
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
DECEMBER 8, 2004 
 
[In these minutes: Approval of October 13, 2004 and November 10, 2004 Minutes, Report by the 
University Librarian, Library Technology Overview] 
 
[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, Suzanne Thorpe for Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Bill 
Sozansky, Jim Waddell, Owen Williams, John H. Anderson, David R. Brown, Elaine 
Challacombe, Jay Hatch, William Phillips, Leon Satkowski, Thomas Scanlan, Susan Wick, 
Jenna Bergin, Monica Heth 
 
REGRETS: LeAnn Dean, Linda Ellinger, Isaac Fox, Otto Strack, David Ekers 
 
ABSENT: Andrea Berlin, Jim Thill 
 
OTHER: Karen Williams 
 
GUESTS: John Butler, Director, Digital Library Development Lab and Eric Celeste, Associate 
University Librarian for Information Technology 
 
I). Professor Gatewood called the meeting to order. 
 
II). Members unanimously approved the October 13, 2004 and slightly amended November 10, 
2004 minutes. 
 
III). University Librarian Report: 
 
Wendy Lougee introduced Karen Williams who was recently hired as the Associate University 
Librarian for Academic Programs. In this position Ms. Williams will be responsible for all 
services within the Libraries that directly support the collegiate programs e.g. instruction, 
reference services, research support, etc. Prior to this position, Ms. Williams was employed at 
the University of Arizona. 
 
Ms. Lougee provided members with an overview of the document, which had been sent to them 
via email entitled, Framework for Library Planning. This document was produced in response to 
the request from Provost Sullivan related to the strategic planning process. The Provost requested 
each of the Deans prepare a document that addressed the vision, mission and goals of the 
organization as well as to respond to four questions: 

1. What is core to the organization? 



2. What outreach activities are related to core? 
3. What infrastructure/support is needed for core? 
4. What programs are not core to the organization? 

 
This was a very interesting exercise for the Library. The question of core, of course, needed to be 
defined in the context campus academic priorities. The Libraries also wanted to demonstrate 
their unique intellectual role, in addition, to support services that must align activities with 
campus activities. 
 
Ms. Lougee provided members with a brief overview of the document, which contained: 

1. A revised vision and mission statement for the Libraries. Ms. Lougee noted that the 
Libraries play both an intellectual role in addition to providing services through content, 
expertise and collaboration. 

2. The Libraries provided an overview of its core roles. Examples of the classic roles 
libraries perform and how these roles are being stretched, particularly in a digital context 
were included. 

3. Information on outreach and the exceptional services that the State of Minnesota supports 
through MINITEX. 

4. Examples of current Library initiatives and activities. 
5. Examples of activities provided, which might be evaluated for alternative sources of 

support. 

 
Comments/questions from members included: 

1. Examples of the outreach services the Bio-Medical Library provides should be included 
in this document. Ms. Lougee assured members this information was included as well as 
data on how the Library supports the State in general. 

2. Do alumni have Library privileges? Alumni have the same privileges as other 
Minnesotans. Alumni can join the ‘Friends of the Library’ organization, which is the 
Library’s vehicle for borrowing privileges. Or, if alumni are members of the Alumni 
Association they receive a 50% discount off the current borrowing rate. 

3. Do alumni have access to electronic journals? Access to licensed electronic content is 
restricted to affiliated faulty, students and staff of the University. Others can have access 
on-site within a library facility. However, the Library is in the process of negotiating with 
vendors to license electronic content for alumni. Ms. Lougee noted that this same core 
content is already licensed for all Minnesota citizens via a MINITEX program called 
Electronic Library of Minnesota (ELM). 

 
IV). Before Mr. Butler and Mr. Celeste began their presentation on academic technology 
initiatives in the Library, Professor Gatewood reported that Dean Hermann Mauer of Graz 
University of Technology addressed the University community yesterday on the topic of digital 
libraries and e-learning. Professor Gatewood suggested conducting a joint, future meeting with 



SCIT on this topic. For a synopsis of Dean Mauer’s presentation, members were referred to the 
following URL: http://www.dtc.umn.edu/seminars/120704a.html. 
 
John Butler and Eric Celeste distributed a handout, which provided members with a matrix of a 
majority of the University Library’s digitally based tools and services. Examples of digital 
library initiatives were highlighted ranging from services to convert and analog documents to 
new forms of information dissemination (e.g. blogs). 
 
Other Library activities related to technology that were highlighted included: 

1. Alternative publishing models. 
2. Building content repositories and recruiting content to be put in these repositories. 
3. Citation management tools (RefWorks). 
4. Learning tools e.g. Assignment and dissertation calculator tools (to help users stage and 

manage their research). 
5. CourseLib program (customized library web pages). 
6. Dissertation calculator. 
7. MNCAT account features to allow users to manage their own use of libraries 
8. Information literacy tutorials. 
9. Research QuickStart. 
10. Digital reference services. 
11. Find It service to link references and full-text resources. 

 
Library development activities that were shared included: 

1. Undergraduate Virtual Library. 
2. MetaSearch feature, which will allow the Library to become more ‘google-like’ and 

allow for simplicity of access. 
3. Tools to access archival collections/full-text search engine. 
4. E-course packs project. 
5. MyUPortal. 

 
Outreach is an important core element of the Libraries. There are a number of ways in which 
technology affords outreach through the Libraries including: 

1. Minnesota Digital Library project. 
2. Electronic Library of Minnesota (ELM). 
3. MNCAT (the Libraries’ catalog), which is a part of the statewide MnLINK gateway to 

library resources. 
4. The University’s commitment to open source software development and release. 

 
Questions/comments included: 



1. Please comment on Google Scholar. According to Mr. Celeste, Google Scholar is a very 
promising tool. Already OCLC (Online Computer Library Center – see 
http://www.oclc.org/ for more information) has made available all 56 million cataloging 
records from its database to Google Scholar. Google Scholar will be even a more 
beneficial tool once it implements a service similar to Find It, which enables connections 
between a catalog record and the specific work. It is unlikely, however, that Google 
Scholar will ever be able to offer the level of personalization the University Libraries are 
able to offer. Google Scholar is Google’s attempt to dig below the surface of the web into 
resource repositories not previously tapped by Internet search engines. Google has 
announced it plans to have agreements with publishers and libraries to reveal the full text 
content of the resources. 

2. What impact are the various digital initiatives having on the Library’s staffing level? 
According to Ms. Lougee, some staff positions have had to be added in the areas of the 
Library that deal with technology. These new positions have been supported through 
Libraries reallocation as well as targeted Compact funding. 

3. With regard to electronic licensing, will the need increase for authorized access to many 
of the resources identified through these searches? How much can the University afford 
as it continues to reduce print acquisitions? Ms. Lougee stated that electronic journal 
licenses, on average, cost 10% - 20% above print. The cost of library materials is the 
highest inflationary rate of any component of the higher education price index including 
health care benefits, utilities, faculty salaries, etc. 

4. Mr. Celeste believes that open access and changing publishing models will likely be the 
light at the end of the tunnel in terms of exorbitant inflationary rates. 

 
V). New Business: 
a). Professor Gatewood stated that the Committee only has four meetings remaining. This does 
not allow much time to draft a set of recommendations to the University Senate. The SLC needs 
to start preparing recommendations to the SCC either on its own or in conjunction with other 
Senate committees. 
 
A member asked whether SLC should make a recommendation concerning the budget model and 
how the Libraries should be funded. Professor Gatewood agreed that this would be a good idea 
and it should be done sooner rather than later. According to Ms. Lougee, budget models under 
discussion do not differentiate between the types of various central services. She noted that 
changes in academic programs drive the Libraries’ costs, whereas costs of administrative central 
services are more transaction-based or enrollment-based. Ms. Lougee argued that the academic 
mission of the Libraries’ services requires a budget model that reflects these unique academic 
drivers. Ms. Lougee offered to present the Library’s Budget Compact to the Committee at its 
February 9, 2005 meeting. Additionally, information regarding the proposed budget model will 
be shared with members. Professor Gatewood suggested inviting Professor Marcel K. Richter to 
help identify for the Committee the attributes of common goods and how they should be 
supported. 
 
b). Ms. Lougee distributed a handout, ‘What Faculty Members Can Do to Influence the Crisis in 
Scholarly Publishing’ prepared by staff within the University Libraries. She noted that this 



document would be discussed at a future meeting. 
 
c). Crookston Librarian Owen Williams thanked Mr. Butler and Mr. Celeste for all the support 
they provide the Crookston Library. Professor Gatewood echoed Mr. Williams’ sentiment on 
behalf of the Twin Cities campus. 
 
VI). Hearing no further business, Professor Gatewood adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate 


