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Minutes of the LTER Executive Board Meeting  
June 22, 2010; 2-4 p.m. EDT; Videoconference 

 
1. Meeting called to order at 2 pm by Chair Phil Robertson; Members attending:, Hugh Ducklow, David Foster, 

Ted Gragson, Corinna Gries, Steve Hamilton, Dave McGuire, John Moore, Emily Stanley, Bob Waide, Mark 
Williams; Unavailable: Nick Brokaw, Scott Collins 

 
2. Minutes for 11 May 2010 approved by consent. 

 
3. Updates:  

a. SIP Status 
Drafts are in hand for final formatting into a first full draft except for Communication, which awaits 
action from the separate Communication Strategic Planning group. The first full draft is expected to 
go to consultants Collier and Mortis by July 9. A following draft will be shared informally with NSF 
prior to the final draft’s vetting by the EB/SC later in the summer. 
 

b. 30-year review. 
The 30-year review committee received its formal charge from the BIO Advisory Committee in April, 
and will be having its first meeting in June. The makeup of the committee has been shared by the co-
chairs; there may yet be one or two changes: Co-chairs Alison Power and Tony Michaels (who 
attended the SC meeting); members Judy Bronstein, Kathy Ewel, Bob Robbins, David Tilman, and 
Joe Travis.  A social scientist may yet be added; it was reported to Robertson that there had been 
some difficulty recruiting.  
 

c. Symbiotic Inc. request to develop curricular material 
Bob Waide reported on contact from a biology software publisher to use LTER data in a package now 
under development for undergraduate environmental biology classes. Symbiotic, Inc. produces 
EcoBeaker, among other offerings. We have welcomed their interest and there may be a supplement-
funded partnership developed over the coming year. Tim Fahey at HBR has been point person to date.  
 

d. EcoTrends supplement status 
Todd Crowl has indicated that once 2010 site supplement paperwork is completed later this month he 
will be in a position to consider an EcoTrends supplement as discussed at the May 11 EB meeting. 
Deb Peters is working with Waide to develop. Crowl has requested a clear statement from the EB that 
the effort is important to the network as a network-level activity, which Robertson will provide. 
 

e. Legacy Data Prospectus Committee 
As discussed at the May 11 meeting, Robertson has had discussions with Liz Blood at NSF and has 
now reconvened the Legacy Data Prospectus Committee to expand the existing prospectus to include 
a) a menu of management options, b) initial data priorities, and c) the potential for other organizations 
to engage (e.g. OBFS, LTREB). An early July document will provide more detail to NSF, who has 
already convened an internal committee to consider further. Robertson will circulate the expanded 
prospectus to the EB for comments prior to taking to NSF. 
 

f. Communication Strategic Planning 
Waide noted that progress continues, and that consultant Kathy Lambert has been scheduling phone 
interviews with PIs.  We remain on track for September delivery to the EB. 
 

g. Future Scenarios Planning 
Robertson has conveyed to NSF that our first priority for Network-level synthesis research is the 
Future Scenarios initiative, as noted in the May 11 SC minutes.  He reported that Crowl has 
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welcomed the development and looks forward to discussing further; Crowl further noted that 
NSF/LTER has been invited to present to a subcommittee of the President’s Council of Advisors on 
Science and Technology (PCAST) this week regarding a major new federal initiative on biodiversity, 
ecosystem processes, and human welfare, and that the LTER research prospecti had been provided to 
the committee (from a source other than NSF) as background material. 
 

4. BioScience prospectus 
The BioScience Prospectus Committee chaired by David Foster has provided a list of 9 potential articles that 
requires winnowing to 5 articles prior to submitting to BioScience. We need to decide how to do this, and 
consensus following discussion is to circulate the list to the committee and to the EB for ranking, and then 
provide the top 5 articles to BioScience noting that another 4 should also be considered if room.  Robertson 
will circulate the list for ranking. 
 

5. SC 2011 Meeting Location Change 
MCR has requested that plans to hold the next SC meeting at Moorea be put on hold for two years, and 
Robertson has contacted Georgia Coastal Ecosystems (GCE) to host in 2011 rather than 2012. GCE PI Merryl 
Alber and colleagues have agreed to do so following EB approval, and have noted available May dates. 
Following discussion a motion was made and seconded to hold the 2011 SC meeting at GCE the week of May 
16; the motion passed unanimously. Robertson will inform the SC and charge the program committee. 
 

6. Network Involvement in SGS Recommendation 
The recent LTER panel has recommended CSU’s Shortgrass Steppe proposal for terminal funding, and 
Robertson solicited feedback on the appropriate role for the EB chair in the site’s appeal of the decision. A 
meeting at NSF is being scheduled, and Robertson has been invited to attend; NSF welcomes his participation 
as an observer. Robertson noted that in discussions with SGS PI John Moore there was agreement that it 
could be appropriate for the EB to weigh in on the importance of a short grass steppe site to the Network and 
on the termination process (and in particular on the advantage to the Network for an additional review step), 
but not on the merits of CSU’s proposal or on this specific panel’s process. Moore commented that in fact 
their main concern is the continuity of the review process, and in particular that a final review to coincide 
with their upcoming mid-term site review would be a more appropriate time for a final decision. 
 
There was considerable discussion, broadened to include what is seen by many in the Network to be a harsh 
panel outcome: of the 12 sites up for renewal, 1 was recommended for termination, 2 for probation, and 5 
were given a choice between addenda and probation.  NSF has countered that except for the termination 
recommendation the outcome is normal for a panel of this size, which was about twice the size of all prior 
renewal panels; that sites with addenda to write are commonly given the option for probation if they feel they 
need more time than provided by the one month addendum deadline (and that at least one site has done so in 
the past); that there was no anti-LTER bias at the panel, which as per past practice had several LTER co-PIs 
participating;  and that there is no specific Network-level message to take from the outcome.  Crowl has noted 
to Robertson that he does see several places whereby NSF can improve the process, particularly with respect 
to communication, and he has made several recommendations for consideration by higher administration. 
 
David Foster noted that there are 3 broad issued involved: 1) does the outcome of the review process signal 
anything greater to the Network; 2) information exchange between the Foundation and affected sites needs 
substantial improvement; and 3) communication needs between the EB and the Network needs clarification.  
With respect to the latter point, Robertson noted whether it was even appropriate for the EB to share 
information about site outcomes prior to the site’s having done so. Ted Gragson noted a need to distinguish 
between two processes: 1) the termination process and 2) the review process, and in particular 
communication. Mark Williams commented on the potential need to revisit the site review framework, and in 
particular  the apparent disconnect between mid-term site reviews and panel outcomes. Foster questioned 
whether reviewers get the same charge as site PIs. And an important additional point is the extent to which the 
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ISSE framework is appropriate for the Network in general, given that some sites were criticized for framing 
their research in this context – and if not, is the Foundation sending a signal that there is no need for a central 
organizing framework (counter to prior signals) or that ISSE is ok for the Network but not sites or that the 
ISSE is simply insufficient; any of these conclusions is troubling. 
 
Robertson noted that Crowl offered to put in writing his perception of the panel outcome once decisions have 
been finalized later this summer. And that once the current review cycle is finished that it will be helpful to 
review and discuss the review framework and procedures, including communication paths. This might best be 
first done in a discussion with Crowl and Henry Gholz, who has offered to discuss prior to his return on 
October 1. Scott Collins has offered to help with this, and barring objections, Robertson and Collins will 
query sites reviewed in this past round for comments prior to a meeting before Crowl leaves NSF. 
 
Next steps: 
   1. Robertson will participate in the SGS review meeting as noted above (schedules permitting). 
   2. We will ask Crowl for a panel summary letter. 
   3.  Robertson will query sites for concerns about the review process. 
   4. Once addenda decisions have been made, Robertson and Collins will meet with Crowl and Gholz 
       to discuss the review process and bring forward concerns from PIs. 
   5. Depending on outcome of these discussions, the EB will make specific recommendations to NSF 
       with respect to the site review and renewal process and consider internal suggestions for  
       promoting site continuity. 

 
7. Annual Review of Committee Reports 

Annual reports were received and discussed from the following standing committees: NISAC, Climate (now 
Climate and Hydrology), Graduate Student, Information Management, International, Education, Publications, 
and Social Science Working Group. Action is required for two: 
 

a. NISAC recommends a changing the composition and terms of committee members to include 6 
domain scientists with a 3 year commitment and a possible 4th year for those who agree to serve 
as co-chair; 4 information managers each with a 2 year term and a possible additional 2 years for 
those willing to serve as co-chair; and 3 members from the LNO with permanent appointments 
(Executive director, CIO, and NIS developer). 
 
Hugh Ducklow made the motion to accept the recommendation, which was seconded by John 
Moore and after discussion passed unanimously. 
 

b. The International Committee recommends expansion to 10 members, and has provided a list of 
23 site scientists who responded to a request for interest circulated to all sites earlier. Committee 
co-chairs have suggested 6 new members from this list selected largely on the basis of regional 
representation: Rinku Roy Chowdhury, Bill McDowell, Chuck Redmond, Sieg Snapp, Jim Tang, 
and Tiffany Troxler.  Dave Hartnett and Kate Lajtha continue, which together with co-chairs 
Patrick Bourgeron and Kristin Vanderbilt, brings the committee to full size. 
 
Hugh Ducklow made the motion to accept the recommendation, which was seconded by Dave 
Foster and after discussion passed unanimously.  Others on the list but not selected to serve in this 
round will be considered for later appointment as rotations occur and also will be considered 
potential contacts for special projects. 
 



4 
 

c. The Social Science Working Group has requested that the EB chair solicit from each site a social 
science representative to the committee. 
 

8. Transformative Research Query Process 
A charge from the May 11 EB meeting is to collect and organize from sites examples of transformative 
science that can be made available to Congressional staffers as well as other interested decision makers and 
public.  Robertson solicited volunteers from the EB to help with this task, which will start with email queries 
to all sites and development of a network-wide listing. 
 
 

5. Upcoming meetings 
a. July 22, 2010; 2-4 pm EDT 
b. August 18, 2010; 2-4 pm EDT 
c. Fall dates tbd 
d. Minisymposium/NSF date tbd 
e. May 12 (EB) and 13-14 (SC), 2011; Savannah (GCE) 

 
Meeting adjourned 4:00 pm 
 
  
 


