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Business Meeting Minutes

The Nutrient Network business meeting for 2011 was conducted Wednesday, August 17th
2011 at the Institute on the Environment at the University of Minnesota. The discussion
was led by Elizabeth Borer & Eric Lind and minutes recorded by Amy Kendig (U of M), Paul
Frater (lowa State University) & Brett Mortenson (ISU).

Agenda Items:

* Manuscripts in progress

— Communication & coordination

— Site-specific / sub-network efforts
* Authorship on opt-in papers

— What is sufficient “contribution”?
* Methods

— Woody encroachment

— Micronutrient fert

— Non-continuous sampling

Detailed minutes:

Funding NutNet Coordinator:

Elizabeth Borer (EB) began with a reminder to help fund NutNet indirectly by completing
the survey of local site activities, especially with respect to education and outreach
activities which might satisfy the Broader Outreach mandate of NSF. Additionally, EB
described the upcoming potential gap in funding of the NutNet coordinator, as RCN
extensions are not given routinely and NSF-LTREB requires more years of data than
NutNet will have as of 2012/2013. Network sites might consider adding support funding
for the NutNet coordinator to their future grant applications. In that vein Network sites are
encouraged to coordinate with EB when applying for large NutNet-related grants.

Manuscripts in progress:

EB & Eric Lind (EL) led discussion of current process for writing manuscripts and
coordination of efforts, which blended with discussion of establishing a process for opt-in
authorship. The main emphasis from NutNet coordinators was on communication, to avoid
two issues: overlap with existing projects, and undermining upcoming papers. To the latter,
EB advocated for strategic order of paper publication to maximize the impact of NutNet
science (to general agreement from present Network members).

EL described the current organization of proposed and active manuscript sections of the
website (http://nutnet.umn.edu/active_manuscripts and
http://nutnet.umn.edu/proposed_research) as an aid in coordination of research.

Andrew MacDougall suggested the formation of a committee to review and coordinate new
side project proposals. Carly Stevens volunteered to participate on such a committee. Eric



Seabloom proposed adding himself, EB and EL. A one-year rotation was proposed for
Network members to participate on the committee. The role of the committee would be to
be sure that authors of similar projects are in touch with each other, and to present
coherent information to the Network as a whole. The committee would not be evaluating
proposals but coordinating them.

For new manuscript ideas or side project proposals, it was suggested the following
information be circulated to the Network via the listserv
(nutnet@mail.science.oregonstate.edu):
* abstract of proposed manuscript including aims
* specify which datasets and response variables you plan to use
- existing data from database (e.g., cover, biomass, soil data)
- proposed newly collected data (specify)
* specify which sites you plan to include (e.g. all experimental, all observational, all
sites having >2 years of treatment data)
* specify a lead author or main point of contact
* specify a timeline for the project or manuscript

Timelines were discussed as being especially important to avoid letting ideas linger un-
exploited. These criteria will be applied to the abstracts generated during the current
workshop. EL will update the website with this information as soon as possible following
the conclusion of the meeting. EL will also combine instructions for new manuscript
proposals with the opt-in process (discussed below) and circulate draft guidelines to the
Network for comment.

For manuscripts approaching publication, EB asks lead authors to coordinate with her as
she has laid groundwork for the large author lists in Network papers which is somewhat
unusual for ecology (the discipline, and the journal). EB emphasized that each NutNet
paper must include a table showing roles of all authors (discussed in detail below). EB also
offered to help with publicity and coordinate this with NSF who likes to feature NutNet as
an RCN superstar.

Authorship on opt-in papers:

EL led discussion of how to decide which NutNet PIs should appear as authors on “opt-in”
papers. EB reminded all of the original ground rules, which described one opt-out paper
per workshop (Observational [2009], Nutrient Experiment [2010], and Nutrient x
Herbivory Experiment [2011]) for which PIs only needed to contribute data and respond to
emails in order to gain authorship. The question was put to the group how to assign
authorship in other cases.

The “authorship table” as used in Peter Adler’s table was promoted as a model way to
organize and evaluate contributions toward authorship. [This table had headers for
authors to self-check based on their own contributions, ranging from contributing data to
originating analysis to commenting on the manuscripts.]



The following points were made in discussion:

* researchers who have contributed data to the particular analysis should have the
opportunity to opt-in to the manuscript

* opportunity to opt-in should be given early in the process, well before a complete
draft manuscript appears

* also good to avoid overwhelming feedback for lead authors, recognize the analysis
process often is limited to a core group

Helmut Hillebrand described the collaboration process for the large biodiversity
experiment run at Jena in Germany. It is somewhat analogous to the Network in that there
are many researchers working on same sets of data. Their “opt-in” process:

1. submission of detailed manuscript proposal to entire group

2. evaluation of proposal by subcommittee of Jena researchers

3. with approval, data are given to the Pl who submitted proposal and analysis
begins

4. inclusive (if you want in, you are in) but authors must describe how they will
contribute

5. Proposals are associated with deadlines so that research moves forward

6. lead author has final say on author list including ability to remove co-authors not
contributing

Jennifer Firn described some of her experience while doing ‘home and away,” saying she
was inclusive and let people describe their own contributions and thought that worked
well.

EL proposed attaching data access to NutNet data to the proposal process as is done in
Jena. Sarah Hobbie pointed out that restricting data access may violate NSF guidelines on
open data access and a side conversation ensued on how to handle Nutrient Network data
in that framework. The general idea of restricting data access via proposal was not
supported.

EB proposed a hybrid model by which each NutNet paper would have a contribution
template much like accompanied Adler’s paper, and potential opt-in authors would need to
check some multiple number of boxes in the table to be considered co-authors.

Two boxes checked was proposed as a criterion for authorship.

The threshold for checking a box as a contribution varies by person, so authors will need to
be aware of that.

Deadlines can be used by lead authors to determine co-authorship, if potential co-authors
do not respond in a timely manner to email, fill out the contribution table, etc., there can be
grounds for not including them as co-authors. Sometimes small things can hold up entire
manuscript submissions as happened with the Adler paper.



EL advocated for lead authors allowing people to contribute and notifying the network
early, and then co-authors at multiple times throughout the process. Presenting finished
manuscripts and asking for co-authors leaves little room for multiple boxes of contribution.

ACTION: a draft set of suggestions for managing opt-in authorship will be circulated to the
network for comment. A finalized version of the rules and guidelines will need Network
approval, but individual authors can proceed following the guidelines as a first step.

Methods:

Woody encroachment - multiple sites are experiencing woody encroachment with removal
of prior management. Justin Wright described heavy infestation of sweetgum
seedling/saplings at his site (Duke Forest). John Orrock has similar issues in South
Carolina.

Should woody species be removed? Michael Anderson advocated for following the
trajectory of the succession as it is an interesting and unanswered question and part of the
original question the fences especially were designed to answer. Others thought it might
lose character of grassland with too much woody encroachment (Wright indicated it would
probably end the experiment at his site).

Yann Hautier described their management which includes mowing/haying the field twice a
year, including inside fences which was not well known to the Network.

Discussion of site-level treatments and how to include or describe them ensued.

Eric S. proposed letting each local site follow management of its choosing or need, but to
explicitly describe this in the data to allow proper interpretation.

ACTION: Wright and Anderson are to organize further discussion among sites with woody
encroachment to see if a common approach can be agreed upon.

ACTION: EL and ES will work to systematically incorporate the site-level treatments into the
database so that it is obvious to Network researchers what differences occur and what
information is available.

Micronutrient fertilization: The question was put to attendees whether there should be
another round of micronutrient fertilization after some number of years. Concerns about
mobility and toxicity have prevented re-application thus far.

ES suggested tabling the question until the results from the post-treatment soil nutrient
analysis are in. If levels of micronutrients appear no different in the treated plots then
another application may be warranted.

It was emphasized that experiments should continue to have K added yearly to K+micro
plots.



Non-continuous sampling - Some sites have expressed desire to still participate in the
network but not sample every year for logistical and other reasons.

EB advocated for these and other sites to continue treatments at a minimum so that
potential data are still there.

Long-term data need not be collected every year, and response may be best observed over
longer periods.

While the goal for all Network sites is annual sampling, for sites that will sample only
periodically, coordination is necessary to maximize replicates across the network in the
same year or treatment year.

ACTION: Sites should inform NutNet coordinator about any plans to discontinue sampling for
one or more years.

New sites requesting to join the network - there have been cold calls and other requests to
join the network. The consensus was that observational data are always welcome,
especially in gaps where there are a lot of grasslands but no NutNet sites (e.g. Russia,
southern Europe, South America).




