
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
APRIL 24, 2002 
 
[In these minutes:  Welcome, Library’s Budget and Budget Process]   
 
[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, LeAnn Dean, Sue Engelman, Peggy 
Johnson, Bill Sozansky, Owen Williams, Jennifer Alexander, C. Barry Carter, Lael 
Gatewood, Jill Gidmark, Lisa Norling, James Orf, Leon Satkowski, Ray Wakefield, Amy 
Kudronowicz, Amy Myrbo, Walter Sargent 
 
REGRETS:  Elaine Challacombe, Carol Marxen  
 
ABSENT:  Joan Howland 
 
GUEST(S):  Suzanne Bardouche, Michael Hancher 
 
I).  Professor Firchow called the meeting to order and welcomed those present. 
 
II).  Committee members unanimously approved the March 27, 2002 minutes. 
 
III).  Interim Librarian, Peggy Johnson, distributed a handout outlining the University 
Library’s budget and budget process.  Highlights from her presentation on how the Twin 
City Library’s generates revenue follows: 
 

• One percent of the Library’s budget comes from non-sponsored funds e.g. grants 
and contracts. 

• The Library’s total budget is approximately $29.5 million.  The budget has 
remained constant over the past two years with the exception of one-time 
increases.   

• The Library’s grants and contracts are generally not research-based but 
categorized as service.  As a result, a smaller indirect cost recovery is calculated 
on these funds.  Grants and contracts represent 1% of the Library’s total budget. 

• Income such as photocopies, document delivery, etc. makes up 10% of the 
Library’s budget. 

• Gifts and Endowments equates to 3% of the Library’s budget. 
• Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR) represents 5% of the Library’s budget. 
• A majority (81%) of the library’s budget comes from state funds.  Based on a 

predetermined formula, central administration reallocates state funds within the 
University system.  Because state appropriations to the University have been 
decreasing year after year, there is no expectation on the part of the Library that it 



will receive more state funds in the future than it already does.   Consequently, the 
Library is working diligently to increase its allocation of gifts/endowments, 
grants/contracts, income, and ICR.     

• The Library collects no tuition and, therefore, cannot generate revenue as other 
colleges do.  With no academic program graduates the Library has no alumni 
from which to solicit donations. 

• Although the Library has proposed charging a student user/technology fee to 
supplement the Library’s budget, nothing has been implemented. Coordinate 
campuses have a technology fee but no user fee. 

 
Another handout was distributed explaining how the Library’s expend their monies: 
 

• Approximately 1/3 of the Library’s budget is spent on acquisitions and access.  
Acquisitions are tangible information resources and access is the purchase of the 
right to access remote resources. 

• The general operating budget includes, but is not limited to expenditures on 
supplies, reader printers, microfilm/microfiche holders, and represents 9% of the 
Library’s budget. 

• Four percent of the budget is spent on technology infrastructure e.g. equipment, 
software, maintenance, telecommunications but does not include salaries.  While 
the University Library should be spending more on its technology infrastructure, 
it is difficult to reduce other line item expenditures.  This is an incredibly low 
percentage compared to peer institutions and can be attributed, in part, to the 
library not having a routine equipment replacement program in place. 

• The Library expends 56% of its budget on salaries. 
 
The final handout summarized allocations from the Library’s acquisitions budget.  Ms. 
Johnson noted that proportionally the distribution of the budget over the past five years 
has remained fairly constant.  A member noted that allocations to the sciences and 
engineering over the past 2 years increased by 2% while funds distributed to other 
disciplines increased minimally or not at all.  Ms. Johnson explained that although the 
sciences and engineering subject areas have consistently been canceling journals, modest 
fund reallocation is an attempt to slow that cancellation process across the disciplines.  In 
effect, all disciplines have seen a comparable decline in purchasing power.  Even with a 
modest increase in the sciences and engineering, these disciplines are buying less of the 
available information resources. 
 
Ms. Johnson noted that U of M Library salaries and technology expenditures have also 
fallen behind peer institutions.  In an attempt to generate additional revenue, during the 
compact planning process, the Library  has repeatedly proposed a library or information 
technology fee.  Central administration has been hesitant to expect students to pay other 
fees in light of the Coffman renovation fee and recent tuition increases. 
 
Overall, Ms. Johnson is optimistic about the Library’s future.  In 2002 - 2003 the 
Library’s budget will be increased.  The increase is the result of negotiations between the 
administration and Wendy Lougee, the newly appointed Librarian, whose goal it is to 



advance the University of Minnesota’s Library’s system.  In turn, Ms. Lougee will be 
expected to take the Library in new and exciting directions while preserving its progress 
to date.  
 
Continuous journal price increases are another budgetary concern impacting the Library.  
Publishers are promoting moving towards all electronic publications.  The risk is the 
issue of archival access to current publications and confidence that the electronic version 
will be accessible.  A new strategy is needed to deal with these issues. 
 
A member suggested the Library Committee act as an advocate. Ms. Johnson agreed and 
has always seen the Library Committee in an advisory and advocacy role. 
 
Suzanne Bardouche, Chief Financial Officer for the College of Liberal Arts, in response 
to Ms. Johnson’s presentation, believes that both CLA and the Library are striving to 
match available resources to the academic priorities of the institution.  Due to decreases 
in state appropriations and the stock market downturn it is unlikely that state funds 
appropriated to the University will increase.  This is compounded by those willing to give 
in the past are unable to do so because they have lost some of their net worth, at least on 
paper. Ms. Bardouche emphasized the need to identify the institution’s academic 
priorities and figure out ways to work towards that end. 
 
In CLA, libraries are the ‘lab’ for its faculty in arts, humanities and social sciences.  Dean 
Rosenstone has partnered with the Library in several ways: 
 

• Donated money to the Library to increase and enhance collections to attract 
faculty and graduate students to the U of M. 

• Partner with the Library to fund new programs to enhance library resources. 
• Assisted the Library in retaining a valuable librarian in the humanities. 
• Contributed to the Wendy Lougee fund. 
• CLA representation on the Library Committee as well as the Librarian Search 

Committee. 
 
As CLA CFO, Suzanne Bardouche believes that the IMG (Incentives for Managed 
Growth) budgetary system has been unfairly used as a scapegoat.  In Ms. Bardouche’s 
opinion, regardless of which budgetary system is in place, it is critical that an institution 
match its resources to its academic priorities to accomplish its goals.  She suggested the 
Committee educate faculty, deans, etc. about the importance of the U of M’s Library’s.  
In turn, this body can influence the priorities of central administration. 
 
A member mentioned that the demands of the academic system are moving the 
University in one direction and the resources in another.   With faculty attempting to get 
published in well-respected journals in their field, there is considerable pressure on the 
Library buy these journals. 
 
Member’s suggestions included: 
 



• One member suggested forming a large purchasing cartel to force publishers to 
control rising journal prices.  Anti-trust legislation prohibits universities from 
forming such a cartel. 

 
• Change the Library’s budgeting practice so each college has its own allocation.  If 

grouped disciplines are unable to stay within their budget they must turn to their 
collegiate level.  Ms. Bardouche interjected that various disciplines budgets 
cannot be compared; other factors must be taken into consideration.  

  
 
III).  Professor Firchow thanked members for their participation during the 2001-2002 
academic year and adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 
 


