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?EPORT OF THE CITIZENS/EIBVARY STUDY COMMITTEE TO THE 1973 LEGISLATURE

Citizens Library Study: Committee

Over the past decade Minneapolis and HennepinxCounty have been working
out arrangements for delivery of a number of pubMc services--services which, when
suburban Hennepin County was more rural than urban, were handled in a much differ-
ent manner Minneapolis, when it contained most of the population of the county,
was, by contract or otherwise, in the dominant nosition of providing many services
to county residents. But as the suburban ponpulation approached and then exceeded
that of the city, the situation{was altered considerably.

In such areas as- libraries, courts9 corrections, health and hospitals,
and parks possible new arrangements have been reviewed and, in some cases, major
changes have occurred, for example, the abolition of the o0léd’ justice—of the-peace
system and creation of a new county court in 1963. 1In other cases the precise -
permanent arrangement is not yet determined. Such is the situation with librar-\
ies. ‘ ~

" The Minneanolis Library Board, Whicb is responsible for ﬁublic 1ibrary
"service within the city limits of Minneapolis, and the Hennepin County Library

Board, which is responsible for public library service in surburban Hennepin County,

have been engaged for several years in sericus—-although, s~ -far, futlle--discuss
siors about the best permanest framcwork for adequatc ionb-term library service for

. citizens ot Minneapolis and Hennepin\County.

/

In April 1967 both Boards adopted a statement pledging to work toward
merger in the next three years. The 1967 Legislature passed a law with the lan-
guage that 'The library boards of the county of Hennepin and the city of '
Minneapolis shall commence merger discussions of the two library sy tems for the
purpose of establishing an agreement of amalgamation to be effective January 1,
1973." On the last day of the 1969 Legislature this law was amended to read: |
“The county of Hennepin and the library board of the city of Minneapolis may agree
to merge their public libraxy ‘systems at such time and in such manner as they may
mutually agree. Such merger shall be subject to enabling legislation by the lepg~-
islat of the state of ”innesota

Between the 1969 and 1971 Lepislature the tweo Boards worked intensively
together but weré unsble to agree. The 1971 Legislature reviewed possible merger

Ve

lepislatten but, because the Boards were not in agreement, took no action.

Unrestricted use of all libraries in the county, both city and suburban{
by all citizens of the county, both city and suburban has been preserved through-
out these discussions through a separate, year to year contract. In recent years,

*however, this concept has been jeopardized because of the increasing dxfficulty a
which the two systems have experienced in reaching agreement on how much the Henne-
pin County Library Board should pay the Minneapolis Library Board for suburban use
of the Central Library in downtown Minneapolis, Inevitably, both Boards go down
to the wire--with the threat of separation hanging over the nevotiation9-before

reaching agreement on a payment for the next yaar. L .

,

But both Boards have continued to work closely on seeking a satisfactory

long term agreement -even though both have held very strong conflicting opinions
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about- fundamental issues of finance and organization They fully recopnize that
continued uncertainty and intensive debate detracts from their ability to concen--
trate on the questions of improving library service for citizens of Minneapolis
and Hennepin County. .

Shortly after the end of the 1971 Legislature, representﬁtives from both
Boards and a few lepislators met to review the situation. They agreed to continue
to pursue the issue but felt it would be helpful to enlist somwe non-involved
persons ‘to assist them. The Citizens League and the League of Women,Voters were
asked to suggest names. As a result of these conversations, the Citizens Library
Study Committee was formed. Its membership: ‘

N

State Rep. 0. J. (Lon) Heinitz, chairman
State Rep. Thomas Berg, vice chairman

State Rep. George F. Humphrey '

E. J. Cooper, Hennepin County Library Board
Peter Heegaard Hennepin County Library Board
Alan Maclean, Hennepin County Library Board
-David Doty, Minneanolis Library Board T
Mrs. Virginia Kremen, Minneapolis Library Board

Mrs. Nancy Witta, citizen member

John Carmichael, citizen menmber

Mrs. Jean King, citizen member

Greer Lockhart, citizen member . \
James' R. Pratt, ‘citizen member

‘Donald Van Hulzen, citizen member

Thomas Vebles, citizen member _

The committee's general assignment was to review the need for »ublic library
service for the citizens of Minneapolis and Hennepin County and recommend the
no3t feasible and economical approach for assuring such service on'a long-term
. basis.

Ihe committee held its first meeting April 19, 1972. 1In its first four
meetings in April and May the committee received background information from a
number of officials involved in library sérvice at the city, county,” metropolitan
and state level. It became apparent during these meetings that several options
merited serious investigation. The committee then divided into 4 subcommittees,
each with an aSﬂignment to review a different Option.

The options were addressed to different asg@cu;of library service but all had
a common thread: placement of the Central Library in downtown Minneapolis on a
permanent, Solid financial footing. Not that this issue was seen by ‘all committee
'members as the most important question. It was recognized hcwever that whatever
proposal emerged would have to address this ptoblem in one way or another.

The options’ under- consideration were: (a) provide a statewide financing base
by increasing state aid for all public libraries (b) provide a metropolitan fin-
ancing base through the restructuring of the Metropolitan Library Service Agency
(MELSA), now a voluntary association of public libraries in the metropolitan area,
(c) provide a county-wide financing base through merger of the Minneapolis and
‘Hennepin County Library systems (d) devise some approach to treat the Central

Libr.an'y in downtown Minneapolis separately from all others. R
! \ -




The subcommittees reported back in mid-June with possible details for each
of the options. But the full committee found it very difficult to reach a con-
sensus on any option or combinaiton of options, Consequently it was decided
it was decided to neme a new subcommittee for further study. Membership on the
subcommittee included representatives from the twe library boards and citizen
members. The subcommittee met several times in July and August without reach-
ing agreement, - To facilitate preparation of a report to the full committee,
it was agreed to let the citizen members of the subcommittee meet separately and
develop a proposal. This was accomplished. Rather than vote on the proposal
from the citizen members, the subcommittee referred the proposal to the full
committee without recommendation. >

The full committee at its final meetinp, December 4, 1972 adopted by major-
ity vote the nroposal of the citizen members, with minor changes.

N The full committee, also by majority vote, recommended that the three-part
proposal, as detailed below, be submitted as a single, unified package, not as
three alternatives. _In effect, the majority of the full committee supports (a)
increased state aid (b) a restructured MELSA and (c) a merged Minneapolis-Hennepin
County Library Board.

;
s

A minority report was submitted by committee members representing the’
Minneapalis Library Board and appears at the end of this document.
\, L, . s
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RECOMMENDA TIONS - . )

I. State Aid -
Ve support an ‘annual state ald to public libraries of §1 per capita plus $10
per-square mile statewide. The funds would be distributed in a two-step pro-
cess. TFirst, each library repion of the state would receive its proportion
ate share considering its population and square miles. Second, within each
library region, the statute will not specify how the money will be distribu-
ted to each library. Instead the distribution will be determined.by the board
of the designated regional agency, within certain state guidelines. Each re-
gional agency is to develop a plan for distribution on the basis of services
which one library system provides for another system or for the citizens who
reside in an area of another system. A per capita distribution will be
specifically disallowed. A -
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Each regional agency's distributlon Dlan would go into effect unless disapproved by the
State Board of Education. i N r Ny
, Cy SN : S

II. MELSA Structure , . -

2 ) \
{ )

A. General Comments -~ MELSA would be modified from a voluntary associatlon of
public libraries in the seﬁen-county metropolitan area to a oermanent legis~
i \  ‘latively-created agency with a-broad responsibility for library olanninp and
g ' service in general -~ not just service as may be provided by the public {
- libraries which have been members of MELSA to date.

e -

L B. 'Structure of the MELSA Board - The board would be made up of various citi-
Co zens of the metropolitan area who are not employed by any library system nor
serving on any other library board or holding any other nublic o¢ffice. To
provide adequate geographic representation and still satisfy the one-man-
rone-vote test the board should be larger than otherwise might be desirable,-
forxeXample, as many- as 14 or so. The same kind of open nominating process
for appointment to the board would be followed as we recommend below for the
v b Minneapolis-Hennenin County Library Board. The apvnointing body would be ~
the Metropolitan Council. MELSA members would be appointed by district, not
, , at-large, from areas of approximately equal population, Perhaps one could be
/) , named from each Metropolitan Council district. - ‘

S

/ C. Powers and Responsibilities ~=~ MELSA would be chiefly regponsible for plan-
ning library service -throughout the region and preparing recommendations for
the Leglslature on the desirability of MELSA arranging for c’qtralized cata-

-~ loging, uniform policies on purchase of materials, and adoption of uniform
_policies on fines, fees and other administrative details. Consistent with
the state ald recommendation MELSA 'would, of course, prepare the plan for ~
apportionment of state aid dollars among public libraries in the metropoli-
tan area and to carry out its own responsibilities.

N IIT. ”Unification of the NinneapolisQHennenin County Library Systems

A. Gerderal comments ~- Yhile the plan for unification provides for a full mer-:

“"  ger.of the systems, it does not preclude the possibility of postponing the
effective date for a period of time or an interim period during which: N
selected services may be merged while administration and finances still remain
separate.

N . B ' ) \

B. Name -= The name of the new-system should reflect the fact that it renlaces )
the other two. An appropriate name would he the Hinneapolis—Fennepin County A
Library System.

«

A

C. Library Board of Trustees -- Continued recognition of the needs in both
Minneapolis and suburban Hennepin plus the need to look at library service in
thé county as a whole both city and suburban ‘has led us to propose as L
follows: . s e

™~

- \
N

* Open -nominating process -- In all cases where ap001ntménts are to be B )
-~ made,the appointing authority shall solicit nominations for appo1ntment )

<
\ - - ! 4
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Finances =

. from grouns deemed interested in libraries. In addition, any petrson
or group may\submit a nomination. Nominations from individuals or
groups would include an ‘indication of the willingness of the nominees ,
to serve if selected. This would guard against abuse of the nom1natin~ !
proceSs.\ The appointing authority itself would have-the right to-
add additional names for consideration. A reasonable time before -
_making' the appointments, perhaps one week, the appointing autherity -~
‘would make public a list of all persons nominated, including those |
persons added by the appointing authority, but without\revealing ' P
the source of any nominee. The app01ntments "then would be ‘made
from that Iist.

/,

~

* A nine—member board - selected as follOWS'

.

~= Three residents of ?inneapolis annointed by the Minneapolis City

- Council for three-year ‘staggered terms, except that the first
members appointed would be, named by the outgoing Minneapolis
Library Board and could include members of that Board.

"~ -~ Three residents of suburban 'ennenin ﬁnunty abnointed Ly thet . :
Hennepin County Board for three-year staggered terms. Hembers.
may be members of the outgoing Hennepin County Library Board.

AV

— o -

-flThree residents members at—large in the couty, appointed by
majority vote of the other six members, to three-year staggered ,
‘terms. None of the three at-large members may have served on either
the old Minneapolis or, Hennepin County Library ‘Boards.

If the other six members fail to -make any of the three aopoint— "
ments by a certain date specified in the statute, the statnte(

' should provide for a 'fail-safe" mechanism whereby the remaining

' appointments would be made forthwith frem the 1ist of nominees
under consideration. Perhaps this job could be given to’ the.

’ chief Judge of Hennepin County District’Court or to the Governor.

//

-- Vacancies would be filled in the same manner as other appomt-L

ments. ~

* Officers. ~~ The ninefmember board annually“will elect officers,‘
including a chairman and such other officers as needed, from among
its own membershin, :

- /

—~

/ . : -

* Non-property revenues --

, o e . - ‘ bi

~= All library-generated revenue plus all state and federal funds ~

-made available for 1ibraries will be assigned to the Library Board

. for its use. L )
. LA |

~- State aid dollars which have been made available .to the Minneapolis
Library Board as part of municipal property tax relief must continue
to be forthcoming to the new Library Board to assure no reduction
in funds available to libraries and to avoid a property tax in-
‘crease. -

2
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* Property tax revenues ~-

X | : \

, -~ Based on its estimate of funds from other sources, the Library
Board will determine the smount needed for operating purposes -
from a property tax levy and submit a levy request, along
with its operating budget for- the coming year, to the Hennepin
County Board of Commissioners. If the levy request does not
. exceed the total dollars levied separately for the Minneapolis _
and Hennepin County Library Boards for operating purposes in thé
last year of their separate existence, the levy shall be approved

v - by the County Board of Commissioners as submitted. The deter-
mination of the exact property tax levy above that amount will
be made by the County Board of Commissioners, within a maximum
mill 1evying authority as provided by state law or any other
property 'tax limits the Lepislature may impose. The maximum
mill levying authority should be no less than the higher of the
two maximums which have been in effect for the Minneapolis and
Hennepin County Library Boards. If the County Board of Commis-
sioners desires to reduce the proposed proverty tax levy below
that requested by the Library Board, the County Board of Com-
missioners would state its reasons in writing hold 'a public
hearing, and then make a final decision. Then the Library -
Board, as necessary, would adjust its operating budget accord-
ingly. Any reduction. in the requested tax levy .could not of
__course, reduce the amount below the 1egislative1y-guaranteed
minimum. P N . —/

* Qperating,expenditures -

-~ The Library Board will have full control over the allocation of
/ ‘dollars in its operating budget, from whatever = urce.

* Capnital budget --

- The Library Board will own, operate and manage all real aﬁd

h personal proverty and will approve vlans for the renovation of
0ld libraries and the building of new libraries and determine
what properties shall be bought or sold.

-- The Library Board will annually prepare a 15-year estimate of .
capital needs and a 5-year and a  l-year capital budget.

~- To permit the building programs of the Minneapolis and Hennepin
County Library Boards to proceed without -interruption, the

 present county library limit of $20 million in bonds, with
a maximum of $15 million outstanding at any time, would be

. increased to $30 million, with a maximum of $20 million out-
standing at any time

— Because‘the present building plans of Minneapolis and Hennepin
County are in different stages of completion, it is not possible-
. ; initially--to adopt a uniform capital levy throughout the county.
\ The law should look forward to--if not require--a time in the )
7 future when the capital levy will be the same throughout the - )
, county. In the\interim, however, the following anproach is to
e \ be followed: ‘ /

AN
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. All current outstanding debt will continue ‘to be retired,
' separately, by Minneapolis and by suburban Hennepin

. Bonds issued for capital improvements outside Minneapolis
will ‘be retired by -a levy cn. property:-outside Minneapolis
- with the present 2-mill statutory maximum for retirement
N of these bonds remaining in effect; bonds 1ssued’ for im-’
o - provements within Minneapolls, except for the central 1i- |
'~ brary, will be retired by a levy on propergy within Min-
neapolis bonds issued for central library improvements will
\be retired by 'a mill levy on property in all of Hennepin j
County. ,

* Trust funds -= The trust funds of the Mimmeapolis and Hennepin County
Library systems will be consolidated. All income :and expenditures
will be controlled by the Library Board. All future gifts, devises
‘and bequests whether of real or of personal property will be received,
at' the discretion of the Library Board and will be owned and"managed
by the Library Board. An annual independent ‘audit will be made. - )
Revenue form sale of property orxriginally received as a gift shall be
placed in-the trust funds. \ - ;

. B R : 7

. E. General powers and resnonsibilities - N

2L

* All policies relating/to the functioning of the 1ibrary will be made
by the Library Board. These will include, but not be limited to,
 the kinds of service to be given, the hours of service, the determ— -
‘ination of the contents-of the collections, and the establishment of
reasonable fees and fines. )

* The Library Board would be charped with promoting tg; 1se of library
service to all citizens of the county, which would include, but not |
be limited to, (a) new ways to make library cards available with a -
minimum of inconvenience to citizens, . (b) being open during the
hours of the day and week to be convenient to the maximum number of

7 citizens, and (c¢) aggressive efforts to ‘'market" certain specialized
library services to potential users, including those services offered
without charge as well as thosa for which fees may reasgnably be

imposed. , N\

* The Library Board will be assigned the responsibility of (a) contin- -
uing to develop a strong réference and research capability with the
Central Library in downtown Minneapolis as its core, and (b) estab- -
lishing a syétem of community libraries convenient to the entire
population of the coynty.

. * While the Library Board will have legal responsiblity for only a
portion of library service within the éounty-—since private, school |
and university libraries are under other administrations——the law

, shauld state, nevertheless, ‘that the Library Board has a broad charge
( to plan for good library service throughout the county, from what=
ever source. As deemed necessary, the Library Board should submit
recommendations to the Legislature on ways to. accomplish more effectr
ive service utilizing all library resources in the county.

M
/
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* The Library Board will hire necessary staff. All present employees

of the Minneapolis and Hefinepin County Public Libraries will become

employees of the new Library Roard, and will retain all present rights
benefits and perquisites, including the\ripht to remain in their
present pension fund. In effect ‘a11 employees will be assured of

employment and benefit nprotection at least equal to that which they

enjoy today.

/

/

* The Library Board will utilize central services as provided by
;Hennepin County government, such as purchasing, accounting, attorney
, and personnel

* The Library '‘Board will have power tor-enter:éntoncontracts-with
’ others, such as the Board of the Minneapolis Athenaeum,\MELSA,
! consultants and architects. - ;

* Prov1sions of the Minneapolis City Charter pertalninp to the Minne-\
-apolis Public Library will be superseded ‘by the new law.

*\\The Library Roard will be desipnated as a nonvnrofit charitable
" corporation, which will serve to assist it in receiving gifts and
bequests.

* The Minneapblis Athenaeum Board will be informed of this pronosal.
The new Library Board should commence negotiations with the Minne-
apolis Athenaeum to amend the exisitng contract with the Athenaeum
to substitute the merged library system for the Minneapolis Public

L Library - \
- )

* The Library Board will be responsible for museum service a design-
ation which has been held by the Minneanolis Library Board. The
law should require-that the Library Roard report to the next session
of the Legislature on whether, and how, to expand, maintain cr
discontinue museum service as part of the Library Board function.

) , . . ~

Continued study -~ '‘The statute should spell out that the Legislature

recognizes that:unique circumstances have led to the type of unification

_as herein provided for the Minneapolis and Fennepin County library systems,

and that this should not necessarily be regarded as the "ultimate" frame-
work Therefore, the Legislature should provide a way for continued re-
view of the gverall organization and structure of library systems within
the Twin Cities metropolitan area. ’'This should be accomplished by the
Legislature instructing the MELSA board as herein reconstitued to review
its "own structure and that of library systems within the region (in-
cluding the system for Minneapolis-Hennepin County as~herein provided)

" and report to the next session of the Legislature on any desirable changes..

7/ \ P
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Iutzoductﬁan to Minority Keport

T
i

" Citizens Library\&é@&y‘Canifte’

/' t

— ‘ -
) | s

) Tha u&noritj Repor:fof ;He Citizena Library $Study Cowmittes avgues, thﬁtu

the ovigiual o“*uccxve of the committee-~to develop a formula for the

PToest library service at the lowest cost"~~became 10::.
puliOBGphly overview is missing.
adninistretion and govermwent of libraries rather than on recammendntiona.

The comuulttee instané concen;rated on

for improviag service for the gatran or recoguizing changes in the
,attern of Bervice that wetro suburban devclopm&nt haa brought,

fy

L “Io

11,

IiT.

V.

\ N
The Hiaori:y Raport concurs with tue Maje:tty Report 1n
support of SCato Aid,

The Minority Réport is Opuo sed to ré&tructuro of MﬂLSA

_uatll there Les been consultation with other MELSA menmbers

2nd consideratfon of their needs, The Hajority Repert
recommgniazions bava werit yndex sucn scrutiny, | N

“he u*notity Report is opposed to merger because it is
outdated, regreasive, and too limited in view to achieva

the a,azed goal since the studies of the eerly 60's recom-
mended this, With the growth of popularion fn the suburbs .
in the past decade library service is rvequired and de;ivered
to the ontire metropolitan asrea without regard to poix dcal
boundaries, Meryer ‘with the Hennepin Couaty Library systenm
crvates an artificial unit which will needlessly complicate

dmprovement of library service for the metropolitan area.
‘It 18 thus shortaighted and does not furtbar the public

good,

/

ke Ma'uri*vlnaﬁbrb 14 insdcquate in its failure to recommend

protection ot ths vitsl element of a good library systea:

the basic reference coliection, In Minnesota the Hinneapoiis
Cenzyal u&brarj & that resource, Thie caunnot be reproduced
2L aby cost I» has the caspacity for/osrving ‘the entire ‘
stats when ru»and adequately, Protecting the quality of

thiz zesource i8 the first priority of thc Mxnnaapolis
Library Board , \ -

/

Decosber 14, 1972

/‘

The loog range .
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Citizans Library Study Committee | |
. N _J

| : Minortty Rnpor:

It {s grestly to the credit of Hinnaapolll\and castifiec to the

.. &tvong comaltuent of citizen's dadi cation to good governmental

prsctices thal zesponsible, busy citizens have spent the past

3 moncha- trying to thrash out and recommend changes to bring about’
imwrovcmeut& in library services and #cosomies in the cost of . o
opurﬂtxonﬂ for the Minngapolis and Hernepin COunty Libraries,

The Citizons Library Study Comﬁittct at the. ccncluiion of its dulibw
eracioas’ revommended changes affecting pudblic librariec in the atear
of (1) Incressed Stave Aid

(2} Restructurse of MZLSA {Metropoiitan Library Sevvice agency)
{3} Merger of the Hermepin County and Hinncapolio\nuhlic Libracry
Bysiens,
T“" minorit/ Tepoii -is written thh the inteat of reviewifng the process
which led to the %ajax;ty recommendations and dempnatrating why ‘the
minoclity takes some oxception So them, The minoricy is of the oginion
that there wore onissions in the gathering of information and that -
the Study Coresitten did not tru;y consiler or ev~1uate enouéh facts

i

to support its vecomsendaties, The miverity group is not opposed

to caange, but wa want them to be weil thoubht aut.

-fue Libzary gtuﬂy Comuittee stated ita ptimary\objective to be - the
recouagndaifon of a forwula for Ythe best library service at the
wovest cost" in o'der to write a legislative program, The Comnlttee
e not addvess ;Laent to “better sarvxce." ghc hiceties of tidying. .
vp- the adnlvistration of two geparate library systems lato eone S
orpanizational chart beceme tha overriding preoccupation of the
meiority to the excluslon of sny consicerstion of how librazies can_
bozt mewt hamin nonds,  We ﬂcLLvVQ this may xe‘leu: the corporate
buziness exwefi#ugé of the titlsen mewmbers who are noet sttuned to

[N

, opexariang a public sexvice ra»;lity. During the seseioms of the

comd %fﬁ ne apeciiic c‘.tic1sm wrs cver made of the manner in which
es thet 1;brery system ig providing library service, There was no .
clainw or Jdemonstration of failure to perform within the limits of

‘/\LNQi” trxing power or budasc antnority. of failure to be progressivé

or funovarive iu their progrews, of ‘inadequacy in salntainlog theix

acéu:sitioﬁs in booka, periodicala and other informetional gdata; %z

or improper planning in theiv bu;Ldiug progrem; of overstaffing; or,

of noglect of the nsads ol special groups found oniy im the inner
city,” Ono is led to believe the library patron hae few problems = '
with the librarien ad presencly arganized. ,

in regard to tnu mu,ori:y report recamnendacienl' . 4
\ N ! / /'
I. Stete Ald - We initiated che consideration of and strongly.
suppore, increased state ald for pubdblic librltiel 88 recoms
wiaded here acd in the State Boatd ‘of Education‘s budget
’ request to tie Governor.‘ _ \
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MELSA ~ We do not oppose a restructuring of MELSA, but we do -

taxe exceptioa to such recoumendation at ‘this time because
HELSA Board opinion was never sought, nor was there at any
tize i{avolvement of prople from suteide of Henaepin County.

Yet the Study Committee found it could not consider library

service except in ferms of thd natutol service area--tho
MetrQPQILan Avea; ‘ .

K
,

Tae recommendstions, therefore, were generated out of a s

© limited group. which éid not chooca to take advantage of

different poiuts of view, ' We believe that broader. consule |
tation shouid ‘precede rather than feliew publicatiun of
TGCOm&wﬂdatkﬁﬁﬂ. .
The Hr:ropaiitmn Council the Hktropolitan league of Women
Voters sad the (raater M;nneapolxn Chawber of Cosmerce are

‘T*ust beginnisg to turn their attention te Iibrary service,

Therefore the theeretical proposals of the majority are
premaxure, ;qou sh worthy of cansidoration by future studies,

1ne third mavbnity recommendation involves mﬁrging the

Minnespeolis Public and Hennepin County librcqy systems -

into cne operating entity. The testimony ‘presented to
tie Study Comitise does not yivld evidence that wergor
would Lprove service to the patrous of elther system
oot tnat it would resulr in. cnnscqunnttal cOBt sgvings,

A a matter of pubiic palicy it should be the generail rnle
that & provo;al to combine two existing units of ZoveTnuant
ought to coms affer a slwwing of overriding public interesst,
buua an azsumption seems to have been made by the wajority
report, but there is a 'lock of pudlic sentiment among
Yiuncapolitans for such a merger, This pressure to wmergs
theawe two bdvg;huentﬁk unxct appears to arise from pura;y
political sc u»:&g.

The Majority z¢uort 18 inadequate in regard to safeguarding
tae quasity of the basic collectlon in the Minneapolis
Central Libirsry, We arze concérned that a merged systenm wilil
be dominsted by suburban prioritics. 'The Hemnepim County
Library soard nas aonounced its f£irst priority as that of
providing neiziborkood or bisnch library sexvice, Toe
tepnepin Couaky Library Board has stated that preserving

22 quaiity of the Minnespolis Central Library collectica
is not i€s major priovity; yet it is the existance of this
85 the bLack up veferenca facility which gives worcth to all

. the public. libraries of the regiom, Inatesd of. werging of

Minneapolis ard Heunepin County Libraries the need fs to
expadite &svelapmant of & plan whereby the collections of
tie metropdlisan area can be used and maintained sdequately
Lo con plemsat anf/lupp.emnnc rathet then dqplicnto each

> - ‘ Lo

4
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other. That provides real cost saving. MELSA is begivning:
. to effect such service, MELSA caanot do a more effective
- Job until it has wore avthority, wore money for staff, for
v planning and the comuitment of all members to vork toﬁurdn 4o .
: ‘ - such broader goals. Yet it is the obvious vehicle via which
Lo \ . wore unification of sctivities can be accompiished, The
. pressure for merger from the coun:y impedes uuch/progtcsa.

Thn reduction of administrative wnits s not a penacea, If \
it were, tonen all 1uca1 adninistrative unita shouid be o
N dismant led and surrendsred to the counties, porhapn even to ' /0
» the state, It is a demonstrable proposition that fewer oo
organizaticnal units do not uecessarily improve 5orvtc¢ or
| veducs Couts,

LN

!

We assert that marger wlll net advance the public interest. : .
' the wmerger recomsaudation of the majority is detviweatal O L
. %0 the public interest in the following respscts: - ” - /

(l) it is outdated aud shortstghtud it | : ;

jZ) ic seeks to replace en cleccpd body with an Appointed
‘one which then yemoves the library from any ressonable

DR ‘ ' excrcise of control by citizans, . - L
, i 3) it by-pﬁsses the checks and balances of fiscal

control, particularly with respect co capital / N
expenditures by giving the naw organization pﬁwcr \ ,
, to incur bended indebtedness up to §30 willion oA 1
¢ S withuut adaqua:e review or vato, e
. 1 ’ i .

v ' (&) Kinneapolis Ceniral Library would vot be guqranteed

: o v .. prioxily considerstion tq\naiutain its quality and

! ) ' to rezach its full po»@ntial a8 & metropolitac backe

‘ a up lemourcc. ' .

L el M conclude v opposa the futroduction of a bill merging the two

’ . Sy&Lems, - »muger is outdated and regressive. A metropolitan consideration
. of itbrdry servive vetainiog local contrel is indxcn;ad by curcent use
. - patterna in the real city, Punctionz proposed to be handled by & nerged

: syatem can be handied by enlarging the scope of MELSA. The majority
- o teport falls suort in tires major respects: , S .
A, it faila to take 1nto account tax lwpact, cosl savings,
: - service improvements, or protectien of the primu reference
ST ‘ ,collaction. : ‘ | - \
/ . 1 ° c, - I |
o o B. it gxov: out of a narrowly cogs:itutad commitsee that did J
: o= " uot welgh all of the community interests (e.g. winority o ' L
o PR ‘ and disadvaataged peoples) snd that did not consult . | f
N - suffrciently bayond the borders of the couaty although
h ‘ {té recomwndations lkave wide repercussions that would

atfect ‘ouer 11b:nrias ia tha Hntropalitan ares,
/ 4 : \ N

-
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. PR iit/ftttoualizes an Ouzdated‘poaicion with respect to merger.

. We urge tne conscientious people who served on the Citizans Library -
/ - \ Srudy Gommittee to concentrate their ef fforts on the Study Commitres's o
, fivst recommendatioa: iacressed stats aid for libraries to provide -

for regiconal Iibrary developusnt and to hulp/relicva urban ltbrary
ovexburden, \ \

\

a
\ . . /
| .

,

. Tha authors of the minority report are interested
) in exploring in depth the question of a broader -
Co base of funding for the Minneapolis Central R
Libraxy, tregting it separately from the branch \
‘11brariez. The question is complex and needs to. '
te done in an unpressured atmosphere. ~Consideration . T
wouid be given to feasibtility of shaping a unique o
I : ' zeforénce service pesaibly in conjunction with St, :
) Peul Ceatral Library which would have the capacity, T |
' ; ko gorve the entire state, Such need has beem . -~ 7 o
spalled out in the State Plan for Library Service
: . adepted by the State Board of Educaticn in 1972.

{
-

-~ Decerber 1%, 1972




