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Introduction

After five reports spanning hundreds of pages, what we know for certain is that there is no
one perfect answer to the question, “How should public libraries in Scott County be funded,
governed and structured?” Each possibility comes with political risks, logistical concerns
and costs. Each delivers benefits that may or may not be worth the trouble, depending.
Even doing nothing and leaving the system exactly as it is has its downside.

In the public policy arena, as in life, that’s just how it goes. Even the most exciting
changes are jammed in the suitcase right alongside trepidation and sacrifice. Unpack one,
unpack them all.

So who’s to decide whether the risk is worth taking?

The trustees and directors of the four public libraries in Scott County were adamant
that the public should be part of the decision-making process. No decisions will be made,
they said, without considering the public’s point of view.

This commitment to public involvement came with its own set of risks. After all,
how many of us would care to invite complete strangers to help us run our own businesses
or tell us how to do our jobs? But the directors and trustees recognized that the public li-
braries belong to the public, and they showed a consistent and firm belief in the ability of
their citizens to thoughtfully consider the issues. They said at the end, as they said at the
beginning, nothing is off the table and all options will be considered, even complete change
in how they operate.

How did Libraries Together engage the public?
The Consensus team created two methods for engaging the public. Both asked the public to

weigh the tradeoffs and consequences of three distinct options for action: operate independ-
ently, collaborate, or unify funding and governance.

The first was a survey that went to a random sample of 4,888 residents in Scott
County. Of those, 1,699 were completed, for a 34.8% response rate that represents a mar-
gin of error of +/- 2.4% at a 95% confidence level. In other words, if the survey was con-
ducted 100 times with 100 different random samples, the actual results obtained would fall
within the margin of error at least 95 times.

The survey asked respondents to tell us: 1. how services should be provided, 2.
how libraries should be governed, and 3. how libraries should be funded. We offered them
several options, which were built around the three major options for action. Then we asked
them which of several considerations had the biggest impact on their choosing a particular
option. The last question in the series asked respondents which of several values were of
greatest importance to them.

For example, a respondent might have said that there should be one board of direc-
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tors that would govern all the libraries in Scott County, that the most important considera-
tion was that one board would make decisions that would benefit the whole county, and that
the most important value was that we need to operate as a region, not as small towns and
cities.

The second means of engaging the public was a series of public forums held the
week of October 10", The team used a discussion guide that provided background infor-
mation and arguments for and against the three options for action. Over the course of two
hours, the team asked each group of citizens to answer questions like:

e How important is it for everyone in Scott County to receive equal library services?

To be taxed equally for library services?

e How important is efficiency to you?

e  When people talk about local control, what does “local” mean?

e Whose responsibility is it to pay for providing services to non-resident borrowers?

e  Why would someone favor collaboration if it’s less efficient than unifying and less
traditional that being independent?

e  What aspects of your library would you not be willing to share?
At the end of the conversation, the groups identified areas of common ground and

tradeoffs they would or would not be willing to accept.

How did the results of the forums and survey compare?
The forums and the survey provide different kinds of information. The public forums were

typically attended by people who use the library heavily. This is to be expected, as those
with the greatest stake in an issue are the ones most likely to give up an evening to discuss
it. They also received background information and had the chance to work with others to
weigh the alternatives.

The survey, on the other hand, provided limited background information and no
opportunity to discuss with others. Citizens thought through the issue on their own. The
survey included the opinions of people whose use of the library ranges from heavy to non-
existent. If citizens were asked to vote tomorrow, the results are very likely to be the same
as the results of the survey. It shows the libraries and local governments the starting point
in terms of public opinion.

There were some clear similarities and differences in the results from these two
very different ways of engaging the public.

Collaboration was the most popular way to operate and govern

At the forums, participants generally agreed that collaboration is working and should con-
tinue. Some groups, though, saw collaboration as a step toward unification, while others
felt it was an end unto itself. Every group saw being more independent as a step backwards
and said that being able to borrow from other libraries for free was not something that they
were willing to give up. Participants were also not willing to give up the individual charac-
ter and personality of each library, which they feared would be lost if the four were unified
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into one.

Survey respondents agreed that collaboration was by far the best way to provide
services to county residents. The two considerations they said had the biggest impact on
that opinion were: 1. that if money could be saved or things done better by sharing services
then it should be done, and 2. that they wanted free access to any library even if they don’t
pay taxes for it. About half of respondents said that the most important value was that all
citizens should have equal access to important public services such as libraries.

Survey respondents were consistent in that they also said that collaboration was the
best way to govern local libraries. About two-thirds of respondents wanted separate boards
of directors, but for them to work together to conduct joint planning. The most-selected
consideration was that separate boards of directors connect libraries to their communities,
but planning together just makes good sense. The value most selected, by two-thirds of
respondents, was that it is more practical to work together on some things.

Fairness in tax rate was seen as important

Both the public forums and the survey offered the option of one countywide property tax to
pay for a unified library, with libraries going directly to voters to approve the tax rate.
Most survey respondents had wanted libraries to collaborate, not unify, so it would be rea-
sonable to expect that few would favor this option. Instead, the county-wide tax was the
most popular option, receiving slightly more votes than the current method of each govern-
ment deciding how much to spend on its library.

Those who visit no library were more likely to want the county-wide tax, as were
those whose most-visited library was not their home library. Bettendorf residents were
more likely to want to keep things as they are now (41.1%) instead of having a county-wide
tax (27.6%). Residents of other libraries picked the two options almost equally.

The most common consideration was that everyone in the county should pay the
same tax rate for library services, with about one-third selecting that option. The next
most-popular consideration was that respondents would rather decide how much tax money
goes to libraries than have government make that decision. The most-selected value, at 40
percent, was that everyone should be paying the same percentage of their property value.

People who participated in the forums, in general, thought that it would be fair for
everyone to pay the same tax rate for library services. Various groups said that eliminating
the local government layer of control would be a benefit, as well as libraries being able to
go directly to the voters for support instead of competing with other city services. They
expressed concerns, though, that unification would lead to a “lowest-common-
denominator” of service. Because communities have different levels of resources, they
feared that stronger libraries would be forced to reduce their standards if all funding was
equal. One group noted that even if the tax rate were equal, it would be hard to devise a
fair way of distributing the money to the individual libraries. Another group said that resi-
dents would be suspicious of an additional taxing authority.
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What will Libraries Together include?
The four libraries of Scott County created Libraries Together as a means to be proactive in

responding to shifts in how Iowa and local governments provide services. The libraries
hired a Kansas City-based nonprofit firm, Consensus, to provide an objective outsider’s
look at options for improving library services.

The first phase of Libraries Together will end in January 2006 with the release of
the final report. The report will include a range of options and the likely staff, board and
public response to each. Consensus will not recommend one action or another. Instead, it
will be up to the library directors, boards, local and state government and, of course, local
citizens to decide what comes next.

From March through December of 2005, Libraries Together will accomplish six
“steps.”

e The first step was completed in April, with the release of “The Past and Present:
Libraries in Scott County, lowa,” which provided the broad picture of the current
situation for libraries in Scott County and the rest of the state.

e The second step was completed in July, with the release of “An Inside Look: Li-
braries in Scott County, lowa.” That report looked inside each library to determine
where its work could be done more efficiently and included the results of a cus-
tomer satisfaction survey sent to library patrons.

e A third report, “Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County” exam-
ined opportunities for the libraries to expand their efforts to work together in order
to be able to provide greater levels of service. It was released in September.

e The fourth report, “Four into One: Unifying Libraries in Scott County, lowa,” ex-
amined mechanisms for creating one unified library and the potential impact on
structure and cost of library service. It was released in November.

This report, “Public Perspectives: The Libraries of Scott County,” details the con-
versations Scott County residents had during a series of public forums in October 2005 as
well as a survey of various options for action.

The final report, which will discuss options for action and the likely stakeholder
response to each, is scheduled to be released in January 2006.

The process for gathering the public perspective

How did the libraries recruit participants?
The libraries conducted an extensive recruitment campaign to encourage members of the

public and various stakeholder groups to attend the forums. They conducted the campaign
via the media, newsletters, email and phone calls, along with flyers on the wall and book-
marks distributed to library patrons.

The library directors and Consensus created a calendar of meetings that included
three forums per day from Monday through Thursday, and one forum Friday morning. The
public meetings were scheduled so that one forum for the general public was held during
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the evening at each of the four libraries, with daytime forums for the general public held at
three of the four libraries.

In addition, separate forums were also held with members of various stakeholder
groups, including library trustees, members of Friends and foundations groups, and staff
members. We did this for two reasons. First, it allowed Libraries Together to continue to
build bridges among supporters and staff of the four libraries. Secondly, we have found
that members of the general public talk more freely when they are not combined with peo-
ple who work in a field or who have a more pronounced stake in the issue. We offered
trustees the opportunity to observe the public forums, and several took us up on the offer.

We also held a separate forum with members of the Blue Ribbon Committee. The
committee includes both elected officials and community leaders appointed by county and
city government. It is charged with looking at ways that local governments can better work
together, and its formation was one catalyst for Libraries Together.

Each library took steps to recruit participants for the public and stakeholder forums.
The steps taken by the LeClaire Community Library were similar to those taken by each of
the four public libraries:

LeClaire Community Library

e Emails sent to board and council members, and citizens listed in the City of LeClaire
official email directory. Three emails to each of approximately 57 persons.

e Friends of the Library contacted via and meeting and email. Three contacts to each of
about 25 persons.

e Public forum notice sent via the LeClaire Chamber of Commerce email tree. Two
emails to about 60 persons.

e Direct mail letters sent to the long-range planning master list. One letter to about 20
households.

e News releases sent to all media outlets, twice.

e Public meetings announced in “Bits and Pieces” newsletter, which is mailed to more
than 1,000 households.

e Flyers posted in the library.

e Public meetings printed on bookmarks, given out to every adult who checked out books
during the ten days prior to the forums. Distributed to about 100 library users.

Consensus also held a meeting that included the Scott County executive and every
mayor and city administrator from the three cities with municipal libraries. We did not use
the forum format, although we did share the discussion guide. Instead, we asked them their
opinions about various courses of action. The results of that meeting will be included in the
final Libraries Together report.
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Who participated in the forums?
One hundred and sixteen people participated in the Libraries Together forums. The follow-
ing chart shows the breakdown of participants by library.

40

Forum Participation
35 1 -

20— —

154+

10— B S

How were the forums structured?
Consensus used a deliberative process for both the forums and survey that is designed to

move the public towards public judgment.

Daniel Yankelovich, a national leader in public opinion polling, developed the con-
cept of public judgment. He found that the traditional method of viewing public opinion
was incorrect. Public opinion, according to the traditional view, was all about information.
The expert’s role is to provide information and the public’s job is to absorb information and
form an opinion based upon it. But Yankelovich found that, while public opinion is built
upon information, it is not driven by it. Instead, the public weighs alternatives and places
more emphasis on ethics and values. While experts may focus on what can we do, the pub-
lic focuses on what should we do.

Yankelovich draws the distinction between mass opinion and public judgment.
Mass opinion is often present when an issue is just beginning to enter the public conscious-
ness, before people have had the chance to think things through. Mass opinion is inconsis-
tent, volatile, and the public does not accept responsibility for the consequences of its
views. Wishful thinking and denial are hallmarks of mass opinion, as people question
whether the problem is really a problem or resist making the hard choices that the situation
requires.

When the public reaches public judgment, on the other hand, it accepts responsibil-
ity for the consequences of its views. It recognizes that it may have to accept tradeoffs,
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giving up one thing in order to gain something else that it considers more valuable. In pub-
lic judgment, the public’s opinions are firm, rather than volatile, because it has weighed the
consequences. There is also consistency between a person’s opinion about this issue and
his or her other opinions.

The structure of the forums and survey asked citizens to weigh the tradeoffs and
consequences of three distinct options. The same structure is used around the country by
groups like the National Issue Forums, the Kettering Foundation and Public Agenda. The
forums demanded more from the public than a typical public hearing, where each person
says what he or she thinks but is not asked to consider the views of others. The survey, too,
demanded more than the typical opinion poll, as people were asked to consider what led
them to make a particular choice.

The three options we used were designed to give local citizens clear choices about
the actions they could take. The options were to be independent, to collaborate, or to unify
funding and governance. The option of being independent was actually to be more inde-
pendent than the libraries are now, as it would have eliminated the existing agreements that
allow people to use libraries to which they don’t pay taxes.

It takes time to reach public judgment. For many citizens, the very first time they
thought about how to structure and pay for public libraries was when they attended a public
forum or received a survey. We found a fair number of misconceptions and examples of
wishful thinking, which is not unusual when people begin to learn about an issue. Mem-
bers of the public need more time, information and conversation before they will truly have

opinions that are firm and consistent.
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The forums on public libraries
in Scott County

“The public in each city is wanting more. They like collaboration but want
individual character. As a public official I really see that as a conflict.”

a member of the Blue Ribbon Committee

Each group had a slightly different perspective on how library services should be provided.
The main area of agreement was that collaboration is working and should be continued. But
there was a difference of opinion over whether collaboration should be a step toward unifi-
cation or whether collaboration was an end into itself. And while each group supported col-
laboration, they each supported it for a slightly different reason. These reasons included:

e Collaboration is good because it is a step toward unification.

e Collaboration is a way to improve services.

e Collaboration is the practical approach.

e Collaboration will help the libraries see whether collaboration or unifica-

tion is the best approach.
e Collaboration allows the libraries to retain their unique personalities.
e Collaboration is important because it is the best for students.

e Collaboration can lead to savings.

Every one of the groups called the independent approach a step backward. All Scott
County libraries offer reciprocal borrowing to all Scott County residents, and that is not
something anyone is willing to give up.

Capturing the conversation

The Consensus team took extensive notes during each forum. This report represents an at-
tempt to capture the flavor of the conversations. It highlights the tensions between conflict-
ing values. This section contains an overview of the forums in general. An appendix con-

tains a more detailed look at the conversations within each group.
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What did the public say about unification?

Each group was asked to consider the pros and cons of creating a unified library system.
This approach suggests lowa libraries have placed too much emphasis on local control,
when what is more important is the ability to make decisions for the good of the entire
county. A unified system would give everyone in the county the access to about the same
quality of library services at the same tax rate. The forum participants were asked to con-
sider a unified library system with one library board and one source of funding, such as a

countywide tax.

Values participants bring to
the conversation

Arguments for

Arguments against

Fairness

It’s fair for everyone to pay
the same tax rate.

The smaller towns would
suffer under unification.

Broader perspective

It’s easier to make decisions
on a county level rather than

on an individual library level.

The individual personalities of
libraries would be lost.

Cost savings

The libraries should strive to
keep tax rates as low as

possible for patrons.

It’s more important to expand

services than save money.

Less bureaucracy

Patrons benefit by having
fewer layers of government

The libraries benefit from their
relationships with their
governing cities and county.

It is fair for all Scott County

Different communities need

Equity residents to get the same ) )
) . different services.
library services.
: ) Unification would lead to the
. Larger units of service lead to ,
Efficiency . lowest common denominator
greater efficiencies. ) )
in service.
The world is changing, and )
. L Scott County residents already
Tradition maybe it’s time to change the ) .
) ) have access to all the libraries.
way libraries are governed.
L Unification is a growing trend | The voters would never
Practicality

in how services are provided.

approve unification.

What people liked about unification

Forum participants said unification would be fair, because everyone would be paying the
same tax rate. They also felt that one board with a county-wide perspective would be

stronger than the individual boards, and would be better able to do long-range planning on
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issues such as deciding where to site new libraries.

The focus groups also found advantages to a unified governing body that could co-
ordinate hours the libraries are open and standardize rules and regulations, in order to offer
consistency to patrons. They also saw opportunities for improved staff training.

Various groups also said that eliminating the local government layer of control
would be a benefit. Libraries would be able to go directly to the voters for support, rather
than competing with police, fire and other services.

They also felt that unification is inevitable. They said as governments struggle to
tighten budgets, smaller libraries are seen as inefficient and will eventually be cut. They
thought libraries might be better positioned for changes coming in the future if they were
unified.

Finally, one participant said unification would not make any difference to patrons,
because many already perceive the four libraries as one entity.

What people did not like about unification
The biggest objection to unification is that it would take away the individual character and

personality of each library. The forum members value the uniqueness of each library and
the personal relationships they have with library staff, which they fear would be lost in a
unified system. They also believed the small towns in Scott County would have the most to
lose from unification.

They favored each library developing its own strengths, such as special collections
in Davenport and bestsellers in Bettendorf. They would like to see the LeClaire and Scott
County libraries develop specialties as well.

Participants also felt unification would lead to a “lowest-common-denominator” of
service. Since some libraries do not have the same resources as others, they fear the
stronger libraries would be forced to reduce their standards so that everyone could get equal
service.

They did not agree on whether unification would lead to cost savings. Some said it
might lead to savings, but “that doesn’t necessarily mean it’s right.”

They also worried that differences in wages for staff members and the four unions
to which staff members belong would be impediments.

Some said that unification would be the way to go if the libraries could start from

scratch, but is not practical given the individual histories of the four libraries.

Issues related to the State of lowa
Participants in several focus groups brought up the State of lowa’s relationship to its librar-

ies. Several said the state did a poor job of funding libraries. Some felt it was unfair of the
state to ask libraries to economize when the state gives them so little help. Others felt the
state should provide some incentives for libraries if it wants them to unify. Another said she

was embarrassed that the lowa libraries had to turn to Illinois for support.
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The struggle to describe equity
Several of the groups had trouble considering the unification option because they could not

agree on what would be equitable in terms of library costs and services. They were puzzled
by what to do with the fact that larger libraries would always have more services, while
smaller ones might not have as much to contribute.

One group discussed the fact that, even if the tax rate were equal under unification,
it would be hard to devise a fair way of distributing the money to the individual libraries
and branches. Some saw inequity because Scott County residents would pay more under a
unified system while LeClaire residents would pay less.

In terms of collaboration, they saw that while staff of larger libraries might be able
to afford the time to get together, the staff of smaller libraries often had less time for meet-
ings.

They also wondered if it was fair to ask people who live in outlying areas to pay
the same rate as those who live conveniently close to the central facilities.

The participants realized the difficulty in creating a unified board that represented
the interests of every library, and they feared a unified board might eliminate smaller

branches.

What participants said was politically feasible
A number of the groups were unwilling to consider unification because they did not believe

it was politically feasible. They did not think residents of Scott County would approve a
new taxing body. They said even if taxes would go down for some, residents would be sus-
picious of an additional taxing authority.

Others said unification would be too lengthy a process, especially because it would
require changing state law. They also believed that the state does not provide an environ-
ment that is conducive to unification.
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What did the public say about being more independent?

Next, forum participants were asked to consider the impact and tradeoffs that increased in-
dependence would create. They looked at the possibility of each library serving only its
own residents. This approach values the unique character of each community, and says the
individual libraries can best serve their own communities.

This may mean some libraries will have more tax revenue than others, and, because
it costs about $3.50-$4 every time someone borrows a book, no library should have to pro-
vide free services to non-residents. Individuals who want to use another library’s services
should be asked to pay for it.

Values focus groups bring to
the argument Arguments for Arguments against

All patrons benefit from
Fai No library should have to P
ar subsidize non-resident users.
for free.

Distinct personalities ) ) )
personality of its community. | much the same needs.

Local control makes libraries
. . Local control would
Local control more responsive to their . .
discourage library use.
patrons.

. Competition can lead to
Competition
excellence.

What people liked about independence
The focus groups did not like much about the independent approach, although they con-

ceded that it might be more fair than the current system. They said it would eliminate the
need for citizens of one community to foot the bill for citizens of another community. Some
felt that the general public would like the idea of those who use a service paying for the
service.

Others suggested that local control would make each library more responsive to its
patrons. For example, some library communities might be willing to pay for Internet ser-
vices, while others might not.

In addition, the focus groups said independence would allow each library to reach a
level of excellence, and that competitiveness might be a benefit.

What people did not like about independence
The most constant comment on independence would be that it would be a step backward. In

fact, each group made exactly that statement. The groups all recognized that Quad-LINC
would be eliminated and that patrons would only be able to use materials at their own li-

brary. As one woman said, “We’re used to providing services to everyone and that’s a mind
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frame that would be very difficult to change.” Several participants said they attended the

forums specifically to lobby for continued free access for non-residents.

The discussion around who should pay for services
The groups understood that in Scott County, a resident of one library might use the materi-

als and services of another library, even though that resident does not pay taxes to that li-
brary. That means all of the libraries are providing services to people who do not pay to
support them. However, the focus groups, in general, did not think this was much of a prob-
lem.

They repeatedly pointed out that residents of the Quad Cities all use amenities like
the parks and the zoo, even though they do not all pay for them. One woman said, “So we
ought to put up a toll booth when you come in to Bettendorf, because Bettendorf pays for
the roads?” For the most part, it seems fair to them that they can use any library, and in
return, any Scott County resident can use their library. They said they are used to using
whichever library is the most convenient on any given day.

Many participants emphasized the importance of everyone having free access to all
libraries. They point to the tradition of free access in Scott County, and suggest that elimi-
nating these services would cause a drop in library use, which would be detrimental to the
entire county. Others believe the greatest value to the open-door policy is that young people
and students can have access to any library.

However, some forum participants were willing to consider the value of charging a
fee for non-residents who use library services. Most said that fees should not be charged for
each specific transaction, such as each time a non-resident checked out a book, as this
would be “nickel-and-diming” patrons. Instead, they favored a set fee, such as an annual
fee for using other libraries. Most said they would be willing to pay about $25 for that
privilege.

Others said they would be willing to pay for extra services, such as getting access
more quickly to best-sellers (a service Bettendorf already provides) or having books deliv-
ered to their homes.

There was some evidence of wishful thinking and denial in the conversation. Sev-
eral people questioned the estimate that it costs $3.50-$4 every time someone borrows a
book. They argued that the libraries were already open and providing services, and that the
cost of lending to would be less if only marginal costs were considered, which is accurate.
(The issue is complicated by the fact that the library profession has not agreed upon the cost
and marginal cost for reciprocal borrowing and interlibrary loan.) But some took that fur-
ther, and questioned whether the work involved in checking out, delivering and reshelving

materials would cost more than pennies.
Differing views on what local means

It was interesting to discuss local control because the forum participants have very different
views on what local means. Some consider the entire Quad City region as their hometown,
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while others consider it to be Scott County. Some think of the town they live in as their lo-
cal community, while to others it is their school district. For some, “local” varies from issue
to issue. Most forum participants said it makes sense to think of the Scott County libraries
as their “local” libraries, but down the road, it might make sense to broaden that definition
to include the other cities on the Illinois side of the Quad Cities.

The importance of individual personality
One of the greatest concerns the focus group participants had about both unification and

collaboration was that the libraries would become more homogeneous. One of the strengths
of being independent was that the individual personality of each library would remain un-
changed.

Many spoke about the “home-town touch” they feel in their library and the per-
sonal relationships they find very important. They spoke of the Wal-Marts, which have
come into local communities and taken away some of their identity. One said she thought
people at smaller libraries were friendlier than the staff at the bigger facilities.

However, others argued that unification or collaboration would not necessarily re-
move those personal relationships. They also pointed out that staff changes are a part of life
under any system.

They said different communities have different standards. Smaller rural libraries
might have different collection standards than larger libraries. The rural libraries might
want to impose more filters on Internet content than urban libraries.

Most of the participants like the fact that each library has a slightly different per-
sonality. They value the special collections in Davenport, and the coffee shop in Bettendorf.
Most of those who favor collaboration or unification said they do not want to see either ap-
proach suppress the distinct personality of each library.

A small number of people said they don’t think the individual town traditions are as
important as they once were. For instance, one woman from LeClaire said, “What used to
be our town is everyone else’s town now. We have a building boom and people moving
in...they’re just sort of blending in and winning us over. Old LeClaire doesn’t exist any-
more.”

One participant said the small towns are holding onto things they can’t afford to do
because they are afraid larger towns will annex them, while they might be fiscally stronger
if they would give up some control. Another said the communities are not so different that
one library would need things that another does not need.
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What did the public say about collaboration?

Participants were asked to consider the pros and cons of increased collaboration among the
four public libraries. Collaboration recognizes that it is important that the libraries be gov-
erned by local residents and maintain their connections with their city and county govern-
ments, but that sometimes it just makes sense for libraries to provide services better or less
expensively by working together. Collaboration builds upon the fact that libraries in Scott
County (as well as Clinton and Muscatine counties) are members of an Illinois-based con-
sortium that provides lower cost van delivery and automation, among other services.

The Consensus team cautioned participants about viewing collaboration as “the
happy medium,” which we found was a pronounced tendency. Like the other options, col-

laboration has potentially negative consequences as well as benefits.

Values participants bring to

the conversation Arguments for Arguments against

Build on what works

Collaboration is already
working.

We might already be doing all
the collaboration it makes
sense to do.

Retains individual
personality

Each library could expand its

individual flavor.

Could cut down on innovation.

Offers efficiency

Collaboration eliminates
duplication of services.

Efficiency may deter
creativity.

Practical

Collaboration does not require

changing laws.

Maybe it’s time to step outside
the box.

What people liked about collaboration
The most important reason to collaborate, the groups said, is because it is good for the pa-

trons. It has the potential to allow each library to provide more and better services.

Additionally, most of the groups acknowledged that the libraries already collabo-

rate and it is working. One said it is good public relations for the public to see the libraries

collaborating.

They also liked the idea that libraries could retain their individual personalities

while collaborating to improve services.

Some of the areas that participants highlighted as being opportunities for collabora-

tion include:
e Purchasing,
¢ Boards, planning,

o Electronic database purchasing,

e (Calendar and hours of operation, and

¢ Collection development.
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What people did not like about collaboration
Most of the groups recognized that collaborating might be taxing for library staff. The li-

braries already participate in other collaborative efforts, and some felt that “at some point
you have to draw the line on how many meetings” the library staff have to attend.

Some believe that collaboration can reduce the independent decision-making at
each library. There was also the feeling that collaboration could reduce the individual rela-
tionships between staff and patrons.

One participant questioned whether there are still substantial types of collaboration
that are not already being used. “We have four outstanding librarians who are doing a lot
already. How much more can you squeeze this particular thing to get efficiencies?” he
said.

The Friends and foundations forum participants felt strongly that the foundations
should continue their individual fund-raising efforts.

Once again, the participants saw problems working out salary inequities and union

1Ssues.

Voluntary versus forced collaboration
Several groups said that collaboration should be initiated by the libraries and should not be

imposed upon them by government. The staff groups both expressed a concern that they
would voluntarily collaborate in order to become more efficient, and after they did, some
government entity would force them to consolidate even further or would cut their funding
by the amount they’d saved through collaboration.

The pace of change
Across the groups, the term “baby steps” was frequently used to describe the pace of

change that felt comfortable to Scott County residents, who felt their neighbors are not
comfortable with rapid change. “I’d like to try this for five years, give it a chance and see
what it really offers to the community. Let’s move to that middle ground and see how it
goes, and if it’s not working we can try something else,” one participant said.

Others, however, said the libraries might need to step out of their comfort zone in
order to make substantial changes that lead to cost savings or improved services.

The discussion around the goals of collaboration
While one group said that the goal of collaboration was to move to unification later, the rest

stopped short of calling unification the final goal. Some felt the public would not be ready
to accept unification and that it should be approached slowly. Others thought collaboration
might work well enough that unification would be unnecessary. Several groups said they
did not want unification as the ultimate goal, and favored collaboration as an end.

The groups also differed on the reason it was important to collaborate. While a few
people said the goal was to save money, most thought instead that collaboration could lead
to each library being able to provide more services.
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The survey on public libraries
in Scott County

The purpose of the survey was to gather opinions from a representative sampling of resi-
dents in Scott County about funding and governance issues that affect all the public librar-
ies in the county. The survey supported the public forums that were held in October.

Potential survey participants were told to carefully consider the task of responding
to the survey, as it would require deliberation and thought and making some tough choices.
The survey asked respondents about differing options for providing library services, gov-
ernance and funding, as well as information about their beliefs about competing values gov-
erning those choices.

This report is a study of opinions of residents who live in the library service areas
of Bettendorf, Davenport and LeClaire, along with the remainder of Scott County, regard-
less of whether they are a library card holder or library user.

The University of Oklahoma Public Opinion Learning Laboratory sent surveys to a
random sample of 5,050 residents in Scott County. The samples for Bettendorf, Davenport,
and Scott County were purchased from Survey Sampling Inc. by specifying the city and/or
county for each area. All addresses used in the sample for the Bettendorf and Davenport
library systems were identified by city. For each of the Bettendorf, Davenport, and Scott
County samples, 1,300 potential respondents were mailed the surveys. Only 1,150 residents
of LeClaire were sent the survey, for an overall total of 5,050 mailed surveys. These num-
bers were used in order to obtain a margin of error of +/-5% within each library district.

In total, 1,699 questionnaires were returned. For the population within Scott
County, the 1,699 interviews represent a margin of error of +/- 2.4% at a 95% confidence
level. The 95% confidence level means that if the survey were to be conducted 100 times
with 100 different random samples, the actual results obtained would fall within the limits
of error at least 95 times. Using the 4,888 eligible as the comparison, the 1,699 completed
question-naires overall represent a 34.8% response rate. Some questionnaires were unde-

liverable or the selected respondent was deceased or otherwise unable to answer the survey.

Which libraries do respondents use?
This study has found several trends of significance among residents with regard to which

libraries they have visited within the past year.
e Of all residents in Scott County, the Bettendorf library had the highest percentage
of residents visiting it in the last year (58.4%). The next highest percentage, with
almost 40%, went to the Davenport Main Library.

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa page 20



Approximately 17% of respondents said they had not visited any library in the last
year.

Of Bettendorf residents, 87% have visited the Bettendorf library within the past
year and almost 31% have visited the Davenport Main Library.

Of Davenport residents, approximately 42% have visited the Bettendorf library and
almost 64% have visited the Davenport Main Library. Twenty-two percent have
visited Davenport’s Wittenmyer branch, which was closed after the survey was
sent.

Of LeClaire residents, around 60% reported visiting the Bettendorf library and
close to 75% have visited the LeClaire Community Library.

Of those in the Scott County Library System, more than 64% have visited the El-
dridge branch in the past year, and more than one-third have been to the Bettendorf
and Davenport Main libraries. About one-third report a visit to one of the other
Scott County libraries within the past year.

Across respondents from all four library districts, the library visited most often was

a library within that district (67.4% of respondents reported visiting a library within their

own district the most). If the respondent indicated he or she had visited only one of the li-

braries, but did not him/herself specify the library s/he visited most often, we assumed the

respondent visited the one library most often. If the respondent visited more than one li-

brary, we could not determine which library was visited most often. Several respondents

noted they had not visited any library in the past year, but did specify a library visited most

often.

In Bettendorf, more than 80% visited the Bettendorf library most often. About eight
percent never visit any of the libraries and about five percent did not answer the
question at all.

In Davenport, about 40% indicated that they visited the main Davenport library the
most often, about 4.5% visited the Wittenmyer branch most, and an additional
6.9% did not specify which branch they visited the most other than saying it was
one of the Davenport libraries. Close to 21% reported they visited none. About
seven percent did not report a library.

In LeClaire, almost half visited that library most often. Almost 20% visited the
Bettendorf library most often and about 17% reported never visiting libraries.
About ten percent did not list a library at all.

Of residents of the Scott County Library System, almost half visited the Eldridge
branch most often and about another 13.3% visited another library within the sys-
tem most often. About 15% never visit libraries, and about five percent did not
report a most-visited library.

Across all library districts, a plurality (32.7%) visited Bettendorf most often. About
15% of respondents never visit these libraries.
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Forced Choice Questions and Considerations
The following questions were analyzed by considering which library the respondent reports

visiting most often. In the analysis, we also include a category for “none” and “more than
one library listed.”

How libraries should provide services to residents of Scott County

Regardless of which library branch was visited most often or even if the respondent did not
use the library system, the overwhelmingly most popular answer was that everyone in the
county should have free access to all libraries and that the four libraries should share deci-
sion making and buy materials and offer programs together. This is true no matter whether
the respondent’s most visited library was their home library.

Considerations used to make the above decision:

e Across all most-visited libraries the two most popular reasons listed as the first
consideration were that 1) if money can be saved or things done better by sharing
services then it should be done and 2) the respondents wanted free access to any
library even if they don’t pay taxes for it.

The only exception to this is that those who report visiting more than one
library most often (even though they are asked to specify only one) specify that “It
costs a little more for independent libraries, but it’s worth it to keep the library con-
nected to the community” as their main consideration. However, we urge caution in
interpreting the statistics of those who report they visit more than one library the
most; it is a very small group at less than one percent of those reporting a library
visited most often. This group is included in the tables for the sake of comparison.

e The second consideration selected was that if money can be saved or things done
better by sharing services it should be done. The second most popular choice was
that decision-making should be centralized to meet the needs of the whole county,
with the exception of those that visit the Scott County libraries the most and those
who visit more than one library, who also note they want free access to any library
without paying more taxes.

e The third consideration selected, across all libraries, was that decision-making
should be centralized to meet the needs of the whole county.

In making the above decisions, around 50% of the respondents, regardless of which
library was visited the most often, felt that the value of greatest importance was that all citi-
zens should have equal access to important public services such as libraries.

How libraries should be governed in Scott County

Approximately two-thirds of respondents wanted the separate boards for each of the librar-
ies to work together to conduct joint planning. This is true no matter if the most visited li-
brary is the respondent’s home library.
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Considerations used to make the above decision:

e The first consideration selected, regardless of which library the respondents visit
most often, was that separate boards of directors would allow the libraries to be
connected to their communities but planning together just makes good sense.
Close to half of the respondents selected this as their first consideration (43.6% of
all respondents to this question) and another quarter felt that if there was only one
board of directors it would make decisions to benefit the whole county and not just
one small part. Close to 20% felt that the board of directors for each library knows
what’s best for its residents.

e The second consideration selected was that each board knows what’s best for its
residents.

e The third consideration most selected was that they did not trust one board to do
what’s right for individual communities. Very close behind that was that four li-
brary boards are working fine.

In making the above decisions, approximately two-thirds of all respondents felt that
it is more practical to work together on some things.

How funding should be provided to libraries

There was a great deal of division on this issue among respondents. Considering the margin
of error, among all respondents, there is a tie between “Each government that operates a
library should determine how much it spends on that library, as it is now” (33.3%) and
“Libraries in Scott County should be operated and funded on a county-wide basis. There
should be a countywide property tax to pay for libraries and libraries should go directly to
voters to approve the tax rate. The tax rate each resident pays would be the same” (34.5%).
If we say that two numbers are within the margin of error, we are saying that statistically
speaking, we cannot say that one response is more preferred than another.

Those who visit no library are more likely to want a county-wide property tax, with
county-wide approval of it (with 38.3% voting for that choice).

In analyzing this response by whether the person’s most-visited library is their
home library, we see an interesting pattern in the data. Those whose most-visited library is
their own library are more likely to believe that things should remain as they are now
(37.3%) than those whose most-visited library is not their own (23.9%). Funding on a coun-
tywide basis with voters approving the tax rate is more favored by those whose most-visited
library is not their home library (41.3%) compared to the people who most visit their home
library (32%).

We could also analyze this question by which where the respondent resides. With
that analysis, Bettendorf residents wanted to keep things as they are now (41.1%) compared
to having the countywide funding and countywide vote (27.6%). The respondents in the
other library districts are essentially tied; the differences in choice are within the margin of

€1Tor.
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Considerations used to make the above decision:

e The most common first consideration given was that everyone in the county should
pay the same tax rate for library services, with approximately one-third of respon-
dents selecting that option. The next most popular consideration first selected was
that respondents would rather decide how much tax money goes to libraries than
have government make that decision. LeClaire Community Library visitors are just
as likely to consider that “Libraries are more accountable if they get their funding
from city or county government” for the next most popular first consideration.

¢ The consideration most often chosen second by about 22% of respondents was that
libraries are more accountable if they get their funding from city or county govern-
ment.

e The third consideration chosen most often by about 20% of respondents is that the
current system is pretty fair and shouldn’t be changed.

In making the above decision, about 40% of all respondents felt that everyone
should be paying the same percentage of their property value. Another fourth felt that vot-
ers should decide how much to spend on libraries and about the same number felt resources
should be used where they’re needed most.

Importance of libraries being controlled at the local level
Close to half of respondents felt it was important to have libraries controlled at the local

level, with about 20% who felt it was very important to have libraries controlled at the local
level. About 18% thought it was not very or not at all important. About 31% reported they
were neutral or didn’t know.

e The only groups with a significant portion of respondents (about 10% each) who
did not think it was important at all to have libraries controlled at the local level
were those who visited one of the Davenport libraries most often and those who

never visited libraries.

Willingness to pay an additional $10 or $15 per year for libraries
The willingness-to-pay questions were not designed to measure whether the four libraries

should ask for more tax dollars. Rather, the questions attempted to measure how much the
people of Scott County value different things such as local control, equality of payment,
and improved services (for themselves, the city and the county).

In general, the respondents were less willing to pay more for countywide operation
of the libraries.

e About half of all respondents indicated a willingness to pay additional money if
their own town had control over the library. The notable exception to this was for
those who most often visited Davenport libraries, of which only about 41% of re-
spondents were willing.
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Only about a third of all respondents were willing to pay additional taxes if the li-
braries were operated countywide.

Approximately 30-40% of respondents were willing to pay more if the funds went
to city or county government for distribution.

Slightly more than 70% of respondents were willing to pay more if it meant they
paid the same amount as everyone else as a percentage of property value.

About three-fourths of respondents were willing to pay if they believed they would
receive better library services or if they believed that their town would receive bet-
ter services

About 71% of respondents were willing to pay if they thought everyone in the
county would receive better services. The exceptions to this was for those who
visit Bettendorf, where about 66% said they’d pay more if the county had better
services.

Who completed and returned the surveys?

Less than 5% of respondents were employed by any of the libraries or had a family
member as an employee.
The ratio of men to women was close to 50/50 with 53% of overall respondents
being male.
About 68% of respondents did not have a child under the age of 18 living at home.
Those who visited LeClaire Community Library and the Scott County Library Sys-
tem were more likely to have children living at home than the other groups. Those
who never visited libraries were the least likely to have children living at home.
Regardless of which library was patronized, between 91% and 98% of patrons were
Caucasian.
The age range with the highest percentage of respondents was 45-54 years old.
Those visiting the Scott County Library System the most were the most likely of all
the libraries to be 44 or under (about 30% of respondents). Those not visiting any
library have the largest group over the age of 55 (61%).
Overall, about one-quarter of respondents had a college or advanced degree.
e  Of the respondents who visit Bettendorf library most often about 60% have
at least a college degree.
e Of the respondents who visit the Davenport libraries the most, close to
44% have at least a college degree.
e Of the respondents who visit the Scott County libraries most often about
52% have at least a college degree.
e Of the respondents who visit the LeClaire Community library most often
about 48% have at least a college degree.
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Appendix A
Discussion Guide

The following is the discussion guide that Libraries Together used to frame the conversa-
tions in Scott County. The guide was distributed in advance to participants and used during
the forums. The four library directors have agreed upon the facts contained in this discus-
sion guide.

Together or Separate:
Rethinking libraries in Scott County

At the state and local level, leaders are pushing for government reforms that will make
scarce tax dollars go further, and libraries are among the government services being scruti-
nized. lowa has more libraries than all but three states, and many more of them serve very
small populations than the national average. In Scott County, four libraries serve a total of
some 160,000 residents. Reforms like more sharing of services or creating one unified
county library could reduce costs. They could also reduce the level of local control that is a
hallmark of lowa cities and towns.

The four public libraries of Scott County created Libraries Together so they could
be proactive in responding to shifts in how government provides services. In its first phase,
the libraries have requested an objective outsider’s look at options for improving library
service. The 10-month effort will engage the public through surveys and public meetings.
The final report will include a range of options, from simple operational efficiencies to con-
sideration of complete change for all four libraries, and the likely staff, board and public
response to each. For more information, including several reports on library service in

Scott County, go to www.librariestogether.org.

Public meetings being held from October 10-14 are designed to give county resi-
dents the chance to review the facts, consider the various options and their consequences,
and identify which options they prefer. The study is being conducted by Consensus, a Kan-
sas City-based non-profit organization.

About the four public libraries in Scott County

The four public libraries serve distinct populations. The Bettendorf Public Library serves
an affluent suburb and focuses on providing best-sellers and well-reviewed new books.
The Davenport Public Library service area includes the urban core and the library offers
extensive reference, historical and other special collections. The Scott County Library Sys-
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tem serves the historically rural area from its main library in Eldridge and eight branch li-
braries and a bookmobile that cover some 360 square miles. The LeClaire Community Li-
brary, which just opened in 2004, has served as a unifying force for long-time blue-collar
residents and residents of new housing developments in the town of 3,000.

Residents of each library pay different amounts for the services they receive. Two
measures — per-person cost and the cost per average amount of property owned — provide a
sense of who pays how much. A Scott County resident owns, on average, $57,313 in prop-
erty. The cost per average property shows how much you would have to pay in taxes if you
owned the average amount of property in each community. The amount you would pay
varies because each community has different amounts of commercial and residential prop-
erty — called the tax capacity — and, in LeClaire, because much of the new residential devel-
opment has been tax deferred.

Take Bettendorf for example. Because the community has a high tax capacity — a
lot of valuable residential and commercial property — it can take a small percentage of a
property’s value and still raise much more money per capita than other communities. In
Davenport, on the other hand, a lower tax capacity means it must tax at a higher rate in or-
der to raise even half the amount per person as Bettendorf.

The Scott County Library System is the exception. While the other three commu-
nities receive money from their cities’ general funds, state law requires that the Scott
County Library System levy a flat per-capita tax. The library divides its budget by the
number of residents living outside Bettendorf, Davenport and LeClaire; county government
collects the funds. The amount of property a person owns or the tax capacity of the town in
which he or she lives has no impact on the amount paid.

Per average
Community Per person ($57,313) property
Bettendorf $68.91 $36.67
Davenport $32.02 $43.01
LeClaire $37.71 $111.45
Scott County $27.44 $27.93
Averages | $38.69 $38.69

The issue is complicated by the fact that each library serves people who don’t pay
taxes to it. Taxpayers from one library have access to resources of all the other libraries,
which receive very little or no additional funding for serving them. Almost half of the Bet-
tendorf Public Library and about a quarter of the LeClaire Community Library circulation
have been to non-residents, and the Davenport Public Library provides collections and ref-
erence services used by people from around the region.

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa page 27



The quality of service varies from library to library. The HAPLR Index is a system
that ranks libraries based on a weighted score. It includes 15 factors related to traditional
library services, like circulation, staffing, materials, reference service and funding levels.
It’s important to note that its focus on circulation tends to put libraries with strong special
collections, like Davenport, at a disadvantage. While the collections may be used heavily,
they don’t leave the building and so aren’t measured in circulation figures. The LeClaire
Community Library is too new to be rated.

Scott County libraries, 2004 HAPLR Index based on 2002 data

# of libraries Rank among

in its pop. HAPLR libraries in

category Score its category Percentile
Davenport Public Library 530 485 278 of 530 47.5%
Bettendorf Public Library 920 830 26 of 920 97.2%
Scott County Library System 920 496 480 of 920 47.8%

This discussion guide maps out three approaches as a way to promote public delib-
eration of this important issue. Fueled by what people consider most valuable, each choice
expresses a distinct, but not mutually exclusive, perspective that could drive public policy.
Each choice has a foundation for action and each action has trade-offs and consequences
that must be considered.

The Problem: lowa has a long tradition of small, locally controlled libraries that are closely
connected to one city or town. Small libraries, though, can be more expensive to operate,
risk duplicating services, and their tax revenues vary widely based on the property values
within their small geographic area. State and local tax dollars continue to decline, trigger-
ing a push to restructure government services. Given that, how can we provide high-quality
libraries in a way that is fair to all Scott County residents?

APPROACH ONE: Unify Funding and Governance

The broad remedy: We have placed too much importance on local control. What’s more
important is our ability to make decisions for the good of residents of the whole county.
Everybody in Scott County should have access to the same quality of library services and at
the same tax rate. We should create a unified library, with one library board and one source
of funding, such as a county-wide tax.

Values:
Acting as a region, efficiency and equity
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Some facts about unification:

Around the country, there are 15 county or city/county libraries and 9 municipal
libraries that serve about the same population as resides in Scott County. The aver-
age amount that the four libraries in Scott County spend per capita ($36.90) is very
close to the amount that the 15 county-wide libraries ($31.37) and the 9 municipal
libraries ($29.75) spend per capita.

If the four libraries in Scott County became one unified library, with each property
taxed at the same rate, the amount that each person pays would change. This as-

sumes that the total budget for library services would stay the same as it is now.

Change from current

Municipality funds spent on Tax per $57,313 ]
. ] Tax per capita
libraries property

Bettendorf + 3% $36.35 $68.30

Davenport - 8% $36.35 $27.07

LeClaire -67% $36.35 $12.30

Other Scott County

. + 34% $36.35 $35.72
communities
Totals 0% $36.35 $36.35

Actions we could take:

Appoint one board of trustees to govern all the libraries in Scott County, which
would replace the four separate boards we have now.

Make the unified library system a separate taxing district, so it could operate inde-
pendently. This way, the library could go straight to the voters to approve taxes
rather than competing with other government services for scarce funds.

Reduce the number of staff positions and centralize library operations as much as
possible.

Arguments for:

The world is changing and unless we think like a region, we won’t be able to com-
pete with other regions around the country. This is just one of many steps our com-
munity should take to move toward unified services.

Everybody will have more equal library service and everybody will pay the same
tax rate for it.

The libraries could keep their own identities and connections with their citizens.
They would serve as branches of one county-wide library district.
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e Philanthropies will be more likely to spend money on a unified library system be-

cause they’ll view it as more efficient.

Arguments against:

e A library system with headquarters across the county won’t know my community
well enough to meet its needs.

e Becoming a library district would require changing state law, which would take a
lot of time and effort.

e If everyone pays the same tax rate, people with more valuable property will pay
more per capita. That means some money from more affluent areas could go to-
ward branches in less affluent areas.

e We should keep our libraries connected to city or county government so that gov-
ernment leaders can provide oversight.

APPROACH TWO: Operate Independently

The broad remedy: lowa has a tradition of local control that must be respected. Each of
the four libraries was created to serve its unique group of residents, and each is doing a
good job of that. Librarians know their own communities best; libraries must not dilute
their focus by trying to serve everyone. Some libraries will have more tax revenue than
others, and that’s only fair. But when it costs about $3.50-$4 every time someone borrows
a book, no library should have to provide free services to non-residents. Individuals who
want to use another library’s services should have to foot the bill.

Values:

Independence, tradition, fairness

Some facts about operating independently:

e The state of lowa has a program called Open Access that was intended to help fund
lending to non-residents. The fund was intended to pay at a rate of $2.00 per circu-
lation, but state funding cuts mean that today it only pays $0.27 per circulation. It
also only pays for items that leave the building. The Davenport library receives no
additional state funds for providing regional assets like historical and special col-

lections.

Actions we could take:
e Libraries institute fees to be charged to individuals who borrow a book or use a
program or service provided by a library other than their home library.
e Each library, working mainly on its own, continues to provide a comprehensive
group of services and programs designed to meet the needs of its residents.
e Libraries increase efforts to raise funds from residents and businesses within the
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library’s service area, in order to give each library the greatest independence in
how it operates.

Arguments for:

The board of trustees of each library represents that community and knows what’s
best for its residents. When tough choices have to be made, such as to close a
branch or eliminate services, a local board should make them, not outsiders.

People feel a strong allegiance to the library closest to where they live. They’re not
as likely to support taxes or make donations for libraries that are miles away.

If a community is willing to pay more for library service, it should reap the bene-
fits. If people in other communities want the “extras,” they can choose to pay more
in taxes or they can pay fees to use other libraries.

Arguments against:

Independent libraries are a thing of the past. The governor and local leaders are
demanding greater efficiency, and libraries can’t keep operating the same old way.
Independent libraries can be more expensive. We get a better value for the tax dol-
lar with larger libraries or when libraries share resources.

Foundations and corporations believe independent libraries duplicate services.
They are increasingly unlikely to help pay for independent library programs and
services.

Somebody would have to pay for low-income people to borrow materials if their
home library doesn’t have what they need.

APPROACH THREE: Collaborate to Share Services

The broad remedy: 1t is important that the libraries be governed by local residents and

maintain their connections with their city and county governments. But when services can

be provided better or less expensively by working together, why not? The libraries already

loan materials to people who don’t pay taxes to them. (Just try getting one city to provide

free snow removal to another city!) While no library should be forced to collaborate, shar-

ing never hurt anybody.

Values:

Practicality, interdependence

Some facts about collaboration:

Only three counties in the state of lowa — Scott, Clinton and Muscatine — have ac-
cess to a shared automated circulation system (Quad-LINC) or a consortium that
provides services like van delivery and resource sharing (PALS — Prairie Area Li-
brary System). Both Quad-LINC and PALS are based in Illinois; libraries in lowa
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pay based on the services they use. The cost is much less than if each library han-
dled those tasks on its own.

State funding could provide shared services for lowa libraries like those in Illinois.
In fiscal year 2002, the Iowa state library spent less per capita than all but one other
state, Texas. The national average for state library expenditure per capita that year
was $3.99. Iowa spent $1.67 and Illinois spent $5.72.

Actions we could take:

Libraries work together to agree on which programs and services they will provide,
so each library has its own specialties and doesn’t duplicate.

Libraries jointly purchase materials and databases, to achieve economies of scale.
Library staff members offer programs and temporary staffing for other libraries.
Library boards get together regularly to conduct joint planning.

Arguments for:

Libraries already collaborate. They share an electronic catalog and training
through regional programs based in Illinois. We know it saves money, so more
collaboration should save more money.

Sharing could allow all libraries, even the smallest, to offer a range of programs
and services.

Collaboration means that each library can continue to focus primarily on serving its
unique group of residents.

Arguments against:

Collaboration may provide better services, but it won’t necessarily be less expen-
sive. It takes time and money to keep collaboration going.

If libraries share staff members, we’ll need to raise some staff salaries to be the
same across the county.

The time that a library spends on collaboration with other libraries takes time away
from serving its own residents.

Not every library has the same resources, so some will have more to gain or lose
from collaboration than others.
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Appendix B

Forum dates and locations

Group

Joint Board Forum
Joint Staff Forum
Public Forum
Public forum
Staff forum

Public forum
Public forum
Public forum

Blue Ribbon forum
Public forum
Public forum

Friends and foundations

Date

Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.
Oct.

10
10
10
11
11
11
12
12
13
13
13
14

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa

Location
Davenport
Davenport
Davenport
Davenport
Bettendorf
Bettendorf
Bettendorf
LeClaire
Bettendorf
Eldridge
Eldridge
Bettendorf
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Appendix C
Forum summaries

Davenport Forum #1.:

Collaborate as a step to unification
All seven persons who attended this forum said they were Davenport library users.

Overview

One of the participants spoke about the Allan County Library in Fort Wayne, Indiana, as an

example of a successful unified system. The group favored unification overall, but felt that

collaboration might be a first step on the road to unification. They were, in general, more

focused on assuring the same or better service than on saving money, and felt unification

would provide the most benefits.

Personal stake

These heavy library users said they want to make sure libraries are there for the next
generation.

“I want the library for me. I’'m concerned that I won’t be able to get the materials I
need.”

“I want to keep it free.”

Unification

One of the participants, a Davenport contributor, offered Fort Wayne as an example
of successful unification. “They could be a sister county. They have one major library
and then they built 14 satellite libraries in every little village. It’s all funded in taxes
from Fort Wayne. Everybody in the county in Fort Wayne helps pay for it equally and
it’s distributed and you don’t duplicate purchasing.”

Several participants felt that unification was a trend that goes beyond libraries.

They had concerns about how a unified system could be equitable. For instance,
small rural communities resent having to pay the same tax rate as others who are closer
to major library facilities.

One said that each small community in Scott County would have to be represented
on a unified board.

Independence

Participants said Scott County has already had independent systems and giving up
Quad-LINC would be a step backwards. “That was the dark ages in Scott County.”
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e They were united in not believing that individual borrowers should have to pay to bor-
row materials or use services at other libraries. Some questioned whether there really
was a cost to reciprocal borrowing.

e About the importance of local control, one woman said, “When you talk about turf, I'm
afraid of losing turf. I’m afraid I’'m going to lose the access I currently have.”

Collaboration

e This group agreed that collaboration was the way to go, and that collaboration is a
first step toward unification, which is the ultimate goal. “Even if you wanted to go to
one administration, you couldn’t do it immediately. This is a step forward.”

e “How much further can we go with it? That’s a question we can’t answer until we
collaborate. That’s how we know how much we can do and how much we can save.
The end of product of collaboration, I think, is that it shows we need to unify.”

e Participants felt that the inequity of wages at the different libraries would be an issue
in both collaboration and unification.

e In addition to preparing for unification, the group said collaboration would save
money.

Bettendorf Forum #2:

Collaborate in order to improve services

Fourteen heavy library users attended this forum. Seven were Davenport residents and
seven were Bettendorf residents. Most said they used both the Bettendorf and the Daven-
port libraries. Several said they attended the forum specifically to argue against user fees
for non-resident borrowing.

Overview

The group generally agreed that collaboration was the best option and that it was an end in
itself rather than a step toward unification. They agreed that the goal of collaboration
should be to improve services and that any savings should be funneled back into improving

services.

Personal Stake

e  “I think libraries are a sign of a good healthy community. Any community that does not
have a strong library system is really poor. It’s such a great resource to all kinds of peo-
ple and economic brackets and a sign of people’s values if we’re willing to put money
into libraries.”

e “I’m very proud of this library, but I also have over the years been proud of the Daven-
port library, its special architecture and its status in the community.”

e  “I’m originally from a very small town and that (the library) is how I began to be inter-
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ested in literature. It was free and a place to spend time. I am delighted to see young
people here using the automated system. I would hate to see anyone deprived of that.
I’d rather see a tax increase.”

Unification

e One participant liked the fact that unification would bring equity. “Everybody would
be paying the same amount and would have access to all the resources of all the librar-
ies.” Another liked unification because it would lessen the inequities among the vari-
ous libraries.

e But another struggled with how to design an equitable system for both large and
small towns. “People who live in the small towns, a big hunk of their property taxes go
to the library system. One town I know gets only a bookmobile for a couple of hours a
week. I think they would prefer to not pay the tax and to drive to Eldridge for the li-
brary.”

e One said that a unified board would be stronger than four individual boards. “One
board that is addressing the needs of each individual library will do a better job than
individual boards for each library. They can learn from each library and pass it on so
that all the libraries can do well in that regard, and they might find out how to improve
things that aren’t working.”

e But another worried that individual libraries would lose power under a joint board.

e Another participant said, “I would like to think we can have our cake and eat it, too,
with one board that could see the differences and strengths of each library.”

¢ One said she feared the loss of autonomy. “We all still want that autonomy of our own
library. We want to decide our hours, how many meeting rooms we have, how many
story hours.”

Independence

e This group felt that libraries are a resource the community provides to anyone who
wants to use it. “We are a community and the Davenport people don’t charge Betten-
dorf for using public parks. Davenport has swimming pools and Bettendorf people
come to swim.”

¢ Another said net borrowing was a problem for Bettendorf, but the problem should be
addressed in some way other than charging a fee.

¢ One woman said user fees “would be the death of Quad-LINC.”

Collaboration

e One participant who favored collaboration said it would eliminate duplication of ser-
vices.

¢ Another said collaboration makes sense because the libraries are already doing it. But
she went on to say that collaboration was really a step to the ultimate goal of unifica-
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tion. “I think the patrons would be surprised and pleased if they saw a chart that would
show how much money could be saved” through unification.

e Another participant said he didn’t believe collaboration would necessarily save
money.

e Once more, this group struggled with how collaboration could be equitable. “A big
library like Davenport or Bettendorf would have more resources and the smaller librar-
ies would not need the same resources.”

e The group thought a good starting point for collaboration would be jointly setting
hours and days the libraries would be open, so that there would always be one library
open for Scott County residents.

Davenport Forum #2:
Collaborate, but keep talking about the future

Three persons attended the forum Tuesday morning at the Davenport Main Library.

Overview

Participants agreed that they liked the idea of collaboration. They said they would like to
hear more discussion about the pros and cons of each library having a specialty area; they
were not sure whether they favored that type of collaboration. They also said that unifica-
tion would be very difficult to achieve.

Personal Stake

e “I’m interested in libraries because I use them so much. Every three weeks I go to the
branch to pick up books. I also come down to special collections because I’'m a gene-
alogist and do research for the genealogy society.”

e “I am proud of Bettendorf and don’t want to see things that would decrease its effec-
tiveness. What you are doing (the Libraries Together project) may be the precursor to
what happens in other city services, snow removal, etc. so it will be interesting to see
what people say about it.”

Unification

e One participant said that unification would be more efficient. “The connections
would be much better among the entities. I would think it would be more efficient.
And training of all staff would be the same. I would see a lot of benefits.”

e But another countered that unification may not increase efficiency. “The question of
efficiency, having everyone trained together, that’s a great idea and should be applied
today. But this library has X amount of work that has to be done each day. It has a
fixed amount of staff resources. Merging the libraries together doesn’t change the
amount of work that has to be done.”

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa page 37



e Another said unification would standardize policies, so that patrons did not have to
keep track of varying policies.

e One woman said the greatest benefit might be the greater distance between library
services and politics. “Right now, it (the library) competes with garbage pick-up. If it
was given a separate system, it would be easier to stand on its own merits.”

Independence

¢ One participant called independence a step backward from what the libraries already
have, especially the sharing through Quad-LINC. “Quad-LINC has unified libraries on
both sides of the state line. I think we’ve already got that and that’s a wonderful thing.
It makes me think they would never go back, they would never give that up.

e One said people in the Quad Cities area don’t really think about which library their
taxes support. They are used to going to whichever library is the most convenient, and
they appreciate being able to do so.

e There was some disagreement over whether people who do not pay taxes to sup-
port a library should be required to pay a fee to use its services. “I don’t have any
children but I pay taxes for schools. There are some things we do that we do because
they are good,” one said. But another answered, “l am starting to lean toward having
people who don’t pay any taxes (to the library) pay a fee for services.”

e One person said home rule has hurt Iowa. “All towns have their pride but how long
can we support that?”

e The group felt it would be difficult for library staff to collect fees.

Collaboration

¢ Collaboration is common sense, one participant said. “What’s there not to like about
this? It’s apple pie and the American flag — let’s all work together to be more efficient.”

e Another said the libraries are already collaborating.

e The purpose of collaboration is saving money, one said. However, another countered
that the level of service should not be reduced in order to save money.

e The group thought it was an excellent idea for the library boards to get together.

e They also thought joint purchasing offers opportunities.

e They saw issues that could complicate collaboration. These included the strain that
collaboration might put on staff and the disparities in salaries across the libraries.

Bettendorf Forum #1.:

Collaborate but keep the local flavor
Nine persons attended this evening forum. All had used a library in the prior two weeks;

two had used the Davenport library and the rest had used Bettendorf.
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Overview

The participants favored collaboration as an end unto itself, not as a step toward unification.
They agreed that “local flavor” is important, and that they would not want all libraries to be
the same. They did not agree on whether non-residents should pay for services from librar-
ies to which they do not pay taxes. They value being able to use all the Scott County librar-
ies and are not willing to give that up. They were not particularly worried about efficiency.
This group acknowledged that non-resident borrowing put a toll on some libraries and said
they were willing to personally help pay the cost.

Personal Stake

e “This is my life’s blood. I love books. I don’t date; I don’t go to bars. This is what I do
for fun — read books and go to library,” one woman said.

e Another said the library is a community hub, that “for us, it’s the center of town.”

e Several mentioned the importance of the libraries as a business and community meeting
place.

Unification

e On the down side, the participants worried that unification would diminish the individ-
ual personalities of each library. Others, however, said that while each lowa commu-
nity had a unique “feel” to it 50 years ago, “there’s a Starbucks and an Applebee’s on
each corner now.”

e Equality means everyone should have “equal library service,” but not necessarily pay
the same tax rate, they said. They felt no one should be denied service because they
live in a low-tax-rate area. But to others, the number of people who do not pay taxes in
Bettendorf but who use the Bettendorf library is an issue. “To me it’s not equitable that
the number of people come to Bettendorf and pay lower taxes in Davenport,” one
woman said. “What would be more equitable would be if everybody paid the same
rate.”

e Several said they would like the libraries to operate separately from local govern-
ment, which they saw as an advantage of unification.

e There was agreement that people would not approve a tax increase, making unifica-
tion impossible.

e In the area of governance, one woman worried that consolidating the library boards
would decrease the level of support for libraries that the trustees provide for their
four communities.

Independence

e The participants said they believed anyone could use any library in the United States,
and that it is very important for all Americans, especially students, to have free access.

e Although they did not like the idea of a per-transaction fee, several said they would be
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willing to pay a flat fee, perhaps $25 a year, to get books from other libraries. Some
wondered if $25 would be enough to help the libraries out.

e They worried that charging fees for specific services would be too complicated to ad-
minister.

e “Maybe they need to have a system for students,” one suggested. “Maybe students
are guaranteed to have access to materials.”

e “We’re talking about public libraries here and I want it to stay public. I don’t want to
push people away who can’t pay. Maybe we can do it more efficiently.”

e This group disagreed on whether Iowa can continue to maintain libraries in small
rural areas. “It’s ridiculous, ludicrous to say a town with 300 people can fund a li-
brary,” one woman said. But when she retires, another said, “My goal is to move to a
small town where I can have access to a great library.”

Collaboration

e “I"d like to try this for five years, give it a chance and see what it really offers to the
community. Let’s move to that middle ground and see how it goes, and if it’s not
working we can try something else. We’re already doing some of this and let’s do
more.”

e This group said the goals of collaboration are efficiency and increased resources.

e They liked the idea of the trustees doing joint planning. I think from what I’ve seen
that the libraries have developed a wonderful sense of collaboration. 1’d love to see the
library boards get together more often, get that sense of camaraderie and be able to dis-
cuss honestly and openly what’s going on.”

e Areas of collaboration that made sense to participants included joint purchasing of
databases and joint programming.

e  “I’'m embarrassed that we’re turning to Illinois to support our libraries. I think that’s
scary. I feel like lowa needs to pony up. I wish the state library could contribute
more.”

LeClaire Forum:
Collaborate to help students succeed
Two persons, a husband a wife, attended this forum.

Overview

While they said they do not use the libraries much themselves, they believe the libraries are
important to their children and grandchild and to all families. They had a special concern
about what unification would mean to the LeClaire library, which residents worked very
hard to open.

Personal Stake

e The woman said while she does not use the library much, “it’s something that will here
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much longer than us,” she said.

Unification

e The man said he was concerned LeClaire might have to pay back the endowment
that got it started if unification came about.

e They agreed that it was a good idea for the boards to get together, but they thought the
libraries should remain separate.

Independence
e The woman said she thought libraries should not charge fees.

Collaboration

e They liked the idea of collaboration. “The ideas come up when people brainstorm.”

Scott County Forum #1.

Collaboration is good IF the libraries want to do it

There were five Scott County residents, including one city councilman, and one LeClaire
resident, at this forum. In addition, a Scott County board member observed and a reporter
from the North Scott Press was present.

Overview
The group agreed that being more independent, and particularly restricting access to other
libraries, would be a step backward that they couldn’t support. They thought it was fair to
charge non-resident borrowers, but they weren’t eager to do it and were concerned about
students and the poor.

They were skeptical about unification because they were concerned that smaller areas
would be overridden by larger parts of the community.

They felt most favorable overall about the idea of collaboration, which they thought
offered the most benefits for patrons. However, they thought the libraries should initiate

collaboration and that it should not be imposed upon them.

Personal Stake

e Several participants said they attended the forum because they felt library services
might be threatened. “I appreciate being able to use any library I go to, and if there
would be a charge, that would be wicked to have to pay to get a book,” one said.

e Another said that people in Eldridge and North Scott County have made a big in-
vestment in their libraries and are very proud of them.

e Another’s concern was literacy. Referring to the bookmobile, she added, “Scott County
specifically has had history of getting books to people. I would hate to see that go.”
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Unification

One participant who liked unification said it would allow each library to retain its
own personality, yet gain advantages.

Another said, “It has the biggest advantage in terms of cost savings, but that doesn’t
mean it’s right.”

One man said that, although people are resistant to change, managing libraries from a
county view might be better.

LeClaire may not be able to afford electronic resources for a long time unless it uni-
fies, one said.

But participants also felt there was no need for unification. “We have access to all
these libraries now. What would be the benefit of this?

The participants felt it would be difficult to fashion a unified board that would be fair
to both urban and rural communities.

Another was troubled by the fact that Scott County’s per capita rate would increase
under unification.

Others said that unification in other areas had been negative. “They put a lot of em-
phasis on efficiency in schools. They closed a lot of small schools in small communi-

ties, and those small communities suffered.”

Independence

Participants called independence a step backwards. In addition to losing Quad-LINC,
they felt people would not be willing to pay for services. “We would not be willing to
pay, because we’re not used to paying.”

One person felt the state should put more money into libraries.

Another concern was that independence would have a negative impact on students,
who often use the Bettendorf library and might be restricted.

They did not agree on what “local” meant to them, but one said local character was fad-
ing. “What used to be our town is everyone else’s town now. We have a building boom
and people moving in...they’re just sort of blending in and winning us over. Old Le-
Claire doesn’t exist anymore.”

Collaboration

The group liked collaboration because it would benefit patrons.

They also said it was already working.

They were troubled by the possibilities that collaboration could reduce independence
and discourage innovation.

One said he saw no downside to collaboration and would favor unification in certain
conditions. “If unification enhances the services to the disadvantaged, I see benefits. If

unification reduces services to small communities, I’m opposed.”
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Scott County Forum #2:

Collaborate, but don’t lose the personal touch

This forum included five participants, including two part-time library employees from Scott
County, a lady from Blue Grass, the husband of one employee, and a gentleman from the
Eldridge area.

Overview

This group said maintaining the unique character of the various libraries was very impor-
tant. In particular, they valued the fact that there is a small-town feel about the Scott
County Library System, where librarians know your name and notice if you haven’t been in
for a while.

While the group thought that unification of libraries was a long way down the road,
they did feel that it was fair that everyone pay the same tax rate for library services. They
weren’t philosophically opposed to the idea of paying for services from other libraries, but
they thought the better way to handle it would be to have a higher tax rate overall than to a
“nickel-and-dime” people to death.

The group favored collaboration as a next step. They wanted the libraries to find
out if it would work, if it would save money, if it would improve services, before moving
on to unification.

Personal Stake

o “I like the little libraries. In so many towns, little kids can’t walk to the library and I
would like to make sure we look into this.”

e “I have concerns they want to make one big giant library. Consolidation is kind of the
thing but sometimes you have to put the people first, too.”

Unification

e Some members of this group felt that unification is fair. “Everybody paying the same
tax rate would be fair. People are going to have to understand they’re going to have to
put up the money. It’s an investment in children, in what the future’s going to be.”

e Another participant argued that unification will become necessary. “You’re going to
have to cut out something and the smaller libraries are inefficient.”

e “If you don’t unify, libraries like Bettendorf will start charging because people are
using their facilities. But unifying would level things out,” one said.

¢ Another felt unification would provide equity between the richer and poorer libraries.

e But another argued unification leads to the lowest common denominator of service.
“The community library should have the ability to adjust their resources to the patrons’
needs.”

e The group seemed to agree that unification would be politically difficult. “The crea-
tion of a new taxing body would just make people think that the government was put-
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ting another hand in your pocket. Whether the amount they would be taxed would in-
crease or decrease, that is not nearly as significant as the fact that a new taxing body
would be created,” one man said.

e Several people said the individual personalities of the libraries and the library staffs
were very important to them. “My experience is that people at large libraries are not
nearly as friendly. People at Eldridge are very friendly and helpful. I feel comfortable
here.” Another said, “When I go in, the Blue Grass librarian says she’s glad to see me.
She appeals to the people who go there.”

Independence

e The group did not like this approach. Several agreed with one participant who said,
“It’s like nickel-and-diming you. People would resent being charged for each service,
$3.40 at a time. I would favor unification of tax rate rather than charging independ-
ently.”

e “If you’re out to stimulate people to use the library, this will turn people off,” another
said.

e Another agreed. “What you really want is to see some use of the library. People come
in to use the computers or come in to read the paper. They may never check out a book,
and they’re not going to pay the $4.”

Collaboration

e The group felt collaboration would allow more services to library patrons. For in-
stance, they would like to see libraries work together to bring in well-known authors.

e They also said the “baby steps” approach was right for Scott County. “Any program,
people are going to look and say what’s there for me and how will it effect me. If they
see a radical change, like if my branch closes, you get people up in arms,” one said.

e They favored collaboration for purchasing books and other materials.

e They agreed that collaboration could be a step toward unification.
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Forums with stakeholder groups

Blue Ribbon Committee Forum:
Continue savings through collaboration and don’t shut the door

on unification.
Nine persons attended this forum held in Bettendorf. All were members or staff of the Blue

Ribbon Committee.

Overview

This group believed that collaboration has been effective and should be continued. How-
ever, they were not ready to say whether collaboration was a step toward unification, or an
end in itself. They agreed that the libraries should take “baby steps” toward increased col-
laboration. They said public officials need to take the initiative and start the process and
then let the public see that it is working. They also said the Quad Cities need to build a
“culture of collaboration.”

Personal Stake

¢ “From standpoint of an alderman, I am interested in keeping quality as it is but [ am also
interested in seeing what efficiency could be.”

e “I think not all the libraries in Scott County should be alike. In Davenport we have his-
torical and genealogical collections. I would like to have collections that somewhat
overlap but to have some variations, some distinctive pieces. That is valuable and im-
portant to the community and to drawing in wide variety of people.”

e “Ilike to see things as fair as possible for citizens. In Dixon, lowa, they have a budget
for the whole city of $24,000. Property taxes are really low. Last year they had to pay
$9000 to the library. You have other cities that pay almost nothing.”

Unification

e One participant said unification might be good, but only if each library could retain
its distinctive character. “If they became an homogenous mass, I would oppose it.
People would expect it to be different, for the special collections to grow and maintain
their quality, and that Eldridge has information on agricultural issues. That’s what I
would look for first.”

e One man felt that countywide planning would be an asset in siting libraries.
“Davenport is putting one out at Fairmont, which is not that far from Eldridge. That
decision has been made, but it’s because there’s no unified focus on library services
throughout the county. Individual libraries have sited libraries based on population
within their boundaries, not looking at the county as the whole.”

e There were concerns the rural areas would suffer under unification. “I think Daven-
port and Bettendorf libraries would take care of themselves and Eldridge would suffer,”
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one woman said. “My concern is that a unified system would not be equitable. If you
live in the city, you can’t imagine what it’s like to live in a small community. My con-
cern is that they would not understand.”

Another worried the quality of service in Bettendorf would be reduced. “This library
has a lot of community support, a strong volunteer group. This is a busy place. To re-
duce the current level of services here, at the expense of this library, to raise it else-
where, would not be well received in Bettendorf,” she said.

Independence

The group saw independence as a step backward. “I wouldn’t want to pay to go once to
Davenport to use the special collection. It would decrease the use of libraries,” one said.

For another, however, charging a fee for library use seemed fair for libraries as well
as other services. “The user fee concept, if you use it you pay for it. That’s the way we
need to pay solid waste fees, etc.” Another said he had a non-resident fishing license
and would not mind paying a non-resident library fee.

Another countered that charging fees would be too complicated to administer.

Several others said that smaller towns might suffer from their desire for independ-
ence. “Ironically, by contracting out they could be fiscally stronger,” one said.

One said small towns are not well served by the current bookmobile system, but the
Internet might hold great promise. “I don’t want library building to be something of
the past, but there’s so much we haven’t envisioned online.”

However, another added that libraries are social gathering places and great places
for children.

Collaboration

The committee members said they saw the need for collaboration in libraries as well as
in other services they are studying. “There’s more demand from the public for services.
We can’t provide those services without sharing assets and ideas,” one said.

“We are all together here because we are exploring ways to collaborate and unify, an-
other said. “The public in each city is wanting more. They like collaboration but want
individual character. As a public official, I really see that as a conflict.”

Another said that smaller towns fear collaboration would take away their independ-
ence. “Small towns hold on to things that they can’t afford to do because they are afraid
larger towns will annex them, because they don’t want to lose control of their city.”

One participant said collaboration felt comfortable. Another said, “It feels like a natu-
ral evolution.”

Another questioned whether collaboration went far enough. “When is it time to step
out of our box? While I’'m concerned about losing our identity, I think it may be time
we step out of our comfort zone to unify.”

The group felt that collaboration could provide savings through cooperative purchas-

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa page 46



ing and shared staff.

e They also discussed the advantages of wider levels of collaboration, perhaps involv-
ing the schools or the Quad Cities on the Illinois side.

e One man wondered whether the major benefits of collaboration had not already
been achieved. “I wonder how much further we can carry that if we don’t unify. How
much more savings can we get from collaboration? We have four outstanding librari-
ans who are doing a lot already. How much more can you squeeze this particular thing
to get efficiencies?”

e They acknowledged that union issues complicate collaboration in libraries and other
areas they have studied. “There would have to be a process of attrition and then moving
to one union.”

e One also worried the collaboration might be confusing for staff members. “Is her
job to be loyal to Bettendorf, which signs her paycheck, or to collaboration? We have
to help the staff by giving them goals and guidelines. Otherwise we put them in a diffi-
cult position.”

Library Trustees Forum:

Collaborate because it’s the practical approach
Eleven people who were trustees of one of the Scott County Libraries attended this forum.

Of these, four were Bettendorf trustees; three were LeClaire trustees; three were Davenport

trustees; and one was from Scott County.

Overview

This group felt that, if they could start over from scratch, unification would be the best sys-
tem. However, they repeatedly pointed to what they saw as the political impossibilities of
unification. They feel that the various cities and rural areas of Scott County are too different
to make unification a viable option. They see a substantial difference in how urban and ru-
ral people use libraries. On the other hand, they feel that the Scott County libraries already
collaborate and that collaboration is working. Like other groups, they said collaboration
should be voluntary, not mandated, and that collaborate should be expanded slowly rather
than quickly. They are not willing to take the “step backward” to more independence.

Personal Stake
e “Libraries should be part of our future life.”
e “Libraries play an important role in community development.”

e “I wrote a patent. I took 17 books out of the library and got everything I needed there.”

Unification
e Seven of the trustees said they did not think unification was practical. “It would be a
tremendously difficult task to make happen the way our communities are today. It’s
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beyond my belief that it would ever happen,” one said. Another added, “It would re-
quire a drastic change in how we look at local county government.”

Another said the state does not support unification. “The environment outside of us is
not conducive for this to work.”

They also said they did not believe the public would support a change in the way it
was taxed.

Some of the trustees agreed that unification would probably lead to more efficiency.
“What’s positive would be that the larger unit would be able to run more efficiently.
We could share the benefits of what everyone has going well for them,” one said.

One said he did not think the quality of service among the libraries would be af-
fected if they adopted a unified system.

Several said a unified system would take away the individual personalities of each
library. “We feel strongly about our communities. It would take so much for Scott
County to become one unit because we all have one little piece of the pie and we like it
that way.”

Finally, several said they felt some of the problems that lead to discussion of unifica-
tion have already been solved. “Maybe this is an issue that has already been solved
(non-resident usage). LeClaire has a library. Davenport is getting new branches. The
dynamics will change. The discussion three years from now will be different,” one said.
Another said net borrowing issues had been taken into account when the new Daven-
port branches were sited.

Independence

The trustees called independence a step backward for their libraries. “We would all
be paying more if we went separately,” was how one trustee explained it. As another
put it, “I’m not fond of building walls.”

One trustee said they all want to encourage library usage in general, not just the usage
of their own libraries. “We want them to come. We want them to use our library. It’s
not their fault they choose the more convenient library,” she said.

While they acknowledge that net borrowing can be seen as unfair, the trustees say they
would not change the system. As one said, “We understand no library is only serving
its own residents.”

Another said that the state could help solve a problem by funding Open Access at a
higher level.

Collaboration

The trustees said Scott County libraries are already leaders in cooperation, and that
they want the library directors to push for more collaboration. “I have a lot of faith in
our directors if they’re willing to push this and look for things we can do together,” one
said.

They liked the idea of further collaboration, such as expanding the services LeClaire
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can provide, sharing a pool of substitute staff, and collaborating on hours of operation.

e The trustees said collaboration should develop through a series of small steps. “The
staff and directors have talked together for some time. I have a sense that the boards
have not collaborated. We haven’t had an open dialogue. We haven’t talked about
plans and strategies about where we’re going with our library. If we had the chance to
communicate that, then other libraries could plan accordingly. The first step is to tell
each other what they’re doing,” one said.

¢ Collaboration should not be mandated, the trustees said. As one put it, “It will hap-
pen because we as communities will say that we need to do it. We can’t say that this is
going to be another layer of bureaucracy; it’s more a coming together of people who
make a difference.”

e They also said the state could do more to encourage collaboration. In order to be
most effective, one trustee said, “The state would need to produce substantial amounts
of money to encourage us to do this. We have available to us 28E agreements we can
use to collaborate in a formal fashion. Here, we have three municipal libraries and a

county library, which would make it difficult to force us to work together.”

Library Friends and Foundations Forum:
Collaborate but keep funding separate
Sixteen persons, all members of either a library friends group or a library board of trustees

of one of the libraries, attended this forum held in Bettendorf. Eleven came from Betten-

dorf, two from LeClaire and three from Davenport.

Overview

The group agreed the libraries should collaborate, but also maintain their independence.
While they liked the idea of shared programming, they did not want to unify the funding of
the libraries. They said it was more important to improve services than to save money, and
that there should not be a charge for non-residents. Most agreed libraries are a public ser-

vice and access should be available to all people.

Personal Stake

e One participant was a doctor who, when he moved to the Quad Cities, researched the
various libraries and then chose to live in Bettendorf. “As far as community building,
it’s a meeting place, a hotbed for expression of ideas. Libraries really do build commu-
nity in a lot of different ways,” he said.

e “It’s the general store...and a great cup of coffee,” said another.

Unification

e One participant liked the economies of scale available through unification.
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e Another said it might increase overall funding, especially from philanthropies.

e The opportunity to bypass local government and go directly to voters for support
was a plus to one participant. “In Bettendorf there has been a real sense of support.
That’s why we pay a lot per capita is because of that support. I haven’t seen that much
support with the Scott County and Davenport libraries. If they had the same goals in
mind as we do, it could be a benefit to them.”

e But another said unification would not be equitable. “If you look at it on a per capita
basis, I think local control is fair. It gives the local community the opportunity to pay
more for a higher level of service. To say everyone should pay the same, it guarantees
mediocrity. It doesn’t give local libraries the chance to excel.”

e Another agreed, saying the various communities have different standards. “If you
look at it as Bettendorf, as a resident I’'m willing to pay more. If it then has to go to a
larger area for a vote, the number of people in Bettendorf is a smaller percentage than
Davenport, and it could be voted down.”

¢ Another participant pointed out that unification would not necessarily save money.

o Finally, one Bettendorf resident worried that libraries would lose their identities un-
der unification. “People in Bettendorf are proud of their library and worked hard on it.
We’re proud of what we’ve got here, and we could lose that.”

Independence

e One participant said some library patrons might benefit from independence. “You
would be more likely to find the stuff you’re looking for in Bettendorf, because people
from outside Bettendorf often have our stuff.”

e Another said independence offered a greater opportunity for excellence.

e Under an independent model, libraries would not be subsidizing one another, one
woman said.

e “If you charge non-residents, you would have another revenue stream,” which one par-
ticipant said could lead to increased income.

e And one said independence could be better for patrons. “Local control makes librar-
ies more responsive to community needs, like Internet access.” While some communi-
ties might be willing to pay for Internet access, others might not, he said.

e But one woman said smaller libraries would lose access to the resources of bigger
libraries. “It’s easy to say you want independence when you’re living in Bettendorf or
Davenport, but I drove in many times (from Scott County) to make sure my kids got
what they needed.”

e Another objected to the non-resident user fee. “So we ought to put up a toll booth
when you come in to Bettendorf, because Bettendorf pays for the roads?”

e One resident said reciprocal borrowing does strain libraries. “I think people forget
when people from Davenport come here to get books, there’s more for the staff to do,
more processing, more work per staff person than if you just served Bettendorf.”

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa page 50



e One participant felt charging a non-resident fee would make users more responsi-
ble. “The idea is when you provide a free service, people abuse it more. I work in
emergency (medical) department ad when you provide free medical service people
abuse it.”

¢ Another, though, was not bothered by non-resident use. “Your users are not necessar-
ily your funding source.”

Collaboration

e Collaboration strengthens the entire county, one participant said. “From a philoso-
phical standpoint, it’s taken years for us to realize that economic development in one
community benefits another. It builds on our working together.”

e Because it doesn’t require changing laws, another said, it’s practical.

e  One said it might allow libraries to provide more services.

¢ One woman said patrons of some libraries might not like collaboration. “I have
heard in the past of Bettendorf people getting upset when a program was open to Bet-
tendorf and all these Davenport people came, and Bettendorf people couldn’t get in.”

e Collaboration is good for public relations, one said. “If the community sees that li-
braries are cooperating, it’s a better image. If they see we’re fighting tooth and nail, it
hurts the image.”

e Another worried it might be complicated to work out joint purchasing.

e Collaboration could lead to increased funding, one said. “Maybe the giving institu-
tions like riverboat development would be more interested in giving to shared efforts.”

e The group consensus was that foundations should continue to be separate, but in-
crease collaboration. “I think there’s been substantial collaboration on all aspects
within the library,” one participant said. “One or two joint board meetings a year would
be a good idea. The directors should set the agenda.”

e They also felt the area where collaboration would be most effective would be at the
staff, rather than the board, level.

Staff Forum #1.:
Work toward collaboration but realize it should not be

imposed upon libraries
Thirteen persons attended this forum in Davenport. Eleven were from Davenport and two

from Bettendorf.

Overview

This group agreed it favored collaboration, but thought that collaboration might be difficult
to achieve. The participants agreed that retaining free access to all Scott County residents
for all libraries was vital. They also agreed that collaboration should come from within the
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libraries rather than being imposed upon them, and that any collaboration should improve
service to patrons. They expressed a “healthy skepticism for collaboration for collabora-
tion’s sake.”

Personal Stake

e I like the one-on-one interaction (of working in the library). I used to be teacher in a
classroom of twenty to thirty students. I can help a person in more intimate way in the
library.”

e “You know you’re having an effect on people’s lives.”

e “Ihaveajob I love going to every day and I know it’s important to our community.”

Stake in the future

e Library staff members said discussion of changes in governance could affect them di-
rectly. “Efficiency to me means eliminate.”

e “We know state cuts are coming. I worry we will consolidate and save and trim, create
lower budgets, then the state will cut even more off of our budget.”

Unification

e This group struggled with defining what equal service would mean. “Some libraries
have bigger budgets than others. I would expect those to have more extensive data-
bases.”

e One felt that philanthropies might give more support to a unified system.

e Another said patrons would not care, because they already see the four libraries as
one system. “A lot of patrons already think we’re one library. They don’t know, or
maybe care, that it’s four different organizations. So long as they get what they need,
that’s all that matters to them.”

e But another saw more homogeneous service as a downside. “If you have one or two
people doing the collection development, it will reflect their tastes down the road. It’s
better to have more people involved.”

e Another said that different communities have different standards. “I would not ex-
pect to find, if I lived in Donohue, the same kind of books that I would find here. We
would have different books in our library than a rural, small library. If we came to-
gether as a group, how do we come together with our collection policy? How do we
filter our computers, when Bettendorf won’t filter and the little libraries are more com-
munity-control?”

e They disagreed on whether unification would reduce staff. While the library system
might only need one director, “we’re all down to bare bones as it is,” one said.

¢ Finally, one participant said unification is not politically feasible. “I don’t know how
citizens would view the separate taxing district. I think they’ll see it as an additional
tax and they won’t vote for it.”
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Independence

Independence could be seen by some as fair, said one staff member. “It would avoid
having citizens of one community foot the bill for citizens of another community.”
Another thought it would appeal to taxpayers. “It seems like the people who use it pay
for it. Patrons would like that. I can see the public saying the ones who are using it
should pay for it.”

But others felt it would be a step backward. “People feel a strong allegiance (to librar-
ies)...although it may not be the library they pay taxes to support,” one staff member
said.

“We’re used to providing services to everyone and that’s a mind frame that would be
very difficult to change,” said another.

Collaboration

This group said collaboration is already going on. “Collaboration has been a good
thing and we collaborate fairly well. It’s something we need to be looking at. I don’t
see us becoming homogeneous. We would have to keep our identities.”

Another felt having more people involved in decision-making could be good.
Another thought shared planning would be a benefit.

But another said the libraries are already collaborating in the areas where it makes
sense.

Another related an experience where collaboration had not worked well in the past.
“The libraries participated in a collaborative historical digitizing project, jointly hiring
one staff person. “Even at that, with her going from place to place to place, even care-
fully defined, she spent more time at your place than my place or she got more done at
your place than mine. She didn’t know who she got her marching orders from.”

Staff Forum #2:
Collaborate, but make sure it is efficient and effective
Fourteen staff members, twelve from Bettendorf and two from LeClaire, attended this fo-

rum held in Bettendorf.

Overview

This group agreed that it “feels right” to collaborate across the Quad Cities. However, they

agreed that they were motivated both by what is good for their patrons and what is good for

them as staff members. They acknowledged they were territorial and reluctant to change in

some cases. They also said they were not willing to see staff cuts or cuts in service. They

also said they were not willing to create barriers between libraries.
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Personal Stake

“The best outcome is better service for county residents as a whole. How we’re set up
now can be confusing for patrons.”

“I don’t want to get stressed out and have to do a bunch more work. We’re all
stretched to the limit. We’ve had so much change in Bettendorf in the last four months
that the thought of making more major changes freaks us out.”

A staff person from LeClaire said, “I am concerned that the little libraries are under-
staffed, underpaid, underloved. I am worried we’d end up doing the work that nobody
else wanted to do. Because we’re the least skilled or newest that we would end up with
the stuff nobody wanted to do.”

Unification

One staff member said unification is the most equitable approach. “It’s hard to get
beyond thinking about Bettendorf patrons, but thinking about all of Scott County, resi-
dents would be better served by more equal hours and services.”

Another said staff sharing would be a benefit.

However, another worried that libraries would lose their identities under unifica-
tion. “The libraries keeping their own identity to me is important. People don’t really
care how things are administered, they just care how things are when they come
through door.”

Another said it would be politically unfeasible because residents are already pleased
with the service they receive. “People in Scott County would say why should we pay
more, when we can get what we want now.”

A bigger library system might not be more efficient, one staff member said.
Efficiency is hard to measure, another added. “But we are not a factory, we are not
producing something you can measure at the end. It has to do with karma, with treating
patrons nicely.”

Another felt the libraries benefit from their relationships with the cities or counties.
A Bettendorf staff member said, “We have tight ties to the city here, we’re training on
city core values. That took a long time to build.”

While some felt patrons already perceive the libraries as one library with four
branches, the LeClaire staff felt local people there have a more personal relationship
with the library board and director.

Finally, one staff member worried that unification would lead to smaller branches
closing. “When there are budget cuts, they’ll close down branches, which would be a
bad thing for the small libraries.”

Independence

Once again, staff members called independence a step backward. “We’ve been telling
people for so long that we’re part of Quad-LINC and we’re going to give them access.
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We can’t stop.”

“This would be even more expensive than being part of Quad-LINC. Boy, would peo-
ple be mad.”

Others argued libraries should be free to everyone. “They’re free public libraries. It’s
not right to ask people to pay to borrow.”

“As librarians, we want to serve anyone who comes in the door.”

Another pointed out that the Scott County schools offer reciprocal enrollment, which
sets a precedent.

“Residents from all over the place use our parks and our roads and they’re not expected
to pay any differently,” said one, who felt non-residents should not be charged for
using services.

Patrons benefit from reciprocal borrowing said another. “We want our patrons to
have access to a full range of materials, so we have to let other people have access to

ours.”

Collaboration

Staff members said they were already doing many of the things mentioned in the
collaboration approach. They said they could add small changes, such as coordinating
hours of operation.

They saw additional opportunities for collaboration in jointly purchasing databases
and sharing a calendar. They also liked the idea of a shared pool of substitute staff.

But another said patrons liked to see the same faces at their libraries. “If Crystal
isn’t there on Tuesday for her story time, they would not be happy.”

Another staff member said it would be more labor intensive to collaborate.
Collaboration should be voluntary, not mandated, another said.

Another expressed a concern that, if libraries voluntarily increase collaboration,
they may still be subject to budget cuts in the future.
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Appendix D
The survey & survey results

The survey asked local residents to consider how best to provide library services, govern
libraries, and fund libraries in Scott County. The survey asked residents to identify their
preferred option, tell us which considerations led them to select that option, and which
value was most important in making their decision.

The breakdown of results, which follows the survey, provides a detailed look at the re-
sponses.
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3c. In making your decision about library services, which of the following values is of greatest
importance to you? (Please check only one.)

____ Every tax dollar should be used as efficiently as possible.

Libraries should be controlled locally.

Sharing helps build bridges among communities.

All citizens should have equal access to important public services like libraries.
Sharing services is more efficient than independent libraries.

4a. If you were asked to decide how best to govern the libraries of Scott County, and you could pick
only one option, which of the following would you choose? (Please check only one.)

There would be one board of directors that would govern all the libraries in Scott County.
The four libraries would each be governed by separate boards of directors as they are now.

The four libraries would be governed by separate boards of directors, but the boards would get
together to conduct joint planning.

4b. In making your decision about how to govern libraries, which of the following considerations
played the greatest role? Please choose up to three considerations. Write “1” for your first
choice, “2” for your second choice and “3” for your third choice.

If there was one board of directors, it would make decisions that would benefit the whole county, not just
one small part of it.

Turf and politics would get in the way of joint planning.
The board of directors for each library knows what's best for its residents.

We need separate boards of directors to keep libraries connected to their communities, but planning
together just makes good sense.

I wouldn’t trust one county-wide board to do what'’s right for my community.

Having four separate boards of directors is working fine and there’s no need to change.

4c. In making your decision about how to govern libraries, which of the following values is of greatest
importance to you? (Please check only one.)

Each library should be independent and control its own affairs.

We need to operate as a region, not as small towns and cities.
It's more practical to work together on some things.
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5a. If you were asked to decide how best to provide funding to libraries, and you could pick only one
option, which of the following would you choose? (Please check only one.)

Each government that operates a library should determine how much it spends on that library, as
they do now.

Independent libraries should be able to go directly to voters to set the library tax rate. The tax rate
may be different from library to library.

Libraries in Scott County should be operated and funded on a county-wide basis. There should be
a countywide property tax to pay for libraries and libraries should go directly to voters to approve
the tax rate. The tax rate each resident pays would be the same.

Libraries in Scott County should be operated and funded on a county-wide basis. Each government
should decide how much of its budget to contribute to libraries. The amount may be different for
different governments.

5b. In making your decision about library funding, which of the following considerations played the
greatest role? Please choose up to three considerations. Write “1” for your first choice, “2” for
your second choice and “3” for your third choice.

I would rather decide how much of my tax dollars go to libraries than have government make that
decision.

If everyone pays the same tax rate, | would probably have to pay more.

Everybody in the county should pay the same tax rate for library services.

If all the libraries have the same amount of money, my library wouldn’t be as good.

If everyone pays the same tax rate, | would probably pay less.

Libraries are more accountable if they get their funding from city or county government.

Everybody should pay what they can afford, and some can afford to pay more than others.
If we pool our funds, my community will get more back than it puts in.

Funding for libraries is pretty fair right now and we shouldn’t change the system.
If we pool our funds, my community will get less back than it puts in.

Ifhcities and the county put library funding into one pot, they would be less likely to contribute their fair
share.

5c. In making your decision about library funding, which of the following values is of greatest
importance to you? (Please check only one.)

____ The system should be fair, with everybody paying the same percentage of the value of their property.

Voters should get to decide how much to spend for libraries, not elected officials.
We need government to hold libraries accountable.

Resources should be used where they’re needed most.
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6. How important is it to you that libraries are controlled at the local, rather than county-wide, level?

_ Very Somewhat Neutral Not very Not at all Don't
Important important important important know

The libraries DO NOT intend to ask for a tax increase. This question asks you to think
about what would cause you to spend more on library services because that provides a
clear indication of what you consider most valuable.

7. 1 would be willing to pay an additional $10 or $15 per year for libraries if:

a. My own city or town had control over the library. Yes No
b. If the library was operated by a countywide authority. Yes No
c. If the funds went to a city or county government for distribution. Yes No
d. If I was paying the same amount as everyone else (as a percentage of the Yes No
value of my property).
e. If I thought that | would receive better library services. Yes No
f. If I thought that my city or town would receive better services. Yes  No
g. If I thought that everyone in the county would receive better services. Yes No
h. 1 would never be willing to pay more in taxes for libraries. Yes  No

PLEASE TELL US ABOUT YOURSELF

8. Are you or any of your family members an employee of any of the libraries in
Scott County?  vas  No

9. Areyou: Male Female 11. Which one of the following best
describes your race or ethnicity?

10. Do you have children under 18 Asian/Pacific Islander
Native American

at home? Yes No White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino

12. What is your age?

13. Which one of the following best describes your highest level of education?

— Grade School
Some High School
High School/GED

Associate or trade school degree College Degree
Some College Graduate or Professional Degree
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