
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
February 9, 2010 
Morrill Hall room 238A 
 
[In these minutes: collection management and storage space; open access ad hoc 
committee] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University of Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported 
in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the 
Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT:  Neil Olszewski (Chair), Wendy Lougee, J. Woods Halley, Mary Beth 
Sancomb-Moran, Bill Sozansky, Joseph Spanjers, LeAnn Dean, Vicki Graham, Elizabeth 
Fine, David Zopfi-Jordan, James Orf, Suzanne Thorpe (for Joan Howland), Michelle 
Englund, Jonathan Binks, Jennifer Alexander, Monica Howell, Bradford Clemens, Ted 
Higman 
 
REGRETS: Danielle Tisinger, David Fox, John Logie, Owen Williams, Ronald Hadsall, 
Rob Muellerleile,  
 
ABSENT: None  
 
Professor Neil Olszewski called the meeting to order, welcomed those present, and 
introduced Professor Ted Higman, chair of the Senate Information Technologies 
Committee.  
 
Collection Management, Preservation, and Space 
University Librarian Wendy Lougee began the meeting with a presentation on present 
challenges and future strategies regarding collection management, preservation, and 
collection space.  She provided the committee with handouts of her PowerPoint slides.  
She stated her presentation would focus on the space challenges related to collections 
including issues of physical care and environment, digital preservation, managing 
facilities, rational distribution, appropriate access, trends and collective action.  Looking 
at collections from an historical perspective she noted that the annual growth in the 
number of volumes has not diminished in recent years even though the Libraries have 
been adding digital content, often in lieu of print.  The Libraries currently have over 7 
million print volumes and have been adding approximately 100,000 volumes per year.  
Professor Olszewski asked what accounts for the increase in volumes.  Ms. Lougee 
responded there has been an increase in publication and the University has made new 
investments in collections since 2005.   
 
Ms. Lougee next used a map to point out the distribution of the collections across the 
University.  They are located at fourteen different sites.  She then noted some of the 
Libraries’ milestones with respect to space.   
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• 1924 - Regents policy was put in place requiring high-level approval to create 
new departmental libraries. 

• 1980’s - Branch libraries were consolidated. 
• 2002 - Walter Library was renovated and the Libraries’ space dropped from 

177,500 (assigned square feet) ASF to 62,100 ASF.   
• Andersen Library and two caverns opened enabling consolidation of 

archival/special collections.   
 
She noted further that one of the caverns, the Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC), 
is the shared with other libraries in Minnesota and it allows for high-density closed access 
storage.  The space allocation in MLAC is 60% for the University of Minnesota and 40% 
for libraries not part of the University Libraries. The cavern’s capacity is approximately 
1.57 million volumes and they are currently at 1.4 million.  A study is underway to 
determine whether the space can be used more effectively.  Ms. Lougee noted that there 
is space to develop 18 more caverns and the cost of developing a cavern is about $8 
million.  She noted further that high-density storage space costs approximately 86 cents 
per year while digital storage costs about 15 cents per year.   
 
Ms. Lougee next discussed the Libraries expenditures on space.  She stated the Libraries 
have 592,640 ASF, which is approximately seven percent of all University space.  Their 
internal expenditures on facilities are approximately $1 million per year.  Their direct 
facility related costs are $4.4 million in FY 11.  Their total direct and attributed costs are 
approximately $11.4 million.  She also noted that the University invests approximately 
$12 million per year in the Libraries’ facilities. 
 
Ms. Lougee turned to the condition of the University of Minnesota collection.  She stated 
that at the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century books were 
printed on acidic paper that breaks down and becomes brittle over time.  A preservation 
survey was done of the University’s general collection and it was determined that about 
one-third of the general collection is in jeopardy.  She noted that preservation programs 
in the 20th century involved environmental controls, repair, microfilm reformatting, de-
acidification, and conservation.  The programs were focused on individual items, and 
individual institutions.  She contrasted this with 21st century preservation programs that 
focus on environment, including reformatting (digitization), coordinated storage and 
retention solutions, and digital preservation.  She referred the committee to the 2010 
Consultant’s Report at http//z.umn.edu/p5 and presented the highlights of that report’s 
recommendations including: 

• Collaborative network framework for print and digital collections 
o Shared management of collections 
o New decision and business models 

• Balanced preservation allocations for general, special and digital collections,  
• Preservation priorities 

o Digitization aligned with collection priorities 
o Conservation capacity and strategies 

• Digital preservation 
o Collaboration with like-minded institutions 
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o Shared, sustainable infrastructure 
 
Ms. Lougee elaborated on the collective context noting the rise of digital collections and 
network discovery and delivery systems.  She discussed the Libraries’ partnership with 
Google in digitizing from the collection and the digital preservation work with the Hathi 
Trust.  She also noted that like the University of Minnesota, most libraries are running 
out of space, and she stated that the University of Chicago had just invested in a new 
library.  Professor James Orf asked if the Hathi Trust would be responsible for updating 
and preserving the items in the trust.  Ms. Lougee responded that it is, and the cost for 
ongoing preservation is about 15 cents per item.  She further noted in response to a 
question by Professor Woods Halley that the content in the Trust is available to everyone 
in the world.  The link is www.hathitrust.org.   
 
Professor Olszewski asked if there is a mirror site for the digital content stored in the 
Hathi Trust.  Ms. Lougee responded that Hathi has redundant sites in Michigan and 
Indiana.  But there is a potential problem in that a portion of the information is held only 
by Google.   
 
Ms. Lougee next discussed the University Libraries’ holdings in a broader context.   She 
noted the total number of University holdings in the WorldCat database is 4,316,022 
titles.   663,258 of these items are held be five or fewer institutions, and 1,603,701 are 
held be 25 or fewer institutions.  The University contains 15% of unique titles in the 
Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) second only to the University of Michigan.  
She also noted the growth in the number of volumes in the Hathi Trust.  In 2011, it 
passed eight million.  Approximately 25% of these volumes are in the public domain.  
The University of Minnesota is participating in a project investigating the status of 
copyrights of works in the Hathi Trust roughly between 1923 and 1964 that may have 
moved into the public domain.  
 
Ms. Lougee noted one of the strategies for collection management is working with the 
CIC to develop collective coordinated methods for digitization reformatting, digital 
preservation and shared print storage.  She stated working with the CIC would require 
further development of governance and financial models particularly around collective 
storage.  One model for this type of coordinated storage program is the regional or 
consortial program the Western Regional Storage Trust (WEST).  Ms. Lougee provided 
the committee with a copy of the February 8, 2011 Chronicle of Higher Education article 
regarding the large-scale print-journal repository known as WEST.  Professor Orf asked 
if there was discussion about the CIC developing a regional storage center.  Ms. Lougee 
responded that coordinating CIC programs with other regional consortial programs, is 
under consideration, but the University Libraries must consider both the CIC needs and 
its responsibility to serve the state of Minnesota.   
 
Next, Ms Lougee presented a straw model for discussion.  She stated assuming there is 
“durable digital access,” how should access and preservation requirements for print be 
distributed?   

• Retained as a local asset?  

http://www.hathitrust.org/
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• Shared research collection, regional consolidation? 
• Source print delivery with a network provider?  

 
Professor Orf asked how the condition of other libraries’ books is determined in the 
process of shared storage.  Ms. Lougee stated there is some effort to declare in the catalog 
record that the book is being kept and the conditions under which it is stored.  Mr. Orf 
asked how the Libraries handle volumes that become unusable.  Ms. Lougee stated first 
they try to find a new copy.  They may also make a copy of the damaged volume, or 
sometimes they withdraw an item from circulation.   
 
Professor Halley asked if the Libraries have a systematic program for dealing with the 
acidified portion of the collections.  Ms. Lougee responded that there is not a formal 
program, but the Libraries are being intentional about what items they are digitizing, and 
are prioritizing the reformatting and digitization of its collections.  Professor Halley 
opined that preserving the portion of the collections that are on acidic paper should be a 
very high priority for the Libraries because they are charged with preserving the cultural 
heritage.  Professor Halley also expressed concern about the quality of digitization.  Ms. 
Lougee responded that the quality of digitization is being studied, and also there are a 
series of fail-safes in place such as storage redundancy. 
 
Professor Olszewski asked if there is coordination around a shared research collection.  
Ms. Lougee noted that there is already work underway within the CIC on creating a 
shared storage collection of print for science journals that have full digital access.   She 
concluded that in considering space and collection management, the Libraries must 
balance serving the disciplines well and addressing cost effectiveness.    
 
Next, the librarians from the coordinate campuses reported on the storage space situations 
at their respective libraries.  Bill Sozansky, Director of the University of Minnesota 
Duluth Library Learning Resource Service, stated that in general storage space has not 
been an issue.  The library opened in September 2000 and was designed to support a 
population of 7,500 students.  Currently, there are 10,000 students at the University of 
Minnesota Duluth.  But the digital revolution and aggressive weeding of the their 
collections has helped them manage storage issues.  He noted that they remove journal 
runs that are available digitally and they have moved books to the Minnesota Library 
Access Center (MLAC).  Mr. Sozansky noted they have room for five more years of 
collections, but there is pressure for space from technology services, the learning 
commons, and the multimedia hub.  Special collections and archives are also 
problematic.   
 
LeAnn Dean, Director of the University of Minnesota Morris Library, stated that the 
building was constructed in 1974 and designed to serve for 20 years and to house 100,000 
volumes.  Presently, they have over 270,000 volumes and are facing challenges for 
space.  They are sharing space with career services, the writing room, academic 
assistance and disabilities services; and individual and group study spaces have been 
diminished due to need for increased materials' shelving."   She expressed gratitude for 
the storage space available in MLAC and the interlibrary loan service.   
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Owen Williams, University of Minnesota Crookston Library Manager, submitted a report 
via e-mail, and Professor Olszewski shared it with the committee.  Mr. Williams stated 
that space is also an issue in Crookston.  To help alleviate the problem, they are: 

• In the beginning stages of planning a weed and inventory of their collection,   
• Clearing the space of items that are unused, superseded, available elsewhere, and 

now available in electronic format (such as many government publications), and  
• Undertaking a policy of purchasing more digital books than paper for the library. 

 
Following these reports, Professor Jennifer Alexander commented on the labor-intensive 
nature of preservation.  Ms. Lougee noted that the two principle methods of preservation 
are keeping the books in a good environment and reformatting (e.g., digitization).  She 
stated further that when considering preservation, it is most cost effective to look at 
categories rather then individual selections.  She noted that a study is being conducted on 
dealing with “medium rare” items and investing in new shelving to handle these items.   
 
Mary Beth Sancomb Moran indicated that the Rochester Library is almost entirely digital 
and she relies heavily on interlibrary loan from the Twin Cities collection.   
 
Next, there was discussion about collection use.  Ms. Lougee noted that the decision to 
move items to storage is based on use and the item’s imprint date.  Storage stabilizes the 
collection items and helps preserve those on acidic paper.  She noted that acidic 
collections could have roughly a 100-year life span.  Professor Olszewski asked if there 
are materials that the Libraries do not have the resources to preserve.  Ms. Lougee 
responded that no library has the resources to preserve all that is needed.  Professor 
Olszewski asked whether a failure to preserve items in the Libraries’ collection would 
result in a permanent loss of those books.  Ms. Lougee responded that it is difficult to 
know if there are items that may be lost from the world or just the University.   
 
Professor Olszewski asked the committee if they would like to follow up on the issue of 
storage space.  Professor Orf asked Ms. Lougee if drafting a letter to the Provost 
regarding the Libraries’ space needs would be helpful.  Ms. Lougee stated that the lack of 
quality space will remain an issue and is a problem that needs greater investment.  
Professor Halley asked why the Libraries are not focusing on opening another cavern.  
Ms. Lougee explained that given the current budget climate it would not be feasible to get 
a request for a cavern through the state legislature.  Ms. Lougee noted further that a 
cavern has never risen to the level of the University’s six-year plan for capital 
investment, and it would also require endorsement of the library communities statewide.   
 
The committee determined that Professor Olszewski would draft a letter to the Provost 
expressing the committee’s concern about the Libraries’ need for space and supporting 
increased funding for the costs associated with collection management, preservation, and 
space. 
 
Open Access Committee 
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Professor Olszewski stated the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) is still in the 
process of identifying a chair for the ad hoc open access committee.  Professor Olszewski 
stated he had provided FCC chair, Professor Kate VandenBosch, with some names for 
the committee, and he would monitor the situation and encourage the formation of a 
committee. 
 
Hearing no further business, Professor Olszewski adjourned the meeting. 
 
       Dawn Zugay  

University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 


