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Broad Scope of Change

 From paper reports to online reporting system
– Financial Status Report (FSR) is integrated
– Certification is integrated through credentials

 Only for non-competitive (allotment) awards
– Relevant to LS-00… grants 
– Not relevant to LS-01… grants (Pacific competitive) 
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Goals of New Report

 Use more dynamic tool to capture better LSTA 
Grants to States data
– How are funds used?
– Who are the beneficiaries?
– Where are activities happening?

 Standardize reporting process to increase 
comparability of project reports

 Share information to facilitate peer learning
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
With the new system we’re aiming for consistency and comparability in reporting. And we’re looking at wider dissemination of information about projects and promising practices.




 Primarily free text
 Non-comparable 

information
– across states/ 

territories 
– over time

 Data of limited 
use after Program 
Officer review

Existing Report



Transitioning

Old Report
 Individual documents 
 Open-ended narrative fields
 Hard to compare across 

project fields
 Hard to share project data

New Report
 Electronic system
 More survey-like fields 
 Easier to compare projects
 System designed to share 

project data 

Both
 Describe projects
 Reflect Five-Year Plan goals
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
To achieve consistency and comparability, we’re moving from mostly open-ended narrative fields in the old report to a series of more structured, closed-ended questions in the new report.

And we’re looking at broader sharing of information among the states and territories, across and beyond the profession, and with the public at large.

Both reports are stil built around the idea of Projects that reflect your Five-Year Plan goals.



Looking Ahead

So what will the new 
report tell us about 

projects?…
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Who Managed the Project?

 State Library Administrative Agency (SLAA)
 Local library 
 Another institution

 …and were there official partners involved?



What Kind of Broad Impact?

 (Contributed to) Lifelong Learning
 (Facilitated) Information Access
 (Built) Institutional Capacity
 (Enhanced) Human Services
 (Promoted) Civic Engagement
 (Supported) Employment & Economic 

Development



What Activities Were Involved?

 Instruction
 Content (books, databases, cataloging, etc.)
 Procurement (infrastructure purchases)
 Planning/Evaluation (Five-Year Plan, etc.)



Where Did It Happen?

 Was the work “statewide” (across territory)?
 If so, which kinds of institutions participated?
 Public Libraries
 Academic Libraries
 School Libraries
 Special Libraries
 Consortia
 Others

 If not statewide, name specific institutions



In Summary

 It’s a “data driven” story….
 Who… managed the work?
 What… was the focus?
 How… did they do it?
 Where… did they do it?
 How much… did it cost?
 Who… were the partners (if any)?
 Who… were the beneficiaries?
 Was the project new?  Will it continue?
 And eventually: How well did it go? (later outcomes phase)



In Practice: FY14 States’ Data 

What have we learned so 
far from the states’ 

implementation of the 
new SPR?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Caveat that this is preliminary data from unapproved reports. 



Area Frequency Percent

Lifelong Learning 539 33%

Information Access 495 30%

Institutional Capacity 488 30%

Human Services 43 3%

Employment & Economic 
Development

32 2%

Civic Engagement 30 2%

States’ Areas of Broad Impact

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over 90% of recent projects fall into three of the six broad impact areas. 



Who Was Involved?

Project Manager Where Activities Took Place
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Public libraries and state libraries managed most of the projects, and projects took place at a variety of libraries. 



What Activities Took Place?

Projects with 1-2 Activities Projects with 3-5 Activities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Instruction and content purchases are the activities that dominate the portfolio.

Totals exceed 100% because of combinations of activities in projects with 2 activities.  For instance, a single project can have both instruction and content. Same is true for projects with 3-5 activities.




What Kind of Reach, Overall? 

33%

67%
Statewide

Not statewide

33% of 
activities were 

statewide

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1020 of 3075 activities (33%) were statewide.  



What Kind of Project Lifecycle?

Will the Project Continue?Was the Project New?*
*Data from only a subset of states

82%

Presenter
Presentation Notes
About 71% of FY 2014 projects were reported as a continuation projects from a prior year, and 82% of projects in 2014 are expected to continue in the future.




Questions
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