
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
MARCH 27, 2002 
 
[In these minutes:  Welcome, Approval of Amended February 20, 2002 Minutes, Digital 
Service Initiatives Update, MNCAT, Walter Library Events, University Budgeting] 
 
[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, Stephen Cawley, Sue Engelman, Peggy Johnson, Bill 
Sozansky, Jennifer Alexander, Elaine Challacombe, Jill Gidmark, Carol Marxen, Lisa 
Norling, James Orf, Leon Satkowski, Ray Wakefield, Amy Kudronowicz, Walter Sargent 
 
REGRETS: LeAnn Dean, Owen Williams, Lael Gatewood, Amy Myrbo 
 
ABSENT:  Joan Howland, C. Barry Carter 
 
OTHER(S):  David Lenander 
 
GUEST(S):  Suzanne Bardouche, Liz Eull, Michael Hancher 
 
I).  Professor Firchow called the meeting to order, welcomed all present and asked 
members and guests to introduce themselves. 
 
II).  The amended February 20, 2002 minutes were unanimously approved. 
 
III).  Ms. Johnson, Interim Librarian, summarized the libraries digital service initiatives: 

• QuickStart (http://research.lib.umn.edu) is an internet-based tool that asks 
students questions in order to identify appropriate resources for research projects. 

• QuickStudy (http://tutorial.lib.umn.edu) a library research guide is an on-line 
tutorial that helps students learn how to choose a topic, narrow their focus and 
sites resources, etc. 

• CourseLib is an authoring tool for creating customized web pages that support 
library research components of academic courses. 

• Assignment Calculator (http://www.lib.umn.edu/help/calculator/) is a time 
management tool for students who are writing papers and doing projects that 
require library and information research. 

• FAQ Database (http://faq.lib.umn.edu) lists frequently asked questions common 
to academic library web sites. 

• InfoPoint (http://infopoint.lib.umn.edu/) is an e-mail based reference service 
intended to serve the University community and others that have questions about 
the University’s resources. InfoPoint now offers a real-time, chat reference 
service. 



 
Ms. Johnson encouraged members to visit these sites because it illustrates: 

1. That the Library is working closely with the faculty to enhance its services. 
2. The Libraries are trying to maximize the potential for internet-based access 

unlimited by time and distance. 
 
Ms. Johnson fielded questions from members and her responses are below: 

• Feedback about these services has been extremely positive.  Anyone can use these 
services; presently no authenticating is being done. 

 
• Budgeting for these services are handled within the Library’s existing services.  

Professor Marvin Marshak gave the Library $70,000 to purchase programming 
for QuickStart and QuickStudy.  The Libraries more than matched this with in-
kind contributions of staff time. 

 
• The Library is not seeing a drop in traffic.  Statistics are being kept on reference 

questions and those are remaining fairly constant although the types of questions 
are changing. 

 
• Information about the Library’s services are being distributed via ads in the 

Minnesota Daily, flyers and handouts at the libraries, at new student orientations, 
CD roms given out to new students, information on Lumina, an on-going series 
called “Unravel the Library”.  Ms. Johnson welcomed other ideas from members.  
A member suggested a mass e-mail.  The Library has not done this primarily due 
to the cost. 

 
• Ms. Johnson suggested faculty should contact John Butler, Head, Digital 

Reference & Distributed Learning services <j-bult@umn.edu> for additional 
information on CourseLib. 

 
IV).  Top 5 improvements that will be seen on MNCAT: 

1. A complete list of all items an individual has checked out. 
2. Improved search screens with increased options for limiting. 
3. Ability to search the collections of a specific library. 
4. Enhanced browsing capabilities. 
5. Allows for more sophisticated searching. 

 
Ms. Johnson responded to a question from a concerned audience member questioning 
what features are being built into the University’s automated system, ALEPH.  In 
response it was stated that the University will receive the automated system it contracted 
for and it will be implemented on July 1, 2002.  Although it was the University’s intent to 
go live on version 15 the reality is that the system will go up on version 14.  Version 15 
will be phased in once it is available at the end of 2002.  Some of the features contracted 
for will not be available until version 16 is released.  HESO (Minnesota Higher 
Education Services Organization) will not make its final payment to the software vendor 



until the vendor meets the conditions of the contract.  Ms. Johnson will investigate these 
concerns further. 
 
V).  Scheduled events surrounding the Walter Library reopening include: 

1. On Wednesday, May 1, 2002 from 11:00-1:00 there will be a campus-wide 
celebration with tents on the mall serving hotdogs, chips and pop.  President 
Yudof and former Governor, Arnie Carlson, will speak. 

2. On the evening of Saturday, June 8th an invitation-only ‘gala’ will be held at 
Walter Library. 

Both events are sponsored in conjunction with the IT Dean’s Office, Digital Technology 
Center, the University Library’s, and OIT. 
 
VI).  University Budgeting:  Professor Firchow expressed a concern that library 
budgeting may be disproportionately and unfavorably impacting the humanities and 
social sciences.  Because journal costs have risen dramatically, particularly in the 
biological sciences, the libraries have not been able to buy monographs, especially in the 
humanities and social sciences.  Traditionally, certain publishers have relied on libraries 
as a guaranteed market for their monographs.  With the uncertainty of this market, they 
are not publishing or publishing far fewer monographs than in the past.  Professor 
Firchow would like to address the following two questions: 

1. How does the University library budgeting process work? 
2. How can equity be achieved amongst the various disciplines in the University 

libraries? 
 
Interim Librarian, Peggy Johnson, introduced Liz Eull from the Office of Budget and 
Finance who will address how money is handled at the University; where it comes from, 
how it is allocated and where it goes. 
 
Ms. Eull distributed handouts to help facilitate the complex budgeting process.  The first 
handout represents a tutorial developed by the Office of Budget and Finance to make it 
easier for various groups e.g. the press, legislators, faculty, students, etc. to understand 
the University’s budget process in a macro context.  Highlights from the presentation 
include: 

• The University’s total estimated operating budget for fiscal year 2001-02, 
including non-sponsored expenditures and sponsored expenditures e.g. grant 
activity, for the first time is expected to exceed over 2 billion dollars. 

• The University of Minnesota is set up as a “fund structure”.  This means that all 
the dollars go into different funds e.g. non-current funds and current funds.  Non-
current funds include plant funds, endowment funds, and loan funds.  These funds 
are not budgeted for on an annual basis.  The endowment funds, however, 
generate interest that is put into current funds.  Current-funds are split into two 
groups – sponsored funds (restricted grant dollars) and non-sponsored funds. 

• Current non-sponsored fund revenues for fiscal year 2001-02 are estimated to be 
1.8 billion dollars.  Of the 1.8 billion dollars, 36% is for operations and 
maintenance (O&M) and most of that is state money. 



• For fiscal year 2001-2002 the University is estimating expenditures of 1.7 billion 
dollars.  How are current non-sponsored funds distributed?  By object and 
function of expenditure.  Examples of expenses by object include salaries and 
fringe, student aid, utilities, etc.  Examples of expenses by function (activity 
within the University) are instruction, research, public service, academic support, 
etc.  The libraries are incorporated as part of the academic support function. 

• Local units generate approximately 57% of all the revenue at the University.  
State dollars and state special dollars that are restricted are managed centrally.  
The University is a highly decentralized revenue generation and management 
organization.  There is a lot of responsibility on the deans, vice presidents and unit 
heads for managing those dollars. 

• Support units, including the libraries, are funded primarily by O&M and ICR with 
a small portion from state special dollars.  Academic units are funded by O&M, 
ICR, state special money and tuition money. 

• Tuition generated by the Rochester campus goes primarily to the Twin Cities 
colleges.  There has been discussion recently that Rochester should take some 
responsibility for that tuition.  This would mean that Rochester would have to 
pick up some costs as well. 

• The University does not do “zero-based budgeting”.  The budgeting process 
works more or less on margin by taking the money from last year and moving it 
forward as the base number and then taking one-time monies out and then there is 
discussion about the financial needs of the unit.  If the unit feels they need money 
then decisions and negotiations take place around how much of that increase 
should be funded.  The President, the Academic Health Center Senior Vice 
President and the Executive Vice President ultimately make the final 
recommendation to the Board of Regents about how money will be distributed 
after a lengthy consultative process. 

• Centrally allocated funds are distributed to support units e.g. facilities 
management, University debt, University Services which includes police, parking, 
etc., EVPP units which include the registrar, financial aid, admissions and multi-
cultural affairs, VP for research, libraries, etc.  Centrally allocated funds for the 
Libraries have stayed fairly constant according to Ms. Johnson but sources of 
revenue for the libraries have changed under IMG. 

• There are 49 major budget units at the University of which over half are collegiate 
units and the rest are support units.  Within the 49 budget units there are 783 
departments at the University of Minnesota that are financed by a number of 
funds. 

• The University of Minnesota has a “big” budget system that is highly complex. 
• All units at the University build their budgets around a budget model.  Resources 

in the model include money that is carried forward from the prior year, revenues 
that will be generated and transfers – money moving in or out of the unit and 
being transferred elsewhere.  Expenses in the model are subtracted from the 
resources and an ending budgeted balance results.  This model illustrates how 
budgets are developed. 

• A unit’s carry forward balance could potentially affect its next year budget 
allotment.  The University is ultimately accountable to the legislature to explain 



its budget request and why it has a carry forward balance.  The University then 
educates the legislature by informing them that this money is not held centrally 
but is dispersed across 41,000 accounts.  Also, approximately every 3 years the 
Office of Budget and Finance goes before the Regents to explain how units plan 
to spend their balances.  The University expects the colleges to have reserves set 
aside in case they are off on their tuition estimates.  Additionally, departments 
save for equipment or budget conservatively in case there are budget cuts, etc.  
Smart money managers are holding reserves for unstable revenue streams.  The 
higher the risk the higher the reserve should be. 

• The libraries have an “automatic” reserve in the sense that 1/3 of the Library’s 
budget is devoted to acquisitions and funds are encumbered when an order is 
placed.  While this money may appear to be a balance in actuality it is a reserve 
because the libraries have made a commitment to spend that money once the 
order is delivered or a particular project is completed. 

• When the University receives money from the legislature from state sold bonds to 
build or renovate buildings for programmatic reasons, the University is 
responsible for paying 1/3 of the debt on these bonds.  Additionally, the state does 
not give the University any money to adjust for the operations and maintenance of 
these buildings. 

• Prior to 1997, all tuition and ICR money was centrally administered and there was 
limited direct incentive for colleges to generate additional tuition.  In the fall of 
1998, the University did its first attribution of ICR and tuition to the colleges 
under a new revenue distribution model called IMG (Incentives for Managed 
Growth).  What is the incentives for managed growth? 

o The percent of the state budget that higher education is receiving is going 
down.  In fiscal year 2002-02 the University received only 10% of the 
state’s spending.  While state revenues have grown the University’s 
proportion of those revenues is declining.  As the percentage of the state 
budget to higher education was declining, the University realized that it 
had to grow its way out of this funding problem.  As a result, incentives 
were established. 

o Under the IMG model, state appropriations go into a central fund.  One 
half of the ICR money generated through grant activity goes to the 
academic unit that generated it and the other 1/2 goes central.  Rationale 
for the split is because the ICR rate the University is paid by federal 
agencies is based on indirect costs that are incurred within the unit and 
outside the unit e.g. the libraries, research, etc.  One hundred percent of 
the tuition dollars generated goes to the academic units.  Seventy five 
percent of every dollar a student pays in tuition goes to the college that 
offered the course the student took and 25% goes to the college that the 
student is registered through. 

o This model sets up the right incentive structure.  Because as colleges are 
responsible for tuition generation they will better serve their students. 

o Under the IMG model, central administration gave up a growing revenue 
stream.  State money is not growing as fast as central costs are, but tuition 
dollars are growing. 



o The cost of common goods e.g. libraries, heat and lights, debt are borne by 
central.  In order to get access to the growing revenue in the colleges, 
central implemented a tax called IRS (Institutional Revenue Sharing).  IRS 
is a percentage of revenues generated by collegiate units.  Support units 
are also taxed but at a separate rate and a different set of revenues. 

 
In response to questions asked the following comments were made: 

• The Libraries percentage in ICR paid to the University dropped the last time the 
ICR rate was negotiated with the federal government due to unfortunate language 
on its web page.  When the Library noted on its web page that 25% of its walk-in 
clientele were unaffiliated with the University, the federal government 
renegotiated the rate, believing that it should only support use of the Libraries by 
researchers. 

 
• Prior to IMG, more than half the Libraries acquisitions budget was supported by 

ICR funds.  After the implementation of IMG, the administration replaced this 
amount with state funds.  The advantage to this that it hardens the funding for the 
acquisitions budget; ICR money can go up and down, depending on grants 
awarded to the University.  This gives the libraries a much less volatile revenue 
stream. 

 
With time running out, Professor Firchow extended an invitation to the guests to return to 
the April 24th meeting to continue the budgeting discussion and solicit suggestions on 
what can be done to improve funding to the Libraries in order to acquire more books and 
journals. 
 
A member asked on slide #10 if Ms. Eull could provide members at the next meeting 
with information about how the 2001-2002 central funding allocation compares with 
previous years.  Secondly, the same member asked if this percentage can be compared to 
other institutions.  Ms. Eull indicated that she probably will not be able to provide 
comparable data from other institutions because this percentage only represents the 
Library’s centrally funded allotment as opposed to its share of the total University 
budget.  She may, however, be able to provide comparison data showing what percentage 
of the total University budget the Library receives in relation to similar institutions.  Ms. 
Johnson indicated statistics are available for the 120 largest research libraries in the 
country and it is possible to plot the University of Minnesota’s Library against other 
institutions.  The University of Minnesota’s position has been steadily declining but has 
not dropped precipitously. 
 
VI).  With no further business, Professor Firchow adjourned the meeting.  Members were 
encouraged to participate in a guided tour of Walter Library immediately following this 
meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


