
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
FEBRUARY 7, 2007 
 
[In these minutes:  Compact Update, Shoah Project, EthicShare, Authors’ Rights] 
 
[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:  James Orf, chair, Jonathan Binks, LeAnn Dean, Suzanne Thorpe for 
Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Bill Sozansky, John H. Anderson, David R. Brown, C. 
Barry Carter, Jay Hatch, Anatoly Liberman, Nora Paul, David Zopfi-Jordan, Shruti Patil 
 
REGRETS:  Owen Williams, Danielle Tisinger, Yoichi Watanabe, Susan Wick, Jessica 
Reinitz 
 
ABSENT:  Otto Strack, Kate Lohse 
 
OTHER:  Liz Benson Johnson 
  
GUEST: Associate University Librarian for Academic Programs Karen Williams and 
Collection Development Officer Charles Spetland 
 
I).  Professor Orf called the meeting to order and asked those present to introduce 
themselves. 
 
II).  Members unanimously approved the December 6, 2006 minutes. 
 
III).  Wendy Lougee reported that the Library has been informed of preliminary decisions 
on its compact requests.  Some aspects of the compact were not funded, while other 
requests were put on hold pending the outcome of the University’s biennium legislative 
request.  Briefly, Ms. Lougee highlighted the Libraries’ funding requests and the status of 
each. 

• Collections: 
o A request for $1.3 million to sustain the Library’s current collection 

commitments.  This request is still pending, awaiting the outcome of the 
University’s legislative request. 

o An additional $500,000 request to enhance collections (beyond meeting 
current commitments and inflation) was funded. 

• Learning Initiatives: 
o Support to undertake an enterprise approach to handling media (images 

and real-time video).  The recurring funds requested in this proposal were 
supported, while the one-time funds for hardware/software were not. 



o Funding for a SMART Commons East Bank location in Walter Library.  
This was funded for recurring dollars, but not for one time funding for 
construction or technology.  Other sources of support are being pursued. 

o Monies to be used for outreach with Greater Minnesota health 
practitioners in order to bring them digital content.  This request was not 
considered a priority at this time, and, therefore, not funded. 

o Funding for a collaboration space in the Bio-Medical Library.  This 
request was not considered a priority at this time, and, therefore, not 
funded. 

• Research Infrastructure Initiatives: 
o Support for continued development of the portal.  This request was 

funded. 
o Funding to develop tools that will help faculty and scholars to manage 

their research resources.  This request was funded. 
• Salary Program:  This request was funded. 
• Security:  This request was not funded. 
• Technology Infrastructure (work station replacement):  This request was not 

funded. 
 
Professor Orf asked if there was anything the committee could do to advocate on behalf 
of the Libraries’ request for funding to sustain the collections.  Ms. Lougee noted that the 
committee could, if it chooses, make its support known.   What is the committee’s role in 
terms of advocacy, asked a member?  In the past, noted Ms. Lougee, the committee has 
written letters of support to the Provost about the importance of the Libraries to 
scholarship. 
 
In response to a question regarding funds for special collections, Ms. Lougee reported 
that Archives & Special Collections receive a very modest allocation from the Libraries’ 
general funds, and are largely supported through endowments.  The vast majority of the 
Libraries’ endowments support Archives and Special Collections.  
 
Is there money to replace books that disappear asked a member?  Ms. Lougee stated that 
the Libraries do not have sufficient support to replace all books that disappear or that are 
in jeopardy of deteriorating due to unstable paper.  Preservation of collections will likely 
be a key component of the next capital campaign. 
 
A member asked whether digitization processes would eventually become antiquated.  
Ms. Lougee stated that this is a topic that could be brought back to a future meeting for 
further discussion; in general, digitization efforts are accomplished using standards-based 
protocols and the data should migrate to other systems in the future.  Another item for a 
future meeting, suggested Ms. Lougee, is the work the Library is doing to make the 
catalogue more user-friendly and compatible with what is on the web.  This project is 
called Primo. 
 
Moving on, Ms. Lougee reported that the Libraries were selected as a pilot site for access 
to the Shoah project archive.  This archive includes nearly 52,000 video testimonies of 



Holocaust survivors and other witnesses. The Shoah Foundation, now based at the 
University of Southern California, collected these histories, in 32 languages from 56 
countries.  More information concerning this project can be found at 
http://blog.lib.umn.edu/lib-web/news/2007/02/. There is a great deal of interest by 
members of the University community concerning this project.  Access to the collection 
is provided through a license with USC. 
 
Will the Shoah Project content be available to the coordinate campuses asked a member?  
Due to the licensing agreement, Ms. Lougee indicated the access is limited to the Twin 
Cities campus and is only available for use on campus (i.e. not remotely).  A member 
asked whether the Shoah content is housed at the University.  No, stated Ms. Lougee, 
content is accessed through the University of Southern California (USC) and cached for 
local use. 
 
Next, Ms. Lougee announced that the University’s Center for Bioethics and the 
University of Minnesota Libraries are partnering on a grant to design a program called 
EthicShare, an online environment for applied ethics scholars to communicate and share 
knowledge.  The University will lead a collaborative effort with the participation of four 
other institutions including Georgetown University, Indiana University-Bloomington, 
Indiana University-Purdue and the University of Virginia. 
 
A member asked Ms. Lougee her thoughts on the campus master plan kick-off and how 
the Libraries will be integrated into this plan.  Ms. Lougee stated that the Libraries have a 
critical space issue, and she hopes, therefore, the Libraries figure into the master plan 
significantly. 
 
IV).  Karen Williams, associate university librarian for academic programs, presented an 
overview of changes in scholarly communication, new models of publishing (including 
open access), and authors’ rights. 
 
The present academic model on scholarly communication is often referred to as a ‘gift 
economy’ or a ‘circle of gifts’.  Basically, this model reflects the fact that scholars at 
academic institutions produce the bulk of scholarly work for scholarly journals in 
addition to doing a great deal of the editorial and refereeing work as well.  Scholars then 
gift publishers with their work, and university libraries turn around and buy this work 
back in the form of scholarly journals, which are then made available to their university 
communities. 
 
Between 1986 and 2005, serial expenditures by research libraries that belonged to the 
Association of Research Libraries (ARL) increased 302%.  During this same time period, 
the consumer price index rose 78%.  As more money was being shifted toward 
purchasing journals, less money was available for purchasing books and monographs.  
While the cost of monographs has increased over this same period, the number of 
monograph purchases by ARL members dropped by 7%. 
 
New models of scholarly communication are emerging, in part due to the increase in 



inflation rates.  Ms. Williams cited R. Michael Tanner (Copyrights and the Paradox of 
Scholarly Publishing) “This dramatic change in the economics of information 
transmission has disrupted long- standing business models and practices in many 
industries and placed a new emphasis on the role and importance of intellectual property 
rights.” 
 
Open access journals are an example of a new scholarly communication model.  Open 
access journals are digital, on-line, free of charge, and, in most cases, free of most 
copyright restrictions.  A common misconception concerning open access journals is that 
these publications are not peer reviewed; however, the reality is that most are peer 
reviewed.  Approximately 15% of the 2 million peer-reviewed papers are open access.  
Three different economic open access journal models were shared with the committee: 

• PLoS (Public Library of Science http://www.plos.org/) is an author pays model. 
• Philosophers’ Imprint (http://www.philosophersimprint.org/) is a journal supported 

by institutions by having the content edited by its philosopher scholars and 
published by its librarians. 

• Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (http://plato.stanford.edu/) is a journal that 
solicits upfront donations from institutions, individuals, etc. in order to create an 
endowment.  The interest generated by the endowment is then used to fund this 
publication into the future. 

 
A member asked how is publishing in open access journals accepted in terms of tenure?  
According to Ms. Williams, it varies greatly from one discipline to the next.  PLoS, for 
example, is the most highly cited general biology journal by the ISI and has an impact 
factor of 14.7.  Journal reputation and quality of reviewers play a significant role too. 
 
Is there a danger that users will be unable to distinguish the quality of open access 
journals?  There are helpful tools available to users to help them distinguish the quality of 
an open access journal such as the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ - 
http://www.doaj.org/doaj?func=loadTempl&templ=about).  There are also a couple 
directories for repositories e.g. Open Archives Initiative (http://www.openarchives.org/), 
and Registry of Open Access Repositories (ROAR - http://roar.eprints.org/).  

 
Institutional and disciplinary repositories, which conserve the intellectual and 
institutional output of a higher education institution, are other examples of new models 
for scholarly communication.  These models provide access to materials for the long 
term, keeping access safe and secure and providing for the preservation of digital objects. 
 
Ms. Williams went on to note that 70% of traditional commercial and society 
publications allow some flavor of ‘author self-archiving’.  Author self-archiving, allows 
authors, under certain circumstances, to put copies of their articles in an institution’s 
repository.  The policies around author self-archiving, however, vary widely from one 
publisher to the next. 
 
arXiv.org (http://arxiv.org/) is probably one of the best known disciplinary repositories.  
This repository was started in 1991 at the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New 



Mexico, but is now hosted by Cornell University.  Physicists, particularly high-energy 
physicists, routinely put their articles in this repository before submitting them for 
publication.  In this discipline, publishing in arXiv.org does not jeopardize a scholar’s 
chance to be published in a formal journal. 
 
Members voiced the following concerns: 

*What happens if a collaborative article is written with other scholars and is 
published in an open access journal without the approval of all the collaborators? 
*How do naïve students determine the quality/legitimacy of articles in open 
access journals? 

These topics were deferred until future sessions of the committee. 
 

Overlay journals, another new model of scholarly communication, are journals, which 
draw content from repositories.  These journals search for archived papers that have not 
been formally published yet, which they believe would be good additions to their journal.  
Overlay journals then take these articles and put them through the referee process. 
 
Scholars are beginning to examine the impact of open access articles and whether or not 
there is a difference between open access articles and articles that only appear in 
traditional subscription-priced journals.  Increasingly, the findings indicate that articles 
that appear in open access journals have a higher impact (that is, are more frequently 
cited) than those that only appear in subscription journals. 
 
Ms. Williams noted that issues surrounding authors’ rights are critical to both traditional 
models of publishing and newer models.  Scholars have options to consider when 
transferring copyright to a publisher.  It is important to remember that copyright is 
automatically affixed to any work that is original and creative in a fixed or tangible 
means.  
 
Copyright is a bundle of rights.  Creators of copyrighted material have the right to: 

1. Publish and distribute work in print or other media. 
2. Reproduce the work. 
3. Prepare translations or other derivative works. 
4. Perform or display the work publicly. 
5. Authorize others to exercise any of these rights. 

It is possible to retain some or all of these rights when considering publishing options. 
 
If an author surrenders his/her copyright, that person may need permission to: 

• Post the work on the author’s website or a course management system such as 
WebCT. 

• Re-use excerpts in another work. 
• Translate the work into another language. 
• Make copies of the work for colleagues. 
• Place the work in course-packs. 
• Place the work in a digital repository or archive. 

 



As a creator of copyrighted work, creators can: 
1. Transfer all rights to the journal publisher. 
2. Transfer certain rights to the publisher and retain others. 
3. Retain ownership of the copyright and license to the publisher only the rights that 

the publisher needs to conduct their business. 
 
Creators of copyrighted work need to manage their copyright(s).  Tools are being created 
to help authors do this and institutions are working to help their faculty manage their 
copyright as well.  For example, at a recent CIC meeting, a proposed authors’ addendum 
was presented for review and possible future endorsement on CIC campuses.  
Discussions are planned for this spring around this draft addendum with the hope that a 
final version will be available for scholars to use at the end of this spring.  The addendum  
is modeled largely after the SPARC (Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources 
Coalition) addendum (http://www.arl.org/sparc/author/index.html). 
 
Can a publisher refuse to publish an author’s article if the author uses an addendum asked 
a member?  They can, stated Ms. Williams, however, the goal of the addendum is to 
make authors aware of their options.  While there are some publishers that will not accept 
an addendum, there are a great many publishers that will accept them. 
 
A member asked if there is a list of publishers that will accept addendums.  Ms. Williams 
referred members to the RoMEO (Rights Metadata for Open Archiving) Project 
(http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo.php), which is maintained by SHERPA with the support 
of JISC and Wellcome Trust.  She noted that the RoMEO Project summarizes the 
permissions that are normally given as part of each publisher's copyright transfer 
agreement.  Other copyright resources mentioned were Creative Commons 
(http://creativecommons.org/), which provides free tools that enable authors, scientists, 
artists, and educators to mark their creative work with the freedoms they want it to carry.  
In addition, members were also encouraged to talk with their department’s liaison 
librarians for help with copyright matters. 
 
Ms. Williams stated that there have been a wide range of campus resolutions, which urge 
scholars to publish in open access journals and to self-archive.  Another action that has 
taken place is the CIC provosts’ letter in support of the Federal Research Public Access 
Act (FRPAA), which requires any research that is produced with federal money to be 
available in an open access venue (e.g., open access journal or deposited in an open 
access archive) after a period of six months. 
 
Creators’ options include: 

• Becoming knowledgeable about journals in one’s field. 
• Publish in open access journals or choose the open access option offered by many 

traditional publishers. 
• Use an author’s addendum to retain copyrights. 
• Use Creative Commons licenses. 
• Spread the word. 

 



In light of time, Professor Orf invited Ms. Williams and Charles Spetland to attend the 
committee’s March meeting in order to continue this discussion. 
 
V).  Hearing no further business, Professor Orf adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


