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SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
April 13, 2016 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
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 
 
[In these minutes:  Open Access Publishing Fund] 
 
PRESENT: David Fox (chair), Theresa Beaulieu, Ronald Hadsall, Bo Hu, Neil 
Olszewski, Daniel Pesut, Reilly Ruechel, Jill Trites 
 
REGRETS: Evan Roberts, Owen Williams 
 
ABSENT: Michelle Brasure, John Butler, LeAnn Dean, Joseph Deters, Vicki Graham, 
Andrea Johnson, Bomin Kim, Wendy Lougee, Nicholas Mandal, S. Douglas Olson, 
Matthew Rosendahl, Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran, Marlo Welshons 
 
GUESTS: Nancy Sims, copyright program librarian, University Libraries 
 
OTHER:  Irene Durancyk, Connie Lenz (for Joan Howland)  
 
Chair David Fox convened the meeting and members introduced themselves.  
 
1. Open Access Publishing Fund  
 
Ms. Sims joined the committee again to discuss two issues and receive recommendations 
regarding slowing the speed of the disbursement of the fund and the quality of publishers.  
A brief background of Open Access publishing was provided and discussion continued 
around the Open Access Publishing Fund, which is administered by the Office of Vice 
President for Research and the Libraries. Some publishers charge authors a fee to make 
publications Open Access, the fund assists University faculty, students, and staff in 
paying these fees if they are eligible. In 2015, $40K was allocated for the fund to last two 
years -- this amount lasted one year.  
 
Ms. Sims provided six draft recommendations to the committee via email. They are as 
follows: 
 

1. Limit funding only for publications listed in the Directory of Open Access 
Journals (DOAJ) and/or the Open Access Scholarly Publishing Association 
(OASPA) 

2. For those new journals not listed in the DOAJ or OASPA, the committee that now 
reviews funding based on eligibility of authors decide if a journal is to be 
approved using existing criteria for evaluating questionable publishers. A faculty 
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member of the Library Committee could be called upon for additional input in 
uncertain cases.  

3. Disallow support for hybrid publications (those that are subscription based but 
also allow authors to pay a fee to publish individual articles as open access). 

4. Disallow support for publishing in for profit journals (note that many academic 
societies publish journals through for profit publishers). 

5. Limit the total quarterly disbursement of funds to 25% of the annual budget on a 
first come, first served basis. 

6. Limit eligibility to those who do not have any mechanism to access outside funds 
(e.g., scholars in disciplines in which outside funding agencies do not, as a matter 
of course, cover publication costs. 

 
Ms. Sims explained that the first proposal addresses unethical publishers, though this 
would not actually save significant funds because this issue is not as common. The 
following options were proposed by Ms. Sims: 

● Only members of these two organizations would be approved: Directory 
of Open Access Journals and the Open Access Scholarly Publishers 
Association (OASPA). Ms. Sims cautioned that this is limiting because 
there are cases when a publication is just starting or changing their model. 

 
Ms. Sims informed members that more information in assessing publishers can be found 
here: https://www.lib.umn.edu/publishing/choices/assessing. The list of criteria for 
reviewing a publisher includes: 
● Communications practices 
● Publishers collection of titles 
● Production value 
● Editorial board members 
● Business model 

 
Ms. Sims explained that the spending of the fund is not an indication of an issue, but it is 
being spent too quickly. She raised the following points in relation to the third and fourth 
proposals: 
● Hybrid publications that are subscription only and require a fee from the author, 

would not be eligible for the fund. This is a less efficient use of funds because the 
University typically has a subscription. Hybrid publications typically have higher 
fees and this would slow the spending dramatically. 

● In regard to the fourth, for-profit journals would not be eligible for the fund. 
There are society journals that are published for-profit, which complicates this 
option.  
○ Members discussed if scholarly society journals could remain eligible 

even if they are published for-profit. Ms. Sims said that this would be 
possible, though it would not slow spending significantly.  

 
Members discussed the following points: 
● What have peer institutions implemented? 
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○ Ms. Sims responded that some instituted similar funds earlier than the 
University, but because it was so early, the funds were not used and 
discontinued. She believes that the spending is increasing because authors 
have been made aware of the fund.  

 
 
Members then discussed proposal five: 

● Ms. Lougee commented that the timing of this option could present issues 
for authors. 

● Professor Fox suggested that a semester basis could be more natural, but 
the allocation of the fund is on a fiscal year.  

● Ms. Sims commented that the third option could solve the disbursement 
issue alone. Hybrids are the most requested and have the highest fees.  

 
Ms. Sims asked the committee if they had any recommendations regarding the issue of 
the quality of publishers. Members discussed the following:  
 
● Professor Olszewski suggested that the expected lifespan of a journal archive be 

used in determining the worth of a publication. Ms. Sims said that there are many 
large-scale publishers who do not have stable means of archiving.  

● Applications before acceptance could help educate authors about publishers, but 
this could cause issues in the event that an author is not accepted.  

 
Professor Fox summarized the discussion by saying that proposals 1,2,and 5 are not 
recommended at this time.  
 
2. Updates 
 
Ms. Lougee informed members that there has not been progress on the proposal to fund 
first monographs; the proposal being discussed within the AAU has solicited participant 
institutions. If UMN were to participate, this would utilize separate funding from the 
Open Access Fund.  
 
Members discussed the changing preferences of students in terms of ebooks and 
traditional textbooks. Ms. Sims said that the patterns are not yet clear but some publishers 
have had success in being able to offer both options.  
 
Ms. Lougee said that the Libraries estimated that its Partnership for Affordable Content 
program has offered students the potential to save approximately $1.3M in Fall and 
Winter terms. This is the result of multiple strategies, including an incentive program for 
faculty to choose Libraries-licensed or open access course materials. The students need to 
choose these delivery options to save money.  
 
In closing, Ms. Lougee asked that the committee return to data repository issues next 
year. 
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Hearing no further business, the committee adjourned. 
 
Jeannine Rich 
University Senate Office 
 
            


