
LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
MAY 2, 2007 
 
[In these minutes: CIC Provosts’ Statement on Publishing Agreements Update, 
Preservation of Library Collections, Research Behaviors of Scientists, SMART Learning 
Commons] 
 
[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:  John H. Anderson, chair, LeAnn Dean, Suzanne Thorpe for 
Joan Howland, Wendy Lougee, Bill Sozansky, Owen Williams, David R. Brown, C. 
Barry Carter, Jay Hatch, David Zopfi-Jordan, Jessica Reinitz 
 
REGRETS: Anatoly Liberman, Danielle Tisinger, Susan Wick 
 
ABSENT:  Jonathan Binks, Nora Paul, Otto Strack, Kate Lohse, Shruti Patil 
 
GUESTS:  Cecily Marcus, Jerilyn Veldof, Karen Williams and Lynell Williams 
 
I).  Professor Anderson called the meeting to order. 
 
II).  The committee unanimously approved the April 4, 2007 minutes. 
 
III).  Authors’ Rights: 
Ms. Lougee reminded members that the Senate Library Committee voted to endorse the 
CIC Provosts’ Statement on Publishing Agreements.  She added that the statement was 
recently taken to the FCC and they voted to endorse the statement as well.  Tomorrow, 
the statement will go to the University Senate for action. 
 
Ms. Lougee noted that the Library will develop appropriate educational tools and 
programs to support scholars as they make their publishing agreement decisions. 
 
IV).  Preservation of Library Collections: 
In response to questions raised by a committee member about the Libraries’ efforts to 
preserve collections, Ms. Lougee provided a brief overview of the topic.  In general, the 
Library’s preservation efforts are intended to address twofold issues:  preserving the 
intellectual content and preserving the physical objects into the future.  She noted that the 
University of Minnesota’s program is modest, but the Libraries expect to target 
preservation as a component of the next capital campaign. 
 
A significant amount of the book production that took place in the 20th century was done 
on highly acidic paper, which is not durable.  To illustrate, 97% of the books 



manufactured from 1900 – 1940 have an expected useful life of no more than 50 years.  
In the 1980s, many publishers in developed countries began using alkaline-based paper, 
which is more durable; however, a significant amount of publishing still uses the 
alkaline-based paper.  An assessment at the University of Minnesota in 1998 indicated 
that approximately 80% of the collection in Wilson Library  was acidic and roughly 1/3 
of the collection was brittle and damaged. 
 
Typically institutions use a multi-faceted approach to their preservation programs, noted 
Ms. Lougee, which includes: 

• Deacidification – An expensive process, which neutralizes harmful acids in the 
paper.  This technique is used on current materials, which have not yet 
deteriorated in order to stave off future deterioration. 

• Library storage conditions with environmental control of temperature and 
humidity. 

• Conservation, which involves repairing items and conserving items with 
artifactual value. 

• Reformatting an item in order to retain the intellectual content but in a different 
medium.  In the past microfilm was used, but strategies are now shifting to 
digitization, which gives additional functionality. 

 
While the University spends 6% of its collection budget on preservation, most of the 
University’s peer libraries are spending 10% - 15%.  If the University Libraries intends to 
sustain access to its collections in the future, it will need increased investment in 
preservation comparable to peer institutions. 
 
In order to provide examples of reformatting through digitization, Ms. Lougee noted that 
demonstrations of two services currently offered would be provided, Google and the 
University of Michigan.  The University of Michigan has been at the forefront of 
digitization efforts and was one of the initial 5 library partners with Google.  These 
partnerships scan and provide searchable text for library volumes.  Ms. Lougee stated that 
because of copyright law, Google will only show the full text of an item’s content if the 
copyright has expired or allows for unrestricted distribution.  If content is still under 
copyright, Google will only show a “snippet,” – that is, a small amount of adjacent text.  
Ms. Lougee called on Karen Williams to provide the demonstrations. 
 
Using Mirlyn, the University of Michigan’s library catalog, Karen Williams 
demonstrated how to search for a book in the Michigan collection.  Ms. Lougee noted 
that before the Google partnership, the University of Michigan was digitizing 
approximately 5,000 volumes per year and now they are sending more than that amount 
each week to be digitized by Google.  She noted that there have been questions about 
these partnerships, primarily focusing on how to ensure the partner organizations sustain 
rights to the digital content created.  Nevertheless, Google has invested much in its 
partnerships with both libraries and publishers. 
 
A member asked whether the University of Michigan simply has access to the digitized 
materials or whether they actually own the content.  Ms. Lougee reported that among the 



10 Google partners, the University of Michigan partnership is unique in that Google 
returns all copies of all digital files to Michigan in addition to making these files 
available through Google search services.  The CIC is partnering with Michigan to create 
a digital repository for all the Michigan digital content as well as any digital content held 
at other CIC institutions.  Participating CIC institutions will co-own and co-support this 
initiative. 
 
Is it possible to see the table of contents or index for the materials digitized by Google 
asked a member?  Not for materials in copyright stated Ms. Lougee.  Ms. Williams added 
that any materials published before 1923 are in the public domain in the United States, 
and then there is a gray area from 1923 – 1978 where materials may or may not be in the 
public domain.  The University of Michigan has a project underway to review their 
materials that were published from 1923 – 1978 to see if they are they are in the public 
domain, and, if so, they will put the content online. 
 
A member asked whether the materials digitized by the Google project are accessible for 
the blind.  Ms. Lougee noted that theoretically the digital text created through this process 
could be converted to audio.  So far none of the partnership agreements that have been 
made public have included options for these services. 
 
 
Does the University of Minnesota have materials in its collections that are unique, which 
Goggle may be interested in digitizing asked a member?  Ms. Lougee noted that the 
University is currently not a Google partner.  She added that originally Google was 
interested in digitizing as much content as possible, but now they are being more specific 
and are focusing on collections of distinction.  The University of Minnesota Libraries 
have collections that are unique and could potentially be of value to digitization efforts. 
 
A member commented on the volume of materials that Google is digitizing per week and 
wondered about the process.  Ms. Lougee stated that it is confidential, using proprietary 
technologies.  Details are not public. 
 
Are the books sacrificed when they are digitized asked a member?  In the early years of 
digitization, book spines were guillotined off before books were digitized noted Ms. 
Lougee, but this is no longer necessary.  Technologies for scanning are now book-
friendly.  For books that are bound very tightly, a special camera that takes into account 
curved surfaces is used to digitize such materials. 
 
V).  Assessment of science needs: 
Last year the Library shared with the committee the results of a Mellon Foundation grant, 
which developed a model for assessing scholarship and research support needs for 
humanities scholars and social scientists on a large research campus. The goal of the 
project was to identify how the Library could bring greater coherence to the many 
different physical and virtual resources that support research.  This year, the Library 
repeated this project, but with the faculty and graduate students in the Institute of 



Technology; the Academic Health Center; the College of Biological Sciences; and the 
College of Food, Agriculture, and Natural Resources Sciences. 
 
Dr. Cecily Marcus explained the project’s methodology and what was learned in terms of 
the resources the University’s scientific community uses and needs, and where 
researchers confront challenges in their research process.  Dr. Marcus provided the 
committee with the project’s preliminary conclusions and highlighted the following:  

•  “Primitives” (i.e., common behaviors) identified in the previous assessment of 
the Humanities and Social Sciences (Discover, Gather, Create, Share) are 
applicable to scientific research practices. 

• There is an urgent need for online resources. 
• Scientists have more varied repertoires than there counterparts in the Humanities 

and Social Scienes, especially with regard to types of technology used, but paper 
is still key, especially when it comes to reading, and, to a lesser extent, 
organizing. 

• Graduate students in the sciences enjoy a more structured relationship with 
advisors than their counterparts in CLA, especially in terms of funding, research 
development, networking and publishing. 

 
For further information, members were encouraged to visit the project website at: 
http://www.lib.umn.edu/about/scieval/. 
 
VI).  Karen Williams introduced the next agenda item, SMART Learning Commons.  She 
noted that the SMART Learning Commons (SLC) is a campus partnership between the 
Library and several colleges and other campus units.  The Director of the SLC reports to 
Craig Swan, Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education. 
 
Lynell Williams, director of the SMART Learning Commons, noted that there are 
currently three operational SMART Learning Commons sites on campus, McGrath 
Library, Wilson Library and Klaeber Court.  Soon, a SMART location in Walter Library 
will be opened. SMART Learning Commons are part of the University’s focus on the 
undergraduate learning experience.  The SMART mandate is to support undergraduate 
students in their academic endeavors.  Examples of SMART services include but are not 
limited to peer consulting (tutoring), group learning facilitation, and academic strategy 
workshops. 
 
Lynell Williams highlighted the components of the SMART vision: 

• Develop independent learners.  SMART is not simply about getting a student 
through a class, but rather to help students develop the skills to learn 
independently.  Students need to feel comfortable making mistakes in a place 
where they will not be judged because, after all, valuable learning comes from 
making mistakes. 

• Foster collaboration. 
• Commitment to excellence.  It is critical to Ms. Williams that SMART have 

credibility, which includes gaining appropriate professional certifications and 
recognition.  For example, this means certification for SMART tutors through the 



College Reading and Learning Association (CRLA), certification of the SMART 
training program, and certification of the administrators that work in the SMART 
Learning Commons through the National College Learning Centers Association.  

 
Next, Jerilyn Veldof noted that multimedia support, resources and production are being 
incorporated into the SMART vision.  Frequently, faculty report that students want to 
undertake projects distinctly different from preparing research papers.  Currently, the 
Wilson Library location offers multimedia resources and support, including the loan of 
video cameras.  The Walter Library SMART site will also offer media production 
support. 
 
Comments/questions from members included: 

• What happens if a student incorporates a fragment of a copyrighted work into 
his/her media project?  Karen Williams stated that there are many variables in a 
situation like that including the possibility of legitimate fair use. 

• Does the Library intend to capture student’s video work and make them available 
through the Library?  Ms. Veldof mentioned the Media Mill project out of CLA, 
which allows students to archive their work and make it available to others on 
campus. 

• How much will it cost students to rent out the video cameras?  At least initially, 
the equipment will be loaned out for free.  

• Who provides the multimedia support to students?  Ms. Veldof noted that students 
and library staff are hired with skills in this area.  

• What are the hours for SMART?  It depends on the site and the service being 
requested noted Lynell Williams. 

• The hours at the University of Washington for their equivalent to the SMART 
Learning Commons are 7 p.m. – 4 a.m.  Lynell Williams noted that Housing and 
Residential Life offers evening services now, and SMART is exploring partnering 
with them.  

• How do students hear about SMART?  Lynell Williams noted that students hear 
about SMART in a variety of ways, e.g. walk-ins, advisors, faculty, peers. 

• Do freshmen and sophomores or juniors and seniors use SMART more 
extensively?  Lynell Williams reported that generally freshman and sophomores 
use SMART more, and this is because SMART is focusing on supporting the 
gateway classes.  Typically it is juniors, seniors and graduate students that are 
delivering SMART services.  SMART does not support a lot of upper division 
courses, but it does support a few. 

 
Professor Anderson thanked all of today’s guests for their presentations. 
 
VII).  Professor Anderson thanked committee members for their participation on the 
Senate Library Committee this year as well as the Library staff for being a resource to the 
committee.  Hearing no further business, Professor Anderson adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


