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LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
March 13, 2013 
 
[In these minutes: Federal public access update; IT governance input; Open Access 
Policy update; Budget update.] 
 
[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), Brandon Adams, Phil Buhlmann, John Butler, 
LeAnn Dean, Michelle Englund, David Fox, Judith Garrard, Elizabeth Benson Johnson, 
Jessica Kessler, Wendy Lougee, Daniel Pesut, Luke Plutowski, Evan Roberts, Mary Beth 
Sancomb-Moran, Marlo Welshons, Owen Williams 
 
GUESTS: Brad Cohen, ACIO, OIT; Bernard Gulachek, VP, OIT; Nancy Sims, assistant 
librarian  
 
OTHERS: David Arendale, Suzanne Thorpe (for Joan Howland) 
 
REGRETS: Jennifer Alexander, Mary Alice Ford, Vicki Graham, Ronald Hadsall, John 
Logie, Douglas Olson 
 
ABSENT: None 
 
Professor Olszewski called the meeting to order, welcomed those present, and called for 
introductions.   
 
FEDERAL PUBLIC ACCESS UPDATE 
 
Nancy Sims, assistant librarian, was invited to update the committee regarding Federal 
Public Access.  She distributed a handout and reviewed the following topics: 

• Fair Access to Science and Technology Research (FASTR): legislative proposal 
introduced February 13, 2013.  It applies to research in fields other than science 
and technology. This will require federal agencies that fund research to have a 
plan for public access to the published results of research that they fund. The 
Federal Research Public Access Act (FRPAA) is similar but has not yet been 
passed. The policy could change with another administration, however, if this 
becomes a law it will be permanent.  

 
• White House OSTP Public Access Directive: introduced February 22, 2013. This 

is now a requirement because it is a White House Policy. Within six months, 
agencies must respond with a plan for how they will implement public access to 
the published results of research. This also requires that researchers have a plan 
for their data.  
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• Ms. Lougee commented that the White House directive includes research and 
development funding agencies; therefore it has a broader scope.  Ms. Sims stated 
that this covers about 19 federal agencies, including the Smithsonian. The 
legislative proposal will affect 11 agencies, so the proposal and directive apply to 
different groups.   

• Within the NIH Public Access Policy there is an embargo period, per the author’s 
preference and NIH approval, it is possible to make research publicly available 
immediately.  It is only required that it is available within one year. The White 
House directive aims for six months, however, if members of a particular field 
believe a different time period is necessary to get a work published, this can be 
petitioned to the specific agencies.  

• Each agency is directed to develop its own policies.  Ms. Sims noted that this 
would require the University to gain knowledge regarding the policies that are 
developed by each agency.  

• FASTR legislation does not address data.  The White House policy addresses data 
and builds off of the NSF Data Management Plan.  The full requirement is that 
grant applicants have a plan and must submit written documentation of the plan. 
NSF requires that you have a plan to preserve your data if in the event you are 
required to share it.  Ms. Lougee added that overall, the goal is for preservation of 
data and protection of medical and social data.   

• Ms. Sims stated that there are challenges regarding preservation of data that will 
increase over time as systems change.  

• Ms. Lougee stated that Purdue, within the CIC, is the furthest advanced in terms 
of developing a system wide approach.  Applicants are assigned storage from 
Purdue’s OIT equivalent and the archiving is part of the infrastructure.   

• Ms. Lougee explained that although for NIH a central repository was developed; 
it is unlikely that will occur for other agencies.  If your domain has a repository, 
that might be the preferred resource.  This could create discovery issues if each 
agency creates a separate repository. Mr. Butler explained that with the new 
discovery system, there are opportunities to deposit data as an institution. 

• Ms. Lougee emphasized that it will be important to establish a system for both 
storing and preserving data.  

• Ms. Sims stated that there are exceptions to certain types of protected data and 
entire projects would be included.  What has been private in the past will remain 
private; this legislation is calling for public access not a redefining of data.  

 
Ms. Lougee will communicate the legislation to the Research Committee for review. 
Professor Olszewski suggested that the committee review some of the institutional plans 
when they are submitted in the near future.  
 
IT GOVERNANCE INPUT 
 
Mr. Gulachek explained that OIT is currently beginning the first full cycle of IT 
governance.  Currently, they are gathering input broadly from across the University 
community. A PowerPoint presentation was distributed to members outlining the 
following topics: 
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• University of Minnesota IT 
o The FY12 expenditures: $192M 

Mr. Gulachek explained that it is important for IT to guide these 
investments by gathering a broad spectrum of feedback.  They want to 
ensure that spending is aligned with the strategic priorities of the 
University. Technology exists to support the University’s mission in 
teaching and learning, research, and all other components.  

• University of Minnesota IT 
o IT leaders have a “dotted line” accountability to the VP and CIO of OIT in 

addition to their accountability within collegiate and administrative units.  
o The intent is to align the activities of all the technologists and accomplish 

the initiatives most valued by the institution.  
• Office of Information Technology Expenditure Distribution: $74M  
• Office of Information Technology Expenditures by Service 

o A further breakdown of services funded by the $74M 
• IT Governance at UMN  

o Chart of restructured governance model 
o The governance model is a year and a half into implementation and is 

constantly evolving. 
o The chart depicts the gathering of input, discerning common needs from 

input, and using this information to make informed decisions.  After 
decisions are made, the entire IT community must carry out the 
implementation of these decisions in an aligned way.  The University 
should be able to see the result of the investments made on an annual 
basis. This system was designed to be aligned with institutional processes 
like budgets, investments, or de-investments but it is not always linear.   

 
Mr. Cohen facilitated the following discussion.  He explained that OIT is intending to 
gather and synthesize feedback across the University to reshape IT investments. He then 
asked the committee what they see as priorities for the Libraries.  The conversation will 
be fully public to ensure that when decisions are made regarding investments, the process 
is transparent and priorities are shaped by needs expressed by the University community.  
The formal Communities of Practice will aid in this decision process once the input is 
gathered.  Members were asked for their IT concerns, feedback, and areas that no longer 
need investment: 

• Mr. Cohen explained that as technologies evolve, they become candidates for 
being centralized and in some cases, outsourced.  For example, storage might be 
cloud based as the technology advances to meet the needs of the University.  
Professor Fox emphasized that the faculty have storage needs in terms of large 
numerical data sets. 

• In response to a question, Mr. Gulachek explained that there is a Security and 
Assurance unit that is designed to protect the University from unwanted Internet 
activity.  They do not focus on student behavior in terms of plagiarism or 
cheating. From this discussion, Mr. Cohen summarized that this unveiled a need 
for increased funding for academic technology, specifically in plagiarism 
detection solutions. 
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• Mr. Cohen explained that the investment in MOOC’s was the result of a decision 
to explore the capabilities of the University within this emerging technology.  

• There are increasing demands for document conversion. 
• A central storage system for users to access materials, specifically for faculty to 

access documents when teaching multiple sections in multiple rooms.  
• Investments are being made to advance Moodle.  Mr. Cohen suggested the 

members also speak with students to prioritize the changes that should be made.  
IT can impact the Moodle design directly, but choices must be made to prevent 
the University from being solely responsible for long-term maintenance.  

• Market the changing role of IT. 
• Mr. Gulachek informed members that the IT help desks are being consolidated 

after an inventory of IT services. Common tools and processes have been 
implemented.  IT individuals have remained in their unit however, they are now 
also included in a central IT process that is meant to drive efficiency.  

• IT is constantly gathering more data regarding IT cost and structure at the 
University.   

• From the student perspective, Mr. Plutowski echoed the need for Moodle 
communication regarding its features. Mr. Adams added that wifi “dead zones” 
are an issue throughout parts of campus such as Coffman Union and Walter 
Library. 

 
Mr. Cohen closed the discussion and encouraged members to contact him with any 
priorities that were not mentioned and they can also e-mail: it@umn.edu. 
 
OPEN ACCESS POLICY UPDATE 
 
Professor Olszewski explained that when he presented the proposed Open Access Policy 
to the FCC they raised concerns regarding the workload associated with faculty 
uploading documents and the opt-in or opt-out options. Professor Olszewski stated that 
Ms. Sims is elaborating on the policy in terms of mechanics and how the Libraries can 
simplify the process. SCC and FCC will review the policy.  
 
LIBRARIES BUDGET UPDATE 
 
Ms. Lougee informed members that the collection has received $650,000 and there is a 
$300,000 recurring operational cut. Inflation is approximately 6%, but 45% of their 
journals are in package deals with three main publishers that cap inflation at 2-3%. The 
amount for the collection should cover inflation for all commitments. She added that they 
do not yet know where the cuts will occur since there are large system upgrades 
occurring.  
 
Hearing no further business, Professor Olszewski adjourned the meeting. 
 

Jeannine Rich 
University Senate Office 
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