
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
MAY 3, 2006 
 
[In these minutes:  Strategic Positioning Update, Collections Update and Discussion, 
Annual Report to Senate, Motion to Expand Committee Membership] 
 
[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:  Lael Gatewood, chair, Jonathan Binks, LeAnn Dean, Suzanne Thorpe for 
Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Mahmoud Sadrai, John H. Anderson, David R. Brown, 
Juliette Cherbuliez, Annia Fayon, James Orf, Otto Strack, Ellen McKinney, Magdalena 
Ramirez 
 
REGRETS:  Liz Benson Johnson for Bill Sozansky, Andrea Berlin, Elaine Challacombe, 
Danielle Tisinger, Susan Wick, Kate Lohse 
 
ABSENT:  Owen Williams, Leon Satkowski, Danny Kim 
 
GUESTS:  Humanities Librarian Laura Dale Bischof, Director of Science/Engineering 
Programs Janice Jaguszewski, Health and Life Sciences Librarian Kevin Messner, 
Associate University Librarian for Access Services Peggy Johnson, Collection 
Development Officer Charles Spetland, Director of the Health Sciences Libraries Linda 
Watson 
 
I).  Professor Gatewood called the meeting to order. 
 
II).  Members unanimously approved the April 5, 2006 minutes. 
 
III).  Professor Gatewood reported that in a recent issue of The Rake there was a section 
celebrating the reopening of the Minneapolis Public Library.  Members were encouraged 
to pick up a copy of this issue of The Rake. 
 
IV).  As follow-up to last month’s meeting, Ms. Lougee referenced the committee’s 
discussion around strategic positioning.  She reported that there have been some 
developments in terms of opportunities for the Library, and used, as an example, 
discussions concerning the creation of knowledge networks on campus.  Additionally, 
she noted that the Faculty Culture Task Force, the Graduate Reform:  Discipline 
Evolution Task Force and the Research Infrastructure Task Force all mentioned in their 
reports the importance of library common spaces as a means of bringing people together.  
The Library plans to submit a proposal for a café in Wilson Library similar to the Wise 
Owl Cafe in Walter Library that has become a frequent gathering place for students and 
faculty. 



 
V).  Ms. Lougee introduced the next agenda item, a status report on the collections and 
what the Library is doing to make its collections more accessible.  She noted that 
following this report, three Library colleagues will share innovative ways in which they 
are serving and working with their respective collegiate units. 
 
Ms. Lougee introduced the Library’s Collection Development Officer, Charles Spetland, 
who was invited to provide members with an overview of the Library’s collections.  Mr. 
Spetland began by giving members an historical perspective of the collections over time, 
and noted that in 1945 the University of Minnesota Library’s collections ranked sixth in 
size among all research libraries in North America.  In 2002, it ranked seventeenth.  In 
response to a question concerning what this drop in collection size was attributable to, 
Ms. Lougee noted that the Library’s collection expenditures over this period were much 
less than that of other institutions. 
 
Mr. Spetland went on to report that currently the Association of Research Libraries 
(ARL) Index ranks the University of Minnesota collection nineteenth.  The ARL Index is 
a composite measure of 5 variables (collection size, volumes added operating 
expenditures, size of staff, serial subscriptions).  Comparative data on collection 
expenditures over time were presented, showing the much slower growth of Minnesota’s 
collection expenditures compared to peer institutions. 
 
On a more positive note, Mr. Spetland stated that the Library received a $2 million 
increase to its acquisitions budget in 2005 – 2006.  This money is having an immediate 
impact on the Library’s position relative to peer institutions.  Specifically, Minnesota is 
now among the top five public research universities if one looks at general appropriations 
for collections.  However, comparing institutions based on overall collection expenditures 
will place Minnesota in a lower position since its endowments are small than peers. 
 
A member asked what institutions would the Library like to be comparable to.  
Institutions that were cited included the University of Illinois, the University of Michigan 
and University of California at Berkeley.  Another member remarked about the 
University of Toronto’s collections ranking, and wondered what it could be attributed to.  
Mr. Spetland was not aware of the University of Toronto’s ranking data, but noted that 
most of Canada’s research libraries receive a significant amount of central funding from 
the government. 
 
Regarding the $2 million increase to the Library’s acquisition budget, a member asked if 
this was one-time money.  Mr. Spetland noted that the $2 million increase is expected to 
be recurring funds.  Ms. Lougee noted that while this money is an important addition to 
the base budget, it will not allow the Library to make up for the cumulative loss in 
acquisitions over the past fifteen years. 
 
In terms of what the Library plans to do with this $2 million, Mr. Spetland stated that a 
lion’s share of this money has been earmarked to sustain existing collecting levels from 
the previous year.   The Library is also increasing its monograph purchases across all 



subjects, adding journal subscriptions as well as e-resources including e-journal back 
files, electronic monographs and e-research packages. 
 
A member asked how the Library determines whether, for example, purchasing back files 
of Nature is a wise investment.  Mr. Spetland stated that the Library monitors its catalog 
activity to see what people are searching for as well as inter-library loan requests. 
 
Has the Library researched its planned acquisitions against strategic positioning 
recommendations?  Yes, replied Mr. Spetland. 
 
Next, Mr. Spetland turned members attention to a chart, which breaks down the Library’s 
budget by discipline.  Since science and health science publications  are more expensive, 
these disciplines represent a large portion of the Library’s budget.  He also made a 
distinction concerning two parts of the Library’s budget, serials expenditures and 
discretionary expenditures.  Serials expenditures are on-going subscriptions for journals 
and other electronic resources.  Discretionary expenditures, on the other hand, are one-
time purchases of books, e-books, e-journal back files and on-line research collections.  A 
chart illustrating serials expenditures as a percentage of the budget by broad disciplines 
was highlighted. 
 
For fiscal year 2006/07, Mr. Spetland noted: 

• The Library received an additional $1 million to its base, bringing the base up to 
$12, 549,333. 

• Serials inflation forecasts estimate an inflation rate of approximately 8%. 
• Monograph inflation estimates are roughly 5%. 
• The Library plans to build on this year’s initiatives by adding resources in 

targeted areas. 
• The Library intends to improve access to its existing collections by identifying 

unique holdings and improving access through cataloging and digitization. 
 
Lastly, Mr. Spetland highlighted some of the Library’s ongoing challenges: 

• Open access initiatives and business models, some of which are highly successful 
while others do not yet have sustainable funding. 

• Secure archiving of digital content. 
• Access modes – a majority of scholars reportedly now use Google regularly to 

find scholarly content.  What content are scholars finding, and, more importantly, 
what are they not finding? 

• Inflation. 
• Space for physical collections.  Most of the Library’s facilities are at or near 

capacity.  The Library will be looking into moving more materials from Library 
facilities to the Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC) cavern.  Moving 
materials to MLAC takes a significant amount of time and consultation.  The 
MLAC cavern is also expected to be full by 2007 – 2008. 

 
In terms of digitization, a member asked whether the Library is digitizing its newer or 
older materials first.  Ms. Lougee reported that the Google project (whereby the libraries 



of Harvard, Stanford, the University of Michigan, the University of Oxford and the New 
York Public Library are digitally scanning books from their collections to make them 
searchable in Google), will play a significant role in what materials the Library digitizes.  
This project involves scanning both in copyright and out of copyright materials, of which 
the in copyright materials will not be able to be read on-line.  In Ms. Lougee’s opinion, 
the out of copyright material, however, does offer a great deal of potential.  The CIC 
library directors are discussing how libraries might coordinate future digitization. 
 
As a segue into the next part of today’s meeting, Ms. Lougee reported that the Library 
has a project underway to address the issue of more quickly and efficiently acquiring new 
materials.  With this said, Ms. Lougee introduced Associate University Librarian for 
Access Services Peggy Johnson who was invited to provide information on this project 
called “Selection to Access,” since it deals with the full process from the point of 
identifying a title for acquisition to the pint that it is available on the shelf. 
 
Ms. Johnson noted that the purpose of this project is to: 

• Reduce the amount of time between point of publication and point of access (for 
both physical or electronic content), with a focus on English language books. 

• Improve collection coverage. 
• Increase the timeliness of collection access. 
• Save money on the cost of materials as a means to leverage the collections 

budget. 
• Increase the capacity in all units to redirect Library staff time and efforts to other 

tasks and priorities. 
 
The Library began this initiative in October 2005.  A major component of this project 
relates to collection development, and the expansion of approval plans.  An approval plan 
is a method of acquiring library materials.  The plan is a profile based on a variety of 
different criteria varying by discipline, which triggers the automatic shipment of recently 
published books to the library.  The Library, prior to implementing this project, had only 
been receiving 12% of its books on approval plan, and now it acquires approximately 
35% of its books using this method. 
 
A member asked what criteria are used to create an approval plan.  Ms. Johnson stated 
that generally the profiles use specified Library of Congress classification numbers as 
areas for acquisition.  Other criteria include:  publishers, geographical coverage, price, 
etc.).  Currently, the Library has approximately 50 approval plans in place. 
 
Project outcomes thus far include: 

• Quicker access to new books for patrons.  The books arrive shelf-ready from the 
vendor.  In the past, on average, it would take three months from when an order 
was placed to when the materials were available to patrons.  Under this new 
system, the goal is two weeks. 

• The Libraries core collections are being built more systematically and 
comprehensively. 



• Subject specialists have more time to spend on building collections of distinction 
(identifying unique/special items). 

• Enhanced process efficiencies because orders are not being placed one by one. 
• Acquisition budget expenditures are more predictable. 
• Deeper discounts from vendor on approval plan books and direct ordered books. 

 
There are plans underway to expand the scope of this project.  Additional initiatives 
being considered are: 

• Identifying methods for announcing the arrival of new books to the user 
community. 

• Implementing expanded programs of highlighting new acquisitions. 
• Expanding the scope of the project to include foreign language vendors, 

particularly German, French and Italian. 
 
Does the Library have data to indicate how quickly faculty are accessing the new books 
as they arrive?  How are new acquisitions being communicated to faculty?  It was noted 
that the Libraries need to develop a systematic approach to communicating this 
information to faculty. 
 
Next, three subject specialists, Humanities Librarian Laura Dale Bischof, Director of 
Science/Engineering Programs Janice Jaguszewski, and Health and Life Sciences 
Librarian Kevin Messner, described their positions, using specific examples, relative to 
the changing role of the Library.  Each described new types of activities and services e.g. 
current awareness services that are sent automatically to relevant faculty, on-site 
consultation services in departments, new tools to support interdisciplinary research. 
 
A member restated a comment from a previous meeting, which emphasized the 
opportunities that strategic positioning will afford the Libraries as it relates to 
interdisciplinary collaboration.  He urged Library staff to align its resources and tools 
along these lines. 
 
VI).  Prior to adjourning, Professor Gatewood reported that she would be drafting an 
annual report on behalf of the committee, which would be brought to the University 
Senate for information.  She noted that besides outlining what the committee focused on 
this year that the document would emphasize:   

• As of 2007, the Libraries will no longer receive the $500,000 royalty monies, 
from the Office of the Vice President for Research.  Loss of this money will 
impact the Libraries’ ability to sustain and enrich the collection into the future. 

• The Library needs a new davern to store and preserve collections. 
• Status of the proposed bio-medical library renovation, and its research 

implications for the Library. 
• Aging technology remains an on-going problem for the Library.  While the 

Library has reallocated internally to put more money into replacing out-dated 
technology, there remains a $200,000 gap to support the nearly 1,000 
workstations in the organization. 

• The Library was only funded at half of its base budget request for 2007. 



 
Also, Professor Gatewood suggested the committee entertain a motion to add an ex-
officio representative to the Senate Library Committee from the Senate Research 
Committee.  A member put forward a motion to amend the committee’s membership to 
include a representative from the Senate Research Committee to serve in an ex-officio 
capacity on the Senate Library Committee.  Members unanimously approved this motion.   
 
A member suggested that as part of Professor Gatewood’s report to the Senate that she 
include verbiage, which would call attention to the importance of monitoring the impact 
of the new budget model on the Library. 
 
VII).  Professor Gatewood thanked members for their participation on the committee over 
this past year.  In turn, Ms. Lougee, thanked Professor Gatewood for her chairmanship.  
Hearing no further business, Professor Gatewood adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


