 
MacLeod.  While CTBL serves many of its potential clients, it does not reach far too many of them.  In the future, as 
today, there is a great need for increased outreach to this underserved community.  It is also a certainty that CTBL 
will continue to play important roles, regardless of technology changes:  coordinating volunteers who are essential 
to CTBL’s day-to-day ability to serve its patrons, operating its own studio to produce local resources for those 
patrons, and cataloging local resources so they are discoverable by their patrons. 



Colorado State Publications Library 
 
For the last LSTA planning cycle (2013-17), the evaluation to which this document is appended includes some 
evaluation of the Colorado State Publications Library (SPL); however, as for CTBL, it was felt that there are long-
term technology-related issues that ought to be considered when developing the 2018-22 LSTA plan for Colorado. 
 
For SPL, the past five years (2013-17) have seen it fully embrace the creation, maintenance, and expansion of a 
digital depository model.  Virtually all state documents are born digital, and more and more agencies are spending 
less and less to produce paper copies of their documents.  This digital depository is now an in-house operation run 
by SPL itself. 
 
For the next LSTA plan timeframe, 2018-22, the big challenges facing SPL are keeping up with the growing numbers 
of digital documents generated by state agencies and digitizing all of the historical state publications presently 
housed in the basement of the State Office Building. 
 
SPL also faces challenges in making digital state publications discoverable long-term.  A routine needs to be 
established for creating PURLs (persistent URLs) and handles for digital state publications.  Most likely, this will 
require that SPL operate its own handle server. 
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Project Evaluations Conducted by the Library Research Service 
 
2017 

Mar 1 Check Out State Parks https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/03/343_Check_Out_Colorado_St
ate_Parks.pdf  

Jan 4 One Book 4 Colorado 2016: Creating a 
Culture of Literacy 

https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/01/2016_OB4CO.pdf  

 
2016 

Mar 2 2015: The Rise of Library Jobline 
Continues 

https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/02/337_2015_LibraryJobline.pdf  

 
2015 

Dec 8 CTBL Patron Satisfaction and Status 
Report 

https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/12/336_2014-CTBL-survey.pdf  

Mar 18 Summer Reading Makes a Difference for 
Colorado Families 

https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/332_summer_reading_2014.p
df  

Mar 4 2014: A Banner Year for Library Jobline https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/331_2014_LibraryJobline.pdf  

Feb 11 One Book 4 Colorado 2014: Creating a 
Culture of Literacy 

https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/02/330_2014_OB4CO.pdf  

 
2014 

Oct 8 State Grants to Libraries: First Look at 
2013-14 

https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/10/329_2013-14_state-
grants_first-look_feb15.pdf  

Oct 1 A Year of Library Jobline: 2013 Edition https://www.lrs.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/09/328_2013_LibraryJobline.pdf  
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Library Research Service Director 
Fast Facts ED3/110.10/No. 343
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Check Out Colorado State Parks
Check Out Colorado State Parks (cpw.state.co.us/librarybackpack), the result of a partnership between Colorado Parks 
and Wildlife and the Colorado State Library, provides 287 Colorado libraries with two park passes and adventure 
backpacks filled with information and educational activities. Patrons of participating public, military, and academic 
libraries can check out a backpack for a week at a time to visit state parks for free. Between June and November 2016, 
720 patrons completed a survey about their experience with the program:

The Check Out Colorado State Parks program 
changed my view about what libraries have to offer:

94%
agree

85%
agree

This park experience helped us learn more 
about nature:

The parks pass from my library encouraged me to 
visit a park that, although it is less than an hour 
from where I live, I had never been before. The 
park was absolutely gorgeous, the rangers 
knowledgeable and kind, and the all-around 
experience excellent. I cannot recommend this 
program enough!

I didn't know anything about the 
kids programs some of the state 
parks offer. We are new to USA. 
I'm looking forward to the 
education programs about wild 
animals. My kids will love it, and 
so will I. So important to know 
these things.

The pass is wonderful and a great idea for any family unable 
to afford much of anything We do plan on buying a pass as 
soon as it is in the budget.

It was a family excursion to the great outdoors, yet still close 
to home. The information provided in the backpacks, along 
with the binoculars excited the younger children. They 
were able to pick out a bald eagle and zoom in on it, there 
were smiles all around.

We got to walk the trails and 
tried to identify as many 
wildlife as we could, also it 
was nice for a single mom to 
be able to enjoy outdoor fun 
with the kids.

Based on your experience with Check Out Colorado
State Parks, how likely are you to:

Recommend a visit to a state park.

Buy a day pass to visit a state park.

Buy an annual pass to state parks.

77%

54%

97%

Patrons learned
about nature, state 
parks, and libraries

We made it our goal to visit as many new parks as we could 
with this pass. We learned [about] so many new parks as a 
result of this experience and we highly recommended Eldorado 
to friends...as well as the pass. 

Patrons recommend visiting a park and 
are likely to buy a pass 

likely

likely

likely

approximatelyThere were approximately 3,960 backpack

checkouts in the first 6 months. 
That’s 165 checkouts per week!



“We love that [OB4CO] brings library sta� to preschools and 
puts books in the hands of children who might never get to 

come to the library.”

Caregivers told us Agencies told us
OB4CO impact on children & families

Children were excited to receive the book.

Children talked about the book with others.

Parents showed an increased awareness of 
the importance of childhood reading.

After OB4CO, more families view libraries as 
a resource for books and activities related to 
childhood reading.
OB4CO brought new families to the library.

agree neutral disagree N/A

Author: Miranda Doran-Myers, Research Assistant
Fast Facts ED3/110.10/No. 341
www.LRS.org | © 2016 Library Research Service 

This project is made 
possible by a grant from the 

U.S. Institute of Museum 
and Library Services (IMLS).

1. www.dpp.org

One Book 4 Colorado 2016: Creating a Culture of Literacy
Founded in 2012, One Book 4 Colorado (OB4CO) is a statewide annual initiative that o�ers free 
copies of the same book to every 4-year-old in Colorado. In 2016, the book was Gira�es Can’t Dance 
by Giles Andreae. More than 75,000 books were given away at more than 500 sites, including 
Denver Preschool Program preschools1 and both public and military libraries. Here we present 
survey results from caregivers and participating agencies to �nd out how the program went in 
2016. Learn more about OB4CO at www.onebook4colorado.org.

FAST
FACTS

Recent
statistics

from
Library

Research
Service ED3/110.10/No.341

I think my community has 
a culture of reading.

Caregivers who read to 
their child LESS than 
once a day had 
HIGHER levels of 
agreement with this 
statement.

agree
neutral

disagree
N/A

“My 4-year-old 
felt very special 
that she got a 
book ‘to keep’ 

from the library.”

My child talks more 
about books & reading.

My child is more interested 
in books & reading.

After receiving the OB4CO book...

The book giveaway helped 
my agency promote reading 

among young children.

Participating in OB4CO was 
an e�ective use of my 

agency’s time and e�ort.

OB4CO provided an opportunity to 
reach out to other agencies 

interested in childhood education.

OB4CO impact on agencies

“My child talked about [the 
book] for days, and also 

talked about the process of 
borrowing books from the 

library.”

My 4-year-old and 3-year-old decided 
to create and adapt their own version 

of the story with all of their animal 
puppets! I LOVE watching literacy skills 

come alive o� the pages!

“Each child glowed 
when told they could 

keep their book forever.”
“The 2016 [book] was 

great...one of the best!”

72%

68% 80%
Parents expressed more interest in attending 
children’s programs o�ered by my library.

98%

89%

70%

65%

54%

52%

89%98% 85%



2015: The Rise of Library Jobline Continues
Postings for library jobs continued their upward trajectory in 2015, according to LRS’s popular 
library job posting website, LibraryJobline.org. In 2015, 656 jobs were posted—the most ever 
since the service’s launch in 2007—and almost 3 times that of 2009’s low of 228 postings. 
Average hourly salaries for Academic ($21.79) and Public ($20.80) library positions were at an all 
time high, though the average salary for School libraries ($16.62) fell by 20% since its high in 
2012 ($20.74). Read on to learn more about how the rest of 2015 shaped up.

FAST
FACTS

Recent
statistics

from
Library

Research
Service ED3/110.10/No. 337

Author: Melissa Higgins, Research Fellow
Fast Facts ED3/110.10/No. 337
www.LRS.org | © 2016 Library Research Service 

This project is made 
possible by a grant from the 

U.S. Institute of Museum 
and Library Services (IMLS).

1. Among those postings that speci�ed a degree requirement and a starting wage.
2. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. (2015). 25-4021 Librarians. Occupational Employment and Wages, May 2014. Retrieved from 
http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes254021.htm
3. Allard, Suzie (2015). Placements & Salaries 2015: Explore All the Data. Library Journal. Retrieved from http://lj.libraryjournal.com/2015/10/ 
placements-and-salaries/2015-survey/explore-all-the-data-2015/

741K+







2015 QUICK STATS: 

REQUIREMENTS & PREFERENCES

LIBRARY JOBLINE TRENDS

SUBSCRIPTIONS

views
288K

followers

@libraryjobline 

900+
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546 job seekers 
added in 2015

total job seekers
4,115

employers 
added in 2015115

total employers
963





When posting jobs on Library Jobline, employers have the option of specifying whether they prefer or require that 
applicants meet certain criteria. Here we’ve outlined the percentages in which employers indicated the criteria below. 
In 2015, all types of required experience displayed recovery from their lows during the recession.
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Parents of children ages 4-6

All survey respondents

Summer Reading Makes a Di�erence for Colorado Families
Each year, Colorado public libraries o�er engaging summer reading programs to encourage children 
and teens to read for fun and to prevent summer learning loss. In summer 2014, the Colorado State 
Library invited Colorado public libraries to ask parents in their communities to help evaluate the 
e�ectiveness of these programs by completing a survey. Sixteen libraries chose to participate, and 672 

parents/caregivers completed the survey. About half of all respondents reported that their children’s enjoyment of 
reading, reading skills, and reading by choice increased after participating in summer reading. These outcomes were 
even more prevalent among families participating in summer reading for the �rst time and parents of children 
ages 4-6. Here we break down these numbers and share in parents’ own words the di�erence summer reading made for 
their families.

Author: Linda Hofschire, Research Analyst
Fast Facts ED3/110.10/No. 332
www.LRS.org | © 2015 Library Research Service 

This project is made 
possible by a grant from the 

U.S. Institute of Museum 
and Library Services (IMLS).

“Without a doubt this program provided a valuable and 
measurable motivation to read more and on a regular basis 
this summer. My son declared that he had learned how fun 
reading is. Thank you!”

My child’s enjoyment of reading increased

My child’s reading skills increased

My child’s reading by choice increased

Families participating in summer
reading for the �rst time

59%

59%

49%

Parents of children ages 4-6

All survey respondents

Families participating in summer
reading for the �rst time

Parents of children ages 4-6

All survey respondents

Families participating in summer
reading for the �rst time

“As a �rst time parent it's really helpful to have tangible 
ideas about ways to get my child engaged in early 
literacy skills. There were some recommended activities I 
hadn't thought of trying!”

“My son's reading endurance has really grown this summer, thanks 
to the reading program. He was very motivated to read for 40 
minutes and sometimes he read for even longer stretches. We will 
de�nitely participate again next year!”

Parents were asked to tell us in their own words the di�erence the summer reading program made for their children 
and family:

As a parent it is so nice to show the children that it is not 
just at home that reading is fun and important... 
EVERYONE at the library thinks reading is fun and worth 
rewarding....my kids love to read...I know I am a big part 
of this, but the library helps to reinforce the idea that 
reading is fun....THANK YOU!!!!!!!!!! We have been a part 
of the reading program every year and will be back 
again next year!

An increased appreciation for the BOOK in this era of 
electronic over-stimulation. A marked increase in 
reading ability and appreciation. Expanded 
vocabulary. An increase in awareness about the 
world that is available through books.

I loved being able to spend time with my child and 
bond over my love for books.

We started going as a "keep busy" thing and ended up 
being a "we love our library thing.” Not only for literacy but 
a way to get to know people from the community. My 
children are sad that the summer program is almost over, 
but we will continue to come every week.

60%

61%

54%

59%

61%

49%
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2014: A Banner Year for Library Jobline
Library jobs have o�cially recovered from the Great Recession, according to LRS’s 
popular library job posting website, LibraryJobline.org. In 2014, 615 jobs were 
posted—the most ever since the service’s launch in 2007—and more than twice that of 
2009’s 228 jobs, a site low. We also saw the highest average starting wages for positions 
preferring the MLIS ($24.45 per hour) and requiring the MLIS ($25.31 per hour). Read on 
to learn more about how the rest of 2014 shaped up.

FAST
FACTS

Recent
statistics
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Library

Research
Service ED3/110.10/No.331

Author: Meghan Wanucha, Research Assistant
Fast Facts ED3/110.10/No. 331
www.LRS.org | © 2015 Library Research Service 
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possible by a grant from the 
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and Library Services (IMLS).

1. Among those postings that speci�ed a degree requirement and a starting wage.
2. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. (2014). 25-4021 Librarians. Occupational Employment and Wages, May 2013. Retrieved from 
http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes254021.htm
3. Swader, L. (2012). 2012 ALA-APA Salary Survey: Librarian—Public and Academic. Chicago, IL: American Library Association-Allied Professional Association.
4. Maatta, Stephanie L. (2014). Placements & Salaries 2014: Explore All the Data. Library Journal. Retrieved from http://lj.libraryjournal.com/2014/10/placements-
and-salaries/2014-survey/explore-all-the-data-2014 
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623 job seekers 
added in 2014

total job seekers
3,547

employers 
added in 2014134

total employers
840




When posting jobs on Library Jobline, employers have the option of specifying whether they prefer or require that 
applicants meet certain criteria. Here we’ve outlined the percentages in which employers indicated the criteria below. 
In 2014, the percentage of posts with at least a year of required professional experience hit a new high of 24%.  

MLIS Degree Spanish Language FluencyRequired Experience (1+ years) 
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“[OB4CO] provides a fantastic opportunity for us to work with 
the preschool class. It sets a great tone for the children and their 

parents when they take home a free book from the library. ”

Caregivers told us Agencies told us
OB4CO impact on children & families

Children were excited to receive the book.

Children talked about the book with others.

Parents showed an increased awareness of 
the importance of childhood reading.
After OB4CO, more families view libraries as 
a resource for books and activities related to 
childhood reading.
Parents expressed more interest in attending 
children’s programs o�ered by my library.

OB4CO brought new families to the library. 58%

58%

61%

67%

79%

99%

agree neutral disagree N/A

Author: Meghan Wanucha, Research Assistant
Fast Facts ED3/110.10/No. 330
www.LRS.org | © 2015 Library Research Service 
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possible by a grant from the 
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and Library Services (IMLS).

1. www.reachoutandread.org
2. www.dpp.org

One Book 4 Colorado 2014: Creating a Culture of Literacy
Founded in 2012, One Book 4 Colorado (OB4CO) is a statewide annual initiative that o�ers free 
copies of the same book to every 4-year-old in Colorado. In 2014, the book was Grumpy Bird by 
Jeremy Tankard. More than 75,000 books were given away at more than 500 sites, including public 
libraries, Reach Out and Read Health Clinics,1 and Denver Preschool Program preschool 
classrooms.2 Here we present survey results from caregivers and participating agencies to �nd out 
how the program went in 2014. Learn more about OB4CO at www.onebook4colorado.org.
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I spend more time 
reading with my child.

Caregivers with FEWER 
books in their homes 
had HIGHER levels of 
agreement with all 3 of 
these statements.

agree

neutral

disagree

N/A

64%

62% 64%

“My 4-year-old 
hugged the book 
and said, ‘I get to 
keep it? That's so 

awesome!’”

My child talks more 
about books & reading.

My child is more interested 
in books & reading.

After receiving the OB4CO book...

The book giveaway helped 
my agency promote reading 

among young children.

Participating in OB4CO was 
an e�ective use of my 

agency’s time and e�ort.

OB4CO provided an opportunity to 
reach out to other agencies 

interested in childhood education.

OB4CO impact on agencies

92% 71%88%“We like that it strengthens 
our connection with our 
local, small town, rural 

library.”

“My family got two books, one in 
English and one in Spanish. We speak 
Spanish at home, so my kids loved to 
identify the same words and hear the 

story in two languages.”

“This is an awesome 
program. I love it more 

each year!”“Great choice of book.  
The kids loved it.”



We saw circulation rise by 13-29% at two 
branches because we can o�er more targeted  
resources customers want and need.

Authors: Susan Burkholder, Grants Management Senior Consultant, 
and Meghan Wanucha, Research Assistant
Fast Facts ED3/110.10/No. 329
www.LRS.org | © 2014 Library Research Service 

This project is made 
possible by a grant from the 

U.S. Institute of Museum 
and Library Services (IMLS).

State Grants to Libraries: First Look at 2013-14
In 2013, the Colorado State Library administered almost $2 million in grants from the State Grants to Libraries Act 
(CRS 24-90-401) to 290 academic, school, and public libraries across Colorado. With a minimum award of $3,000, the 
grant funds more than doubled the collection budgets for 41 recipients, transforming one from a “museum of old 
books” to one that appeals to readers with current books. Here’s a �rst look at data about how these funds were used.
Note: These �gures represent preliminary data current as of September 11, 2014.
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91%
of grantees used funding to purchase print books

library 
recipients

This funding doubled 
the collection budgets for 

in grants 
awarded to

QUICK FACTS E-BOOKSPRINT BOOKS

DATABASES

38%
of grantees used funding to purchase e-books

52%
of grantees used funding to subscribe to 
electronic databases

140,000
totaling nearly

books

10,000
totaling about

titles

We are a 1:1 technology district, and this 
allowed us to expand our digital resources. 
It is helping us transform the way students 
think and learn.

High quality digital resources equitably 
spread across all of our buildings and 
grade levels – all at a reasonable price 
point.

This saved our 
district an incredible 
sum of money.

Media enhanced 
books come alive.

Encyclopedia Britannica allows students to 
explore subject areas and make connections 
using a reliable source.

It was a new book extravaganza! We 
were able to weed many aged and 
ragamu�n books. We refreshed our 
collection and it reignited our love 
for reading!

41

~$2M

{ {
public, 
school, and 
academic 
libraries

290

Our summer reading 
program doubled this year 
– in part because of the 
appeal of the new books.



A Year of Library Jobline: 2013 Edition
Once a year, we look back at our library jobs posting website, Library Jobline, to review 
and highlight what the job postings, trends, and wages looked like for the previous 
year. As Jobline becomes an increasingly popular tool—for both job seekers and 
employers—the insights gleaned from this summary can help paint a picture of the 
larger library job market. Here we dive into data from the 431 postions posted on 
LibraryJobline.org in 2013.
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1. Among those postings that specified a degree requirement and a starting wage.
2. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. (2014). Librarians. Occupational Outlook Handbook (2014-15 ed.). Retrieved from 
http://www.bls.gov/ooh/education-training-and-library/librarians.htm
3. Swader, L. (2012). 2012 ALA-APA Salary Survey: Librarian—Public and Academic. Chicago, IL: American Library Association-Allied Professional Association.
4. Maatta, Stephanie L. (2013). Placements & Salaries 2013: Explore All the Data. Library Journal. Retrieved from http://lj.libraryjournal.com/2013/10/placements-
and-salaries/2013-survey/explore-all-the-data-2013 
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561 job seekers 
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total job seekers
2,925

employers 
added in 2013103
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views
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Jobs Posted Each Year

Average Starting Wages1
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emails sent

431jobs
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Employers have indicated their job requirements and preferences in fairly consistent rates since 2007, with slight shifts 
of ±5 percentage points in each category, except for MLIS degree requirements. In the charts below, the areas in 
white signify postings in which employers did not specify a preference for the category. Here’s a quick look at 2013:
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22%since
200716%since

20074%since
2007

MLIS required MLIS preferred MLIS not required

$26.62
$21.95 2012 beginning librarian median pay, ALA-APA 

Salary Survey3

$19.99 2012 new MLIS graduate median pay, Library 
Journal Placements & Salaries survey4O

TH
ER

 S
A

LA
RY

 
RE

SO
U

RC
ES

2012 librarian median pay, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics2

$15.00 
$18.31 

$19.00 
$22.08 

$21.50 $22.25 

$0.00

$25.00

2007 2013

None
26%

1+
years

24%
None
32%

1+
years 12%

None
28%

1+
years

21%

Not
required 

31%

Preferred
17%

Required
2%

Not required 

14%

Preferred
15%

Required 

18%

35%

0%
2007 2013

35%

12%

18%
15%

REQUIRED EXPERIENCE

Full-time
(40+ hrs
per week)

58%42%

Located in
Colorado

76%





                 



RIPL 2015 Evaluation Results—Internal Report1  

 
 

 
 

                                                           
1 Pre-post comparisons are based on the responses of 99 participants who completed both the pre- and post-evaluations 
and could be matched based on ID numbers. All pre-post evaluation differences are significant at p < .001. 
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Please explain your rating: 
 
Great Roi  I'm a non-data junkie excited to start utilizing/using data in new ways…Kudos for a well-thought out & 
executed event 
 
So much thought given to every step of my journey through this institute. Leave it to the data people to not miss 
a thing! 
 
I loved that all these 'pieces"" of evaluation were brought together & either put in order or explained. It's where 
we need to be going in our library & this helped a LOT! Do it again! 
 
Most of the speakers imparted useful, practical information as opposed to descriptive info that so often you get a 
conference.  
 
Being able to FOCUS on just this for this length of time has been great for me. I very easily lost sight of the big 
picture while working the daily grind. I really needed to get away and just chat with other librarians. I'm going 
home with so many ideas! Thank you!! 
 
I am going away from this week with a new set of skills that I can use in my job and with our libraries.   Libraries 
need to evaluate services and our impact. This is the way to go!! Great week! Thank you. 
 
You all did a fantastic job in all this. I can tell you spent an enormous time in planning and it shows. You delivered 
as expected. It's now up to me to take this and move forward, but I certainly got all the education and tools 
needed to do so. 
 
The curriculum & speakers were so well organized around the overall RIPL themes. It felt like a course in library 
data instead of individual conference sessions. 
 
This was one of the best training situations I've attended. It was laid out in a way that promoted optimal learning 
while still giving opportunities for networking & socializing. Great job! 
 

59%

38%

2%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%
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60%

70%

Excellent Above Average Average

Overall, how would you rate RIPL?
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SPELL Research Methodology and Findings 

Research methods and sample demographics 

SPELL adopted a two-stage mixed method research design, in which a survey questionnaire was 
administered to targeted participants, followed by a series of focus group interviews. The 
survey was a 3-page questionnaire with mostly quantitative questions and a few qualitative 
ones on library use habits and opinions on early literacy. It was distributed to parents and 
guardians of children less than three years old. The questionnaire was self – administered by 
the respondents themselves after they were approached by library staff in person and agreed 
to participate at the selected four public libraries in Colorado in communities selected for their 
demographics. Two of the communities, Colorado Springs and Aurora, are large urban areas; 
the other two, Fort Lupton and Leadville, are rural areas. All four have a large low-income 
demographic. The survey was available in English and Spanish. In total, 223 valid surveys were 
collected.  

For the focus group interviews, five groups were convened for interview at the same four 
participating locations. The group size ranged from 4 to 20. Each interview took about 60-90 
minutes. We engaged in kid-friendly activities for little ones who came with participating 
parents while they were interviewed. At the end every family received a gift bag filled with 
board books and other fun and educational materials, with a family portrait. 

The majority of survey respondents were female; of the 219 respondents providing this 
information, 201 identified as female and 18 identified as male.  The sample was also primarily 
composed of English speakers: of the 217 respondents providing this information, 204 (91.8%) 
reported English as the main language spoken in their home, with 8 (5.5%) reporting Spanish as 
a main language and 5 (3.7%) reporting another language.155 (71%) respondents identified as 
White or Caucasian, out of 218 providing this information.  The next most common ethnic 
demographic in represented the sample was Hispanic/Latino (30 / 14% respondents) followed 
by Black/African (17 / 8% respondents). 

Respondents were asked to report the number of children in their household under the age of 
3, as well as the number of children in their household under 18. Figure 1 shows the 
distribution of the number of children under 18 in the sample. Most respondents (141) had only 
one child under the age of three, while 65 respondents cared for two or more children under 
three. 23 of those 65 cared for at least one older child. 30% of families have three or more kids 
under 18.       

Figure 1. Number of children in the household 
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Income, age, and educational attainment were more evenly distributed.  Although a plurality of 
respondents had household income above $70,000, about 50% of the respondents reported a 
family income below $50, 000. In terms of education, 37% of the sample didn’t have college 
degrees. Regarding age 75% of the sample was between 25 to 45. These variables were 
significantly correlated (p < .001) with correlation coefficients ranging from .292 to .518. Among 
the three correlations, the one between education and income showed the strongest 
relationship. 

Figure 2. Parent age by income and education 
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1. Quantitative Survey Results - Frequency of Library Use 

Although the “frequency of library use” items had a low-to-moderate degree of internal 
consistency with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .66, we believe that it is more useful to examine 
associations between individual items on library use and factors such as household income.  In 
general, lower-income respondents made more frequent use of library services, particularly the 
use of the building itself as a meeting place (rho(192) = -.2, p=.002), a place to read(rho(199) =  -
.3, p<.001),  or a point of Internet access (rho(202) = -.2, p=.002).  Most respondents visited the 
library on a weekly basis. 

Attendance at library children’s programs was not statistically related to income; there was no 
statistically significant relationship between income and attendance at children’s programs, 
rho(208) = .08, p=.26.  This suggests that children’s programs are a public library service that is 
appealing across income categories. However, while weekly attendance at children’s programs 
was the most commonly reported frequency across the entire sample, the majority of 
respondents with less than $15,000 in annual household income attended children’s programs 
less than once a month. 

Figure 3. Frequency of library visits by income 

 

Figure 4. Frequency of children’s program attendance by income 
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2. Quantitative Survey Results – Reading and Early Literacy 

All respondents save one reported that they considered reading to their children “Very 
important,” while most respondents reported reading to their young children daily.  It is not 
clear whether these responses are a result of social desirability bias or typical of the library-
going population. More interesting relationships can be found between the reported frequency 
that respondents read to their young children and variables such as the total number of 
children in the household, rho(215) = -.14, p=.024, household income level, rho(211) = .15, 
p=.026, and respondent educational achievement, rho(216)=-.16, p = .017. The majority of 
respondents read to their children daily; a visual representation of these relationships are 
shown in Figures 5, 6, and 7. 

Figure 5. Reading frequency by income 
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Figure 6. Reading frequency by education level 

 

Figure 7. Reading frequency by number of children in the family 
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3. Quantitative Survey Results – Information Sources 

Respondents were asked to select the three sources from which they were most likely to get 
information on library services and programs, how to raise and educate children, and how to 
get children aged 0-3 to know and love books. The Internet (counting access via computers and 
mobile devices together) was the most popular information source in the respondent pool. 
Library staff was the second-most popular information source for library services and programs, 
as well as for information on how to encourage children to read and love books. Doctor’s 
offices were the second-most popular information source for advice on how to raise and 
educate children. This suggests that our respondent group views early childhood literacy as a 
distinct topic from child-rearing issues and that library staff are considered an important 
resource for early literacy issues among library-goers. Figures 11-13 demonstrate that 
information sources differ with parental education levels. 

Figure 8. Information sources for library services and programs 
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Figure 9. Information sources for raising/education children 

 

Figure 10. Information sources for helping children know and love books 

  

Figure 11. Information sources for library services and programs by education level 
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Figure 12. Information sources for raising/education children by education level 

 

  

Figure 13. Information sources for helping children know and love books by education level 
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4. Qualitative Results - Impediments to Library Use 

The issue of busyness or scheduling being an impediment to attending library programs was 
much more prevalently mentioned in survey responses; focus group participants also suggested 
that scheduling could be a major issue, especially for mothers with more than one child. The 
commitments related to raising children (e.g., “I have 3 kids under 3,” “Nap time”) and/or 
working a paying job (e.g., “work and program times collide,” Working most of the time,” “work 
schedule”) were cited as impediments to library access by many survey respondents. This 
exchange from a focus group interview also illustrates the concept of “busy-ness”: 

Participant 1: I’m busy with just one.  

Participant 2: I’m busy with three. 

Participant 3: I’m going crazy with three.  

Related to the issue of having other time commitments was the issue of library program 
scheduling. It primarily emerged from survey responses to the question, “What things get in the 
way of you using the library more often?” Respondents mentioned issues related to limited 
library hours (“Would like earlier hours but I understand the funding issue”), program 
scheduling (“kids programs too early in am,”) and program availability (“being waitlisted for 
baby story time”). On a positive note, “great hours” was also cited as a favorite aspect of the 
library. 

No college degree College degree 



10 
 

The issue of geographic proximity or ease of physical access to libraries was also present in the 
data.  Several informants mentioned issues related to library location as being problematic with 
regard to staying involved with library or literacy programs. Several mentioned that it was easy 
for them to be involved with the library because they were close by. A focus group participant 
from Aurora put it this way:  

“I mean, this place is close. I will say, it is close because I live off of Iliff. It is good for me.” 

Notably, focus groups in higher-population areas (Colorado Springs; Aurora) seemed to give 
more weight to transportation issues.  When the focus group facilitator asked a Leadville 
resident, “What are some things that the library can do to bring services to you even if you 
can’t get to the physical building?” the resident responded this way:  

“I mean, we can make it here, we just live outside of town… we come through Leadville 
almost—to go to work, to take him to his Nana’s house.”  

While this response came from a resident who had already incorporated the library into their 
lifestyle and is thus subject to some potential selection bias, this may also indicate a key 
difference between urban and rural library attendance. In a rural setting, personal vehicles are 
practically a necessity and traffic is lighter, while in urban or metropolitan settings public transit 
can alleviate the need for a personal vehicle while traffic can make commuting more of a chore.  
Parking issues were not mentioned in the focus groups, but were mentioned in the survey as an 
issue that gets in the way of using the library by two respondents from Colorado Springs. 

In addition to the time commitment issues related to raising children, other issues were raised 
related to the difficulty of bringing children to the library. A number (10) of survey respondents 
wrote that children were, in fact, a barrier to attending the library.  In some cases, this was 
related to a job (e.g., babysitting or daycare). However, other respondents specified that it was 
their young children keeping them away from the library.  Two respondents specified that it 
was their children’s’ nap schedule keeping them away; others provided no specifics. One 
respondent specified “toddler running wild.”  In the focus groups, one Aurora parent also 
seemed self-conscious about their child’s’ potential disruptive behavior: “I’m afraid too because 
she’s a very active child, as I told you, and she does not know how to use an indoor voice. I 
know she’s a kid but I just imagine walking in there and just listening to her screams and 
everyone else just leaves.” Disruptive behavior on the part of children was also listed as a 
complaint by many survey respondents: for example, one respondent wrote “when 
expectations for behavior are not set so some children are disruptive and the others cannot 
enjoy the program” as their primary dislike about children’s programs. Another respondent 
wrote: 
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“The adult section is close to children’s. I've been asked to keep toddler quiet, which is not easy. 
Makes me not want to come.” 

Some focus group participants also expressed frustration with the organization of books within 
the library: 

Participant 1: Yeah, you have a room with kid’s books, but you basically have to go through all 
them—like open them and go like, is this for—is this too many words or is this too much for this 
age group? They should have, you know, just picture books, chapter books— 

Participant 2: Yeah, like break it up a little bit easier for us instead of alphabetically.  

Figure 14. Barriers to using the library 

 

5. Qualitative Results - Improvements to Libraries and Library Services 

When prompted, focus group participants provided a variety of suggestions for improvements 
to their library’s facilities and services.   

One focus group suggested that having a more clearly separate children’s section in the library.  
The same group also suggested a “jam room” where kids could safely expend their energy. This 
seemed to be related both to the problem of managing young children in a public place and the 
problem of children’s safety. One focus group exchange went like this: 

Participant: Better organization is what I think broke his nose in the library.  
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Facilitator: How did he break his nose? 

Participant: He was running in the library and they had this bookshelf that was right in the 
middle of the room and he smacked right into it.  

Safety concerns were mentioned later in the same focus group: 

Participant: In the children’s section, it’s so dangerous they have it like, downstairs and my 
nephew wants to go down there right away and it’s like, wait, you’re going to fall again, break 
your something else.  

Respondents mentioned that they wanted more variety in storytime offerings; by age, topic 
interest, and schedule. Another parent suggested, “Digital Story Time,” but did not elaborate on 
this suggestion. 

Survey respondents and focus group participants also offered suggestions on library scheduling 
(see above, under “Impediments to Library Use”), new programs, and collection development. 
New programs suggested included “puppet shows” and “programs for parents.”  Collection 
development suggestions ranged from general (“More copies”, “broader spectrum of books on 
certain subjects,” ) to more specific suggestions of book types (“Pop-up books, “Potty books”) 
to other suggestions, such as an expressed desire for educational computer programs (“why did 
they take the cd-roms out of every library? ...those educational games for the computer, my 
daughter loved.”) 

Participants seemed receptive to the idea of pre-packaged sets of books. 

Facilitator: So services that maybe you could make it quicker here then, like if the library had 
packs of books for a specific age that you could just pop in and grab a pack of books and pop 
back out? 

Participant: That would be nice.  

6. Qualitative Results - Information Sources 

The Internet is, unsurprisingly, a major source of information for parents and library patrons. 
Some participants mentioned Twitter and Facebook, but it was not clear whether they meant 
ads or if they would follow a library on these sources. Other participants mentioned “Google,” 
or “the Internet” as sources of information.  Further exploration of young families’ information-
seeking behavior could be useful - one Leadville parent mentioned a “Disney website for new 
moms.” In the survey, one respondent also mentioned the website 
http://www.attachmentparenting.org/. 
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For information on parenting, some focus group participants mentioned print materials, such as 
the What to Expect When You’re Expecting series, and “parenting magazines.” Doctors and the 
Nurse-Family Partnership program were also mentioned as information sources. 

Several respondents to the survey mentioned Christian groups and churches, books (the Bible; 
Growing Kids God’s Way), and church websites (written as christianmothers.com, a for-sale URL 
-- possibly meant http://www.gentlechristianmothers.com/, a Christian attachment parenting 
website -- this was not the same respondent who mentioned attachmentparenting.org as a 
source of information) as sources of information on parenting.  Focus on the Family was also 
mentioned as a source of information  

For information on library programs and how to best be reached about library programs, focus 
group respondents mentioned flyers, mailing lists, and text messaging.   

Regarding information on library programs, one focus group participant said: 

I only know that they provide storytime, so. I don’t know what they provide. 

This respondent was receptive to an idea put forward by a facilitator that creating separate or 
tiered mailing lists for parents of different aged kids detailing library programs could be a good 
idea. 

Focus group participants also had several interesting suggestions related to 
marketing/publicizing library and parenting programs -- specifically, partnering with 
department stores and gas stations. As one participant put it: 

More people go to Walmart than go to the doctor’s office. 

7. SPELL Key Findings 

SPELL found no significant correlation between library visit and income, so parents of young 
children from all income levels are utilizing public libraries. However, lower-income 
respondents made more use of library services, particularly the use of the building itself (as a 
meeting place, a place to read, or point of internet access). Similarly, families from a wide range 
of income and education levels attend library programs. Yet, a larger proportion of low-income 
respondents attended children’s programs infrequently relative to other income demographics, 
though they attend adults’ programs more frequently than higher income groups.  

Respondents considered the topic of raising children to be separate from the topic of 
encouraging reading and literacy. To them library staff is a valuable resource for information on 
encouraging children to enjoy reading. Statistically significant relationships existed between the 
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frequency which respondents read to their young children between birth and three years old 
and household income, education level, and number of children. 

One hundred percent of respondents agreed that it was very important to read to young 
children (0-3).  However, the belief and action don’t go hand in hand. How much they actually 
read to their young children varies based on income and education levels. Parents with higher 
income were more likely to read to young children on a daily basis. The result was similar for 
parents with higher education background, except that we observed a small downward change 
when going from college degree to graduate degree parents. The argument we would make is 
that with advanced degrees they are too busy with work to read with their children, just like 
low-income parents, for different mechanisms though. 

8. Qualitative Results - What can librarians and library researchers do? 

This information suggests several directions for further research. With regard to library 
programming, it seems that scheduling concerns and a desire for a welcoming, child-friendly 
environment are important to parents of young children.  Some of the focus group suggestions 
about library organizations and labeling may be worth looking into as well, if a library were to 
be planning a remodel.  The focus groups’ favorable impressions of potential programs such as 
prepared book packages for check out and targeted communication about library programs 
(e.g., multiple mailing lists) suggest that these programs, if not in place, might be worth pilot 
testing. 

Similarly, some of the focus group insights into marketing strategies could prove to be useful.  
Could library partnerships with grocery, department, and convenience stores reach more 
people about library services and programs, as well as early literacy? 

Library researchers can take away several points from this research.  Certainly, more research is 
needed with regard to the internet searching and browsing strategies used by parents looking 
for information on parenting or library/community programs.  Knowing these strategies could 
inform future marketing and outreach while giving researchers a greater understanding of the 
information environment faced by new parents. 

Further planning and research could also involve examining the workflows and transportation 
patterns of parents with young children, and expanding the sample of participants to include 
parents who are not currently active library users. 

9. Lessons Learned in SPELL  

Sampling: If we were to redo the project, it would be beneficial to expand the survey and/or 
focus group sample populations beyond visitors to the library to include nonusers as well. We 
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would like to build more strategic partnerships with local governments, businesses, or agencies 
(eg, WIC) so that a broader population of parents of children aged 0-3 could be represented.  

Survey: In future research survey wording could be clarified and improved further, particularly 
when referring to young children for self-administered surveys. For instance, 0-3 could refer to 
both an age range and a number range of reading frequency. In the current survey items 
allowing multiple answers produced considerable amount of difficulty for data analysis. These 
items could be split into sets of items to improve the usability of the survey (not many people 
receive information about library programs from their doctor); splitting the items would make 
the survey take up more space on the page, but would allow more specificity in terms of 
choices offered since each set of options could be set up independently. 

Focus group interviews: More expansive probing with regard to project objectives (for instance, 
understanding how parents get their information and deal with the additional time stresses of 
parenting) could yield richer data. Facilitators should be careful about leading questions about 
potential programs -- if the facilitator does bring up a potential solution/program, try to solicit 
more specific opinions from participants; make the potential programs their own items on the 
interview guide and ask follow-up questions. Transcriptions of interviews could be easier to 
process if different speakers were labeled with pseudonyms. If IRB/ethics allow it, some 
background data about participants (eg, level of involvement with library; number/ages of 
children; SES) could also provide more context during the analysis phase. 
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Supporting Parents in Early Literacy through Libraries  
(SPELL) Survey 

 
This survey is about how libraries can help prepare young children (0-3) to know and love 
books. It should take you about 5 minutes to finish. It does not ask for your name or contact 
information. Thank you for your time. Your answers will help us help you! 
 
1. How many children between 0 to 3 are there in your family?  

If your family does NOT have children this age, please don’t complete the survey and 
return it to the library staff. Thank you! 

o 1 
o 2 
o 3 or more 

 
2. How often do you do the following at a library? 

 less than 1 
time per 
month 

1 time 
per 

month 
2-3 times 
per month weekly 

2-4 
times 

per week 
daily 

Visit a library IN 
PERSON       

Visit a library 
WEBSITE       

Check out books 
or other materials       

Use 
computer/internet       

Attend children's 
programs       

Attend programs 
for adults       

Get help from a 
librarian       

Use as a place to 
read or study       

Use as a meeting 
place       

 
3.   How often do you read with your 0-3 child(ren)? 
o daily  
o 2-5 times per week 
o once every week 
o 2-3 times per month or less 
o never 
 
4.   How important do you think it is to read with your 0-3 child(ren)? 
o not important at all 
o not important 
o somewhat important 
o very important 
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5.  In addition to family and friends, where do you get most information about the following?  
Pick 3 in each column. 

 library services and 
programs 

how to raise and 
educate children  

how to help 0-3 
children know and 

love books  
Internet on a computer    
Internet on a cell phone    

Library staff    
Doctor’s office    

Daycare or other 
childcare    

Church     
Other community groups 

(which ones?)    

Newspapers or 
magazines    

TV or radio (which 
stations?)    

Other (please list) 
   

 
6. What is your relationship to the child(ren) 0-3 years old in the family? 
o parent 
o grandparent 
o other family relative 
o family friend 
o other (please specify) ___________________________________ 

 
6.b. If you aren’t the person who usually brings the 0-3 child(ren) to the library, who in the family 
does? 
o parent 
o grandparent 
o other family relative 
o family friend 
o other (please specify) ___________________________________ 
 
7. What things get in the way of you using the library more often?  

(Check the most important THREE please). 
o hard to get to the library building 
o hard to get to the library when it is open 
o can't find what I need 
o library fees or fines 
o staff is not helpful or friendly 
o staff does not speak my language 
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o few or no materials in the language I read 
o other (please explain) ___________________________________ 

 
8.a. Please list the top three things you like about the children’s and family educational 
programs (both in the library and outside the library) you have attended.  
 
 
8.b. Please list the top three things you DON’T like about the children’s and family programs 
(both inside and outside the library) you have attended.  
 
 
 
8.c. What other programs, materials or services would you like to see the library offer? 
 
 
 
8.d. Where is it easiest for you to go to library programs outside the library? (such as: park, 
community center, farmers market, doctors office) 
 
 
 
9. Are you? 
o Male 
o Female 
 
10. How old are you? 
o under 18 o 35-44 
o 18-24 o 45-54 
o 25-34 o 55 and above 
 
11. How would you describe yourself? 
o White or Caucasian 
o Hispanic or Latino 
o Black or African American 
o Asian or Pacific Islands 
o Other (please specify) _______________________________ 

 
12. What is the main language in your home? 
o English 
o Spanish 
o Other (please specify) _______________________________ 
 
13. What is the highest level of school you have completed? 
o Some high school or less o Some college 
o High school graduate o College degree 
o Technical or vocational training o Graduate school or degree 
 
14. What is your annual total family income? 
o under $15,000 o $50,000 - $69,999 
o $15,000 - $29,999 o $70,000 - above 
o $30,000 - $49,999  
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15. How many children under 18 are in your family? 
o 1 o 3 
o 2 o 4 or more 
 
16. Do you have internet access at home? 
o Yes, on a computer 
o Yes, on a cell phone 
o No 
 
If you have any other comments or suggestions about the library, please write them on the 
back. We will do our best to meet your needs. 
 

THANK YOU! 
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Focus Group Interview Protocol 

For Supporting Parents in Early Literacy through Libraries (SPELL) 

Thank you for participating in the focus group interview. We know your time is precious but 
your opinions are essential to the success of our project. We have refreshments for you and 
your children and activities for your children during the interview. The meeting will take roughly 
about 90 minutes.  

A little about why we are here: Our study aims to identify strategies to reach parents of 
children ages zero to three in order to build family habits of language, literacy, and library use 
so crucial to educational and life-long success. Based on what we learn from you and others, we 
will develop a blueprint for supporting parents in early literacy through libraries.  

I will ask you some questions and will keep track of your answers by recording our conversation 
and taking some notes. Everyone’s opinion is crucially important so please do not hesitate to 
share your thoughts and comments. 

• What is your child’s favorite book, song, or rhyme and why do you think it is the 
favorite?  

• What is the most challenging thing about inspiring your children to know and love 
books?  

• Books in the home are a key predictor of school success. What do you need in order to 
have more books in your home? 

• What are the most convenient ways to reach you with parenting information? For 
example, a flyer in weekly ads or some brochures at your pediatrician’s office? We want 
to make sure the message truly reaches you.  

• If we partner with some other early childhood organization in the community to offer 
you early literacy programs, who would be our best bet and why? 

• Would you be interested to attend a free parent education program on early literacy? If 
yes what support do you need to make it from start to finish? 

• Based on the experiences, what can libraries offer you to encourage you to read with 
your children?  

• How can your library serve you even if you can’t come to library as often as you want? 
• What are the best times for you to attend early literacy programs? 
• What are the best places for you attend early literacy programs outside the library? 

Thank you again for your time and participation! To show our appreciation each of you will get 
an incentive bag full of goodies, in which you’ll find a flyer about our project with website and 
contact information.  


