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Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 1, 2010 

1:00 – 3:00 
325 Coffman Union 

 
 
Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Chris Cramer, Shawn Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Emily 
Hoover, Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, Michael Oakes, Martin Sampson, Kate 
VandenBosch, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Brian Isetts, Walt Jacobs, Jeff Kahn, Cathrine Wambach 
 
Guests: Regents Professors Frank Bates, Allen Goldman, Megan Gunnar, Allen Isaacman, 

Richard Leppert, Elaine Tyler May, Lanny Schmidt, Eric Sheppard, Kathryn Sikkink, 
Madelon Sprengnether; Professor Jennifer Gunn (Chair, Senate Library Committee), 
University Librarian Wendy Lougee 

  
Other: none  
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with the Regents Professors; (2) open access; (3) committee business] 
 
 
1. Discussion with the Regents Professors 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 12:10 and welcomed the Regents Professors.  She 
said the Committee would be interested in hearing any concerns or issues that are on their minds, and said 
that in the interest of candor, the comments would be noted in the minutes but that names would not be 
attached to them. 
 
-- As a DGS, one is seeing the impact of budget cuts and must be concerned about the future of 
graduate education.  They have already taken a 4% cut in their instructional budget, which affects the TA 
budget, and now must model additional cuts.  They only place they can take money is from the same 
budget because they are not lecturer-rich so that they could offer up those positions.  The result is that the 
TA budget has been hit twice in the same year, which has an impact on what they can do today and 
tomorrow and on the number of students they can support.  Every day is a bad news day, and down the 
road, one must ask what will happen to graduate education.  In addition, the University is in transition, 
things are up in the air, so programs are difficult to administer. 
 
-- One Regents Professor commented that their program has a lot of foundation money and is able 
to recruit the best students in the field.  Foundation funds used to be given to departments to support 
students in years one and four, and the departments expected to fund years two and tree.  Now smaller 
departments are saying they cannot come up with the money.  That subverts great programs; how will this 
remain a great research university if it cannot attract first-rate graduate students—and the faculty who 
attract such students?   
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--  Across-the-board cuts are easier than targeted cuts but they do not make sense.  There is a need 
for hard decisions and criteria for determining what is important so that the colleges can decide what 
departments to support or not support.  The 3-5-8% cuts are frustrating because they undercut the quality 
of the University. 
 
-- This group, the Regents Professors, is not hurt like others but they see the impact on their 
programs.  One guest said that students are supported predominantly on RAships in their department.  As 
people think about moving the University forward, they need to think about departments that do not 
traditionally support graduate students with grant funds because the faculty cannot obtain a lot of grant 
funding.  When the University comes out of this, does it want strong science departments and weak 
humanities?   
 
 Professors Gonzales and Oakes reported that they have been pressing the President and Provost 
for strategic plans and scope of mission discussions and have worked on the fiscal crisis the entire year.  
They have no idea what the plan is.  That is a problem, which is one reason why the Regents Professors 
were invited to join the Committee today. 
 
-- The frustration in CLA with the protocols in place for approving Liberal Education courses 
(effective for incoming students as of Fall 2010), among a number of CLA department heads as well as 
faculty, is very high.  At worst, the protocols as followed by the Committee on Liberal Education (CLE) 
have been described by several individuals in various departments as "infantilizing"; chairs have reported 
their course proposals being sent back repeatedly for revision (if not outright refused), sometimes as many 
as four or five times, requiring an enormous expenditure of faculty time for what often seems like small 
return. 
 

Fall registration begins in just two weeks.  Though CLE has been reviewing courses for a full 
calendar year, the number of approved courses—required for graduation—remains a fraction of what was 
available to students under the old system now being phased out. Under the various categories  (for 
example, Arts/Humanities & Literature; or Historical Perspectives and Historical Thinking) less than half 
as many courses as in the past are now listed as approved on the OneStop website.  If insufficient 
numbers of courses are available to students, their graduation will necessarily be delayed, thus disrupting 
the University's efforts to improve the four-year graduation rate. 
 

The liberal-education protocols likewise invite potential harm to the professionalization of 
graduate students. The protocols do not permit for even advanced graduate students (ABDs) to teach 
liberal-education courses (typically 1XXX level), teaching experience that in many disciplines is critical 
for new PhDs to be competitive on the job market (especially the case in a number of the humanities and 
social sciences).  
 

Further, without the ability to employ advanced graduate students to teach even entry-level 
liberal-education courses, departments are further strapped to be able to responsibly deliver their 
curriculum for majors.  The University has already lost 150 faculty to the current budget crisis and will 
unquestionably lose that many or even more in the coming year or two.  Lecturer budgets are also being 
cut.  In effect, remaining faculty are asked to staff the most basic entry-level classes, thereby pulling them 
away from delivering courses within the disciplinary undergraduate majors, to say nothing of the impact 
on graduate courses.  It's hard to argue that anyone is served well. 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 1, 2010 
 
 

3

 
-- As one who served on CLE, it can be said to be a thankless task.  But it is the only place where 
there is a campus-wide discussion of what the curriculum should be.  There are problems with delays, but 
without CLE, departments could do whatever they wanted to.  It may appear insulting, but one sometimes 
cannot believe what departments submit to CLE because they want to keep liberal-education credits in the 
department.  CLE cannot rely on "he's a good teacher" to approve a course.  In response:  The issue is not 
the good faith of CLE members, it is with the protocol with which they must work and the demands 
placed on them; the premise is that departments and disciplines, given the chance, will act irresponsibly.  
And in reply:  CLE has seen departments act irresponsibly, some of which is based on self-interest:  They 
don't want to require students to go to other departments to take classes.  The reply:  The strictures are so 
tight that there are not enough courses to allow students to graduate, so they will go elsewhere to school, 
and there is the impact on graduate education as well.  Professor Hanna commented that this [self interest] 
sounds like an extension of the current budget model where tuition dollars are so important.  One of the 
Regents Professors commented in response that "it [the budget model] is crazy." 
 
-- One must be concerned about the decline in the sense of the collective and commitment to the 
University.  It is difficult to get buy-in for a University-wide program, and when one cannot get feedback 
from central administration, one gets the sense that faculty are tolerated on campus, for the work they do, 
but the administration appears outcomes-oriented and seems not to welcome participation.  If the Faculty 
Consultative Committee cannot make headway, who can?   This situation represents a decline in a sense 
of the University shaped by the faculty, not just one where faculty members are employed by the 
University. 
 
 Professor Oakes said the administration clearly needs downsizing but it is difficult to talk about 
principles of downsizing; that could subvert morale and the community spirit.   Professor Chomsky said 
that trimming the scope of the mission should not be top-down, it should be distributed, and the colleges 
should do it.  That is what the administration has been saying, and faculty would agree that decision 
shouldn’t be mandated from above.  That process makes sense, but it means that nothing happens for a 
long time and that there must be consultation within the units.  That process also rests on the quality of 
the deans, commented one Regents Professor, and that quality is variable.  Professor VandenBosch 
recalled that this Committee wondered last August whether it would be difficult for units to criticize 
themselves and rank priorities, especially without criteria and principles by which to make decisions, 
which haven’t been universally articulated.  Except for the "nebulous seven" identified in earlier planning, 
Professor Oakes commented.  He noted that Professors Luepker and Martin serve on the Advancing 
Excellence steering committee, the group charged with overseeing the planning process.   
 
 Professor Luepker observed that once again the University is faced with a crisis, and suddenly 
units face a 2% or 5% or 7% across-the-board cut.  That may be the way to respond to the immediate 
problem but that does not make the hard decisions about the way the University is going.  Professors 
Gonzales and Oakes, and others, have been asking where the 3-5-year plan is.  What the University faces 
now is just a small bump in the road; in the summer of 2011 there will be a much deeper bump.  Professor 
Luepker related what had been discussed at the Advancing Excellence steering committee and 
commented that faculty members must be involved in the discussions about the broader issues concerning 
where the University will be in 3-5 years.  He said he hoped the process would not be top-down and that 
the colleges will get active.  The University will get smaller, he concluded, and recalled that Senior Vice 
President Cerra told the Finance and Planning Committee that the Medical School will shrink by 10-12%.   
In response to a question about whether the presidential transition is a problem, Professor Luepker said he 
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thought it is.  A lame-duck president may be in a good position to make decisions, he said, and the 
University needs decisions now or the next president will be left with a bigger mess.  He said he thought 
the faculty should press hard for decisions now.  One Regents Professor said that there is a concern that if 
nothing except defending the institution is on the table for the incoming president, the situation would 
invite the administration and new president to do what they want.  Their concern, Professor Oakes said, is 
that anyone in the room can make the case that his or her program is central to the mission.  That is 
another reason the Regents Professors were invited to the meeting:  because they can emphasize the 
University-wide approach that is needed. 
 
-- None here would disagree with the proposition that the central purpose of the University is 
education and intellectual activity.  It seems that that central mission has been bled in the last three years 
for other purposes.  One can argue about 3% versus 5% cuts, but the University could get rid of its 
intercollegiate athletic program, sell the stadium, and let it function on its own.  It's also worth asking if 
the investment in the branding campaign, "Driven to Discover," has contributed anything to the 
educational mission of the University.   
 
-- What will be the faculty participation in the presidential search?  [Professor Gonzales explained 
the interaction between the Committee and the Board of Regents about faculty participation in the 
presidential search.]  One hopes that the Bruininks/Sullivan regime will be gone; the University needs 
new leadership.  It is not getting leadership with the central educational mission at the heart of the 
concern, so this will be a smaller and weaker university.  The effort to strengthen the core mission of the 
University has been bureaucratized to death because of what the central administration has been 
preoccupied with, such as the stadium and "Driven to Discover."  It is not clear how effective faculty 
governance is—if this Committee can't get plans out of the administration, who can?  The faculty rely on 
this Committee, which does great work.   
 
-- Why can't this Committee get the administration to provide plans?  And if not, what should they 
do?  This Committee is the faculty's voice; if it is unable to represent the faculty, other faculty should 
help.  One does one's work knowing that the members of this Committee are doing the hard work of 
speaking for faculty in governance, for which they are to be thanked.  If nothing is getting done, the 
faculty needs to know that. 
 
--   The University is never going to get rid of athletics.  The key message from the Regents 
Professors could be significant:  If there is not adequate faculty representation on major committees, 
including those dealing with budget cuts, the University is in big trouble.  Faculty should be at least 60% 
of the representatives on major committees; the message from this Committee and the Regents Professors 
could be that without major faculty representation, it will be impossible to avoid having the 
administration run the institution. 
 
-- The faculty are not just employees.  The faculty provide the intellectual and pedagogical stuff that 
makes for a great—or mediocre—university.  And it is the faculty, not the administration, that must shape 
the University.  The faculty do the intellectual work that makes this a great university.   
 
 In response to earlier comments about the effectiveness of this Committee, Professor Chomsky 
noted that in many instances the faculty role, through this Committee and the Senate, is advisory, 
although there are some areas where it must act, as with the vote on March 25.  In particular they are 
advisory on budget issues.  She said she believes the Committee is listened to, and the administration is 
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responsive to its concerns, such as on salary cuts and the Graduate School, but the Committee cannot 
make the decisions.  The Committee can talk and advise, and the administration may listen, but the 
Committee does not make the big decisions.  What’s important is that the faculty be part of the process of 
deciding, and that the administration not make precipitous decisions.  And it can help to have faculty such 
as the Regents Professors talk to the administration directly, to confirm the faculty views shared by 
Committee. 
 
 Professor Sampson observed how difficult the task is, given the angst that a $36 million cut is 
provoking for 2011.  This cut is the maximum the state can impose under the stimulus legislation.  Were 
higher education instead absorbing a cut proportionate to its share of the state budget, then the overall cut 
to higher education would be about $90 million in FY 2011, not $47 million, and the University's share of 
that would be far larger than the $36 million it is now being cut.  Excluding K-12 from any cut (as the 
Governor has done for 2011) would boost the higher education share far above $90 million for 2011. 
Those are what-ifs for 2011.  In regard to the coming biennium, if, for example, there is a $5 billion 
shortfall and if higher education's cut is proportionate to its share of the budget, then the higher-education 
reduction might be $450 million. If one assumes, for example, that the University receives 2/3 of such a 
cut over two years, that could mean $100 million the first year, that cut carried through the second year 
which is another $100 million, plus an additional $100 million the second year. 
 
-- That projection clearly means the University will have to close programs.  It is not evident that 
12% smaller necessarily means it will be worse.   
 
-- It is not the coming budgets that are of concern as much as budget cuts being made now without 
consideration of quality.  The colleges have not been asked what is good and what the quality measures 
are.  One does not feel good about this process. 
 
 Professor Gonzales mentioned the upcoming "intellectual future" meeting and, in response to a 
query, explained that twice per year this Committee has a meeting with the President and senior vice 
presidents devoted to a discussion of the intellectual future of the University.  The Committee identifies a 
theme to guide the discussion.  The theme for the next meeting is "How to trim the tree of knowledge:  
Downsizing the University."   
 
-- There will be no way around budget cuts.  One small example is [the speaker’s] department, 
where, under great leadership, they went through a planning process and improved undergraduate 
education and teaching because they had to plan how they would do so.  No longer would it be possible 
for faculty in the department to individually control what they wanted to teach; they needed a plan on how 
they would offer the large courses that are needed.  The department decided its faculty would no longer 
teach what and when they individually want.  The result is that their undergraduates are much happier 
than they were two years ago and the department is offering CLE courses that it can get approved.  The 
department does not believe that introductory courses should be taught by graduate students and that 
departments often let graduate students teach too much.  There is always the temptation among faculty 
not to teach the introductory courses, but faculty members do not always want to do what is good for a 
department.  They herded cats and improved undergraduate education.  Professor Cramer asked how this 
change saved money.  By no longer using adjuncts and by teaching larger classes; not all the faculty like 
the change but the undergraduates are happy.  With good leadership in a crisis, departments can improve.  
The response:  Another department has had a different experience with CLE courses and it is the one-
size-fits-all approach that is objectionable. 
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--  If one were a central administrator anticipating a crisis, and had to deal with faculty griping, one 
would not want to deal with it.  The FCC and the RPs need to rise above parochialism in the messages 
they send to central otherwise we should not be surprised that the administration does not want an open 
dialogue with us.  This Committee needs gravitas.  Professor Oakes reported that in conversations with 
central administrators, he and Professor Gonzales always ask what the Committee can do to help. 
 
-- Faculty members in general recognize that this is an extraordinary situation.  Their parochialism 
will or must give way to recognizing they are part of a larger community, and that decisions will be 
required for tough cuts.  Faculty voices must be a part of the decisions. 
 
-- The Regents Professors have one advantage:  They have been here a long time and built their 
careers at the University.  They have seen a lot and have seen bad times in the past; they have institutional 
memory.  They can bring a collective memory to the situation.  They believe in the University and want 
to be sure that any decisions made in a crisis are made with the core mission of the University in mind.  
One does not always see that to be the case in recent decisions.  One hopes that the faculty at the meeting, 
and the hundreds who are not, will think hard about what the University should look like. 
 
-- To use the example from the department that made changes in undergraduate teaching:  They did 
things they did not all like.  How does one generalize that to the University?  Most faculty members do 
recognize the problems, but if they are seen as part of a collectivity, that will help bring them into 
discussions and help ensure wise decisions.  If the faculty feel alienated, self-interest will come to the 
fore.  Some believe the members of this Committee are shills for the administration; the Regents 
Professors could exert their voice directly on these issues.   
 
-- The Regents Professors insisted that the administration talk with them about the Graduate School 
and could do the same thing again.  The Regents Professors have some status—and because of it, are 
"protected from bad stuff."   
 
 What can they do, Professor VandenBosch asked?  College processes are not the same and there 
are different levels of engagement.  It would help if they were to lead within the colleges, helping to set 
criteria to identify high-priority activities.   
 
-- They are trying to argue for the collective, not the parochial.  The Regents Professors come from 
across the University and speak not about protecting their own college or department but about the 
process to make the University better—that is where the Regents Professors can have a role.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said she endorsed the idea of the Regents Professors speaking.  The 
administration hears from this Committee, with considerable communication in private, and it also hears 
shriller voices (who complain correctly about concerns like the failure to justify administrative expenses, 
but aren’t doing so effectively).  For the administration to hear directly from the Regents Professors 
cannot hurt. 
 
-- The department chairs in one college were informed about the budget cuts and told they 
nonetheless had the responsibility to retain current student headcounts in order to generate tuition revenue 
at current levels.  The necessary result is larger class sizes, for which, in the 1980s, the University was 
criticized severely by the legislature.  The President’s communication to the University regarding the 
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budget cuts insist that quality will not be sacrificed, which can be read to suggest that the institution has 
been wasteful, which hardly seems to be the case.  At what point do claims about steady-state quality 
(demonstrably untrue) in the face of repetitive severe cuts become counterproductive (for example, in the 
eyes of the legislature)?  It appears that the University's response is that it will have a lot less and at the 
same time somehow get better. 
 
 Professor Sampson reported that the University has always said it needed more revenue and that 
it cannot continue to do what it is doing if the state significantly drops its contribution, because there is no 
way to replace that contribution. 
 

There are some legislative voices who regard the University's aspirations to improve itself as the 
explanation for why tuition is so high.  People who have been around longer than he has also say there is 
now more appreciation among legislators than there used to be of the importance of the quality of the 
University, including the need for it to continue to bring in large research grants and contribute vitality to 
the local high tech industry. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked the Regents Professors for joining the meeting and for their candor.  
Professor Oakes said that if the Committee could help in developing a statement, it would be glad to do 
so.  Several of the Regents Professors thanked Committee members for all their hard work. 
 
2. Open Access 
 
 Professor Gonzales now welcomed Professor Gunn, chair of the Senate Library Committee, and 
University Librarian Wendy Lougee to the meeting to discuss open access.   
 
 Ms. Lougee distributed copies of a handout and began with definitions. 
 

The goals of the author/creator of scholarly works are generally attention, recognition, impact, 
and rewards.  The goals of an institution are similar:  recognition, visibility, impact, and rewards.  The 
goals of the publisher, both profit and non-profit, are different; they seek to maximize prestige and 
maximize revenues.  The non-profit publishers often have goals similar to for-profit organizations 
because the publication often subsidizes the professional organization.    

 
Ms. Lougee next provided two excerpts from a recent report on university publishing. 
 

Universities do not treat the publishing function as an important, mission-centric 
endeavor . . . and the result has been a scholarly publishing industry that many in the university 
community find to be increasingly out of step with the important values of the academy. 

 
. . . a renewed commitment to publishing in its broadest sense can enable universities to 

more fully realize the potential global impact . . . , enhance the reputations . . .maintain a strong 
voice in determining what constitutes important scholarship. . . and in some cases reduce costs. 

 
Copyright owner rights are a bundle of rights, exclusive rights to: 

 
-- to reproduce the copyrighted work 
-- to distribute copies to the public by sale or other transfer of ownership 
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-- to prepare derivative works based upon the copyrighted work; and, 
-- in the case of literary, musical, dramatic, and choreographic works, pantomimes, and motion 

pictures and other audiovisual works, to perform or display the copyrighted work publicly. 
 
The University's copyright policy gives faculty full copyright to their academic works and encourages 
them to manage those rights in way that will allow the broadest possible access.  Ms. Lougee emphasized 
that authors can retain all or some rights; publishers need the right to publish and distribute, but faculty 
can lose control of all their rights. 
 

 "Open Access (OA) literature is digital, online, free of charge, and free of most copyright and 
licensing restrictions.  OA focuses on royalty-free scholarly communication."  The "author agrees to a 
license that may require attribution or block commercial re-use, but permits the uses required by 
legitimate scholarship (reading, downloading, sharing, storing, printing, searching, linking…)."  There are 
two flavors to OA, Ms. Lougee said.  One is OA publications, which are often peer reviewed and often 
author pays for publication.  The other is OA archives or repositories, which can be institutional, 
disciplinary, or governmental.  A copy of the published work is deposited in the archive.  The NIH Public 
Access Policy 2008 requires that the final manuscript version of any research funded by NIH be deposited 
in the NIH archive within 12 months of publication.  The Federal Research Public Access Act 2009 
would require that the final manuscript from most federally-funded research be available within 6 months 
of publication.  If this latter legislation is enacted, much of what she is talking about today will be 
mandated, Ms. Lougee related. 
 
 Ms. Lougee explained next the current "state of play."  There are about 4500 OA journals.  About 
60% of all "traditional" journals allow some form of open access deposit or archiving.  Disciplines with 
OA repositories include the Social Science Research Network (SSRN), REPEC (Economics), 
AgEconSearch (Applied Econ), Arxiv (Physics+), PubChem (NCBI), and PubMed (Biomedical).  There 
is evidence of increased citation/impact when a publication is OA; there have been five studies that show 
a 500% increase in citations for OA publications. 
 

Most publisher policies include full assignment of all rights (reproduction, distribution, derivative 
works) to the publisher.  But all that the publisher needs is the exclusive right to reproduce /distribute the 
publication. Authors can identify what rights to convey to publishers and which to withhold. In some 
cases, the author retains rights to self-archive, OA deposit, use at his or her own institution, and to devise 
derivative works (the version of the policy may vary).   

 
Ms. Lougee reported on the results of a 2008 environmental scan of the policies and editorial 

roles in 123 departments in 14 colleges at the University.  In terms of promotion and tenure policies, 5% 
of departments explicitly accept alternative publishing options while 12% explicitly prohibit alternative 
options.  30% of department policies consider citation/impact factors.  Deposit in the UMN Digital 
Conservancy is modest; 9% departments report 20+ faculty deposits.  There are 555 faculty members who 
serve as editors of 757 journals/series, including 32 editors-in-chief; 66 faculty members serve as officers 
of 66 professional societies, including 31 publication board members.  Of the journals associated with 
University of Minnesota faculty editors, 45% allow archiving pre-print and post-print; 23% allow 
archiving pre-print (pre-refereeing), 4% allow archiving post-print (final draft post-refereeing), and 9% do 
not formally support archiving.   
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 A number of institutions have recently adopted policies that relate to open access. These policies 
typically deal with open access deposit or support of open access publishing. In one version, the authors 
grant the institution a non-exclusive right for institutional open access deposit/archiving (journal articles); 
this has been adopted by Harvard (Arts & Sciences, Law, Education), MIT, Kansas, and Duke.  The 
policies generally ask the authors to grant a non-exclusive right to OA in order to archive articles with an 
opt-out provision.   In the case of MIT, an ad hoc Senate committee of faculty members was charged to 
look at the issue; its unanimous vote that that each faculty member grants to MIT nonexclusive 
permission to make articles available and to exercise the copyright in those articles for the purpose of 
dissemination.  The final version of article is deposited; the MIT libraries have negotiated directly with 
publishers to identify those who will cooperate without addendum.   
   
 There is also increasing support for open access publications in the form of subsidizing authors 
fees, Ms. Lougee said.  There is the Compact for OA Publishing Equity, which supports the equity of the 
business models by underwriting reasonable publication charges for articles published in fee-based open-
access journals; its members are Cornell, Dartmouth, Harvard, MIT, and UC-Berkeley.  In the CIC, 
Michigan State and Wisconsin provide some author fee support.  At Minnesota, there are publication-
specific discounts.   
 
 Professor Chomsky recalled that the last time copyright was discussed, there was discussion 
about an educational effort to inform faculty about retaining certain copyright rights for themselves and 
the institution.  Is this part of that effort?  The Libraries have engaged in educational programs and 
outreach, Ms. Lougee said, and now have a copyright librarian to help people with copyright issues.  The 
Senate previously endorsed the CIC addendum and the libraries have extensive Q&A websites about 
copyright and publisher policies.  The subject-area librarians also talk with departments about these 
issues.  The Provost’s office, Libraries, and Senate Library Committee are also sponsoring a panel on 
May 12 with a speaker from Indiana University who left an editorial role with a commercial journal and 
started an OA journal along with University faculty who will talk about their experiences with new 
venues for publishing.    
 
 Professor Yust asked what happens when an article has multiple authors from different 
institutions.  What institutional archive might the article go into?  Each author has full copyright, Ms. 
Lougee said, signs copyright agreements and can retain rights. .   
 
 If one searches Google Scholar and finds a paper in the University archive, will a pdf version 
come up with a click, Professor Oakes asked?  Ms. Lougee said that Google privileges institutional 
depositories, and if the article is in the depository, it should show up.  
 
 Professor Cramer observed that if a university spends $20 million on subscriptions for journals, 
people at the University can look at every article published in those journals.  If it spends $20 million on 
OA fees to get articles published, then people all over the world can read the work of the University's 
researchers.  These are two distinct and disjoint functions and their budgets should probably not be 
viewed as competing.  There is also the free-rider issue, Ms. Lougee said and the underlying economic 
models are still in flux. 
 
 Professor Gonzales asked about faculty who cannot write OA fees into grants:  What would the 
cost to the University be (what number of faculty times $2000-$3000 per article) in a time of budget 
difficulties?  There are institutions that have funds to pay the fees, Ms. Lougee pointed out; Professor 
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Gonzales said it would be interesting to know if they still do so in a time of budget constraints.  Ms. 
Lougee noted that there is no cost to putting an article in an OA archive except for the infrastructure costs. 
 
 Committee members and Ms. Lougee discussed the various journal policies, the fact that the 
current situation is in a transitional state, the effect of archiving on journals, and whether search tools will 
find articles in institutional archives.  They also discussed how better to inform faculty about their 
publishing options and about the policies of various journals.  Ms. Lougee said there is information on the 
Libraries' website, they have workshops that qualify as RCR training, and they also have an online short 
tutorial.  Professor Hoover commented that these sessions are very good. 
 
 Professor Hoover noted that one rarely "signs" anything anymore.  One clicks a button to accept 
the publishing contract.  "No click, no upload."  So there is not a lot of room to "staple" an addendum on a 
contract.   
 
 Ms. Lougee noted the novel MIT approach.  When MIT adopted its policy, it told all the major 
publishers that they could not impose restrictions that violated the MIT policy (requiring authors to 
deposit copies of articles in the MIT archives).  Would a mandate be helpful?  Only one public institution 
thus far has taken a stand; she wondered if the CIC institutions would be willing to put a stake in the 
ground.    
 
 Professor Cramer asked about the increased citation rate of OA articles.  Why?  Do people troll 
OA sites?  Why a five-times increase in citations?  It could be that an article is in an OA publication or 
that it is published in a regular journal and later in an OA depository.  If one searches for a name, it will 
show up.   
 
 Professor Hanna asked if the libraries are looking at a policy similar to that adopted by MIT.  Or 
will they wait and see what happens?  Ms. Lougee said that such a policy would have to come from the 
faculty, not the libraries—all of these policies at different institutions have come from the faculty.  The 
libraries can serve as the implementing arm. 
 
 Professor Cramer asked another question about copyright.  If a student has to buy a course pack, 
it costs $20.  If an instructor provides a student with a list of articles, and the students download the 
articles, is that permissible?  It is.  So instructors can put a URL in their syllabi.  Is it illegal to send 
reprints to a colleague, if asked?  Single copies are probably not a problem, Ms. Lougee said, depending 
on the particular license, but it might be if one distributed 20 copies. 
 

Professor VandenBosch said she wished to raise a tangential issue.  With respect to the effect of 
OA on increasing impact factors and citation rates of publications, are there implications for whether 
impact factors should be considered in promotion-and-tenure discussions?  The increase in impact factor 
due to OA is independent of research quality, but has an effect due to increased exposure.  Should 
promotion and tenure committees be concerned about that?  There is a literature on how impact factors 
can be and are manipulated inappropriately.  So it is dangerous to consider impact factors in promotion-
and-tenure decisions, Professor VandenBosch concluded. 
 

Professor Gunn reported that the Senate Library Committee is looking at OA now; their 
investigation shows that all of the institutions that adopted an OA policy conducted a major educational 
effort to get faculty buy-in.  They will be talking to this Committee and the Senate Research Committee 
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about what would be necessary to move toward a potential OA policy.  She related that she sometimes 
uses the library at one of the local colleges and said that faculty here would be surprised at the journals 
that are not available in that library.  OA is a huge issue for them.  The Senate Library Committee is 
considering making recommendations. 
 
 Professor Gonzales said this Committee would be open to suggestions and would look forward to 
a draft policy for consideration.  She thanked Professor Gunn and Ms. Lougee for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Gonzales accepted a motion to close the meeting, which passed unanimously.   
 
 The Committee was informed that one of the six candidates for the three open positions on the 
Committee had withdrawn from the ballot at the last minute.  The Committee concluded that the bylaws 
do not permit an election with fewer than two candidates per position, and that there was not sufficient 
time to recruit a replacement from the Academic Health Center, so it decided to consider the seat vacant 
and to ask Professor Kahn to serve an additional year, and to conduct an election for that seat next spring. 
 
 Professor Sampson reported on the budget cut, a textbook bill, and light-rail transit.   
 
 The Committee discussed the University's public relations in light of the criticism it has received 
about its position on light rail.   
 
 The Committee agreed that there should be an extended Q&A session at the May 6 Senate 
meeting, given that the State of the University address was cancelled. 
 
 Professor Gonzales adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


