Indiana Mesonet Advisory Board Meeting 9/24/2024 Minutes
Participants: Beth Hall, Austin Pearson, Garth Lindner, Tony Bailey, Robin Tanamachi, Elizabeth Carpenter, Don Cummings, Ted Funk, Shawn Naylor, Moumita Mukherjee
· Overview of Discussion from last meeting – recapping due to low participant turnout for increased turning at current (9/24/2024) meeting
· Held a modest-sized meeting last month, where we reviewed marketing materials (1-pager, pitch deck, etc). These materials are not finalized but are satisfactory for the time being. Beth has been utilizing slides from the pitch deck, which are available in the Teams folder. There was also some discussion on feedback for the website.
· Ginger presented a proposal, including a budget spreadsheet, with the goal of splitting mesonet and hydro monitoring 50/50 across the state. Under this plan, IGWS would manage, install, and oversee 50% of the mesonet stations, while IN-SCO would handle the other 50%. The same approach would apply to hydrologically-focused monitoring, though this is outside the typical scope of IN-SCO. The 50/50 split was not financial, since both institutions didn’t need the IT support to maintain separate websites, databases, etc.  It made moe sense for IN-SCO to handle IT aspects, while the 50/50 split would focus more on actual stations, management, and technicians. Technicians could be cross-trained to ensure redundancy.
· One of the motivations for forming IMAB was to help guide the clarification of the partnership and division of responsibilities between the two institutions.
· When this proposal was presented to the board, there were questions about where the proposal would be submitted and if sponsors had been identified. The Indiana Finance Authority (IFA) has shown interest in water and atmospheric monitoring, especially with concerns like water quantity in Lebanon. They have funded a statewide gap analysis, which will provide a report later this year to push for legislative support towards monitoring efforts in the future. Ideally, the state would invest in expanding monitoring across Indiana.
· Don emphasized that it's essential to work out and discuss these partnership details before seeking funding.
· Robin mentioned ‘There is a NOAA RFP for “observations” that might be a good kickstart. https://wpo.noaa.gov/fy25-notice-of-funding-opportunity-nofo/’
· LOI due Oct 2
· Priority areas focused mostly on tropical weather and buoys
· One priority focuses on general rainfall estimates 
· IN-SCO felt that hydro monitoring was more suited to IGWS, as it falls outside of their traditional scope. The Board questioned why hydro monitoring was even part of the mesonet discussion, as mesonets typically focus on atmospheric and shallow soil monitoring. There may have been a misunderstanding from a previous Indiana Farm Bureau meeting, where it was suggested that atmospheric monitoring wasn’t a pressing issue for Indiana. Instead, the mesonet could play a crucial role in understanding the state's water resources, which likely led to the push for hydro monitoring.  Therefore, the IN-FB suggested seemed to be more about leveraging the mesonet as a critical component toward understanding water supply rather than trying to integrate hydro monitoring with the traditional mesonet framework.
· Moving forward, IN-SCO will focus on atmospheric and shallow soil monitoring, while IGWS will handle hydrologic monitoring.
· Still need to resolve IGWS future role in atmospheric and shallow soil monitoring.
· The Board discussed why Indiana has two mesonets and how this could be more efficient. IGWS didn’t initially want to be involved in atmospheric monitoring, but it is necessary for their research. There was some miscommunication, as IN-SCO was and still is interested overseeing atmospheric monitoring across the entire state. However, neither institution currently has the funds to expand or maintain both networks. Purdue has shown interest in helping absorb the IWBN atmospheric monitoring stations.
· Don remarked on the importance of clarifying why the group came together in the first place, rather than each pursuing separate funding and expansion plans.
· Ted raised questions about the future goals for station expansion.  Beth provided a general overview of how the mesonet could provide infrastructure for additional monitoring from other partners to leverage what the mesonet already has (e.g., datalogger, power supply, tower).
· Beth noted that while current funding doesn’t currently exist, there are several opportunities to fund this expansion within IN-SCO and conversations have started with Purdue administration. More on this was presented during the Purdue Mesonet update later during this IMAB meeting.  Purdue seems supportive of exploring what may be financially necessary to transition the IWBN by summer 2025 if that is was is agreed upon between the 2 institutions.
· Beth clarified that no final decisions have been made regarding the IN-SCO leading the statewide management of the mesonet, and more discussions are needed. This plan does not involve IN-SCO taking over hydro monitoring, which will remain with IWBN. However, there is potential for sensor co-location and infrastructure sharing (communication, dataloggers, power supplies etc.), which may benefit IGWS and other programs such as IDEM’s air quality monitoring efforts.
· Tony noted that while this would involve more work, a coordinated effort among groups needing data could be beneficial, leveraging shared infrastructure.
· If adequate funding is secured, APIs and web services calls could be developed to provide data access. Sensors connected to IN-SCO dataloggers would integrate into IN-SCO’s database system, with datalogger programs available on GitHub for collaboration. However, concerns were raised about the need for additional quality assurance/control, which would require more coding. IN-SCO is cautious about taking responsibility for quality-controlling external (non-IN-SCO) sensors.
· Ginger will remain an active board member as a key partner regarding the Indiana Mesonet.
· Garth emphasized the importance of positioning the group for funding success. Collaborating with organizations like the Indiana Farm Bureau and Indiana Finance Authority enhances the chances of securing support, even if progress is incremental.
· Ginger and Beth meeting overview
· General section under files in Teams folder, there is a draft agreement. Beth drafted and sent to Ginger last night.  This was just a start at bulleted points that will need to be articulated in any partnership agreement.  It is anticipated that this list will expand and become more detailed over the next few months.
· The plan is flexible and amendable but not expected to be fully implemented in the near term.
· There will be opportunities for refining the wording over the next 7-9 months.
· Steering committee between the two universities has been recommended that will be comprised of key university personnel (e.g., administration) to ensure ongoing awareness of the wide dependence upon this network’s data and services, need for sustainability and operational funding support, and overall buy-in to how the mesonet is a statewide asset.
· Timeline – The goal is to continue refining the agreement through the end of 2024. The aim is to present it for institutional buy-in by the end of March next year, aligning with the legislative session's conclusion. By then, there should be more clarity on potential funding for the mesonet. The formal document, with signatures and institutional buy-in, is targeted for completion by the end of May.  Official transition would begin after July 1, 2025 to leverage fiscal year funds.
· Thoughts & Discussion 
· No immediate feedback was provided during the meeting.
· Beth encouraged everyone to share feedback, including partnership agreement points for consideration, with her and Ginger.
· Purdue Mesonet Update to IMAB
· Potential new sites – Wanting to have contracts in place that way if funding comes in we can install quickly.
· Vermillion Co – Eric Shideler (SWCD); ~3 potential locations (e.g., private farms, RISE facility) – Oct 21?
· Vermillion Co – Jackie Martin (Family farm at Vermillion/Vigo border)
· Vigo Co – Jane Santucci (college campuses in Terre Haute)
· Tipton Co – Gregg Burch (Tipton Golf Course)
· Fayette Co – Wade Walling (EMA) Animal shelter grounds; BRIC grant (arrow pointing to Rush County in slide)
· Johnson Co – Jerry Spindler (Endress & Hauser); on E&H campus
· Wayne Co – Mike Hoff (Whitewater Land Trust); on conservation center ground
· Clark Co – Gregg Baker (Dist 7 Health meeting); private land
· Costs
· FY23 Expenses - $80,000; Revenue - $40,000
· Finally got the ability to get access to funding/budget for FY23.
· Showed pie chart where 
· 68% = personnel
· 15% = equipment
· 12% = travel
· 5% = IT/communication
· Challenges
· Too few technicians (1 FTE per 15; IN-SCO only has ~0.5FTE)
· IT personnel time limited – impacts on website, decision-support tools, developing APIs, etc.
· Adoption of IWBN will bring additional expenses
· Funding Efforts
· State potential
· Gap analysis of monitoring (IFA)
· University initiatives
· University bridge support
· County commissioners/councils?
· Soil water conservation districts (SWCD) – raise awareness and gain advocacy for funding
· Communication platforms (e.g., Teams, Box, Google, Website)
· Feds like Google, but state can’t use Google; State uses MS (Teams), but challenges with folks connecting to current Teams folder at Purdue; IN-SCO/MRCC uses Box, but some have said they can’t use Box
· Website development is currently complicated (particularly with no funding) and Purdue IT said 3rd party platforms (e.g., Teams, Box, Google) should be used rather than trying to reinvent the wheel.
· Concluded stuck with Teams until we can find something better.
· October meeting
· MADE does not have a room available for scheduled Oct in-person meeting.
· Group consensus that should just meet in-person November 12 and cancel October meeting.

