
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
OCTOBER 5, 2005 
 
[In these minutes:  Approval of May 5, 2005 and September 7, 2005 Minutes; Senate 
Chair’s Meeting Update; University Librarian Report – new programs and services, 
electronic resources, new budget model; NIH Public Access Policy, Undergraduate 
Virtual Library] 
 
[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, LeAnn Dean, Suzanne Thorpe for Joan Howland, 
Linda Watson for Wendy Lougee, Bill Sozansky, John H. Anderson, David R. Brown, 
Elaine Challacombe, Juliette Cherbuliez, James Orf, Leon Satkowski, Otto Strack, 
Danielle Tisinger, Susan Wick, Mamoud Sadrai 
 
REGRETS:  Wendy Lougee, Jay Hatch 
 
ABSENT:  Jonathan Binks, Owen Williams 
 
GUESTS:  Linda Watson, Jerilyn Veldof, John Butler 
 
I).  Professor Gatewood called the meeting to order and welcomed two new members, 
Kate Lohse, a student representative from Duluth, and Mahmoud Sadrai, the Senate 
Committee on Information Technology (SCIT) liaison to the Library Committee. 
 
II).  Members unanimously approved the May 5, 2005 and September 7, 2005 minutes. 
 
III).  Professor Gatewood called on Professor David Brown to report on the Senate 
chair’s meeting, which was held on September 30, 2005.  Professor Brown attended this 
meeting in Professor Gatewood’s stead as she was out of the country.  He noted that this 
was an informal meeting of various Senate committee chairs reporting on their respective 
committee’s work.  At this meeting, Professor Brown provided attendees with 
information on what the Senate Library Committee (SLC) worked on last year, and what 
it intends to work on this year.  Professor Gatewood asked Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, 
to distribute, via email, the Senate chair’s report drafted by Professor Brown. 
 
III).  Professor Gatewood introduced Linda Watson, director, Health Sciences Libraries; 
sitting in for Wendy Lougee who was unavailable to attend today’s meeting.  Ms. Watson 
as proxy for Ms. Lougee provided the University Librarian’s Report and highlighted the 
following: 

• New Library programs and services for fall 2005 include: 



o Undergraduate Virtual Library – an on-line suite of core content and tools 
designed to help undergraduate students learn about the Libraries’ 
resources and the research process. 

o Libraries OneSearch – a search engine for many, but not all, of the 
Libraries’ databases, indexes, e-journals, web resources and catalogs. 

o St. Paul SMART Commons – Located in the Magrath Library, this facility 
is a single point of contact for tutoring and information literacy programs. 

o Continuum – the Libraries’ new magazine. 
o Wise Owl Café in Walter Library – In addition to serving coffee and 

treats, the Café will attempt to engage students and faculty in 
programming efforts. 

• With the new funds received via the compact process, the Libraries have 
strengthened funds to support new monographs, sustained journal subscriptions, 
and added a number of significant, high-demand electronic resources.  A handout 
outlining the new electronic resources was distributed to members. 

• Although the Budget Model Task Force has not announced the new budget 
model, the Library believes that its budget will be handled as an attributable 
expense to collegiate units.  As members may remember from last months 
meeting, the Library recommended an ‘Off-The-Top Allocation’ model as a 
means to strengthen its ties with the academic units.  Ms. Watson turned members 
attention to a letter drafted by Ms. Lougee, which was sent to the co-chairs of the 
Budget Model Task Force.  The letter outlines Ms. Lougee’s concerns around an 
attribution model. 

 
Professor Gatewood noted that President Bruininks responded to the Library 
Committee’s April 2005 statement on Library funding.  Unable to obtain an 
electronic copy of his response, she read out loud from a hard copy, “I 
wholeheartedly agree that the Library is a critical resource for the University, and 
we are moving forward to increase our investment in this area.  Specifically, we 
have allocated significant new money for fiscal year ’06, and we intend to allocate 
more in fiscal year ’07…Preliminary discussions include an additional $1.5 
million for collections” (referring to the pledge for fiscal year ’07). 
 
In Professor Gatewood’s opinion, the committee can do more, and should do 
more in terms of putting forward additional recommendations for Library support.  
She recommended another statement be drafted and forwarded on to the co-chairs 
of the Budget Model Task Force.  Ms. Watson suggested that the statement 
reiterate the point that the Library is an academic unit, and, with this said, it is 
imperative that whichever budget model is adopted that it facilitate the 
collaboration between the Libraries and the academic units when establishing 
their respective budgets.  Members also suggested emphasizing that there be 
flexibility built into the budget model. 
 
Professor Gatewood also expressed concern over the fact that the Library did not 
receive Compact funding for its digital initiatives or money to maintain/sustain its 
technology infrastructure.  She suggested that the Senate Library Committee in 



conjunction with the Senate Committee on Information Technology (SCIT) 
collaborate in drafting a statement of concern around this issue.  Professor 
Gatewood also suggested that Ms. Lougee go before SCIT to share these 
concerns. 
 
On a related note, a member stated that the Library has systems in place to help 
with instructional technology e.g. instructional technology fellowships, but lacks a 
mechanism for addressing research and technology needs e.g. a means to assist 
faculty in conducting research using new technology resources.  Currently, there 
exists a gap between students entering the University who “speak” technology as 
a first language and the rest of the University community who “speak” technology 
as a second language.  Professor Gatewood acknowledged this members point, 
and suggested inviting the Vice President for Research Tim Mulcahy and the 
Graduate School Dean Gail Dubrow to share their visions on this matter.  John 
Butler noted that the Library received a Mellon Foundation grant to conduct a 
needs analysis in CLA to explore information technology needs, research 
methodologies, etc.  The purpose of the analysis is to understand current as well 
as future technology needs and to develop a model for this type of assessment that 
can be extrapolated across other colleges and units at the University. 
 

 
Before moving on to the next agenda item, the NIH Public Access Policy, a brochure, 
Copyright at a Glance, was distributed.  John Butler noted this brochure represents a 
culmination of the first year of the Copyright Information and Education Initiative, and 
distills basic copyright information.  He added that the Copyright Information and 
Education Initiative complements another initiative, Access Denied.  Mr. Butler 
encouraged members to take time to review the brochure. 
 
IV).  To supplement her presentation, Linda Watson distributed a handout, An Open 
Access Opportunity for Scholarly Communication – The NIH Public Access Policy.  She 
began by noting that open access is an evolving model for scholarly communication, 
which is typically digital, on-line and free of charge.  The model enables authors to 
declare rights for users to read, cite and use their work with recognition of the original; 
thus, removing permission barriers.  Open access generally uses the “author pay” 
business model, which can be considered part of the research cost. 
 
Catalysts for the emergence of this model included: 

• Rising journal costs. 
• Increasing capabilities of technology. 
• Information being viewed as a “public good”, particularly that which is publicly 

funded. 
• Increasing consumerism expectations around access to research literature. 

 
Real and/or projected benefits of open access include: 

• Accelerates research and enriches education. 
• Increases dissemination of an author’s work. 



• Provides access to research for less-developed nations. 
• Reduces dissemination costs by removing print. 
• Facilitates archiving, data-mining and linkages. 
• Facilitates general public access to information. 

 
Concerns around open access: 

• Loss or decrease in the quality of peer review. 
• Accuracy and accessibility of archives. 
• Sustainability of open access journals. 
• Upheaval in hiring, tenure and promotion processes. 
• Research in developing countries will suffer under an “author pay” model. 
• Lower paid researchers in the U.S. will not be able to afford to publish. 
• Collapse of society publishers/publications. 
• University budgets will not be able to handle author fees. 
• Greater difficulties in linking, indexing, and providing access points. 

Ms. Watson encouraged members to visit the Access Denied website 
(http://www.lib.umn.edu/scholcom/) developed by the Library to track scholarly 
communication issues. 
 
Moving on, Ms. Watson provided members with general information on the National 
Institutes of Health (NIH) http://www.nih.gov/.  She noted that the NIH is the primary 
federal agency for conducting and supporting medical research.  Their mission is 
“science in pursuit of fundamental knowledge about the nature and behavior of living 
systems and the application of the knowledge to extend healthy life and reduce the 
burdens of illness and disability”.   The NIH public access policy, “Policy on Enhancing 
Public Access to Archived Publications Resulting from NIH-Funded Research” was put 
in place on May 2, 2005.  The policy, which is committed to sharing research data, seeks 
to balance the interests of the public, consumers, and librarians with that of publishers. 
 
In terms of communicating the NIH public access policy at the University, the following 
has been or will be done: 

• Ms. Watson reported that she recently wrote an article for the “Real Diehl” 
newsletter, http://blog.lib.umn.edu/biomednews/archives/001348.html#more, 
informing researchers of the NIH policy. 

• On Monday, October 10th Ms. Watson will meet with AHC Research Associate 
Deans to review the policy and solicit their feedback. 

• Data is being gathered to determine how many University researchers are 
currently putting their manuscripts in the NIH digital repository.  There are plans 
to use these individuals as role models to promote this publishing option. 

• Educate research faculty about this policy and its procedures. 
• Develop mechanisms to assist researchers with the submission process. 

 
Ms. Watson concluded her presentation and fielded comments/questions from members. 
 



V).  Professor Gatewood introduced the final agenda item, an Undergraduate Virtual 
Library presentation by Jerilyn Veldof and John Butler.  Ms. Veldof noted that in a quest 
to develop a research tool for undergraduate students, the Library spent a considerable 
amount of time attempting to uncover the research mindset of incoming students.  She 
stated that the goal of the Undergraduate Virtual Library is to developmentally assist 
students in becoming fully engaged and successful in their research endeavors. 
 
Next, John Butler demoed the Undergraduate Virtual Library site for members (the site 
may be visited at http://www.lib.umn.edu/undergrad/).  He noted that the creation of one 
of the tools on the site, the Assignment Calculator, represents an extraordinary 
collaboration between the Libraries and the CLA Student Writing Center, Center for 
Teaching and Learning Services, and the Center for Interdisciplinary Studies of Writing. 
 
Questions/comments from members: 
 

• What percentage of undergraduate students are using this resource?  Mr. Butler 
stated that usage data has not yet been summarized on the Undergraduate Virtual 
Library.  This tool has only been in use since the beginning of the semester. 

• Concern was expressed around privacy issues associated with using such a site 
and the University’s ability to track what resources students’ access.  Mr. Butler 
noted that the Libraries adhere to all University privacy policies and data security 
standards. 

• Has any thought been given to creating a virtual reference link or instant 
messaging on this site?  Yes, noted Ms. Veldof, but it is not on the front page.  
Instead, access to help is positioned at points of need as students drill down into 
the site.  So help has been put on the second and third level pages, and into 
headers/footers where users have grown accustomed to finding such information. 

• Do incoming students know what LUMINA is?  Mr. Butler stated that LUMINA, 
as a brand, no longer exists.  The Library made a decision to un-brand the site.  In 
response to a question about the future of the ‘Lumina to U’ name, he said that 
that service’s name may change to ‘Libraries to U’ or something else. 

 
VI).  Professor Gatewood solicited ideas for future agenda items from members.  The 
following items were mentioned: 

• Learn more about the impact on the Libraries of collegiate consolidations.  
• Invite Rebecca Moss to speak to the topic of digital content. 

Members were encouraged to email additional items that they may think of to Professor 
Gatewood (lael@umn.edu), Wendy Lougee (wlougee@umn.edu) or Renee Dempsey 
(demps005@umn.edu). 
 
VII).  Hearing no further business, Professor Gatewood adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


