
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
SEPTEMBER 7, 2005 
 
[In these minutes:  Announcements, University Librarian’s Report, Library Budget 
Model] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University of Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Assembly; none of the comments, 
conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT:  Lael Gatewood, chair, LeAnn Dean, Jonathan Binks, Suzanne Thorpe for 
Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Bill Sozansky, Owen Williams, John H. Anderson, David 
R. Brown, Elaine Challacombe, Juliette Cherbuliez, James Orf, Leon Satkowski, Otto 
Strack, Danielle Tisinger, Susan Wick 
 
REGRETS:  Jim Waddell, Lisa Norling 
 
ABSENT: Jay Hatch 
 
OTHERS:  Andrea Berlin 
 
I).  Professor Gatewood called the meeting to order and made the following 
announcements: 

• Senate Library Committee (SLC) meetings for the 2005 – 2006 academic year 
will be held on the first Wednesday of each month from 12:15 – 1:45.  The 
September, October and November meetings will be held in 238A Morrill Hall 
and the December through May meetings will be held in 101 Walter Library. 

• Members who are unable to attend SLC meetings in person can participate via 
conference call.  Please contact Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, at least 72 hours 
prior to each meeting to make these arrangements. 

• Next, members were asked to introduce themselves and to give their collegiate 
affiliation. 

• Approval of the May 11, 2005 minutes was postponed until the committee’s next 
meeting.  The minutes are posted on the SLC website at: 
http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/library/05-05-11.html.  Members were encouraged 
to review the minutes prior to the October 5th meeting. 

• The Library’s revamped website is now operational.  Members were encouraged 
to visit the new site at: http://www.lib.umn.edu/. 

• SLC brought a statement to the University Senate in the spring of 2005.  Professor 
Gatewood distributed a copy of the statement for members to review.  She noted 
that the statement was very well received and that it was passed on to the 
President and Provost to refer to during the strategic planning process. 

 



II).  University Librarian’s Report:  Wendy Lougee provided new and returning members 
with several handouts containing SLC background information.  She encouraged 
members to review the materials and to ask questions at the committee’s next meeting on 
October 5th. 
 
Next, Ms. Lougee provided members with the results of the Library’s 2006 Compact 
request.  She noted that the Library received $2 million in new funds to support the 
collection for fiscal year 2006 and a pledge for $1.5 million for fiscal year 2007.  The 
2006 Compact allocation represents nearly a 12% budget increase over fiscal year 2005.  
In addition to new collect support, Compact funding was received for: 

• A SMART Commons, a suite of academic support services that will be housed in 
Magrath Library. 

• Funds to address equity and market factors associated with academic staff 
salaries. 

• Funds to support the Libraries’ 2005 – 2006 staff salary program. 
 
The Library did not receive Compact funding for its digital initiatives nor did it receive 
money to maintain/sustain its technology infrastructure. 
 
III).  As a precursor to the next agenda item, a Library budget model, Ms. Lougee noted 
that a task force co-chaired by Senior Vice President Frank Cerra and Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter was appointed last year to explore a revised budget model for the campus 
building on the University’s IMG (Incentives for Managed Growth) model.  A key aspect 
of this new model would allocate all revenue to collegiate units.  Collegiate units would 
then be charged for central services (i.e. central service costs would be attributed to 
collegiate units). 
 
Ms. Lougee reported that the Library was invited to share commentary with the task force 
on how the Library should be treated under a new funding model.  She provided members 
with an overview of the Library’s presentation to the task force.  Below are highlights 
from the Library’s presentation to the task force: 
 
To begin, Ms. Lougee outlined the Library’s classic roles and described the ways in 
which these roles are being stretched. 

• In addition to building collections, the Libraries share expertise with content 
providers and facilitate sustained access to content. 

• In addition to providing access through cataloging, the Libraries are increasingly 
developing technology infrastructure and tools to access, use and manage content. 

• In addition to reference/search support, the Libraries are engaged in instruction 
for information literacy and in creating new types of learning centers. 

• The Libraries outreach efforts are carried out significantly through MINITEX, a 
division of the Libraries funded by the State to support resource sharing.  
MINITEX has extended its work to include licensing of electronic content for all 
citizens and programs to share the University’s open-source software and other 
tools. 

 



Ms. Lougee described the system of Libraries encompassed by the University Libraries, 
including both large and branch libraries.  Additionally, the Library provides support for 
libraries that are independent from its jurisdiction e.g. Law Library, Journalism Library, 
etc. 
 
Currently, the Library receives a large portion of its funding from State & Tuition dollars 
as well as University Fees.  Prior to this the Library received a majority of its funding 
from State dollars, however, Provost Mazier redistributed the Library’s funding base to 
make it less dependent on State dollars.  While the Library has multiple sources of 
funding, none of these sources are directly tied to the amount of funding it actually 
receives.  For example, the Libraries only receive a portion of the costs attributed to 
library expenses in the ICR rate.  Similarly, as University Fees and/or student enrollment 
increases, the increase in dollars associated with these events is not tied the Library’s 
allocation. 
 
In terms of the Libraries budget allocations for fiscal year 2006, it will spend 25% on 
direct support of academic programs, 21% on access services, 37% oncollections, 8% on 
information technology, 9% on administrative units (e.g. business and human resource 
offices, communications, development). 
 
The collections face unique financial challenges including: 

• High inflation - averaging 9% - 10% annually. 
• Currency fluctuations – 40% of the Library’s purchases are from outside the 

United States. 
• Variability of costs based on discipline. 
• New pricing models for electronic content. 

Trends in higher education costs indicate that library acquisitions represent the fastest 
growing segment of the higher education price index.  Library acquisitions have the 
highest inflationary rate, outstripping fringe benefits and utility costs. 
 
Electronic content is often higher than print equivalents and may have additional 
conditions for use.  Ms. Lougee shared an extreme example of an electronic content 
challenge being faced by the Library.  She noted that recently Harvard Business Review 
announced it will no longer allow its electronic content to be used for course support.  
The publisher made this stipulation because it is concerned about losing revenue from 
course packs.  The Harvard Business Review is now requiring the University to pay an 
additional $50,000/year for it to use its content for instructional purposes.  This move will 
set a precedent for journals to require users pay by the ‘reason’ they use content. 
 
Other collection issues, which need to be examined when considering a budget model for 
the Library: 

• Disciplinary differences in the cost of publications. 
• The need to collect for future users. 
• Collection use that is highly interdisciplinary. 
• Often more intensive use of electronic content. 
• Content is an “infinitely reuseable” commodity. 



• This collection is used by non-University communities. 
 
Next, Ms. Lougee turned members attention to the role the Library plays in making its 
resources accessible.  She noted that technology is essential for the Library to makes its 
content investments available.  Electronic publishing has introduced many new 
complexities relative to access for the Library.  Increasingly, the Library is being put in a 
position to develop tools to increase end-user’s productivity/efficiency as well as to make 
investments to benefit academic programs. 
 
Examples of Library access initiatives include: 

• A Beta version of an Undergraduate Virtual Library - 
http://www.lib.umn.edu/undergrad/.  This virtual library includes a core set of 
resources for undergraduate students.  It represents an example of the type of 
customized, on-line services that the Library is building to better serve 
disciplines/constituencies. 

• Partnering with academic units to build repositories e.g. 
http://agecon.lib.umn.edu/ 

• A responsibility to manage University archives by capturing and preserving 
institutional information. 

 
In terms of the Library’s service role and how this links to the budget, Ms. Lougee noted 
that while the Library is experiencing a relatively stable use of its physical facilities, the 
remote use of its electronic content has increased significantly.  Given this change, there 
is a decrease in the circulation of physical volumes and reference inquiries, but an 
increase in the complexity of questions that are being asked as well as an increased 
demand for instructional programs. 
 
Relative to outreach, Ms. Lougee reported that the University is the largest lender among 
research libraries in North America. 
 
Changing “information economics” need to be considered when discussing a Library 
budget model.  Members were asked to think about the following: 

• Campus-wide licenses save units and individuals money. 
• Library licenses in tools (e.g. citation management software) save departments 

and individuals money. 
• Systems and services that link courses to licensed content save students course-

pack fees. 
• Library support for the coordinate campuses e.g. electronic resource licensing and 

Enterprise system support. 
 
Ms. Lougee outlined the Library’s cost drivers: 

• Academic programs e.g. new programs or a new emphasis in curriculum/research. 
• Information and technology skill base of faculty and students. 
• Behavioral and demographic changes of users, particularly distance-independent 

users. 
• Changes in publishing and dissemination of research. 



 
The label “common goods” is often used to describe central services at the University.  
Ms. Lougee suggested that this term may be too broad and not appropriately differentiate 
units that are really “public goods”.  By definition common goods are goods that are 
shared and beneficial for all (or most) members of a community.  Whereas public goods 
have specific attributes, which differ from common goods: 

• Non-rivalrous – everyone can benefit from a public good without its use being 
diminished by other users. 

• Non-excludable – once created, it is difficult to restrict access to the good. 
• Not supported by the market. 

The Library fits the definition of a public good rather than a common good. 
 
The Library presented three potential budget models for the Budget Model Task Force to 
consider: 

1. Consumption-Based Allocation model.  This model would take the costs of the 
Library and attribute them back to units based on use.  Issues associated with this 
model include: 

a. Use data do not map well to unit affiliation.  Many Library uses will not 
be captured by this data. 

b. Use may not map to current Library expenses (i.e. the cost of publications 
may have been incurred years earlier). 

c. Use does not diminish resources. 
d. A large portion of costs are not attributable to individual uses e.g. 

facilities, cataloging, etc. 
2. Characteristic-Based Allocation model.  This model would choose a metric to 

reflect Library costs and distribute these costs accordingly e.g. simple FTE, 
research funding, proportional share of University budget or a weighted cost 
allocation.  Issues associated with this model include: 

a. Metrics do not necessarily relate to cost drivers. 
b. Potential disproportionate relationships between unit contribution and 

services provided. 
c. How would the Law School be assessed under this model? 
d. Off-The-Top-Allocation model.  Under this model costs are not attributed 

to individual units, but rather the Library is funded directly “off-the-top” 
of the University’s operating budget.  This model recognizes the strategic 
value of the Library as a campus resource and distinguishes the Library as 
a public good, distinct from central or common goods.  In addition, this 
model does not promote unit decisions that might compromise current 
and future access to knowledge resources.  However, the model does not 
make library costs transparent to the community. 

 
The Libraries have recommended the Off-The-Top-Allocation model to the task force as 
a budget model for the Library.  If the Off-The-Top-Allocation is adopted it would be 
incumbent upon the Library to have a robust communication plan to provide information 
on Library costs and cost drivers.  Additionally, a framework to co-plan with collegiate 



units is desirable to enable coordination and collaboration in the development of new 
programs. 
 
Ms. Lougee reported that the task force is leaning towards adopting the Characteristic-
Based Allocation model (using a weighted head count) due to its benefit of cost 
transparency.  Ms. Lougee welcomed Senate Library Committee members’ comments. 
 
Questions/comments from members: 

• What is the next step?  Ms. Lougee noted that the task force has been meeting 
over the past year with various central service units to undercover the best budget 
model for each.  Their findings and recommendations will be shared with the 
President in the not too distant future. 

• Does the Library track unit-by-unit consumption of Library resources?  While 
some data are available, the Library also consciously does not retain data about 
individual uses to protect privacy. 

• How is the future use of content measured?  There are no good predictive models. 
• Because the Library serves the University on a systemwide basis, a single Library 

system that reflects this should be established. 
• Should SLC make a statement concerning which Library budget model it believes 

would be the most appropriate for the campus?  Professor Gatewood stated that to 
the best of her knowledge, no final decision has been made with respect to a 
Library budget model by the task force, and that SLC should weigh in on this 
matter.  Professor Gatewood solicited volunteers to craft a statement to circulate 
amongst the committee prior to its next meeting since time is of the essence. 

• If the Off-The-Top-Allocation budget model is adopted, what guarantee is there 
that the people making the funding decisions will do right by the Library?  Ms. 
Lougee reminded members that this model is not about what the Library’s budget 
ought to be, but rather once a decision has been made about the Library’s budget 
how funding is to be executed. 

• A member suggested the Library propose that its budget model be a combination 
of budget models 2 and 3, a Characteristic-Based Weighted Average model and 
an Off-The-Top model. 

• Whichever model is chosen, is it possible to make sure that 
adjustments/corrections can be made as needed?  It seems that it is less important 
to make the right decision, and more important that there exists a mechanism for 
making adjustments to whichever model is selected.  Professor Gatewood stated 
that the committee might want to incorporate this notion in its statement. 

• Any statement made by the committee should affirm the sense of the Library as a 
public good.  While transparency issues are critical, they are less vital than the 
collective integrity of the University. 

• The definition of an academic public good would seem to lead the committee to 
support the Off-The-Top model. 

 
Professor Gatewood, Professor Berlin, Professor Orf, Professor Wick and Professor 
Anderson volunteered to continue this discussion and craft a statement concerning a 



budget model for the Library to share with the task force.  Professor Gatewood will work 
on the logistics of convening the small group within the next week. 
 
IV).  In closing, Professor Gatewood asked members to think about agenda items for the 
2005 – 2006 academic year and to contact her or Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, to have 
these items put on the agenda.  Hearing no further business, Professor Gatewood 
adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


