
Senate Library Committee 
Minutes of the Meeting 
November 12, 2014 
 
[These notes 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 notes represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the 
Senate, the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
In these minutes: [Open access authors’ fund extension; compact update; new data management 
practices; new business] 
 
PRESENT: Jennifer Alexander (chair); Daniel Pesut, Wendy Lougee, Andrea Johnson, Neil 
Olszewski, Evan Roberts, Marlo Welshons, Matthew Rosendahl, Ron Hadsall, David Fox, Bo 
Hu, Kristen Anderson, Michelle Brasure, Leann Dean, Mary Beth Sancomb, Douglas Olson 
  
REGRETS: Michelle Englund, Owen Williams, Vickie Graham 
 
ABSENT: Judith Garrard, Bailey Seidl, Jessica Chaika, Elizabeth McDonald 
  
GUESTS: John Butler, associate librarian 
  
Professor Alexander welcomed the committee. 
  
1. Extension of the open access authors’ fund   
  
Professor Olszewski and Professor Hu presented their recommendations on extending the open 
access authors’ fund. 
  
Olszewski distributed an overview to the committee, which stated: 
  
The October 2014 Open Access Publishing Fund Report provided to the Senate Library 
Committee (SLC) by the University of Minnesota Libraries indicates that the Open Access 
Publishing Fund has been highly utilized and is meeting a need within the University 
community. Therefore, the SLC recommends that the fund be continued for three more years. 
The committee notes that although the size of the fund during the initial three-year period has 
been sufficient to cover requests, requests to the fund are increasing and therefore it may be 
necessary to increasing the size of the fund to accommodate the expected increase in requests. 
Based on the report, the SLC makes several additional recommendations: 
  

1. Outreach to social sciences and humanities authors informing them of the possibility of 
support from this fund should be increased. 

2. To ensure equitable access to funds, any given individual should receive a maximum of 
$2,000 from the fund, per year. 

3. In keeping with the principles of our land-grant mission, UMN authors may use a portion 
of their allocation to cover the cost of co-authors who do not have access to grant or 
institutional funding to cover OA charges such as co-authors affiliated with another 
developing-world research institution or a non-profit organization. 



4. We recommend that grant managers continue to highlight to applicants that this is the 
fund of last resort and is for authors who “have no other non-personal funds available”. If 
it becomes apparent that this requirement is not being followed, the problem should be 
brought to the attention of the SLC. 

  
A motion was made to extend the fund; motion seconded. The committee discussed the 
recommendations. It was suggested that the language in #2 be changed from “individual” to 
“applicant”. A motion was made to limit the amount to $2K per applicant; motion seconded. The 
committee felt that the fund managers had done a very good job of dealing with a variety of 
situations that arose, and the committee was confident in giving them latitude to continue to do 
so. The committee agreed with the additional recommendations, and voted unanimously to 
continue the fund.   
  
2. FY16 Libraries Compact Update 
  
Wendy Lougee presented an update on the University Libraries compact/budget request, 
explaining it is the annual process to articulate programmatic priorities and financial stressors for 
the Libraries, and to respond to specific questions. For instance, this year Libraries was asked 
how its activities align with the University’s strategic plan and to speak to any issues that might 
come up with system campuses. 
  
Lougee presented an overview of the compact, with these key points: 
  

● Aligns with strategic plan 
● Centrality and potential of knowledge assets drives research and learning 
● Libraries are responding to new methodologies/paradigms for research, teaching, and 

learning 
● Libraries are deeply embedded in campus life and a full spectrum of activities 
● Libraries look to investments in digital infrastructure, content, expertise 
● Libraries are continuing with integration of expertise in research, teaching, learning 
● Significantly slimmed, re-positioned organization: over $5M in recent budget reductions  

  
Lougee went on to say the libraries are uniquely positioned with expertise, infrastructure, and 
cost effective solutions for a variety of issues. Addressing issues effectively has the potential to 
impact faculty productivity, reduce student costs, and affect innovative research and learning. 
There is also the potential to leverage investments for individual and institutional reputational 
gain. 
  
The requests in the compact include: 
  

● Teaching & Learning affordable course content: $135,000 recurring request 
● Content & Collections: sustain collection commitments at current levels: $810,500 
● Research & Scholarship: $22,500 
● Experts@MN: $100,000 for data analysis support 

  
Lougee profiled the FY15 reductions, which included a reduction of  12.5 FTE through a 
Voluntary Leave Option program. Lougee also noted that they had been asked to model a .9% 



budget cut, and that Libraries are on the capital list for potential storage increase. Alexander said 
she would like the committee to draft a statement of support for the Libraries’ budget request, 
and said she would draft one for review by the committee. 
  
3. New University data management practices 
  
Alexander introduced John Butler, associate librarian for Data and Technology, who distributed 
a draft University administrative policy on research data management to the committee. He said 
the purpose of the draft policy is to clarify ownership, authority, and responsibilities for research 
data management. It is also to create a process to determine and plan for University research data 
management needs, including meeting compliance requirements. 
  
Butler discussed the policy process, noting: 
  

● Policy development was prompted by June 2013 internal audit of OVPR, OIT, and other 
units with focus on research data storage  

● Policy development committee formed by VPR Brian Herman and VPCIO Scott 
Studham in May 2014 and convened during Summer 2014 

● The policy development committee and process was led by Claudia Neuhauser, Director 
U of M Informatics Institute, Office of the Vice President for Research 

● Reviewed policies of other institutions and consulted with more than 30 University units, 
committees, and administrators 

● Draft reviewed by the University Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) on October 22 
● President’s Policy Committee (PCC) review in December, followed by a 30-day public 

comment period 
● Policy (in final approved form) would go into effect 

  
Key points of the policy: 
  

● Data Management is a shared responsibility 
● Meeting data management needs and regulatory obligations is joint responsibility of VP-

Research, VP-CIO, VP-Health Sciences, University Librarian/Director of Libraries; 
supported by a Use Case Categorization Scheme Committee to advise on needs and 
solutions 

● The principle investigator (PI) is steward of the research data under his/her control 
● University owns all research data generated or acquired by University employees, unless: 

○ Superseded by specific terms of sponsorship or other agreements, the University 
owns all research data generated or acquired by University employees (faculty 
and staff) or non-student trainees or fellows (not employed by the University) 
through research projects conducted at or under the auspices of the University of 
Minnesota, regardless of funding source 

  
Butler went on to describe the role of University Libraries and librarians in the policy: 
  

● Trains and supports researchers in the creation and implementation of data management 
plans 



● Ensures accessibility and preservation of research data through curation, metadata, 
repositories, and other access and retrieval mechanisms to meet federal, state, sponsor, 
and University requirements 

● Assists/works with campus library directors, where appropriate 
  
Butler discussed user needs assessments on campus and shared selected survey data from the 
CLA, AHC, and CSE. He drew the committee’s attention to the Libraries’ web page which 
outlines managing data and has a step-by-step process for researchers, and includes many self-
guided resources as well (http://lib.umn.edu/datamanagement).  
  
Butler went on to discuss the introduction of the Data Repository of the University of Minnesota 
(DRUM), a repository for digital research data generated by University researchers, students, and 
staff. As part of the University Digital Conservancy (UDC), DRUM provides long-term digital 
preservation and open access to data. All data in the collection are curated to increase potential 
for access and are assigned a digital object identifier (DOI). 
  
Butler noted key information about DRUM: 
  

● Utilizes existing repository technologies for cost savings/efficiencies, such as DSpace, 
open source software 

● Custom upload form and metadata schema for research data 
● Curation workflow allows for review of data before openly available 

  
Benefits to researchers include: 
  

● Flexible Access Options: researchers can make data immediately accessible to all, or 
moderate access to data upon request 

● Persistent links and identifiers (DOIs) make it easy for others to cite researcher’s data 
● Analytics to track how often one’s data is viewed and downloaded 
● Comply with federal mandates for data management planning (DMP) and sharing 
● Digital preservation and archival storage protecting data from corruption and loss, 

ensuring long-term viability and use 
  
Alexander inquired if Libraries were taking on DRUM voluntarily or if they’d been asked to do 
it. Lougee said there were aspects of the plan that made it a natural fit, as they are experienced in 
dealing with a lot of data. Libraries would be providing a service for small or medium data, or 
someone who does not have departmental resources. Lougee added it is not intended for large 
data sets, and not all data would be kept nor is all data important to keep. 
  
Alexander thanked Butler for the information. 
  
Alexander alerted the committee that Provost Hanson would be visiting the committee at its 
February meeting. The Provost’s office has asked what the committee would like to discuss, and 
Alexander said she would query the committee in the upcoming months to advise the Provost’s 
office. 
  
Hearing no further business, Alexander adjourned the meeting. 



  
Mary Jo Pehl 
University Senate Office 
  
  
 


