
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
OCTOBER 4, 2006 
 
[In these minutes:  Review Committee, Charge, Ex-Officio Vacancy on SCIT, Research 
Committee Ex-Officio on Senate Library Committee, Library Overview, New Budget 
Model and Background for the Libraries’ Compact Request] 
 
[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, LeAnn Dean, Suzanne Thorpe for 
Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Bill Sozansky, Owen Williams, John H. Anderson, C. 
Barry Carter, Jay Hatch, Anatoly Liberman, Nora Paul, Danielle Tisinger, Susan Wick, 
David Zopfi-Jordan  
 
REGRETS:  Jonathan Binks, Andrea Berlin, David R. Brown, Yoichi Watanabe, Kate 
Lohse 
 
ABSENT:  Otto Strack  
 
I).  Professor Orf called the meeting to order, welcomed those present and requested 
members go around the room and introduce themselves. 
 
II).  Copies of the committee charge were disseminated.  Professor Orf walked members 
through the committee’s membership and responsibilities as outlined in the charge. 
 
Professor Orf asked University Librarian Wendy Lougee if she had any comments 
regarding the mention of the libraries in many of the strategic positioning task force 
reports.  Ms. Lougee noted that the Senate Library Committee had talked about these last 
year.  Examples of issues raised in the reports that have relevance to Libraries include, 
but are not limited to instructional related initiatives, which are unfolding across the 
curriculum, information literacy issues, and interdisciplinary research issues.  In 
particular Ms. Lougee called members attention to the Research Infrastructure Task Force 
report.  She noted that the various strategic positioning reports will guide the Library as it 
establishes its priorities. 
 
A member asked if the Senate Library Committee was a systemwide committee.  
Professor Orf noted that while historically the focus of this committee has primarily been 
on the University Libraries, the committee’s scope is systemwide.  Professor Orf 
encouraged the coordinate campus ex-officio members to bring their issues to the 
committee for discussion.  Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, was asked to bring the 
committee’s desire for coordinate campus representation (in addition to the current 
coordinate campus ex-officio members of the committee) to the attention of Committee 



on Committees.  The committee’s eagerness for student representation on the committee 
was also voiced. 
 
III).  Professor Orf requested a volunteer to fill the ex-officio seat on the Senate 
Committee on Information Technology (SCIT) as outlined in the University Senate 
rules.  He noted that this committee meets the first Tuesday of each month from 10:45 – 
12:15.  Danielle Tisinger volunteered to fill this vacancy.  Nora Paul also expressed an 
interest and agreed to be Ms. Tisinger’s back-up. 
 
Professor Orf reported that at the committee’s May 2006 meeting members voted to 
expand the committee’s membership by adding an ex-officio representative from the 
Senate Research Committee.  This petition still needs to work its way through the 
governance process.  An update will be provided at the committee’s next meeting on 
November 1st. 
 
IV).  Aside from one member that chose to abstain from voting, the committee approved 
the May 3, 2006 minutes. 
 
V).  In light of the fact that there are several new members on the committee, Wendy 
Lougee stated that she would provide the committee with a Library overview.  She noted 
that under the new budget model central service units such as the Library are required to 
have a documented consultative process in place for reviewing compact requests.  Ms. 
Lougee would like the Senate Library Committee to be one element in the Library’s 
consultative process.  With this said, the background information she will share today 
will provide members with a foundation for understanding the Library’s role at the 
University of Minnesota.  Before proceeding with the Library overview, Ms. Lougee 
made the following announcements: 

• The Library has been fortunate to have a record year in terms of development 
income and gifts.  Development income has increased substantially this past year 
under the direction of the new development director.  Collection gifts have also 
been notable (e.g., additional Guthrie archive materials, the Penumbra Theater 
archive, the Log Cabin Republicans archive). 

• On October 26th the University Libraries will sponsor “An Evening with Robert 
Bly” with introductory comments by Garrison Keillor. 

• A number of grants were received over the summer.  Of particular noteworthiness 
is the Health Science Library’s grant to work with the National Library of 
Medicine (NLM) to document health related resources throughout the state. 

• Security issues remain a problem at Wilson Library.  To deal with these issues, 
security presence has been stepped up.  Most of the problems appear to involve 
individuals not affiliated with the University.  If security problems continue to be 
an issue at Wilson Library, the Library, while hesitant to do so, may be forced to 
require individuals to show their identification upon entering the building.  Also, 
in an attempt to curb security problems, the Library has decreased the number of 
open access workstations at this facility.  Students who share their passwords 
compound security problems. 



• Ms. Lougee distributed a handout outlining information concerning future Wilson 
Library collection transfers to the Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC).  
Ms. Lougee noted that, as in the past, the Library staff will develop a consultative 
process with users of these materials throughout the entire transfer process. 

 
Ms. Lougee began her overview of the University Libraries with a description of the 
changing nature of library roles and functions followed by University Libraries’ facts and 
figures.  In her PowerPoint presentation,  Ms. Lougee highlighted the following: 

• There are 14 physical library sites on the Twin Cities campus. 
• The University Libraries have the largest external lending volume out of the 123 

members of the Association of Research Libraries. 
• The University Library is the 15th largest research library in North America. 
• The University Library has 350 staff and over 500 student employees. 
• The University Libraries are a major contributor to campus academic technology 

infrastructure. 
 
Next, Ms. Lougee walked members through the organizational chart for the University 
Libraries and provided information on the Libraries’ base budget by program for fiscal 
year 2007.  A pie chart depicting Library expenditures for ’07 was also shared with the 
committee.  Ms. Lougee turned members attention to the fact that salaries and fringe 
make up over half of the Library’s expenditures and collection expenditures representing 
nearly 40%. 
 
Ms. Lougee shared the Libraries vision and mission with the committee.  She noted that 
both the vision and the mission represent a different take on how the Libraries have been 
typically defined in the past.  The intent is to convey both intellectual and service 
responsibilities.  In order to realize this vision, the Libraries will focus on several 
overarching goals: 

• Place the University Libraries among the top 5 public research libraries in North 
America. 

• Position the Libraries to be an engaged contributor in research and learning 
initiatives. 

• Strengthen and leverage the Libraries’ “core” assets to serve the state and the 
broader scholarly community. 

 
Ms. Lougee went on to highlight the University Libraries’ goals for 2006 – 2007: 

1. Develop, preserve, and provide access to premier collections and extend the 
Libraries’ expertise to support content creators and managers within the 
University community.  She reported that an investment of $800,000 has been 
made to sustain existing collection commitments.  Inflation is currently running at 
approximately 8%.  The Library has also increased its monograph budgets and 
invested in high-demand electronic content.  Additionally, the Libraries launched 
the University Digital Conservancy as a means to preserve campus digital assets. 

 
In terms of the collection, Ms. Lougee noted that library acquisitions have been 
the single highest inflationary factor in the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) 



since the mid 1990s outstripping utility and health care costs.  She then turned 
member’s attention to a chart, which depicted collection expenditures for the top 
25 public research libraries in 2003.  Ms. Lougee noted that the new monies 
received from the Provost’s Office over the past two years have allowed the 
collections general appropriations to compare favorably with the top 5 public 
research libraries.  However, she noted, most of these institutions have far larger 
endowments than the University Libraries. 
 
Finally, noted Ms. Louge, inflation aside, electronic content, because it is 
licensed, has a very different pricing structure, and the costs are generally 
significantly above print. 
 

2. Design and promote versatile digital information systems and services that 
integrate critical content and tools to enhance user access and productivity.  This 
goal is being accomplished through investments in archival finding aids and 
image systems, developing tools to enhance discovery and through the creation of 
customized on-line environments. 

 
3. Develop programs, services and collaborative learning environments to support 

critical inquiry and the learning process.  Examples of these types of programs 
and services include SMART Learning Commons, ‘Unravel the Library’ 
workshops, copyright education and tools, etc. 

 
4. Support discovery and stimulate interdisciplinary collaboration through 

innovative programs, facilities and technologies.  Ms. Lougee highlighted work to 
develop digital content and tools to help build virtual communities.  The Libraries 
are currently working to develop such a community for the field of bioethics. 

 
5. Promote innovation, collaboration, communication, and leadership to develop and 

sustain an effective workforce and efficient organization.  Examples of programs 
that have been or will be put in place to achieve this goal include, but are not 
limited to the “Selection to Access” program (through which the Libraries worked 
with publishers and vendors to streamline the acquisition process), integration of 
the interlibrary loan service (creating a single service point online), a staff 
security education program, etc. 

 
After sharing the Libraries’ ’07 goals, Ms. Lougee provided members with information 
on the new budget model and highlighted the following: 

• Under the new model, collegiate units receive all of their revenues from tuition, 
indirect costs, fees, etc. 

• Central service units (e.g. OIT, Graduate School, Facilities Management, Library, 
etc.) will have their costs attributed to collegiate units. 

• Different metrics were identified for distributing the costs of the various central 
service units.  In the case of the Library, a decision was made to use the weighted 
headcount metric for attributing its costs.  While there are problems with various 
metrics that were considered, the weighted head count moderates some of the 



potential problems.  Libraries are a cumulating asset and their use is typically not 
tied to a current year’s expenditures.  Further, as a public good, the metrics don’t 
map well to the drivers of costs (academic priorities).  

• The Library’s compact is due in late fall so that budget costs can be attributed to 
collegiate units in late January. 

 
The Libraries’ attribution metric weights are as follows: 

• Faculty, professional, graduate students = 1 
• Upper division undergraduate students = .75 
• Lower division undergraduate students - .50 

Attributions are applied proportionately against the Libraries’ budget including those 
central costs attributed to the Libraries.  Ms. Lougee noted that this methodology has 
been modified for the Law Library and that the attribution does not apply to coordinate 
campuses. 
 
Agenda topics for the November 1st Senate Library Committee include: 

• Review the Libraries’ priorities and budget challenges. 
• Review of recommended strategic goals. 
• Solicit the committee’s input concerning the Libraries’ compact/budget request. 

 
As a lead-in into next month’s discussion around the Libraries’ priorities, Ms. Lougee 
outlined strategic positioning themes under consideration by the Library: 

• Knowledge environment: 
o Focus on content, particularly as it relates to new University program 

priorities. 
o Address the high volume of digital content requests. 
o Partner with colleges who would like the Library to help them manage 

their digital content. 
o Expand the Libraries’ copyright education and consultation services. 

• Learning:  This theme centers on how to improve learning environment facilities 
on campus.  Consideration is being given to: 

o Enhancing collaborative learning spaces in selected libraries. 
o Integrating information literacy (learning inquiry skills) into college’s 

curriculum. 
o Providing educational services to health practitioners in the community. 

• Research: 
o Continued refinement/enhancement of the UPortal by creating 

personalized and customized tools for the University community. 
o Develop information management tools that serve individual researchers 

and communities.  The faculty, professional and graduate students are 
particularly interested in having these types of tools developed to help 
them with management of their research. 

o Establish virtual communication opportunities for research groups or 
disciplinary communities. 

 
After sharing this information, Ms. Lougee invited member’s questions/comments: 



• Have the structural problems with the caverns been addressed?  Is it likely 
another cavern will be built in light of the environmental problems associated 
with the space that the third cavern will occupy?  Ms. Lougee stated that the 
issues associated with the first two caverns have been dealt with and attention 
to maintaining the environment in the caverns is ongoing.  In terms of 
building a third cavern, the University now has experience with the issues 
posed by such a structure.  Since storage space will be needed in the very near 
future, discussion and planning for a new cavern is already underway. 

• Is the new budget model final or will the administration be open to modifying 
it?  Ms. Lougee stated that the budget model is continuing to be fine-tuned, 
but there are no plans to change the overall framework of the model.  At the 
committee’s next meeting Ms. Lougee plans to provide the committee with an 
update on the Libraries’ compact and to solicit input from members.  
Professor Orf asked Ms. Lougee her opinion on what role the Library 
Committee should play to have the greatest impact as it relates to the 
Libraries’ compact request.  She stated that the Libraries will be generating a 
compact document for the Provost’s Office and that the committee’s 
discussion will provide important feedback in this process and will be 
referenced in the compact. 

• A member requested Ms. Lougee provide information as to where the 
Libraries would like to be in terms of a budget.  The information provided 
today just states what the budget and expenses are, but does not put this in any 
kind of perspective.  Ms. Lougee briefly shared some benchmark information 
and agreed to bring back more.  She added, however, that the issue is not just 
where the Libraries want to be in terms of absolute dollars, but how to shore 
up the deficit that has occurred overtime.  A member noted that with respect 
to the Libraries’ budget it is also important to keep in mind the breadth of the 
number of disciplines the Library must support; which is much larger than 
most other institutions. 

 
In light of time, Professor Orf thanked members for their participation in today’s 
meeting.  He reminded members that the committee meets on the first Wednesday of 
each month and to make sure that their calendars reflect this meeting schedule.  He also 
asked members to think about whether the committee should consider holding one of its 
upcoming meetings in one of the libraries as it has done in the past. 
 
VI).  Hearing no further business, Professor Orf adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


