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Competitive Grants Program -- History and Highlights
Agricultural Research Foundation
The Agricultural Research Foundation (ARF) was established in 1934 to facilitate and encourage
research in all branches of agriculture and related fields for the benefit of the agricultural industry
and to collaborate and work in close partnership with the Agricultural Experiment Station to
accomplish these goals. Throughout its long history, it has provided grants for specific projects
beginning with a $840 grant from the Hood River Apple Growers Association to study beneficial
use of by-products from apples and pears. Initial year entries from the ARF accounting ledger for
this project are shown below.

Other first year projects included a study on cherry brining funded by The Dalles Cooperative
Growers, Inc. and another on use of sulfur in agriculture funded by the Texas Gulf Sulfur Company.
The objective of the latter study was to develop and test a portable burner to transform lump
sulfur into sulfur fumes that could be infused into irrigation water. Work was done by Dr. Wilbur
Powers in both Corvallis and Vale, Oregon. This technique is still used today in organic blueberry
and other acid-loving crop production in eastern Oregon and Washington.
The beginning of the Competitive Grants program is also not completely clear, but in the history
document published by Floyd and Foote in 1984, an item appears in the minutes of the 1978
meeting, “Following the recommendations of the directors, Foote had circulated a list of requests
for projects, part of a plan to support small research projects. Members of the Foundation Board
rated the top six, which were to be supported with amounts ranging from $1,500 to $6,000, for a
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total of $18,600.” This is the first mention of a program whereby proposals are requested and
Board members select those to be supported from ARF General Funds. Therefore, the beginning
of the Competitive Grants program is assumed to be 1978.
Name of the Committee
In the beginning, the research proposals were apparently rated by the entire Board or perhaps a
few volunteers. One year, a few members of the Board were joined by representatives from the
Agricultural Experiment Station to rate the proposals and provide a recommendation to the full
Board for those to be funded. The record is not clear, but sometime in the 1980’s, a standing
committee, the “Projects Committee,” was established. This name was used for many years in the
ARF Annual Report, but in the minutes of Board meetings, “Venture Capital” became the most
common name. In 2006, the Committee suggested that the name be changed to more accurately
describe the activities of the Committee. The Board agreed to change it to the Competitive Grants
Committee, but the name in the Annual Report continued to be the Projects Committee until this
was finally noticed and changed in the 2011-2012 Report.
Number of grants and dollars allocated
The initial grants set the stage for supporting research in a range of agricultural areas. The initial
six projects included bulk cheese starters, Fasciola hepatica antigens, mechanisms of resistance in
wheat cultivars, response of forages to grazing systems in foothill rangeland, possible mechanisms
of chalk brood disease resistance in the leaf cutting bee, and clover products. The following year
allocation was more extensive with ten funded proposals from seven departments for a total of
$38,458. The table below shows the increasing number of proposals submitted and the amount of
funds provided to those funded. Table 1 is incomplete as details were not always provided in the
minutes of the Board meetings or elsewhere. The funds available for the Competitive Grants
varied from year-to-year as rate of return on Foundation investments rose and fell and because of
other commitments from the General Fund. However, it is clear that the dollars committed to the
Competitive Grant project rose significantly through the years.
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Table 1. ARF Competitive Grant Program Funded Proposals *
Year
No. of proposals
No. funded
Total dollars
1978
6
18,600
1979
10
38,458
1984
46
29
1985
45
146,433
1986
70
23
138,185
1987
56
22
148,255
1988
61
20
127,704
1989
75
23
156,610
1990
54
17
116,300
1991
63
16
106,549
1992
1993
36
12
40,277
1994
1995
1996
75
23
153,849
1997
23
147,000
1998
26
176,652
1999
39
26
172,878
2000
44
25
172,271
2001
50
27
188,099
2002
64
29
247,000
2003
43
27
250,000
2004
29
249,990
2005
65
31
294,797
2006
74
35
337,844
2007
89
33
372,235
2008
69
33
2009
88
33
399,548
2010
80
33
400,000
2011
95
33
398,790
2012
84
35
427,328
2013
72
34
418,546
2014
80
34
420,314
2015
80
34
387,712
2016
76
35
426,396
2017**
72
31
383,911
TOTAL
7,462,531
* Missing numbers means that values are not in available records
** Undergraduate student research allocation of $12,000 not included in total
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The chart below shows Competitive Grant total dollar allocations for the program years 2005-07 to
2017-19.

Competitive Grants (in dollars)
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Competitive Grants

75th Anniversary

Upper dollar limit for each grant
The upper dollar limit for each grant was frequently discussed. Given that limited funds were
available each year to support the grants project, the question routinely asked was size of grant
versus number of grants. If more dollars were available for each proposal, fewer grants could be
awarded. In the beginning years, the record shows no mention of an upper limit. The first
mention was in 1986 when the limit was set at $7,000. This continued until 1996 when the limit
was increased to $7,500. In 2002, it was increased to $10,000. In 2007 it was increased to
$12,500 where it remains at the present time (2016). The Board recognizes that funding at this
level will not support a major research effort, but the objective is to provide seed money for
innovative ideas and to supplement research in new areas. It is the Board’s hope that introductory
data obtained will lead to larger grants from federal, state, and private sources, as has often been
the case. As can be seen in the above table and chart, total dollars allocated to the Competitive
Grant project has increased over time, but the Board has made the specific decision to retain the

5

current upper dollar limit. This stance was affirmed in 2016 by Competitive Grant Committee
discussion and vote.
Rating system
In 2001, ten of the proposals had equal ratings and the Grants Committee was asked to change the
method of rating in order to reduce the chance of ties. Up to that time, proposals were rated on a
scale of 1 to 5 (1 being the best score). The Committee suggested changing to a 1-10 scale (1 still
best), thus spreading out the possible scores and reducing the chances of ties. This was approved
and the number of ties at the fund/not fund break point has significantly reduced. In a few cases
ties do still occur. In these instances, the projects are ranked by reviewers rather than rated,
which resolves ties.
Change of allocation timing
In the beginning of the program, the call for proposals was sent out in early spring, proposals were
rated in late spring, and funds were available on July 1. Because many of the proposals involved
research that needed to start in the spring, this meant that in a number of cases there were delays
of many months between funding and the beginning of research. In 2009, the Committee
recommended shifting the process to the fall such that funding would be available on February 1,
in time for spring activities. This would also allow for proposal preparation by researchers and
rating work by Committee members to be done in less busy times of the year. This proposal was
approved by the Board and resulted in two granting periods during the 2009-10 fiscal year.
75th anniversary year
In 2009, the Board discussed ways to celebrate the 75th anniversary year of the Foundation. A
number of suggestions were made, but in recognition of the Foundation’s primary mission, it was
finally decided to make two large, special grants of $100,000 each to be awarded at $50,000 in
each of two years. Abbreviated pre-proposals were invited and 49 were received. The Committee
rated these and narrowed them down to eight. Those researchers were then asked to submit a
full proposal. These were rated and narrowed down to the two successful proposals – Dr. Sujaya
Rao, Crop and Soil Science, “Enhanced Crop Production in Oregon: Augmentation and
Management of Bee Pollinators” and Dr. Don Armstrong, Botany and Plant Pathology, “A New
Class of Herbicides for the Control of Grassy Weeds.” These large grants plus the two $400,000
granting periods combined to a total of nearly a million dollars spent on competitive grants in the
2009-2010 fiscal year.
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Newer faculty favored
From the beginning, the intent of the Board was to favor proposals from newer faculty, those who
had five years or less of service. These small grants were relatively easy to obtain, in comparison
to other grants, and were seen as a means to help launch careers. For years, newer faculty
proposals were just identified and each committee member rated them a bit higher than those
from older faculty. However, this rating could vary from one committee member to another. It
was decided that committee members should ignore length of service and a sub-committee would
meet after all ratings were in to determine an equal adjustment that would be given to all
proposals from newer faculty. Over time, this adjustment settled in on a bonus value of -0.375
(negative given that 1 was the best score). In 2016, an assessment of a sliding “bonus” scale was
made versus the fixed value. Less than one year of service was given a bonus of -0.5, two years 0.4, etc. In reviewing four years of data, it was found that a sliding scale gave no different results
than the fixed value and so the fixed value bonus was retained. However, a change that was made
in 2016 by Committee vote was that only assistant professors with five years or less of service
would be given bonus points. Oregon State University (OSU) has been successful in the last ten
years in hiring mid-career associate and full professors. While these individuals could have five or
less years of service at OSU, the Committee decided that they did not need the same “leg up” that
was beneficial to assistant professors.
Call for proposal and other process changes
Prior to 2012, hard copies of proposals were sent to all Committee members. Booklets of
hundreds of pages were being printed and mailed to ten or more Committee members. In 2012,
committee members were given the choice of electronic or hard copy.
In 2013, based on some confusion among researchers in prior year submissions, the Board
recommended that the Call for Proposals be revised to clarify the intent and procedures for those
submitting proposals. A sub-committee of Bud Weiser, Steve Price, and Arnold Appleby spent
many hours making needed revisions. A section was added to advise the faculty how to write a
proposal. Included was the suggestion to avoid complicated scientific terminology; “explain your
intended research like you are discussing it with your neighbor over a cup of coffee.” They were
asked to emphasize how the research could benefit Oregon agriculture, not just fill up more files
with data to lead to another scientific paper. A copy of the current Call for Proposals is provided in
Appendix One. Several committee members have commented that since these revisions, the
quality of proposals has improved.
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Also in 2013, the sub-committee recommended that in compiling the results of the proposals, the
highest and lowest ratings be eliminated. This was thought desirable because in one instance, a
proposal from a newer faculty member was rated highly and would certainly have been funded
except one committee member rated that proposal with a 10 (complete rejection). The
committee was small that year, so the 10 caused that proposal to drop below the funding level.
More recently, the Committee commonly consists of 12-14 members, so eliminating two ratings
still leaves a sufficient number of ratings for a fair assessment. This procedure is similar to that
commonly used when judgments are made based on subjective ratings, such as diving and
gymnastics events in the Olympics.
Undergraduate Student Research Funding
In the fall of 2016, the ARF Board decided to allocate $12,000 from its Competitive Grants funds
pool to support undergraduate research in the College of Agricultural Sciences (CAS). ARF worked
with the Academic Programs Office in CAS to develop an upper class, undergraduate research
program through which $700-1000 was allocated per grant to support research experiential
learning for students in either summer or the school term. This allocation meant that one less
faculty research proposal could be funded but in essence 12 additional faculty received a small
amount of funding to support their research efforts.
Funded proposals
Electronic records for the Competitive Grant program are available from 2006 to present. The
principal investigators and the titles of their funded proposals for this period are listed in Appendix
Two. Reports for proposals for the 2013-15 and later grant periods can be found at
http://agresearchfoundation.oregonstate.edu/past-projects
Conclusion
The ARF Competitive Grants program has infused over $7 million dollars into the OSU research
system since its inception in 1978. We know that these funds have met their intended goal of
launching the careers of young scientists and of opening the doors for new scientific discoveries.
This program is an optional funding item within the ARF General Budget, but each year it is among
the highest priorities for ARF Board members. It will be continued into the future.
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Competitive Grants Program
2017-2019
Application and Instructions
Agricultural Research Foundation
1600 SW Western Blvd., Suite 320
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97333
(541) 737-3228

Overview of Competitive Grant Program
Proposal Instructions/Criteria
Proposal Guidance
Rating Criteria
Proposal template

Page 2
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Dates to Remember
Proposals Due by
Awards Announced
Funding Available
Progress Report Due
Final Report Due

November 14, 2016
January 31, 2017
February 1, 2017
January 31, 2018
January 31, 2019
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Overview of the Competitive Grants Program
The Competitive Grants Program of the Agricultural Research Foundation (ARF/Foundation) is designed to
encourage and fund research studies at OSU that will enhance Oregon’s agricultural productivity; the quality of
its produce and products; and wise management and use of its natural resources - air, water, watershed, forest,
fisheries, and wildlife. Our goal is to make catalytic grants that help young scientists launch their research, and
help established scientists embark on new research directions or approaches.
The funds available to support the Competitive Grants Program are discretionary funds generated by the
Foundation’s investments. The level of funding available for the program each year is determined by the Board
of Directors. The Board’s decision is based on that year’s return on the Foundation’s investments minus the
other costs of conducting Foundation business. Funding its Competitive Grants Program at the highest level
possible is a top priority of the ARF Board.
In 2016, the ARF Competitive Grants Program awarded funds for 36 of 77 submitted proposals. Many
unfunded proposals were highly ranked and considered to be worthy of funding by the panel, but could not be
funded given dollar limitations.
Grant award decisions are based on the review and recommendations of a 15-member Grant Committee.
Panelists are ARF Board members who volunteer to serve as reviewers. Committee members assign a numeric
value to each proposal based on their use of the evaluation criteria listed on page 4-5. Assistant professors are
given bonus points in the rating system. We use an Olympic score tally system. The Grant Committee’s
collective numeric scores determine which proposals are funded, within the limits of the budget.

Proposal Instructions/Criteria
2017-2019

The Agricultural Research Foundation is inviting research proposals from Oregon State University faculty
members with the rank of Assistant Professor or above. Senior Research and Practice titled professorial faculty
as well as courtesy and affiliate are eligible to apply. Funding best research is our priority. When proposals are
similarly scored, we give preference to assistant professors. The Grant committee is not inclined to give a new
award to a previous award winner (funding cycle 2013-15 or earlier) who has not filed a final report and/or has
a fund balance greater than 50% of their allotted funds. Please contact Russ Karow if you have questions in this
regard.
1.

Proposal(s) should focus on research important to Oregon's diverse agriculture and natural
resources. Research may be basic or applied. Preference will be given to proposals that may
eventually lead to practical products or practices.

2.

Joint projects of an interdisciplinary nature are welcome. Each interdisciplinary proposal
must spell out the cooperative intent, and the complementary proposals should be
submitted together. Each of two or more complementary projects is eligible for full funding.

3.

The maximum award will be $12,500. The project must be completed within two years unless
an extension is granted. Progress reports are due 1/31/2018. Final reports are due 1/31/2019.
ARF asks that a no more than 300-word layperson language summary and several photos of
your work be submitted with each report. These may be used in ARF’s annual report or on our
website.
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4.

Proposal deadline is 5:00 p.m. November 14, 2016. Late proposals will not be accepted.
Awards will be announced by January 31, 2017. Funding will begin February 1, 2017.

5.

Proposal preparation
• Failure to follow these limitations may result in the proposal not being funded
• Please follow the proposal template provided at the end of this document
• Prepare your proposal in Microsoft Word
• The signature page should be a standalone page
• The proposal body should not be more than four (4) pages long. The review panel is
composed of agricultural producers and processors; fishery and wildlife managers and
practitioners; and emeritus OSU faculty members. Please write your proposal clearly
in non-technical language and cite no more than six (6) key references. 1-inch margins
on all sides
• Use single line spacing and at least 11-point font
• Please do not put page numbers on your proposal
• Once your proposal is finalized, save as a PDF file using this naming format
YOURLASTNAME_ARF_2017-19

6.

Proposal submission
• Electronic copy
o ARF is using/experimenting with a web-based submission process for the
electronic copy of your proposal
o Go to http://agresearchfoundation.oregonstate.edu/arf-intake-form
o complete the intake questions asked there and then upload your PDF. If your
PDF is over 10 MB, use PDF editing software to save as an optimized file which
should be smaller
o Your electronic copy must be submitted by 5 pm on November 14
o We will notify by email all those who we show as having a proposal in the webform system on Nov 4 (for early submitters) and Nov 15
• Hard copy for signatures
o Print a single-sided hard copy of your proposal and route for needed
signatures
o Faculty outside the College of Agricultural Sciences (Forestry, Science,
Veterinary Medicine, Pharmacy, Engineering, etc.) must obtain an appropriate
college-level signature from their unit
o OSU Sponsored Program approval is NOT required
o There is no need to submit the proposal through the CAYUSE system
o Having the fully signed, hard copy of your proposal in the hands of the office
staff of your college dean by 5 pm on November 14 will be considered as being
delivered to ARF

7.

These guidelines and the proposal template are also available at the Agricultural Research Foundation’s
website http://agresearchfoundation.oregonstate.edu under the Grant Program tab

8.

Please direct any questions to Charlene Wilkinson (541-737-3228) or Russ Karow (541-7374066)
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Proposal Guidance
Some comments of possible help in preparing your proposal:
1. The charge of the ARF is to aid in research. Projects for education or training are important, but funds should
be sought elsewhere. Of course, conveying the results of the proposed research to potential users is a crucial
part of any research project. Requesting funds for defraying costs of such activities is acceptable.
2. A good proposal will emphasize how the proposed research is intended to aid in agriculture or natural
resources, either in the near future (applied) or by leading to developments further in the future (basic). Simply
satisfying your curiosity or compiling data for a refereed paper will not impress the reviewers. Tell us
specifically what significant contribution your research could make.
3. We do not fund acquisition or construction of facilities (bricks and mortar). Requests for equipment needed
to carry out the proposed research are legitimate. The proposal must describe this need and specify how the
equipment will be used in this research, not just to better equip your laboratory.
4. While it may be easiest for you to cut-and-paste material from another proposal when preparing your
proposal for ARF, we encourage you not to do this. Your reviewers are primarily nonacademic people who may
have only a minimal familiarity with the details of your science. Please write your justification, objectives,
procedures, and impacts such that a person with limited background can understand what you are saying – like
talking with your next door neighbor. A proposal that reviewers cannot readily understand is likely to be poorly
rated and hence not funded.
5. Research that is original and innovative tends to be favored. If appropriate, describe to what extent your
proposed study fits this description.
6. Future funding is difficult to predict, but tell us how the results of your research might help lead to future
grant funding from other sources.
7. Please keep in mind that funds to finance this research are limited. We are able to fund no more that one
third to one half of the requests. We regret that each year dozens of well prepared and appropriate proposals
cannot be funded simply because the funds available are limited.
8. The following list of questions that reviewers consider is provided here to help you plan and prepare your
proposal.

Rating Criteria
Criteria used by proposal review panelists:
•

Is this project relevant to Oregon’s agriculture and/or natural resources?

•

Are the research plan and goals clearly stated and understandable?

•

Does the proposed research address a significant problem or potential?

•

Will the results of this study be useful? Might they make a difference?
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•

To what extent is the proposed research original, innovative, or new?

•

Will benefits of this research be economic? environmental? scientific? social?

•

Will the results be communicated to appropriate audiences?

•

Is this project or a closely related project already receiving adequate funding from other sources?

•

Might results from this research lead to future grant funding from other sources?
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RESEARCH PROPOSAL TO THE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH FOUNDATION FOR THE
COMPETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM – 2017- 2019
SIGNATURE PAGE
Project title:
Principal Investigator(s):
Cooperator(s) (if any):
Principal Investigator signature(s):
Date:
APPROVED BY:
PIs Unit Leader signature(s):
Date:

PIs Academic College Signature(s):
Date:
Obtain separate unit leader and college signatures if PIs are in different units

PROPOSAL BODY (four-page limit)
Justification:
Objectives:
Procedures:
Impact:
References cited:
Duration of study:
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BUDGET
Salaries:
Faculty
Graduate Student
Other Students
Other Labor - specify type
OPE for all categories
Travel:
Domestic - in state
Domestic - out of state
Foreign - foreign travel may be allowed if it will significantly and directly contribute to the research being
proposed – explain why this is so
Services:
Supplies:
Equipment:
Total:
List any other funding sources that may be used for this work. List dollar amount available from these
sources.
No indirect costs or tuition charges are allowed
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Appendix Two
ARF Competitive Grant Program funded proposals
from 2006-08 through 2017-19
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21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

Fisheries & Wildlife

Brandt, Stephen

Mc Donnell, Rory

Lybrand, Rebecca

Levin, Alexander

Kowalewski, Alec

$12,500
$12,500

Genome sequencing to develop RNAi strategy for slug management in the Willamette Valley
Feeding essential fatty acids to late‐gestating cows to optimize performance…

Value‐added utilization of fruit pomace fiber for creating molded pulp package
Efficacy of traditional and non‐traditional eco‐friendly “green” sanitizers on Listeria
monocytogene

Particulate pesticide formulations may contribute to exposure and residual toxicity to hone bees

Wolbachia Infection in Plant‐Parasitic Nematodes: Advancing a New Biocontrol Strategy

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

$12,300

$12,500

$12,388

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

$12,300

$12,500

Identifying plant genes associated with beneficial microbes

Horticulture
Promoting bee health and nutrition through flowering lawns
Horticulture ‐ Southern Oregon Research Development and validation of seasonal crop coefficients for Southern Oregon vineyards using
& Extension Center
the Pas
Agriculture, Bees, and Soil‐‐ Understanding soil properties to increase ground nesting bee
Crop & Soil Science
activity…
Malacopathogenic nematodes associated with the key slug pest Deroceras reticulatum in OR
Crop & Soil Science
agriculture

Food Science & Technology
Food Science & Technology ‐ Food
Innovation Center

Jung, Jooyeoun

Integrative Biology
Horticulture

Kovacevic, Jovana

$12,482

The future of Oregon’s fisheries

$12,500
$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

Amount
Awarded

Evaluating New Fungicides for Stem Rust Management in Perennial Ryegrass Seed Crops
Evaluation of seasonal yield, forage quality and persistence of cool‐season grass and legume
species
Effect of Selenium‐enriched hay fed to dairy cows during the dry period on the immunity of
calves

Fungicide resistance in pear scab: where do we stand today?

Project

Animal & Rangeland Science ‐ Marion Co A Comparison of Performance Factors among US‐genetics and NZ‐genetics crossbreds
Fisheries & Wildlife ‐ Hermiston Ag
Research & Extension Center
Using Molecular Techniques to Enhance Farm Management for Pollinators

Crop & Soil Science/Horticulture ARS
Animal & Rangeland Science ‐ Eastern
Oregon Ag Research Center ‐ Burns

Hooven, Louisa

Denver, Dee

DeBano, Sandra

Cruickshank, Jenifer

Cooke, Reinaldo

Choi, Man‐Yeon

Botany & Plant Pathology

Animal & Rangeland Science

Bionaz, Massimo

Busby, Posy

Animal & Rangeland Science

Crop & Soil Science ‐ Yamhill Co

Unit
Botany & Plant Pathology ‐ Southern
Oregon Research & Extension Center

Ates, Serkan

Anderson, Nicole

Achala, KC

Researcher

2017‐19
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Animal & Rangeland Science ‐ Polk Co
Crop & Soil Science ‐ Hermiston Ag
Research & Extension Center

Pirelli, Gene

$12,182

The effect of biochar and organic manure on crop productivities and soil quality
Development of a novel assay to improve diagnosis of the liver fluke, Fasciola hepatica, in
Oregon

Wooster, David

Wiman, Nik

Sathuvalli, Sagar

Horticulture
Fisheries & Wildlife ‐ Hermiston Ag
Research & Extension Center

Evaluating overwintering behavior of an Asian egg parasitoid of BMSB in hazelnut orchards
Using molecular techniques to determine the importance of predatory invertebrates in
consuming potato

$383,911

$12,175

$12,500

$10,575

$12,500

$12,400

$12,449

$12,160

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

How is selenium utilized by forage plants after Se is applied to soils as a fertilizer amendment?

Use of Somatic Cybridization to Overcome Cytoplasmic Male Sterility in Potato
Tradition vs technology: Comparing stress of cattle handled using conventional & traditional
Schachtschneider, Chr Animal & Rangeland Science ‐ Umatilla Co methods
Crop & Soil Science ‐ Eastern Oregon Ag
Research Center ‐ Union
Mixtures of Winter Cereals and Biennial Legumes for Forages
Wang, Guojie
Crop & Soil Science ‐ Central Oregon
Agricultural Research Center
Nitrogen Release from Cover Crops
Wilson, Tracy

Sanders, Justin

Biomedical Sciences
Crop & Soil Science ‐ Hermiston Ag
Research & Extension Center

College of Veterinary Medicine

Pastey, Manoj

Qin, Ruijun

Crop & Soil Science

Parke, Jennifer

Biosolarization as a management tool for soilborne diseases and weeds in Oregon nurseries
Development of a Rapid, Sensitive and Specific Probe‐based Real‐Time PCR for the Detection of
Deform

Animal & Rangeland Science ‐ Eastern
Oregon Ag Research Center ‐ LaGrande Prescribed Fire as a Management Opportunity for Control of Ventenata dubia in Oregon
School of Biological, Ecological & Electrical Fate of Pathogenic and Antibiotic‐Resistant Bacteria in Soil and on Vegetable Crops after
Engineering
Biosolids
Navab‐Daneshmand, T

Morris, Lelsey

39
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ARF Board Members Serving on the
Competitive Grants Committee
1989-2017
Appleby, Arnold
Bailey, Bob
Casteel, Ted
Coakley, Stella
Conroy, Robert
Detering, Roger
Dutson, Thayne
Egan, Ellen
Erickson, Steve
Fisher, Ralph
Hathaway, Ron
Hessel, Mike
Kaseberg, Larry
Kvidt, Josh
Levi, Elizabeth
Lyon, Lance
McKinney, Jean
Messerle, Ken
Norris, Logan
Ostlund, Bryan
Price, Steve
Stastny, Ed
VanCleave, Daryl
Walker, Phillip
Weiser, C.J.

1995-Present
1995-Present
2014-2017
2016-Present
1989-1997
2005-2012
1990-1993
1995-2004
1999-2004
2011-Present
2010-Present
2012-Present
1989-2016
2014-Present
2011-Present
2005-Present
2010-Present
2005-2010
2010-2015
2012-Present
2009-2013
1989-Present
1989-1995
2009-Present, ex-officio
2012-2014

