
Minutes of the LTER Executive Board Meeting  
April 9, 2012; 11:00a.m. – 1:00 p.m. EDT via conference call 

 
Meeting called to order at 11AM EDT by Chair Scott Collins; Members attending: 
Dan Childers, John Blair, Emery Boose, Nick Brokaw, Nicole Kaplan, Phil Robertson, 
Karen McGlathery, Steve Hamilton, Hugh Ducklow, Bob Waide 
Unavailable: David Foster, Emily Stanley, Saran Twombly, Matt Kane 
 

LTER Executive Board Agenda 9 April 2012 
11:00AM-1:00PM EDT 

 
 
Agenda items 
 
1. Approval of the minutes from 29 Feb-2 March 2012 EB meeting – SLC 
Chair Collins is still receiving suggestions and edits. Once these have all arrived, a 
revised version of the March minutes will be distributed for approval at the May EB 
meeting.  
 
2. LNO topics – Waide 
 EB Review 
 Site Visit 
 ARRA fund redistribution 
The LNO Midterm review is scheduled for end of May 2012. No LTER PIs are on the 
panel, but the panel will make calls/video conferences to LTER PIs and IMs during 
the review. Brenda Shears (formerly CAP) is on the panel, and Nancy Huntly former 
LTER Program Director is on the panel, so there is good knowledge of the network 
and LNO represented. EB Review of the LNO will take place during our meeting at 
Andrews in May. This is the annual review but the timing has been adjusted to 
better coordinate with other annual report due dates for LNO. NISAC will provide a 
review of the technical aspects of the NIS development for this overall EB review, 
and the site visit team. The LNO annual report will be in the format of the SIP, and 
summary of the survey will be provided, too.  
 
The LNO must spend out ARRA funding a year earlier than planned. All ARRA funds 
must be expended by September 2013. One major suggestion from NSF was to use 
some money to advance preparation of sites for ingestion of data into NIS. LNO 
needs to spend about $600K quickly, appropriately, and effectively. $200K of that is 
now in salary and fringe. The plan is to hold off allocating these funds for now, in 
case the midterm review team has recommendations for the LNO that requires 
these funds. Thus, this becomes a contingency fund for now. If that doesn’t happen, 
money will go to (1) provide funds to cover costs of site participation in synthesis 
data project. RFP is ready to go, but has not been issued yet. (2) If LNO doesn’t 
spend it on site team recommendations or synthesis data project support, then the 
funds will be absorbed by transferring FTEs on the core LNO award to ARRA 
funding to spend out the money. 

Draft – Not yet 
approved 



 
A second pot of money (around $170K) is in Materials and Supplies and UNM travel. 
NSF suggested to use this money to address site challenges with data management. 
Some ideas for how to use this would be to hire additional temporary staff at sites. 
Some IMs already help other sites, so this might be a means to compensate those 
sites, and even increase this level of cross-site assistance. Or it could be used to hire 
additional staff at LNO to assist sites – programmers for example. A third option is 
to hire a consulting firm to help in specific areas. E.g., a drupal expert for the DIEMS 
sites. Most likely LNO will do some combination of all three to help as many sites as 
possible. The short-term goal is to determine how much data we can make 
accessible through the MetaCat for now, and especially for NIS down the road. Need 
to get as much data out there as possible as soon as possible. The final funding 
category is Participant Support (~$210K). These funds were committed to 
prospectus working groups that have expressed various needs for the money. Some 
will go to these working groups, but not all. These funds can also support cross-site 
synthesis efforts/postodocs, etc.  
 
What will happen: First, increased support to sites for ASM attendance has been 
announced, bringing numbers up from 9 to 15. $30K has been allocated to support 
some INT participants, via the US-ILTER Committee. NSF provided no money for INT 
this year. Leftover funds will get added to cross-site research working groups that 
will be announced this fall. All synthesis/training groups will have to meet and 
complete expenditures by Sept 2013. The RFP for this will go out before ASM to 
encourage proposals to be written during ASM.  
 
In March the NAB recommended broadening participation in the ASM. The plan will 
be to invite PIs/reps from LTREB, LTAR, ULTRA to attend ASM at their own expense. 
Some concern was expressed about available space at the Y for everyone should all 
of these groups decide to participate. Dave Garrison in Bio Oce at NSF is interested 
in getting a few non-LTER folks to ASM paid by NSF to discuss upcoming 
competitions under the SEES rubric. Not sure how these people will be selected. 
McGlathery will follow up with a mechanism for selecting and inviting these 
participants.  
 
The bottom line is that we will spend out ARRA funds early and appropriately, and 
spend out Coop Agreement funds for LNO operations under the agreed upon 6-year 
timeline to meet LNO objectives. This may lead to reduced funding for synthesis 
working groups in years 5 and 6. Will address that challenge down the line.  
 
3. Bylaw changes – SLC 
 
The bylaws are somewhat confusing regarding when minutes should be distributed 
and made publically available. The proposed changes are to make EB and SC 
minutes available and distributed within 3 days of approval of the minutes by the 
EB and SC. We need to insert a mechanism in the bylaws for EB to approve EB 



minutes and SC to approve SC minutes. Draft minutes of SC meeting to be 
distributed within 30 days of SC meeting.  
 
The draft minutes include an Education Rep (or Education and Outreach rep) on the 
EB as a non-voting member. This must be approved by the SC. Education and 
Outreach, however, could be distinct and separate duties with the EB membership 
representing Education. The EB thinks that it is important to broaden the mission of 
EdComm which now appears to primarily concentrate on K12, yet most sites have 
important undergraduate and graduate student missions, and some have informal 
science programs as well. 
 
4. IMExec Discussions, MetaCat, gold dots and NISAC (priority setting) – 
Boose/Waide/SLC  
 
In a discussion with IMExec, NSF reprsentatives suggested that maybe not all data 
need to be in the NIS. How do we determine which data would not be in NIS? Type 2 
data classification already exists. Gold dots are means to measure which data are 
available and how well sites are doing at getting data sets NIS-compliant – 
illustrated by a progression of colored dots. Establishing general rules for data to be 
in NIS is being discussed by NISAC. We will focus efforts now on making data 
available in some place and MetaCat is the best choice for that right now. In moving 
toward short-term goals we want the effort to help bring data sets into compliance 
with NIS. In some cases, data sets do not yet have data (e.g., new experiments) so 
why prioritize those now for MetaCat? MetaCat is best mechanism to serve the 
community metadata information, rather than PASTA. IMExec developed a data 
availability goal document (attached). Column A shows data that are available and 
have high level EML but can’t be found via the Metacat, but could with minor effort. 
These are high priority targets for effort. B column describes data sets that are not 
on-line, but could be. B is longer-term activity and requires working with site IMs 
and scientists to get these up and available. Last 2 columns focus on certain kinds of 
data that people expect to see. These need to be brought along. Example would be 
long-term core area data, such as NPP data. How do we prioritize which derived 
data sets to work on first? Which are most usable for future synthesis. These are 
good issues for NISAC. Once available, how do we make these data sets more 
obvious?  
 
Some kind of standards are still needed to determine what is a data set given that 
some sites are lumpers and others are splitters. This is a very challenging issue and 
one that needs considerable thought. The total number of data sets is misleading, 
and not likely helpful. Probably cannot come up with a network wide standard 
because there is much history and preference at the site for data organization and 
analysis. Differences are also tied to the kinds of measurements that sites do. For 
now we need to get sites on board with priorities, in this case Column A, and begin 
to address the more complex challenges in B-D. 
 



IMExec had a very engaging and positive meeting with Saran Twombly during their 
meeting at LNO.  The extended face-to-face meeting presented an excellent 
opportunity to exchange views and to address many questions and issues raised by 
NSF and IMExec prior to the meeting.  
 
5. 2012 Supplements – SLC 
 
LTER has established its priorities in the SIP. This year, the plan is to submit 
separate supplement requests – REU/SLTER vs other opportunities still to be 
announced by NSF. 
 
Many sites could use “boots on the ground” help with IM, including programmers, 
database training, and other forms of technical expertise. These resources are not 
likely to be coming from LNO funds, as part of the ARRA spendout. We definitely can 
use funds to improve data presented via the MetaCat. This would help with both 
Column A and B in the IMExec table (attached). This is clearly an important priority 
for the Network. 
 
Concern was expressed regarding the lack of social science supplement 
opportunities. We understand that these funds will be directed toward ULTRA. Is 
the plan for the selected ULTRA sites to become part of the LTER Network? Many 
would like to have continued social science supplements, especially if they 
generated cross-site efforts.  
 
6. Announcements/brief reports 
 BioScience media blitz – highly successful and got us lots of attention 
 MOU with French LTER/ILTER priorities – Being addressed by US-ILTER 
committee. ILTER is an opportunity for us to extend the network of networks to 
international contexts. The MOU does not commit funding, but expresses the goal of 
working collaboratively when possible. The US ILTER will present plans and discuss 
this MOU along with the potential for other such MOUs with fairly mature 
international networks. Mexico, in particular, would be a priority.  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 


