
Handout: Writing Effective Letters to Protect Science in the Budget 
 
 
As a technical professional, you know just how indispensable the work and talent of federal scientists 
are to the health and safety of the country. For example, we can thank the scientists at the US 
Department of Agriculture, the Food and Drug Administration, and the Environmental Protection Agency 
for food that is safe to eat and air that is safe to breathe. Yet, despite the critical value of federal 
science, there are several attempts in Congress to outright gut science-based safeguards or restrain 
agency scientists’ ability to uphold them. And the federal budget is one of the most frequent venues to 
sneak in attacks on science.  
 
Now through the first week of December, Congress is deep in the budget process. Your senators know 
that their constituents are paying attention—and deeply value the protections and advancements 
offered by science-based safeguards and the work of federal scientists. Now is a perfect time to write a 
letter to your senators to send after Thanksgiving, calling on them to keep critical science-based 
programs funded and to oppose unnecessary additions to the budget that attack science. 
 
Political science research shows that policymakers are more responsive to directed, personalized 
messages with explicit local impacts—and we have useful tips, a letter outline, and menu of possible 
talking points below to support creating your personalized letter.  
 
To further strengthen the impact of your letter, you can drop it off in-person at your senators’ local 
offices. This activity is easy and straightforward: simply go to your local office during the 9-5pm work 
hours, ask for the most relevant staff member following the appropriations process, and hand you letter 
and briefly share why this issue matters to you. Here is a how-to for creating your pitch, and feel free to 
email us for more tips on easily, effectively dropping off your letter.  
 
 
Sample Letter: 
 
Dear Senator [NAME], 
 
As one of your constituents living in [CITY/TOWN], I am writing to urge you to oppose any harmful anti-
science riders and oppose any spending bill that cuts funding of federal agencies and programs that we 
depend on for public health and safety and for scientific progress. 
 
These riders or cuts would have very real, dangerous impacts on this state, your constituents, and the 
American public at large. [Use an example of how your state and field would be impacted by cuts to 
federal science]. 
 
Please keep the final spending deal clean of anti-science riders. The appropriations process is no place to 
tack on bills or amendments that would undermine the role of science in policymaking or federal 
agencies’ ability to use the best available science to keep American families safe and healthy without 
any real deliberation or debate. [Use an example of a dangerous rider being considered that could 
have impacts on your state or field – see below]. 
 
I ask that you use your vote to oppose any spending bills that cut the funding or undermine the ability 
for agencies that advance science, keep our air and water clean, and protect our children’s health.  
 
Sincerely,  

http://www.congressfoundation.org/storage/documents/CMF_Pubs/cwc-perceptions-of-citizen-advocacy.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/action/science_network/writing-an-effective-letter.html#.Wg2n5VtSxOS
https://s3.amazonaws.com/ucs-documents/science-and-democracy/crafting-your-pitch-fact-sheet-ucs-2017.pdf
mailto:akuziwa@ucsusa.org


 
Menu of talking points that you pick from to fold into your letter: 
 
We need to keep the final spending deal clean of anti-science riders. The appropriations process is no 
place to tack on bills or amendments that would undermine the role of science in policymaking or federal 
agencies’ ability to use the best available science to keep American families safe and healthy without any 
real deliberation or debate. 

- Dangerous riders currently being considered would cut science’s ability to contribute to public 
health and safety by: 

o Restricting the CDC from researching gun violence as a public health issue. In 1996 a 
provision passed ending the CDCs funding to research gun violence, though current 
events (including the recent tragedies in Las Vegas,  Sutherland, Texas, and Rancho 
Tehama, California) and statistics show the need is there. 

o Permitting the administration to ignore scientific and public input as Scott Pruitt’s  EPA 
attempts to withdraw the Clean Water Rule, which extends protections of waters to 
include the streams and wetlands that feed drinking water sources for over 117 million 
people nationwide.  

o Delaying implementation of science-based standards, like the EPA’s 2015 update to 
ground-level ozone, which is solely based on public health benefits. If this rule passes, 
companies would be allowed to pollute at levels currently deemed unsafe, increasing 
the number of days with unhealthy ozone levels and risks of respiratory illnesses. 

o The federal budget cannot be a vehicle for sliding in attempts to redefine the role of 
science in the Endangered Species Act—which would allow political and industry 
interference to disregard what we scientifically know is essential to protect our 
ecosystems and wildlife such as the sage grouse. 

- Other examples of dangerous riders include the deceptively titled “Regulatory Accountability 
Act”, HONEST Act, and similar anti-science proposals. The sole purpose of these “poison pill” 
riders would be to render the public protections system ineffective with endless delays and 
procedures, stacking science advisory boards with industry representatives with conflicts of 
interests, permitting the administration to ignore scientific or public input in the regulations 
process, or requiring that agencies implement rules that cost the least to industry regardless of 
the cost to the public.  

 
 
Deep cuts to many science-based programs that we depend on for public health and safety, for scientific 
progress, and more will have dangerous impacts on this state, your constituents, and the American 
public at large.  
Use a couple of examples in the House spending bill of what we lose if we allow draconian cuts to 
federal science. (We encourage you to pick one or two that would most resonate with your state and 
have impacts in your field): 

- Slashing funds for energy innovation. That includes eliminating the Department of Energy’s 
Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA-E), and cutting almost half of the funds for the 
Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy program. This means the United States will fall behind 
the fast pace of energy innovation, and severely limit the agency’s work collaborating with 
businesses to make our nation more sustainable. 

- Hindering research that helps us understand our planet and how to live safely on it. The House 
bill proposes a 19% cut to climate change research at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), and a 23% cut to NOAA’s satellite program, which we depend on for 
weather forecasting and many other critical activities of national importance.  These cuts, and 
the 11% cut to NASA’s earth science budget, would create long-lasting repercussions for 
scientific research, national security, and emergency preparedness. 

http://www.cnn.com/2017/11/01/us/las-vegas-shooting-1-month-questions/index.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/11/12/us/texas-shooting-church-service.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/11/14/us/northern-california-shooting-school.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/11/14/us/northern-california-shooting-school.html
http://lawcenter.giffords.org/facts/statistics/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/energy-environment/wp/2017/06/27/trump-administration-to-propose-repealing-rule-giving-epa-broad-authority-over-water-pollution/?utm_term=.b6417020008b
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/energy-environment/wp/2017/06/27/trump-administration-to-propose-repealing-rule-giving-epa-broad-authority-over-water-pollution/?utm_term=.b6417020008b
https://www.nrdc.org/experts/trumps-attack-clean-water-what-you-need-know


- Weakening the Environmental Protection Agency’s ability to protect us. The proposed cuts to the 
EPA from the House spending bill would bring EPA budget to the lowest level since 2008. Many 
of the remaining cuts directly impact communities of color, such as a 15% cut to the Office of 
Environmental Justice. EPA’s research division would lose more than $100 million in funding for 
clean air and climate change research.  

- Cutting programs that feed the hungry and provide assistance to rural and urban residents. The 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)—a cost-effective program with a track 
record of success in alleviating hunger and poverty—could be cut by $150 billion, or 20% over 10 
years. Such a decrease would directly lead to suffering and hunger for tens of millions of 
Americans across the country.  

 
Our senator needs to oppose any anti-science cuts and harmful riders, and oppose any spending bill that 
cuts funding to these critical agencies and programs that protect renewable energy, science, and public 
health or includes “poison pill” riders.  

- If they have opposed, include a thank you and request they continue 
- If they are in favor of cuts or harmful riders, note that you are strongly opposed, and emphasize 

that they can help avoid the consequences to their constituents by changing their stance 
 


