
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
MARCH 4, 2009 
 
[In these minutes:  Motion to Attribute Remarks Made by Members in the Minutes, 
Response from Provost Sullivan to the Senate Library Committee Regarding the 
University Library Budget, Copyright Workshop Announcement, Library Budget, 
Discoverability Analysis Report, New Tools for Productivity] 
 
[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:  Jay Hatch, chair, Jonathan Binks, LeAnn Dean, Suzanne Thorpe for 
Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran, Bill Sozansky, Juliette 
Cherbuliez, Isaac Fox, Jennifer Gunn, J. Woods Halley, Anatoly Liberman, James Orf, 
Danielle Tisinger, David Zopfi-Jordan, Simon Gale, Monica Howell, Jonathan Lundberg 
 
REGRETS: Owen Williams, Nora Paul, Farzad Sadjadi 
 
ABSENT: Stephen Gross 
 
GUESTS:  John Butler, Cody Hanson, Heather Hessel 
 
I).  Professor Hatch called the meeting to order and welcomed those present. 
 
II).  The committee unanimously passed a motion to attribute remarks made by members 
in the minutes to the person who made the comments rather than simply indicating that a 
member stated such and such.  Professor Hatch stated that in order for comments to be 
appropriately attributed in the minutes that members should identify themselves before 
speaking. 
 
III).  Professor Hatch reported that the Senate approved the committee’s motion to have 
the Rochester librarian (currently Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran) included in the ex-officio 
membership of the committee. 
 
IV).  Professor Hatch noted that he had circulated via email the response from Provost 
Sullivan to the Senate Library Committee letter regarding the University Library budget.  
The tenor of his letter was such that it recognized that research was one of the keystones 
in the advancement of the University in becoming one of the top three public research 
universities in the world, and that this would be difficult to achieve without the strongest 
possible library.  Nevertheless, we must recognize all units will be facing some cuts. 
 
V).  Next, Professor Hatch called on the University Librarian Wendy Lougee to provide 
the committee with a University Library update.  Ms. Lougee began by reporting that the 



Library sponsored a copyright workshop in mid-February, which had a registration of 
over 200 people.  The keynote speaker was Kenneth Crews, director, Copyright Advisory 
Office, Columbia University 
(http://staff.lib.umn.edu/communications/email/2009/crews/).  This workshop was the 
first in a series of education programs being sponsored by the Library. 
 
Ms. Lougee noted that as was reported last month by John Butler, associate university 
librarian for information technology, the Library, like other units has been asked to model 
5% and 8% cutbacks.  To put this in context, a 5% reduction would translate into a $1.9 
million cut.  At the 8% level, the reduction would be approximately $2.9 million.  The 
Library has been given until March 17, 2009 to provide a plan that outlines each possible 
reduction, and the priority order for these reductions.  This is a very difficult task.  In a 
previous meeting of the Senate Library Committee, members debated the tradeoffs of 
taking cuts from the collections or staff.  There are additional broad choices represented 
in the current discussions about tradeoffs in reducing the Libraries budget: 
 

• In terms of the collection, while the Library can look at the priorities of the 
University, it is important to remember there are constraints given the multi-year 
license commitments.  Thought also needs to be given to how strategically the 
collections are used.  There exists a myth that if the University does not purchase 
monographs this year that it will be able to acquire them in the future.  Not only is 
this difficult because books go out of print, but the funding is simply not 
available.  The goal is to achieve an equitable and strategic downsizing of the 
collection. 

• Another choice has to do with the tradeoffs between technologies, content, and 
staff.  Just as there are interdependencies between staff and collections, 
technology, in many cases, supports delivery of the content.  The Library has 
introduced technologies that have made users more effective. 

• There is the choice of electronic versus physical content.  On the one hand, the 
Library has documented an 8% increase in the physical use of its space in 2008.  
On the other hand, there has been approximately a 30% increase in the use of its 
digital content over that same period.  Should the Library consider reducing the 
hours that the physical libraries are open given the heavy reliance on digital 
resources?  A lot of the University’s peer libraries are closing libraries.  This 
saves little in terms of operational costs and requires one-time funds to 
consolidate libraries. 

• Should Library services that enhance productivity be cut back, e.g., Libraries to U 
(http://www.lib.umn.edu/site/l2u.phtml) and Get It 
(http://www.lib.umn.edu/site/getit.phtml).  Get It is an on-campus book delivery 
service, which has realized an increase in delivery from about 300 books per 
month to now over 7,000 books per month.  While some members of the 
University community may argue these services serve to enhance productivity and 
are a necessity, others take the position that they are a luxury. 

 
Professor Orf asked how does the fact that MINITEX (http://www.minitex.umn.edu/) is 
located on the University of Minnesota campus play into the Library’s budget 



considerations.  Ms. Lougee stated that MINITEX receives funds from the State of 
Minnesota to run the Electronic Library of Minnesota (ELM - http://www.elm4you.org/), 
which carries about 6,000 periodicals, and 300 newspapers.  The University benefits from 
this arrangement because it receives these resources for free, and the value to the 
University is roughly $500,000.  MINITEX also subsidizes some of the Library’s other 
licenses, e.g., Elsevier contract).  MINITEX is a program of the Minnesota Office of 
Higher Education, and under Governor Pawlenty’s budget proposal is being targeted for a 
10% budget reduction.  Any decisions by MINITEX to cut content at some point in the 
future would have a compounding effect on what the University could experience. 
 
Professor Anatoly Lieberman stated that the Library offers its users luxuries that are 
unheard of virtually anywhere else in the world.  How much can the Library save by 
eliminating these luxuries rather than cutting staff and collections?  Ms. Lougee stated 
that eliminating Get It, for example, would save approximately $80,000, and reducing 
hours could potentially save $45,000.  These amounts are relatively small in the grand 
scheme given the Library is being asked to model $1.9 million and $2.9 million in 
reductions. 
 
Professor J. Woods Halley commented that the recycled/used content is less expensive 
than new content.  Would the Library consider deferring the purchase of some of its 
monograph content until it is available in a used format from services like Amazon?  An 
issue with this suggestion, noted Ms. Lougee, is the staff time and effort required to 
identify the materials that could be purchased in a used format.  Bill Sozansky, UMD 
librarian, who used to work in acquisitions, added that over time many of the scholarly 
publishers have dramatically reduced their print runs.  Therefore, once a limited number 
of scholarly publications have been sold, they are gone.  Also, a systematic process for 
acquisitions is much more efficient than a piecemeal approach, which is very labor-
intensive.  Ms. Lougee stated that she appreciates Professor Halley’s suggestion, and the 
Library does use services like Amazon.com.  In addition, the Library has a process in 
place whereby if a user requests something through inter-library loan, under certain 
circumstances, the Library will purchase it outright. 
 
Professor Cherbuliez asked Ms. Lougee to remind the committee about the Library’s 
non-financial priorities as a way of setting the context for the financial choices the 
Library needs to make.  She stated that what is so incredible about Get It, for example, is 
the fact that it creates a marker for the kinds of outreach and education that the Library is 
providing to its broad base of users.  Therefore, given how relatively little this service 
costs, the Library should not cut it, and not only for the reason that this cut is not 
particularly significant financially, but because it serves to illustrate some of the non-
financial goals of the Library.  Ms. Lougee stated that this notion has been factored into 
the Library’s draft of its priorities as it relates to what is strategic for the future.  
 
Jonathan Lundberg, student representative from UMD, asked what kind of savings could 
the Library realize if there was less technological innovation on the part of the Library.  
Ms. Lougee stated that this is a good question, and there are certainly savings that can be 
found in this arena. 



 
Professor Halley asked Ms. Lougee to provide information about any indirect cost 
revenue under the new budget model that the Library could see.  Ms. Lougee explained 
that the University’s new budget model gives all the indirect cost revenues to the colleges 
or a unit that gets a grant.  These dollars, in turn, are used to pay for the cost pools, e.g., 
the Library.  The University’s budget model does not map at all what portion of indirect 
costs have been attributed to Library costs.  All central service costs, which includes the 
Library, are attributed to the colleges based on a specified attribution model, and in the 
case of the Library that is a weighted headcount.   
 
Does the Library use open source software asked Professor Halley?  The University’s 
Enterprise System is not open source stated Ms. Lougee, and there currently is no viable 
open source product like this on the market.  When appropriate, the Library does take 
advantage of open source software applications. 
 
Professor Orf asked whether the University’s status as a land grant institution would 
serve to reduce the amount it would need to cut its budget because of the obligations that 
that are associated with being a land grant university.  Ms. Lougee stated that it is 
difficult to pinpoint what obligations fall in this arena.  Professor Orf suggested that 
access to government publications might be one example. 
 
What is the Library modeling in terms of price increases asked Bill Sozansky?  In light of 
this challenging economy, is the Library finding that publishers are willing to hold the 
line in terms of price increases, or is it business as usual?  Ms. Lougee reported that the 
Library was modeling inflation in the range of 8% - 10%, but has brought that down to 
7% by negotiating multi-year agreements with some publishers.  The Library is not 
seeing a diminution in inflation rates.  If the Library does not get money in its budget to 
cover inflation it will be forced to cut the collection.  There will be opportunities to 
minimize those cuts by delaying certain purchases, for example, but if the Library does 
not receive money for inflation it will face a de facto cut. 
 
In light of the world’s financial crisis, asked Professor Lieberman, is it possible that 
publishers will reduce their prices because fewer, and fewer people will be buying books?  
Ms. Lougee stated that this is simply not happening.  She added that she has only heard 
of one publisher who has agreed to hold prices stable. 
 
Danielle Tisinger asked whether there has been any talk among the CIC libraries about 
strategically coordinating their collection development by expanding upon inter-library 
loan services, etc.  Ms. Lougee stated that to a degree coordinated collection development 
is a possibility.  The CIC libraries are taking collective action in an attempt to develop 
their collections by targeting a few publishers for collective negotiation, but this is an 
effort that will take time. 
 
To conclude, Ms. Lougee stated that this discussion has been useful, and emphasizes that 
there are not any easy answers.  The discussion has helped to get a sense of the kinds of 
questions that people have. 



 
VI).  Ms. Lougee stated that the remainder of the meeting would be spent providing 
information on new Library tools to increase productivity among faculty and students, 
and to share results from a discoverability analysis that was conducted.  This analysis 
uncovered how the University community finds the content it wants.  Identifying paths of 
discovery, stated Ms. Lougee, helps the Library know what systems it should build. 
 
To begin, Ms. Lougee introduced Cody Hanson and Heather Hessel, co-chairs of the 
Discoverability Exploratory Subgroup.  An executive summary of phase one of the 
Discoverability Final Report was distributed to members. 
 
The Discoverability Exploratory Subgroup, noted Mr. Hanson, was charged by the 
Libraries’ Web Services Steering Committee to recommend ways to make relevant 
resources more visible and easier to find.  The subgroup was instructed to not only take 
into account Library owned collections, but all potentially relevant information.   
 
This analysis is being conducted in two phases.  Phase one is the data-gathering and 
analysis phase, and phase two will take the discovery principles identified in phase one 
and recommend specific strategies for the future. 
 
Phase one objectives included: 

1. Identify trends in user behavior, both now and into the future. 
2. Analyze evidence from local systems about patterns of user behavior. 
3. Create a set of principles related to discovery to help guide the Library in its 

strategic decisions. 
 
In terms of trends in user behavior, the following was uncovered: 

• Users are discovering relevant resources outside traditional library systems, e.g., 
Google. 

• Users expect discovery and delivery to coincide.  Users expect once they have 
found a record that they have found the item. 

• Usage of portable Internet-capable devices is expanding.  
• Discovery increasingly occurs through recommending – peer-to-peer and 

collective intelligence driven recommendations. 
• Users are increasingly relying on emerging, non-traditional information objects, 

e.g., images, multi-media objects, blogs. 
 

Next, Heather Hessel spoke to the remaining two objectives of the project.  The subgroup 
was interested in learning how people were using the discovery systems that are already 
in place.  Time and effort was spent analyzing usage statistics for the primary discovery 
systems, which included the Library’s website.  Baseline reports were generated based on 
the findings of the subgroup. 
 
Using the data from the baseline reports, noted Ms. Hessel, in conjunction with data on 
trends in user behavior, the subgroup moved forward into the third objective, which 
included identifying, defining, and creating a set of principles. 



 
The guiding principles articulated here, stated Ms. Hessel, serve to help guide the 
Libraries’ strategic decisions about the selection, development, and support of relevant 
tools and services.  The guiding principles are: 

1. Users draw little distinction between discovery and delivery.  Systems, data and 
information objects should be optimized for fulfillment. 

2. Given that technology and user expectations are changing rapidly, systems and 
data structures should provide users with the greatest possible flexibility. 

3. To facilitate discovery of relevant information by users, the strategy employed 
should be end-user device/platform agnostic. 

4. In order to remain responsive, relevant, and useful to users, efforts to aggressively 
measure and analyze user behavior through local system statistics should be made 
use of. 

5. Discovery should be organized around users rather than collections or systems. 
6. Given that users are successfully discovering relevant resources through non-

library systems, it is important to ensure that items in the collections and licensed 
resources are discoverable in non-library environments. 

7. Make collections discoverable for not only the local population, but also regional, 
national, and international populations as well. 

8. Because users rely on system and peer-generated recommendations when 
discovering relevant resources, data should be captured in order to provide 
targeted suggestions to users and defer to network-level systems where a critical 
mass already exists. 

 
Moving into phase two, the subgroup will need to take the wealth of data from phase one, 
and begin to strategize and make recommendations to the Libraries for action. 
 
Ms. Lougee asked Ms. Hessel to share 3 – 4 data points that stood out from the analysis.  
Ms. Hessel stated that some of the key findings included: 

• The Libraries catalogs and websites continue to be very popular with users. 
• The “Find It” service is a critical component of the Library’s infrastructure. 
• Google users are the primary driver of traffic to the Library’s website. 
• Sixty-five percent of the use of the Library’s on-line resources is coming from off 

campus. 
 
For more information about this project, members were directed to the Discoverability 
Exploratory Subgroup website at https://wiki.lib.umn.edu/WebServices/Discoverability. 
 
Professor Cherbuliez asked when users use Google to find the Library’s resources are 
they looking for a particular item or searching for a library resource.  Mr. Hanson stated 
that it is difficult to tell from the data what users are looking for. 
 
Professor Halley asked whether the Discoverability Exploratory Subgroup’s full report is 
available online.  Mr. Hanson stated that it is not on-line at this time, but he suspects it 
can be made available to the committee.  Mr. Butler added that there will be some form 
of the final report that will be broadly distributed. 



 
Professor Halley noted that given the report on the Library budget earlier in the meeting, 
and the fact that some of the recommendations from the subgroup are likely to be 
expensive, where will the funds to move forward with the recommendations come from.  
Mr. Hanson noted that the rationale for the assessment was to determine the priority 
investments needed based on an analysis of how people are using the various systems.  
Ms. Hessel added that many of the discovery technologies that have been discussed are 
open source. 
 
Professor Hatch thanked Mr. Hanson and Ms. Hessel for their presentation. 
 
VII).  Moving on, Professor Hatch welcomed Shane Nackerud from the Digital Library 
Technology Lab who was invited to share information on new tools to help increase 
faculty and student productivity, Mobile Library, CourseLib, and Assignment Calculator. 
 
The Mobile Library noted Mr. Nackerud is a new interface to Library platforms through 
mobile devises.  A brief demonstration was given to the committee.  He noted that the 
Mobile Library is still in development, and has not been rolled out to the University 
community yet.  The test site for this tool is http://ulwal-320-bw-
u.libstaff.umn.edu/mobile/index.php.  Examples of information the Mobile Library 
allows users to search for includes, but is not limited to, items checked out from the 
library, library hours, books, videos, ScienceDirect. 
 
Next, Mr. Nackerud provided information and demonstrated systems that would generate 
webpages for each course on campus.  This is an effort to integrate the Libraries into the 
courses that are offered at the University.  The intent of this tool is to provide information 
about resources the Library has for a particular course, along with resource lists created 
in collaboration with faculty. 
 
Professor Cherbuliez stated that at first glance this seems like a helpful tool, but there 
seems to be overlap with Moodle.  Mr. Nackerud stated that while instructors can put 
library resources in Moodle, a lot of instructors don’t.  John Butler added that the course 
page modules could also be positioned in Moodle for faculty to insert. 
 
UMD student representative Jonathan Lundberg asked whether the tool will be integrated 
in myU Portal.  Yes, stated Mr. Nackerud, a lot of this information has already been 
integrated into myU Portal, e.g., recommended resources, resources for particular 
courses. 
 
In light of time, Mr. Nackerud briefly demonstrated the Assignment Calculator.  He noted 
that this tool has been in existence for quite awhile, but it has been enhanced to allow for 
a lot more customization.  The updated Assignment Calculator allows users to change the 
dates to reflect actual due dates for particular assignment steps.  Additionally, users can 
add steps.  Assignment Calculator URLs can be shared with other users.  This tool allows 
faculty to create better assignments, and integrate the Library into coursework.   
 



Professor Hatch thanked Mr. Nackerud for his presentation. 
 
VIII).  Hearing no further business, Professor Hatch adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


