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SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
November 11, 2015 
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 does not represent the 
views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents] 
 
[In these minutes: University Participation in Unizin; Federal Policies Related to Open Access 
to Publications and Data] 
 
PRESENT: Chair David Fox, Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran, Wendy Lougee, Reilly Ruechel, 
Marlo Welshons, Neil Olszewski, Michelle Brasure, Andrea Johnson, LeAnn Dean, Theresa 
Beaulieu, Connie Lenz (Joan Howland), John Butler  
 
REGRETS: Owen Williams, Ronald Hadsall, Bo Hu, Daniel Pesut, Douglas Olson, Evan 
Roberts, Nicholas Mandal, Joseph Deters, Jill Trites, Vicki Graham 
 
ABSENT: Matthew Rosendahl, Bomin Kim 
 
GUESTS: Lisa Johnston, libraries research data management/curation lead and co-director, 
University Digital Conservancy 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING: NONE 
 
Chair David Fox welcomed the committee and members introduced themselves.  
 
1. University participation in Unizin  - John Butler provided a handout to members explaining 
Unizin, which he discussed in detail.  For those details, see 
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1w9UhB8AZy5hOx4hIL22kPAgRucHBHkKyLQ4G-tVMl1Q  
Butler explained Unizin as “a consortium of like-minded institutions facilitating the transition 
toward collaborative digital education” with a mission to “improve the learning experience by 
providing an environment built on collaboration, data, standards, and scale.”  The University’s 
involvement in Unizin and the Libraries’ participation in a variety of pilot projects were 
discussed. Butler said Unizin is like other large-scale multi-institutional projects the University 
and other institutions have been fostering, such as HathiTrust (https://www.hathitrust.org/about).  
Unizin’s goal is the establishment of a common, digital learning infrastructure where data flows 
from one system to another.  The Unizin consortium currently consists of 11 institutions, 8 of 
which are members of the CIC.  The University’s involvement in Unizin consists of a one-year 
pilot project including a task force made up of faculty and staff to guide University engagement 
over the course of the year.   
 
Butler discussed the three technology components of Unizin: 
● Canvas  

o The course management system  
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o Similar in purpose and function to Moodle 
 

● Unizin CourseLoad  
o Content discovery, contribution, sharing and distribution  
o Items developed for instructional purposes that are deposited and managed for 

redistribution and sharing 
 

● Learning Analytics 
o Tools that help foster better student outcomes.   
o Real-time information on student data helps instructors monitor potential student 

issues as well as their progress and understanding of course information.   
 
Ms. Mary Beth Sancomb-Moran asked how Unizin compares to the course management system 
used on the Rochester campus, iSEAL because, she said, iSEAL contains many of the learning 
analytics pieces intended by Unizin.  iSEAL follows students through their academic career and 
pulls student data to understand how the student is progressing, Sancomb-Moran said.  Butler 
responded that iSEAL is a good model, but he did not know if it is standards-based and 
interoperable with other systems like Unizin intends to be.   
 
Butler discussed the Unizin teaching and learning advisory group, which is made up of around 
50 faculty members from participating institutions.  The group, Butler said, is interested in 
learning the work faculty members are engaging in so Unizin can build the appropriate tools for 
them.  The group looks at faculty preferences, behaviors, and inclinations to inform Unizin’s 
design and use.  The University’s Canvas pilot began in fall 2015 and involved 25 courses.  The 
spring 2016 pilot is slated to involve 65 instructors in 36 different departments with 
approximately 3,000 students.  All of the University system campuses are participating except 
Rochester.  Course formats include face-to-face, hybrid, flipped, and online.   
 
Butler discussed Unizin Engage, the etext and digital content platform that enables faculty to 
organize, deliver, and measure interactions with open and licensed materials.  Chair Fox asked if 
this meant creating a repository for sharing course slides and other instructional materials.  
Butler responded that use as a repository could be a possibility and that exact functions of Unizin 
were still being identified.  Depositing instructional content into Unizin for search and retrieval 
purposes is a possibility if there is standardization in the process of how items are categorized 
and searched, he said.  Ms. Wendy Lougee noted that University copyright policy gives 
ownership to creators of academic works such as instructional content.  
 
Fox asked Butler what problem Unizin is seeking to solve.  He acknowledged that technological 
progress is positive but questioned if once Unizin is implemented and users become accustomed 
to it, would a transition to yet another platform be needed in the near future.  Butler responded 
that an ongoing conversation is focused on what can be created to advance support for teaching 
and learning processes and outcomes.  The foremost goal is to achieve higher pedagogical value 
for faculty and students and, if possible, to do so with less cost.   Also, a digital learning 
ecosystem allowing the University to control its own data and intellectual property, while 
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avoiding commercially sold systems carrying high costs and restrictive copyright requirements, 
is positive for the University.     
  
2.  Federal policies related to open access to publications and data - Lisa Johnston, Libraries’ 
research data management/curation lead and co-director, University Digital Conservancy, 
provided the committee with a presentation accessible 
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1KfCnpurKW2Ni2B-
QAM1cBsJS9utvasZHE5o3G8UOhvg/edit?usp=sharing  She began by explaining that in 2013, 
the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) released a memo directing 
agencies to develop policies around public access to federally funded research.  Johnson 
reviewed agency responses to this directive and said each agency released two responses, one 
regarding how they will grant public access to publications and a separate response regarding 
public access to data.  Johnston said agencies receiving over $100 million in federal funding per 
year were tasked with creating a written plan explaining how unclassified research in peer-
reviewed publications, and the associated metadata, would be publically accessible. The 
University Libraries maintains a website to track agency plans as they are released (see: 
https://www.lib.umn.edu/datamanagement/funding).  Agencies are allowed up to a 12-month 
embargo post-publication, in response to publisher concerns. There are no embargos regarding 
the release of metadata, she said.  
 
Johnston said the written data management plan is a concise and required section of grant 
proposals to major funding agencies describing how data will be managed during the project and 
shared at the end of the project.  Johnston said that access to data must protect confidentiality and 
protected personal information, ensure appropriate attribution, and be free of charge.  A written 
explanation must be provided if data associated with publically available articles cannot be 
released.    
 
The OSTP memo is a White House initiative and can be changed in future administrations, 
Johnston said.  The Fair Access to Science and Technology Research (FASTR) Act was 
introduced in the U.S. Senate in 2013 and 2015.  Passage of the Act would make these initiatives 
federal law.  University administrative policies regarding open access to scholarly articles and 
research data management, private funder policy, and journal data sharing requirements are also 
detailed in the slides.  Johnston closed by outlining how the Libraries follow memo requirements 
by offering support to faculty and students in NIH compliance and the creation of data 
management plans.      
 
3. Old Business – Fox followed up on a previous committee discussion about writing a letter in 
support of the Libraries’ compact request.  Lougee said that a letter had been sent in November 
of last year in support of the request but when the Libraries did not receive funding a follow up 
letter was not sent.  Lougee noted that Senate Library Committee input into the budget process 
was not common;  only one letter in the previous 13 years had been written by the committee in 
support of funding collection preservation and storage.   Fox said the Libraries seem to be an 
ongoing target to cut funds from and it is important to defend the Libraries from such cuts.  The 
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letter was placed into Google Docs and Fox asked members to add comments, edits, and 
suggestions.   
 
Fox asked members to contact him with topics they would like on the December agenda.   
 
Hearing no further business, the committee adjourned. 
 
Avonna Starck 
University Senate Office 
 


