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EXECUTIVE	COMMITTEE	MEETING		
NOTES	(draft)	

	
Monday,	July	29,	2019	

7:00	–	8:30	am		H-Granite	A	
	

	
Those	in	Attendance:	
Chris	Wikle	(chair),	Kathi	Irvine	(past		chair),		Mandy	Hering	(chair	elect),	Henry	Scharf	

(treasurer),	Maria	Terres	(secretary),	Jim	Zidek		(chair	of	awards	committee),	Alex	
Schmidt	(program	chair)	,	Will	Kleiber	(publications	chair	elect),	Wendy	Meiring	(COS	
rep),	Hossein	Moradi	Rekabdarkolaee	(student	paper	awards	chair	elect),	Mevin	Hooten	
(incoming	chair	elect)	

	
Notes	
Mandy	attended	Council	of	Sections	on	Sunday	due	to	a	flight	mishap	with	Wendy.	Council of 

Sections Recap 
o Mandy Hering attended the meeting on Sunday in place of Wendy, due to 

unexpected flight delays.  

Comment:	Program	committee	is	too	much	responsibility	on	one	person	(consider	making	this	
a	committee)	

	
	

1. Welcome and introductions – Chris Wikle 

2. 2018 ENVR Executive Committee Meeting minutes already accepted, re-cap if needed – 

Maria Terres 

o No recap was necessary. 

3. Treasurer’s report – Henry Scharf 

o 2018: Overall the ENVR section broke even last year. This is primarily attributed 

to revenue from the workshop. 

o 2019: The ENVR section is currently net positive (~$1000), after accounting for 

JSM mixer expenses which have historically been one of the larger expenses. The 

mixer was less expensive this year due to having it offsite (thanks for organizing 

Henry!). The net positive budget is attributable to (a) a conscious decision to be 



more frugal after seeing the budget constraints last year, and (b) an external 

contribution ($1000) from The Climate Corporation to fund student paper 

awards (thanks for organizing Maria!). 

o 2020: BYU has promised a contribution towards next year’s workshop, which 

should give an opportunity for the section to make money off of the event. The 

section balance has slowly gone down over the past several years, so it would be 

helpful to have a year with a strong positive infusion of funds. 

o Additional possible sources of revenue: 

i. Continued external sources. Let’s solicit members in the newsletter and 

at the JSM mixer. The arrangement this year was that the external 

sponsor was given a few minutes at the mixer to promote their company. 

Amazon could be another potential corporate sponsor. 

ii. Donations when paying dues. If the ASA allows it, we could offer an 

opportunity for members to provide a donation when they pay dues. E.g., 

pay dues + $X towards a student award. 

4. Publications and website – K. Sham Bhat 

o (Couldn’t attend, let him know if there are website issues) 

o Wikle will go through post-JSM and verify. Others can too. 

5. Student paper competition committee report – Hossein 

o 2020: We need to decide on the number of awards and award amounts for 2020. 

2019: This year there were 34 submissions  

i. 2 winners ($1000) 

ii. 2 honorable mentions ($500) 

iii. This year’s funding decisions were driven partly by the external funding 

source. It would be great if we can increase or maintain that external 

funding. This would enable us to increase the sponsorship amounts for 

the students.  

iv. This year there was one winner that delayed acceptance of the award 

while they were waiting on another section. Unfortunately, this delayed 



all of our processing/final decisions, which can be problematic due to a 

limited 1 month time window to submit winners to the ASA.  It seems 

some students are applying to multiple awards and then choosing the 

best award. This year’s session at JSM has a discussion by Joe Guinness 

partly as a result of the delay from this student. 

1. In lieu of requiring students to commit to only applying to our 

section, there was a proposal to limit the amount of time that 

students can take to decide on accepting the award.  

2. The Executive Committee voted in principle to limit the decision 

timeframe. The Student Award Committee has the freedom to 

make the final timeframe choice (e.g., a week), but they are 

strongly encouraged to limit the time in some way.  

v. Current JABES editor Brian Reich suggested that we could try to 

coordinate the awards with the journal. For example, there could be a 

special issue featuring some of the submitted student papers that are 

recommended for publication by the student award committee. This 

would be a way to increase interest in the award.  

vi. Selection of the winning papers was time consuming. Future chairs 

should enlist the help of others if they can.  

6. Council of Sections report – Wendy Meiring 

o Due to unexpected travel delays Wendy was unable to attend Sunday’s Meeting. 

Mandy volunteered and attended the meeting in her place. 

o Reminder to complete the section budget for 2020 by the deadline in October. 

Some sections did not submit their budgets last year until after December, which 

was problematic (ENVR’s budget was submitted on time). 

o The ENVR Chair is going to be receiving a survey to assess section health. 

o Charter is up for revision next year. Mandy recalls that very minimal changes 

were implemented the previous time that revisions were due. 



o Impact workshop (diversity workshop) today. Need one representative - ideally 

Chris Wikle.  Unfortunately, Chris has a conflict, so Wendy is going to attend in 

his place. 

o We are encouraged to start thinking about Executive Committee candidate lists 

for next year.  

i. Send a message to Kathi with suggestions. Possibilities include:  

1. People who served well historically in other positions 

2. Hooten has some eager folks that he plans to refer. 

ii. Open positions include: Treasurer (2 years), chair elect, program chair 

elect (3 years), counsel of sections (3 years) 

o Wendy will attend the meeting Thursday.  

o The ASA is emphasizing their Code of Conduct.  

o There’s an ASA tool available to welcome new members. We are encouraged to 

use this tool to facilitate participation in the section. There are roughly 19k 

members in the ASA, but 3-4k turnover every year. Internal analyses suggest that 

people who are section members are less likely to leave ASA. This is likely due to 

the feeling of community and the networking opportunities that sections 

provide. 

o Any changes to dues must be submitted by Aug 10. Thoughts: 

i. Keep cheap for students. 

ii. Given donations it may not be necessary this year.  

iii. Henry will get back to us. 

o The ASA is starting an Outstanding Service Award this year. A third of sections 

will participate each year. For ENVR it will be in 2021. Each section can decide 

their own procedure and requirements. The winner will have their name in the 

program and receive a little plaque.  

o Next year’s ASA president is Wendy Martinez. She is focused on K-6 education, 

data and active learning, diversity and inclusion (with an emphasis on LGBT).  

o Wendy will forward an email with a summary of the COS meeting.  



7. Conferences 

● 2020 JSM – Ephraim Hanks 

o Sessions: 

▪ Guaranteed 3 invited sessions but can compete for up to 2 more.  

▪ 2019:  

● This year there were 4 topic contributed, one of which was the 

student paper competition. 

● There were also 8 contributed sessions 

● Proposal for short course on Nimble by Chris Paciorek wasn’t 

accepted. It’s not clear why. If we want to try again, we need 

to remember that we need at least 18 attendees in order to 

break even on the cost of a short course. 

o Note to program chair (Candace): Last year we voted to sponsor a student 

mentoring breakfast, but it fell through the cracks and didn’t happen. The 

cost is $200 for 10 people total (3 mentors + 7 students). Candace has 

already touched base with Ephraim about why it didn’t happen this year. 

Alex is happy to chat to give advice since she organized the last one. In her 

experience, it was hard to find the 7 students due to them being completely 

unaware of the event. Better promotion via advisors could help. Possible 

alternatives include a post-mixer student gathering. 

● 2020 ENVR Workshop update – Provo 10/08/2020-10/10/2020 (Kathi Irvine – chair; 

Matt Heaton, local organizer; scientific organizing committee – Kathi, Chris, Mandy, 

Candace, Will) 

o 2018 Asheville Workshop Agenda: 

▪ Short course first day 

▪ All day invited session 

▪ Half day + hike in the second half 

o 2020 theme: 



▪ One option is to be pretty open. Let each of the organizers suggest a 

session, then find a theme based on the commonalities between 

those sessions. 

o 2020 Short Course: 

▪ Ideas should be sent to the organizing committee. 

o 2020 Sessions: 

▪ In the past the workshop was invited talks only. Let’s include an open 

session this time where folks can contribute ideas. This would 

facilitate attendance from government employees, for example, who 

can’t attend if they are not presenting. 

o 2020 Collaboration with EnviBayes: 

▪ Alex is Chair of EnviBayes. Matt is chair elect. EnviBayes would like to 

collaborate in general with ENVR. They are particularly interested in 

sponsoring an award or session at the workshop. The intention is to 

help publicize EnviBayes, but NOT to be a joint sponsor or revenue 

sharing sponsor. 

▪ Alex will share the details via email to be considered by the 

committee. 

8. Distinguished Achievement & Early Investigator Awards committee report– Jim Zidek  

o Jim says it has been a pleasure to serve ENVR, and he’s seen the section enjoy 

explosive growth. We’ve had great quality of nominations.  

o Silvia Esterby and Doug Nychka are on the committee. 

o There were 6 nominations for the junior award. Of these, 2 stood out (easy 

consensus) and were selected. Jim will present the awards at the mixer. 

i. Emily Kang 

ii. Raphael Hauser  

o Unfortunately, there was only 1 nomination for the senior award and the person 

was ineligible. They were never a member of ENVR, and they were clearly a 



biostatistician (no environmental epidemiology, for example). This is the first 

year (of Jim’s 3) without senior nominations.  

o There was a lack of clarity around who would announce the winners, which 

meant that the individuals were informed via the newsletter. Jim sent 

recommendations to the ENVR chair and expected that the chair would inform 

the winners. The chair expected that the awards committee would inform the 

winners. Ultimately the winners were announced in the newsletter. 

o Technical issues (overlap with new business below): 

i. Informing winners: Process was unclear and not written down anywhere. 

Chris had given a calendar of events as they were supposed to occur. But 

it doesn’t say who does the announcing (e.g., the officer). Jim viewed the 

committee’s role as advisory to the EC and expected that the executive 

was responsible for the rest of the process. The specific issue was “who 

should inform winners?” We need to decide who does it and add it to the 

calendar so it doesn’t get missed. We also need to decide how the non-

selected individuals are notified. We want to encourage nominations so 

need to be non-offensive. It’s vitally important to inform winners ASAP so 

they can prep for JSM. 

ii. Criteria wording for junior award:  

1. The current wording has a phrase around “when you got your 

PhD,” but it’s unclear what this means exactly. There’s also a 

question of  

2. The guideline of “12 years post-PhD” has two additional issues: is 

12 the right number (12 years seems a long time to be considered 

junior)? If so, do we mean less than 12 or less than/equal to 12? 

There was one case where the individual was either 12 or 13 years 

post-PhD depending on how it was counted, which made it 

difficult to determine eligibility. 

3. Discussion based on the options at the end of this document: 



a. Jim proposes changing 12 to 10 years. This has the 

advantage of being closer to the tenure (7 year) timeline. 

Reducing the timeline is relevant particularly since this is 

an award partially on “promise” and not just achievement.  

i. Mandy: do we want a gap? The senior award is, say 

13+ years. 

ii. Hooten: agree with Jim. Offered up to 5 or 6 years 

to help with tenure. At 10 can only help at the next 

stage. 

iii. Wendy: Are people proposing earlier, or just at the 

deadline?  

iv. Jim: one of this year’s winners is only ~6 years out. 

At 10 years the individual can use tenure letter 

writers, which is convenient. Changing the 

guideline would signal that we really do want a 

younger person and encourage younger applicants. 

v. Mandy and Kathi advocate for 12 to accommodate 

individuals with non-linear career progressions.  

b. Mandy motions to vote on keeping the criteria at 12 years. 

Kathi seconds. Unanimous carrying of the vote to keep at 

12 years. 

c. Kathi motions to vote on using the third phrasing below, 

“have received her/his terminal degree within 12 years of 

the nomination year; for example, for nominations 

submitted in 2019, candidates should have received their 

degree in 2007 or later.” Will seconds. The third option for 

phrasing was selected.  



4. TODO: A decision still needs to be made for communicating award 

winners (also for the student award winners), Chris says we’ll 

decide something via email and update the docs. 

9. New Business 

o Potential revisions to Distinguished Achievement Award criteria (see below for 

proposals and above for discussion/decision) – Jim Zidek 

o Potential modification of election and notification procedures for Awards (see 

above for discussion) – Chris and Jim 

o Distinguished Achievement Award: 

i. The ASA is inquiring as to whether we want a plaque or medal. It was 

previously a medal, but ASA is offering to provide a plaque.  Plaques 

stand out but medals get put in drawers. Everyone seems to prefer a 

plaque. 

ii. Chris will communicate back that we’d like to do a plaque.  

o Fellows Committee Revamp? (as per Jennifer Hoeting’s 03/01/2019 email) 

i. Chris put it in the newsletter to get nominations. They got no response.  

ii. What does the committee do? Should we revamp its makeup? 

iii. We want the ability to nominate a fellow, but maybe not every year. We 

should have representation across Academia, Govt, Industry. If we’re 

having a fellows committee then we should have that representation.  

1. Will: Do all sections have this?  

2. Chris: Not all, but some do. Outside of academia it’s hard to 

ensure nomination. The academic track is more straight-forward. 

3. Wendy: Even in academia, those individuals that are more 

isolated end up less likely to be nominated.  

4. Chris: Agreed. Perhaps individuals could self-indicate that they’re 

open to nomination. This allows off-radar individuals to be 

nominated. 



5. Kathi: This is an issue for non-academics as well since there’s no 

tenure packet to pull from.  

6. Chris: Two proposals. 1. Diversify committee. 2. Allow for self-

consideration. 

7. Mandy/Chris/Hooten: There isn’t a limit on how many individuals 

the ENVR can nominate each year. The ASA doesn’t know that the 

nomination came from a section. That said, some individuals may 

prefer a nomination from another section or not from a section. 

8. Chris: Writers can only write for two individuals, so the writers 

can already be taken if they aren’t requested early. 

9. Kathi/Others: Anyone can write a letter. They don’t need to be a 

fellow themselves. 

10. Mandy: One option is to find candidates by using the list of those 

who have already been recipients of distinguished achievement 

award for ENVR. 

iv. TODO: Chris will at least put together a new committee before he leaves 

office.  

1. This is Chris’ second legacy (the other being moving the mixer 

offsite).  

2. Chris asks us to nominate business and government statisticians in 

particular to be on the committee (ideally people who are 

fellows). 

a. Jim: industry has statisticians who are mentoring for coops 

or internships.  

10. Any other business? 

● Environmental Student Data Competition. Could also be opened up more broadly. One 

option is to have the competition ahead of the workshop and then hand out the awards 

at the workshop. That said, it may not be reasonable timewise to pull it together for the 

2020 workshop. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

List of Officers for 2020:   

● Chair: Amanda Hering 

● Chair-Elect:  Mevin Hooten 

● Secretary: Henry Scharf 

● Treasurer:  Maggie Johnson 

● Program Chair:  Ephraim Hanks 

● Program Chair-Elect:  Candace Berrett 

● Publications Chair: K. Sham Bhat; (Will Kleiber, chair-elect) 

● Awards committee: Sylvia Esterby (Chair), Doug Nychka (Chair-elect; Chris appointed); 

???? Mandy appoints new member  

● Student Paper Competition: Hossein Moradi Rekabdarkolaee (Chair), Erin Schliep, Alex 

Schmidt 

● Council of Sections: Wendy Meiring (2018-2020) 

● Fellows committee:  ???? [last year members: Jennifer Hoeting (already served 4 years,), 

Virginia Jun Zhu ] 

 

 
 
 
Supplement: 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE ENVR EXECUTIVE FOR CONSIDERATION: 
 
The ENVR Announcement for the Early Investigator Award has an ambiguity in its part (e) 
regarding eligibility and we make recommendations below for consideration.  
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Recommendation 1: The 2019 Awards Committee recommendations that in the announcement 
of the Awards part "(e) have received her/his terminal degree fewer than 12 years prior to the 
nomination deadline" be changed to one of the following: 



 
 
(e) have received her/his terminal degree fewer than 11 years prior to the nomination 
deadline." 
 
or 
 
(e) have received her/his terminal degree fewer than 12 years prior to the nomination deadline 
as determined by the difference between the year of nomination and the year the terminal 
degree was awarded not exceeding 11. 
 
or 
 
(e) have received her/his terminal degree within 12 years of the nomination year; for example, 
for nominations submitted in 2019, candidates should have received their degree in 2007 or 
later. 
 
RATIONALE: This change for clarification would have the effect of insuring that the nominee 
received his or her terminal degree no more than 12 years prior to the year of the competition 
in the first rewording or no more than 11 years prior to the year of the completion in the 
second, depending on what the ambiguous current wording intended. There was one nominee 
in 2019 who would have received his degree either 12 years or 13 years prior to the nomination 
deadline according as the degree was awarded before or after that deadline date in the year in 
which he received it. Note that the third option is like the one used for the IMA Prize in 
Mathematics and its Applications 
 
 
******************************************************************************
************* 
Recommendation 2: Consideration should be given to changing the period of eligibility from 12 
years (or 11 if that is what is intended) to 10 years.  
 
RATIONALE: This is a more substantive recommendation than Recommendation 1. In terms of 
career advancement, the de facto change of moving the award from 12 to 10 years would be of 
greater benefit to the awardees in terms of advancing their careers. And it would move the 
award closer to the year academic researchers are normally considered for promotion and 
tenure, these also being based like the EIA on a combination of potential and 
achievement.  Finally, it would recognize that even now a lot of the nominees for the EIA are 
less than 12 years from their terminal degree.   In fact, only one out of six had reached his 
twelfth year in the 2019 competition.  
 
 
 


