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Abstract

This paper describes the Repository Readiness iitiative and subsequent Summit for
Academic Institutional Readiness in Data Sharing (STAIRS). These efforts examined the
current state of nstitutional research data services and repositories at US academic
institutions. Using federal memos and directives published m 2022 as a foundation,
members of the Data Curation Network hosted a virtual learning series to identify areas
of collaboration across institutions. The themes of this learning series led to STAIRS,
which brought representatives from 32 institutions, to discuss the need for and potential
benefits of deeper institution-wide engagement and increasing cross-institutional
collaborations to support research data sharing efforts. Through discussions at the
summit, three key themes emerged: difficulties in scaling services, need for shared
resources and traming materials, and importance of cross-institutional collaboration. The
participant discussions, combined with data from pre- and post-summit surveys, suggest
gaps in staffing, resources, and formal policies in data management In institutional
settings. The authors conclude with recommendations for funding agencies to support
mstitutional data services through incentives for collaboration, improved communication
with program officers, and additional research into data sharing requirements across
different institutional types.

Submitted 11 August 2024 Accepted 20 February 2025

Correspondence should be addressed to Mikala Narlock, Email: mnarlock@iu.edu
This paper was presented at the International Digital Curation Conference IDCC25, 17-19 February 2025
The International Journal of Digital Curation is an international journal committed to scholarly excellence and

dedicated to the advancement of digital curation across a wide range of sectors. The IJDC is published by the University
of Edinburgh on behalf of the Digital Curation Centre. ISSN: 1746-8256. URL: http://www.ijdc.net/

Copyright rests with the authors. This work 1s released under a Creative Commons Attribution
License, version 4.0. For details please see https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ BY

International Journal of Digital Curation http://dx.doi.org/10.2218/1dc.v1911.1060

2025, Vol. 19, Iss. 1, pp. 17 DOI: 10.2218/5jdc.v19i1.1060


http://www.ijdc.net/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2218/ijdc.v19i1.1060
http://dx.doi.org/10.2218/ijdc.v19i1.1060

2 | Institutional data services and repositories across the US

Introduction

As expectations and requirements around data management and sharing have grown over time, so
too has the need for academic institutions to develop services and infrastructure to support
researchers in addressing these expectations. Academic libraries in particular have recognized the
need to provide support for researchers managing and sharing their data. Investments made by
libraries have included developing research data management curricula and traiing programs,
supporting consultation services for researchers needing to craft data management plans, and
building institutionally based data repositories as a means to share and preserve data for their
researchers.

Institutional Repositories (IRs) were introduced more than twenty years ago as essential
mfrastructure for research libraries (Lynch, 2003; Branin, 2005). IRs accept and preserve the
research and teaching outputs from across their institutions, including research data. As data
sharing requirements have proliferated, IRs have expanded their scope to become an important
means for researchers who do not have access to discipline-specific repositories to meet the data
sharing requirements of funding agencies and publishers. Several academic libraries have
launched separate institutional repositories that focus solely on stewarding, sharing, and preserving
research datasets. Examples of institutional data repositories (data IRs) include the Data
Repository for the University of Minnesota and Deep Blue Data from the University of Michigan.
These mstitutional repositories are meant to complement disciplinary repositories and generalist
repositories. Each type of repository offers its own set of services, with different features, costs and
benefits, but all strive to ensure data are findable, accessible, interoperable, and reusable (FAIR;
Wilkinson et al., 2016). Recent research demonstrates that IRs and data IRs are hosting an
mcreasing number of datasets and their rate of growth 1s increasing exponentially (Narlock et al.,
2024b), suggesting that IRs and the services provided by libraries to support data management and
sharing have become a critical component of the data sharing ecosystem.

Repositories strive to connect researchers to the global infrastructure of FAIR data through
the adoption and use of tools like global persistent identifiers and shared practices like the
application of common metadata practices. However, the design, development, and maintenance
of data services and IRs are heavily influenced by their institution’s culture, needs, and available
resources. Although mstitutional data service and IR providers strive to base their work on
accepted standards and best practices, local needs and culture often have led to uneven
development of policies, standards, and practices across institutions. This has made it difficult for
IRs to take advantage of economies of scale, to easily share new functionalities or practices, or to
function as a community across many mnstitutions which limits their overall effectiveness in
supporting an open data ecosystem (Johnston et al., 2024).

A second challenge facing academic libraries 1is the increasing scope and scale of demand for
research data services and support, including but not limited to IR services. In the United States,
several recent federal directives have heightened demand for scholarly research outputs, including
code and data, to be made publicly available. Data services are increasingly a common offering in
academic libraries, but effectively staffing these services continues to be a challenge (T'enopir et
al., 2019). Furthermore, librarians do not have the expertise or responsibility to address the full
array of challenges presented by research data sharing, especially for data that 1s deemed sensitive
or restricted, nor do they have the authority to certify on behalf of the institution that data have
been shared successfully. Increased demand and expectations on institutions for managing and
sharing data requires an institution-wide response. Therefore, there 1s a growing need for
engagement and community building across institutional units that have responsibilities in
supporting data management and sharing.

To address this growing need, the Data Curation Network (DCN) (Johnston et al., 2018)
launched the Repository Readiness initiative, a research and advocacy agenda to advance the
continued development of mstitutional data services and IRs as a component of a collaborative
global research environment. We will describe the impetus for the Repository Readiness Project,
the phases of our work therein, including the Summit for Academic Institutional Readiness in
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Data Sharing (STAIRS), and lessons learned from the broader US data services landscape. While
our efforts were nitially scoped to IRs, we found cause to expand the scope to mstitutionally
based data services as a whole. We will emphasize the importance of such data services and IRs in
supporting researchers creating FAIR data outputs, including by providing the essential social and
knowledge infrastructures to underpin technical solutions. We will articulate the importance of
taking a more multi-institutional, rather than siloed, approach to developing data services and IRs
in responding to evolving disciplinary and funder expectations. Finally, we will end with
recommendations for future directions for mstitutionally based repositories and data services.

The Repository Readiness Imtiative

During 2022, the White Office of Science and Technology Policy released a memo directing all
federal funding agencies to begin requiring scholarly outputs be made publicly accessible (while
recognizing legal and ethical considerations that may restrict data sharing) (Nelson, 2022).
Additionally, the "Desirable Characteristics of Data Repositories for Federally Funded Research"
(DC-DR) was released in 2022, which lays out a set of attributes to guide researchers and funding
agencies In selecting appropriate repositories for data sharing and preservation (White House
Office of Science and Technology Policy, 2022). While the DC-DR is a significant step forward in
that it further articulates expectations for research data repositories and affiliated services, it lacks
a clear roadmap for institutions, especially IRs, to translate the high-level guidance mto practical
mmplementation.

The DC-DR presents an opportunity to create an environment that better supports
researchers 1n sharing and reusing data while enabling a connected repository landscape. Working
through the DCN, an organization of academic and non-profit institutions who collaborate to
make research data publicly accessible, the authors developed the multi-part Repository
Readiness mitiative. Although the impetus of this work was a desire to create shared, community-
based approaches for the continued technical and organizational development of IRs, the project
scope grew to include the essential social infrastructures and connections that enable data sharing
services both within and across academic mnstitutions.

The first phase of the project was to conduct a self-assessment among DCN members to
gauge their IR’s compliance to the DC-DR. Through this process, we recognized that our IRs are
largely in broad alignment with the characteristics as stated (Data Curation Network, 2022; Reiff
Conell & Wright, 2024). However, many of our members expressed hesitation at indicating
whether they were in full compliance with the DC-DR as the characteristics often lacked sufficient
depth or detail, or clear evaluative metrics, to make this determination. While the DC-DR are
mtentionally without such criteria in order to be broadly applicable, we quickly recognized that
IRs would need to develop their own operational benchmarks to determine alignment and to be
able to communicate the extent to which they are (or are not) able to demonstrate compliance in
practice to our users. Our self assessment against the DC-DR was useful as a place to begin a
discussion about the current state of institutionally based data services and IRs, but we recognized
that DCN members only represented a portion of the larger landscape. If we really wanted to
understand the current state of data services and IRs in order to identify where mvestments were
really needed, then we would need to engage with more of our peers through larger venues.

In response, we developed a series of open virtual learning sessions to promote a shared
understanding of current practices and identify shared issues in supporting data sharing through
IRs. While our mitial focus was on the DC-DR and IR alignment, the topics were intentionally
designed to be broad and widely-applicable, even for institutions that do not host standalone data
sharing infrastructure. Although many academic libraries are now making investments in
providing data services, not everyone has access to the same level of resources or can support
hosting data in an IR of their own. In order to understand the current landscape of nstitutionally
based data services, we wanted to reach as many institutional data service providers as we could.
To that end, we organized the sessions based on the themes that came out of our DC-DR
discussion within the DCN. Each session consisted of a set of presentations delivered by experts
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m their field and time for questions and discussion afterwards. The four sessions in the series
were:

e Funding Agencies and the Desirable Characteristics

e Data Sharing Readiness in Academic Institutions

e  Making the Case for Institutional [Data] Repository Services

e  Developing and Maturing IR Technology Platforms to Support Data Sharing

These sessions were free and open to the public, recorded, and shared online after the event.
This series was well attended by librarians, data stewards, repository managers, as well as federal
funder representatives and researchers, with an average of 188 registrants per event.

‘While each session built on previous discussions, they were also designed to be standalone
events. This structure was meant to encourage conversational threads throughout the series while
recognizing that not everyone would be able to attend each session.

The series began by examining funding agencies' interpretations of the DC-DR:
Representatives from the Department of Transportation, US Department of Agriculture, and The
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation shared their implementation strategies, complance
requirements, and how they are supporting, or anticipating supporting, researchers in meeting
data sharing mandates. This was followed by an exploration of academic institutions' responses to
increased data sharing expectations 1in session two. Presenters detailed ifrastructure investments,
policy development, and resource allocation strategies and spoke about challenges like staffing
constraints, researcher engagement, and balancing institutional priorities with funder
requirements. The focus of the third session was on IRs, with an emphasis on their unique role in
the data sharing ecosystem. Speakers demonstrated how local repositories provide specialized
support for institutional researchers, ensure compliance with local policies, and maintain long-
term accessibility of research outputs, such as through integrations with existing research
workflows and customization capabilities. The final session examined repository technologies and
potential improvements. Topics included system interoperability, metadata standardization,
storage solutions for large datasets, and user interface enhancements (Data Curation Network,
2023).

The virtual learning series helped to foster a better understanding of the broader US IR
ecosystem, including the challenges and opportunities data stewards anticipate in the coming
years, and enabled community connection. A key theme throughout the event series was the
emphasis that a repository is more than a technical platform or even a combination of platforms.
In order to be successful in meeting the needs of researchers, there need to be people, processes,
and policies in place to support the technology and surrounding services. In other words, while
the platform 1s important, the social and intellectual infrastructure 1s essential.

Summit for Academic Institutional Readiness in Data Sharing

The virtual learning series laid the foundation for the next phase of our project, in which we
developed and hosted a summit to engage institutionally based data service providers. While the
virtual learning series provided a solid foundational understanding of the current state of
mstitutionally based data services, we were limited, due to the webinar format, in our ability to
engage with service providers and to dig deeper into their approaches, strategies, and operations.
We recognized that we would need to bring stakeholders from across institutions together to
engage on the themes that we 1dentified from the virtual learning series to get a representative
understanding about the current state of the IR landscape in supporting research data. While
there are similar efforts in the United States, such as HELIOS Open, we wanted to shift the
narrative from high-level administrative perspectives to operational. In particular, we really wanted
to explore where and how we could build up connections across institutional stakeholders and
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develop a stronger sense of community among institutions. We also wanted to include
mstitutional representatives outside of the libraries, including those in Offices of Research or I'T
units, to create or enhance intra-institutional relationships.

We crafted our approach for holding the Summit for Academic Institutional Readiness in
Data Sharing (STAIRS) in late spring of 2024. Strong attendance in the virtual learning series led
us to believe that demand for the summit would be high. We wanted STAIRS to be more
representative of the full range of institutions offering data services, from those just launching data
services to those with more mature support and everywhere in between. To accomplish this, we
developed an application process that would enable us to gauge the current state of services,
support, and resources of the institution as well as their development trajectory and anticipated
mvestments. The application process consisted of a series of self-assessment questions for
applicants to indicate their maturity level in providing support across the data hfecycle and two
short answer questions: “How will attending this summit impact research data sharing at your
mstitution?” and “How would your experiences and knowledge impact and bring value to other
attendees?” Applicants were asked to respond to our questions from the perspective of their
institution rather than as an individual or for their unit. Applicants were also asked to identify up
to three people who would attend STAIRS and strongly encouraged to include personnel from
the library, I'T, Office of Research, and/or a Research Center or Institute in building their team.
Applications were reviewed by no fewer than three team members against a publicly available
rubric. We received 61 institutional applications and were able to accept 32 of them to attend
STAIRS. Following here 1s a summary of the STAIRS event including the pre-event survey.
Details about the event, discussion themes, and recommendations are covered in our final report
which was published by the University of Minnesota (Narlock et al., 2024a).

Pre-summit Survey

After confirming attendance from the 32 institutions admitted into STAIRS, we developed a pre-
summit survey to gather additional information about the state of data services and support at
each institution. We used the information collected from the survey to structure the agenda,
mform the development of the presentations, and determine the discussions of the summit. We
asked that each of the institutions accepted mto the STAIRS program submit a single response to
the survey rather than responding as individual attendees. As with the application process, our
intention was that structuring responses in this way would lead to imitial conversations across units
before they arrived at STAIRS. All of the 32 accepted mstitutions completed the survey for a
response rate of 100%.

‘We adopted the list of “Public Access Data Management and Sharing (DMS) Activities (v3)”
developed by the Realities of Academic Data Sharing (RADS) project as a means to structure the
survey. The purpose of the Public Access DMS activities is to “describe what researchers and
administrators at institutions that support research data sharing may need to consider when
managing and sharing data to comply with funder or other data sharing and public access
policies”, which nicely dovetailed with our goals for this survey (Kozlowski et al., 2023). The
activities are loosely organized chronologically across a generic data lifecycle and categorized mto
five phases:

e Planning, Design, and Start Up of Projects

e Data Collection, Storage, and Management

e  Making Data Broadly Available

e Data Retention, including Preservation, Archive, and Long-Term Access

e Project Closeout and Compliance

Each of the activities in this list was rewritten as a possible service that could be offered by an
mstitution. Survey respondents were asked if their institution was currently offering each of the
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possible services, if they were planning on offering the service in the next year or two, or if they
were not planning on offering the service. If the respondent selected that they were offering the
service, or planned to, they were taken to an additional screen and asked how developed the
service was currently (fully developed, planned or in progress, or not yet in progress). Finally, for
the services that they were currently offering or planned to offer, respondents were asked who
the mstitution was mvolved or would be mvolved: Libraries, Office of Research, I'T or Academic
Research Computing, Campus Research Centre, or someone else. Respondents could select
more than one option from this list to indicate that multiple types of people were involved in
offering the service.

The results of the survey were used to structure the content and activities at the STAIRS
summit. Most of the 32 institutions which attended STAIRS were currently offering, or planned
to offer, some kind of services or support at every stage of the data lifecycle. In aggregate, services
in the “Planning, Design, and Start Up of Projects” phase were the most fully developed, with
room for further investment i budgeting and policy compliance planning. The “Making Data
Broadly Available” portion of the lifecycle was also an area where institutions were investing time
and resources, though more institutions were in the progress of developing or planning their
services than in the “Planning...” phase. Fewer mstitutions offered or planned to offer support in
the “Data Collection, Storage and Management” stage in comparison, though there were
particular services that were receiving higher levels of attention, such as support for managing in-
progress datasets and recommending data analysis tools. Respondents also indicated a notable
mvestment in developing institutionally-based training and educational programs. Services in the
latter two phases “Data Retention” and “Project Closeout and Compliance” were more hikely to
be in the partially implemented or planning phases than services in the other phases and fewer
mstitutions said that they were doing or considering services there, suggesting future opportunities
for development.

The results of the survey also provided insights into which institutional stakeholders are
offering or planning to offer support across the data lifecycle. As shown in the charts below:

e Librarians are particularly engaged in the “Planning...” phase, though IT is the primary
agency for consultations on data storage and security issues, and personnel from the
Office of Research take the lead in consultations on budget and complance issues.
(Figure 1)

e Support i1s more balanced across the four stakeholder types in the “Collections...” phase.
(Figure 2)

e Librarians are more heavily engaged in services in the “Making Data Broadly Available”
phase on average, with the exception of compliance checks, which falls to the Office of
Research when available. (Figure 3)

e Libraries and IT are the primary agencies mvolved in providing services in the “Data
Retention and Preservation” stage, with the exception of “Security”, which is offered
through I'T or the Office of Research. (Figure 4)

e Finally, the Office of Research is the primary agency involved in providing support at the
“Project Closeout” phase, with support from Libraries in providing training. (Figure 5)
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Planning, Design and Start Up - Who is involved
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Figure 1. STAIRS Pre-summit survey responses to which units are involved in different
activities of the “Planning, Design, and Start Up” phase.
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Figure 2. STAIRS Pre-summit survey responses to which units are involved in different

activities of the “Collection, Storage, and Management” phase.
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Making Data Broadly Available - Who is Involved?
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Figure 3. STAIRS Pre-summit survey responses to which units are involved in different
activities of the “Making Data Broadly Available” phase.
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Figure 4. STAIRS Pre-summit survey responses to which units are mvolved in different

activities of the “Data Retention & Preservation” phase.
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Project Closeout and Compliance Stage - Who is
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Figure 5. STAIRS Pre-summit survey responses to which units are involved in different

activities of the “Project Closeout and Comphance” phase.

Fally, institutions were prompted at various portions of the pre-summit survey to provide
open-ended feedback. Through this, we gained invaluable insight about institutional service
provision across STAIRS attendees’ institutions. First, not all services provided were necessarily
available to everyone at their institution: Some services were offered by offices that are only
dedicated or provisioned to serve a part of the institution, such as the medical school. Second, not
all of the support provided at an mnstitution is offered formally as a service but may be given on an
ad hoc basis or due to a special relationship that exists between particular groups. Third,
mnstitutional governance, policies, and workflows for managing, sharing, and preserving data are
generally underdeveloped, if they exist at all, which leaves a lot of researchers and service
providers left to best determine how to proceed without official guidance. These factors and
others make it difficult for researchers to know what services and support are actually provided
across the nstitution and by whom, presenting a significant barrier to gaining access to services
and resources even when they are offered.

We also saw several concerns expressed in the survey results around how services and
support are (or are not) staffed. Some comments indicated that even identifying who in the
mstitution should be responsible for providing support can be difficult to determine.
Furthermore, separating out researchers’ responsibilities versus those of other professionals is still
under discussion at some mstitutions. As demonstrating compliance with funding agency
requirements becomes increasingly important for mstitutions, determining responsibility 1s crucial.
Finally, several respondents expressed serious concerns about offering their services at scale given
their current resources. Staffing is a signficant impediment that caps the extent to which services
can be provided, or imits expanding the service even in response to increasing demand. These
survey results strongly suggest additional mvestments in resources and infrastructure will be
needed by institutions to address anticipated demand for services.

The Summit

STAIRS was held in August 2024 at the University of Minnesota-Twin Cities campus with
generous support from the National Institutes of Health’s Office of Data Science Strategy.
Attendees represented a wide variety of institutions, with a range of data service maturity,
mstitutional types, and sizes. Additionally, the 102 attendees spanned research support units and
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mcluded libraries (64), information technology departments (11), offices of research (11), and
centers and mstitutes (6). Although attendance was skewed toward library and archival
professionals, we were pleased to welcome a wider variety of perspectives and expertise as it led to
a richer set of discussions and a stronger sense of connectedness.

Based on the themes of the virtual learning series and the pre-summit survey results, we
developed STAIRS around four broad topic areas:

1. Consulting, Training, and Education

2. Technologies, Metadata, and Repository Platforms

3. Building Community Internally Across the Institution, and
4. Buiding Community Externally.

For each topic area, we began with a presentation to provide some initial context to lay the
foundation for discussions. The content of the introductory presentation was based on the results
of the pre-summit survey as well as other recent research relevant to the area. Then, three
speakers presented a conversation starter—a 5-7 minute presentation designed to raise questions
of interest and provoke discussion. Attendees were encouraged to react to what they had heard in
the presentations and engage in discussion at their tables. Each table had a “captain” who lightly
moderated the discussion and reported out a summary of it to the rest of the room after each
session. At the end of the event, we dedicated time for attendees to begin developing an
mstitutional action plan, which included identifying their institutional goals and priorities, what
resources they would need to be successful, as well as any potential barriers they might need to
consider.

Summit themes

‘While all the institutions have local challenges, nuances, and strengths, there was a remarkable
consistency across discussions by STAIRS attendees that underscore a broader picture of
mstitutionally based research data services in the US. From reviewing each table’s discussion notes
we were able to 1dentify several themes that were prevalent among attendees.

Scaling up services across the institution

Institutionally based data services are challenged by both internal and external factors. The
rapid changes in government policies, publisher requirements, and other pressures to share the
data generated from funded research by external agencies has prompted many institutions to
figure out how to respond by considering what kind of services and support may be needed for
their researchers to be successful. However, datasets come from a variety of disciplines, formats,
sizes, etc. and have an array of functions depending upon the field of study, expectations, and the
cultures of practice developed by these fields. As all different kinds of research are conducted at
an institution, institutionally based data services may encounter a myriad of data—some of which
may be unfamiliar to the service providers. Being able to work with and curate any kind of data
presents an enormous challenge to data service providers and to mstitutional repositories.

At individual mstitutions, data services depend upon the support of the unit that hosts them
for resources, mfrastructure, and advocacy. There was widespread concern that the services
provided are not appropriately provisioned to support increasing demand for assistance,
particularly as the expectations of the Nelson Memo (2022) begin to take effect. Overall, STAIRS
attendees were hesitant about their ability to scale their services, particularly given that data sharing
1s a relatively new expectation for many researchers.

This is further complicated by the 1diosyncrasies of collaborations. Although nearly every
mstitutional delegation at STAIRS included someone from outside of the library, most of these
relationships were still nascent. There was also considerable concern from many that their
mnstitution did not have adequate data governance or policies on research data management,
sharing, or retention in place. Without mutual understanding between mstitutional units, it 1s not
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clear who has the authority or responsibility to make decisions at their institution. The need for
mstitutions to develop their social infrastructure to support research data was seen as critically
important, perhaps even more so than building technical infrastructure.

Shared resources

There was a strong push for the creation of shared resources to support data service
professionals in handling the diversity of data generated at their institutions. Attendees were
particularly eager for training materials, templates, and curricula that could be used as a
foundation for teaching researchers about data management and sharing concepts and practices,
or for skilling up data service professionals. Summit attendees also expressed interest in learning
more about the strategies, approaches, and experiences of institutional data service providers as a
means of informing their own work. Although these materials could not address the particular
needs of the local institution, there was an eagerness on the part of STAIRS attendees to have a
common foundation to work from and resources that could serve as a starting point and be
modified based on localized needs and perspectives.

Although the appeal of developing and offering these shared resources is readily apparent, the
practical aspects of implementation pose challenges of their own. Developing a community-based
set of templates, guides, and resources would require coordination and a commitment to review,
ingest, update, and maintain materials from a trusted organization. It would also require regular
promotion to ensure that the influx of data service professionals are aware of what resources and
tools are available to them. Some of the resources requested by STAIRS attendees already exist
but were not widely known. For example, the Data Management Training Clearinghouse
(DMTC) run by the Earth Science Information Partners (ESIP) and others contains more than
500 resources on teaching research data management and data stewardship (“Learn More About
the DMTC”, nd). However, even when a community resource like the DMTC exists, it can be
difficult to sustain and update it.

Cross-institution collaboration

The Summit provided a key opportunity for attendees to look across nstitutions. During
conversations, it became clear that our organizations encounter many of the same challenges 1n
responding to researchers’ needs for managing and sharing their data; however, institutional data
services have understandably responded based on local cultures, capacities, and organizational
structures. This has led to two interrelated challenges. First, although we know that supporting
researchers adequately will require a wide variety of knowledge and expertise from across the
university, we lack the strong relationships needed to offer and run services that span
organizational units. Moreover, many institutions are in the early stages of articulating where
responsibilities in data management, sharing, and retention lie. Second, although we understand
the advantages and capabilities that are enabled by building infrastructures and services based on
standards and shared practices, service and IR development largely has been conducted within
institutional silos, limiting our ability to interoperate effectively and support each other across
institutions. Repeated opportunities to connect across both institutions and roles (e.g., I'T,
Libraries, Office of Research, Campus Centre and Institutes) will be essential for 1dentifying and
building strong working relationships to support data management and sharing.

Post-summit Survey

Three months after STAIRS, we distributed a post-summit survey to better understand the
mmpacts of the event. We asked each attendee to consider the most important next steps in
developing or refining their institutional data support, what they have been able to advance since
STAIRS, and how STAIRS was useful in their efforts. We also asked attendees to indicate what
future mitiatives they would be most interested in participating in (see Appendix A for survey
mstrument). In total, we received 40 umique submissions for a response rate of approximately
40%, with approximately 80% of respondents representing Libraries, followed by I'T (10%), Office
of Research (5%) and Campus Institutes and Centers (59). We wanted to allow STAIRS
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attendees to be in control of the sharing of their institution's plans and thus will not publicly share
the individual results of this survey. However, we have provided aggregated findings below.

In response to mstitutional priorities following STAIRS, many respondents emphasized that
additional resources, primarily in terms of personnel, will be essential for their efforts.
Additionally, 16 respondents indicated that their next steps were to finalize, continue, or even
begin cross-unit conversations and efforts across campus. For the respondents outside of
Libraries, there was a particular interest (n=6) in data governance and related policies,
demonstrating an awareness from campus partners that there needs to be better clarity between
units offering data services. Lastly, 7 respondents flagged the importance of needs assessments
and environmental scans to better understand their current offerings and identify gaps for growth.

In response to what actions the attendees have taken since the event, 4 reported that no
progress has been made. Of the remaining respondents, 17 indicated that they have been able to
continue conversations with STAIRS attendees as well as other campus partners, including the
launch of three task forces. In response to whether STAIRS helped attendees prepare for
conversations at their istitution, 92.5% indicated that the interactions at STAIRS were useful.

Lastly, in looking to the future, respondents were mvited to select what future engagement and
collaboration opportunities they would like to see. Respondents were allowed to select multiple
options. The two most requested future engagement opportunities were annual in-person events
and the creation of shared templates (n=31). The least requested were mechanisms for engaging
stakeholders outside the institution (n=22) and periodic virtual events (n=24). While there are no
immediate plans for future collaborations or funding opportunities, the results of the survey
overwhelmingly suggest that there 1s an appetite for events like STAIRS. One attendee remarked:

‘STAIRS was an intense and meaningful experience, but it was the start of the
conversation and the beginning of work toward institutional readiness. I hope there
1s indeed more to come.’

Recommendations

Following STAIRS, our team reviewed the extensive collection of shared notes as well as the pre-
summit results. Using this data, the STAIRS team drafted a series of recommendations primarily
designed to strengthen connections within and across institutions as well as between institutions
and funding agencies. Below, we offer a few of the recommendations from our project for funding
organizations.

1. Offer incentives and opportunities for institutional data service providers and partners to
engage and learn from each other. This includes defiming shared standards, creating
templates and resources for reuse, and structures for collaboration across institutions.

2. Foster connections between program officers and institution-based data service providers
to ensure researchers receive robust support and consistent guidance throughout the
research lifecycle.

3. Fund additional research into data sharing requirements and services at academic
mnstitutions to better understand challenges and opportunities across different institutional

types.

‘While there were several imitations to STAIRS, detailed in full in our final report (Narlock
et al., 2024a), these recommendations will likely resonate with individuals across the US and
beyond. The STAIRS event provided the first opportunity for many individuals at the operational
level to come together, across units and institutions, to discuss challenges and potentials. There
are further means through which this approach could be refined, including focusing on different
mnstitutional types, repository infrastructure, and data services offered. We are hopeful these
conversations will continue, informally and formally, to strengthen the landscape of US academic
institutional data service providers.

JDC | Conference Paper



Narlock, Carlson, Cowles, Delserone, Herndon, Kozlowski, & Petters | 13

Conclusion

‘What began as a discussion on applying the DC-DR to IRs and data IRs among members of the
DCN turned into a much larger exploration of the state of institutionally based support for
managing and sharing data. The STAIRS event was an opportunity to ascertain the current state
and needs of mstitutionally based data services and mstitutional repositories as they support data
management and sharing, and to capture a snapshot in time. Although libraries have often taken
the lead in considering researchers’ needs and developing services to address them, the expected
mcrease in demand and the need for more comprehensive support requires a broader investment
by institutions and greater involvement from other units. The Summit demonstrated a real need
to consider how the policies developed by funding agencies are impacting mstitutions and the
importance of not just local technical infrastructure, but the social infrastructure that will be
needed to ensure that data are managed and shared at scale. The event led to three main
recommendations for funding agencies, as described directly above. Feedback from attendees
both during and after STAIRS indicates an eagerness for stakeholders to work together as a
community in developing common understandings, shared resources, and a sense of
connectedness in doing this work. Going forward we seek to leverage what we have learned from
the Repository Readiness virtual learming series and the STAIRS summit to continue to foster
community development across a range of mstitutional service providers, as well as motivate intra-
nstitutional collaborations.
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Appendix A: Post-Summit Survey

STAIRS 2024 Post Summit Survey distributed through Qualtrics, managed by the University of
Minnesota.

Start of Block: Default Question Block

Q1 Thank you for attending STAIRS in August 2024. We are grateful for your participation and
candor, which made the summit a success. We want to better understand what effect this event
had on your nstitutional practice, policies, or development direction. Individual answers will be
kept within the project team, but anonymized quotes may be shared. Aggregated answers may also
be shared via reports, presentations, and grant proposals.

We are asking every individual to respond to this survey. We expect the survey will take you
approximately 15 minutes to complete.

If you have any questions, please let us know by contacting Jake (jakecarl@buffalo.edu) or Mikala
(mnarlock@umn.edu).

Page Break
Q2 Section 1: Demographic Information We are collecting this information to compare with pre-
summit responses. We will aggregate responses here, and throughout, with other similar

organizations.

Q3 Individual name

Q4 Institution name

Q) Select the unit types that best describes your current position
O Information Technology (IT) and Computing (1)

a Libraries (2)

@] Office of Research (3)

O Campus Institutes and Centres (4)

Page Break

Q6 Section 2: Impact of STAIRS Locally

In this set of questions, we ask you to consider the impact of STAIRS on your institution since the
event. If your mstitution created an action plan at the summit, it may be useful to revisit the plan,
which may be available in the STAIRS Attendee folder.

Q7 Having attended STAIRS, what do you see as the most important next steps in developing
your Institution's data services?
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Q8 Regarding creating or sustaiming RDM services, what have you been able to move forward on
since STAIRS (including thinking / planning) ? To what extent are different units involved in these
efforts and conversations?

Q9 Do you feel like the interactions at STAIRS helped prepare you for similar interactions and
conversations at your mnstitution?

Defmitely not (17)
Probably not (18)
Might or might not (19)
Probably yes (20)
Definitely yes (21)

Q10 Following the STAIRS event have you continued conversations with representatives from
other institutions?

Yes (5)
Not yet but plan to (4)
No (6)

Q11 What types of conversations have you had?

Page Break

Q12 Section 3: Future Efforts (STAIRS or Otherwise) As we conclude this effort, we want to
consider future engagement opportunities that may be valuable to the community.

Q13 Of the following, what do you think are most needed to support institutionally based
research data services? Please provide additional information.
a Annual in-person events like STAIRS (1)

O Periodic virtual events like STAIRS (5)

a Shared standards and norms (2)
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O Shared tools and resources (6)

O Templates (e.g., README template) (3)

O Mechamsms for fostering engagement with other stakeholders within institution (e.g.,
libraries, I'T, office of research) (7)

O Mechanisms for fostering engagement with other stakeholders outside of the institution
(e.g., funders, publishers, etc.) (8)

@] Other ()

Q14 What communication or marketing channels would be most effective for future efforts?
a LinkedIn (1)

O CARCC (2

O Educause (3)

a Other (4)

Q15 If we were to offer a similar event in the future, would you be willing to contribute?
o Yes (1)

o Maybe (2)

oNo Q)

Q16 Is there anything else you'd like to share with the organizers?

Q17 This concludes the survey. Thank you for your time. Clicking "Next" in the bottom right will
submit your responses.

End of Block: Default Question Block
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