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SLC Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, March 10, 2010 

10:15 ~ 11:45 a.m. 
Morrill Hall, 238A 

 
Present:  Jennifer Gunn (chair), Shannon McCrindle, Jon Binks, Wendy Pradt Lougee, Bill 
Sozansky, Elizabeth Fine, Isaac Fox, J. Woods Halley, Jay Hatch, Anatoly Liberman, David 
Zopfi-Jordan, Monica Howell, Connie Lenz (for Suzanne Thorpe), LeAnn Dean, Isaac Fox 
 
Regrets:  Danielle Tisinger, Suzanne Thorpe, Michelle Englund, James Orf, Mary Beth 
Sancomb-Moran 
 
Absent:  Joan Howland, Owen Williams, Jennifer Alexander, Stephen Gross, Manami 
Bhattacharya, Timothy Germain, Jonathan Lundberg 
 
[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.] 

Chair Gunn called the meeting to order and welcomed members.  As requested during 
February’s meeting, the November and December 2009 committee meeting minutes were 
revised.  A motion was made to accept both sets of minutes as revised.  There was a second to 
the motion and members approved both the November and December 2009 committee minutes 
as revised unanimously.  There were questions about the content of the February minutes 
concerning a member not in attendance.  Lisa Towry, University Senate Office, stated that she 
would look into the content in question.  The committee will look to approve the February 
minutes during the April meeting.    
 
Environmental Scans ~ Wendy Pradt Lougee 
 
Ms. Lougee began by distributing an assessment on publishing trends and copyright management 
produced by members of the University Libraries.   She stated that the assessment was campus-
wide and the purpose of their work was to review current policies and practices  related to 
publishing at the University.  Lougee said the three main focuses of the assessment were: 
 
1. Reward structures associated with publishing, specifically the status of promotion and  
tenure policies associated with publication.  
 
2. Degree of open access activity as reflected in the deposit of peer-reviewed publications  
in an open-access repository. 
 
3. Extent of faculty involvement in publishing in editorial or professional society/association 
leadership roles. 
 
Ms. Lougee stated that the data gathered, though not comprehensive, demonstrate a range of 
engagement with new models of publishing and the emerging issues.  The acceptance of 
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alternative publication venues in tenure/promotion requirements varies across departments. 
There are various levels of acceptance of open-access sharing at the University, although a 
majority of departments do not specifically address alternative publication in policies.  More and 
more, open-access repositories are being used to store publications such as journal articles and  
manuscripts, but some publishers do not allow deposit of copies of articles in an open access 
venue until after a certain duration of time beyond the publication date, she said.  She informed 
members that the University has one such repository, Minnesota’s Digital Conservancy.  The 
level of acceptance for open-access varies among fields.  Lougee noted that while some 
disciplines, particularly sciences such as physics,  encourage the sharing of published material 
through deposits in open repositories, publishing in fully open access publications is not widely 
accepted.   
 
Ms. Lougee said that at the institutional level, the data provide a useful benchmark about the 
degree of openness and access to faculty publications, as well as involvement in setting 
publishing policy. In addition, libraries within the Committee on Institutional Cooperation (Big 
10+ Chicago) are replicating the environmental scan, providing comparable data from across 
these 11 institutions. The majority of faculty senates from across CIC institutions have 
previously endorsed statements that support the retention of authors’ rights within publisher 
agreements (e.g., the CIC “Author’s Addendum” 
http://www.lib.umn.edu/scholcom/CICAuthorsRights.pdf). These new data can fuel further 
institutional and discipline-based discussion, including collective engagement in refining 
publishing policies and supporting more open models of publication and author rights.  Lougee 
encouraged colleges and departments to discuss how these results relate to publishing trends in 
their fields, how they support or inhibit visibility and access to research, and how faculty can 
take advantage of emerging opportunities to advance greater access.   
 
There are three informational websites Lougee referenced.  For more information on: 
Transforming Scholarly Communication go to http://www.lib.umn.edu/scholcom/.  This site 
gathers information on authors’ rights and alternative publishing models.  For those unfamiliar 
with the University Digital Conservancy go to http://conservancy.umn.edu/ to peruse many 
publications from the University faculty and campus units.  For resources on copyright, go to 
http://www.lib.umn.edu/copyright/ . 
 
Professor Halley asked if there was a larger unit within the University that is reviewing the data.  
Ms. Lougee stated that the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC)  recently initiated a  
discussion on institutional policies on open access.  Halley asked why action from the University 
is needed.  Lougee responded that the current policy recognizes that faculty own the rights to 
their work with few exceptions. Institutional policies that incorporate open access principles 
typically provide the University with the right to archive and in some cases use copies of faculty 
works.   
Professor Alexander asked if the push towards repositories is a response to expensive publishing 
costs.  Ms. Lougee stated that is a related  issue and new models of publishing such as open 
access would help remove the economic barrier of high prices in order to reach more readers. 
She continued that even if people deposited their publications into an open access venue, it 
would be unlikely to force library cancellations of journal subscriptions.  She explained that 
because most works are not allowed to be posted in a repository until after a determined amount 
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of time past the publication date, many who want to use the material for research or teaching will 
most likely want to use it before it is made available on the repository.   
Chair Gunn asked how the cost of the open access publication would be subsidized.  Ms. Lougee 
said the models typically involve author fees (“pay to publish”). Science grants already often 
build in coverage of these fees, but it less obvious where these fees might come from in the 
humanities. There is some movement for institutons to set aside funds to subsidize author fees. .  
She said the Public Library of Science open access journal, for example, uses a model where 
institutions subsidize a portion of costs, allowing discounts in author fees.  Professor Hatch asked 
what percentage of work in the Digital Conservancy would represent pre-publication versions of 
manuscripts.  Ms. Lougee said probably the vast majority of work posted would be post-peer 
review but not the final published version; most open access articles are post-peer review.  Some 
members stated that having several versions of one publication can make it frustrating to track 
the most recent version.  Chair Gunn asked if disciplinary trends could be tracked.  Lougee 
responded that disciplinary trends could be evaluated based on the policies of relevant 
publications.  
Ms. Lougee stated there is a plan in the works to hold a forum on campus about open access to 
educate the University community and dispel some of the myths regarding loss of publication 
rights and cost.  She said the University Libraries would send out promotional emails to faculty 
and they would like to do it this spring.  She said they are still negotiating with  a speaker.  Ms. 
Lougee noted that physicists have embraced open access deposit and suggested a physicist could 
be invited to participate in the forum; perhaps Professor Halley could look into finding an 
interested person.  Gunn raised concern about the ability to garner a student audience in the 
spring should it run too close to finals week.  Lougee stated that last year they informed students 
of the Libraries’ copyright workshop via various student organizations.  Ms. Howell stated that 
the Council of Graduate Students (COGS) is interested in the issue and could help get the word 
out to students.  Several members agreed that this spring would be a good time to hold the forum.  
A motion was made to co-sponsor the forum.  The motion was seconded and passed 
unanimously.  Professor Halley asked who is responsible for the initiative.  Lougee said Jim 
Stemper and Kris Fowler  are co-chairs of the scholarly communications initiative. 
 
Chair Gunn referenced an article in the Minnesota Daily about e-textbooks.  She said the article 
reported a discount of only 10% versus buying the actual text but at the end of the article, the 
writer noted publishers were coming down in price approximately 50%.  She asked if there is 
any evidence that electronic text (and, by extension, other book) costs could be pushed so much 
lower.  Ms. Lougee said there are two issues reported by publishers related  to textbook market 
and potential migration to e-textbooks :  1) some  studies report that 20% of students do not buy 
the assigned  textbook; publishers are expecting an ‘all students opt in’ clause to make up the 
difference on the money they lose through the e-text prices.  2) students often buy used texts and 
publishers have no part of that market.  Lougee said that publishers have begun to approach the 
Libraries about partnerships in e-textbooks publication and that they are, for the most part, 
publishers that already have a relationship with the University. At the University of Minnesota, 
the Bookstore is responsible for textbooks. She stated that several years ago, the vice provost for 
undergraduate education had a task force evaluating strategies to reduce the costs of textbooks 
and other instructional materials for students and that perhaps the committee would want to 
invite someone from the task force to come and speak at an upcoming meeting about their work.  
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Gunn said that might be a possibility for a future meeting but would like to continue focus on 
open access. 
 
Why an Open Access Policy, and Why Now?  
 
Mr. Binks produced a document on open access policy, which Chair Gunn distributed to 
members.  The document ‘Why an Open Access Policy, and Why Now?’ was prepared by Mr. 
Binks and additional content was added by Jennifer Gunn, including information from Monica 
Howell’s previous presentation and from the University Libraries websites. The document uses 
Harvard and MIT as examples. Both have adopted an open access policy within the last couple 
of years.  The guiding principles for both institutions are the accessibility of scholarly work and 
the dissemination of scholarly knowledge as widely as possible.  Both offer faculty options 
(either opt-in or opt-out) wherein they can request to have any of their work withheld from open 
access publishing by request.  Gunn thinks that option may encourage the promotion of open 
access among faculty.   
 
Mr. Binks said the SLC needs to contemplate what issues might be raised by open access and 
what the committee’s role should be in the future regarding those issues.  Binks said issues in the 
implementation of an open access policy will be similar from institution to institution as are the 
goals of making scholarly works accessible to a larger population by reducing the exorbitant cost 
of publishing and buying journals.  He stated that open access is gaining steam nationally and 
many Universities are embracing it.  He thinks open access could work well for the University if 
the policy is appropriately constructed and details are properly ironed out.   Gunn said that the 
University Libraries and Senate could play a key role in the negotiation and implementation of 
open access policy; they would act as agents to facilitate coordination of such an initiative with 
other governance committees and interested groups on campus.   
 
Professor Halley asked about the inception of the University Digital Conservancy.  Ms. Lougee 
replied that the implementation of the Conservancy began about four years ago and that there 
have been speakers presenting on it at past SLC meetings.  She added that the minutes of the 
SLC meetings as well as other committee meetings are kept in the Conservancy and that it is 
very easy to search and the record preservation is good.   
 
Binks stated that other issues surrounding open access include the question about possible 
printing fees for students when the material was posted as a cost-free resource.  Binks thinks 
some issues may need to be decided case-by-case by the faculty.  He said there could be issues in 
that the University does not know the culture of open access and there may need to be room for 
amendments on policy items for things that are not working.  They also must consider the cost of 
set up for the repository. [But we already have a repository set up—I’m not sure this is what Jon 
meant.] Gunn gave an example of one faculty member who was concerned because his 
professional society has six conventional journals and one open access journal that is rapidly 
pulling pages from the paid journals; he is worried what will become of the revenue stream those 
journals generate for the professional society if the articles are available for free through open 
access.  She noted that in the Harvard and MIT examples trust was key to passing the policy;  the 
faculty must trust that the institution is acting in the best interest for all.  Halley asked if 
negotiation with publishers (as MIT has done) was necessary and Lougee said that 



  5

approximately 60% journal publishers already have language to allow some form of open access.   
Professor Hatch said the University might want to be specific about rules surrounding the 
publishing of scholarly material.   
 
Chair Gunn said she wanted to get a sense of the committee’s thoughts on moving forward 
toward promoting consideration of an open access policy.  Ms. Lougee stated that the Faculty 
Consultative Committee (FCC) has only recently begun to disucss issues around open access, 
prompted by a discussion of the CIC governance representatives about policies within CIC.   
Gunn said that the Open Access Subcommittee formed last month is without a clear charge.  She 
said she thinks they need to pull together solid information, the pros and cons from faculty point 
of view on open access, and find out who is already involved with the issue on campus.  Halley 
suggested watching for any policy proposal that may come from the FCC that the SLC may want 
to endorse.  Hatch said there should be a precise background statement in order to avoid a knee-
jerk response.  He said some University community members may be lagging behind in 
information and may not be receptive.  Ms. Lougee suggested inviting members of other 
committees that are discussing these issues to join the SLC for a joint discussion on the topic.   
 
Chair Gunn summarized that the Open Access Subcommittee should draft a policy statement for 
consideration regarding open access.  She said it should include recommendations for the SLC 
beyond endorsing the policy and other actions the SLC can take.   
 
Hearing no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:50 a.m. 
 
Lisa Towry 
University Senate Office 
 
 

 


