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Introduction

In March of 2005, the four public libraries in Scott County began the Libraries Together
project to explore ways they could work together to reduce costs, free up resources and in-
crease efficiency. Already, library staff, trustees, and public officials are seeing the possi-
bilities for collaboration. They have made a number of suggestions for collaboration, which
will be discussed in detail in this report.

The first steps for successful collaborations come from assessing the current situa-
tion, and beginning to look at ways to make collaboration more effective in the future.
Through the Libraries Together process, this initial assessment has begun. Libraries are
starting to see that the decisions they make now, whether about new computer systems or
databases or grant writing, can help pave the way for a more collaborative future.

As we see from looking at collaborative efforts across the county, once libraries
start to communicate on a regular basis, they naturally begin to find ways to work together.
If those initial collaborative efforts are successful, the collaborations often become deeper
and more substantial.

Now as never before, the libraries in Scott County have an incentive to develop a
collaborative structure that fits their particular needs. The governor has outlined a proposal
to separate local governments into 15 or 16 regional groups, which would receive state
funds to encourage the sharing of services, including library service. The libraries in Scott
County have taken the lead in preparing for 2008, when shared services proposals may be-
gin to appear on local ballots.

To make any collaborative activities work for the long run, three ingredients are

critical:

o awillingness to collaborate on the part of all library directors and staff,

e recognition that one or the other library may need to take the lead in providing the col-
laborative activity to the others to make it work, and

e mutual agreement on the method of calculating and sharing any related costs.

The best way to implement collaborative activities may be to choose several and
have each library take the lead role in the staff and resources needed to make one project
happen. On the other hand, some activities lend themselves to brokering by a larger library
to others, such as technical processing. In either case, calculations of the cost for the pro-
viding library to coordinate or run the effort must be calculated in a mutually agreeable
method so that all parties are pleased with the outcome as well as the costs.

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa page 4



What will Libraries Together include?

The four public libraries of Scott County created Libraries Together as a means to be pro-
active in responding to shifts in how Iowa and local governments provide services. The
libraries hired a Kansas City-based nonprofit organization, Consensus, to provide an objec-
tive outsider’s look at options for improving library services.

The first phase of Libraries Together will end in December 2005 with the release
of the final report. The report will include a range of options, from simple operational effi-
ciencies to consideration of complete change for all four libraries, and the likely staft, board
and public response to each. Consensus will not recommend one action or another. In-
stead, 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.” 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. The second step was completed in
July, with the release of “An Inside Look: Libraries 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 customer satisfaction survey sent to library patrons. This report
marks the completion of the third step, a look at opportunities for collaboration.

Between now and December, Consensus will complete the last three steps of this
phase of Libraries Together:

e Step Four: Unification. An analysis of the potential impact of shared governance
and funding for the four libraries.

e  Step Five: Public Judgment. Using a survey and public meetings, local citizens will
consider various options for action.

e  Step Six: Final Report. The options for action and the likely stakeholder response to
each.
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Models of collaboration

Most of the opportunities for collaboration require changes in the communication and deci-

sion making among the libraries. Some present short-term opportunities as well as longer-

term options. Most of the specific proposals for collaboration discussed in this report rely

upon one of the models of collaboration listed below.

Collaborative opportunities can be seen as existing on a continuum. At one end are

relatively uncomplicated opportunities such as cross-library committees and increased in-

volvement in consortia. At the other end are more complex solutions that would call for a

change in governance and a realignment of library services and policies.

This report focuses on the opportunities for collaboration, through cross-library

committees and participation in or the forming of new consortia. The next report will focus

on new types of systems that allow libraries to unify funding and governance.

Collaborative Opportunities

Selling services to other libraries

In terms of decision-making, one of the easiest
options is for one of the libraries in Scott
County to sell services to one or more of the
other libraries. For example, Davenport could
contract with the other libraries to provide IT
assistance.

Challenges - Widely ranging pay scales
across the libraries could cause problems. It
may be difficult to find the proper staffing
level to meet the needs of both the parent

library and the contracting libraries.

Cross-library committees

Advantages — Another relatively simple and
inexpensive way to increase collaboration is to
set up cross-library committees to share

information and coordinate services.

Challenges - Committees take substantial
time away from already busy staff. There may
be some fear that individual libraries will be
required to lower their standards in order to

work across library boundaries.

Consortia

Advantages — The libraries in Scott County are
already members of consortia, and there are
numerous opportunities for new and expanded
cooperative agreements for purchasing, staffing,
and setting standards.

Challenges — Can be time consuming and
slow moving. Libraries may give up some
individual control. Consortia can be difficult
to sustain.
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New types of systems

Advantages — Current lowa law provides only | Challenges — changing to a new library
for city libraries and county libraries. Although | structure could involve local and state

the Towa legislature recently approved the legislative battles. They often require
formation of multi-jurisdictional libraries, the substantial fundraising in order to win public
law does not include a funding mechanism. support. Libraries may feel they lose local

Some of the models across the country include: | control by joining a larger system.
Joint City/County System — a combination

of city and county libraries which work
together as a system.

Consolidated system — a group of libraries

with a single board of trustees; each library
serves as a branch.

Cooperative System — A system created by

the boards of several libraries that retain
their autonomy. Cooperative systems may
include joint interlibrary loan, centralized
book processing, joint training and other
services.

Federated system — A system allowed by

some states (not including lowa) in which
individual libraries retain their

independence, but with a "headquarters" set

up for the system.

What are the advantages of library consortia?

In Information Age in October 2003, Scott Carlson writes, “banding together has become
the way to save money by making deals with publishers, but rising competition threatens
cooperation.” He said consortia are the main tool for dealing with publishers, since publish-
ers sell products to consortia for less than they sell them to individual libraries. However,
Carlson finds that consortia are increasingly competing with one another, and most libraries
belong to a variety of consortia both big and small. There is also a good deal of consolida-
tion going on, making the consortia larger and sometimes causing them to move more
slowly.

Carlson reports that Ilona Middleton, the library director at Medaille College in
Buffalo, N.Y., helped start a consortium for small libraries in her state in the mid-1990s.
Not only did members save money in buying databases and journals, but they started work-
ing cooperatively. “It got us on the path to regionalism,” she says. “Instead of developing

collections to compete with each other, we started to think that this information should be a
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shared resource.”

Library consultants Himmel & Wilson conducted web and telephone research to
identify what multi-type cooperative library systems look like today. They found the sys-
tems are likely to provide the following types of services to their members:

Continuing education 44%
Consulting 39%
Group purchasing 37%
Delivery 33%
Interlibrary loan 33%
Reference 25%
Shared automation/shared technology 24%
Public relations 22%
Other 34%

Source: Himmel & Wilson, library consultants

Other services provided by consortia

Advocacy Joint bookmobile service
Bulk loan collections Loan of collections
Cataloguing services Joint children and pre-school programming
Access to or purchase of databases Joint programs for homebound/nursing homes
Web site/page development Graphics and printing
Grant writing Joint task force on standards
Facilitating networking Joint monthly newsletter
Loan of equipment such as Ellison die cutting Video store
equipment
Web development and maintenance

The report said the Internet is changing the nature of library systems. It also
pointed out that state library agency services are being reduced in response to budget cuts,
so new systems are being developed to take the place of diminished services. It said that
consortia are now the vehicle for providing continuing education and professional network-

ing, a role that professional associations played in the past.

What are the opportunities and pitfalls in expanded consortia?

There are a great number of possibilities for setting up consortia for purchasing, sharing
services, seeking grants, and other purposes. Libraries are trying new forms of consortia
and finding that some are successful while others are not.
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One force pushing collaboration in libraries is automation, such as the rise of the
integrated library system. According to library expert Marshall Breeding, writing in Com-
puters in Libraries, “Over time, the total number of library automation implementations
will decrease, with each system supporting a larger number of libraries.” For instance, he
cites the Georgia Pines system, which automates more than 250 libraries with a Sirsi Uni-
corn system.

Breeding says large centralized systems save libraries money on hardware, facili-
ties, software licenses, technical support and administrative overhead. Joining an integrated
library system consortium may allow smaller libraries to get a more full-featured system
than they could afford alone.

He says joining a consortium does not always mean having one centralized system.
Some allow each library to customize its system while still showing the holdings of all the
participants.

Finally, Breeding points out that some libraries, especially larger ones, have found
consortia do not fit their needs. ‘“While the prevailing trend is for libraries to join consortia,
it’s not unusual to see a library pull out of a consortium to implement its own system. The
Rockford Public Library, for example, recently exited the shared catalog of the Northern
[llinois Library System to implement its own standalone system. Among other factors, the
librarians felt that the interests of their large, urban library did not meld well with those of
the consortium of mostly small libraries,” Breeding wrote.

There are other problems with consortia. As Thomas Peters writes in the Journal of
Academic Librarianship, consortia have a high failure rate because the busy professionals
involved in them need to provide interest, energy and momentum.

One of the system directors interviewed for the Himmel & Wilson report said some
cooperatives have folded because they were too small. They face competition from both
state libraries and technology networks. Sometimes cooperatives struggle to find the proper

balance of services for larger libraries versus smaller ones.

What are the stages of coalition building?

Libraries rarely jump immediately into collaborative efforts like consortia. Instead, they
build gradually from less-intensive means of working together. Feinberg and Feldman,
1996, describe the continuum of coalition building as:

e Networking — beginning to build relationships by sharing information.

e Coordination — working together on projects of common interest; may try pilot projects.

e Partnership — A more formal arrangement often requiring each agency to have some
financial responsibility.

¢ Collaboration — requires a formal relationship of shared activities and commitment to a
common goal that none of the agencies could achieve alone.
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What are examples of successful partnerships?

Simple consortium — Writing in Reference & User Services Quarterly, Susan Curtis and
Barbara Mann describe various types of cooperative reference relationships. Most use geo-
graphic proximity as a criterion for membership, but others are organized by type of library.
They range in administration from having no formal administration to more complex struc-
tures with librarians, administrators and ad hoc appointees. Most use e-mail for communi-
cation. The consortium keeps an “experts list” of staff with specific subject knowledge, and
forwards relevant questions to the list.

Broad collaborative partnership — The Gwinnett County Public Library and the Gwinnett
University Center Library wanted to work collaboratively, but did not want to merge the
two libraries. According to the Atlanta-Journal Constitution, they developed a collaborative
partnership which included, in the short term: the ability of patrons of both libraries to bor-
row from each; joint reference, joint staff development and cross-training of reference staff;
quarterly joint meetings to discuss issues of mutual interest and concern; and joint public
education about the resources available and how to use libraries efficiently.

The two library directors also worked out a memorandum of understanding “that
will establish protocols for universal borrowing, accessing online library systems, sharing
facilities and resources, and unifying staff development. The systems will also seek shared
acquisitions and cooperatively apply for grant opportunities.”

Progressive stages of collaboration — The University of California’s library system, spread
across nine campuses, faced a number of problems in 2003 — reduced budgets, a prolifera-
tion of information, lack of unifying technology, patrons’ desire for increased speed and
ease of use, and rapid change in information technology.

The libraries began by increasing collaboration across libraries. As they came to-
gether regularly to put together an overall strategy, they found increasing opportunities “for
collaboration, sharing and system-wide leverage into new domains of library service, in-
cluding expedited intercampus lending, a shared online library catalogue, regional library
facilities, a shared digital collection, and more,” according to a system-wide library report.

Now, the libraries are going to a new level of collaboration, including: developing
a plan for shared collections; beginning long-range planning for shared facilities; develop-

ing and testing pilot programs for shared services; and coordinating digital information.

What tools do libraries use to collaborate?

Library consortia and library systems use a number of tools to enhance collaboration. Writ-
ing in the July/August 2005 issue of Online, Darlene Fichter says all collaboration tools
offer the same basic services: a way to communicate; a mechanism to share documents, and

a means to discover other members of the community. The most basic tools include email,
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blogs, wikis, portals, groupware, discussion boards and instant messaging.

She says optional services include integrated online calendaring; extensive user pro-
files and expertise finders; recommender systems; shared whiteboard, instant messaging
and Web and/or phone conferencing services.

Failures usually result from “unusable software with overly complex routines, organ-
izational readiness, governance and communicating values to individuals.”

Quad-LINC, PALS and the America Library Association all provide tools for col-
laboration available to the four public library of Scott County.

Of staff members from the four Scott County libraries we spoke with, some said that
electronic communication doesn’t always enhance collaboration. Some said they were
more likely to read newsletters from other libraries when they received paper rather than
email versions. They also said that library list serves can contain so much information that
it was difficult to make time to read them, and that face-to-face communication was still
important.

What consortia already include the libraries in Scott County?

The libraries in Scott County rely on consortia based in Illinois, which provides far more
state funding for its libraries than does lowa. Scott County is one of only three lowa coun-
ties — the others are Clinton and Muscatine — to be included in either Quad-LINC or the
Prairie Area Library System [PALS]. Libraries throughout the rest of lowa must provide
their own circulation systems and automation platforms, and must rely upon the chronically
underfunded library service areas for training and support.

Prairie Area Library System and Quad-LINC

The Prairie Area Library System, called PALS, is an Illinois-based consortium that includes
26 counties (three in lowa) and 390 member libraries of a variety of types, including public
libraries. The PALS vision statement says, in part, that PALS will “save individual librar-
ies money and create service solutions simply unattainable by individual activity.”

Saving money and improving service was the catalyst back in 1966, when Illinois
passed the Library System Act that created 18 regional library systems. At the time, Illi-
nois had some 550 independent public libraries serving about 76 percent of the state’s
population, according to Bob McKay, director of PALS. Now Illinois has more than 650
public libraries serving 91 percent of the state’s population.

Over the last 20 years, funding for the Illinois library systems has been relatively
flat, McKay said, although still higher than funding for the lowa library service areas. The
Illinois systems chose to initiate mergers as a means to keep service intact and be respon-
sive to new demands. Mergers have shrunk the eighteen systems to eight.

Before the mergers, the four public libraries in Scott County were affiliate mem-
bers of the River Bend Library System. River Bend included libraries in three lowa coun-
ties: Scott, Clinton and Muscatine. Since River Bend merged with two other Illinois library
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systems in July 2004, the lowa counties are considered contracting members of the new
PALS system.

With the merger, the three Iowa counties went from being equal partners in a bi-
state consortium to being a much smaller part of a 26-county system that covers 11,088
square miles. “In either case, PALS or River Bend worked to provide lowa members with
services on a reimbursement basis or to provide services that have little or no incremental
cost,” McKay said.

The chief services that Iowa libraries receive from PALS are daily van delivery to
support library resource sharing, continuing education, communications, and committee
activities. Each participating library also contracts through the library system for access to
Quad-LINC, an automated circulation system. Delivery, Quad-LINC and continuing edu-
cation and training services are all provided to libraries on a cost-reimbursement basis,
McKay said. lowa libraries are not billed for services like committees or communications
that have little or no incremental cost.

Having the lowa libraries included in the old River Bend system was important to
give the system the economic muscle to allow it to achieve economies of scale. The lowa
libraries continue to be important to PALS, McKay said. “We can’t provide library ser-
vices well without including both sides of the river, because if we don’t, my customers in
Moline don’t do as well as when they can go to the Scott County libraries to get resources.”

The lowa libraries have been especially vital to Quad-LINC, a consortium formed
to provide a common automated circulation system to member libraries. Quad-LINC oper-
ates somewhat separately from PALS in that it has its own governance structure, a library
can belong to Quad-LINC without belonging to PALS, and Quad-LINC has right of survi-
vorship, McKay said. Quad-LINC’s boundaries are those of the old River Bend system; the
other two systems that formed PALS also had their own automation consortia. Like the
library systems, the three automation consortia plan to merge into one, which has a working
name of PALSGROUP. The merger is expected to occur in 2006 or 2007, McKay said.

In the 1980s, when Quad-LINC formed, the River Bend library system and its
member libraries developed a fee structure that they believed would be fair to libraries in
both Illinois and lowa. Everyone understood that it wouldn’t work if Illinois tax dollars
were seen as providing services for lowa libraries. At the same time, the Illinois side was
unlikely to be able to achieve economies of scale without involving lowa counties. So li-
braries agreed to fund Quad-LINC through reimbursements that would cover all the costs
of operation. From 1984-2004, lowa libraries contributed about half of the revenue used to
operate Quad-LINC. “The participation of the lowa libraries helped give Quad-LINC oper-
ating statistics and service quality that area librarians believed rivaled any similar project
statewide or nationally,” McKay said.

The merger of Quad-LINC into PALSGROUP will bring with it a new governance
structure. Quad-LINC governance was vested in the Committee of the Whole, with each
library having a vote on matters like the budget, new policies and purchases. Representa-
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tives of the three automated circulation systems are designing the new governance structure
for PALSGROUP, McKay said. The current proposal calls for a Delegates Assembly that
will meet twice a year, with every participating library having one vote on the budget, stra-
tegic plan, and new policies. Governance would also include an Administrative Council
that would meet monthly to develop the plans and policies that would go before the Dele-
gates Assembly for approval. McKay said there was a strong probability that the lowa li-
braries could fill two of the twelve seats on the Administrative Council.

Quad-LINC members could see cost savings with PALSGROUP because costs will
be shared by many more libraries. When those costs drop, McKay said, lowa libraries may
be asked to pay more for delivery service, for which they currently pay marginal costs. In
addition, some cost savings may be applied towards hiring additional Quad-LINC staff,
according to one library director. Libraries in the Quad-LINC system are in the process of
deciding whether to take that step.

Emily Navarre is administrator of Iowa’s Southeastern Library Services, which
serves 54 libraries in a region that includes Scott County. The library service areas were
formed to provide consultation, training and technology, and to facilitate cooperation
among libraries. Navarre said that the libraries in Scott County have benefited from the
[llinois consortia, both PALS and Quad-LINC, and that lowa’s library service areas were
not able to provide the same sorts of collaborative programs.

For example, she said, PALS could focus on providing more sophisticated training.
In Towa, though, there are so many small, independent libraries that the resources of the
library service areas are stretched thin. “We have to do training over and over again be-
cause we work with independent libraries,” Navarre said. “When 80 percent or more of our
libraries are run by people who have no library science training, you need to (provide train-
ing) one on one.”

The service areas don’t have the budget to provide automation and databases or
financial incentives for libraries to increase quality. “I tell librarians from other states that
we have 545 independent public libraries, and their jaws drop to the floor,” Navarre said.
“We can’t continue on with the independent libraries with the changes that are coming for
libraries. We’re kidding ourselves if we think we can.”

What is the role of the state of lowa in encouraging collaboration?
Mary Wegner, lowa’s state librarian, told Consensus that “[t]here’s a lot of middle ground
between independent municipal libraries and the much larger units of service that are con-
solidated libraries.” She believes that it’s that middle ground that holds the most promise
for changes in the short-term, as “to move from the beginning and go right to the far end (of
the continuum) would be a difficult step.”

Wegner believes the state library should help lead the charge toward more collabo-
ration. The challenge she faces is that state funds for libraries in general and for staff and
collaborative programs are inadequate to make a strong difference.
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Wegner says that the state’s long history of local control plays out with libraries as
it does with public schools, which the state is also encouraging to restructure. The differ-
ence is that the state provides a much smaller percentage of funding for libraries — less than
5 percent of the budgets of local libraries, on average. “The role of the state in terms of
providing a carrot or a stick is diminished. It means our state library role regarding library
governmental structures almost has to be an encouraging, consultative kind of role because
we do not have the financial ability (that would allow the state to) require governmental
changes in libraries.”

The agencies and programs that could help encourage collaboration don’t have the
funding that would allow them to do so. The state library lost 34 percent of its funding a
few years ago and has regained none of it since. The library service areas took a similar hit.
Both would be in a position to provide leadership, research and consultation, and services
needed to encourage collaboration.

The National Center for Education Statistics collects data each year from state li-
braries nationwide. Through 2003, its reports on state libraries included state-by-state
breakdowns on revenue, expenditures, staffing, etc. The 2004 report provides only sum-
mary information grouped by the size of the state’s population. According to the 2003 re-
port, based on data for FY 2002, Iowa receives less state funding and spends far less per
capita than the national average. We include data for Illinois to provide a comparison.

Total income of state library agencies, by source of income and state: FY 2002

State Total ‘ Federal | State Other

In thousands of dollars
50 states & DC $1,153,413 $150,045 $971,135 $32,233
Iowa $4,958 $1,782 $4,175 $0
Illinois $75,381 5,151 64,210 6,019
Percentage distribution of income of state library agencies: FY 2002
State Federal % State % Other %
Avg., 50 states & DC 13.0 84.2 2.8
Iowa 36.0 64.0 0.0
Illinois 6.8 85.2 8.0
Total expenditures per capita of state library agencies, FY 2002
State Total expenditure per capita
Avg., 50 states & DC $3.99
Towa $1.67
Ilinois $5.72

Of all state libraries, only one — Texas, at $1.65 — spent less per capita than the
State Library of lowa in FY 2002.
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State programs and state funds can be a catalyst for increased quality of service and
for changes in how libraries are structured and funded. Technology, in particular, has
changed the role of state libraries according to a study by Steve Schaefer that was published
in Public Libraries. Prior to 1990, state libraries rarely provided public library service di-
rectly. With technology, though, most now are using state and federal funds to buy data-
bases and offer public access over the Internet.

When the lowa state library’s budget was cut 34 percent, the library chose to shift
its federal funds to allow it to continue to provide statewide database subscriptions. “If the
state would support the statewide databases,” Wegner said, “then we would have available
to use federal money to provide support and seed money to various collaborative projects
around the state.”

The Iowa state library does offer a program, Open Access, to help reimburse librar-
ies that loan materials to residents from other libraries. While Wegner said it costs between
$1-2 per loaned item (others place the total closer to $3.50 or $4), the program can only
afford to reimburse libraries at about $.27 per loan; the reimbursement rate used to be much
higher. Open Access began as a means to equalize resources statewide, so that “everybody
pays because everybody shares,” Wegner said. Alternatives would be for libraries to refuse
to loan to non-residents or for non-residents to pay the cost of borrowing an item.

Wegner said that Scott County is different from almost every other lowa county in
that it has a county library system. In 96 other counties, rural residents pay a library tax
and the funds are divided among nearby libraries. The rural contribution is typically much
lower than the contribution of people living in cities and town with municipal libraries. (In
Scott County, taxpayers in the Scott County Library System pay significantly less than
those of the other three libraries, but not as much less as they might in another county.)

“This whole issue of payment for services at dramatically different levels is an is-
sue of longstanding in this state,” Wegner said. “Larger or richer towns were...expected to
give away their services. Libraries that have not done a good job of talking about the cost
of those services have continued the fantasy that public libraries are free. Now that there
really isn’t enough money, it’s confusing to the public to start to see what those unequal
funding levels are.”

The irony, Wegner says, is that the state is pushing local governments to collabo-
rate in ways that are old hat for libraries which, she says, “have not been sufficiently recog-
nized for their farsighted and efficient use of the tax dollar.” She points out that in FY
2003, through Open Access, lowans checked out more than 3.2 million items across juris-
dictional boundaries. “3.2 million times, one lowan went from one governmental unit to
another and receive a service from them,” she said. “I talk to the legislature and I say, you
don’t think anything about it when one library checks out books for free to another library.
But you’d never expect one city to provide free snow removal services to another. You
think it’s unremarkable that libraries have been doing this kind of sharing for years.”
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The Collaboration Dialogues

Relationships drive collaboration, but they take time to develop. It has only been relatively
recently that the directors of the four libraries in Scott County have begun meeting together.
As one director said, “When we first started (meeting), it felt very threatening. People who
felt threatened had to verbalize that. We had to always be open and honest and not hold
back.”

The directors have begun building strong working relationships but, with the ex-
ception of children’s librarians, most staff members have not met with their counterparts at
other libraries.

At the board level, it had been years since the last meeting that involved board
presidents, and that meeting didn’t include the new LeClaire library. Although the actions
of each library affects all the other libraries, trustees had not had the chance to get to know
one another and work through complicated and potentially contentious issues.

Because of that, the Consensus team knew that the two days we spent with staff
members and trustees in July would be important in setting the tone for how the libraries
worked together in the future.

Working with the directors, we designed a series of meetings over the two days that
included board members and staff members responsible for communications, programming
for children and teens, programming for adults and seniors, technical services/processing,
purchasing, and staffing.

As noted in the previous report, many staff members have expressed concerns that
changes made as a result of Libraries Together could cost them or their co-workers their
jobs. If the library directors had felt threatened when they first started meeting together, it
was likely that staff members, who have less control over change, would struggle even
more. We designed a meeting process, therefore, to give staff members maximum control
of the outcome.

Staff members had the option of building on ideas generated during previous site
visits and through our research, or of coming up with a new slate of possibilities. Over two
hours, they worked together to identify opportunities, brainstorm the benefits and barriers
to collaboration, set ground rules, and vote on the opportunities that would have either the
greatest impact or be easiest to implement. After that, they selected one opportunity and
developed an action plan for implementation.

The first session with staff members identified the pattern we would see, to one
degree or another, in all subsequent meetings. People were initially reluctant to participate.
Body language was closed off and sometimes mildly hostile. The enthusiasm level was
running a deficit. We braced ourselves for a rugged couple of hours.
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Then, as staff members talked about how they might collaborate and the benefits
that collaboration might bring, they began to loosen up. The enthusiasm level pulled out of
the red and into the black. As one staff member said, “Our tone, when we initially came in,
was ‘I don’t want anyone on my turf.” Now as we’re leaving I’m excited because of the
things this will allow me to do in my job.”

As expected, staff members were more likely to identify changes that would re-
quire new resources than they were to look for opportunities to eliminate staff positions.
When asked, though, groups were able to provide thoughtful justifications for the new re-
sources in terms of improved efficiency, better results, and benefits to patrons.

The meeting with trustees used a somewhat different design, recognizing that even
the most engaged trustees have limited time to think through library issues. Board mem-
bers were asked to consider three issues — planning, board training and development, and
fund development — which were most aligned with the role of board members. We offered
a variety of options, asked trustees to generate additional options, and asked them to con-
sider their benefits and challenges. Board members also created ground rules that they be-
lieved should govern how they worked together.

The first step, though, was to ask trustees why they had said yes when they were
invited to serve on the library board. Their responses showed a clear understanding of and
commitment to the role of libraries in a democracy, a life-long love of reading and learning,
and deeply rooted enthusiasm for their own libraries. The level of engagement and elo-
quence was impressive.

Where enthusiasm flagged was when trustees considered the logistics of collabora-
tion. While trustees supported the concept of collaboration among the boards, they were
daunted by the thought of adding one more meeting to their already-crowded schedules.
Despite those concerns, trustees agreed to create a joint task force that would prepare to
take action after the final Libraries Together report is released.

What are the ground rules for collaboration?
During the two days of meetings, staff members and trustees began to develop a set of

ground rules that they would use to manage their future collaboration. These ground rules
stress the principles that the libraries agree are key to a successful collaboration.

The patron comes first

In any option for collaboration, the libraries said they want to consider the impact upon pa-
trons above all. Collaboration should make life easier for patrons and should not be a bur-
den. The libraries should not change their policies and procedures unless the change im-
proves their service to patrons.

The Principle of Uniformity
In general, patrons are best served when libraries do things the same way. The more that
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libraries can align their policies and procedures, from where they put bar codes on materials
to how long patrons can borrow a book, the better patrons are served. It also makes it easier
for staff members at one library to answer questions about another library’s policies. In
general, the more detail-oriented the procedure or the more a procedure needs to follow
professional benchmarks and guidelines, the more important it is for it to be done uni-
formly.

The Principle of Individual Identity

Creativity and individuality are important values to library staff members. The Libraries
Together project began by describing the individual personality of each of the four libraries,
and the libraries want to build upon their distinct strengths. This principle of individual
identity should be considered in each option for collaboration, to ensure that each library
can continue to do the types of programming and special events and build the kind of col-
lection that makes it unique. Also, the libraries should keep in mind that staff members
value the creative parts of their jobs, and every effort should be made to retain that creativ-

ity.

Size doesn’t matter

Collaboration should benefit every library, no matter its size. The libraries want to seek out
opportunities for collaboration that will benefit all four, rather than just two or three.
Smaller libraries may not be able to participate at the same financial level as larger ones,
but should be allowed to offer in-kind services to bridge the gap.

Some staff members, however, suggested that any library should be able to opt out
of any collaborative project if the project does not fit its needs. This seems to contradict the
principal that every collaboration should benefit every library. This may be an area that
requires more discussion about what will result in the most effective collaboration.

Speaking up and standing up

Collaboration will involve developing trust and understanding of other libraries. In the past,
libraries have made assumptions about the others, without talking to them to find out why
they had developed a new policy or made a particular decision. The staff members agree
that, in order to build trust to a level where collaboration is easy, they need to meet regu-
larly and be willing to explain themselves to the other libraries. At the same time, staff

members need to stand up for themselves on issues that they feel are important.

Commitment to collaboration
Collaboration will, at least initially, take more time than business as usual. Those involved
at every level need to make the commitment to attend meetings, continue their involve-

ment, and actively participate in collaboration.

Starting Points for Collaboration: Libraries in Scott County, lowa page 18



What are specific options for
collaboration?

Trustees, directors and staff members discussed a variety of options for collaboration. A
complete list of all the options discussed or recommended by the consulting team is listed
in Appendix A. During meetings with different groups of staff members, the groups devel-
oped options for collaboration and rated those options. Each option was rated in terms of its

impact and its ease of implementation.

Favored options: Favored options are defined in two ways. First, each working staff group
chose one highly-rated option to discuss in detail. These are considered favored options
because the groups chose them. Secondly, all options which received more than three votes
for either their effectiveness or their ease of implementation were also considered favored
options.

Most-favored options overall
Four types of activities — shared calendar, enhanced communication and coordinated oper-
ating hours — were mentioned by several groups as opportunities for collaboration.

Develop a shared calendar
As an initial step in collaboration, place programming, library hours, staff in-service, and

other relevant information on a calendar on the Libraries Together website.

Staff members cited the problem of several libraries being closed on the same day. They
felt that having a joint calendar, where each library would record its hours of operation and
planned holidays, would be helpful. They suggested that the calendar could be posted on
the Libraries Together website.

Some staff members have suggested an additional step — encouraging all four li-
braries to post all programming and special activities on the shared calendar, so that the
other libraries’ staff could avoid competing programs such as two children’s programs on
the same day.

Some involved in this study suggest going even further, making the shared calendar
available to the public to encourage all residents of Scott County to attend library functions
and to know which libraries are open at different times. Several of the groups said that this
simple sharing of information could be a useful starting point for greater collaboration.

The libraries do not currently have compatible software for placing items on a cal-
endar. Some staff may feel that promoting a shared calendar increases competition for pro-
gram attendance. They all like the library calendar program made by Evanced, which
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would allow them to show patrons upcoming programming for some or all libraries, as well
as to send out reminder emails.

As one librarian said, “It’s the one thing we’ve talked about that has the opportu-
nity to lead to doing more things together. It would bring us together to talk about how to
do it. We’d all be involved and learning and it could grow into something else.”

Opportunities for collaboration

The library staff members believe they would save money in the long run by jointly buying
and maintaining a shared calendar. They say a shared calendar would allow them to better
use their time and money by avoiding redundant programming. In addition, they like the
idea of being able to refer patrons who ask about a particular type of program to another
library. One said, “Patrons would like it that we’re not duplicating services.” Another said,
“There would be less of a feeling of ‘us versus them,” which some people have now.”

Barriers to collaboration

The library staff members fear funding for the joint calendar could be an issue and worry
there might be too much information to fit onto a shared calendar. They also discussed the
different types of communities they serve, and whether those differences would be a barrier
in encouraging patrons to participate in programming outside of their home library.

Enhanced communication:

Use the Libraries Together website as a tool for collaboration

The Libraries Together website was created for this project and contains information about
the project. It is housed on the Bettendorf server and is updated by the LeClaire director.

Staff members had a number of suggestions for using the website to do more than
just house a shared calendar. They said library calendar software would allow them to cre-
ate joint mailing lists and automatically send out emails about upcoming programs. They
discussed the option of posting materials created by one library but relevant to all.

In addition, staff members see the opportunity to use the website as a tool for de-
veloping online programming, and they are interested in learning together how to make this
new kind of programming effective.

The website, they said, would have areas for the public, as well as password pro-
tected areas for library staff only.

The public would be able to view a joint calendar of events and programs at all li-
braries, or look at the individual calendar of each library. Staff would be able to see in-
service days and days the other libraries would be closed.

Enhanced communication:

Bring staff and board members together regularly
Every group of staff members said they would like to meet quarterly to keep informed
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about what other libraries are doing and to explore ways to collaborate. While they cite a
shortage of time as an obstacle, they also see value in developing this channel of informa-
tion.

The trustees also said they would like to meet on occasion, and have agreed to start
a steering committee which will meet until the end of the Libraries Together project’s first
phase. The steering committee will prepare to take action on options presented in the final
report.

Another idea was to hold a regular “collaboration day,” where directors of all four
libraries would be available all day, and groups such as tech managers, children’s librari-

ans, and marketing people could meet.

Coordinate operating hours

Staff members cited the problem of several libraries being closed on the same day. Three
years ago, for example, all libraries cut Sunday hours. In the future, the libraries plan to
work together to coordinate hours. They want to make sure one library is open on Sunday
and every evening. They have also suggested that they look at usage hour by hour and talk
about how hours could change across the county. The directors agreed to discuss hours on a

monthly basis, and informally agree upon changes when they seem appropriate.

Area of collaboration: Joint planning

The July meeting convened by Libraries Together marked the first time members of all
four boards of trustees had met jointly. They introduced themselves, explained their experi-
ence and discussed why they were drawn to library board service. The board members
praised the four directors for beginning the process of collaboration by meeting regularly
and raising the funds for the Libraries Together project.

The trustees said that they saw advantages to board collaboration, but they felt it
would take awhile to develop relationships among the boards. They felt it would take
“considerable time” to get to the point where they understand the goals, objectives and
unique aspects of the other libraries.

One trustee said, “I would be hard pressed at this time to say A or B or C would be
an important new idea to develop. I can see a lot of possibilities, but I don’t know where

everyone is at this point.”

Opportunities for collaboration
The board members said the strongest reason to initiate joint planning would be to achieve
a goal that the individual libraries could not achieve on their own. One suggestion was a
major countywide children’s reading program, done as a partnership among the four librar-
ies and other organizations.

Board members said collaboration could lead to expanded services and expanded
opportunities for funding. In fact, they said funders had told them they did not want to see
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competing proposals from different libraries.

The trustees also see a great deal of opportunity for joint discussions on the loca-
tions of libraries in Scott County. As one said, the boards need to discuss “how we affect
each other.”

Barriers to collaboration

The trustees saw several barriers to collaboration. They discussed the time lag in making
decisions, especially since each decision would have to go back to the individual boards for
approval, and the boards all meet on different schedules. They also agreed it might be hard
to get over turf issues or to think about the good of the four libraries together instead of
their own library alone. In addition, each library falls under a different governmental struc-
ture with its own set of regulations.

Timing of collaborative efforts
The librarians briefed the trustees on the changes in PALS, which may affect all four librar-
ies in the near future. They also mentioned the pressure from the state and the Blue Ribbon
Committee for agencies to collaborate. The trustees felt that collaboration has begun with
the Libraries Together project, and that they will need a system for making joint decisions
in the coming months and years.

Favored Option
Joint board steering committee for Libraries Together project
Begin joint board steering committee meetings immediately to prepare for decision-making

when the Libraries Together report is complete.

Based upon their discussion of the opportunities, barriers and timing issues, the trustees
decided to immediately form a steering committee composed of trustees from each board.
The immediate goal of this steering committee is to develop trust and mutual understand-
ing, so that the trustees will be prepared to make choices when the final Libraries Together
report is presented in late 2005. Since the report will offer options for collaboration or
changes in governance, the trustees feel they have some groundwork to lay before they are
ready to begin the decision-making process.

The trustees agreed that a joint committee of all the trustees of the four boards
would be unwieldy. However, they said they favored a joint kick-off where all trustees
could be exposed to the goals and opportunities in collaboration.

Following the kickoff, the group felt that a smaller group would be more produc-
tive. They agreed that those who participated in the steering committee needed to be com-
mitted to attending meetings and to communication via email and phone. The trustees said
their goal was to reach the same level of collaboration that the library directors currently
share by the end of the year.
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Option

Joint trustees meetings

The trustees have expressed interest in developing a structure for joint board meetings.
They plan to use the steering committee as a starting point, and may do a kick-off event for
all trustees in late 2005.

Option

Countywide strategic planning

Work together to hold a major strategic planning session and produce a formal report
every three to five years. The county-wide strategic plan would include the individual stra-

tegic plans of the four libraries as constituent parts.

Several of the libraries are participating in Planning for Results, so they are already en-
gaged in strategic planning. Bettendorf has just finalized its long-range plan. The Scott
County Library System is in need of a long-range strategic plan, which could fundamen-
tally restructure how it does business.

Cross-library discussion has already begun with the Libraries Together project.
Most of the models for collaboration call for trustees sharing their individual strategic plans
and looking for areas where collaboration could be more effective.

The trustees who came together in July said that joint strategic planning may be a
good option in the future, but they would like to start slowly and build relationships first.
They decided to begin with the steering committee, which will prepare for the end of the
first phase of Libraries Together.

Option

Joint standards

Work together to develop internal benchmark measures for reference, inter-library loan
response time, turnaround on getting books on the shelf, circulation output per assigned

staff member, etc.

Benchmarking would allow the libraries to improve internal efficiencies and better measure
output. It could also help to overcome the fears that some have that collaboration will re-

quire them to lower their standards.

Option

Standardized policies and procedures

Compare policies and procedures at the four libraries and identify those that should be
used if collaboration is going to work. Convene a joint team to suggest revised policies and

procedures.
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Many collaborative models start with an initial assessment of the status quo, which allows

libraries to see the easy areas of cooperation and where they might hit major obstacles.

Area of collaboration: Staffing and training

The staff members said sharing of staff and joint training would both be easy areas for col-
laboration. In fact, they said they saw opportunities for collaboration in pretty much every
area.

No idea caused more excitement than the option of creating a shared “temp pool”
of skilled library workers, to simplify the process of hiring temporary staff.

Favored Option

Develop a temporary staffing pool

All of the libraries face challenges in having exactly the right staff on any given day. They
are very interested in the opportunity to create a temporary workers pool, similar to the pool
of substitute teachers available to schools. They see opportunities to share substitute staff,
as well as cover sick leave and vacations. They would like to have a pool of skilled workers
at all levels. They recognize that they would have to work out the details of local pay rates
with the unions.

Examples:

¢ Five Chicago metropolitan library systems collaborate on Career Central, a coopera-
tive that solicits and distributes resumes. Most jobs require a MLS degree, but the co-
operative also collects resumes of applicants with an LTA or college degree. There are
also opportunities for people with no library experience. The cooperative forwards the
resumes to its member libraries, and keeps them on file for six months.

e The Central Massachusetts Regional Library System in Shrewsbury launched Biblio-
Temps, a temporary staffing agency for members of its 250 public, academic, school
and special libraries. The database has about 75 temps listed. A consortium of libraries
chipped in on the initial funding, and temporary workers who are hired full-time pay a
placement fee. The consortium expected to break even in three months and earn
$50,000 the first year.

Favored Option

Shared staff training

One easy area for collaboration is through shared in-service training. The staff said they
would not want to duplicate the training that is available through PALS, but they could
train smaller subsets of staff. For example, they could hold a joint training on writing news
releases. They thought that a half-day training module would work well. If the training ro-
tated to different libraries, staff could also tour the other facilities and learn more about
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their procedures.

Staff members discussed the pros and cons of enlarging the training pool. The four
libraries in Scott County could bring in a trainer and offer staff members from other librar-
ies in the region the opportunity to attend for a fee. However, there is some concern that
this would work against building relationships among the staff members of libraries in
Scott County. They also discussed the possibility of bringing in a speaker on a general
topic, such as customer service, which other nonprofits might want to share. Again, they
felt that expanding the pool of participants would be a barrier to the intended outcome of
improved relationships among library staff members. They were interested, though, in cost
savings available through inviting other groups the chance to hire the same speaker during
that person’s trip to the Quad Cities.

They want to provide training that is useful to everyone. The goal in joint training
would be to save money or allow the libraries to have a larger budget for training.

Finally, if the libraries were to jointly purchase databases and all used the same
databases, they could collaborate on database-related staff training.

Opportunities from collaboration

Joint training would be an opportunity for frequent contact between the staffs of all the li-
braries. It would help to create uniformity across the board. The pool of temporary workers
could be offered the opportunity to attend training.

Barriers to collaboration
The library staff members enjoy the chance to get together with their own co-workers for
in-service training. Joint training might reduce the opportunities for each library to build its

own sense of team.

Favored Option

Job shadowing

There are opportunities for job shadowing both within the individual libraries and across
libraries. Staff members who interface with the public say they would like to understand the
resources of other libraries. They would also like to know how other libraries do things, so
that they would be able to help patrons more efficiently.

Favored Option
Shared staff members among the libraries
Several of the groups discussed the opportunities in sharing staff members across the librar-
ies. One opportunity lies in hiring staff members to either develop or oversee collaborative
programming or projects, such as a proposed children’s programming coordinator.

While there might be some opportunities in shared IT staff, this seems to be a more
problematic area. Bettendorf gets its IT services from the city and is very happy with what
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it has. LeClaire and the Scott County Library System use outside consultants, and Daven-
port has its own IT department separate from the city. Although it is not technically col-
laboration, LeClaire and Scott County might consider purchasing IT services from Daven-
port.

Other positions the libraries identified as having the potential to be shared include:

e A shared marketing and development person
e A shared children’s librarian

e A shared grant writing consultant

e A shared homebound services coordinator

e A shared day care outreach person

e A shared half-time reference person

e A shared volunteer coordinator

Library directors felt shared staffing might be a good option, but should be eased in
and not done abruptly.

Setting up shared staffing will require paying attention to union regulations, state
laws, and best practices for personnel management. Most likely, one library would need to
be the employer of record, although it may be possible to hire a shared staff person on a
contract basis if the position is not an ongoing relationship. Some skills, such as storytel-
ling or computer tech, would lend themselves to being purchased on an hourly basis. Oth-
ers, such as public relations and marketing, would be more suitable for a per-capita or li-
brary budget assessment.

For shared staffing to work, it is critical that the libraries agree upon who sets the
priorities and job duties for the position, and that they agree upon the method of evaluating
performance. The employee’s contract should be severable only upon reasonable (three to
six months) notice. If the program is discontinued, the parties would need to agree upon
how to cover unemployment compensation if the individual is a direct employee of one of

the other libraries, as opposed to a contract consultant.

Option

New staff person to convene collaboration

The trustees group said that many of the suggestions for collaboration would require more
staff and more time than is currently available. They suggested looking for a full-time,
shared staff person to facilitate the early stages of collaboration.

Option

Jointly funded training for trustees

The trustees discussed the option of holding collaborative board training. They said that
Southeastern Libraries Services currently provides good training for board members, and
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PALS also provides some training. Some of the trustees have read the state manual written
for trustees. The trustees said that, while they would be interested in joint training, there are
other options for collaboration that would be higher priorities.

As one trustee said, “We already have the state providing some training. It’s not
like we have nothing. I’ve attended state and local training. I think they’re both pretty
good.”

Opportunities for collaboration
The trustees felt there were opportunities for grant funding for joint training. They also said

that shared training would help them develop relationships.

Barriers to collaboration
Board members are busy and do not attend most of the training that is currently available to
them.

Example:

e The California Associations of Library Associations and Commissioners (CAL-
TAC) formed in 1978 to educate individual trustees and library boards, so that they
would be better informed and more effective advocates for California libraries. CAL-
TAC sponsors an annual legislative day, allowing trustees to visit legislators and re-
mind them that libraries are important. The group holds an annual meeting and regional
workshops to keep trustees updated on library practices and issues. CALTAC also does
board trainings at individual libraries.

Option
Board mentoring
Pair experienced board members with new board members from any of the four boards, to

provide the new board members with a source of advice.
A mentoring program could help to reduce the amount of time staff members spend in

board training and orientation, would help build relationships among boards, and would
give new trustees an ongoing source of advice.
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Area of collaboration: Programming for adults, seniors,
children and teens

Several staff groups discussed the opportunities for collaboration in programming. In gen-
eral, they saw the potential for sharing information, doing joint programming, and hiring
joint programming staff. On the other hand, those responsible for programming said it was
the most creative part of their jobs and one that they did not want to lose.

“No one is happy with their programming now,” one library director said. Most say
that in the past, ideas for programming came from staff members, but were not usually tied
into any sort of overall strategic plan or programming goals.

There is already collaboration across the four libraries. For example, staff members
take turns staffing booths at events like Bald Eagle Days. There also are collaborative pro-
gram groups for children’s librarians and for young adult librarians through PALS. The
libraries also participate in the summer reading program each year.

But there are many areas of overlap in programming. For example, all of the librar-
ies provide programming for children and want to continue to do so. However, they dis-
cussed the option of sharing a children’s librarian between libraries, or creating a
“children’s coordinator” position in order to free up staff time and pull in additional re-
sources.

The two ideas that programming people felt had the most merit were developing

shared calendars and using the Libraries Together website to stimulate collaboration.

Opportunities from collaboration

The staff members think there is an opportunity to save money through collaborative pro-
gramming. They think they could make “smarter use” of their time and money by working
together. They also said that a more collaborative (less “us versus them”) attitude could pay
off in better public relations for the libraries and more opportunities for grant funding.

Barriers to collaboration
As mentioned above, staff members do not want to give up the creativity that programming
offers because they feel it is one of the biggest perks of their jobs. They also have concerns
that disparity in the salaries at various libraries could be a roadblock. In addition, the state,
and to some extent the library’s boards and city/county administrators, judge their success
by the numbers of people who attend their programs. Joint programming might be a barrier
to each library making its numbers.

Finally, “programming is where you build community and get press,” one director
said. “I’m not sure I want to give that up.”
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Favored option

Shared coordinator of children’s and youth programming

Children and teen programming staff members proposed creating a new position, a coordi-
nator of children’s and teens programming, who would report to the programming directors
at each library. The coordinator would be a central resource for information on children’s
services at each library.

The staff members say that all the libraries have the same message in children’s
programming. They believe that services to young children and their parents are among
their most important services, and libraries should be devoting significant resources to this
area. “Libraries are supposed to be about promoting literacy, but we don’t put the money
there,” said one children’s staff person.

The staff felt that a coordinator of children’s services could help individual libraries
provide better programming, and help the four libraries collaborate on joint programming.
The coordinator could also assist in public speaking and grant writing, as well as step in
when a library was short-staffed.

Staff members said the coordinator would help to overcome the fears programming
people had about collaboration costing them the opportunity to be creative. Instead, the co-

ordinator would allow them more time for creativity.

Opportunities from collaboration
Staff members said the coordinator position would be cost effective. They also said it
would “even the playing field,” and eliminate competition among libraries.

Barriers to collaboration
Children become very attached to children’s librarians, the programming people said, and

libraries should strive to maintain a consistent storytime person.

Option
Joint catalog of local programming
Jointly develop a catalog of external resources for programming, such as speakers offered

by local nonprofit and government agencies.

PALS has an online database of programs for Illinois, lowa and Wisconsin. It tells how
much a performer or speaker will cost and how far they’ll travel. It might be more efficient
to also have a Scott County or Quad Cities database. This could be housed on the Libraries
Together website. Programmers also could share information about how successful the pro-
grams have been.
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Option

Cross-promotion of programming

Staff members said they could easily work together to publicize key programs at other li-
braries, such as a visit by a noted author. They also discussed running a list of programs the
other libraries are doing in their newsletters.

Option

Share programming

One option is to have a person who has developed a program for one library present that
program at other libraries. For example, the libraries put a lot of resources into book discus-
sion groups, creating discussion guides and buying multiple copies of the books. The dis-
cussion groups could then be offered at more than one library. Another option would be for
each library to specialize in certain types of book discussions, such as Davenport in science
fiction, Bettendorf in mysteries, etc.

Area of collaboration: Joint marketing and
communications

This is the area where the “principal of uniformity” knocks heads with the “principal of
individual identity.” While the libraries see cost saving advantages of joint marketing and
communications, they fear the loss of their own identities. They know it is easier for pa-
trons if they all share a consistent message, but admit they feel competition with other li-
braries.

As staff members discussed ways to collaborate, they saw the most promise in cre-
ating highly-visible programming that would reinforce their key message about the role of
libraries in literacy. They also liked the idea that, while all the libraries would share one
large event, each would do its own creative pieces relevant to its own community.

PALS provides monthly articles the libraries can customize for their newsletters.
Davenport currently uses this content; the others do not. The libraries said it would be easy
for them to exchange content that is not specific to one library, freeing each up to develop
more unique content and providing readers with more information.

The staff members saw joint marketing and communications beginning slowly and
building as the libraries develop relationships. They said it would make sense to begin with
a joint strategic plan and then develop a joint marketing plan.

They suggested several short-term starting points. One was to collaborate by taking
national messages provided by the American Library Association and building a marketing
campaign around them. This could use either the summer reading program or public service
announcements. Another idea was to name a “Scott County Library Family of the Year,”
and use the award to feature library services and reward patrons.
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The libraries also said they could immediately post the newsletters of other libraries
on each library’s website, to increase knowledge of activities at other libraries and show
collaboration.

Opportunities from collaboration

Collaboration would reinforce the libraries’ mission of improving literacy, and would be a
very visible sign that the libraries are collaborating. Staff members think they would get
better media coverage for larger programs that attract more people.

Barriers to collaboration:
A large joint event might be too time-consuming for the libraries to take on without a coor-
dinator.

Favored option

Joint festival of early childhood learning

As they discussed the options, the library staff members talked about joining together to
present a national speaker such as Henry Winkler, who provided the keynote at a recent
American Library Association conference. They said the joint event would be an opportu-
nity to use publicity to reach library non-users. The group then went on to discuss the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of a “Festival of the Book™ type of event built around early
childhood issues. They felt such an event would have high impact, and that if they planned
several years in advance, they might attract grant money to hire a coordinator to handle the
event logistics. Early childhood was chosen as a topic because it offered the greatest oppor-
tunity to develop partnerships that could be valuable beyond the event itself.

As staff members envisioned it, the collaboration would begin with a small steering
committee that would help to identify potential partners. The committee would develop a
joint logo and message. Gradually, the committee would add new members. The libraries
would hold separate board meetings to explain the project and get agreement. The commit-
tee would look for grant funding to develop the program and hire a coordinator.

In effect, the purpose of the collaboration would be to foster more collaboration in
the future, among libraries, with schools and community groups, and potential new patrons.
“This opens all kinds of doors,” said one director.

Examples:

e Libraries in Shawnee, Oklahoma, Toledo and Chicago, among other cities, are putting
on popular literacy festivals, which connect readers with writers. According to Beth
Dempsey, writing in the February edition of Library Journal, the festivals may be sev-
eral weeks long, with author appearances, stage acts, writing workshops, music and
storytelling. Cultural institutions may set up booths. Sometimes authors go into the
schools. Most programs are free.
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Some festivals are more specialized — Omaha and Lincoln do a mystery festi-
val, while Missoula focuses on Western writers.

Fundraising opportunities abound. Sometimes local bookstores sell books at
these events and pay a small fee to the festival. Library funders may pay up to $150 a
ticket to mix with authors at an elegant cocktail party. Some of the most important con-
nections come from relationships with publishers. The libraries may be able to coordi-
nate with national book tours so they can bring in big-name authors for free. Festival
organizers say these relationships pay off all year, with publishers who are looking for

venues for author events.

Option

Joint marketing plan

Staff members said that once the libraries have created a joint strategic plan, they should
develop a joint marketing plan, which would outline the goals and objectives of joint mar-
keting. The plan would include branding, press releases, media kits, focus group develop-
ment of projects and other issues.

Option

Hire joint fund development/marketing person for all libraries

The participants said that hiring a joint development person, who raised funds for the group
collectively and helped each library individually, could help them attract more grant fund-
ing.

On the other hand, the Bettendorf Public Library faced some challenges when it
tried joint fundraising with the family museum next door. The director said individual do-
nors want their money to go “where their heart is, which was either the library OR the mu-
seum.” Unlike philanthropic funders, individual donors may prefer to give to one of the
four independent libraries.

Option

Joint public relations

Work together to publicize key programs at other libraries, such as a visit by a noted au-
thor.

The libraries said they would like to use the Libraries Together website to work together on
public relations to reinforce the value of libraries and to get the four staffs working to-
gether. They discussed keeping a shared database of reporters and information about their
experiences with each, as well as working together to build long-term relationships with the

media.
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Example:

e Karen Bersche, formerly of the Savanna, Illinois, Public Library, became known as
“the pig lady of Illinois.” “PIGS” stood for “Partners in a Great Library System.” When
a survey of patrons showed they didn’t know that the system provide interlibrary loans,
Bersche had the idea to give them a very visual message. She formed an alliance with
the Illinois Pig Producers and had them produce hundreds of 4-foot-tall fiberglass pigs.
She then got 18 volunteers to drive them around central Illinois, to distribute them to
each library. In addition to garnering 3000 column inches in 45 newspapers, the pigs
were later sold at auction.

Option

Joint speakers’ bureau

Develop a shared speakers’ bureau and work together to get speakers in front of key
groups, especially those who do not traditionally use library services.

Option

Unified political marketing

Boards work together to report to the county board of supervisors and the city councils of
all three municipalities on a regular basis.

Option

Joint quarterly or annual newsletter

The library communication staff members like the idea of doing a quarterly or yearly mail-
ing to all the residents of Scott County. The goal would be to highlight collaboration among
the librarians and the advantages to patrons, as well as to increase awareness of library ser-

vices among non-users.

Option

Jointly pitch feature stories to local media

Each of the libraries send out a lot of news releases, but few get picked up except for calen-
dar listings. Staff members believe reporters would be more interested in writing about the
collaboration between libraries, especially since collaboration is such a hot political issue

right now.

Option

Shared email and mail distribution lists

The libraries agreed they could send information to their patrons about programming and
events at the other libraries. Most have policies of not sharing their mailing lists, but they
could send an email on behalf of the other libraries.
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Option

Shared newsletter content

PALS provides monthly articles the libraries can customize for their newsletters. Davenport
currently uses this content; the others do not. The libraries said it would be easy for them
to exchange content that is not specific to one library, freeing each up to develop more
unique content and providing readers with more information.

Area of collaboration: Joint processing

The libraries have either full- or part-time technical services people who handle or oversee
the ordering, purchasing, receiving, accounting, physical processing, interlibrary loan, re-
pair, and cataloging of all items. Cataloging is the process used to describe each item so it
can be found in a search of subject matter, call number, author, or title. The cataloging staff
members enter the descriptions into the library’s database of materials.

The libraries already cooperate in processing through their connection with the Online
Computer Library Center (OCLC), the world's largest database of bibliographic records.
They can use “copy cataloging” to download records other libraries have entered into
OCLC. They can also copy records that other libraries have entered into Quad-LINC. Le-
Claire contracts with PALS to enter records that are not available on Quad-LINC.

The libraries have differing views on how useful joint processing would be. The
Scott County Library System would be interested in contracting out all processing, while
Davenport wants to continue doing its own but might be willing to do some for other librar-
ies. Staff members said that the best reason to collaborate in processing was to make things

uniform for the patrons.

Opportunities for collaboration

There are only subtle differences in the way things are done at the four libraries, so there
would not be many changes necessary to implement joint processing. The libraries noted
that the more they can move toward shared standards for processing, the more opportunities

they have for collaboration.

Barriers to collaboration
The libraries would need to study how much cost saving could be achieved through central
processing and they would have to agree upon standards for processing.

The staff members said that they would like to try some smaller collaborative steps
before trying a central processing center. Their ideas for small steps are reflected in the op-
tions listed below.
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Favored Option
Create a central processing center
The libraries said they would start by looking at best practice options from other libraries.
They would then need to review how each library handles processing now, and do a cost
analysis of combining their processing efforts. This might be done at a “shared informa-
tion” day or as part of the efforts of a cross-library committee.

The libraries then would need to work out the details and reach agreements on stan-
dards and workload. It might be necessary to create a new governance structure.

In the meantime, the staff said the libraries might start on one collaborative project

such as making placement of bar codes the same at each library.

Example:

e In 2001, the Denver Public Library began planning ways to make multiple copies of
best-sellers available at the library as quickly as at bookstores. According to Jo Sarling
writing in Library Journal, the library developed a new department called “access ser-
vices,” with a director responsible for technical services, collection development, circu-
lation and interlibrary loan.

The library pushed its vendors to “incorporate more standards and processing
options to increase efficiency and cut turnaround time,” Sarling wrote. By using outside
vendors to process popular new materials, the library can make the materials available
on their publication date, just like they are available in bookstores. The library uses In-
gram’s online collection development product to download a record of the order, a re-
ceipt and a public access catalog record in one process.

Option
Interlibrary loan
Several proposals deal with centralizing technical services across the libraries.

SILO, the State of lowa Libraries Online interlibrary loan system, is available to all
Iowa libraries with Internet access, although some say that SILO has problems with reli-
ability. Larger libraries have their own in-house interlibrary loan departments, which go to
OCLC to make requests. Southeastern Library Services also provides interlibrary loan ser-
vices to 61 libraries in its service area. The only library in Scott County to use Southeast-
ern Library Services to administer its interlibrary loan is the LeClaire Community Library.

Interlibrary loan also is part of the Quad-LINC agreement; every library in Quad-
LINC must agree to loan materials to other libraries. Unlike other systems, though, Quad-
LINC members don’t have to go to an outside party to request items because they share the
catalog that places the holds.

The opportunity for collaboration comes in the clerical process of getting the materi-

als ready to be sent to the library where the patron has requested them.
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Example:

e In Idaho, Libraries Linking Idaho has linked every library in the state in an electronic
catalogue and interlibrary loan system. According to the Spokane Spokesman-Review,
the project will include every interested public and school library in the state by 2008.
Idaho’s 105 libraries already had smaller regional interlibrary loans and electronic cata-
logues. The new system is a subset of WorldCat that can search for titles outside the
state or country. The $2.4 million, four-year project is funded by federal grant money
from Library Services and Technology grants, state money and a match from local li-
braries. Montana has a similar program; Illinois is starting one, and other states are con-

sidering statewide linking.

Option

Standardize bar codes

All of the libraries use slightly different systems for bar coding materials. While they all
have reasons for the system they use, staff members agreed that it would be easier on pa-
trons if they agreed upon a common method.

Option
Share processing staff
Develop a “floating clerk” position that delivers services to all four libraries.

Option

Collaborate on special projects

Sometimes, the four libraries all need to do the same type of processing update, such as
renumbering part of their collections. The staff said it might be more efficient for one per-
son to travel to each library for the special project. They said another opportunity for col-
laboration would be removing items from the databases.

Option

Develop processing specialties

Staff members saw opportunities for creating specialty areas in processing, such as mend-
ing of books. Other opportunities lie in inventory, cleaning CDs and DVDs, and managing
serials.
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Area of collaboration: Purchasing, collection
development and databases

This is a rich area for collaboration among the libraries in Scott County. Collaborating in
the area of online databases was voted the second most important option in terms of effec-
tiveness. Joint collection development also received high marks from the staff.

One of the most important roles of library consortia today is to facilitate joint pur-
chasing of online databases and other materials. The libraries in Scott County belong to
Quad-LINC and the state library system, which offer some joint database purchasing op-
tions. LeClaire currently offers one database and the other libraries would like to expand
what they offer, but don’t believe they can afford to do so. They think there is an opportu-
nity to try to negotiate a better deal if they form a collaborative purchasing group.

The four libraries already are committed to reciprocal borrowing through their par-
ticipation in Quad-LINC and the Iowa Open Access program. That means a patron of any
Iowa or Quad-LINC library can get free access to material from another lowa or Quad-
LINC library. All Quad-LINC libraries also participate in WorldCat, which describes itself
as a “worldwide union catalog created and maintained collectively by more than 9000
member institutions. With millions of online records built from the bibliographic and own-
ership information of contributing libraries, it is the largest and most comprehensive data-
base of its kind.”

Since reciprocal borrowing is in place and library patrons can see the holdings of
all Quad-LINC libraries, the next logical step is for each library to consider the holdings of
other libraries when developing its collection. Any WorldCat member can use its services
to analyze its collection and compare it to others. Libraries across the country are collabo-
rating to build collections and to avoid overlap on expensive or rarely-used items. Joint
analysis also allows libraries to decide together which materials to discard and which li-
brary should maintain one copy for the future.

As the libraries begin to collaborate, they are beginning to discuss the opportunities
to analyze their collections and to continue to build their own individual niches. For exam-
ple, Davenport is the recognized leader in reference materials, and so the other libraries
place less emphasis on collecting reference materials. Others might specialize in collecting
cookbooks, gardening books or business reference, for example.

The staff also began to discuss developing joint policies on audio services, as audio

books become a more important service.

Favored Option
Collaborative purchase of databases
Explore cooperative purchasing of full-text databases to reduce costs and allow every

county resident access to the same major databases from home or from each library.
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The patrons of all four libraries have the most to gain from the collective purchase of data-
bases, according to library staff. If all four libraries had access to the same online databases,
any Scott County resident with a library card would have access to the same resources. Li-
brary staff members would all be trained on the same databases, so they could help patrons
of other libraries. The four libraries could also collaborate on both patron and staff training
on the databases.

Additionally, it is likely the libraries would be able to afford to provide more data-
bases if they purchased them collaboratively than if they purchased them separately.

Staff members believe collaborative purchasing also would save time, as they
would not each have to negotiate a price for each database. Instead, the job of researching
and negotiating a price could be divided among the four libraries.

The libraries would begin by deciding what libraries should be included in the con-
sortium. They would then decide which databases they wished to purchase jointly and see
what vendors would negotiate with them. One big issue would be deciding how much each
library would pay for the jointly-purchased service. They said that, while LeClaire might
not be able to contribute financially as a full partner, the library would be offered other

ways to make up the difference, such as by contributing in-kind services.

Opportunities from collaboration

There would be opportunities to save money by jointly training staff and patrons. Staff
members see some public relations value in collaborative purchasing. They could also
jointly promote the new databases. The collaboration could also lead to further collabora-
tion, such as sharing an access page on the libraries’ websites. Staff members were con-
cerned, however, that the library boards might not support joint purchasing because they

see themselves as answering only to their own patrons.

Barriers to collaboration

The differing demographics of the different libraries could be an issue. Bettendorf patrons
are thought to demand a wide range of databases, which patrons of other libraries may not
value as much. Some worry that joint purchasing could cause bad relations with Quad-
LINC. There is also no administrative structure for joint purchasing, so one might have to
be created. And some say it is hard to break off a long-term relationship with a vendor,
which might be necessary.

Favored Option

Seek grant funding for collaborative collection development and weeding
Collection development experts see promise in beginning to collaborate. Informally, they
sometimes check now to see if another library in Scott County has a book or other material
before they purchase it. They see opportunities in discussing potential purchases and at-
tempting to coordinate services. They all agree it’s important for each library to have a core
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collection of popular materials, but collaboration could avoid duplication and free up funds
to be spent on broadening the collections. They believe they might have a good opportunity
to get grant funding to build a collaborative core collection.

They also suggested they could create a pool of very popular materials that would
travel to each library. Since these materials would never enter the permanent collection,
they could be bought pre-processed. Letting them circulate would allow patrons at each
library to browse a popular set of materials.

Option

Joint access to OCLC

Consider centralizing access to the OCLC bibliographic database for cataloging and inter-
library loan.

When a library purchases new material, it needs to be entered into the WorldCat database.
A recent study shows one of the weaknesses of WorldCat is the backlog libraries face in
cataloging the material. The libraries think there might be some options in centralizing the
OCLC entry process. They said it would be important to figure out what share each library
would pay.

Example:

e The Jefferson County Public Library in Colorado is trying a novel approach to col-
lection development. Library Journal in 2004 reported on the use of “floating collec-
tions,” which has reduced the total volume of materials moving among its libraries by
67 percent. Under a traditional inter-library loan system, the borrowed materials are
returned to their “owner.” In a floating system, the books are returned to the location
where the patron asked for them. The advantage to patrons is that there is a constant
supply of new materials on the shelves. Library managers estimate the floating system
saved them 20 hours a week of circulation staff time. Using floating collections re-
quired substantial changes to the existing system.

e Show-Me the World, a consortium of Missouri public libraries, was formed both “to
obtain expanded access to an integrated set of electronic services, and to bring better,
and more equitable, library service to the citizens of Missouri.” Through a grant from
the state library, libraries have access to WorldCat through FirstSearch, a database that
shows all holdings of any WorldCat member. The state library has also contracted with
the Missouri Library Network Corporation, a consortium of more than 30 libraries, to
begin the process of loading public library records into WorldCat, with the goal of get-
ting all Missouri library materials into the system over a period of three years.
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Option
Form or join a purchasing consortium
Consider collaborating within Scott County or in the Quad Cities to obtain discounts and

value purchasing for other materials, such as supplies and computers.

The libraries considered this option, but discussed the fact they already get purchasing dis-
counts through their various city or county purchasing agreements. They said the greatest
area for savings would be in the purchase of items, such as book jackets, which are only

used by libraries and would not be included in city or county purchasing discounts.
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Appendix A

Stafl voting on top options

Easiest to Most ef- Overall
implement fective
1 5 6
4 2 6
3 3 6
1 5 6
2 3 5
2 3 5
5 5
5 5
5 5
4 1 5
3 1 4
4 4
4 4
4 4
4 4
3 3
3 3
2 1 3
3 3
3 3
2 2

Option for Collaboration

Shared calendar

Shares ideas for and reviews of pro-
gramming

Shared calendar

Joint purchasing of online databases
Put all bar codes in the same place
Interlibrary loan

Centralized processing center
Group gets together quarterly

Temporary fill-in pool, all levels
Divide responsibility for research on
pricing

Joint catalog of local program resources

Bring in in-service training

Share staff training

Job shadowing

Grant for developing core collections

Cross promote other libraries in each
newsletter

Make Libraries Together a web re-
source

Joint programs, share cost of speakers

Share professional staff
WorldCat collection analysis

Quarterly or annual newsletter
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Which group
suggested
Children and youth
services

Children and youth
services

Adult and senior pro-
gramming
Purchasing

Technical services
Technical services
Technical services
Adult and senior pro-

gramming
Staffing

Purchasing

Children and youth
services

Staffing
Staffing
Staffing
Purchasing

Marketing and commu-
nications

Adult and senior pro-
gramming

Adult and senior pro-
gramming

Staffing

Purchasing

Marketing and commu-
nications
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Joint programming
Email distributions lists
Take national message as starting point

Scott County Library “Family of the
Year/arts program
Inventory (selectors do in some places)

Ordering, not duplicating, seeing sam-
ples from sales people

Barter skills

Have one person be contact for chil-
dren’s programming in 4 libraries

Coordinate book discussions groups and
share books
Joint marketing, development

Homebound services, one coordinator,
all departments eligible

Standardize services or learn about other
library services

Jointly pitch media for local features

Share mailing lists

Floating clerk to mend, discard, etc.

Substitute staffing

PALS, program cataloq but mainly or
Illinois and children

4 libraries agree on what they will pur-
chase

Floating staff fill-in person — profes-
sional

Scott could buy services from Dav or
Bet
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Marketing and commu-
nications

Marketing and commu-
nications

Marketing and commu-
nications

Marketing and commu-
nications

Technical services

Children and youth
services

Children and youth
services

Children and youth
services

Adult and senior pro-
gramming
Staffing

Staffing
Purchasing

Marketing and commu-
nications

Marketing and commu-
nications

Technical services

Children and youth
services

Adult and senior pro-
gramming
Purchasing

Technical services

Technical services
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Rank

Easiest to Implement
Options for Collaboration

Group gets together quarterly

Scott Co. Library System could buy services
from Dav or Bett

Shared ideas for and reviews of programming

Divide responsibility for research on pricing

Sponsor shared in-service training

Share staff training

Job shadowing

Shared calendar

O| 0 Q| &N \»n| B~

Joint catalog of local program resources

Cross-promote other libraries in each news-
letter

11

WorldCat collection analysis

Votes

Most Effective
Options for Collaboration

Shared calendar

Joint purchasing of online databases

Centralized processing center

Temporary fill-in pool, all levels

Grant for developing core collections

Shared calendar

Put all bar codes in the same place

Interlibrary loan

Make Libraries Together a web resource

W W W W W K| | | | W

Share professional staff
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Appendix B
Sources

“Cooperative Reference: Is there a Consortium Model?”, Susan Curtis and Barbara Mann, Sum-

“Branding Helped to Promote Our Library and Its Technology,” Seian Yun, Computers in Li-

“Central New York Libraries Complete Regional Digitization Plan” Jeannette Smithee, Central

“Consortia and their discontents,” Thomas A. Peters, Journal of Academic Librarianship, Mar

“Consortium Starts Temp Agency,” Lynn Blumenstein, Library Journal, Jan. 2005, Vol. 130 Is-

“Denver Reengineers,” Jo Sarling, Library Journal, Summer 2005 Vol. 130, pp. 12-14.

“Georgia’s 250 PINES Libraries to Create an ILS Their Way,” Brian Kenney, Library Journal,

“Idaho’s Libraries Link up Electronically,” Betsy Z. Russell, Spokesman-Review, 10/11/2004.

“Infinite Collections, Almost,” Franca Rosen, Library Journal, Spring 2005, Vol. 130 pp. 4-9.

“Libraries Consortium Conundrum,” Scott Carlson, Information Technology, Oct. 10, 2003.

“Libraries get new look: Logo aims to show ‘powerful new face,” Dennis Calkins, Times-

“Library Buildings and the Building of a Collaborative Research Collection at the Tri-County
Library Consortium: Report to the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation,” Judy Luther, Linda Bills,
Amy McColl, Norm Medeiros, Amy Morrison, Eric Pumroy and Peggy Selden, Council on Li-

“Library system to share patrons,” M. Elizabeth Neal, Atlanta Journal and Constitution, Mar. 11,

“Library Systems and Cooperatives,” Himmel & Wilson Consultants, available online at http://

“Literary Festivals, Library Style,” Beth Dempsey, Library Journal, 2/15/2005, pp. 28-32. Vol.

“Marketing Before Opening San Jose’s Dual-Purpose Library,” Spenser Thompson, Marketing

“Minnesota Library System Breaks New Ground with Fundraising Efforts,” John L. Pepper, Pub-

“NYPL: Synergy on the Way?”” Norman Oder, Library Journal, 2.1.05, Vol. 130 issue 2 pp. 18-

“OCLC Adds Collection Tool,” Library Journal, April 15, 2005, vol. 130 issue 7, pp. 29-34.

“Partners in a Great Adventure,” Staff, Library Journal, 3/15/2005 Movers & Shakers, Vol. 130,
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“Partners in Public Services: Models for Collaboration,” an Initiative of the Pennsylvania State

University in collaboration with the Corporation for Public Broadcasting and Institute of Mu-

“State Library Agencies, Fiscal Year 2002,” National Center for Education Statistics Library Sta-

“Systemwide Strategic Directions for Libraries and Scholarly Information at the University of
California,” Prepared for the Systemwide Library and Scholarly Information Advisory Commit-
tee, by the University of California University Librarians and the Office of Systemwide Library

“The latest wave,” Ann Cress, Library Journal, Oct. 1, 2004, vol. 129, issue 16, pp. 48-51.

“The Many Forms of E-Collaboration: Blogs, Wikis, Portals, Groupware, Discussion Boards,

“The Trend Toward Outsourcing in ILS: Recognizing the Benefits of Shared Systems,” Marshall

“The Virtual Consortium,” Tim Bucknall, Library Journal, Spring 2005, Vol. 130, pp 16-20.

http://www.caltac.org/
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Appendix C:
About Consensus & the team

Consensus, a nonprofit organization based in Kansas City, Missouri, has more than 20 years of ex-
perience in conducting public policy research and in engaging citizens in finding solutions to public
policy problems. Consensus conducts grants-funded work in metro Kansas City to fulfill its mission
of putting the public in public policy. It is also a leader among nonprofit organizations in taking on
entrepreneurial projects that fit within its mission.

Since its founding in 1984, Consensus has led a variety of projects that engaged citizens
and improved its community. In April of 2004, Consensus released its most recent policy white pa-
per, “Making Book: Gambling on the Future of Our Libraries,” a study of the structure and funding
system for metro Kansas City libraries. The paper has drawn praise from library leaders around the
country.

The Consensus team working on Libraries Together combines expertise in civic engage-

ment, communications and survey research with expertise in library operations.

Jennifer Wilding, project director
Jennifer Wilding was the author of Making Book: Gambling on the Future of Our Libraries, a Con-
sensus white paper about the structure and funding of libraries in metro Kansas City. Her work, re-
leased in April 2004, has been praised by library directors across the country and was included in an
OCLC recommended reading list.

Wilding combines an understanding of library structure and funding with broad knowledge
of public policy and 20 years of experience writing for the public. In addition, she is a recognized
leader in civic engagement. She directs KC Forums for Consensus, which uses the National Issues

Forums process to engage citizens on local issues.

Thomas J. Hennen, Jr.
Hennen has been a practicing librarian for almost 30 years. He is presently the director of Waukesha
County Federated Library System in Wisconsin, and previously directed library systems elsewhere
in Wisconsin and Minnesota. The Waukesha County Federated Library System has won five Na-
tional Association of Counties Achievement Awards in the last two years, for innovative programs
and long-range planning efforts.

Hennen is the author of Hennens’ American Public Library ratings (HAPLR), which uses
data provided by 9,000 public libraries to create comparative rankings. The rankings have gained

media notices in hundreds of communities since their first publication in American Libraries maga-
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zine in January of 1999. Hennen has published more than 40 articles on a wide range of topics, in-
cluding library futures, standards and accounting. His book for Neal-Schuman, Hennen’s Public

Library Planner, was published in April 2004.

Mary Jo Draper

Draper is principal of Mary Jo Draper Communications (WBE). She founded Draper Communica-
tions after 25 years as a print newspaper reporters and public radio talk show host and news director.
Draper has worked with nonprofit groups, foundations and governmental clients on a variety of com-
munication and planning projects.

Draper Communications was a principle contractor on the KC Safe City Initiative, which
involved more than 200 citizens and public safety professionals in a year-long planning process. At
KCUR Radio, the metro Kansas City NPR affiliate, Draper served as director of a year-long project
on health care for children, which was funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation.
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