A) Training by Discipline
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B) Topical Focus Area
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Figure 1. A) Percentage of entire network (522 total nodes) reported to have training

in each discipline (red = natural science discipline, blue = human dimensions discipline,
green = other disciplines) B) Percentage of entire network (522 total nodes) reported to
focus on each topical focus area. It is important to note that focus area is not necessarily
an indicaiton of the individual’s training (charts reproduced from Moore and Hoelting et
al. in review).



