
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
NOVEMBER 2, 2005 
 
[In these minutes:  Chronicle of Higher Education Licensed Systemwide, University 
Librarian Report, Budget Model Update, University Digital Conservancy:  University 
Archives, Budget/Compact Priorities] 
 
[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, Bill Sozansky, John H. Anderson, 
Andrea Berlin, David R. Brown, Juliette Cherbuliez, James Orf, Leon Satkowski, Otto 
Strack, Danielle Tisinger, Susan Wick, Danny Kim, Kate Lohse, Magdalena Ramirez 
 
REGRETS:  Elaine Challacombe, Ellen McKinney 
 
ABSENT:  Owen Williams 
 
GUEST:  Kris Kiesling, Kris Kiesling, Andersen Library, director of Archives and 
Special Collections 
 
I).  Professor Gatewood called the meeting to order. 
 
II).  Members unanimously approved the October 5, 2005 minutes. 
 
III).  Professor Gatewood announced that the University Libraries has licensed access to 
the online version of The Chronicle of Higher Education on a systemwide basis.  
(http://ej.lib.umn.edu/?url=http://chronicle.com/). 
 
IV).  Wendy Louge provided members with a University Libraries Report and 
highlighted the following:   
 
1).  Last year the Libraries hired its first-ever Director of Communications, Christopher 
James.  One of Mr. James’ first projects involved publishing a magazine to communicate 
with the University community about Library initiatives and issues relevant to the 
community.  The first issue of this magazine, Continuum, was mailed this fall to all 
graduate students, faculty, donors, Friends members, etc.  Copies of the magazine are 
also available in each of the Libraries. 
 
2).  Professor Jasper Hopkins has written a letter expressing continued concern over 
Wilson Library hours, particularly Saturday morning hours when the Library does not 
open until 10:00 a.m.  In addition to the letter, Professor Hopkins submitted a petition 



with student signatures.  Professor Hopkins would like the Library to open earlier than 
10:00 a.m.  Since the petition did not include options other than Saturday mornings, the 
Library is conducting a survey of Wilson Library users next week, asking for more 
detailed information about preferences for hours.  Ms. Lougee will share the findings of 
this survey with the committee at an upcoming meeting.  A member asked about the 
financial impact to the Library if it were to open at 9:00 on Saturdays as opposed to 
10:00.  Ms. Lougee stated that it would be less than $3,000/year.  Another member asked 
whether the Library has received any pressure to be open 24 hours.  No, stated Ms. 
Lougee, which she finds somewhat surprising, since many peer institutions have at least 
one 24 hour facility. 
 
3).  In response to a request for an update on the impact to the Libraries around collegiate 
consolidations, Ms. Lougee stated that it is simply too early to know the impact at this 
point.  The Library will be paying close attention to the physical locations of 
departments, which could impact where collections are housed.  Also, the Library will be 
evaluating its programmatic offerings to ensure that it will be able to support any new 
emphases that emerge.  For colleges being eliminated, the Library is currently involved in 
conversations around preserving their historical records through the University Archives. 
 
4).  The Board of Regents policy, Libraries and Archives, is being updated.  In addition to 
clarifying items having to do with delegation of authority, procedural items that do not 
need to be captured at this level of policy are being removed.  Members’ attention was 
turned to the old and revised copies of the policy, which had been distributed.  Ms. 
Lougee walked members through the existing policy, and the proposed revision noting 
that the revised policy is much more streamlined and focuses on the principles, which 
define the Library system. 
 
Questions/comments from members concerning the Board of Regents policy included: 
 

• Is there a requirement to archive federally funded research data?  Who is 
overseeing that this is being done?  Yes, often there are federal requirements for 
retention of research data.  Ms. Lougee added that she has raised this topic with 
Vice President for Research Tim Mulcahy.   Some research libraries are taking on 
this function, and it is something for future consideration. 

• The revised policy lacks a definition of the library.  Is there a reason this has been 
omitted from the revised policy?  Ms. Lougee noted that the Guiding Principles 
section of the policy, in a general way, speaks to collecting/preserving 
information, and the role of the Library.  The existing policy defines that Library 
in terms of its collection, which seems limited.  Also, in light of the principles that 
are outlined in Subdivision 2, it seemed redundant to include a definition. 

• In the old policy, “collections of the libraries of the University,” included the 
coordinate campus collections.  The revised policy is not clear about whether it 
includes the coordinate campuses or not. 

• What is the rationale for separating out the Law Library?  Suzanne Thorpe noted 
that historically the Law Library has always been separate from the University 



Libraries system.  Ms. Lougee added that there are accreditation reasons for this 
separation. 

• Will the delegation of authority remain the same as outlined in the old policy?  
The proposed revision clarifies the delegation chain from Regents to President. 

• A committee member suggested under Delegation of Authority, all instances of 
“delegate” be changed to “chancellor or dean” was made.  The current draft 
permits the president to delegate someone other than the chancellors to be 
responsible for coordinate campus libraries and archives.  Ms. Lougee noted that 
the proposed policy was consistent with the form of other delegations. 

• What is the next step for this policy?  Ms. Lougee indicated that she would share 
the feedback received today with the group that is revising the policy.  There will 
be time for additional changes to the policy before it goes before the Board of 
Regents in January or February 2006.  A revised document could be shared before 
the next Senate Library Committee meeting. 

 
V).  Ms. Lougee provided members with a budget model update.  Earlier this fall, the 
Library had been invited to meet with the working group charged to develop a new 
internal budget model.  The Library presented three options, with a recommendation for 
an Off-the-Top Allocation Model, which was not adopted. 
 
The working group recommended that the Libraries’ costs be attributed to collegiate 
units.  Libraries’ costs will be attributed based on a weighted-head-count metric 
developed years ago for institutional costs. 
 
Under the new model the timeline for submitting support units’ budgets has changed.  
Previously the Library’s compact was due in late January/early February.  However, 
under the new model, support units must submit their budgets by the third week in 
November.  This earlier timeframe for submitting the Library’s budget seriously 
diminishes its ability to collaborate with collegiate units in developing its budget request. 
 
VI).  Ms. Lougee introduced Kris Kiesling, Elmer L. Andersen Library, director of 
archives and special collections,.  Ms. Kiesling shared information on the Library’s plans 
to develop a digital conservancy. 
 
Ms. Kiesling noted that there is an ever-increasing amount of digital information being 
created on this campus, much of which people do not know how to capture and store for 
future use.  The Library’s conservancy initiative proposes to capture digital information 
(e.g. publications, committee reports, administrative records, faculty output, etc.) from 
across the campus and make it available for use into the future.  Since the University 
Archives are charged to preserve institutional information, and make it accessible, this 
program would fulfill that mission with respect to digital resources.  To make this 
happen, the Library will be creating an infrastructure that will allow information to be 
archived in an open standards format.  The long-term goal is to make sure the University 
does not lose incredibly valuable information as it moves into the future.  This initiative 
is currently in its very early stages. 
 



Comments/questions from members: 
 

• Will it be possible to convert non-digital information into a digital format?  Ms. 
Kiesling stated that this is possible, and will be explored as part of this initiative. 

• Who will decide what is worth archiving?  Ms. Lougee stated that important 
institutional correspondence, reports, and publications will definitely be retained. 

• How will materials of a sensitive/confidential nature be handled?  Ms. Kiesling 
noted that there will definitely be access restrictions on certain materials.  Ms. 
Lougee added that this initiative is separate from the University’s retention of 
personnel records, student records, etc., which is housed in its data warehouse.  
The digital conservancy initiative will be archiving information for its historical 
and research value. 

• How will this initiative handle objects that have a value as an artifact?  Ms. 
Lougee noted that depending on the material/artifact, some may be digitized for 
easy, remote access, while retaining the actual object/artifact as well. 

• This Digital Conservancy initiative may change the way people conduct research 
in the future.  Therefore, it will be important to have a bridge between earlier 
research practices and the research practices that will result from this transition.  
Ms. Lougee shared information concerning a grant from the Mellon Foundation, 
which relates to this observation. 

• Who is responsible for handling biological materials?  Ms. Lougee noted the 
Library does not have responsibility for biological materials or data.  Some 
libraries have created systems for digital images of specimen data. 

• How will visual information be handled by this initiative?  Ms. Lougee stated that 
the initial phase of the Digital Conservancy will focus on: 

o Administrative records from central, college and department sources. 
o Disciplined-based archives. 
o Education and outreach to assist units in creating and managing digital 

information for long-term access. 
• It will be critical for the Libraries, with the assistance of this committee, to 

determine the best approach for helping faculty understand the importance of 
making their work accessible. 

 
VII).  Next, Ms. Lougee shared early information relative to the Library’s 
budget/compact priorities.  Given the new timeline for the budget, this presentation will 
be the primary context for input before the request is submitted.  A PowerPoint handout 
to supplement Ms. Lougee’s presentation was distributed to members as she highlighted 
the following: 

• The Library’s three primary aspirations: 
o Rank amongst the top 5 public research libraries in North America. 
o Position the Libraries to be an engaged contributor in research and 

learning initiatives. 
o Strengthen and leverage the Libraries’ “core” assets to serve the state and 

broader scholarly community. 
• The 2005 – 2006 compact request sought to: 

o Rebuild/strengthen the collection. 



o Increase/improve access to resources. 
o Create learning environments and develop literacy programs. 
o Enhance/improve the Libraries technology infrastructure. 
o Institute a program to deal with staff salary issues. 

• For FY 2005 – 2006, the Library received an 11% budget increase over FY 2004 
– 2005.  The key components of its budget request that were funded included:  the 
collection, a portion of the learning and literacy initiative, and the salary program, 
including a librarian salary equity program. 

• Priorities for the 2006 – 2007 budget request include: 
o Sustaining the existing collection.  Inflation continues to run at about 9%. 
o Continuing to strengthen the collection by putting forward a new model 

for developing excellence. 
o Emphasizing the Library’s collections of distinction (development, 

digitization, access). 
• The University of Minnesota, in terms of collection budget, over the past year has 

improved its ranking substantially relative to the top 5 public research universities 
(based on appropriations only data).  However, several competitors receive 
significantly more money from endowments than the University.  The University 
Libraries have also stepped up development efforts. 

• In constructing the Library’s budget, its host of responsibilities relative to access, 
services, outreach, organizational/technical/salary infrastructure must be taken 
into account. 

• When comparing the University Library to the top 5 public research universities, 
the Library has a gap of approximately 100 FTE.  This frames how the Library 
looks at capacity building, and what kind of services it can offer. 

• The Library plans to enhance its staffing capacity in 2006 – 2007 and focus 
attention on positioning its ability to support research. 

• In FY 2005 – 2006, the Library internally funded efforts to develop staff training 
programs on technology and software to facilitate the management of the 
Libraries’ over 900 workstations. 

• OIT will be rolling out a long-term central storage/security system and the Library 
is asking for funding to take advantage of these services. 

• As part of the 2006 – 2007 compact process, the Library was asked to explain 
how it would fund a 3% salary program, assuming no additional funds were 
received.  It was noted the Library’s staff would need to be reduced by between 
15 – 20 FTE in order to fund such a salary program.  Operational costs were 
reduced significantly during the cuts of 2003, and there is little potential for 
further reduction. 

• The University Libraries annually reallocate between $300,000 - $400,000, in 
addition to some recurring funds, to handle priorities, and unexpected needs.  The 
Library has not received any operational inflation increases in recent history. 

• In the first year of the librarian equity program, 2005 – 2006, the gap between the 
University and 30 of its peer institutions was narrowed by 7% - 9%.  Funding to 
support the second year of this 3-year program will be requested in 2006 – 2007. 

• In closing, Ms. Lougee asked members to think about other Library priorities, 
which were discussed, but not included in the budget request: 



o Catalogue unprocessed collections.  The Library has close to 2 million 
items, which have never been catalogued. 

o Reclassification of Dewey collections with the Library of Congress 
system. 

o Funds to support the regular transfer of collection to the Minnesota 
Library Access Center to free up space in the active collections. 

o Development of systems to provide more automated submission of 
research reports into open access repositories as recommended by NIH. 

o Further assistance with portal development. 
o Develop additional information literacy programs to support at-risk 

students. 
o Create science literacy programs to help students understand how to deal 

with scientific information/data. 
 
Questions/comments from members included: 

• Does the Library’s workstations include the workstations in Walter Library?  Yes, 
when the building was renovated the Library was given one-time funding to 
replace these workstations.  The goal, however, is to replace all the public 
workstations on a four-year cycle.  Although the Libraries have reallocated to 
increase support for workstations, there is still a significant shortfall to enable a 
replacement cycle. 

• What is your opinion of MIT’s efforts to get more course materials on-line?  Is 
this something the University should be exploring?  Ms. Lougee noted that the 
underlying assumptions behinid MIT’s Open Courseware program is that faculty 
want to share their course materials.  It is not clear that this assumption is always 
supported. 

• From an advising standpoint, putting at least a syllabus on-line would be 
particularly helpful.  Also, having syllabus and/or course materials on-line would 
be helpful to younger faculty. 

• A suggestion was made to link course materials to a faculty member’s teaching 
portfolio.  Ms. Lougee noted that OIT’s new storage system will allocate storage 
space to all faculty, students and staff.  Under this system, a faculty member could 
feasibly put up his/her teaching portfolio, and other course materials.  Then, the 
Library could build a mechanism, which would allow faculty to reveal this 
information to a broader archiving service. 

• The Library’s compact request should clearly convey its research responsibilities 
from its research support responsibilities.  This distinction should be made to 
emphasize both the pay off and cost of research. 

• The graphs in this presentation should be narrated for a greater impact. 
• Who decides which items are digitized first?  Is research valued more highly than 

students’ needs?  Ms. Lougee noted that the Library’s current digitization capacity 
is a charge-back service.  Therefore, whoever can pay to have their materials 
digitized, it will be done.  Unlike peer libraries, the University Libraries does not 
have an ongoing, systematic program of collection digitization at this time.  Other 
libraries and institutions are able to capitalize on corporate support for digitization 



programs (e.g. Google, Yahoo), something the University has not had the capacity 
to pursue. 

• The compact request fails to adequately emphasize the Library’s outreach efforts.  
Ms. Lougee noted that in the final document outreach efforts will be included, 
although the required format of the request does not allow for detail description. 

 
In light of time, Ms. Lougee encouraged members to contact her with other ideas, relative 
to this discussion. 
 
VIII).  Hearing no further business, Professor Gatewood adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


