
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
DECEMBER 12, 2001 
 
[In these minutes:  Welcome, Librarian Search Update, Committee Input on Second Draft 
of “The Crisis in Scholarly Publishing:  An Agenda for Action”, Discussion of the Tempe 
Principles, Draft Letter by Jim Cogswell, Farewell by Librarian, Tom Shaughnessy, Tour 
of Walter Library, Informal Interview with Librarian candidate, Rush Miller.] 
 
[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, Bill Sozansky, Lael Gatewood, 
Leon Satkowski, Lisa Norling, Elaine Challacombe, C. Barry Carter, James Orf, Walter 
Sargent, Sue Engelman, Jill Gidmark 
 
REGRETS:  Jennifer Alexander, Amy Myrbo, Owen Williams, LeAnn Dean, Amy 
Kudronowicz, Carol Marxen 
 
OTHERS:  Suzanne Thorpe 
 
ABSENT:  Joan Howland, Ray Wakefield 
 
GUESTS:  Victor Bloomfield, Doug Armato 
 
I).  Professor Firchow called the meeting to order and welcomed all those present. 
 
II).  Professor Firchow updated the Committee on the on-going Librarian search.  The 
three Librarian candidates are:  Rush Miller, Wendy Lougee, and Suzanne Thorin.  
Professor Firchow announced that, as part of the screening process, each candidate has 
been asked to speak to the same subject, the future of academic research libraries.  
Committee members are encouraged to attend these presentations as well as the dinner 
meetings that are being arranged with two of the three candidates. 
 
III).  At the November 28, 2001 Library Committee meeting Director of Libraries, Tom 
Shaughnessy, solicited input from Committee members on his white paper, “The Crisis in 
Scholarly Publishing:  An Agenda for Action.”  Professor Firchow invited Committee 
members to comment on the revised final draft document.  The following feedback was 
shared: 
 

• Eliminate the bullet point that reads, “faculty need to encourage the return of 
scholarly publishing to scholarly and scientific societies and universities.”  Some 
of the scholarly and scientific societies are no better than the commercial 
publishers.  Universally it is impossible to say that all scholarly and scientific 



societies are better.  Vice Provost Victor Bloomfield commented that while 
certain organizations may be at one extreme of the societies they are not 
necessarily gouging in quite the same way as many commercial publishers.  He 
went on to suggest changing the wording to:  “In situations where private 
publishers are not providing cost efficient service to scholarship like they should 
be, the faculty should encourage the return of scholarly publishing to scholarly 
and scientific societies and universities.” 

• The recommendation that “faculty need to become more informed concerning 
copyright and fair use and resist transferring the rights inherent in their authorship 
to publishers” would be very difficult to incorporate.  This statement would put 
some faculty in an extremely awkward situation.  Ms. Johnson’s gloss on the 
above recommendation is more mild when she purports that “faculty authors 
should retain the rights to use their own works in their teaching and in subsequent 
publications.”  Dr. Bloomfield responded that the entire process needs to be 
viewed systemically, and should be viewed as part of a broader process.  Faculty 
would not necessarily be putting themselves at risk as long as other parts of the 
system adopt these Principles. 

• Professor Firchow commented on the bulleted item that states “conduct use 
studies of expensive journals and reference works to determine whether future 
purchases can be justified.”  What is an expensive journal?  An expensive journal 
in one field may be an inexpensive journal in another.  It appears that one of the 
goals of the Tempe Principles is to cut costs.  Dr. Bloomfield stated that although 
he didn’t know how effective it would be to articulate this point, but that all 
parties involved have a duty to the community to use communal resources wisely.  
The issue is not just retaining or not retaining copyright.  Copyright is divisible, 
and this means that there are rights faculty should retain and there are rights 
publishers should retain. 

• A question arose on the bulleted point that reads “develop guidelines in 
conjunction with appropriate governance committees on how to negotiate with 
publishers.”  What is being negotiated?  Mr. Shaughnessy suggested having one 
of the Senate committees formulate guidelines for faculty to follow.  Director of 
the University Press, Doug Armato, advocated a unified position of university 
publishers, university libraries and university faculties that would ideally be 
adopted by the CIC and the University Press Association.  If it is fair to all 
authors, rather than only the authors that have the motivation, savvy and bravery 
to negotiate on their own, then something has truly been achieved.  A final 
correlation is that because the University Presses in the United States are a strong 
force, the commercial publishers pretty much follow the procedures that they set 
forth.  Professor Firchow requested Mr. Armato provide him with information 
regarding the adoption of the Tempe Principles by the University Press 
Association. 

 
IV).  The Committee moved on to a discussion of the individual Tempe Principles.  Mr. 
Shaughnessy had asked Peggy Johnson, Librarian, to do some research on the Tempe 
Principles and write an annotation under each Principle.  These comments are basically 
steps that can be taken to address each Principle.  Mr. Shaughnessy suggested deleting 



the bulleted categorizations in his white paper (“The Crisis in Scholarly Publishing:  An 
Agenda for Action.”) and substitute Ms. Johnson’s work where she enumerates on each 
Principle. 
 
A Committee member commented that the format of Mr. Shaughnessy’s white paper is 
very clear because it consolidates what each interested party needs to do.  It was 
suggested that both presentation styles be forwarded on to the FCC.  Mr. Armato 
volunteered to provide the steps that the University Press would need to take as well in 
addressing the various Principles.  This would provide yet a third category. 
 
Professor Firchow requested Committee members provide feedback on each individual 
Principle.   
 

1. Principle #1:  A question was raised about the meaning of the third sentence 
which reads “The University should provide support for peer-review and 
abstracting and indexing functions on discipline-or institution-based e-print 
services.”  A Committee member suggested rephrasing the sentence in the 
following way:  Whenever possible the University should provide support for 
expenses born by the author during the preparation of any scholarly work.”  This 
revision met with some resistance.  Dr. Bloomfield said that the sentence doesn’t 
seem to imply trying to offset production costs, but believes it means having the 
University support something on campus that would be an alternative publishing 
method.  Mr. Armato went on to warn of creating a class system within scholarly 
publishing whereby wealthy disciplines end up with a level of dissemination that 
is not available to disciplines that have less.  University Presses are underutilized 
in terms of what they can do to make this kind of thing happen. 

 
Professor Firchow suggested incorporating a specific strategy or example that 
might reduce costs i.e. page charges because in doing so it would add more 
substance to the argument.  Without specificity the reasoning seems too vague.  
Dr. Bloomfield concurred and said that, although he would be hesitant to promote 
page charges without deep thought.  He cited that an investment in page charges 
would more than pay back the library budgets as an example.  Indeed there are 
real costs associated with publishing scientific journals including the peer review 
process, copy-editing as well as printing and mailing costs (assuming print 
format).  On the other hand, there are different costs associated with electronic 
publishing, and the real wildcard is archiving.  At this time the true long-term 
costs and portability of archiving electronically published material is unknown. 
 

2. Principle #2:  The sentence from annotation #1, “The University should support 
the Open Archives initiative, an effort that strives for compatibility among e-print 
services” should be moved into comment #2 because it is an e-print issue.  From 
the University Press perspective according to Mr. Armato every book published 
by the University Press should be available digitally and the digital costs should 
be factored into the cost of the library edition. 

 



3. Principle #3:  The Committee unanimously agreed with the premise behind this 
Principle that scholarly publications must be archived in a secure manner.  The 
cost associated with this is the real issue here.  It was mentioned that 
accomplishing this goal will be costly, but if the initiative is undertaken in 
conjunction with other universities it is possible.  Simply archiving the materials 
though is not enough; open access is something that needs to be guaranteed as 
well.  Another comment tied into this, and that is the idea if one has access to a 
publisher’s digital repository for one year then one is only paying for that time 
access.  The next year it either has to be renegotiated or dropped.  The music and 
entertainment industries are a prime example of the extension of the idea of 
copyright and restriction of fair-use.  Basically even when you have purchased 
something you have in actuality only purchased the right to use it under very 
restrictive circumstances.  It was suggested that the scholarly world should speak 
out on this issue at a legislative level.  Professor Firchow asked if the Tempe 
Principles are trying to achieve some type of standard archiving method?  If 
different libraries are archiving in different ways there will be problems in 
accessing this information.  It was mentioned that the Digital Library Federation, 
which includes 28 of the major universities, are working on standards for digital 
preservation. 

 
4. Principle #4:  A Committee member expressed concern over the portion of 

Principle #4 that states “every publication should provide the reader with 
information about evaluation the work has undergone.”  The concern was over 
whether every publication needed to go through the evaluation process or only 
when there is a question regarding the review procedure.  Although this is a 
reasonable point, there is really nothing that can be done since this excerpt is 
actually part of the Tempe Principles.  From a University Press perspective this 
Principle was interpreted to mean that all print publications should make their 
editorial and review procedures available as well as on-line resources should do 
that as well.  The University Press doesn’t see it as getting down to the individual 
level of peer review of an article but rather looking at it from a publication or site 
level.  Naturally it would be better if all scholarly information was as clear as 
possible about what kind of review process it goes through. 

 
5. Principle #5:  To an extent this Principle has already been discussed, and it was 

agreed that individual faculty members are going to be much less effective in their 
bargaining or negotiating efforts than a collective operation. 

 
Professor Firchow commented that although one might have a copyright in the 
print version that doesn’t necessarily mean that the same copyright applies to the 
electronic version.  Mr. Armato said it is true at a collective work level such as a 
journal or magazine but not at a book level.  Copyright laws distinguish between 
collective works and sole author works.  This raises the question as to whether the 
Tempe Principles adequately address the issue?  Principle #5 states it should be 
done, but since it is a principle, it doesn’t say how it should be accomplished.  Mr. 
Armato asked what do you want the result to be?  For reasons of dissemination he 



believes there really needs to be an effort to diminish the differences between 
digital and print editions.  An example is Project Muse, the on-line journal 
program, that was jointly developed by a library and a press.  Project Muse has 
increased the dissemination for journals, reduced costs, and provides digital and 
print editions etc. 

 
6. Principle #6:  The question was posed about how are rights assigned or not 

assigned?  Whereas the government does not transfer copyrights, maybe 
universities should look into establishing a similar protocol.  Will mostly 
scholarly authors want to surrender those rights to universities?  Typically it has 
been thought that authors would be reluctant to do so.  It was suggested that if the 
Committee was interested in really delving into this topic it should have someone 
from the University Council’s office talk about works for hire and the various 
doctrines in IT law.  There really is no general statement that can be made that 
would be applicable on this topic. 
 

7. Principle #7 & Principle #8:  There seems to be a contraction between Principle 
#7 and Principle #8.  Presumably ensuring the quality of a publication requires 
more time for evaluation rather than less.  The problem oftentimes is a result of 
manuscripts sitting on desks of peer reviewers.  A lot of time is not necessarily 
spent reviewing a manuscript rather finding the time to get it done.  Peer 
reviewers are very busy people.  Undoubtedly, once the publication has been 
reviewed the process moves along fairly quickly.  The quantity versus quality 
issue in Principle #8 is very important to recognize.  As long as there is a mindset 
that the electronic world will remain the same, it will continue to be slow.  
Theoretically, it should be the process and the review that should count.  A 
change in mindset will need to occur before this whole concept will work. 

 
8. Principle #9:  It was mentioned that the commentary provided by Ms. Johnson 

doesn’t seem as sensitive to the differences between disciplines as the statements 
in Mr. Shaughnessy’s white paper.  This gloss implies that ‘one size fits all’.  It 
was recommended that more sensitivity to the differences between disciplines be 
added here. 

 
V).  Professor Firchow summarized the draft letter by Jim Cogswell, Library Division 
Head, concerning duplicates that are in Wilson Library.  Basically the letter recommends 
removing all copies beyond the third copy of books that are not actively circulated.  
Obviously for books that are actively circulated many more copies will be retained.  
Extra copies will be offered to coordinate campuses first, and arrangements are in the 
works to ship additional copies to a third world country. 
 
VI).  Other Business:  Mr. Shaughnessy said farewell to Committee members as this is 
the last meeting he will be attending before his retirement on December 31, 2001.  He 
thanked the Committee for all their work and said it had been a pleasure working with not 
only this Committee, but all the Library Committees over the years. 
 



The tour of Walter Library has been postponed at this time.  As soon as a new date and 
time is identified the Committee will be notified. 
 
VII).  The Committee spent the remainder of the meeting conducting an informal 
interview with Librarian candidate, Rush Miller. 
 
With no further business, Professor Firchow adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


