
Minutes of the LTER Executive Board Meeting  
September 13-16, 2009;  Estes Park, CO 

 
1. Meeting called to order at 1 pm by Chair Phil Robertson; Members attending: Nick Brokaw, Hugh Ducklow, 

David Foster, Ted Gragson, Corinna Gries, Sarah Hobbie, Sally Holbrook, Dave McGuire, Steve Pennings, 
Bob Waide, Mark Williams; Unavailable: none. Also present for agenda item #2 only: NSF program officers 
attending ASM Henry Gholz (LTER/BIO), Diendra Beck (INT), Todd Crowl (LTER/BIO), Dave Garrison 
(GEO), Matt Kane (BIO), and Deborah Winslow (SBE); Tom Baerwald (SBE) and Rita Teutonico (SBE) 
unavailable. Also present for agenda item #7 only: Deb Peters. Also present for agenda item #8 only: three 
site information managers. 

 
2. EB/NSF Introductions and NSF Update 

Following introductions, discussion centered on role of EB, history of the ASMs, and potentials for funding 
the network synthesis initiatives. 

 
3. Minutes for 31 August 2009 approved by consent. 

 
4. Updates 

a. ASM 2009. Bob Waide provided a final pre-ASM logistics and participants update. 
b. Network chair. Robertson reported that Carol Brewer has accepted our invitation to assume the NAB 

chairpersonship, and discussions of new membership are underway. 
c. Waide announced that his minisabbatical plans are on indefinite hold with the need to develop the 

ARRA operational plan this fall. 
d. The new LTER intranet site is available for comments: http://intranet2.lternet.edu . 

 
5. LNO Renewal Synthesis budget / activities review 

David Foster reported for the subcommittee charged with reviewing the LNO Renewal Synthesis activities 
and budget, which met in mid-July (report delayed from August meeting). The report, extracted below, 
provides a summary of the budget broken down by source (recurring, non-recurring ARRA, and matching 
funds) and activities. Foster noted the complexity of managing and tracking the many activities in LNO due to 
the dynamic nature of the support structure, the low percentage of full-time LTER funded positions, and the 
resulting split-funding model for many of the positions. The committee identified several areas with 
discretionary allocations that could be redirected towards new priorities, in addition to flagging activities that 
appear low priority based on Network-level discussions since the original budget was formulated and 
approved 2 years ago. These included in particular 1) mini-sabbatical funds ($300k), 2) decadal plan 
integration ($170k), 3) associate director salary ($600k), and 4) partial salary for the remote sensing 
coordinator. Discussion ensued and concluded with the general consensus that the report provides a good 
introduction to the background needed for operational plan discussions, which must take a fresh look at 
current priorities before making specific recommendations. No action taken. 
 

6. ARRA Award Operational Plan 
Robertson recapped the expectations for EB involvement in the operational plan for the  LNO ARRA Award 
(see 31 August minutes), including the plan for dividing into 4 committees to provide guidance for the 
specific categories identified in the proposal: Synthesis; Cyberinfrastructure / Network Information System 
(NIS); Communication and Outreach; and Core Services.  Waide presented a draft schedule for the plan’s 
development. Following discussion, it was decided that committees will meet prior to the development of 
draft plans in order to provide early guidance. There was also agreement that each committee will consider 
LNO activities within each category in toto, i.e. discussion and plans will not be limited solely to ARRA 
funded activities in order to provide overall guidance and context for the ARRA funding (although the 
operational plan to be submitted to NSF must focus solely on ARRA funding). [Note: discussion on this topic 

http://intranet2.lternet.edu/�


was suspended until later in the meeting to accommodate scheduled business; what follows in this section 
occurred on Sept. 16; McGuire and Williams were unavailable for this portion of the discussion]. 
 
The charge to the committees is to provide guidance and feedback on operational plans for specific areas of 
responsibility. Plans drafted by Waide and endorsed by the EB are to  include for each activity within the four 
thematic areas: 1) a description of the activity, 2) expected outcomes, 3) operational steps to reach the 
outcomes, 4) milestones,  5) a process for reviewing progress and evaluating success, 6) a description of how 
the activity will benefit the LTER community, its external partners, and the larger U.S. scientific and 
education community, and 7) mechanisms to garner feedback from the LTER community and external 
communities of science and education. Waide expects the plan to be ca. 30 pages of text plus figures and 
tables. 
 
Timetable: An outline draft plan is expected prior to January 1, allowing for the final plan to be reviewed by 
the entire EB in January.  The plan must be submitted to NSF by March 1. 
 
The makeup of the guidance committees is: 

• Synthesis – Hugh Ducklow, David Foster, Steve Pennings, Phil Robertson, Bob Waide 
• Core Services – Nick Brokaw, Sally Holbrook, Dave McGuire, Phil Robertson, Bob Waide 
• Communication and Outreach – Ted Gragson, David Foster, Sarah Hobbie, Phil Robertson, Bob 

Waide 
• Cyberinfrastructure/NIS – Ted Gragson, Corinna Gries, Phil Robertson, Bob Waide, Mark Williams, 

and NISAC co-chairs Will Pockman and Wade Sheldon. An external technical advisory committee 
will also be convened to review the draft plan. 

 
7. EcoTrends Follow-on Discussion with Deb Peters 

Robertson briefly recapped prior EcoTrends discussions and the draft principles discussed earlier and 
distributed prior to the meeting (attached below). Discussion was wide-ranging and lively, ranging from 
Peters’ historical overview and vision for EcoTrends to EB members’ enthusiasm for and endorsement of 
EcoTrends to concerns about its scope and future. There was general understanding that many of the details 
with respect to outstanding issues will need to be considered in the context of the CI/NIS operational plan, 
and thus resolution will be delayed until the CI/NIS plan is developed and approved by the EB. The plan will 
explicitly address EcoTrends. 
 
[At this point (5 p.m.) the meeting was adjourned to 7 a.m. September 15.] 
 

8. Ad hoc Information Manager Communication 
Earlier in the month Robertson received an ad hoc communication from a group of information managers 
concerned about LTER organizational dynamics regarding development of the Network Information System, 
and in particular about the roles of LNO, NISAC, IMC, and EB. The communication included a series of 
observations and suggestions, and a request for confidentiality. A targeted discussion of each of the points 
raised in the communication ensued, and a summary of these points as discussed appears as Appendix 3, 
below. These points were taken under advisement, with action as necessary to be taken at a subsequent 
meeting after consultation with IM-Exec and NISAC. 
 
[At this point (8:45 a.m.) the meeting was adjourned to 7 a.m. September 16; McGuire and Williams 
unavailable] 
 
Waide provided further LNO-specific feedback regarding IM manager concerns. Discussion ensued, 
including the following points: 1) we might consider reconstituting NISAC  from a 5-5-4 (scientist-IM-LNO) 
model to a 3-3-1 model to provide more regular and nimble feedback, and/or consider a single chair with an 



LNO-based (non-voting) executive officer / point person; 2) we should ask NISAC to revisit the procedure for 
adopting NIS modules (such as ClimDB, HydroDB, EcoTrends) to ensure modules are appropriately scoped 
prior to approval; and 3) we need better mechanisms for including IM and NISAC in EB discussions and 
decision-making. This latter point is particularly relevant in light of operational planning for the ARRA 
award, and the CI/NIS guidance committee will need to be appropriately constituted and informed.   
 

9. Upcoming Meetings 
a. Oct-Jan TBD 
b. March 3-5, 2011 (Washington DC;  minisymposium) 
c. April TBD 
d. May 11-14, 2011 (Plum Island, EB/SC meeting) 

 
10. Meeting adjourned 8:50 a.m. Sept. 16. 
 



Attachment 1 – Synthesis/Activities Review 
 

LNO Renewal Synthesis Budget/Activities Review – Discussion Notes 
 
7 July 2009 Teleconference         
D. Foster (chair), D. McGuire, P. Robertson, M.Williams (not present), R. Waide (LNO) 
 
Background 
The LNO renewal proposal was split into two parts by NSF: Core Funding to continue core operations 
with no increase from previous budgets and a second portion (from ARRA funds) that included: (i) a 15% 
increase in core funding to cover cost-of-living increases and (ii) funding for activities identified in the 
Decadal Plan. 
 
Recurring Core Funds 
The group did not discuss these in detail but it was noted that there have been some important changes to 
the activity listed and the allocation of funding across personnel: e.g., Michener who is listed as Director 
of Development/Outreach at 50% salary has dropped down to 5%.   
 
It was also noted that the budget model is a complex one in terms of personnel: e.g.,  

- Director of Synthesis Support Vande Castle is covered for Year 1 only (37%) 
- Analyst-Programmer Costa varies from 25-100% and is phased out in Year 6  
- Public Info. Officer Thomas (100%) is phased out in Year 3 [transferred to ARRA Funds] 
- Sr. Program Mgr McConnell is 50% in Year 1 but phased to non-NSF funds in Year 2 
- Application Support Analyst White is 50% in Years 1-5 and 100% in Year 6 [50% from ARRA for 

Years 1-5 and 67% from ARRA in Year 6] 
 

Four individuals in LNO are funded 100% from Core Funds on an ongoing basis: 
- Chief Information Officer Brunt 
- System Administrator Wyman 
- Officer Manager Garcia 
- Accounting Technician Sais 

 
Two other LNO staff are funded 100% from other funds: 

- Executive Director Waide (100% UNM) – cost share 
- Sr. Applications Support Analyst San Gil (100% USGS/NBII) 

 
Non-recurring Core Funds (ARRA) 
It was noted that the fact that these ARRA funds cover the 15% cost-of-living increases raises problems: 
non-recurring and restricted to 5 years (ARRA requirement).  The amounts in this award have been pro-
rated for a sixth year, which according to Bob will involve time-consuming accounting. 
 
Participant Support Costs are largely in Core Funds with some SC and IM Exec activities also in Non-
recurring Core Funds (ARRA). 
 
$170,467 Decadal Plan Discretionary funds also generally available. 
 
Non-LTER Funds 
Discussion sought to clarify whether the non-LTER funds were matches or funds supporting LNO 
activities or involve a true splitting of personnel responsibilities to other entities and activities (e.g., to 
UNM or USGS/NBII): 

 - Executive Director Waide (100% UNM) 
 - Sr. Program Mgr McConnell (50% Year 1 and 100% thereafter; UNM) 
 - Sr. Applications Support Analyst San Gil (100% USGS/NBII) 
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 - Analyst-Programmer Costa (? 75% INTEROP and DRYAD projects in Yrs 1-2) 
 - Director of Synthesis Support Vande Castle and NIS Developer Servilla (Both get summer 

salary from LTER-Related Projects). 
 
Non-recurring Decadal Plan Funds (ARRA) 
 
In EB meetings and briefly in this committee discussion the point was reiterated, echoing the NAB report, 
that the budget and plan for these funds and activities were developed a couple of years ago at this point.  
Much has changed since then: many advances by synthesis groups through workshops and other 
activities; the development of 5 two-page network-level research initiatives (3 of which have been 
submitted); new thinking and discussions among IM, NISEC, etc.; EcoTrends advances and discussions; 
new composition of EB.  Consequently, there is reason to examine the use and application of these funds 
by looking at the prior objectives and new directions and activities together and prioritizing specific 
activities and allocations of funds. 
 
There was discussion in the latest EB meeting about the relative fungability of the LNO budget; i.e., the 
flexibility in reallocating these funds to activities other than those discussed in the original proposal.  It 
seems largely agreed upon that NSF has granted the EB fairly great latitude in this regard, with the EB 
responsible to the entire Science Council. 
 
The discussion by this committee only began to scratch the surface with regards to thinking through the 
budget. We proceeded largely by having Bob Waide work through the list of items and activities to 
provide explanations and answer questions.  Much work remains to be done.  Presumably this will be a 
major task for the EB and LNO in developing the LNO Operational Plan. 
 

Some aspects of our discussions are provided below 
 

Science Council 
- Clarification of whether one or two students work under JVC (5%?) to accomplish tasks and the 

nature of these positions, duties and responsibilities.  Budget is $17,465 annually (plus additional 
$10,000 if a second student?) 

- Need to provide support for sub-groups and chairs 
- Records for SC activities need to be timely and accessible 
- Need a timeline of past working groups and products 
- Director of Synthesis Support Vande Castle –has clear responsibilities for supporting synthesis 

activities and core support of SC related activities. The multifaceted nature of the position, the 
additional responsibilities (currently and in the recent past) for remote sensing, technology and 
ILTER, and the complex funding allocations for this position make it difficult to follow and leads to 
changing responsibilities.  Uncertainty regarding future RS activities is part of this. 

 
Research Working Groups and Min-Sabbaticals 

- Much discussion and questioning of the model for and value in mini-sabbaticals 
- Need to maintain and strengthen the support to existing Working Groups 
- As the 2-pagers get discussed in NSF and the ASM and there is further activity involved in pushing 

these forward, developing proposals and advancing these synthetic activities there will be 
increasing need for support (see below) 

- Need new models for synthesis support in addition to workshops: funding (one to few months?) for 
whoever is key to advancing these activities: e.g., lead PIs, post-docs, students, etc.  Annually 
there is $150,000 allocated to research working groups and mini-sabbaticals that could support 
the activities above 
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- These activities are coordinated in LNO by JVC (10%) assisted by one student (annual costs: 
$24,930) 

 
Activities of the Decadal Research Plan 

- There is $170,467 of discretionary funds to advance the Decadal Plan for 2 years.  This is in addition 
to the $150,000 plus $24,930 allocated under Working Groups. 

- The Decadal Plan activities, emerging from the 2-pager synthesis initiatives will be a high priority for 
support as they are advancing network-wide research and synthesis. 

- Oversight of these activities and identifying needs for support: JVC (5%) 
 

Cyberinfrastructure 
- Brief discussion of the use, need and ongoing costs for the well-equipped and maintained training lab 

at LNO.  Who will/does use this facility?  LTER scientists, IMs, Educators, Partner Institutions.  
There is mention of unspecified training activities identified in the proposal.  There is also mention 
that this facility will be an important resource for activities related to the Decadal Plan. 

- Training lab is budgeted for a refreshing of the computers in Years 1 and 4 ($50,000 total).  
- Streaming of LTER presentations over the web – annually increasing the number of PI presentations 

and rate of VTC technology. 
- Acquisition of fixed and rich media recorders and servers ($60,000 total cost) 
- Lab and associated activities maintained by Systems Analyst Williams (budget for approx. 50% of 

salary). 
- Web activities and applications and LTER www development overseen by Application Support 

Analyst White supported by a new position, a professional intern ($26,520/yr) in apposition similar 
to that filled by the current Applications Support Analyst. 

 
Information Management 

- Need for real and direct outreach to the sites and individual managers.  Currently LNO staff is 
budgeted to visit each site every 6 years.  New position of IM to address management of existing 
datasets and creation of new data modules for NIS ($57,834 annually) 

- Two Production Meetings for IM Committee each year.  Product oriented. 
- Two one-month working visits scheduled for IMs to other sites or LNO for development of IT 

solutions to specific data management problems.  Sites would be compensated for their IM’s time 
(total = $15,000 annually). 

 
Network Information System 

- New position, Junior Programmer, to support NIS development.  Will work with Sr Programmer 
($55,600 annually). 

- New Professional Intern to advance and complete site level activities supporting NIS ($26,520).  
 
Core Services 

Acquisition of data, Hardware, Software 
- Revise the remote sensing services provided by LNO and obtain funding through successful 

proposals. 
- JVC works with Spatial Data and Analysis Committee to determine the scope of this activity and then 

works with NASA, DOD and USGS to pursue this ($59,744 annually in salary).  
 

Communications and Outreach 
- Visits by Chief Information Officer Brunt and Senior Applications Support Analyst San Gil to four 

LTER sites annually ($8,800 annually) 
 

Training 
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- At least one 3-day workshop including lectures and live demos on rich media recorder for subsequent 
play back.  Budget:  $43,000 workshop; $3,000 materials; $10,288 for Systems Analyst Williams to 
support. 

 
 
DRF --  September 13, 2009 



Attachment 2 – EcoTrends Discussion Points 
 

EcoTrends and EB Discussion Points 
From Aug 12, 2009, email (Robertson to Peters) 

Draft Principles (for discussion; not approved) 

1. The LNO will fund an EcoTrends database manager position for some period of time up to 5 y, subject 
to periodic review and renewal (presumably annually), for the purpose of recruiting and error-checking 
datasets from LTER sites. Deliverables resulting from this position will be specified in detail in the LNO 
operational plan as part of the detailed NIS plan. 
 
2. Subject to cost, the LNO will fund a 1-time web-improvement, external to the LNO, to address specific 
graphing and presentation hierarchy issues.  This web improvement will be conducted by an outside firm 
chosen by bid.  The resulting website will be operated and maintained by JRN until an acceptable plan for 
NIS integration and migration to LNO are approved and incorporated into the LNO operational plan. 
 
3. The Network will organize an EcoTrends governance body, to provide scientific oversight and 
direction (including priority setting), as a network ad hoc committee under NISAC and advisory to the 
EB, with funding to meet once per year. Topic area groups would be funded out of calls for synthesis 
activities, and would presumably be given a high priority by the EB. The LNO will fund EcoTrends 
meetings directly as for other network working groups and committees. 
 
4. A newly hired LNO-based data manager will coordinate with the EcoTrends database manager to 
address issues related to the harvesting, validation, transformation, and loading of site EcoTrends data 
into NIS.   
 
5. Elements of EcoTrends funded by the LNO will be incorporated into the LNO's operational plan, and 
included in periodic network and NSF reviews of the plan.  Timely contribution of updates and reports 
related to these reviews in a format specified in the operational plan will be needed. 



Attachment 3 – Ad hoc IM concerns 
 

Summary of discussion points raised ad hoc by an independent group of site information managers 
 

1. There is a need for LNO to differentiate between informatics research v. operational activities, to 
clearly prioritize activities, to communicate prioritizations, and to identify who is responsible for 
what. Of particular concern: insufficient priority is given to basic operations, and resources are 
directed disproportionately to specific sites that might better be used for network support. 
 

2. Consideration should be given to reconstituting NISAC  to better ensure network priorities are 
represented. E.G. a 3-3-1 (scientist-IM-LNO) balance might better serve, and a smaller number 
might be more nimble. This might also apply to IM-exec. Additionally, scientist representatives 
should be chosen carefully, to avoid those with personal agendas. The activities of NISAC would 
be facilitated with the inclusion of a non-voting LNO-based executive officer to act as point 
person for the committee. 
 

3. Failing to hold EcoTrends to the standard procedure for approving NIS modules has created 
problems. The procedure should be revisited to ensure there is an annual reporting and evaluation 
function, and an enforcement procedure. 
 

4. LNO software and website development can be slow and progress is not communicated clearly or 
in a timely manner. Project management needs improvement, and needs to include contingency 
planning. 
 

5. LNO software development should take advantage of expertise elsewhere in the network, e.g. by 
having development carried out by a small group of visiting IMs. This could improve efficiency 
and promote site buy-in to standardization. 
 

6. NIS modules, once operational, should be deployed centrally at LNO to avoid placing the burdens 
of troubleshooting, maintenance, and user support on an individual site for a network resource. 
 

7. IMs need to be better involved in priority setting for NIS development and in making their sites 
ready to support NIS activities. 
 

8. The EB needs a better mechanism to be informed on CI technical matters and costs. Better 
communication between the EB and NISAC and IM-exec might include a NISAC representative 
at EB meetings as well as a person to facilitate communication between technical developers and 
scientists. 
 

9. NISAC should be used by the EB to provide advice on priorities, broader impacts, and allocation 
of network resources, but at the same time cannot realistically make all technical decisions 
required to provide sound advice to the EB. Forming NISAC ad hoc technical advisory 
committees could be useful. 
 

 
  

 


