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PRESENT: David Fox (chair), John Butler, LeAnn Dean, Joseph Deters, Ronald Hadsall, Bo 
Hu, Andrea Johnson, Wendy Lougee, Neil Olszewski, Matthew Rosendahl, Mary-Beth 
Sancomb-Moran, Jill Trites, Marlo Welshons 
 
REGRETS: Michelle Brasure, Nicholas Mandal, S. Douglas Olson, Evan Roberts, Reilly 
Rueschel, Owen Williams 
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GUESTS: Nancy Sims, assistant University librarian; Claire Stewart, associate University 
librarian for research and learning; Janice Jaguszewski, associate University librarian and 
director, Health Science Libraries  
 
Chair David Fox welcomed the committee and members introduced themselves.  
 
1. Copyright Ownership Policy Update – University Librarian Wendy Lougee provided 
handouts with the proposed changes to the administrative policy on Copyright Ownership and 
provided a brief overview of the policy. In 2007, she said, the University split its 
Commercialization of Intellectual Property Rights policy and divided it into two separate 
policies.  Two policies were created, one for copyright ownership, and one for commercialization 
of intellectual property.  The copyright policy gave faculty and employees with faculty-like 
appointments ownership of their academic work.  The commercialization policy gave the 
University ownership of the patent rights in all software developed at the University, including 
software that is an academic work, but excluded copyrighted work.  At the time, she said, the 
University thought it had a pretty clean differentiation between academic works, copyrighted 
works, and things that were commercialized. In 2013-14, a committee was appointed by the 
provost and vice president for research to look at the issue of software. The concerns raised by 
faculty were 1) that software could be an academic work, and 2) similarity of these two policies. 
After time, issues were raised regarding software being considered academic works.  This raised 
the question of whether the commercialization policy or the copyright policy applied to software 
produced at the University.  She explained that there was ambiguity in how copyright was 
associated with software.  Once software is written, it is copyrighted; software can hold both 
copyright and patent rights.  If software is determined to be an academic work, the University 
would hold the patent rights and the faculty member would hold the copyright.  Then, in 
situations where a faculty member wanted to commercialize the software, the copyright would be 
given to the University.  Lougee explained that the proposed changes clarify who owns which 
portion of a copyright.   



 
Mr. John Butler asked how work performed under a sponsored project could be affected by the 
policy.  Lougee responded that it would depend on the sponsor.  Members discussed how student 
work might be affected by the policy.  Nancy Sims, assistant University librarian, explained that 
the default rule of law in respect to students is different than employees.  There is no baseline 
rule that the University would own anything a student creates because they are not employees.  
 
Lougee explained that the review process for the proposed policy change includes presentations 
to relevant Senate committees, ultimately ending with the President’s Policy Committee and the 
30-day public review process before being implemented.  The committee had no reservations 
regarding the proposed policy changes and no formal action by members was required.   
 
2. Impact Metrics – Claire Stewart, associate University librarian for research and learning, 
turned members’ attention to a PowerPoint presentation, “Beyond the Factor: Talking about 
Research and Impact.” She began with a brief overview of some of the most commonly used 
metrics and  their limitations: 
 

• Journal Impact Factor, originally developed to assist libraries in making decisions about 
journal purchases, is differential across disciplines, which makes it challenging to use for 
interdisciplinary research.  Also, it is journal specific, so it does not tell a lot about the 
impact or the value of any single authors work or particular article. 

• The Eigenfactor is also focused at the journal level and the formula is complicated. 
• The h-index, used particularly in the sciences and biomedical fields, is scholar specific 

and looks at the impact of a number of publications over a number of years.  It is very 
dependent on what is actually included in any given citation index so a person could have 
a very different h-index based on Scopus compared to one that was based on a citation 
index like Google Scholar.   

• Altmetrics attempts to derive information about the broader use of academic research.  It 
checks to see if the research is being mentioned on blogs, Twitter, etc.  Depending on 
what identifier is being used to drive the metrics, it may not be something that is used 
consistently across all fields. 

 
Stewart noted that there has been an increase in concern regarding the use of metrics exclusively 
to evaluate research.  She said that it should be considered complimentary to expert assessment 
and that evaluation should not rely solely on numerical information, but it should be seen as a 
counter part to peer review and other ways of assessing value.  
 
When we talk about impact, what is it what we actually want to know, Stewart asked, adding that 
the list is long and growing.  She noted that in CLA in the last few years, there has been 
conversation about coming up with ways of assessing impact that could be used across the 
school partly to try to identify what we mean by field shaping research, but also to try to get to 
some of the broader societal questions.   
 
Stewart said there are broader conversations taking place about impact and how to think about it.  
In addition to the traditional application of metrics, such as their use in hiring, tenure and 
promotion, and evaluating research grant proposals, increasingly it is being used to measure 



overall institutional productivity and how higher education research impacts our communities 
and societies as a whole.  
 
Stewart said the focus of the Libraries in regard to metrics has been in a couple of different areas.  
One is the University’s research networking and expertise system, Experts@Minnesota.  She 
said that this system presents information about research output at an individual level.   She 
continued by saying that the Libraries have been having conversations about how they should be 
thinking about the data and what are the outputs that should be captured in a system like this.  
They are considering what faculty, colleagues, and the University might want to know based on 
the data.  
 
Stewart asked members about the use of metrics in their fields and if metrics are accepted.  One 
committee member said it comes up in their department’s promotion discussions.  
 
A conversation then ensued about the Experts@Minnesota system and how metrics are used 
within the different disciplines.  Stewart noted that it can be hard to quantify the areas of arts and 
humanities.  How do you quantify performances and creative works, she asked?  They cannot be 
quantified in the same way that citations can be quantified.  
 
Stewart noted the time and the committee moved to Lougee’s update on the Libraries. 
 
3.  Library Update – Lougee reviewed the presentation she provided the committee in the fall 
regarding the University Library’s compact request.  She said the Libraries were successful in all 
the funding areas that they requested, but not at the levels they wanted.  She explained that the 
Libraries were asked to present high priority requests and items as well as contractual and 
ongoing obligations.  They were also asked what they would do if faced with a reduction in 
funding.  Funding received covered a recurring request for a salary program, support for 
collections, and digital preservation.  She said that while no reduction was taken in funding, the 
money allocated to the Libraries was only enough to maintain the status quo.  She said the 
committee has shown interest in collection preservation and said that all current University 
owned space for housing collections is full.  The University has added the renovation of Wilson 
Library to its capital request.  She added that a site was purchased by the University with over 
7,000 square feet of space, which will be renovated and part of it used as a collection site.  
 
Hearing no further business, the committee adjourned. 
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