
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
NOVEMBER 10, 2004 
 
[In these minutes:  Report from the University Librarian, Undergraduate 
Learning and Information Literacy, (NIH) Proposed New Policy on Public 
Access and Manuscript Archiving] 
 
[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, Linda Ellinger, Suzanne 
Thorpe for Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Bill Sozansky, Jim Waddell, John 
H. Anderson, David R. Brown, Elaine Challacombe, Isaac Fox, Jay Hatch, 
William Phillips, Leon Satkowski, Otto Strack, David Ekers, Monica Heth, Jim 
Thill 
 
REGRETS: Owen Williams, Robert Dexter, Susan Wick 
 
ABSENT: Andrea Berlin, Thomas Scanlan 
 
GUESTS:  Jerilyn Veldof, Director of Undergraduate Services, and Kevin 
Messner, Assistant Science Librarian, and Interim Head of Veterinary  
Medical Library 
 
I).  Professor Gatewood called the meeting. 
 
II).  Announcements: 

• Professor Gatewood welcomed a new student member, David Ekers, to 
the Committee. Mr. Ekers introduced himself. 

• A copy of a letter addressed to Professor David R. Brown from 
former University librarian Livija Carlson was distributed to members 
for their information.  Although significant time will not be spent 
discussing this letter today, Professor Gatewood noted that the 



issues raised in the letter will be addressed in future committee 
discussions. 

• Professor Gatewood announced that besides the formal speakers 
today, in attendance is another guest, Kevin Messner, Assistant 
Science Librarian, and Interim Head of the Veterinary Medical 
Library. 

 
III).  Remarks from the University Librarian Wendy Lougee included: 

• The Libraryπs environmental scan was distributed to members at the 
Committeeπs October meeting.  This document identified four 
strategic issues of interest to the University and relevant to 
libraries: 

o New models for the development, support and sustainability of 
campus-wide information resources. 

o Learning initiatives - Support for new approaches to curriculum 
that embrace fundamental competencies for lifelong learning 
and develop the systems and collaborations to enable these new 
paradigms. 

o Academic technologies – Development of a collaborative 
framework for academic technologies that leverages the 
activities of academic units in creating a robust suite of 
infrastructure services and capabilities. 

o Design of a new budget model for academic public goods that 
recognizes contributions in attributing costs and coalesces 
relevant funding sources. 

The Libraryπs environmental scan will be used as the framework for 
future Senate Library Committee (SLC) meetings.  At the December 
meeting, the Libraryπs mission statement and goals will be 
distributed.  Increasingly the question arises, what is a library?  In 
the past there was a heavy archival emphasis on libraries, but this has 
changed. 

• The two Librariesπ that serve the Academic Health Center (AHC) are 
the Veterinary Medical Library and the Bio-Medical Library.  From a 
recruitment perspective for a new director, a decision was made to 
organizationally align these two Librariesπ together in order to better 
coordinate the collections and services for the AHC community.  A 
faculty advisory committee will be appointed within the AHC to focus 
on direction setting for these Libraries.   This is particularly 



important in light of the fact that the Library is on the capital plan 
for a new Bio-Medical Library. 

• A new Director of Communications was recently hired and the Library 
is in the process of hiring a Director of Development. 

• The Library is planning: 
o An Upson Room lecture series with presentations featuring 

faculty research and publication. 
o A scholarly communication education program addressing issues 

of scholarly communication and publishing. 
o A Presidential Conference on April 19th, åPublication:  The Public 

University and the Public Interestπ.  This will be a community-
wide conference focusing on publishing, the public university 
and the public interest. 

 
Comments/questions from members: 

• Who is responsible for coordinating the Upson lecture series?  A 
group of individuals are responsible including Marcia Pankake. 

• What role should the SLC play in the upcoming presidential 
conference on April 19th?  A group of faculty are responsible for 
planning this conference.  Ms. Lougee suggested the SLC could 
possibly play a role during the morning in terms of reactor panels or 
with some of the follow-up sessions, which are being discussed. 

 
IV).  Professor Gatewood introduced and welcomed Director of 
Undergraduate Services Jerilyn Veldof to todayπs meeting.  As follow-up to 
her presentation last spring, Ms. Veldof noted that she would focus her 
presentation today on undergraduate learning and information literacy. 
 
Ms. Veldof encouraged members to think about information literacy both 
broadly from a liberal arts perspective and more tangibly at the University 
level.  Members agreed that no matter how information literacy is defined, it 
is important. 
 
Next, Ms. Veldof shared examples of strategies for introducing information 
literacy to University students through the curriculum.  She added that 
there is no assurance that any level student will come to class with a 
specified level of information literacy. 
 



Oftentimes the writing curricula at various academic institutions have taken 
responsibility for the notion of information literacy.  For example, it is not 
uncommon for many English Composition courses at the University to require 
library skills or information literacy courses e.g. the Librariesπ ≥Unravel 
Workshops≤.  Ms. Veldof added that many institutions, including the 
University, offer stand-alone information literacy workshops.  Their 
effectiveness appears to be limited, however, because these workshops are 
not integrated into the curriculum or discipline.  Ms. Veldof noted that 
another option would be for the Library to offer credited courses. 
 
Ms. Veldof highlighted the three areas the Library is trying to impact with 
respect to information literacy: 

• Information literacy curriculum consultation and partnerships. 
• Information literacy delivery and support. 
• Provide and facilitate access to Library resources. 

 
New projects that are being undertaken to support undergraduate learning 
initiatives include: 

• Development of an undergraduate virtual library, which would be easy 
to use and navigate. 

• Implementation of a search engine that can retrieve information from 
multiple, on-line resources. 

• Build an information commons – a facility that provides technology 
along with expertise in information resources, technology and writing 
skills. 

 
Comments/questions following Ms. Veldofπs presentation included: 

• What is the space capacity for the new information commons in 
Wilson Library?  Has the Library taken into account that students 
may come and stay for up to several hours at a time?  The Library has 
several methods for tracking information commons use and 
satisfaction.  The facility is fairly small with only 33 seats as 
compared to other facilities across the country. 

• A member requested Ms. Veldof share with the Committee the actual 
questions for the undergraduate survey that was conducted. 

• Does the Library collaborate with the Digital Media Center (DMC) 
because they seem to work on similar initiatives?  The DMCπs main 
audience is faculty, thus distinguishing it from the Library.  The 



Library currently provides a piece of the DMCπs programming related 
to copyright.  There maybe additional collaboration opportunities 
between the DMC and the Library related to instructional media. 

• How are the Libraryπs new initiatives being marketed?  Although 
marketing is being targeted at both the faculty and students around 
new Library initiatives/services, marketing to the faculty is usually 
the most effective.  Reaching the faculty is a way to reach most of 
the students. 

 
Professor Gatewood thanked Ms. Veldof for her presentation. 
 
IV).  Professor Gatewood introduced the next agenda item, the National 
Institutes of Health (NIH) proposed new policy on public access and 
publication archiving.   
 
Ms. Lougee began by providing the Committee with background information 
on the open-access publishing model.  Factors that led to the creation of 
this publishing model included: 

• The high cost of publication. 
• Concern over the transferal of rights associated with publication. 
• The time it took to get articles published. 

 
Under the open-access publishing model: 

1. The author grants rights to his/her work to the user for 
incorporation into other work, for redistribution, etc. 

2. A copy of the material is placed in a freely accessible, sustainable 
electronic archive. 

 
The NIH recently proposed that research articles based on NIH funding, 
either in whole or part, would be deposited in a service run by the 
government, PubMed Central (PMC).  PMC is a searchable public archive of 
primarily journal articles.  These articles would be freely available six 
months after publication through a peer-reviewed journal.  These component 
pieces of the NIH proposal are interesting because: 

• They are attempting to protect publisherπs interests. 
• They make health-related information available to the public. 

 



In the NIH model, unlike the Sabo legislation proposed in 2003, the author 
retains copyright.  The NIH is soliciting comments to its proposal, which are 
due by November 15, 2004. 
 
Some of the groups, which favor the new NIH model include: 

• The American Association of Universities 
• The U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
• The Association of Independent Research Institutes 

 
The Association of American Publishers and the American Association of 
University Presses oppose the NIH proposal. 
 
Ms. Lougee noted that the National Academy of Sciences believes that the 
NIH model is a reasonable approach to sustaining the publisherπs interest; 
however, the proposal requires that the final pre-publication version of the 
article be archived, not the final published work.  Because it is not uncommon 
for publishers to make changes before the final print, the National Academy 
of Sciences believes the NIH model would create a dual version environment, 
which could be fairly messy. 
 
The NIH model is a push for open access and prompts discussion in the 
research community about the role of publishers, the distribution of rights, 
and the role of the government in research.  Since most open access models 
are funded through author fees, questions about the responsibility for 
financing publication are also raised. 
 
In closing, Ms. Lougee stated that while it is very difficult to predict, it will 
be interesting to see what will happen with the NIH proposal. 
 
V).  Other business: 

• Professor Gatewood encouraged members to review the subscriptions 
that were dropped in 2004 and the subscriptions that are being 
considered for cancellation in 2005 (http://www.lib.umn.edu/).  Ms. 
Lougee noted that no subscription cancellation decision is irrevocable. 
Librarian liaisons have tried, wherever possible, to involve 
departments in the review process.  Ms. Lougee added that the 
Library needed approximately $900,000 in recurring funds to avoid 
canceling any additional titles or reducing monograph purchases, and 



the Library received $150,000.  Over 8,000 titles have been dropped 
from the collections since 1995. 

• Professor Gatewood reported that the fair use guidelines can now be 
found at the Copyright Permissions Center website: 
http://www.copyright.umn.edu/home.htm  

• Ms. Lougee reported that the main topic for the December meeting 
would be a technology infrastructure overview. 

 
VI).  Hearing no further business, Professor Gatewood adjourned the 
meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


