
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, October 12, 2009 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Melissa Anderson (chair), Linda Bearinger, Paula Chesley, Jerry Cohen, Leslie 

Delserone, Maria Gini, Tom Hayes, Kelsea Hildenbrand, Frances Lawrenz, Jennifer 
Linde, Toni Leeth, Timothy Mulcahy, Federico Ponce de Leon, John Sullivan, Thomas 
Vaughan, Karen Williams, Lynn Zentner 

 
Absent: Arlene Carney, Paul Cleary, Donald Dengel, Robin Dittman, Seung-Ho Joo, Mark Paller 
 
Guests:  Peggy Sundermeyer (Office of the Vice President for Research), Katherine Himes, John 

Ziegenhagen (Office of the Provost); University Librarian Wendy Lougee, Nancy Sims 
(University Libraries) 

 
Other: Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored Projects Administration) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) interdisciplinary initiatives; (2) copyright and open access issues and trends] 
 
 
 Professor Anderson convened the meeting at 2:20 and noted the advisability of the committee 
taking a proactive stance on research issues at the University.  Rather than review and discuss decisions 
that have already been made, it would be good for the Committee to have input during deliberations.  She 
encouraged Committee members to call attention to University research issues currently in process. 
 
1. Interdisciplinary Initiatives 
 
 Professor Anderson next welcomed Ms. Sundermeyer, Dr. Himes, and Mr. Ziegenhagen to the 
meeting for a discussion of interdisciplinary initiatives and turned to Ms. Sundermeyer to begin. 
 
 Ms. Sundermeyer distributed copies of a handout identifying the members of the Provost’s 
Interdisciplinary Team and a brief outline of its responsibilities.  The chair is Vice President Mulcahy; the 
other members are Vice Provost Carney, Vice Provost McMaster, the Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate 
Education, and several senior staff in the Office of the Vice President for Research, the Graduate School, 
and the Provost’s office.  She noted that two of the members, Vice President Mulcahy and Associate Vice 
President Lawrenz, are also ex officio members of this Committee.  The Provost’s Interdisciplinary Team 
(the Interdisciplinary Team) has existed for three years; Ms. Sundermeyer said she would review its 
activities since it was created. 
 
 The responsibilities of the Interdisciplinary Team are these: 
 
--  oversee planning, development, and implementation of major interdisciplinary initiatives 
--  oversee reviews of University-wide interdisciplinary centers and institutes 
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--  develop, propose, and monitor University interdisciplinary-related policies and procedures 
--  propose, implement, and evaluate central investments in interdisciplinary priorities 
--  establish priorities for interdisciplinary initiatives, including fundraising 
--  coordinate activities, as appropriate, with the Provost’s Research Council. 
 
 One principle the Interdisciplinary Team endorses is that it is not possible to have strong 
interdisciplinary initiatives without strong disciplines.  They do not have a definition of interdisciplinary 
but agree that it is not simply intercollegiate.  The Interdisciplinary Team does not believe it is 
responsible for interdisciplinary work; its job is to reduce barriers and act as a catalyst for 
interdisciplinary work. 
 
 They first focused on policy issues because they learned that there were institutional policies that 
were counterproductive, Ms. Sundermeyer reported, and revised the indirect-cost-recovery policy to allow 
sharing across units more easily.  They developed a University-wide policy and consulted with the 
governance system about it.  The tenure code has also been changed to recognize interdisciplinary work.   
 

Vice Provost Carney explained that the 2007 revisions to Section 7.11 of the code specifically 
lists interdisciplinary work as something that should be recognized when appropriate.  Some (but not all) 
units have embraced interdisciplinarity in their 7.12 statements; she said she would provide a summary of 
the statements to the Committee.  “Where appropriate,” Ms. Chesley asked?  In some cases 
interdisciplinary work is not part of the mix of the faculty member’s work, Dr. Carney said.  Before the 
change in the tenure code, there were questions about the appropriateness of considering interdisciplinary 
work.  There are cases (some successful, some not) of faculty appointed across departments, and she 
wants to see a Memorandum of Understanding when interdisciplinary faculty are hired so that it can be 
part of the promotion and tenure file when the candidate is being evaluated.  She said she has a draft 
MOU on evaluating interdisciplinary faculty that she will bring to the Committee for review. 
 
 Ms. Sundermeyer then explained that the Interdisciplinary Team has a work plan for the year; like 
the colleges, it has a budget and is given funds to allocate.  They have supported a number of 
programmatic initiatives, such as a consortium with nine other universities to foster interdisciplinary 
initiatives and have explored best practices to determine what works best for the University.  They have 
also supported a collaborative leadership series, about 14 workshops over 18 months that have been very 
well received.  They also co-sponsor a variety of activities with University centers, such as the Institute 
for Advanced Studies as well as research grants and interdisciplinary doctoral fellowships (10 in 2008-09, 
for up to $40,000 per year, and 16 in the current year—and they hope to award 16 more).    Money has 
been directed to faculty & graduate students thru programs such as the MN Futures grants program and 
the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Fellowships.  
 
 Ms. Sundermeyer also noted the Network of Interdisciplinary Initiatives, or NII.  There was a call 
to faculty and graduate students interesting in forming a network to support each other, and it decided to 
work on specific areas, such as barriers to interdisciplinary research and teaching, and came up with a set 
of recommendations.  the Interdisciplinary Team is looking at them this year to see what can be 
implemented. 
 
 Committee and guest discussion touched on a number of points. 
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--  Recognizing interdisciplinary work in the promotion-and-tenure process, an issue that many 
institutions face; how does one evaluate interdisciplinary work published in new journals without a track 
record?) 
 
--  It would be helpful if part of the one-page summary NSF requires about opportunities for postdocs 
could contain a discussion of these issues;  a statement about a strong commitment to interdisciplinary 
work would help faculty in obtaining grants. 
 
--  The Committee has heard a lot about interdisciplinary activities, including information from Dr. Paller 
and activities in the Academic Health Center; the Interdisciplinary Team has the University-wide centers 
within its purview but not all the others.  It is only those centers that are governed by University policy, 
although the policy suggests that other centers follow its provisions for review.  The Interdisciplinary 
Team evaluates proposals for University-wide centers and makes a recommendation to the Provost. 
 
--  There is no clear definition of interdisciplinarity; everyone is working with his or her own definition.  
The Interdisciplinary Team does not need a definition in order to support interdisciplinary activities; 
interdisciplinary activities can become disciplines and it is better not to define them in order to remain 
flexible.  There are definitions that graduate students could find, such as through The National 
Academies, or funding agency specific, such as NSF. 
 
--  The lack of faculty representatives on the Interdisciplinary Team (although some member have faculty 
backgrounds), so a potential lack of understanding of what faculty see as the most important 
interdisciplinary areas, and the need for a more formal relationship with NII, which has over 200 
members, if NII wants a more formal relationship. 
 
--  The potential usefulness of interaction between the Committee, the Interdisciplinary Team, and NII. 
 
--  The value of being designated a University-side center (e.g., at the table with colleges in receiving 
indirect-cost funds) and the fact that they also pay cost-pool charges. 
 
--  The levels of interdisciplinary centers and how a center can be designated a University-wide center, 
either a top-down process or by meeting the criteria in the policy, can be more rigorous than creation of 
intercollegiate or interdisciplinary (but within a college) centers, and the criteria that must be met for 
designation as a University-wide center (not all that wish the designation receive it, that while they may 
reflect faculty interests, they also reflect institutional priorities). 
 
--  Concern voiced by Committee members earlier about the interdisciplinary strength of programs in the 
Graduate School, given the changes in organization, and the role of graduate programs at the table, and 
assurances from the Office of the Vice President for Research that that strength would be maintained. 
 
--  The need for more clarity about what falls within the purview of the Interdisciplinary Team. 
 
--  The question of the Interdisciplinary Team’s role in evolving institutional priorities; if there are to be 
new University-wide centers, what will the Interdisciplinary Team’s role be in deciding what centers to 
approve?  And whether this Committee would have a role in the decision.  (It was noted that dealing with 
University-wide centers is only a small part of what the Interdisciplinary Team does and that the existing 
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policy clarifies how a center is designated as University-wide—the President and Senior Vice Presidents 
decide). 
 
 Professor Anderson thanked the guests for joining the meeting and said the Committee would 
have another session on interdisciplinarity in the future. 
 
2. Copyright and Open Access Issues and Trends 
 
 Professor Anderson next welcomed University Librarian Wendy Lougee and Nancy Sims, the 
latter newly hired to develop education and consultation programs related to copyright issues.  Ms. 
Lougee introduced Ms. Sims, an attorney with intellectual-property focus, who will inform the 
Committee what she has learned about the questions students and faculty are raising. 
 

Ms. Lougee began by recalling that the Board of Regents adopted two policies dealing with 
intellectual property in 2007, at which time copyright was separated from commercialization.  She 
distributed a handout outlining copyright policy and publishing trends (language following from her 
presentation unless in parentheses). 
 
University Copyright Policy: 

 
-- Upholds “teacher’s exception”: gives ownership/copyright of academic works to faculty & 

faculty-like appointments (by statute, employers own the work of employees) 
--- Encourages creators to “exercise their interests in ownership and use of their copyrighted works 

in a manner that provides the greatest possible scholarly and public access to their work.”  (This 
is where the conversation picks up:  how to manage ownership.) 

 
What Rights to Copyright Owners Have? 
 
The owner of copyright has the exclusive rights to do and to authorize any of the following: 
 
-- to reproduce the copyrighted work in copies;  
-- to prepare derivative works based upon the copyrighted work;  
-- to distribute copies or phonorecords of the copyrighted work to the public by sale or other 

transfer of ownership, or by rental, lease, or lending; 
-- to perform the copyrighted work publicly; 
-- to display the copyrighted work publicly. 
 
All of these rights are important, as all may affect how scholars can distribute and interact with their own 
works, and the works of other scholars. The various rights are often transferred together, but each one can 
be negotiated separately.   
 
Publishing/Rights Policy Trends 
 
-- Author’s rights: ability to use digital copies of their own works (e.g., personal websites, in 

courses).  (When one signs away copyright, one usually signs away all associated rights, even 
though the individual might want to use copies of his or her own work.) 
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-- Open access deposit: Publisher policy +/or federal mandate for deposit in open access repository 
(e.g., govt., institutional, domain repositories).  (These are pushing rights owners to put materials 
in a depository so they are freely available.) 

-- Open access publications: freely available for non-profit use (e.g., Creative Commons), often 
involve author fees.  (They are seeing more movement in this direction; author fees average about 
$1500 per article.) 

 
2008 UMN Environmental Scan (the Libraries conducted this assessment to get a sense of discipline 
publishing activity) 
 
-- Reviewed policies/activity within 123 depts/14 colleges 
-- Promotion/tenure policies:  5% departments explicitly accept alternative publishing options; 12% 

explicitly prohibit alternative options 
-- 30% depts. policies consider citation/impact factors (this is related to the culture of counting; 

traditional citation factors privilege established journals; open-access publications have much 
higher citation rates) 

-- Deposit in UMN Digital Conservancy modest:  9% departments report 20+ faculty deposit (once 
something is in the Digital Conservancy, it is privileged in Google relevancy rankings) 

-- Some fields: OA repositories 
-- 555 faculty: editors of 757 journals/series 

– 32 editors-in-chief 
– Officers of 66 professional societies; 31 publication board members 

 
Institutional Policies 
 
-- Harvard Arts & Science, Law, Education: authors grant institution non-exclusive right for 

institutional open access deposit/archiving 
-- MIT: Institution has non-exclusive rights to deposit/archive works (the institution has this right at 

point of creation, allowing faculty members to say to a publisher that they cannot sign away full 
copyright) 

 
-- Cornell, Dartmouth, Harvard, MIT, Berkeley: OA Equity Funding:  underwriting publication 

charges for fee-based open-access journals  
 
For More Info 
 
-- Nancy Sims:  nasims@umn.edu  
-- “Transforming Scholarly Communication”    www.lib.umn.edu/scholcom/  
-- Guide to author’s rights  umconnect.umn.edu/umauthorsrights/   
-- Support for open-access requirement for NIH-funded research reports 
 www.lib.umn.edu/scholcom/NIHaccess.phtml  
-- Publisher policies http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/  
 
 Ms. Sims said she has met a large number of faculty members in department meetings who often 
have questions about ownership and use rights.  The fact that she receives two or three emails or calls per 
day with copyright questions may reflect the increasing complexity of the issues in light of developments 
in publishing and information distribution over the last few decades. It also suggests that the University is 



Senate Research Committee 
Monday, October 12, 2009 
 
 

6

ripe for new informational and educational efforts on these and related issues.  Two recent discussions she 
has had highlight how author’s rights in particular are a growing concern for scholars. 
 
--  A young faculty member was asked to write a chapter in a book, and signed away the copyright; the 
faculty member was approached a few years later to write an article on the same topic, but since the 
faculty member did not own the copyright on the prior work, she legitimately worried that she might 
infringe her own work.  The faculty member was pleased to learn about ways to avoid infringing on her 
prior work, and was also pleased to hear about options to retain ownership of some or all of her rights in 
future publications. 
 
--  A faculty member writing on a narrow topic learned of outside groups dealing with the same subject 
and worried about how they were making use of her work.  Ms. Sims and the faculty member discussed 
legitimate ways this outside group could be using the faculty member’s work, but the faculty member was 
particularly frustrated to learn that once she signed away copyright to the publisher, the publisher became 
the only legal decision-maker on any new uses.  The faculty member was also frustrated to know that if 
there is no provision in a contract for unexpected new uses of materials, the faculty member may not 
receive royalties for them, although this did not actually appear to be happening in the case.  This faculty 
member was very eager to learn more about options to negotiate with publishers to retain more control 
over her works.  
 
Ms. Sims said that faculty may have no idea there are options to negotiate with publishers on copyright.  
She wants to make it more known that there is faculty interest in keeping some ownership rights. 
 
 Ms. Lougee inquired of Committee members what kind of education or consultation programs 
would be most useful.   
 
 Professor Hays asked how the University’s policies compare with Harvard and MIT.  The 
University’s policy is consistent with policies adopted by many institutions in the 1990s, Ms. Lougee 
said, which affirm faculty ownership.  In the case of Harvard, there is an explicit policy for faculty to 
convey non-exclusive rights to the University, while MIT’s policy automatically grants these rights to the 
university at the time of creating the copyrighted work and the faculty member does not have to take 
action. MIT’s policy provides support for authors, enabling them to retain sufficient rights to enable 
deposit within the university. 
 

Professor Hays recalled a problem at Stanford, which gave ownership to the faculty to make them 
more competitive, but then Merck got away with all the money.  That was a patent and contract law issue, 
Ms. Sims said, and was related to who owned what when.  In the faculty member’s employment contract 
with the University he promised to assign rights to Stanford in the future, but the contract with Merck 
stated that he did assign rights, so the court determined that the rights were assigned to Merck first. 
Professor Hays said he liked the idea of University ownership at the point of creation, and it then gives 
ownership to the faculty member; what is the downside of that alternative?  Ms. Lougee recalled that she 
appeared before this Committee two years ago and proposed a policy provision that would have given the 
University the right to use faculty-produced materials for instructional purposes; the Committee was 
vehemently opposed, so that provision was removed. The Regents policy that was adopted does include 
the construct of a directed work by which the University and faculty member can agree to assign rights to 
the University. 
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Professor Cohen said he appreciated the legal side of the issues and that he has worked with a lot 
of publishers, most of which would allow the faculty member to retain some rights.  They know that if 
they over-enforce ownership, it will be difficult to attract new authors.  Sometimes they charge for that 
right, Ms. Williams observed; Professor Cohen agreed but said that unless there is a substantial financial 
concern, most give the faculty member a free license for use.  Ms. Lougee said she has heard a lot of 
evidence to the contrary, and many require payments of $1500.  Whether or not there is money involved, 
Ms. Sims commented, it is a further step faculty member must go through to get published, which just 
makes it more difficult to get published. 

 
Professor Bearinger asked if she would be charged a fee if she were to ask about giving an article 

to an open-access repository.  Generally, depositing an article in a repository does not involve fees, 
however publications that are wholly open access (that is, no subscriptions) often use author fees as the 
economic model.  Most repositories are associated with, and supported by, an institution or disciplinary 
organization. In some cases, articles in a journal are tagged as open or not, Professor Cohen said; and 
many not-open journals also charge, so one pays twice (for publication, and for access), Ms. Sims 
responded.   

 
Professor Bearinger said she serves on an editorial board that is moving toward open access; they 

are concerned about where faculty members will get the money to pay the fee.  NIH will not pay it.  
Journals fear faculty will not submit to them if they charge a fee.  That is where the institutional efforts to 
pay the fees come into play, Ms. Lougee said.  The NIH mandate is to put copyright in a federal open-
access repository, with a 12-month lag, which does not curtail faculty publication.  Federal legislation 
may move all federally-funded research in that direction. 

 
NIH does not charge, but if a journal is open access, where does it get money, Professor 

Bearinger asked?  Professor Linde said she has not seen publication costs as a line item in a budget, but 
the University  provides a subsidy for publication in Biomed Central.  The libraries pay, Ms. Lougee 
reported. 

 
* * * 

 
[NOTE:  added commentary after the meeting. 
 
1.  Upon reviewing the draft of these minutes, Associate Vice President Pamela Webb made the following 
comment:  "PIs can charge publication costs (including fees) to their NIH grants under certain 
circumstances, so I wanted to pass that information along for the record.  I've excerpted the following 
from NIH's FAQs on the Public Access Policy.  If any researcher is wondering about whether a certain 
fee is an allowable cost, they can contact their SPA Grant Administrator or me and we can assess the 
individual circumstances to confirm for them that the cost is allowable.   The fact that the cost is 
allowable doesn't necessarily mean they will have the funds available to pay for the fee, of course, since 
the PI  likely would not have known to budget for this cost at the time his or her proposal was originally 
submitted to NIH.  This means the PI would have to rebudget from elsewhere in their budget to pay such 
fees." 
 

1.  Will NIH pay for publication costs? 
 
Yes. The NIH will reimburse publication costs, including author fees, for grants and contracts on 
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three conditions: (1) such costs incurred are actual, allowable, and reasonable to advance the 
objectives of the award; (2) costs are charged consistently regardless of the source of support; (3) 
all other applicable rules on allowability of costs are met.  

 
2.  University Librarian Wendy Lougee also commented:  "There are really two different categories of 
open access that were discussed:  1) deposit of a copy (typically pre-publication version or final page 
proofs)  of the article in an open access archive such as PubMed Central and 2) fully open access 
journals.  NIH requires the former—i.e., deposit of a copy of the article that could have been published in 
a "traditional" journal.  In the case of the latter, there are a growing number of open access journals which 
make articles freely available online for non-commercial uses.  Since there typically are no subscriptions, 
author fees are often the business model." 
 
3.  Professor Bearinger then offered this observation:  "Yes, NIH will cover the costs but they must be 
either written into the budget, (which would not have been the case if they are NIH grants from before 
this open access was available), or they can be rebudgeted in existing grants. 
 
"However, one of the issues raised (almost in a side conversation but important anyway) is that, even 
though one might write them into a budget for an NIH grant, it is nearly always the case, that manuscripts 
related to a research grant are ready for publication somewhat or long after the grant has ended.  It is at 
the time of publication that the author incurs the cost or paying for open access publication.  And, one 
cannot pay for a publications related to grant A from grant B (another grant). 
 
"This open access publication should not be confused with the NIH requirement of creating open access 
through deposit of the manuscript/article emanating from NIH work.  There is no cost associated with 
putting one's NIH publications in the NIH open access repository known as PubMedCentral. 
 
A number of times in the meeting [during discussion about] open access, we were confusing issues.  We 
need to separate the issues of NIH publications deposit from the other open access publishing venues. 
 
"Later in the conversation we were talking about whether or not NIH grants will pay for open access 
publications.  The answer, as reaffirmed by [Associate Vice President Webb], is yes.  But 1) it has to be 
included in the grant budget; 2) one cannot use some other grant (NIH or not) to pay for a publication 
emanating from a specific NIH grant.  This is where timing becomes an issue. 
 
"So, with the limited possibility of an NIH grant paying for a publication produced during the grant award 
period, then who pays for the costs of open access publication?  The UMN library does not; though there 
are agreements that can reduce the fees.  It would need to come from money within the authors' schools, 
non-sponsored funds, etc.  It is a new and sizeable expense to academic institutions, for doing research, 
and the UMN and its deans need to be considering how it will be handled.  The Compact for Open Access 
Equity (http://www.oacompact.org/compact/ ) endorsed by Cornell, Dartmouth, Harvard, MIT, and 
Berkeley offers one model, whereby the institution supports publication charges for fee-based open-
access journals as a mechanism to encourage open access." 
 

* * * 
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Professor Linde said she had run into a problem with an open-access journal that did not have 
closed reviewing; she reviewed an article and learned that the author knew who had done so.  Professor 
Cohen said he did not believe that practice was widespread. 

 
To what extent is the movement to retain copyright effective, Professor Anderson asked?  The 

publication tells the faculty member to sign, the faculty member says “no.”  Is that effective?  It is very 
effective legally, Ms. Sims said; if a faculty member presents an addendum to the copyright transfer 
agreement, and the journal does not negotiate or respond, the addendum automatically becomes part of 
the contract.  Is it more likely they will not publish, Dr. Lawrenz asked?  Ms. Lougee said she presented 
previously a number of examples when a faculty member tried to attach the addendum and it was 
rejected.  The question is whether the MIT approach works; authors must abide by it. 

 
Publishers may not accept authors retaining all their rights, Ms. Sims said.  She said she would 

encourage faculty to think about their own goals and future goals in research.  Maybe they do not need to 
own the copyright but want to retain the right to put material on their own website and provide copies to 
their students.  The more people who seek to negotiate, the more publishers will negotiate.  Publishers 
want content. 

 
Ms. Chesley said that a lot of graduate students do not understand these issues and are not 

encouraged to negotiate copyright.  A workshop would help them as well.   
 
Dr. Carney said this is a discussion point at the New Faculty Orientation, and they want to 

continue to reinforce it.   
 
Professor Anderson thanked Mss. Lougee and Sims for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 

4:00.  
 

      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


