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1:00 – 3:00 
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Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Carol Chomsky, Chris Cramer, Shawn 

Curley, Kathryn Hanna, Emily Hoover, Walt Jacobs, Jeff Kahn, Russell Luepker, Kate 
VandenBosch, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Nancy Carpenter, Janet Fitzakerley, Caroline Hayes, Brian Isetts, Jan McCulloch, 

Michael Oakes, Martin Sampson 
 
Guests: Colin Campbell (Chair-elect, Academic Health Center Faculty Consultative Committee); 

Vice Provost Robert McMaster, Laurel Carroll (Office of the Vice Provost and Dean of 
Undergraduate Education); Professor Jennifer Gunn (chair, Senate Library Committee), 
Wendy Lougee (University Librarian) 

  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on new liberal-education requirements; (2) resolution on progressivity in 
salary reductions; (3) open-access resolutions from the Senate Library Committee; (4) administrative 
policy on modifying P&A appointments due to financial stringency] 
 
 
1. Update on New Liberal-Education Requirements 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Vice Provost McMaster and Ms. 
Carroll to the meeting.  She recalled that during the Committee's earlier discussion with the Regents 
Professors, a number of them expressed concern about the availability of liberal-education courses, the 
number of courses, and the process for approving them, so she asked Vice Provost McMaster to join the 
Committee to discuss the issues that had been raised. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster thanked the Committee for the opportunity to join it and introduced 
Laurel Carroll from his office, staff to the Council on Liberal Education (CLE) and someone with an 
encyclopedic knowledge of liberal-education requirements.  He said he would provide the Committee a 
thorough description of status of the liberal education process. 
 
 After two years of work, the 2008 Liberal Education Committee developed a document on 
liberal-education requirements, a report that went through multiple levels of consultation and that was 
ultimately approved by the Faculty Senate.  Since then CLE has been fulfilling the blueprint of the report.  
It has established a more rigorous, clearer set of criteria for what it takes to have a course added to the 
liberal-education curriculum.  There may be a sense that CLE is making up the rules as it goes along, but 
that is not so; it is following the document adopted by the Faculty Senate.  CLE is a great group of very 
thorough, thoughtful faculty members. 
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 There are seven core and five theme requirements.  Drawing from the 2008 CLE report that was 
approved by the Faculty Senate, CLE has clear goals for liberal-education courses.  They have established 
a higher bar and the criteria for what a faculty member/department must do are more explicit.  The new 
criteria are very clear, Dr. McMaster commented, and Ms. Carroll will work with departments to help 
them get courses approved.   
 
 Dr. McMaster said he wished to provide an update and respond to a number of misconceptions 
about the process.  One is that there are not enough seats in the core and theme courses; there are.  
Another is that CLE is being unreasonable; it is not.  Third, departments are not receiving timely feedback 
from CLE about their proposals; that is not true.   
 
 Dr. McMaster distributed copies of tables of data indicating the number of core and theme seats 
and courses available for fall, 2010.  The table indicated the number of seats/courses approved, those that 
have received provisional approval, those that have been returned for clarification, and, in the case of 
courses, the number that have been denied.  For the courses that have been denied, Dr. McMaster said, 
either the proposal was not clear or the course did not meet the overall goals of liberal education —and 
not all should, he pointed out.  There is a rumor that CLE is denying a large number of courses; to date, 
out of 434 proposals for the themes, 49 proposals have been denied.  They track the number of seats and 
courses available by college and will nudge a college if its numbers appear to be too small.   
 
 Where they are for fall 2010:  In fall 2009, there were about 16,000 open liberal-education seats 
(including about 1000 "phantom" seats, in courses that have not been offered for the last three years, 
which they are trying to get off the books).  For fall 2010, they have about 15,000 open seats.  There 
remain as of the date of this meeting 11,000 seats still open for students (freshman and transfers, for 
example).  For liberal education requirements, there are 12,997 open seats in the core.  There are 3250 
seats still available in theme courses.  They are in good shape for the fall, Dr. McMaster concluded, and 
they are still approving core and theme courses throughout the summer.   
 
 What is the latest a course can show up for fall 2010, Professor Gonzales inquired.  For the 
catalog version it is April, Dr. McMaster said, but the web version of the schedule is continually updated. 
  
 Dr. McMaster reviewed the number of times a course had been submitted for the core. 
 
310 were submitted and the proposal approved 
82 were sent back once for clarification 
16 were sent back a second time for clarification 
2 were sent back a third time.   
 
The numbers were similar for courses submitted for theme requirements (and none were sent back three 
times).  Very few courses went beyond a second review before being approved.  The lore is that courses 
had to be submitted repeatedly to CLE for approval, but that is simply not true.  And those that were sent 
back were improved as a result of the process, Dr. McMaster said. 
 
 What happens if a course is denied, Professor Yust asked?  A department can try twice, Dr. 
McMaster said, and if it is denied a second time, they must wait a year before trying again. 
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CLE will continue to meet and approve additional courses for fall, Dr. McMaster told the 
Committee.  They still need more technology-and-society courses, but they do not have to have all the 
needed courses in place for fall, because not every new student is going to need to take every liberal-
education course in the first semester.  These new requirements are for those students matriculating in fall 
2010. 
 
 They also have an assessment plan.  CLE will develop metrics and courses will go through 
certification in order to determine if they continue to fulfill liberal-education requirements.  CLE sees this 
as a dynamic process.   
 
 One of the concerns the Committee on Educational Policy has had, Professor Wambach told Dr. 
McMaster, is that with the requirement that the theme be part of half of the course, some large courses 
could not meet it and thus are not part of the theme curriculum.  As an unintended consequence, some 
students might have to take one more course before they graduate.  That is a big problem in the Institute 
of Technology, where the only way some students can graduate with (only) 128 credits is if all of the 
liberal education courses also include a theme.  Are they tracking that?  They are, Dr. McMaster said, and 
working with Chemistry, for example, to try to ensure that the introductory course fulfills the 
environment theme.  Ms. Carroll reported that Biology is looking at resubmitting its introductory course 
to fulfill the environmental theme as well.  CLE is concerned that some large-enrollment courses do not 
fulfill theme requirements, she said.  They know where the holes are, Dr. McMaster said, and are working 
with departments to fill them. 
 
 Professor Hanna recalled that one criticism offered by the Regents Professors was the 
requirement that liberal-education courses be taught by regular (tenured or tenure-track) faculty, which 
means that those faculty will not be able to offer graduate courses.  Why are not P&A faculty and 
graduate assistants allowed to teach the liberal-education courses?  The old rule was that only regular 
faculty could teach the courses, Dr. McMaster noted, so that has not changed.  But CLE has been flexible, 
especially when a department asks that a long-term employee be permitted to teach a liberal-education 
course.  The question of graduate students teaching the courses has come up frequently under both the old 
and new rules; initially, CLE dug in its heels on that question and said "no," a department should commit 
the necessary resources to have faculty teach the courses.  They have decided more recently, however, for 
one department, given its pedagogy, to permit graduate students to teach liberal-education courses. This 
will be the model that the Council initially will use moving forward.  There must be a special mentoring 
program, and CLE will monitor what happens.  If the courses do not live up to standards, the permission 
will be withdrawn.  Given the financial issues that the University is facing, however, CLE is willing to be 
flexible. 
 
 Professor Yust asked that the Committee be provided those data on seats and courses by college, 
including the number submitted and the number approved.  Dr. McMaster said he would be glad to do so. 
 
 Professor Yust asked if it possible to look at undergraduate transcripts and count the number of 
liberal-education courses students actually graduate with, as opposed to the number that is required.  They 
have done that, Dr. McMaster replied, and found that students do have more courses than they need.  The 
plan is to gather the data on a regular basis.  His hypothesis is that there will not be as many liberal-
education courses on transcripts in the future (and there will not be as many courses available).   
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 Professor Chomsky said she was interested in the number of courses available under the new and 
old system (rather than only seats) because faculty often think in terms of courses rather than seats.  She 
also asked how CLE worked in terms of approving courses—does the entire committee approve or does it 
work in panels?  Professor Jacobs, who is a CLE member, said it works in five teams of four members 
each and that they did norming before separating into panels, and Ms. Carroll assigns course proposals to 
each panel.  The panel reviews each proposal carefully and can pose questions to the entire CLE 
membership.  Ms. Carroll added that the entire CLE membership used to look at all proposals, but 
because there have been so many, they needed to break into panels.  It makes sense to have the CLE work 
in panels, Professor Chomsky said, but it could lead to differential treatment; she was glad to hear that 
they had worked on ensuring similar handling by separate panels. 
 
 There was a sense that the process slowed down, Dr. McMaster reported, but that was because 
there was a one-time flood of proposals in December. Fortunately, the Council meets every two weeks 
and processes the proposals as fast as possible.  There are fewer liberal-education courses, but the number 
of seats needed are available. 
 
 Professor Curley said that one concern from the student perspective, which is more an issue for 
the Committee on Educational Policy, is that the data do not address whether or not there are bottlenecks 
to degree progress for the students.  A metric would help, as would interviews about what makes students 
take five or six years to graduate.  For example, if they cannot double up on theme and core requirements, 
that is a potential problem.  Those are data that need to be pursued.  Dr. McMaster reported that Ms. 
VanVoorhis's office (Academic Support Resources) is modeling every degree program to see if a student 
can fulfill liberal-education and major requirements and still graduate in four years.  The programs have 
to build in slack, Professor Curley maintained, because not all students go in a straight line to graduation. 
 
 Professor Cramer said he was glad to hear about the review of degree programs.  He pointed out 
that Chemistry has 20% fewer faculty than it did ten years ago.  When introductory courses must be 
taught by regular faculty members, that means they cannot teach the more specialized courses, which 
temporary faculty cannot teach.  That means they must increase the teaching load.  One must keep in 
mind the University's goal about being a top research university and should not allow liberal-education 
requirements to diminish the quality of advanced courses.  Dr. McMaster said that Professor Cramer 
raised a good question and that departments might consider mentorship programs for advanced graduate 
students to teach liberal-education courses.  Recently, Provost Sullivan announced to the deans that he 
will also allow advanced graduate students to teach a limited number freshman seminars and honors 
seminars.  This decision will be revisited in a few years after the Office for Undergraduate Education has 
evaluated the success of graduate student involvement with these courses.   
 
 Professor Hoover related that she has served on CLE and said that the Institute of Technology is a 
specialized group (e.g., engineering).  It must be understood that there are specialized curricula within the 
University, but one would hate to see accommodations necessary for students in those areas to affect the 
experience in the rest of the University.  Those specialized curricula should be treated as the exception 
rather than the rule.   
 
 Professor VandenBosch noted that a number of new-high-school students arrive with a number of 
credits already earned; do any satisfy liberal-education requirements?  They do, Dr. McMaster said, 
especially the PSEO credits.   
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 Faculty decide what courses will be proposed, Professor Wambach said, but there is no discussion 
about what courses should be invented to meet liberal-education requirements.  Have they developed a 
plan to do interdisciplinary, innovative, exciting courses for students?   It could be a more exciting set of 
offerings and she said she hopes people will be given permission to try some things.  CLE is flexible, Dr. 
McMaster said, and is allowing one department to try using advanced graduate students to teach the 
course. Honors students can design their own liberal-education requirements (that has not happened yet, 
but it will).  Ms. Carroll said that as the transition period from the old to the new requirements begins, 
CLE is trying to be flexible for students.  They have granted exceptions to a group of students in one 
major, for example.  They tell advisors to call if they face problems because of department or course 
changes; they do not want to delay students' graduation.   
 
 Professor Hoover said that Ms. Carroll is the unsung hero in the effort.  If one ever hears of a 
student who is having problems, Ms. Carroll goes way beyond the call of duty to respond.  The 
requirements are not as rigid as some people think.  Ms. Carroll said it helps if people call as soon as they 
know about a problem.  Committee members gave Ms. Carroll a round of applause.   
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Dr. McMaster and Ms. Carroll for the report. 
 
2. Resolution on Progressivity in Salary Reductions 
 
 Committee members turned their attention to a resolution on progressivity in salary reductions 
that had been approved by the Committee on Faculty Affairs, which read as follows: 
 

If temporary reductions in employee compensation, whether by means of furloughs or otherwise, 
should in the future be deemed necessary in order to balance the University's budget,  SCFA 
recommends that such reductions be calculated on a substantially more progressive scale than that 
which was adopted for the reductions in FY 2011.  The committee feels that lower paid 
employees should be assessed the least or none at all.   Conversely, higher and the highest paid 
employees should be assessed according to a sliding scale that is more equitably proportional to 
their level of compensation.  Additionally, if temporary reductions in compensation should be 
considered for adoption in future years, the committee urges that alternative models incorporating 
greater and lesser degrees of progressivity be discussed with appropriate Senate, Faculty, CAPA, 
Civil Service, and bargaining unit committees sufficiently early to enable substantive 
participation in the planning and decisional processes.   

 
The resolution was discussed at the last Faculty Senate meeting, Professor Hanna noted.   
 
 Professor Curley said that the point he made at the Faculty Senate meeting is that the resolution 
has two parts.  The first is that the Committee on Faculty Affairs "urges that alternative models 
incorporating greater and lesser degrees of progressivity be discussed with appropriate Senate, Faculty, 
CAPA, Civil Service, and bargaining unit committees sufficiently early to enable substantive participation 
in the planning and decisional processes."  That is fine with him.  The second part is more debatable:  it 
recommends that "such reductions be calculated on a substantially more progressive scale than that which 
was adopted for the reductions in FY 2011."  There are several reasons why that is problematic.  One, 
while it is not binding, it will have an effect.   Two, there is a problem in comparing the future with the 
reductions to be taken in 2011 and it is not clear what that means, because the 1.15% was only part of the 
reductions; there will also be a 2% increase on either July 1 or January 1, depending on the employee 
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group, and there is the 27th pay period.  Three, the resolution tries to influence what a future set of faculty 
should be doing; he said he is willing to let future faculty decide for themselves and does not want to tell 
them what they should be doing. 
 
 The most important point in the resolution, Professor Hanna said, is that there be better 
consultation before a decision is made.  The administration looked at a lot of models but did not seek any 
feedback on them as they were developed, and proposed the three-day furlough.  That was later changed 
to a 1.15% salary reduction for faculty and P&A staff.  She said the Committee on Faculty Affairs 
believes that if there is earlier consultation on the models, the outcome will be better.  What is needed is 
more discussion earlier, and progressivity could be a part of those discussions. 
 
 Professor Cramer agreed that if the resolution were revised as follows, it would be acceptable.  
 

If temporary reductions in employee compensation, whether by means of furloughs or otherwise, 
should in the future be deemed necessary in order to balance the University's budget, SCFA 
recommends that alternative models incorporating greater and lesser degrees of progressivity be 
discussed with appropriate Senate, Faculty, CAPA, Civil Service, and bargaining unit committees 
sufficiently early to enable substantive participation in the planning and decisional processes, 

 
 Professor Hanna reported that there is a lot of sentiment on the Committee on Faculty Affairs in 
favor of more steps in the progressivity of the reductions (beyond the 1.15% and 2.30% for senior 
administrators).  That could be in the background, Professor Cramer suggested. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch agreed that a specific benchmark takes the focus off where they want to 
be.  It was a charged atmosphere that people will forget over time and it is important that the central 
principle of earlier consultation be retained.  She said she would not like to see the resolution come to a 
vote in the Faculty Senate and fail because of the focus on 2011.   
 
 Professor Hanna asked if the resolution should go back to the Faculty Senate.  Professor 
Chomsky said this Committee could decide to join SCFA in adopting it as a committee resolution (after 
revising it) and report that action to the Faculty Senate.  She concurred with concerns expressed about 
specifying now how any necessary salary reductions be computed.  She thought that faculty were widely 
in support of agreeing to share the pain, and in wishing to protect those earning lower salaries, but 
whether a sliding scale is good for the University is a different question.  It is also impossible to make a 
judgment without having more details.  In the last couple of days before the Faculty Senate meeting, she 
and Professor Oakes (as vice chair of the Senate and vice chair of this Committee, when Professor 
Gonzales was out of town) received numbers from Vice President Pfutzenreuter on progressive salary 
reductions.  The reason the administration did not bring them forward is because some of the numbers 
(percentages) were so high—but only she, Professor Oakes, and Vice President Pfutzenreuter knew that.  
If there is to be a resolution, the Committee should look at the numbers.  The process points up why early 
and more thorough consultation is important. 
 
 
 Because the reductions came in the same year as increases, Professor Yust pointed out, civil 
service and bargaining-unit employees will see increases in their salaries next year.  The administration 
erred in not showing the breadth of the range of reductions.  Separation of employee groups by title rather 
than salary retained market differences among the disciplines because they are so different.  However, she 
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was concerned as to whether adequate consultation would ever happen.  Professor Yust reflected on 
ending three years of service on this Committee.  In her first year, the new Science-Teaching-and-
Student-Services facility consumed a great deal of time; in her second, it was graduate education and 
changes to the Graduate School; in her third, it has been salary reductions.  She said she did not believe 
the administration understands how to bring issues forward in a constructive manner.  It is disappointing 
that the Committee could not have had the discussion of salary reductions with the data so it could be 
informed about the options. 
 
 Professor Luepker said he agreed that the Committee should make a pitch for transparency and 
information without saying what a plan should be.  Second, after the kerfuffle about the 1.15%, there are 
supposed to be plans to deal with the problems in future years, but he has not yet seen such plans.  Third, 
from the viewpoint of the Academic Health Center, it may be difficult for some to understand the impact 
progressive salary reductions will have on recruiting and retaining highly-productive faculty.  They can 
go anywhere; Harvard is not saying it will have progressive salary cuts because it is worried about saving 
employee jobs.  This is a real issue for some people, if there are significant reductions—it would be a job-
killer. 
 
 Professor Kahn agreed with Professor Luepker.  The resolution oversimplifies a diverse and 
complex place.  It will affect the recruitment and retention of faculty.  He said he had no problem with 
advocating more transparency and consideration of more options and agreed with an abbreviated version 
of the resolution.   
 
 Professor Wambach asked if the Committee on Faculty Affairs discussed the administration's use 
of salary reductions in the future.  They create a lot of fuss and only kick the problem down the road, 
because there will be layoffs.  The University will not be able to afford to pay the number of employees it 
has now.  It is a short-sighted fix, she said. 
 
 Professor Hanna reported that the sentiment of the Committee on Faculty Affairs is that pay cuts 
in order to save jobs is a higher priority, at least for the coming year.  Higher than what, Professor Kahn 
asked?  They were agreeing with the President that preserving jobs is a high priority, Professor Hanna 
said.   
 
 Professor Cramer commented that he has not heard today anything he has not heard before, and 
asked that the resolution be tabled.  (It was noted that a motion to table was not necessary because there 
was no proposal before the Committee to do anything.)  He said he did not want to discuss the subject 
again and did not want the resolution to go to the Faculty Senate.  Professor Hanna noted that the FCC 
retreat in the fall includes a session with some of the faculty members who initially proposed more 
progressive salary reductions, so the Committee might wait to hear what they have to say. 
 
 Professor Gonzales said she understood the argument that more progressive salary reductions 
could cost the University some of its "stars," but said she would like to point out that it is the hard work of 
people who are NOT stars that allows the stars to be stars.  She said she supported more progressive 
salary reductions because the stars are not often mindful of other people who do work—teaching and 
service work, for example— that allows them to be stars, and the stars also need the Minnesota "brand" to 
which all employees contribute.   Professor Chomsky said the problem is not so much about the people 
already at the University, it is about recruiting.  There is already trouble in recruiting, and if prospective 
faculty members see that higher-paid individuals see larger salary cuts, they may choose to go elsewhere.  
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The proposal could have an impact on getting people to Minnesota.  That again points out the 
complexities of the institution, Professor Gonzales concluded. 
 
 The Committee took no action on the resolution. 
 
3. Open Access Resolutions from the Senate Library Committee 
 
 Professor Gonzales next welcomed Professor Jennifer Gunn, chair of the Senate Library 
Committee, and University Librarian Wendy Lougee to discuss two resolutions on open access from the 
Library Committee.  The resolutions read as follows (between the * * *): 
 
* * * 
 

1.  We recommend to the Faculty Consultative Committee that the University of Minnesota adopt 
an Open Access Policy for journal articles similar to the policies enacted by MIT, Harvard, and 
the University of Kansas. The following language echoes that of the MIT policy, with blanks left 
to specify the appropriate local bodies to develop and implement the policy: 

 
The Faculty of the University of Minnesota is committed to disseminating the fruits of its research 
and scholarship as widely as possible. In keeping with that commitment, the Faculty adopts the 
following policy:  Each Faculty member grants to the University of Minnesota nonexclusive 
permission to make available his or her scholarly articles and to exercise the copyright in those 
articles for the purpose of open dissemination.  In legal terms, each Faculty member grants to 
University of Minnesota a nonexclusive, irrevocable, paid-up, worldwide license to exercise any 
and all rights under copyright relating to each of his or her scholarly articles, in any medium, 
provided that the articles are not sold for a profit, and to authorize others to do the same.  The 
policy will apply to all scholarly articles written while the person is a member of the Faculty 
except for any articles completed before the adoption of this policy and any articles for which the 
Faculty member entered into an incompatible licensing or assignment agreement before the 
adoption of this policy.  The Provost or Provost’s designate will waive application of the policy 
for a particular article upon written notification by the author, who informs University of 
Minnesota of the reason. 
 
To assist the University in distributing the scholarly articles, as of the date of publication, each 
Faculty member will make available an electronic copy of his or her final version of the article at 
no charge to a designated representative of the Provost’s Office in appropriate formats (such as 
PDF) specified by the Provost’s Office.   
 
The Provost’s Office will make the scholarly article available to the public in an open-access 
repository.  The Office of the Provost, in consultation with the _______________________ 
[Faculty Consultative Committee, other body or administrative office] will be responsible for 
interpreting this policy, resolving disputes concerning its interpretation and application, and 
recommending changes to the Faculty. The policy is to take effect immediately; it will be 
reviewed after five years by the Faculty Consultative Committee of the University of Minnesota, 
with a report presented to the Faculty. The faculty calls upon the 
______________________[FCC, other body or administrative office] to develop and monitor a 
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plan for a service or mechanism that would render compliance with the policy as convenient for 
the faculty as possible. 

 
2.  We recommend to the FCC that a faculty-led committee be established to work towards 
adoption and implementation of an Open Access policy at the University of Minnesota.  This 
committee could address the following issues: 

 
-- Final wording of a resolution 
-- Who would oversee the implementation and exceptions to the policy at the University? 
-- Procedures for revisiting the policy (e.g., 3 years vs. 5 years and by what body) 
-- What the policy will cover (e.g., types of publications) 
-- Inclusion of graduate students and other community members engaged in research and 

publishing under the policy 
-- Institutional financial support for authors’ fees in pay-to-publish open access publications 
-- Conduct of an educational campaign to inform the campus community about an Open 

Access policy, suggested for fall 2010, with a view to having the appropriate faculty, 
P&A, and graduate student constituencies vote on this policy by spring 2011. 

 
* * * 
 
 Professor Gunn explained that the Senate Library Committee took up the issue of open access 
(OA) this year and brings to this Committee the two resolutions, one of them about process.  Both were 
approved unanimously by the SLC.  She noted that the resolution is focused on OA policy, in particular 
policy that would support open access deposit of copies of journal articles (Professor Gunn explained that 
in addition to OA deposit models, there are publications that are wholly open access and which are 
typically supported by author fees). The resolution is limited to scholarly work and is intended to make 
copies of such works freely available via the Internet, including to the general public.  There is a question 
about the democratization of knowledge, especially that generated as a result of the provision of federal 
funding.  (At present the regulations require NIH-funded work to be made publicly accessible via deposit 
in NIH’s online archive within 12 months; pending legislature would require publications from another 
11 federal agencies to fall under a similar policy with a 6 month delay between publication and deposit). 
So there is movement in the direction of OA for knowledge created with public funds, which is part of the 
responsibility of the community of scholars and of public institutions. 
 
 There are also selfish reasons for the faculty to support OA, Professor Gunn commented.  The 
research shows that OA has a greater impact on citations and is important for younger scholars.  OA 
challenges the traditional publishing model, in which faculty do all the work and then their universities 
must pay a lot to have access to it. 
 
 The resolution calls for faculty to grant a non-exclusive right to the University (which means the 
University cannot sell the work for profit) and it clarifies authors' rights. 
 
 By having the policy at the institutional level, Professor Gunn said, application will be more 
consistent across the University and the institution can act as a collective advocate (MIT negotiates with 
publishers to ensure publisher policies will support the OA policy).  Approximately 70% of journals 
allow OA deposits but do not always document this option in author agreements; authors have to ask for 
amended agreements that enable OA deposit or retention of the author's right to use their own work.  The 
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University can negotiate and say "this is our policy."  The institutional policy models typically have an 
opt-out clause for those circumstances where the author is unsuccessful in securing publisher compliance.   
 
 They do not expect to see journal prices fall and savings to the University because a lot of people 
still want fast access to the journals and often there is a time delay between publication and deposit of the 
copy in an open archive, Professor Gunn related.  It could be that the financial model is shifting to one in 
which the author pays (scientists can fund the cost with a grant but those in the humanities typically do 
not have such an option).  This proposal would protect all faculty on all campuses.   
 
 They want to have a process that builds trust and consensus among faculty, Professor Gunn said.  
At other institutions, the conclusion has been that this effort must be faculty-led and that faculty must 
educate each other about OA. 
 
 The Senate Library Committee is recommending specific language in its resolution, Professor 
Gunn noted; the vast majority of institutions that have adopted OA policies have identical language and 
the University need not reinvent it.  There are institutional questions that must be addressed; at most 
institutions with OA policies there has been a small committee appointed to work out details.  Some 
questions to resolve are:  Who oversees implementation and exceptions?  (It could be the libraries or the 
Provost's office, for example.)  What is the process to revisit the policy, when, and by whom?  (The 
Senate Research Committee or the Senate Library Committee could do so, for example.)  What does the 
policy cover?  (journal articles, not teaching materials or books.)  Who is covered?  (only faculty?  
Individuals with faculty-like appointments?  everyone at the University who publishes scholarly articles?  
graduate students?)  Apart from the policy, it will also be necessary to address questions of institutional 
financial support for authors' fees and the impact on promotion and tenure. 
 
 Ms. Lougee said that one piece of implementation at MIT is that  the MIT Library is the 
intermediary between the faculty and 300-400 publishers and informs publishers about the institutional 
policy and requirements for dealing with MIT authors.  One question might be whether the University 
should wait for the federal government to act.  It could; there was also discussion at the CIC about a 
collective effort; action by one institution could help motivate the CIC.   
 
 Professor Gunn noted that graduate and professional students are also interested in OA and the 
Graduate and Professional Student Assembly has endorsed the federal proposal.   
 
 Professor Anderson agreed that the Senate Research committee could be the body to review the 
policy; she suggested that the Senate Library Committee initiate the review and bring its 
recommendations to the Research Committee.  
 
 Professor Chomsky said that events have been heading in this direction and the proposal makes 
sense as a policy matter.  She said she wondered about the efficacy of the new committee; perhaps it 
would be better to have a subcommittee of Library and Research with other members as needed, rather 
than a new group that would have to learn about OA. 
 
 Committee members discussed a number of aspects of OA, including how irritating it is to be 
charged to use one's own work (something an OA policy would alleviate), the impact of OA on junior 
faculty (it can significantly increase citation of their work), and the long-term impact on societies that run 
journals and receive revenue from authors' fees.   
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 Ms. Lougee said there are examples of institutions that have developed the infrastructure to run 
non-profit journals without a large overhead.  Often society/association journals migrated to for-profit 
publishers over time, but there are other options to provide the necessary infrastructure. She said she 
could foresee institutions doing more of the publishing. 
 
 Professor Gunn reported that her professional her society lost 10% of its members because 
institutional licenses made previously members-only content more broadly available. 
 
 Professor Cramer commented that one can hear the death of journals in these discussions.  If one 
can see the titles of articles, one can go to the institution to get a copy for free, and no one will ever 
subscribe to the journals.  They cannot survive.  Ms. Lougee said that there could still be an embargo 
period between publication in a traditional journal and deposit of an OA copy in an open archive. OA 
deposits still rely on traditional, peer-reviewed journals.  But why pay for the journal when one can get it 
free, Professor Cramer asked?  The question is the model for paying, Professor Gunn agreed, and authors' 
fees are one way (through purely open access publications).  Professor Cramer said that if one has NSF 
funding, and must add $30,000 for publishing fees, that is the cost of a graduate student.  There are 
faculty members who publish a lot and the cost to the institution of paying authors' fees could run into the 
millions of dollars.  Ms. Lougee said some universities or their libraries are supporting author fees, 
although typically not the full amount. The University Libraries provides some modest subsidy for OA 
author fees.  The fundamental question is about the underlying economic model of publishing—which, 
now, is in turmoil, she said. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said that the resolution speaks about making "the final version of an article" 
available.  It assumes the faculty member has a copy of that.  In her field (law), the publisher would have 
the final version (because editing is done after submission) and could decide not to make it available to an 
author.  Ms. Lougee said the vast majority of publishers do not allow the final peer-reviewed (and 
journal-ready) version in OA; what is more typical for OA deposit is the author's final peer-reviewed, 
edited version.  It is the same text, just not the final formatted version for the journal’s production. 
 
 Professor Kahn observed that the situation is in transition and unfolding.  NIH has already made a 
move in the biomedical fields and, he predicted, the rule will be applicable to all federal funding in the 
near future.  There needs to be a debate about OA or simply follow what the federal government does.  
The economic model will eventually shake out.  The delay in access is critical for journals, Professor 
Cramer said.  It could be that as the world moves to OA, Professor Kahn said, subscriptions will decline 
and it will be possible to cut costs, thereby providing funds for authors' fees.  Ms. Lougee pointed out that 
OA policies do not necessarily take away from the value of the publisher version; the time period between 
publication and deposit is a major issue.  But she agreed that the economics of publishing may shift 
dramatically. 
 
 Professor Gonzales suggested, and the Committee unanimously agreed, to the appointment of an 
ad hoc joint subcommittee of the Library and Research committees with a chair who could supplement 
the membership as appropriate.  It was suggested that the subcommittee include, or work with, campus 
faculty with journal editorial roles (of whom a recent survey conducted by the Libraries suggested there 
are over 500). 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Professor Gunn and Ms. Lougee for their report. 
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4. Administrative Policy on Modifying the Appointments of P&A Staff for Financial 

Stringency 
 
 After again reviewing the policy, the Committee concluded it had nothing further to say about it.  
Professor Wambach commented that the language appears to suggest that there will be consultation, 
presumably before any salary reductions are adopted; if so, the wording is rather unclear. 
 
 Professor Gonzales adjourned the meeting at 3:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


