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Professor Alexander welcomed the committee. 
 
1. Update on Open Access Publishing Fund Report  
 
Alexander welcomed Nancy Sims, Copyright Program librarian, University Libraries, who 
provided an update on the Open Access Publishing Fund. 
 
Sims gave background on the fund: 
 

● The University established its first Open Access Publishing Fund in Spring 2012 
● Funds came from the budget of the University Libraries and the Office of the Vice 

President of Research (OVPR) 
● Libraries and OVPR each provided $10K per year for two years, for a total of $40K 
● Funds are available to University of Minnesota authors from all campuses to cover the 

costs of making their publications available to the world, with the belief that free online 
access to published research benefits authors, other researchers, the University, and many 
people around the world 

 
Sims said that applications had been accepted beginning in November 2012, and she and Peggy 
Sundermeyer, executive director of Research Advancement, Office for the Vice President of 
Research, worked together reviewing applications. There have been approximately 44 
applications, and 34 publications funded. Sims noted that applications were slow in coming at 
first, but then picked up as word got out. 
 
Sims went on to say that in order to be eligible for support, a work must be: 
 

● A peer-reviewed journal article, scholarly monograph, conference proceeding, or data set 



● Created by a University of Minnesota author (any faculty, researchers, post-docs, 
graduate students, or staff) 

● Fully openly available immediately upon publication (no time-delays) 
● Already accepted for publication at the time of application for funding support  

 
Sims said the majority of funding had gone to people who identified as a faculty member, and 
there also had been a few graduate students and other researchers. The health sciences were by 
far the most common category of publications. The fund is first come, first served, but some 
other instances arose during the process, such as someone applying for support post-publication. 
They had not been able to previously apply because the funds didn’t exist, and the review team 
decided to fund them in what were essentially reimbursements. When an applicant wasn’t 
funded, it was because they’d changed their minds about the process and not because they were 
ineligible. 
 
Sims said they emphasized with each applicant that the idea of the fund was to support those 
who do not have any other available funding, and they would encourage applicants to use other 
funding first. Sims noted often the applicant would realize he or she did have other resources.  
 
Sims identified an instance where they felt it was not an appropriate use of the fund. Someone 
applied for a publication in which the article becomes open access after six months. However, if 
an additional fee was paid upfront, it would become open upon publication. The six months of 
additional access did not seem like an appropriate use of University funds, Sims said.  
 
Sims then discussed publishing fees and the range of funding. On average, an applicant received 
approximately $1350, the approximate average publication fee for most nonprofit open access 
publications. The most awarded to any one applicant was $2470, which was less than half the 
full publication fee. The least funded was $475 in a partial fee. Sims pointed out many for-profit 
publishers have higher fees, especially those that are “hybrid”. A hybrid publication refers to one 
that has subscription access, but the author can pay an additional fee to make it accessible to 
anyone. These fees are often considerable more.  
 
The committee asked if the fund was only limited to open access journals. Sims said that the 
driving principle and charge for the fund was to support open access work. Alexander asked if 
there had been a peak in the number of applications, and Sims said yes, noting there were a 
number of publishers that were overrepresented. Sims said she believed the larger publishers 
were informing people of the fund.  
 
Sims said they did not implement the opportunity to urge authors to write publications fees into 
grant applications. In many cases, grant funders are aware and supportive of paying for open 
access publication. Sims said in their initial discussions, they had determined they would not to 
influence an author’s choice of publication venue, as they were concerned about inhibiting 
intellectual freedom.  
 
However, Sims said, there were publications they had concerns about. In those cases, they would 
suggest to a researcher to take a second look at the publishing venue. In some cases, publisher 
was eligible nonetheless because they followed the code of conduct of the Open Access 
Scholarly Publishers Association (OASPA). The committee asked about such red flags, and Sims 



noted several: an editorial process that might not be particularly robust; publications that solicit 
authors upon discovering them online; higher fees that would ensure an author get published 
faster.  
 
Alexander asked how the program was being publicized, and Sims said general University 
communications outlets, a web page, and outreach through librarians. Publishers have also begun 
informing their authors of the fund. Alexander also noted the lack of humanities authors being 
funded although, she noted, there seemed to be some social scientists. Sims acknowledged there 
was not enough outreach in humanities and that there were not enough open access publications 
in these fields.  
 
The committee asked how authors might otherwise pay for publishing, be it from department 
resources or their own. Sims said authors were asked to certify that they did not have any other 
non-personal funds available, and they would be paying out of pocket if they did not receive 
support. She noted an instance of an author who decided not to make her work open access 
because she could not afford it.  
 
Judith Garrard said that it seemed like an unfair situation. It is required that academics and 
researchers must publish, and then they must also pay the fees to do so. Sims added that an 
additional concern was disciplines in which most every publication has page charges. In hybrid 
publications, an author’s work can still be published if the fee is not paid. However, in journals 
that have page charges or a fee upfront, the article will not be published. Sims clarified almost all 
journals that are not hybrid do not require transfer of copyright. Authors retain full copyright, 
and the publisher asks for non-exclusive grant of rights to the work or creative commons license.  
 
Sims also described another situation that came up with the fund: University authors working 
with coauthors who were not with an institution. The coauthors were members of local nonprofit 
groups, and the University authors ultimately paid the coauthors’ fees out of pocket. The fund 
covered the University authors, who then paid their coauthors fees. Sims said that they would 
like to consider treating nonprofit affiliate authors who did not have their own institution 
affiliation as if they were University of Minnesota authors, if it is deemed is an appropriate. Sims 
added they took the word of the author as to the percentage of their authorship, since practices 
vary wildly in the field. 
 
The committee discussed possible funding caps. Sims said a cap addresses a possible inequitable 
distribution of funds as the demand increases and the volume of money available does not. There 
would be  an inequitable distribution of funds based on different amounts per publication. Evan 
Roberts asked if this was punitive, saying the best faculty would be getting the least support. 
Sims reiterated this was a fund of last resort, supporting people who have no other funds 
available. Most authors who publish in high volume and in high-impact publications have other 
resources available, and Sims pointed out that thus far they not had any high volume authors 
apply.  
 
Sims went on to say it is difficult to anticipate what the demand would be if the fund continues, 
although it is likely it will increase. That is why she suggested a ceiling on authors. They are also 
considering whether supporting hybrid publications is the most efficient use of university funds 
since they cost considerably more. 



 
The committee asked about extending the project if funding were available. Sims said she and 
Peggy Sundermeyer believed it was a useful project. Alexander asked Neil Olszewski and Bo Hu 
to do further research and make a recommendation to the committee as to its continued support 
of the fund. 
 
Hearing no further business, Alexander adjourned the meeting.  
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