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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on “Strategies for NIH Data Management, Sharing, 
and Citation.”  These comments are submitted on behalf of the University of Minnesota 
Libraries.  The University of Minnesota is one of the leading public research institutions in the 
United States, and a key contributor to the entrepreneurial economy of the state of Minnesota, 
as well as to scholarship both nationally and internationally. As the value of a dataset depends 
on its quality, we strongly advocate for a policy that emphasizes curation as an instrumental part 
of the sharing and preservation process, and that recognizes the importance of discipline 
specific and institutional repositories in this space. We also encourage NIH to develop 
mechanisms to monitor compliance and recognize the time and resources associated with the 
responsible stewardship of data.  
 

SECTION I. Data Sharing Strategy Development 

*Replies for each section can not exceed 250 words 

(1) The highest-priority types of data to be shared and value in sharing such data 

Comment 1: 

● When considering which data should be considered high priority for sharing and preserving, we 
recommend considering the re-use potential of the data as well as the potential of data to support 
verification of research findings, especially findings that impact public policies and health care. 
Additional value should be placed on data that are peer-reviewed through re-use or verification 
efforts.  

● We encourage data that have considerable public impact to be shared widely and in manners that 
are accessible to the general public, such as in public use repositories indexed by search 
engines, and in formats that are consumable by general audiences.  

● Data that are poorly documented are not worth the time and resources necessary for sharing and 
long-term access. Therefore, any high priority data must also be well curated. Curation 
(intentionally documenting, describing, and transforming data for long term access and reuse) is a 
necessary part of any sharing or preservation plan. A minimum level of documentation should be 
encouraged for others to successfully and ethically reuse shared or preserved data.  

● We stress the importance of recognizing the legal and ethical requirements to protect sensitive or 
private individually identifiable data, especially as it is possible to re-identify participants through 
combinations of indirect identifiers in the data or from other sources that can be linked to the data 
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(such as public repositories, on websites, or on social media). High priority data will need to be 
de-identified to remove as much risk to participants as possible before sharing broadly.  

(2) The length of time these data should be made available for secondary research purposes, the 
appropriate means for maintaining and sustaining such data, and the long-term resource implications 

Comment 2: 

● We encourage NIH to establish a minimum guideline for how long data that support a publication 
or were collected as part of a grant should be preserved. Guidelines should consider disciplinary 
norms and practices, as well as potential reuse and public health implications of the data. 
Guidelines we use for local institutional data repository are to preserve data for at least 10 years 
and establish other criteria for longer preservation periods in accordance with University policies 
on research data management and record retention. 

● We would advise against blanket statements for one size fits all preservation standards as they 
will depend on the purpose of the data, the data files themselves (file types, data format), and the 
institution/repository where they are stored.  

● Policies surrounding data preservation and sharing for intramural researchers may have been 
previously established. Requirements for extramural researchers should mirror these policies 
whenever appropriate. Such groups without policies should be encouraged to develop policies 
appropriate to their specific data and usage.  

● Because it is costly to preserve all data that are generated through a grant, NIH should 
encourage researchers to describe which pieces of data are going to be preserved and which will 
be appropriately disposed of (or not intentionally preserved) after the grant. Longer or indefinite 
time periods should be considered for preservation of data directly supporting claims in published 
research articles and data that would be difficult to re-collect, such as clinical data on rare 
conditions. NIH should provide guidance about appropriate data disposal and deaccessioning.  

(3) Barriers (and burdens or costs) to data stewardship and sharing, and mechanisms to overcome these 
barriers 

Comment 3: 

● Many university libraries have long-standing expertise and services that can help alleviate the 
burdens of data stewardship for individual researchers, including resources for data management 
training, documentation, metadata, and institutional repositories for sharing. These services take 
the form of broad trainings, individual or lab consultations, or partnerships on research projects. 
While these services are often provided at no cost for researchers, they come with significant 
infrastructure, training, and time costs for libraries, especially as services scale to meet growing 
needs for more specialized outreach across a growing number of disciplines.  

● NIH should recognize the investment of time, energy, and resources to provide these services, as 
well as to curate and maintain access to datasets over time. Researchers should be encouraged 
to account for those costs in grant applications, whether from their institutional libraries or 
elsewhere.  

● NIH should also encourage any newly-launched grant-funded repositories to have a business 
plan to ensure sustainability over time.  

● To help meet the time costs of curation, our institution relies on a team of disciplinary experts to 
review and curate submitted datasets. We also serve as the lead institution on the Data Curation 
Network project (https://sites.google.com/site/datacurationnetwork), a Sloan-funded initiative to 
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establish an inter-institutional network of disciplinary experts for the purpose of scaling data 
curation across universities nationwide. 

● We would like to see budget and timeline guidance from NIH for typical cost, labor, and time 
required to prepare data for submission to a repository so applicants can include it in grants.  

 

(4) Any other topics respondents recognize as important for NIH to consider. 

Comment 4: 

● Researchers should be provided with sufficient training and resources to appropriately de-identify 
datasets. Because the utility of some datasets may be compromised through de-identification 
efforts, NIH should allow for mediated sharing, such as restricted access or inclusion in a data 
catalog to facilitate discoverability while protecting participants.  

● NIH should provide guidance to researchers for writing language in IRB protocols and Informed 
Consent documents that allow future sharing and preservation of the data while protecting the 
confidentiality of participant information. There are existing guidelines for writing non-restrictive 
informed consents: 
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/content/datamanagement/confidentiality/conf-language.htm
l  

● When recommending repositories, disciplinary specialization should be balanced with broad 
discoverability of data. Disciplinary repositories account for specialized needs of unique data 
types, and are essential in meeting the data preservation, security, and discovery needs of their 
communities. Likewise, institutional repositories (e.g., the Data Repository for the University of 
Minnesota, http://hdl.handle.net/11299/166578) are important resources for researchers in fields 
which lack a disciplinary data repository, and are often a source of non-published data, code, and 
software. NIH should emphasize the utility of these diverse repositories, and create common 
registries (building off existing efforts such as COAR and SHARE) to aid broad discoverability 
across repositories.  

● NIH should provide guidance on the use of different types of repositories throughout the research 
lifecycle, including those meant for collaboration and version control, such as GitHub and the 
Open Science Framework (OSF), versus those intended for final archival storage. 

 

SECTION II. Inclusion of Data and Software Citation in NIH Research Performance Progress 
Reports (RPPR) and Grant Applications 

(1) The impact of increased reporting of data and software sharing in RPPRs and competing grant 
applications to enrich reporting of productivity of research projects and to incentivize data sharing; 

Comment 1: 

● Compliance with data management and sharing requirements can be more easily facilitated 
through integration with RPPRs and grant applications. Despite implementation of the public 
access policy in 2008, NIH saw relatively low compliance rates continue until this policy was more 
directly connected to RPPRs. Following this, NIH saw aggregate submissions increase from an 
average of 5,158 articles per month in 2012 to 7,931 articles per month in 2013 according to 
Monthly Aggregate Submission Statistics.  
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● Positioning these items as research outputs would align with recent revisions to NIH biosketch 
requirements which allow researchers to include other types of scholarly outputs, including data 
sets, as evidence of their expertise.  

(2) Important features of technical guidance for data and software citation in reports to NIH, which may 
include:  

(a) Use of a Persistent Unique Identifier within the data/software citation that resolves to the 
data/software resource, such as a Digital Object Identifier (DOI) 
(https://www.iso.org/obp/ui/#iso:std:iso:26324:ed-1:v1:en);  
 
Comment (a): Persistent Unique Identifiers are only useful if they remain persistent. DOIs and 
other persistent links should only be provided by reputable repositories (according to standards, 
such as the Data Seal of Approval) with policies for how they will ensure the sustainability of the 
links.  
 

(b) Inclusion of a link to the data/software resource with the citation in the report;  
 
Comment (b): Links to data/software resources should also include documentation about the 
computing environment and versions of the software used in creation/analysis. 
 

(c) Identification of the authors of the data/software products;  
 
Comment (c): We encourage use of ORCiD IDs (Open Researcher and Contributor ID) and other 
ways to uniquely identify authors. 
 

(d) Granularity of data citations: when might citations point to an aggregation of diverse data from a 
single study and when might each distinct data set underlying a study be cited and reported 
separately; 
 
Comment (d): With regard to granularity of data citations, while there are advantages in providing 
citations to each specific dataset in a project, it may be unduly burdensome to researchers to cite 
each individual piece of a larger study, especially as the academic norms are for citing a study, 
rather than the individual pieces (such as the methods or results section). We encourage NIH to 
provide guidance for researchers in justifying their rationale for their dissemination strategy.  We 
also encourage researchers to add links to related articles, datasets, or grants as part of the 
metadata of a dataset in a repository.  
 

(e) Consideration of unambiguously identifying and citing the digital repository where the 
data/software resource is stored and can be found and accessed; 
 
Comment (e): We encourage inclusion of the repository as the publisher or distributor of the 
dataset in the citation. This is recommended by the International Association for Social Science 
Information Services & Technology (IASSIST): 
http://www.iassistdata.org/sites/default/files/quick_guide_to_data_citation_high-res_printer-ready.
pdf  
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(3) Additional routes by which NIH might strengthen and incentivize data and software sharing beyond 
reporting them in RPPRs and Competitive Grant Renewals applications; 

Comment 3:  

● We encourage the NIH to value citations to well curated data submissions in all sections of the 
NIH biosketch and when considering the overall impact of a researcher.  

● NIH should encourage researchers to cite both grants and datasets to enhance reporting and 
discoverability.  

(4) Any other topics respondents recognize as important for NIH to consider. 

Comment 4: 

● To further enhance discoverability of data that underlie articles and encourage validation of 
research findings, it is important to ensure data registries interoperate with PubMed publications 
and resources like clinicaltrials.gov. Requirements and standards for well structured metadata in 
both data and article repositories can make this possible.  

● It is important to make researchers aware of the rights and requirements tied to specific datasets. 
NIH should recommend researchers share data with clear licenses (such as creative commons or 
other open-source licenses) and data use agreements, as applicable.  

● The use of well-curated and certified data repositories, with staff that review and add substantive, 
machine-readable metadata to submissions, should also be encouraged. Emerging certifications 
(e.g., the Data Seal of Approval and TRAC) may assist. 

● Data should be shared in formats that can ensure the ability to render and interact with the data 
over the long-term, such as non-proprietary and open source formats. Similarly, for verification 
and reproducibility purposes, NIH should encourage researchers to think of interoperability 
broadly, and to document computational resources in the generation of data and data formats.  
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