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LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
February 13, 2013 
 
[In these minutes: Discovery system implementation process; Libraries communications 
overview.] 
 
[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), Brandon Adams, Phil Buhlmann, LeAnn Dean, 
Michelle Englund, Mary Alice Ford, Judith Garrard, Vicki Graham, Elizabeth Benson 
Johnson, Daniel Pesut, Luke Plutowski, Evan Roberts, Marlo Welshons Owen Williams 
 
GUESTS: John Butler, associate librarian; Mark Engebretson, Director of 
Communications; Karen Williams, associate librarian 
 
OTHERS: Connie Lenz (for Joan Howland) 
 
REGRETS: Jennifer Alexander, David Fox, Ronald Hadsall, Jessica Kessler, John Logie, 
Wendy Lougee, Douglas Olson, Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran, 
 
Professor Olszewski called the meeting to order, welcomed those present, and called for 
introductions.   
 
Discovery System Implementation 
 
Mr. Butler, Associate University Librarian for Data & Technology, was invited to present 
the process of implementing the Libraries new discovery system. Karen Williams, 
Associate University Librarian for Research & Learning, provided information regarding 
user support programs during this transition to the new system. 
 
Mr. Butler began by explaining that the Libraries are planning to implement a new 
discovery system in a graceful and gradual way that will enhance the current online 
search functions.  The new system is actually a significant enhancement of the current 
system that is used for MNCAT. He used a PowerPoint presentation titled “Information 
Discovery System Implementation” to outline the following topics: 

• “Discovery Happens Elsewhere” 
This slide displayed a graph of the leading discovery sources for accessing UMN 
licensed resources. PubMed is the most popular index with Google Scholar in 
second. The Libraries have determined that over 75% of the traffic to licensed 
content begins through external sources. 

• MNCAT Survey (n=480) and other studies 
The Libraries have conducted studies surrounding user behavior, desires, and 
trends around discovery that have been recognized in the field for their 
contribution.  
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• New Discovery System Concept 
With licensed information and digital content residing in distributed repositories, 
the definition of what constitutes an institutional holding is changing. The new 
discovery system will define the University collections as a subset of a larger 
sphere of global content.  As such, a single search in the new system will be cast 
against nearly a billion sources, rather than the seven million or so items that the 
current MNCAT system searches.  

• History & Planning Summary 
Mr. Butler noted that in 2007 the Libraries were development partners on one of 
the first next generation catalog systems, which resulted in MNCAT.  The current 
process began in 2011 with an effort directed towards procurement resulting in a 
sole source contract for Ex Libris Primo Direct with Central Index.  This spring 
and summer will begin the testing, iterative feedback loops, and by fall a 
production worthy version of the new interface will be available.  This new 
interface will run simultaneously with MNCAT Classic until December 2013, 
when, as discussed with the committee in March 2012, Classic will be retired. The 
retirement of MNCAT Classic is necessitated from the retirement of a legacy 
library management system on which Classic runs. 
 
From raw use data, Mr. Butler stated that for every 5 searches of the new 
MNCAT, there are 3 searches of MNCAT Classic.  This needs to be further 
analyzed to determine how many of the MNCAT Classic users are University 
librarians using Classic to support their work, such as processing collections.  

• New Information Discovery Model 
The new system does a pre-aggregation of the data and creates a massive index.  
This aggregation is designed for the academic community and is reflective of the 
choices that are made by librarians working with the faculty.  The large number of 
sources that will now be indexed make relevancy ranking, search result filters, 
and de-duplication controls more important.  If a user encounters content that is 
not immediately available through the UMN Libraries, they have the option to 
request it through an inter-library loan.  
 

• How the System Works 
Mr. Butler demonstrated an implementation of the selected system at Emory 
University.  
 
Selected Notable Features 
A member noted that users could benefit from an advanced option that allows 
users to include the de-duplicated sources in their search results, in the event that 
they are slightly different.   

• Significant Benefits 
Mr. Butler emphasized the system’s capability of a larger scale aggregation of 
resources. For example, the system will include access to the HathiTrust Digital 
Library, which is full-text searchable and currently contains approximately 50% 
of UMN holdings.  

• Challenges 
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o Decommissioning of MNCAT classic (originally implemented in 2002) 
Members discussed that “known-item” searching of the new MNCAT has 

greatly improved.   
Mr. Butler assured members that browsing by title, author, and subject call 
number would be available with the new system. 

o This index will provide access to 90% of what is currently licensed by the 
Libraries and no information will be lost from current indexes. The 10% 
of UMN licensed content that is not discoverable through the new system 
is most likely esoteric resources produced by individual publishers.  

o Ms. Williams summarized that the Libraries will work to avoid cancelling 
journal and database subscriptions at the same time that the new system is 
launched to avoid confusion.  Users might assume the information is not 
discoverable in the new index; however, the problem might be the result 
of a cancellation so timing will be important 

• SLC As Stakeholder – the Libraries regarding the committee as a key stakeholder 
in implementation process and will invite member participation in testing and 
feedback opportunities. 

• Key UMN Libraries Research – selected references to the Libraries’ published 
research report on the information discovery environment were provided. 

 
UMN Libraries Communications 
 
Mark Engebretson, Director of Communications, University Libraries, distributed a copy 
of Continuum magazine, a News and Events brochure, and a handout titled, “Overview: 
University of Minnesota Libraries Communications.”  
 
Mr. Engebretson read the overview and detailed specific modes of communications: 
 

• Collegiate newsletters are valuable because readers are more inclined to read 
news that relates specifically to their department or college. As a result, Mr. 
Engebretson has been targeting specific colleges with news about the Libraries. 
Mr. Engebretson previously worked with the School of Public Health and found 
that the calculated open rate of SPH newsletters by faculty exceeded 40% . 
Faculty had the highest open rate at the school—higher than students and staff, 
which ran contrary to perceptions at the time. Open rates, in general, are under-
reported due to technological limitations of mass email programs.  

 
• Recent videos have helped to gain the Libraries external visibility. In one 

example, a video about the consolidation of branch libraries helped bring attention 
to the issue and earned the story a place on the University of Minnesota’s 
Operational Excellence website. 

 
He asked the committee for suggestions because there are campus communications 
challenges since the Libraries are not an actual college and do not have built-in faculty, 
students, or alumni audiences. 



 4 

• Targeted emails to groups were mentioned as a way to advertise specific services 
for smaller audiences, such as faculty members. 

 
In response, Ms. Williams asked if the new discovery interface should have targeted 
emails sent regarding specific services.  Members discussed several options regarding 
communication surrounding the new interface: 

• How-to videos exploring the new interface   
• PowerPoint slides that can be downloaded and displayed in class would be helpful 

to show the students the interface.   
• Electronic files, accessible on the Libraries website, of printed or emailed 

newsletters, would help users to revisit information just-in-time.  
• Presentations, workshops, and pop-ups  
• Members expressed positive reviews of the librarian real-time chat available on 

the website. 
• A clickable banner running across the new interface that advertises the 

opportunity for users to provide feedback.  
• Professor Garrard commented that users could provide feedback via a Continuous 

Quality Improvement (CQI) in which the following questions are answered:  
o What were the strengths? 
o What were the weaknesses? 
o  How would you rate it from 1-5? 

 
Hearing no further business, Professor Olszewski adjourned the meeting. 
 

Jeannine Rich 
University Senate Office 

 


