
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
NOVEMBER 28, 2001 
 
[In these minutes:  Welcome; Approval of October 10, 2001 Minutes, Update on 
Proposed Library and SCIT merger; Librarian Search Update; Tempe Principles; Set 
Future Meeting Date of 12/12/01] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University of Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Assembly; none of the comments, 
conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration or the Board of Regents]. 
 
PRESENT:  Peter Firchow (Chair), Tom Shaughnessy, Walter Sargent, Jill Gidmark, 
Lisa Norling, Elaine Challacombe, Leon Satkowski, Sue Engelman, James Orf, Ray 
Wakefield, Jennifer Alexander, Amy Kudronowicz, Amy Myrbo, LeAnn Dean 
 
REGRETS:  Lael Gatewood, Suzanne Thorpe, Joan Howland, C. Barry Carter, Bill 
Sozansky, Owen Williams, Carol Marxen 
 
OTHERS:  Eric Celeste, April Schwartz 
 
I).  Professor Firchow called the meeting to order and welcomed those present. 
 
II).  The October 10, 2001 meeting minutes were unanimously approved. 
 
III).  Professor Firchow updated Committee members on the proposed Library and Senate 
Committee on Information Technology (SCIT) merger discussed at the October 10, 2001 
meeting.  After meeting with Joe Massey, Chair of the FCC, it was confirmed there 
would be no merger after all, and the two Committees would maintain their separate 
identities.  Each Committee will, however, have ex-officio representation on the other 
Committee. 
 
IV).  Librarian Search Update – The search process, being chaired by Vice President 
Chris Maziar, has been halted and three finalists have been identified for the University 
of Minnesota Librarian position being vacated by Tom Shaughnessy.  Professor Firchow 
sent a message to Vice President Maziar concerning the Library Committee’s desire to be 
involved in the search process.  Ms. Maziar replied that while she sympathized with the 
Committee’s wish to participate in the process, to work out the practical details of such 
involvement would be unlikely if not impossible. 
 
University of Minnesota Librarian, Tom Shaughnessy, interjected that despite the funding 
problems that the Library has experienced over the years, Vice Provost Bob Bruininks 
has been an absolute pleasure to work with as well as a real ally to the University 
Libraries.  Mr. Shaughnessy hopes that Vice Provost Bruinink’s resignation will not 
adversely affect the search for a new Librarian. 



 
V).  Tempe Principles – Joe Massey, Chair of the FCC, requested the Library Committee 
review and make recommendations regarding the Tempe Principles.  The purpose of the 
Tempe Principles is to build consensus on a set of rules that will guide the transformation 
of the scholarly publishing system.  The Library Committee’s final recommendations will 
eventually be brought before the Senate and then ultimately on to the CIC meeting in 
March of 2002. 
 
Tom Shaughnessy provided the Committee with an overview of a document he wrote 
entitled, “The Crisis in Scholarly Publishing:  An Agenda for Action” and how it relates 
to the Tempe Principles.  In “The Crisis in Scholarly Publishing:  An Agenda for Action” 
Mr. Shaughnessy outlined action items that the University Libraries and faculty may 
want to consider, but neglected to mentioned steps that deans and department chairs 
needed to contemplate. 
 
Professor Firchow solicited comments and feedback regarding this white paper from 
Committee members.  Input from Committee members included: 

• The need to acknowledge the work that the Library has already undertaken in 
trying to meet this crisis as it has enveloped.  Several of the items listed under the 
Libraries section have been underway for quite some time. 

• A question arose concerning why publications through university presses were not 
addressed in the document?  While some university presses are behaving like 
commercial presses and are quite profitable, most are not.  The document should 
include a section on the role the University of Minnesota’s University Press 
would play.  Tom Shaughnessy agreed to contact Doug Armato, Director, 
University Press, to collaborate on this initiative. 

• What are the pros and cons of electronic publishing versus traditional paper 
publications?  Electronic publishing is so much in its infancy that publishers in 
particular do not understand the business models associated with this type of 
publishing.  While electronic publishing may offer a greater degree of 
accessibility it is having a difficult time attracting authors because of the 
uncertainty associated with whether a given journal will still exist five years from 
now.  Also, there remains doubt as to whether electronic publishing will in fact be 
cheaper in the long run due to digital rights management issues, storage/archival 
issues, and the cost of keeping the technology alive for an extended period of 
time. 

• The desire to see more commentary in Mr. Shaughnessy’s white paper on the 
whole archival issue was expressed.  Libraries traditionally are places that archive 
and they can’t archive electronic publications.  Costs associated with electronic 
archiving are very different from paper archiving. 

• Issue cautious encouragement when it comes to promoting the digital format for 
certain publications because what works for one discipline or field does not 
necessarily work for another. 

• Next, there was a discussion on monographs (books) versus serials (journals) 
usage and where Library funds should be spent.  Are our colleagues, in disciplines 
with access to large amounts of federal grant monies, using this opportunity to 



help the Library fund its journal collection?  It seems our colleagues should 
assume some responsibility in assisting the Library with its funding dilemma. 

• There is an on-going problem with how the Library is funded at the University.  
IMG has made individual colleges very possessive of their money.  A comment 
was made that the Tempe Principles appear to rest first and foremost on economic 
assumptions.  A rebuttal to this comment was made indicating rather than strictly 
an economic issue that it is the nature of the scholarship that is changing, and the 
print medium can no longer serve scholarly communication adequately. 

• A request was made to strengthen the document by including general commentary 
on the transition in scholarly communication from print to an electronic format.  
(Top of page two of Mr. Shaughnessy’s white paper). 

• A request was made to build in a sentence or two into the document that would 
talk to the costs of electronic communication as a whole.  A passage on the budget 
crisis could be incorporated here as well. 

• The document should address the fact that the Library is in the middle of the 
whole “common goods” budgeting debate.  The Library is being hurt by the fact 
that it does not receive money from the various colleges.  Professor Firchow 
suggested inviting Mark Becker, Dean of the School of Public Health, who has 
had experience with IMG when he was at the University of Michigan, to come 
speak to the Committee regarding their concerns. 

 
VI).  Other Business:  A future meeting date was established for December 12, 2001 from 
12:00-1:30 to individually address the Tempe Principles and provide recommendations.  
An additional agenda item will be to go over the suggestions Mr. Shaughnessy has 
outlined in his white paper for the Library and the faculty and what each group needs to 
do to confront the issue of scholarly communication.  Tom Shaughnessy requested input 
from Committee members via e-mail with respect to not only global suggestions for his 
white paper, but specific wording.  Mr. Shaughnessy volunteered to investigate what peer 
institutions are doing along these same lines. 
 
A Committee member raised the question of whether a tour of Walter Library could be 
arranged for Committee members.  Mr. Shaughnessy said he could get the Committee in 
before the actual grand opening in January 2002, and will try to coordinate a tour to 
immediately follow the December 12th meeting.  Committee members will be kept 
apprised of what arrangements are made. 
 
With no further business, Professor Firchow adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


