
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
DECEMBER 9, 2009 
 
[In these minutes:  Role of the Senate Library Committee and its Relationship to the 
Senate Consultative Committee, Googlization of the University] 
 
[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:  Jennifer Gunn, chair, Shannon McCrindle, Jonathan Binks, LeAnn Dean, 
Suzanne Thorpe for Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran, 
Jennifer Alexander, Michelle Englund, J. Woods Halley, James Orf, Danielle Tisinger, 
Timothy Germain, Monica Howell 
  
REGRETS:  Owen Williams, Elizabeth Fine, Isaac Fox, Stephen Gross, David Zopfi-
Jordan 
 
ABSENT:  Bill Sozansky, Jay Hatch, Anatoly Liberman, Manami Bhattacharya, Jonathan 
Lundberg 
 
GUESTS:  Professor Marti Gonzales, chair, Faculty Consultative Committee and Senate 
Consultative Committee; Professor Lee Anderson, chair, Senate Committee on 
Information Technology (SCIT); Bernie Gulachek, senior director, Strategy Management 
(Office of Information Technology) 
 
I).  Professor Gunn convened the meeting, welcomed those present and called for 
introductions. 
 
II).  Professor Gunn introduced the first agenda item, the role of the Senate Library 
Committee (hereafter SLC) and its relationship to the Senate Consultative Committee.  
She then welcomed Professor Marti Gonzales, chair, Senate Consultative Committee. 
 
The purpose of attending this meeting, noted Professor Gonzales, is to familiarize herself 
with what other Senate committees are working on.  Based on the committee’s charge, it 
appears as if one of the SLC’s responsibilities is to review policies related to the Library 
on a systemwide basis.  With this in mind, Professor Gonzales stated that as she prepared 
for today’s meeting, she attempted to find the Library’s policies on-line, but was unable 
to do so.  To clarify, noted Wendy Lougee, the coordinate campus libraries report to their 
chancellors, and, therefore, have their own policies, which are separate from University 
Library policies.  The University Library has invoked relatively few policies over the 
years, and, as a result, has not had a need to bring many policies to the committee for 
review.  Instead, the Library brings broader scholarly and educational issues to the 
committee such as copyright, publisher policies, etc.  Ms. Lougee stated while the SLC 



charge advises “library directors”, historically, the committee has focused on the work of 
the University Libraries (Twin Cities).  Yet an essential focus of research libraries 
currently relates to broader topics of scholarly practice.  
 
In response to a question by Professor Gonzales about the number of Library policies, 
Ms. Lougee stated there are very few.  There are policies on the use of the facilities, 
computer use, access to potentially offensive material, and circulation policies.  In terms 
of collection policies, while the Library has statements about what materials it collects, it 
is almost impossible to put this information in a policy structure.  A good portion of the 
Library’s collection work is handled by vendors who handle subscriptions and provide 
titles based on profiles of interest. 
 
The SLC is supposed to advise the University libraries systemwide, noted Ms. Lougee.  
Having said this, the committee’s membership is not made up of members who are in a 
position to advise.  Rather than being made up of faculty and students who are users of 
the libraries, the committee is largely made up of people who are librarians or have a 
library background.  The committee’s membership is somewhat off-balance in that there 
are almost as many ex-officio’s as other members. 
 
Professor Halley stated that the committee’s membership can be characterized as 
“command influence.”  Library staff are at greater personal risk than other members 
when it comes to being critical about the libraries.  Alternatively, however, they are 
experts, and it is good to have experts on committees. 
 
Professor Gonzales asked about the SLC subcommittee/ad hoc committee.  Professor 
Gunn stated that an ad hoc committee has been set up to look at the SLC charge in terms 
of its responsibilities and composition.  Professor Gonzales asked members if it is their 
sense that the SLC would benefit more by having more library users on the committee as 
opposed to library experts.  Members unanimously stated that the SLC would benefit by 
having more library users rather than more experts.  Professor Gonzales stated that this 
should be brought to the attention of Committee on Committees.  Additionally, she stated 
that the committee should think about amending its membership and specifying what the 
make up of the committee should be.  Professor Orf cautioned about having a committee 
that is too large, and, therefore, not that functional.  Members concurred. 
 
Ms. Lougee added that consideration should also be given to the focal topic of the 
committee.  Should the committee focus on libraries or what they represent – e.g., the 
processes of scholarship and publishing, and related institutional assets?  At the 
University of Michigan, noted Ms. Lougee, Provost Nancy Cantor created the Public 
Goods Council, which was designed to leverage intellectual goods as opposed to Library 
per se (http://www.provost.umich.edu/publicgoods/promot.htm).  The agenda topics for 
the SLC have justifiably drifted beyond library services. 
 
To clarify, Professor Gonzales stated that what she is hearing is that a lot of the SLC 
agenda items deal with topics and issues of significant relevance to scholars and that are 
quite complex.  The Library is in the business of not only being a repository for 



scholarship but a service provider too.  Ms. Lougee stated that she would also argue that 
the Library is also a partner in the scholarly process.  She added that she would estimate 
that over the past five years, roughly 40% of the SLC agenda items have dealt with 
service issues that impact all users, and the remaining 60% have focused on a variety of 
discussion topics. 
 
Is membership composition an issue for the SLC, asked Professor Gonzales?  Mr. Binks 
stated that even beyond the SLC, there is the issue of representation from a variety of 
disciplines, particularly the humanities, arts, and social sciences.  This should be shared 
with Committee on Committees, noted Professor Gonzales, so they can be more 
discriminating in terms of finding representatives that can convey concerns from the arts 
and humanities.  Professor Halley stated that the SLC lacks representation from the 
physical sciences.  Professor Gunn stated she does not support expanding the committee 
because it could get unwieldy, but that the committee’s composition should be examined.  
Another issue related to composition is the relationship of the SLC to the coordinate 
campuses.  Up to now, the committee has spent a vast majority of its time focusing on 
Twin Cities issues.  The SLC has not paid any real attention to coordinate campus issues 
despite the fact the SLC charge is systemwide. 
 
University of Minnesota Morris Librarian LeAnn Dean stated that in the past the 
committee visited the coordinate campuses at various times.  Additionally, noted Ms. 
Dean, the Morris Library has an Academic Support Services Committee, which considers 
and makes recommendations regarding academic support provided by the Briggs Library.  
This is an analogous body to the SLC that focuses on Morris campus issues.  With this 
said, stated Professor Gonzales, how does the Morris campus benefit by participating in 
the SLC given the decentralization of library services between the campuses?  Ms. Dean 
stated that the coordinate campuses are extremely appreciative of the Twin Cities Library 
support for the coordinate campuses.  The coordinate campuses benefit from participating 
on the SLC by being able to sit at the table and listen to the issues and advice of the SLC.  
Rochester Librarian Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran added that she finds value in hearing the 
faculty issues and what they want the Libraries to do to address these issues. 
 
Danielle Tisinger stated as a P&A representative and a student representative on the 
committee, she has noticed that the committee hears about faculty issues, but rarely staff, 
P&A or student issues.  It is unclear when/where it is appropriate to interject the student 
services voice into the discussions.  There are voices at the table that are less prominent 
than others. 
 
Ms. Lougee added that, in her opinion, the work of the SLC overlaps with the work of 
other Senate committees such as the Senate Research Committee, the Senate Committee 
on Information Technology, and the Senate Committee on Educational Policy.  From the 
University Library’s perspective, the Library pulls together ad hoc groups (focus groups) 
when it needs to address service issues.  The Library uses these other forms of 
consultation for getting input on the design of services, etc. 
 



Is the membership of the SLC unique as compared to other Senate committees, asked 
Professor Alexander?  Professor Gonzales stated that some committees specify explicitly 
the number of faculty, for example, that will serve on the committee without combining 
other employment categories.  In response, Professor Halley concurred that the 
committee should explicitly state numbers of faculty, students, ex-officios, etc.  The 
creep in terms of non-faculty members on committees is symptomatic of a tendency for 
bureaucrats to take over the institution at the expense of scholars.  Professor Gunn 
reminded members that the SLC is not just a faculty committee.  With this said, she 
added, that it is somewhat curious that so many of the committee’s members are 
librarians.   
 
Is the SLC supposed to advise the Library (as stated in charge) or senior administration? 
Generally, the committee is the recipient of information from the Library.  It would be 
beneficial to have more faculty and other end-users on the committee to get a pulse on 
what is taking place.  Professor Gonzales stated that based on her reading of the charge, 
the SLC does not report to the Library, per se, but rather to representative governance 
among the faculty, P&A, Civil Service and students.  Professor Gunn posed the question 
of whether the SLC has a role to play in terms of reporting to the SCC and advising 
colleagues about issues facing the Library.  The committee should be an advocate for the 
Library, and work to increase the Library’s visibility. 
 
In light of time, Professor Gonzales thanked members for their candor and lively 
discussion.  She noted that this meeting will hopefully serve to set a precedent for visits 
to other committees next semester.  Professor Gonzales encouraged members to send her 
an email at gonza001@umn.edu to share any additional thoughts they may have about the 
SLC.  Professor Gunn thanked Professor Gonzales for taking time out of her busy 
schedule to attend this meeting. 
 
III).  Professor Gunn introduced the next agenda item, the Googlization of the University, 
and welcomed Bernie Gulachek, senior director, Strategy Management (Office of 
Information Technology) and Professor Lee Anderson, chair, Senate Committee on 
Information Technology (hereafter SCIT). 
 
To set the stage for his presentation, Mr. Gulachek asked the committee how many 
people have heard of the University’s Google initiative and how many people have used 
Google services.  Based on responses to these questions, it was clear that a significant 
number of members had heard about the University’s Google initiative, and a fair number 
actually had already used some of the Google services. 
 
Google Apps for Education Edition, noted Mr. Gulachek, is a suite of services that 
Google offers the education market, K12 and higher education.  Google Apps includes 
the following services: 

• Mail 
• Docs 
• Calendar 
• Sites 



• Talk 
 
In response to a question regarding how Google Apps for Education is being funded, and 
whether OIT hired additional staff to work on this initiative, Mr. Gulachek explained that 
Google Apps is being offered to the University by Google at no charge.  He added that 
OIT did not hire additional staff to work on this initiative, but rather reallocated the 
workload of some OIT staff to give them time to work on this project.   
 
Mr. Gulachek then proceeded to share information on what OIT has done up to now with 
respect to this initiative.  He noted that over the past three to four years, an increasing 
number of higher education institutions have been exploring outsourcing their student 
email.  In response to this trend, OIT charged an internal, cross-functional team to 
provide a preliminary opinion on whether the University should also look into Google 
Apps for its students.  The recommendation from this team was that the University 
should further explore Google Apps for students.   
 
Currently, approximately 12% of registered students and 18% of faculty and staff are 
forwarding their email off-campus.  Of those who are forwarding their mail, roughly 60% 
are forwarding it to the Google space. In addition to these usage patterns, OIT has 
watched the organic growth of an unlicensed University of Minnesota Google Team 
Edition (Google Apps equivalent) collaborative space, where the faculty and staff user 
population grew beyond 3,000.  Based on these trends, OIT knows that some people are 
looking outside the institution for some of the services provided by Google Apps.  
Furthermore, in on-going discussions with University deans to make sure OIT is in 
alignment with collegiate strategic initiatives, a significant amount of interest has been 
voiced around having the University offer Google Apps.  Given the demand by deans and 
IT leadership across the institution, and based on the behavior of a fair number of faculty, 
staff and students who were already forwarding their University email to Google, OIT set 
the Google Apps initiative as one of its strategic priorities. 
 
In February 2009, OIT launched a deliberate project focused on readying Google Apps 
Education Edition at the University.  Minimally, OIT felt it needed a coping strategy to 
minimize the risk to the institution and be able to cover the people who were already in 
the Google space so they would be under the University’s terms of agreement in regards 
to copyright and fair use rather than the terms they had agreed to previously with Google 
directly.  Individuals who opted into Google Apps under agreements that were not 
negotiated by the institution meant that any content they put into the Google space was 
technically the property of Google and not the University. 
 
While Google Apps started as a student-oriented initiative, OIT heard from institutions 
across the country that once students are in this space that faculty and staff will also want 
to be there.  Hence, OIT, with the encouragement of the deans, decided to include faculty 
and staff as part of this initiative. 
 
What is the appeal of Google Apps, asked Professor Halley?  Mr. Gulachek deferred to a 
Google Apps user to respond to this question.  Danielle Tisinger stated that, in her 



opinion, the email functionality, for example, is far superior to what the University 
currently offers.  Also, Google Apps makes sharing information very easy.  It is 
incredibly easy to share information with individuals around the world.  Mr. Gulachek 
concurred, and stated that the power of Google Apps is in its collaborative nature.  For 
the University to develop these types of tools would have been cost prohibitive.   
 
Cloud computing is, to a degree, a different paradigm for the University.  Having said 
this, OIT needs to:  

• Understand user expectations.  Because the University does not own the service, it 
cannot customize it as many users may expect.  User expectations need to be 
tempered accordingly. 

• Conduct regular risk analysis. 
• Explore opportunities to strategically source some of the Google Apps services, 

and redirect funds to more strategic initiatives that the University cannot currently 
afford.  Rather than running services, the University needs to focus on integrating 
services. 

• Be continuously mindful of data ownership and privacy issues. 
• Develop a sound exit strategy. 

 
OIT has an extensive communication plan in place as it relates to this project.  Collegiate 
IT leadership have been asked to do the appropriate level of communication within their 
respective units concerning this initiative.   
 
Examples of Google Apps Education Edition features include: 

• No advertising for students, faculty and staff.  (Alumni receive advertising.) 
• Single sign-on access. 
• Accessible via web, desktop client or mobile devices. 

 
Professor Gunn asked whether recipients of University email would see advertisements 
once the current email is transitioned to Google Apps.  Mr. Gulachek stated that 
recipients will see advertisements if they are using Google’s public email offering.  
Recipients of University email will see nothing different than what they see today.  On a 
related note, Mr. Gulachek emphasized that email addresses will remain the same as they 
are now. 
 
Moving on, Mr. Gulachek provided the committee with a brief demonstration of different 
Google Apps screen shots. 
 
OIT began inviting undergraduate students to use Google Apps over the past two to three 
weeks, and anticipates finishing up this invitation process by the end of the calendar year.  
As expected, OIT is getting a significant amount of pressure from faculty and staff to 
begin using these services too. 
 
In response to a question concerning SAS 70, referenced in the PowerPoint 
presentation, Mr. Gulachek explained that SAS 70 is an internationally recognized 
auditing standard that verifies that service providers have adequate controls and 



safeguards in place for hosting or processing data related to their customer base.  OIT has 
evaluated the Google Apps SAS 70 Type II report, and this audit was without exception, 
which means that Google adhered to the procedures and control processes that were 
audited.  From this audit, OIT has concluded that Google’s control processes and 
operational procedures are equivalent to or superior to the way the University conducts 
those services and performs those operations today.  The University’s internal auditors 
have also concurred with this position, and are currently in the process of determining 
how to appropriately use Google’s services in the context of complying with the FERPA 
and HIPAA privacy policies.  
 
OIT is also in the process of evaluating the Google Apps calendar to see whether the 
Google calendar should replace the University’s current calendaring service, Oracle.  
Oracle recently introduced a new calendar product.  While Oracle has not yet approached 
the University to move to this new product, the University anticipates that at some point 
in the future, Oracle will stop supporting the University’s current calendar system. 
 
Professor Gunn asked what does Google get out of its contractual agreement with the 
University.  Mr. Gulachek stated that Google’s business model is akin to the business 
models in the technology space over the past 15 years.  MicroSoft and Apple, for 
example, offered very deep discounts to students with the hope of keeping them as 
customers once they left the University.  In Mr. Gulachek’s opinion, Google’s motivation 
is similar. 
 
Will Google be doing any mining of University data, asked Professor Gunn?  No, stated 
Mr. Gulachek.  The University’s terms of agreement with Google, which has been 
reviewed and approved by the Office of the General Counsel, ensures the privacy, 
confidentiality and integrity of University data.  Google will scan the University’s data 
for three purposes: 

1. Searches 
2. Identify viruses 
3. Identify spam 

To clarify, Professor Anderson, chair, SCIT, asked whether the University’s contract with 
Google specifically forbids them from doing any data mining or analysis of any 
documents for any purpose.  Yes, stated Mr. Gulachek.  All users who are in the 
University of Minnesota domain are covered by the University’s agreement with Google.  
Ms. Lougee added that Google will mine the University data to the extent that it will 
improve the user experience by privileging data.  Google will not take the University’s 
data and release it to a third party, but rather fine tune services based on known 
preferences, which are exhibited in user behaviors.  Professor Gunn stated that there is a 
concern about ownership of data outside the University.  While Google’s adherence to its 
agreement with the University will be monitored, there are concerns that Google could 
insert its own filters.  Another issue has to do with what happens to all of the University 
information that sits out on Google servers should the University decide to terminate its 
agreement with Google.  Professor Halley concurred with Professor Gunn and stated that 
it is naïve on the part of the University to rely so heavily on Google.  Rather than 
centralized data storage, it should be local and dispersed. 



 
In response to a question from Mr. Binks concerning the University’s exit strategy, Mr. 
Gulachek stated that according to the terms of the agreement with Google, either party 
can terminate the agreement.  The University’s exit strategy provides for a mechanism 
(application programming interface) whereby the University can ‘shrink-wrap’ its data 
and bring it back in-house.   
 
Is a copy of the University’s agreement with Google available on the web, asked 
Professor Anderson?  It is not on the web, stated Mr. Gulachek, but a copy can be 
obtained by contacting the Office of the General Counsel. 
 
Professor Orf asked when Google Apps would be rolled out to faculty and staff.  Mr. 
Gulachek stated that compliance issues must be resolved first.  Starting after the first of 
the year, OIT will begin to provision Google infrastructure for students’ mail and 
services.  The University does intend to make Google Apps an option for faculty and staff 
once compliance issues are resolved. 
 
Professor Gunn thanked Mr. Gulachek and Professor Anderson for attending this meeting 
to talk about the Googlization of the University.  She then asked Ms. Lougee to provide 
the committee with a list of overlapping issues as it relates to Google projects that 
involve the Library.   
 
Will faculty and staff receive communication about issues related to privacy and the use 
of Google Apps, asked Professor Orf?  Faculty and staff will receive information on how 
to appropriately use Google Apps and other technologies, noted Mr. Gulachek.  He went 
on to remind members that email is inherently insecure. 
 
IV).  Ms. Lougee turned members’ attention to a handout containing information about 
the University Libraries’ speaker series.  More information concerning the Series can be 
found at: https://wiki.lib.umn.edu/Staff/UniversityLibrariesSpeakerSeries 
 
V).  Hearing no further business, Professor Gunn adjourned the meeting. 
 

Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


