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LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
May 8, 2013 
 
[In these minutes: Experts@Minnesota database overview; Revised Open Access Policy 
review; University Libraries 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), Jennifer Alexander, Elizabeth Benson Johnson, Phil 
Buhlmann, John Butler, LeAnn Dean, Michelle Englund, Mary Alice Ford, David Fox, 
Judith Garrard, Ronald Hadsall, Wendy Lougee, Douglas Olson, Daniel Pesut, Luke 
Plutowski, Evan Roberts, Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran, Marlo Welshons, Owen Williams,  
 
GUESTS: Jan Fransen, Nancy Sims, Karen Williams 
 
OTHERS: Connie Lenz (for Joan Howland) 
 
REGRETS: Brandon Adams, Vicki Graham, Jessica Kessler, John Logie 
 
ABSENT: None 
 
WELCOME 
 
Professor Olszewski called the meeting to order and thanked members for their 
dedication throughout the 2012-2013 academic year. 
 
WHITE HOUSE PUBLIC ACCESS POLICY UPDATE 
 
Ms. Lougee provided a handout titled “Expanded Public Access: A New Era with New 
Challenges” by David E. Shulenburger, Ph.D. The following topics were reviewed: 

• The White House’s Office of Science and Technology Policy directed that within 
six months, each federal research funding agency with R&D budgets of $100 
million or more “…develop a plan to support increased public access to the 
results of research funded by the Federal Government,” including “peer-reviewed 
publications and digital data.” 

• Approximately 27 agencies are under this directive. 
• In comparison, what is currently available through NIH is only half of the amount 

of data that will be deposited into repositories under this directive. AAU, A-P-L-
U, and ARL have constructed a framework for agencies that suggests the leverage 
of existing archives, such as the University’s Digital Conservancy.  

• AAU and A-P-L-U represent nearly 2/3 of all federally funded research. They are 
suggesting two agencies whose plans encourage retention of sufficient rights by 
authors in order to do the deposit and that there should be robust discoverability.  

• There are recommendations for protected data. 
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• It is recommended that institutions invest in repositories to spread the cost of 
compliance at the institutional level.   

• The recommendations will be submitted in July in compliance with the request 
deadline. 

 
OPEN ACCESS POLICY UPDATE 
 
Professor Olszewski reminded members that the FCC was concerned with the amount of 
work that would be required of the faculty members to comply with the policy. He 
distributed the revised annotated policy and Nancy Sims, copyright specialist for the 
Libraries, and Karen Williams, associate librarian, discussed the changes with the 
members: 

• Ms. Sims emphasized the importance of conveying within the policy that no 
actions will be taken without the author’s direct participation.  The main change  
is the inclusion of more details regarding how to comply with the policy. She 
directed members to the following paragraph: 

“Faculty members may take action individually to make their work 
available to the public via the University Digital Conservancy or other 
non-profit open-access repositories. The University Libraries, at the 
direction of the Provost’s Office, will also provide active support services 
such as identification of eligible articles and communications with faculty 
members about their options for achieving public access via the University 
of Minnesota Digital Conservancy or other non-profit open access 
repositories.” 
 

o She stated that they did not want to add too much detail into the policy 
because the changes in federal regulations might affect the deposit 
process. For example, practices have evolved in the medical field as a 
result of the NIH policies.  

• Information was also added to the FAQ section regarding opting-out. 
• In response to a question, Ms. Sims explained that the University would prefer the 

final published version of an article, but the pre-published, typeset version would 
still be accepted and the distinctions are not as exact anymore.  There are no 
copyright distinctions between drafts and she sees the issues for the author arising 
with publishers over which version could be submitted.  The policy does not 
specify and this gives the author the right to choose the version they deposit.  

• Mr. Butler raised the question that the pre-published version and the published 
version differ in regard to peer review.  The pre-print archives have not been peer 
reviewed. 

• Professor Olszewski added that retracted articles could be an issue.  
• Ms. Sims stated that these issues are being discussed and she believes a standard 

way of describing versions of documents will be established.  
 
Professor Olszewski asked members for comments on the policy because the FCC will 
review it again in June. 
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• Professor Garrard explained a situation regarding an offer she received from the 
American Journal of Public Health to buy her copyrights back. This was 
surprising because this journal has a history of open access. Ms. Sims explained 
that if the OA Policy were passed, authors would not need to pay to give the 
articles open access, however, this would only affect articles published after the 
policy is passed. Follow-up on this issue is planned for next year.  

 
AUTHOR PAY FUND UPDATE 
 
Professor Olszewski began by providing the background of the Author Pay Fund.  The 
fund was established to help authors pay for publication fees for open access journals. 
More journals are going to an author pay model and in some cases authors do not have 
grant support for these fees.  The Author Pay Fund would serve the dual purpose of 
promoting open access and assist authors with these fees.  
 
Ms. Sims is the lead for the Author Pay Fund.  She distributed a handout that contained a 
list of the funded applications and discussed the following topics: 

• 16 applications were received. 
• They are on target to have the total $20,000 used by the end of the year. 
• $6,000 remains unused, which could be used for 2-4 applications. 
• Payments have ranged from $500-$1,900. 
• The fund pays the proportion that was contributed by UMN authors.  
• Science and Earth Sciences are the main applicants. 
• Each author had to verify that there were no other funds that could be used for the 

fees. A provision will be added to the application stating that in addition to 
verifying that there are no other funds available, you must verify that you were 
not able to request grant funding for publication fees.  

• The fund is meant to be a last resort for those that do not have the funding.  
 
Professor Olszewski pointed out that none of the authors have acknowledged the support 
provided by the University.  He suggested a name be provided to these authors to 
acknowledge the fund.  
 
PRIMO ENHANCEMENTS TIMELINE 
 
Mr. Butler introduced the topic by explaining that the goal is a significant enhancement 
to the searchable catalog including print, electronic, and journal holdings both owned and 
licensed, and open this to a broader range of publisher materials, media files, and data 
sets.  The filtering system will allow you to choose the parameters of your search.   
 
Mr. Butler introduced Jan Fransen, co-chair of the implementation team, to discuss the 
communication of the enhancements.  She used a PowerPoint to display key points of her 
presentation: 

• Primo Enhancements Timeline 
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o Ms. Fransen stated MNCAT Classic would be completely discontinued in 
December 2013.  Users can currently submit comments regarding features 
they most value and would like to see continued with the Primo system.  

o Primo Central will be added in August 2013. 
o System tuning is ongoing. 

• Communications: Sample Stakeholder 
• Communications: Sample Plan 

o A sample plan for undergraduates was displayed. 
 
Members discussed the changes that will take place: 

• There will be a change experienced by MNCAT users, not just MNCAT Classic 
users.  

• A member expressed that the “Cited By” feature of Google Scholar is very 
beneficial.  

• Contents of the Digital Conservancy are not in MNCAT, but they can be added as 
a separate source to Primo. 

• Mr. Butler offered to categorize the content that is not available in MNCAT and 
the new system.  

• Ex Libris is especially concerned with the needs of research libraries.  Future 
changes will be incremental since the system is cloud-based.  

 
Hearing no further business, Professor Olszewski adjourned the meeting. 
 

Jeannine Rich 
University Senate Office 


