
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
OCTOBER 13, 2010 
 
[In these minutes: NSF data management plan requirement, Google digitization project and 
HathiTrust, library information technology investments; committee business] 
 
[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:  Neil Olszewski (Chair), Vicki Graham, J. Woods Halley, Jonathan Binks, Mary 
Beth Sancomb-Moran, Michelle Englund, Ronald Hadsall, John Logie, Monica Howell, James 
Orf, Michael Hannon (for Joan Howland), Jennifer Alexander, Bill Sozansky, LeAnn Dean, 
Elizabeth Fine, David Zopfi-Jordan 
 
REGRETS:  David Fox, Danielle Tisinger, Wendy Lougee 
 
ABSENT: Owen Williams,  
 
GUESTS: John Butler 
 
Professor Neil Olszewski called the meeting to order and welcomed those present.   He asked the 
committee members to introduce themselves.  The committee then approved the May 12, 2010 
meeting minutes.   
 
Library Update - John Butler, Associate University Librarian for Information Technology  
 
Mr. Butler informed the Library Committee that the Library would be presenting its budget 
compact to the University administration at a November 16 budget hearing.  The budget compact 
includes an investment strategy as well as strategies to deal with any potential budget cuts. 
University Librarian, Wendy Lougee, will present the draft compact to the Library Committee at 
its November 10 meeting.  Mr. Butler stated further that the Library has received instructions for 
budget reduction targets for FY 12 through FY 13.  The Library has been asked to plan for three 
and five percent cuts, which translates to cuts of approximately $1.1 and $1.9 million, 
respectively.  Unlike in recent years, the collections budget will not be protected.   
 
National Science Foundation Developments  
 
Mr. Butler referred the committee to a handout with two press releases from the National Science 
Foundation (NSF).  He indicated the Library has been tracking NSF development of policies on 
data sharing for some time.  In October, the NSF announced that beginning January 18, 2011, it 
would require scientists seeking NSF funding to submit a two-page data management plan as 
part of their proposals.  Mr. Butler referred the committee to the NSF website, 
www.nsf.gov/bfa/dias/policy for more information.   

http://www.nsf.gov/bfa/dias/policy
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Next, Mr. Butler informed the committee of the Library’s nascent efforts to support faculty in 
data management.  To teach best practices for data management, the Library has been offering a 
one-hour short course for graduate students and faculty.  Overall, there is particular emphasis on 
reusability and sharing of data over time.  The course was recently split into a second course that 
is an introduction to creating a data management plan, and is intended to align with the new NSF 
requirements.  Mr. Butler invited the committee to review the Library’s new data management 
initiatives and provide their feedback.  Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran asked if the courses would be 
available for researchers in Rochester and Duluth.  Mr. Butler responded that he was not sure if 
the courses have been captured and archived.  He stated he would look into this.  He also 
indicated that the University Libraries are working with the Office of the Vice President for 
Research to promote the classes being offered.   
 
Professor Jennifer Alexander questioned Mr. Butler about whether the library envisioned itself 
hosting databases and data collections?  Mr. Butler responded that he does not think the library 
will necessarily emphasize starting another repository, but the University can facilitate 
identification of appropriate existing repositories.  For example, he stated that social science data 
sets have been accommodated at the University of Michigan (by the ICPSR).  But, he 
emphasized that it is too early to tell what the overall strategy will be.  He stated that the 
University of Minnesota could serve as a staging repository to capture the data, and it would be 
determined later if the University would host the data long term.  He went on to state that there is 
value in co-locating data from a discipline in central locations for search-and-retrieval and access 
purposes along a well-defined set of standards.  He concluded, this in an evolving area, and right 
now the University has no specific commitments to archiving data in particular disciplines.  
 
Google Digitalization Update   
 
Next, Mr. Butler provided an update on the Google digitization project and the HathiTrust. – two 
large scale digital projects.  He indicated the University Libraries have a contract with Google by 
means of the Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC), and is one of 31 libraries world 
wide with such contracts.  He further explained the digitization process.  Material is selected 
from the University of Minnesota’s collections, images are scanned, image pages are developed, 
and where law permits, they are displayed. Up to approximately 1.6 million volumes of the 
University’s 7 million volumes may be scanned.  Under the CIC agreement digital copies of out-
of-copyright works are returned to the shared digital repository, and in-copyright works are held 
in escrow by Google with specified release conditions.  The project began last April and the 
Library is shipping out about 10,000 volumes a month.  At current rates, the Library will be 
working with Google at least eight years and possibly up to 13.  The Library is working with 
Google to identify unique collections for scanning in their entirety.  Mr. Butler noted that the 
Google project is also about both preservation and management of print copies.  Strategies for 
cooperative print management services are beginning to take shape.  
 
The University Library is a partner in the development of HathiTrust, a shared digital repository, 
designed to capture and provide long-term access to the digital content returned to the University 
and other participating universities from Google.  At this point Google only returns digital copies 
to the University of Minnesota those items deemed to be in the public domain.   This is about 20 
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% of the documents sent to Google.  In response to a Professor Alexander’s question, Mr. Butler 
clarified that Google returns all of the print materials to the loaning institutions, but only 20% of 
the digital copies are returned.  This is approximately the percentage of copies that are in the 
public domain.  Mr. Butler also noted the difference between the CIC members’ contract with 
Google and those of the Universities of Michigan and Wisconsin.  Under the Michigan and 
Wisconsin contracts Google returns digital copies of all of the materials, not just those deemed to 
be in the public domain.   Several committee members expressed concern about the difference in 
the CIC contract and those of the Universities of Michigan and Wisconsin.  Mr. Butler explained 
that because HathiTrust is a shared repository no one is at a competitive disadvantage, and the 
University of Minnesota, given the opportunity, would seek to amend its contract to allow the 
return of all digital copies, and leave the potential liability for displaying the copyrighted work 
with the University.   
 
Professor John Logie stated the problem with Google is that it treats the1923 cut-off as definitive 
of the copyright status of the work.  But there may be works that fall between 1923 and the 
present that should be in the public domain, and Google does not include them.   Bill Sozansky 
noted that when there is a decision on the Google book settlement the landscape might be clearer 
regarding post-1923 work and orphan works.  
 
Mr. Butler noted the University of Minnesota is participating in a project to do copyright 
investigation of works in the HathiTrust whose copyrights were not renewed between 1923 and 
1963, and should therefore be in the public domain.  Some estimates indicate that the level of 
public domain content could be increased from 20% to 40%.  Professor James Orf asked if any 
international libraries are participating in the HathiTrust.  Mr. Butler indicated there are efforts to 
bring in international partners, but United States copyright laws present challenges. 
 
Mr. Butler went on to state that HathiTrust is focused on providing access to the materials.  He 
referred the committee to the HathiTrust website where record searches and full text searches are 
available.  Users can create their own collections, and download copies of PDF materials that are 
in the public domain.   Mr. Butler explained the content growth of the HathiTrust.  It was 
established in 2008 with a 2.5 million volumes and by 2012 there will be 14 million volumes.  
This includes materials in copyright, which are 100 % searchable for full text and have 
bibliographic and location data.  Approximately 20 % of the materials are also full-text full-copy 
viewable.  
 
Mr. Butler also discussed the Library’s work on a project for making copyrighted works 
viewable to print for those with disabilities.  Professor J. Woods Halley asked about the cost of 
this.  Mr. Butler explained that the technology was the “easy part” and law and policy issues 
were the difficult aspects of the project.   Next, Mr. Butler directed the committee’s attention to 
the scatter graph depicting the global change in the library environment.  He indicated that each 
dot represented one large research library in North America, and that in one year’s time the 
median duplication between the digital surrogates in HathiTrust and the print book collections in 
these libraries rose from 19% to 31%.  
 
Professor Olszewski asked how usable are digital books?  Mr. Butler stated that has not yet been 
answered, but he noted efforts to make digital works more accessible through print on demand 
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workstations and techniques like instantly binding PDF copies.  Monica Howell noted that her 
experiences using electronic books has been positive.  Professor Logie expressed concern that 
the Library should exercise care in deciding which books should remain available in print 
format, noting that some elegant typographic work is only experienced in visual form and that 
some plates are lost when books are digitized.  Both Professor Alexander and Professor Logie 
noted losses that occurred when libraries microfilmed their magazines and other collections.  
Professor Halley expressed concern for the longevity of computer discs and the “power systems” 
that operate them.  Mr. Sozansky pointed out that the issue for the academic community was 
whether all universities need to keep copies of the same documents and what the savings are 
from collaboration.  In response, Mr. Butler stated that the University should be very judicious 
about its decisions on the content it should retain.  But, like many libraries, the University 
libraries are out of space.  Professor Olszewski stated the committee should come back to this 
topic in the future. Mr. Butler stated there would be many opportunities for the committee to 
have input on the development of space for research materials and the decisions being made on 
behalf of the research community. 
 
University Libraries Information Technology Investment Overview 
 
Next, Mr. Butler gave a powerpoint presentation to the committee on the University Library’s 
information technology investments.  He stated the Libraries overall Operations and 
Management budget is 54% salaries and benefits, 39 % collections and 7% other operating 
expenses.   Of the $37 million expenditure budget, approximately 3 million or 9% is allocated to 
information technology functions in the library.  The Library’s information technology budget 
for FY 11 is $3.38 million of this amount, 81% is for salaries and benefits.  About 1/6 is 
dedicated to hardware maintenance, but this is decreasing.  Because infrastructure maintenance is 
not the Library’s core business strength, they are moving hardware maintenance and 
administration to OIT.   In FY10, the Library’s information technology budget was reduced by 
over $130,000, $50,000 by efficient sourcing and purchasing of life-cycle computer workstation 
replacements, and $80,000 by outsourcing systems administration effort to OIT.   
 
Mr. Butler went on to state that, while difficult to get comparable information, some estimates 
suggest the University of Michigan’s library information technology budget is $7.3 million and 
University of Wisconsin spends $4.4 million.  Professor Olszewski asked where the University 
of Michigan is spending the third of its budget that is not used for staff.  Mr. Butler stated they 
have invested in library digitization, image data and text data, and conversion of image data.  
The University of Minnesota’s $3.4 million budget does not include grant awards, and the library 
has been active in bringing in grants.  Professor Halley asked the amount of money the Library 
receives from grants, and Mr. Butler stated he would provide Professor Halley with that 
information. 
 
Mr. Butler went on to discuss where the information technology investments are being made.  He 
stated the Library’s five strategic themes provide a framework for investments.  These themes 
are:  
 
 1.  Content and Collections:  Stewardship in a Global Context 
 2.  Access: Enabling Robust Information Discovery and Delivery 
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 3.  Research and Scholarship:  Enhancing Individual Productivity and Community 
 Exchange 
 4.  Teaching and Learning:  Strengthening Campus Capacity and Enriching Student 
 Experience 
 5. Organization:  Developing Agility and Advancing Efficiencies.  
 
Mr. Butler stated that technology plays a catalytic role in the success of each of these strategy 
areas.  Much of the Library’s work begins with content and collections.  A substantial portion of 
the budget is invested there.  The trends in this area are for large-scale multi-institutional 
collaborative strategies, cloud-based infrastructure, and a focus on data management. 
Mr. Butler noted that the Library’s content and collections does not exist solely within the 
University walls, but also through distributed networks and licensing arrangements.  
 
The Library Information Technology department (IT) runs a number of systems that provide for 
the efficient acquisition, licensing, and contracting of the content that they provide to their end 
users. They have also been involved in digitization.  For example, they are digitizing the Norman 
Borlaug papers.   They are also providing local expertise and out sourcing some digitization 
work.  Increasingly, IT is concerned about digital integrity over time.  One of the major areas of 
investment is in the HathiTrust.  It is an avenue for hosting content returned from Google, and 
for preserving and providing access to image data.  Other preservation services being provided 
are the University Digital Conservancy and web archiving. 
 
Next, Mr. Butler discussed the strategic theme of access.  He stated the Library is making 
investments in catalogue interfaces including MNCAT, HathiTrust search systems, Archives 
search system, UMedia Archive, U Digital Conservancy, the Minnesota Digital Library, and 
mobile interface to web systems and catalogues.  Mr. Butler also discussed the article and book 
delivery system that provides for the desktop delivery of content.  And he noted the increased 
use of identity management systems that allow customization of services to users.  Finally, he 
mentioned the over 300 public computer workspaces that provide access to the Library’s 
collections. 
 
Mr. Butler also touched on the areas of research and scholarship, teaching and learning, and 
organization.  He highlighted the recent release of the library course page system that generates a 
library page for every course the University offers.  He noted that there are options for tailoring 
these pages for individual faculty members, and that the system is integrated into Moodle.   
Finally, Mr. Butler stated that the Library has over 300 staff that need support for technical 
requirements and currency with software.  Technological training and professional development 
are increasingly important to maintain a knowledgeable staff able to keep pace with technology 
changes. 
 
Ad Hoc Subcommittee on the Charge 
 
Professor Olszewski asked Professor Alexander, who chaired the ad hoc subcommittee on the 
charge, to provide the committee with a brief background on the subcommittee’s work last year.  
She indicated that the subcommittee reviewed its charge from the University Senate and 
determined that the charge provided the committee with the scope to do more than it had been 
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doing.  The ad hoc committee also considered the composition of the Library Committee to 
determine if there were too many ex officio members on the committee in relation to the number 
of faculty, and recommended in its February report that the full committee consider this question.  
The full committee, however, did not take this up, and Professor Alexander stated she had heard 
no further comment on the issue since the ad hoc committee’s initial discussion.  She, therefore, 
recommended that the issue of the composition of the committee be set-aside for now.  Professor 
Alexander also mentioned that the ad hoc committee compared the charges of the Library 
Committee and the Senate Committee on Information Technology (SCIT) and found that there 
was a difference in their goals. The Library Committee has a broader charge than SCIT and 
should resist a collapse into considering only issues of technology.   Professor Olszewski 
clarified that there was not a motion left from last year regarding the committee composition, and 
asked for discussion by the committee.  Hearing none, the committee moved on to discuss the 
budget subcommittee. 
 
Budget Subcommittee 
 
 Professor Olszewski reminded the committee that the question of whether the budget 
subcommittee should continue remained from last year, and he asked Professor Halley, chair of 
the budget subcommittee, to clarify the objectives of the committee.  Professor Halley showed 
the committee a draft charge for the budget subcommittee and urged that the subcommittee be 
continued.  Professor Olszewski stated that the committee would consider a motion to establish a 
permanent budget subcommittee at its next meeting, and indicated he and Professor Halley 
would provide the committee with a copy of the proposed budget subcommittee charge. 
 
Finally, Professor Olszewski asked each of the committee members to indicate what topics they 
would like the Library Committee to consider this year.  The committee members gave the 
following input: 
 

• Open access 
• Insure that a Library Committee member is on the committee considering the University 

policy on open access 
• Consider way in which the committee can be informed on the national landscape and 

think across institutions 
• How digitalization interfaces with Open Access 
• Insuring the Library does not collapse its collections too far in light of Open Access 
• Discussing how graduate and professional students can make their research accessible 
• Access to the Library buildings and collections given the difficult budget times 
• Interlibrary loan and document delivery.  The need for original sources.  Resource 

sharing and copyright implications 
• What constitutes a library?  What is its function?  What is unique about the University of 

Minnesota Library? 
• Intellectual property, digital conservancy data requirements, and engaging coordinate 

campuses 
• Remote storage, digital and open access, developing a University wide library system to 

increase work across campuses 
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Hearing no further business, Professor Olszewski adjourned the meeting. 
 
       Dawn Zugay  

University Senate Office 
 
 
Follow up: The Senate Faculty Consultative Committee formed an ad hoc committee to address 
the Library Committee’s open access policy recommendations.  Professor Gary Balas, head of 
aerospace engineering and mechanics, who was previously chairing the ad hoc committee, 
recently indicated that he was no longer able to do so.  The FCC is currently selecting a new 
chair.   At this time, no other committee members have been selected.  
 


