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Minutes of the LTER Executive Board Meeting  
March 23, 2011; 11am - 1 p.m. EDT; Videoconference 

 
1. Meeting called to order at 11am by Chair Phil Robertson; Members attending: Nick Brokaw, Scott Collins, 

Hugh Ducklow, David Foster, Ted Gragson, Corinna Gries, Steve Hamilton, Dave McGuire,  Emily Stanley, 
Bob Waide; Unavailable: John Moore, Mark Williams. Also attending: Nancy Huntly and Matt  Kane (NSF) 
through item 4. 

 
2. Minutes for 1-3 March 2011 approved by consent. 

 
3. Updates:  

a. Transformative science narratives. We have at least a partial set of narratives for 10 sites now 
submitted, and no narratives yet submitted for 16 sites. We will aim for all narratives to be completed 
by the SC meeting in May. Robertson will send reminders. 
 

b. LNO survey. The biannual LNO performance survey of sites is expected to be distributed in early 
April following UNM delays in contracting the survey specialist used formerly. Survey results will be 
available for the May EB meeting. 
 

c. LNO 2011 milestones. First draft is on hand and will be vetted by Robertson for full discussion at the 
May EB meeting. 
 

d. Synthesis data initiative. The Synthesis Data Committee will be meeting shortly to develop the 
specifications for the request for information/proposals. Progress continues on hiring the consultant 
discussed at the March 1 meeting to work with the Committee. 
 

e. Mark Williams has been asked to serve on the National Science Board’s Mid-scale Funding Task 
Force noted in the March 1 meeting minutes and will be taking forward our experience with Decadal 
Plan funding issues. 
 

4. NSF Report – Nancy Huntly, Matt Kane 
a. LTER Supplements.  The call for 2011 supplements will go out in a few days; currently waiting for 

International Programs to complete their portion for the call. Call is still expected to be made as 
described in March 1 minutes. 
 

b. REU Supplements. BIO is still expecting to release a call for REUs targeting underrepresented 
groups, but not until the NSF budget is finalized. The call will go to all DEB awardees including 
LTER PIs. 
 

c. Renewal Guidelines. Instructions for proposal preparation are expected to be released in August, as 
per past years.  Instructions will likely be provided as part of a formal Dear Colleague letter in order 
to solve internal issues related to LTER administration (including anniversary dates). Expect no major 
changes from past instructions; renewing sites can expect a 15% cost of living increment (same as 
past cycles), and additionally REU and sLTER funding will be built into the core budget (on top of 
the cost of living increment). 
 

d. Cheryl Dybas asks for advance notice of high-profile publications in order to have sufficient lead time 
to develop NSF press releases that highlight LTER contributions. Failure of PIs to provide sufficient 
(or any) notification is a significant public relations issue for LTER. 
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5. Future Scenarios Status 
David Foster provided additional background on the developing Future Scenarios proposal for Macrosystems 
Ecology, which now involves 7 forested sites. Discussion noted the potential for a letter of cooperation from 
the Network, as well as joint LNO funding of some project workshops, especially as they might inform efforts 
to build capacity for future scenarios research in other parts of the Network in anticipation of expanding the 
effort beyond the initial forested-site phase. 
 

6. Spatial Data Committee 
A history of the ad hoc Spatial Data and Analysis committee was reviewed, dating from 2009, and the need to 
charge the committee now that the SIP is in place and needs have refocused. Following discussion the 
committee makeup was suggested to follow on from the original committee plus ASM additions, and 
Robertson will charge the group to review Network needs and update goals for spatial data acquisition. 
Initially, the committee should produce a list of prioritized data needs and a plan for data acquisition and 
funding including network personnel, which can then be incorporated into LNO milestones as appropriate.  
 

7. Macrosystems Data Management 
NSF has asked the Network to host data management for the Macrosystems Ecology (ME) project awards 
being made this spring. Following discussion with Waide, Robertson, and James Brunt, language was 
developed that will allow projects to negotiate data management with individual sites, with resulting data 
harvested and curated by the Network Information System as for all site data. Wording of the agreement sent 
by NSF to Macrosystems Ecology PIs associated with LTER sites as follows: 

 
“In an effort to ensure the quality and availability of the data during and beyond the funded research, [this 
project] and [PIs] are entering into agreements with [LTER site] to document, manage, and 
store research data from the project and with both the [LTER site] and with the LTER Network Office to 
archive and make the research data available during and after the duration of this research project. Both the 
PIs and [LTER site] agree to comply with the LTER Network Data Management policy 
(http://www.lternet.edu/data/netpolicy.html), best practices (http://intranet2.lternet.edu/documents/eml-
best-practices-document-2004), and evolving protocols (e.g., https://nis.lternet.edu/NIS/?q=node/54) to 
ensure the data are available and accessible through the LTER Network Office to the larger research 
community.” 
 

Robertson noted that this is a very positive reflection on NSF’s expectations for the LTER NIS, and that the 
final wording protects the LNO from the transaction costs of managing data for individual projects by making 
LTER sites the primary points of contact, committing the LNO/NIS only insofar as it is committed to curating 
all other site data. For this reason he and Waide felt comfortable responding to NSF’s request without formal 
EB approval. Discussion followed, with general agreement, including the point that this agreement does not 
keep individual sites from negotiating payment for data management.  
 

8. Analysis of LTER Panel Reviews 
Site proposals, panel summaries, and mid-term review reports arranged by cohort will be available to lead PIs 
at a password-protected url within a few days. Robertson noted that it would be useful for a small group to 
read through all panel summaries to pull out any obvious trends, and asked for volunteers to join him for a 
report to the May SC or lead-PI meeting. A note will go out to lead-PIs as soon as the page is ready for 
viewing. 
 

9. Information Management / CyberInfrastructure 2010 Site Survey 
The biannual site survey of Information Management (IM) capacities and needs by the IMExec is available at 
http://www.lternet.edu/technology/. Highlights of the 2010 survey, discussed briefly: 

• For 77% of sites, IM activities comprise 10-20% of site effort; for 92% of sites, 5-20% of site effort. 
Most sites have 1-2 FTEs devoted to IM. 

http://www.lternet.edu/data/netpolicy.html�
http://intranet2.lternet.edu/documents/eml-best-practices-document-2004�
http://intranet2.lternet.edu/documents/eml-best-practices-document-2004�
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• 84% of site information managers have primary training in ecology, with 70-90% reporting moderate 
to low training in computer science or database management; most have >18 years of job-related IM 
experience. 

• 76% of sites report that complete EML-compliant metadata exists for 70% or more of their total 
data holdings, down from 90% in 2007. 

• 85% of sites report on-site wireless capacity, up from 60% in 2007. 
• The most common database systems used by sites are MySQL (54% of sites), SQL server (29%), 

and Oracle (19%). 
• The most commonly cited IM site need is for additional IM personnel (a top need for 77% of 

sites), followed by training. In 2007, 55% identified personnel as their top need. 
 

10. Committee Issues 
Robertson suggested that committees responsible for major network activities as noted in the SIP (NISAC & 
IMExec, Education Exec, Communication, and Networks Coordination Committees) should probably be 
provided the opportunity for an in-person meeting once per year in order to stimulate progress and provide 
work opportunities.  Research goals are supported by the annual Working Group competition, and otherwise 
only NISAC & IMExec are provided the opportunity to meet more frequently than the All Scientist Meeting. 
Waide noted that the expense is unbudgeted and will need to be weighed against other priorities. The issue 
will be revisited as priorities for 2011-12 are finalized at the May EB meeting. 
 

11. Science Council Meeting – Sapelo 
The updated program for the May SC meeting was presented and briefly discussed. SC Program Committee 
chair John Blair reports a finalized program but for one pending speaker confirmation. A draft business 
meeting agenda will be discussed at the April EB meeting. 
 

12. Upcoming meetings 
a. April 20 (Wed), 2011, 11am – 1pm (VTC) 
b. May 17 (Tues), 8am – 5 pm, Sapelo 

May 18-19 (Wed, Thur), SC Meeting, Sapelo 
May 20 (Fri), 8am – noon, Lead PI meeting, Sapelo 

 
13. Active ad hoc committees 

a. Science council program committee – John Blair, chair 
b. Lead PI meeting program committee – David Foster, Nick Brokaw 
c. Synthesis data committee – Peter Groffman, chair 

 
14. Meeting adjourned 12:40 p.m. 


