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Hill Briefing
Rayburn House Office Building
November 13, 2003
9:00-10:30 a.m.

AERC President Lou Pitelka worked with AIBS staff, Adrienne Froelich
and Sasha Gennet, to organize a congressional hill briefing. Four
speakers from the AERC scientific community addressed "Lessons
from Long-term Studies of Natural Ecosystems" in 15 minute
presentations using case-study examples from ecosystem research.
The meeting was attended by staff from the House Science
subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards. After the
presentations, speakers and other AERC members responded to
questions from staff members from the Science subcommittee and
talked informally over brunch.

Congressional staffers were very complimentary of the informative
and concise presentations by the speakers, who gave longer versions
of their talks during the afternoon symposium:

Bev Law and Tim Kratz with Science
Subcommittee staffer at briefing

Dr. Beverly Law, Oregon State University
Emerging patterns from the AmeriFlux network
Dr. Steven Wofsy, Harvard University
Why forests are taking carbon dioxide out of the atmosphere today,
and why they may add carbon dioxide to the atmosphere in the
future
Dr. Tim Kratz, University of Wisconsin
Lessons from studying the long-term regional ecology of lakes
Dr. Carol Boggs, Stanford University
Causes of population fluctuations: Lessons from a long-term study

Return to AERC Homepage

AIBS co-organizers Sasha Gennet
and Adrienne Froelich

AERC Annual Symposium
Smithsonian Institution, S. Dillon Ripley Center, Room 3111
Washington, DC
November 13, 2003

Lessons from Long-Term Studies of Natural Ecosystems
10:30 AM

Registration and coffee

11:00

Welcome and introductory remarks
Louis Pitelka, University of Maryland
Tom Jordan, Smithsonian Institution

11:20

“Emerging patterns from the AmeriFlux network”
Beverly Law, Oregon State University

12:00

Lunch (to be provided for all attendees)

12:45 PM

“The effects of forests on atmospheric carbon dioxide;
a comparison of tropical, temperate and boreal forests”
Steven Wofsy, Harvard University

1:25

“The long-term, regional ecology of lakes: lessons from
the North Temperate Lakes Long-Term Ecological
Research program”
Tim Kratz, University of Wisconsin

2:05

“Causes of population fluctuations: lessons from a
long-term study”
Carol Boggs, Stanford University

2:45

NEON Update
Jeff Goldman, AIBS/IBRCS

3:25

Report on AIBS/AERC project to track funding for
ecosystem research
Adrienne Froelich and Sasha Gennet, AIBS

4:00

Reception

The meeting is open to all members of AERC, federal agency representatives, and representatives of other
organizations interested in ecosystem research. Please send names and affiliations of attendees to Lou Pitelka

or Amy Ward at their respective email addresses. This will allow us to plan lunch for the appropriate number
of people.

AERC Business Meeting
November 14, 2003
S. Dillon Ripley Center, Smithsonian Institution
Washington, DC
8:30 - 11:00 AM
Lou Pitelka presiding
Secretary's Report - Robin Graham
Treasurer's Report - Amy Ward
Report on updating web site - Robin Graham
Report on AIBS/AERC project on tracking ecosystem research funding - Lou Pitelka
New member centers and reactivated memberships - Lou Pitelka
Discussion of new member applications and institutional identities - Lou Pitelka
Discussion of funding for AIBS Public Policy Office
Other old business
Diana Wall presiding
New members of the Board of Directors - Diana Wall
- new President elect
- new Member-at-Large
- re-election of Secretary and Treasurer
New business

AERC Ecosystem Research
Funding Database Update

Adrienne J. Froelich
Sasha Gennet
American Institute of Biological Sciences

Challenges to growing the
field of ecosystem research
For the field of ecosystem science to grow, we need to
increase funding available for research.
In order to effectively lobby (i.e., increase funding), we
need information on the source and recipient of funding.
• SOURCE: Reliable data on
trends of funding for
particular disciplines
separated by agency
• RECIPIENT: Scientists from
key districts to participate
in our efforts (CVD,
briefings, letter-writing
campaigns)

Current Data are Inadequate
• Continual lumping of all disciplines of “life sciences”
• Even reports (e.g., RAND) that do break down funding, the
categories are obviously off:
– Classification schemes were changed in 1996 and have
severely hampered our ability to look at recent trends
using these data
• Earmarks and program staff costs hamper our ability to
use congressional appropriations as a benchmark
• Thus, we need to look directly at grants and cooperative
agreements to get an accurate estimation of extramural
funding for our fields.

Our members pay the price
of poor data!
• We can’t show trends for specialty areas
• Decisions are made based on the data available
• The graphs that appropriators do see are for the
“life sciences” or “environmental sciences”
• This can have serious consequences when funding
decisions are made!

Ecosystem Research
funding database
• Based on Microsoft Access database developed for NOAA
to track coastal restoration funding (CARA-lite)
• Import information directly from agencies on a grant-bygrant basis
• AIBS staff then use non-exclusive categories to classify
research (i.e., taxa, habitat type, tools)
• PI zipcode links grants to congressional district
• Queries can be used to generate reports of interest (see
following for examples)
• Supplemental information gathered directly from
ecosystem researchers as well

Ecosystem Research
funding database
• Early 2003: Meeting with AERC to
discuss project feasibility and scope
• Late Spring 2003: Advertise 3 month
position for AIBS staff dedicated to
AERC project
• Early Fall 2003: Sasha Gennet joins
AIBS to begin work on AERC database
and survey
• Late Fall 2003: Project update and
preliminary survey results presented
to AERC

Ecosystem Science Funding
Database Project Status

Sasha Gennet
AIBS Public Policy Staff

Data Collection and Structure
Two levels of information are collected:
Program Information
PRIORITY
•Department
•Agency
•Division
•Program Manager contact
information

Project Information

ADDITIONAL
•# Applications received
annually
•# Awards granted
•Total $$ Awarded Annually
•Communication history
•Topics funded by program

PRIORITY
ADDITIONAL
•Title and Abstract
•# Publications
•Funding Program
•Research Topic
•Award $$ Total
•PI Educational Level
•Start and End Dates
•Congressional District
•Principle Investigator Contact
Information, Organizational Affiliation
•Co-PI Information

Program Form
Data can be entered or viewed in this format, or in a datasheet format

Program Details

Research Topics

Main Program Form

Funding Form

Communication Log

Project Information
Data can be entered or viewed in this format, or in a datasheet format

Project Status by Agency
First Contact
National Science Foundation

Negotiating
COMPLETE

Environmental Protection Agency
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
Department of Commerce,
National Ocean and Atmospheric
Administration
Department of Energy
Department of Defense
Department of Agriculture
Department of the Interior

Data Not available

Data Transfer

SAMPLE Charts generated from
These graphs could be used for:
database
Funding for nonmedical biology by discipline
Organismal
Biology
19%

• Requesting new initiatives from
agencies in high priority, but
underfunded, subdisciplines;
• Requesting congressional
support of those initiatives;
and
• Strategic planning within your
field.

Comparative
Biology
19%
Taxonomy &
Systematics
10%

Ecology
26%
Agricultural
Science
26%

Crop and Soil
Science
17%

Toxicology
7%

Food and
Science
Technology
10%

Rangeland
Resources
7%

Bioengineering
10%
Agricultural and
Resource
Economics
10%

Microbiology
13%

Animal Science
13%

Botany and Plant
Pathology
13%

More SAMPLE Charts generated
from database
Funding sources for nonmedical biology

USDA
16%

DOE
8%

EPA
8%

NASA
8%
NOAA
12%

NSF
48%

SAMPLE letter generated by
database
The Honorable XXX
### Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510
Dear Senator XXX,
Identify association…..Brief introduction to nonmedical biological sciences;
list some subdisciplines (tailor to their state’s expertise) and societal
benefits of the science.
We write to ask your support for the nonmedical biological sciences. For
your convenience, we have summarized the funding your state received in
FY2002 for biological science research below, by funding agency.
U.S. Department of Agriculture
$xxx,000,000
U.S. Department of Commerce
$yyy,000,000
National Science Foundation
$zzz,000,000
Etc. – all agencies providing funding to that district will be listed.
Over the past five years, funding for the nonmedical biological sciences has
stagnated; (provide information on total funding levels). Colleges,
universities and research institutions in your state, such as [list top three $
earners from state here], depend on this funding to further scientific
advances and train the future generation of scientists in the state of [their
state here]. As the appropriations process begins, we urge your support
of federal funding of nonmedical biological research.

•Bolded fields are
automatically calculated
and inserted by the
database.
•Award amounts could also
be listed by university.
•These letters could be
targeted towards members
of appropriations
subcommittees; all grants
are linked to appropriations
bill they are funded
through.

Use queries to find your next
CVD or briefing participants
Generic: Which researchers in the (state of or congressional district of X) have
received funding from agency Y to study subject Z?
Specific: Which researchers in the state of West Virginia have received
funding from any programs within the U.S. Department of Agriculture to
study ecosystem research?
Which researchers in the district of Rep. Walsh of New York have received
funding from either NSF or NOAA to study marine ecology or oceanography?
2.Generic: Which universities in locale X have received the most funding from
program Y for research on topic Z?
Specific: Which universities in Maryland have received the most funding from
NASA for research using remote sensing?
Which universities in the Pacific Northwest have received the most funding
from all federal agencies for research on forestry research?

An opportunity to collaborate
•AIBS has the database structure, software and IT
capabilities in place for this project.
•AIBS proposes to house an intern to continue collecting
and classifying grant information from agencies. We
estimate a minimum of 2 months to complete data
collection (cost $1500 per month).
•AIBS IT staff are investigating the cost of making the
database accessible online for use by other associations;
cost yet to be determined.
•Alternatively, AIBS would run queries in house and
supply results to database partners for free.

Ecosystem Sciences
Funding Survey

Survey Goals and Objectives
•Complement data collected for Funding Database
•Observe trends in proposal submission and success rates,
1998- 2002, for both federal and non-federal funding
sources
•# Proposals submitted, on average, each year, and their
total $$ value
•# Awards accepted, on average, each year, and their
total $$ value
•Geographic and educational distribution of researchers
•% Time researchers spend writing proposals
•Change in Federal:Non-Federal award $$ totals

Profile of Respondents
Respondents work all over the country, at fifty seven institutions.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Large public universities
Smaller public colleges and universities
Private colleges and universities
Public, private, and corporately owned research facilities
Federal and municipal agencies
Museums

Respondents’ educational/professional status ranged from
undergraduate to professor to professional researcher.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Undergraduates 1%
Master’s Students 7%
Doctoral Students 23%
Post-Docs 14%
Professors/Lecturers 40%
Non-academic professional researchers 13%
Academic researcher 2%

Research Topics and Methods
Research topics

Non-exclusive categories

Research Methods

Ecosystem responses or process

56.3%

Ecosystem functioning

49.0%

Empirical observational (i.e.
monitoring or field
measurements)

88.5%

Biodiversity, succession, species
composition

46.9%

Experimental

72.9%

Carbon cycling

44.8%

Modeling

45.8%

Nutrient cycling (e.g. N, P, K)

38.5%

GIS

31.3%

Productivity, biomass

37.5%

Stable isotopes

29.2%

Decomposition and soil processes

35.4%

Gas flux measurements

27.1%

Biogeochemistry

33.3%

Whole ecosystem manipulation

25.0%

Land use/ cover

32.3%

Remote sensing

18.8%

Climate change

28.1%

Genetic analysis

17.7%

Other

26.0%

Automated monitoring

13.5%

Gas exchange/ trace gas flux

25.0%

Radio tracers

8.3%

Hydrology

12.5%

Other

8.3%

Energy flow, food webs

11.5%

Geomorphology

5.2%

Summary Statistics
• Researchers apply for more federal grants, at a
rate of about 2:1
• Range of applications for both federal and nonfederal applications is from zero to more than
ten per year
• Respondents spend 17.4%±1.8% (mean±s.e.)
time preparing grant and fellowship proposals

(Total # Awards/ Total #
Proposals)x100

Proposal Success 1998-2002
100%
80%
60%

Federal Sources

40%

Non-Federal Sources

20%
0%
1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

Year

Federal proposal success hovers around 50%
Non-Federal proposal success increases to over 80%
During economic boom and decreases during recession
Ratio of $$ Asked: $$ Received even more extreme

$ Average, Per Active
Researcher

Funding Proposed and Awarded
1998-2002
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Federal $ proposed
Federal $ awarded
Non-Federal $
proposed
Non-Federal $
awarded
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Year

Researchers receive the bulk of their $$ from federal sources
Dollars Awarded are not increasing as rapidly as Dollars Proposed
for federal grants and fellowships
Ratio proposed $$ to awarded $$ very erratic for Non-federal sources

