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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 reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the senate, the administration or the Board of Regents. 
  
[In these minutes: Welcome and Introductions; Follow-up Discussion Dean of Libraries 
Interview Sessions; Digital Licensing; Digitization] 
  
PRESENT: Gautam Ray (chair), David Brown, John Butler, Ryan Greenwood, Michael 
Hannon, Kristin Janke, Anup Joshi, Nita Krevens, Wendy Lougee, Beth Magistad, Anna Milone, 
Joanne Richardson, Matthew Rosendahl, Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran, Marlo Welshons, 
Rhiannon Williams,  Keri Youngstrand  
 
REGRETS: Karen Monson, Rodney Williams, Sandra Zhou 
 
ABSENT: LeAnn Dean, Peter Marchetto, Abby Skapyak, Margaret Sucher 
 
GUESTS: Sunshine Carter, collection development officer, University Libraries 
 
OTHER: Jorgen Kvaal 
 
1. Introductions 
Chair Gautam Ray called the meeting to order and asked for a round of introductions.  
 
2. Follow-up Discussion - Dean of Libraries Interview Sessions 
Committee members discussed the finalist candidate interview for the position of dean of 
Libraries. SLC members submitted collected questions for the candidates prior to the interviews 
and also submitted individual feedback post interviews. 
 
3. Digital Licensing Presentation 
Wendy Lougee, dean, University Libraries, introduced the topics of digital licensing and 
digitization and spoke about the importance of each as part of a library system’s collection 
development strategy. She said while there is notable energy being spent on how the University’s 
peer institutions can work together and share resources, it is important to look for and highlight 
the distinctive aspects of a research university’s collections. Additionally, she noted, it is 
important to think about the emerging content needs of students, faculty, the university 
community, and the state, that university libraries are positioned to meet. 
 
Sunshine Carter, collection development officer, University Libraries, presented on the 
University Libraries’ collections strategies for digital content. She noted that 80% of the 
Libraries’ budget is spent on e-resources which includes licensing for collections of e-books and 
e-journals, data sets, newspapers, bundled content, streaming video and music, etc. Content is 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1G1TMuwyjQegVlZppegSl03Ft4n-im5GPvzT72r6RNIg/edit
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1RmJBq6OFbcW_K8T9sxBwMl21TZSDdtPXrFOP0JmkxFs/edit#slide=id.g6f96bf06b6_0_0


either purchased or leased, she added and there are a considerable number of questions that must 
be addressed before a decision is made to add a particular set of materials to the Libraries’ 
collections: 

● Who can access it? 
● What can the University do with the material once it owns it? 
● Will it be easily accessible to users? 
● Does the University need perpetual or non-perpetual access? 
● Does the licensing meet the requirements of the Office of General Counsel (OGC) 
● What are the delivery methods for the material? 

 
A discussion followed regarding policy changes from large publishers (Elsevier, Wiley, 
Springer, Sage) and how the Libraries are responding to the changes. Carter noted that contracts 
with publishers frequently place restrictions on the possible uses of material. Much of the work 
of collections management is renegotiating contracts and making sure the Libraries maintain 
rights to materials and minimize the number of restrictions imposed by the publisher. Carter said 
the Libraries has 600 current licenses with publishers, and on average there are three licence 
negotiations or amendments per week. 
 
4. Digitization Presentation 
Next, John Butler, associate University librarian for data and technology, began his portion of 
the presentation by describing the various types of digitization: 

● Archival digitization attempts to retain as many visual and other artifactual characteristics 
of the original object as possible 

● Mass digitization is conducted through large-scale, mass production arrangements, often 
in tandem with institutional partners and collaborations (Google, peer institutions) 

● Born digitization involves unique risks in managing items that are published only in 
digital format; mainly there is no print back up should the digital product be harmed or 
lost 

● Customized digital environment development involves \ contextualizing and presenting 
digital content for specific interests or communities of users ions at the University and 
beyond 

 
Butler shared information on a number of digitization projects, some that are specific to the 
University of Minnesota and others brought about through multi-institutional collaborations: 

● HathiTrust - a partnership of academic and research institutions with over 17 million 
books and journals digitized from libraries around the world (originally began as a 
CIC/Big Ten Academic Alliance mass digitization project in partnership with Google) 

● Big Ten Academic Alliance Geoportal - the geoportal is part of a collaborative project to 
provide discoverability of, and facilitate access to open geospatial data for scholars and 
students. 

● AgEcon - at 25 years old, this is the University’s oldest, searchable digital repository for 
research publications in the fields of agricultural and applied economics. 

● Ojibwe People’s Dictionary - is a searchable, talking Ojibwe-English dictionary that 
features the voices of Ojibwe speakers, and is one of the most heavily searched and used 
items in the Libraries’ online collections.  

https://z.umn.edu/digitalslc
https://www.hathitrust.org/
https://geo.btaa.org/
https://ageconsearch.umn.edu/?ln=en
https://ojibwe.lib.umn.edu/


Butler also described the relatively new work of e-records management, which involves 
processing and making accessible archives and records received exclusively in digital formats. 
He added that files may be in many different media and file formats, some possibly obsolete, 
which makes the process challenging. Sensitive and private data may be inadvertently included 
on files, hard disks, or computers that are handed over to the Libraries for archival processing, 
Butler noted. To support this work, he said the Libraries have implemented a Forensic Recovery 
of Evidence Device (FRED), which is technology also used by law enforcement to analyze 
digital files. 
 
Rhiannon Williams asked if FRED has been used by the University community in research 
projects. Butler said that he was not aware of any such work, and that policies governing 
research data archiving demand a rigorous curation process, especially pertaining to human 
subjects research. Though FRED is very new at the University, he thinks it could have beneficial 
applications for human subjects research data, Butler added.  
 
Anna Milone asked if digitized materials include captioning. Butler said that automated 
speech-to-text technologies are improving, but remain very imperfect, and insuring100% 
accuracy is very labor intensive. Carter added that content that has been more recently created 
and purchased comes with captioning but older material does not.  
 
In the interest of time, Ray thanked the presenters and adjourned the meeting.  
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