Title: Evaluating Return-on-Investment for alternative conservation strategies in the Willamette Subbasin

Section 10. Narrative

A. Abstract and statement of innovation
The Northwest Power Act and the 2000 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program identified the importance of evaluating the cost effectiveness of conservation strategies for protecting and restoring habitat. The Willamette Subbasin which has one of the richest assemblages of fish and wildlife species in the Northwest, is also one of the most expensive places to mitigate wildlife losses due to high cost associated with land protection and management. Over the past 20 years cost estimates for mitigating losses have increased dramatically based on the assumption that the most effective strategy is fee acquisition and management by a conservation agency, tribe, or land trust.  Understandably, developing innovative, cost effective and highly leveraged strategies for achieving fish and wildlife mitigation obligations has been identified as a priority for Bonneville Power Administration. 

We propose to analyze the projected conservation returns from alternative wildlife mitigation investment strategies. While the Northwest Power and Conservation Council is evaluating the cost effectiveness of different conservation strategies, this would be the first project of its kind to evaluate “Return on Investment” from different conservation strategies in a Subbasin. Three investment approaches will be evaluated. One approach will emphasize acquisition of fee interests and wildlife mitigation easements (easements that allow the holder to restore and manage habitat) by conservation agencies and organizations; one approach will focus on “working” land easements (easements restricting only development rights and allowing resource extraction following best practices); and a third approach will focus on incentives and technical assistance with no long-term land use restrictions. The results will be used to make recommendations to the Bonneville Power Administration and the Northwest Power and Conservation Council regarding the most cost effective strategies for mitigating wildlife losses associated with the construction of hydro-facilities in the Willamette Subbasin. In addition we will make recommendations on how to best leverage those investments to meet goals and priorities of the Northwest Power Act, the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, and the Willamette Subbasin Plan. 

The project will build on the significant research has in the Willamette Valley to develop conservation scenarios and analyze wildlife suitability.   The project will be overseen by a project manager and technical team composed of Conservancy staff and contractors and will be informed by a Policy Oversight Committee and a Technical Advisory Committee. Work will be completed in 18 months. 
 B. Technical and/or scientific background
Habitat loss has been identified as the single largest threat to the persistence of biological diversity (Wilson 2004, Wilcove et al. 1998, Brooks et al. 2002).  As a result, acquisition of fee interest or conservation easements and targeted management of those lands by federal, state, and local wildlife agencies and non-profit land trusts has been the dominant strategy for conserving biological diversity (Polasky et al. 2005), and more specifically, for mitigating wildlife losses.
However, at its core, conserving biological diversity depends on ensuring that adequate supplies of land and water will be managed specifically and/or compatibly with the needs of individual species and ecological systems. Taken broadly then, conservation and wildlife mitigation can be thought of as any action that influences a landowner’s interests, rights, or management practices to benefit the long-term persistence of species and ecological systems. 
In regions dominated by private land ownership, such as the Willamette Valley, a combination of factors influence land use and management: 
· regulations such as Endangered Species Act, land use zoning, or forest practices policies; 
· incentives for habitat protection and restoration such as reductions in property taxes, payments for ecosystem services, grants for habitat management, and protection from regulation; 
· education and technical assistance; in addition to the

· acquisition and management of lands by wildlife or conservation agencies and interests, and acquisition of easements or term management agreements.
Each of these conservation strategies results in different habitat conditions or suitability based on the land use and management actions allowed or encouraged under the strategy, what threats the strategy eliminates, and how well the strategy is implemented. The resulting habitat conditions, in turn, provide different benefits or impacts to a given species or ecological system based on the species or systems ecological requirements. 
Habitats dominated by native species and structurally within their natural range of variability are best for some species, while habitats that have been altered from the natural range of variability through past or ongoing agricultural or forestry uses are suitable for others. For example, the Douglas’ squirrel prefers older conifer forests but not frequently-harvested forest lands (Adamus 2000). Acquisition of forest habitat for conservation purposes would provide greater certainty that Douglas’squirrel habitat requirements would be met than would forest practices policies alone that allow conversion to frequently-harvested forest land. The western scrub jay on the other hand is generally adapted to modified open landscapes. A variety of shrub, open tree, semi-closed tree, orchards, and hybrid poplar habitat types are equal suitability for this species (Adamus 2000). 

Many species occupy habitats that require active management to control invasive species and reintroduce processes like fire.  The western meadowlark for example prefers upland prairie/oak savanna (Adamus 2000) with conditions that were maintained by periodic burning. In addition, these habitats are highly susceptible to invasion by a host of non-native habitat modifying species such as blackberry and Scot’s broom.  Tools for conserving the western meadowlark need to not only prevent conversion of the habitat to other uses, but further to allow for the use of periodic fire and invasive species control.  
In addition, these conservation tools vary in persistence, the factors that affect persistence, feasibility, and cost.  Recently, scientists have recognized the need to incorporate an economic framework into conservation decision-making processes (Ando et al.1998, Wilson et al.2004, Hoestra et al. in prep). Such analyses seek to optimize biological diversity conservation, given the limited budgets for acquisition and maintenance of land for conservation purposes. They typically focus on an assessment of the variation in land costs and biodiversity richness across a landscape. Modeling efforts have taken different approaches for optimizing the outcome (Wilson et al.2004, Hoekstra et al. in prep, Ando et al.1998), and other studies include socio-economic factors in the desired outcome (e.g., Polasky et al.2005). The models have generally concluded that past allocations of conservation funds have not been used efficiently. 
While many of these “Return on Investment” assessments look at where to invest, some assessments have evaluated the biodiversity return on specific strategies or tools.  Several assessments have evaluated the effectiveness of conservation easements. Merenlender et al. (2004) cautioned that the broad network of existing conservation easements has created a complex conservation situation, with benefits that are not well understood.  However, in a review of conservation easements held by The Nature Conservancy, Kieseckler et al. (2007) concluded that 96% of Conservancy easements have explicitly identified biological targets, 84% are within priority biodiversity areas, and 79% are adjacent to other protected areas. Rissman et al. (in press) evaluated how well conservation easements meet biological diversity goals, and the types of development and land uses they allow.  Nearly all conservation easements were intended to reduce habitat loss or fragmentation. Most conservation easements involved a tradeoff between biodiversity protection and development, at a reasonable investment cost.

However, we typically spend a great deal more time planning and evaluating where to conserve biological diversity than planning or evaluating how we should achieve those goals.  As a result conservation investments may or may not use the most cost effective approaches.  The Council’s Independent Economic Analysis Board (2006) has begun to explore these questions, citing cost-effectiveness as one of the most important criteria for ranking strategies to conserve habitat values.
The most cost effective strategy or combination of strategies for conserving a given species should target limiting factors for the species– the stresses to populations or community conditions, or the source of those stresses; and provides the right balance of certainty and flexibility to meet changes in their habitat needs. 
C. Rationale and significance to the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program

We propose to analyze the projected conservation returns from alternative wildlife mitigation investment strategies. This “Return on Investment” evaluation will be used to make recommendations to the Bonneville Power Administration and the Northwest Power and Conservation Council regarding the most cost effective strategies for mitigating wildlife losses associated with the construction of hydro-facilities in the Willamette Subbasin. In addition we will make recommendations on how to best leverage those investments to meet goals and priorities of the Northwest Power Act, the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Northwest Power Planning Council 2000), and the Willamette Subbasin Plan (Primozich and Bastasch 2004). 
The importance of evaluating the cost effectiveness of conservation strategies for protecting and restoring habitat was identified in the Northwest Power Act and the 2000 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  The Northwest Power Act, Section 4(h)(1)(A), directs the Council to develop a program to "protect, mitigate, and enhance the fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat, of the Columbia River and its tributaries.”  The Northwest Power Act was amended in 1996 to increase the scientific and economic justification of fish and wildlife recovery programs.  The amendment language state that the Council has an obligation to use the least-coast alternative for meeting a sound biological objective when evaluating program measures (Section 4(h)(6)(C), 94 Stat. 2709).  

Scrutinizing the cost effectiveness of mitigation strategies is more important in the Willamette Valley than almost anywhere else in the Columbia Basin.  Within the Willamette Valley, the combination of the high percentage of private ownership, high land costs, and habitats that need active management, concerns about return on investment for wildlife mitigation dollars spent have been voiced for decades. The costs to mitigate wildlife losses were first estimated in 1987 at between $46 million and $106 million (Preston, Noyes, and Potter 1987). In 1993, the cost for land acquisition was estimated to be between $195 and $215 million with an additional estimate of between $800,000 for annual management (Burns Paiute Tribe et al.1993). Cost estimates for mitigation efforts within the Willamette Valley have been steadily increasing over the past decade (Pope, personal communication May 17, 2007). 
Habitat losses associated with construction of eight hydro-facilities in the Willamette Subbasin inundated or extensively affected 33,407 acres of land and river (Preston et al.1987). To date the Bonneville Power Administration has funded part of all of the acquisition costs over 2,394 acres in the Willamette.  Understandably, developing innovative, cost effective and highly leveraged strategies for achieving fish and wildlife mitigation obligations has been identified as a priority for Bonneville Power Administration (Delwiche, personal communication May 13, 2007). 
Habitat loss and degradation were identified as the major limiting factors affecting most of the 54 terrestrial focal wildlife species and other listed and at-risk species in the subbasin (Primozich and Bastasch 2004). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has similarly identified habitat loss as the primary reason terrestrial species in the Willamette Subbasin require protection under the federal Endangered Species Act (Federal Register, Vol. 65, No. 16 January 25, 2000).  The goal of the Willamette Subbasin Plan is to “increase fish and wildlife population trajectories (Primozich and Bastasch 2004).”  
The Willamette Subbasin Plan identified the following priorities for addressing these limiting factors and meeting the overall conservation goal: protecting the highest quality habitats, evaluating intermediate-quality habitats for restoration, and addressing bottlenecks.  Proposed strategies to reverse habitat loss and degradation within the Willamette Subbasin involve elements of habitat protection, restoration, and multiple use management on both public and private lands.  While the Subbasin plan did an excellent job of assessing current conditions and identifying priorities and options for addressing them, it did not evaluate least-coast alternatives for meeting a sound biological objective when evaluating program measures as required by the Northwest Power Act (Primozich and Bastasch 2004).  A more detailed implementation plan is needed that incorporates cost effectiveness and return on investment to better inform selection of strategies and assess overall costs of conservation actions.

D. Relationships to other projects

Over the past decade there has been growing interest in conserving biological diversity and improve ecosystem health in the Willamette Subbasin. Governor-appointed commissions, watershed councils, local, state, and federal agencies, non-profit organizations, and private landowners have all placed increased attention on conservation within the Willamette Subbasin.  

This project will build upon the important work that has already been done within the Willamette Basin.  For example, The Willamette Basin Alternative Futures Analysis (Baker et al. 2004) produced a suite of alternative “visions” for land use and cover and outlined the environmental and social consequences for each of these choices.  The Willamette Valley-Puget Trough-Georgia Basin Ecoregional Assessment (Floberg et al.2004), the Oregon Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 2005), and other more localized efforts (Hulse et al. 2002) identified key conservation areas that can be used to prioritize work on the conservation of habitats that support biodiversity within the ecoregion.  Polasky et al. (2005) explored the cost-effectiveness of achieving conservation objectives.  The Council’s Independent Economic Analysis Board (2006) has begun to investigate techniques to assess habitat strategies, which our proposed project could supplement and help to ground-truth.
This “Return on Investment” evaluation will help to target wildlife mitigation strategies that have the greatest overall benefit to the survival or productivity of species in the Willamette Subbasin, and provide an example of how implementation plans for wildlife mitigation could be refined in the future.

In addition to informing future investments strategies that the Bonneville Power Administration uses, we hope this effort will better integrate and leverage a range of conservation investments, proposed or anticipated, that aim to further conservation in the Willamette Subbasin including:

Willamette Ecosystem Marketplace: The Willamette Partnership a non-profit organization is developing an ecosystem marketplace and transaction framework that will make it easier for willing buyers and sellers of ecosystem services to connect. The goal of the Willamette Ecosystem Marketplace is to leverage the conservation expenditures from factories, developers, transportation agencies, cities and sewer and water ratepayers to improve the ecological effectiveness of that investment. 

Willamette River Basin Restoration: Meyer Memorial Trust recently identified restoration in the Willamette Basin as one of their three Strategic Action Initiatives for increased funding.

OWEB Special Investments Partnerships: OWEB proposes to develop Special Investments Partnerships grants to fund projects that produce Higher level ecological outcomes, produce ecological, community, and economic outcomes sustain themselves over time because they’ve become a part of local custom and culture, have strong community partnerships allow OWEB to join projects where the other partners have demonstrated their dedication through the commitment of very significant contributions of cash funding, technical assistance, organizational effort, policy support, and other tangibles necessary for project success. While these projects have not been selected, we anticipate that protection and restoration of habitats in the Willamette will be among the first selected. 

E. Proposal objectives, work elements, methods, and monitoring and evaluate
As described above, the purpose of this project is to evaluate conservation and wildlife mitigation returns from alternative wildlife mitigation investment strategies. This evaluation will be used to make recommendations to the Bonneville Power Administration and the Northwest Power and Conservation Council regarding cost effective strategies for wildlife mitigation and best approaches for leveraging those investments to meet the Willamette Subbasin Plan’s overall biological objective of increasing fish and wildlife population trajectories. 

The project will be overseen by a project manager and technical team composed of Conservancy staff and contractors and will be informed by a Policy Oversight Committee and a Technical Advisory Committee. 
· Policy Committee: Representatives from BPA, NWPCC, OWEB, Private Foundations, Governor’s Office, ODFW, Independent Economic Analysis Board, the Willamette Partnership, Tribes, The Nature Conservancy, and others assigned with reviewing the refined work plan, reviewing key policy assumptions associated with the scenario development, and evaluating products. Meet three to four times through the project. 
· Technical Advisory Committee: Biologists, Ecologists and Conservation Practitioners from University of Oregon, Oregon State University, ODFW, BPA, NWPCC, OWEB, Tribes, and The Nature Conservancy, and others assigned with reviewing the refined work plan, providing input on habitat suitability, reviewing needed conservation actions, and helping to develop and evaluate investment strategies. 
In addition we will convene small workshops of conservation practitioners and biologists to provide additional input and review as necessary. Work will be completed in 18 months. The work elements, methods and monitoring and evaluation are described below:

Work elements:

1. Establish project committees, refine work-plan and schedule, monitor progress, and complete project products and reports.

Description & Methods:  Committee charters will be developed Committee members will be recruited and all meetings will be scheduled. A refined workplan will be developed for review by the committees. Programmatic reports will be completed and provided Bonneville Power Administration and key project stakeholders quarterly. 

Timeline: October 15, 2007 – April 2009

2. Administer grant, complete contracts, and provide financial reports.

Description & Methods:  The Nature Conservancy will be the fiscal and administrative agent. Grants and contracts will be administered following federal contracting guidelines including 2 CFR Part 215, Uniform Administrative Requirements For Grants and Agreements with Institutions Of Higher Education, Hospitals, And Other Non-Profit Organizations (OMB Circular A-110) And 2 CFR Part 230, Cost Principles For Non-Profit Organizations (OMB Circular A-122)

Timeline: October 15, 2007 – April 15, 2009

3. Review literature, evaluate case studies, and interview practitioners to identify mitigation strategies, approaches, and best practices 

Description and Methods: A detailed literature review and interviews with agencies and organizations involved in wildlife mitigation and conservation done to identify novel strategies and approaches, best practices for wildlife mitigation, provide input for likely outcomes, and identify the pros and cons of existing strategies.  A report will be prepared for the Policy and Technical committees. 

Timeline: October 15, 2007 – December 15, 2007

4. Develop alternative investment approaches

Description and Methods: Three alternative investment approaches will be drafted and reviewed by the Policy Oversight Committee with input from the Technical Advisory Committee of biologists and conservation practitioners knowledgeable of conditions in the Willamette Subbasin. Each approach will include varying combinations of the following conservation strategies: 

· Acquisition of fee interest and management by conservation agencies and organizations;
· Acquisition of easements (restricting development rights, restricting development and land use rights to best management practices, and restricting development and all land uses; restricting development and all land uses and securing rights to restore)
· Incentives for private action (grants to private landowners, tax incentives, ecosystem marketplace payments);
· Technical assistance; and
· Restoration

One approach will emphasize acquisition of fee interests and wildlife mitigation easements (easements that allow the holder to restore and manage habitat) by conservation agencies and organizations; one approach will focus on “working” land easements (easements restricting only development rights and allowing resource extraction following best practices); and a third approach will focus on incentives and technical assistance with no long-term land use restrictions. Specific descriptions of each strategy within each approach will be defined based on existing practices. For example, the rights and restrictions of a working land easement will be developed from existing projects in the Willamette Valley specifically and the Pacific Northwest. The contribution of regulations to wildlife conservation will be held constant in each of the three alternatives. A report will be prepared for the Policy and Technical committees describing the investment approaches. 

 Timeline: October 15, 2007 – March 15, 2008

5. Develop rules sets for linking individual strategies with habitat suitability for focal species. 

Description and Methods: The expected habitat conditions resulting from each strategy will be determined based on literature reviews, evaluation of past conservation projects in the Willamette, and expert opinion from the Technical Advisory Committee.  Suitability of lands within the Subbasin will determined as defined in Adamus (2000). Adamus (2000) developed habitat relationships for 279 terrestrial vertebrate species that currently breed or historically occurred in the Willamette Basin. The suitability of land use/cover types was determined by a panel of wildlife biologists knowledgeable in wildlife habitat usage in the Willamette Basin. The suitability of each land use/land cover type was ranked on a scale from 0 (no use) to 10 (most preferred) for each species. Scores were adjusted for every given habitat patch using a set of adjacency rules that accounted for effects of edge, human disturbance, riparian influence, and other factors that might influence a species’ presence. Finally, a screen that limited a species potential presence to its known biogeographical distribution of each species was applied.
The likelihood of long-term persistence of each habitat type in given conditions will be determined based on a literature review, evaluation of past wildlife and conservation projects implemented in the Willamette Valley, and interviews with conservation practitioners in the Willamette Basin. 

Timeline: January 15, 2008 – March 15, 2008

6. Develop key ecological attributes for select focal species and all focal habitats

Description and Methods: A more detailed assessment of key ecological attributes will be completed for a subset of focal species (at least 12) and each of the focal habitats from the Willamette Subbasin Plan (Primozich and Bastasch 2004) to inform the details of each conservation tool and the expected habitat suitability associated with implementation of the conservation tool. Key ecological attributes (The Nature Conservancy 2005) are defined as the most critical components of biological composition, structure, interactions and processes, environmental regimes, and landscape configurations that sustain a species or ecological system’s viability or ecological integrity over space and time. Species for the more detailed assessment will be selected to represent species from each of the six focal habitats (oak woodlands, upland prairie and savanna, wetland prairie, perennial pond riparian areas, river and stream associated riparian areas, and old-growth conifer forests), with different life history strategies, and sensitivities. A report will be prepared for the Technical Advisory Committee. 

7. Define habitat goals for each focal species and each focal habitat and for each projected conditions by approach 

Description and Methods: The goals will be based on existing conservation plan and/or literature reviews and expert opinion. The goals will consist of the number of populations and area of each habitat type necessary to maintain multiple, viable populations of all focal species identified in the Willamette Subbasin Plan. The amount of habitat needed to meet the identified conservation goals in each of the three alternative investment strategies will vary, (a) based the expected suitability of the habitat for the focal species resulting from implementation of the conservation tools, and (b) the likelihood of long-term persistence to 2050. Each alternative investment approach will be designed to meet conservation goals identified by the Technical Advisory Committee for all focal species identified in the Willamette Subbasin Plan.
Timeline: October 15, 2007 – March 15, 2008

8. Develop cost estimates for each strategy 

Description and Methods: Per acre one time and annual cost estimates for different mitigation actions will be derived from a review of costs reported in wildlife mitigation and conservation projects completed in the Willamette Valley within the past five years, expert opinion of the Technical Advisory Committee, as well as information developed by the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s Independent Economic Analysis Board’s Investigation of Approaches to Preserving Habitat. 
Timeline: March 15, 2008 – May 15, 2008

9. Sum costs of needed conservation actions to achieve desired habitat suitability for each habitat type by current and desired condition. 

Description and Methods: For each habitat type the existing habitat conditions will be grouped into no more than 5 states. The cumulative cost of mitigation actions needed to maintain or restore habitat to target conditions identified in the investment strategy through 2050 and appropriate to the conservation approach will be estimated. Necessary action will be derived from a review of wildlife mitigation and conservation projects completed in the Willamette Valley within the past five years, and expert opinion of the Technical Advisory Committee.

Timeline: March 15, 2008 – May 15, 2008

10. Develop a case study to test assumptions and a process for applying rule sets and goals to estimate costs of alternative investment approaches 

Description and Methods:  One conservation area will be identified for each of the six major habitat types in the Willamette Valley from the Synthesis Portfolio (The Nature Conservancy in  preparation) developed from priority conservation areas identified in the Willamette Subbasin Plan (Primozich and Bastasch 2004).  Goals, application of strategies, projected habitat suitability will be applied to each based on system type, and presence of Subbasin Plan focal targets. A report will be prepared for the Policy and Technical Advisory Committees. 

Timeline: May 15, 2008 – June 15, 2008

11. Apply rule sets and goals to the Willamette Subbasin to evaluate alternative scenarios for meeting focal species and ecological system goals. 

Description and Methods:  Goals and assumptions will applied to existing spatial habitat and wildlife suitability models for the Willamette Valley.  MARXAN will be used to generate alternative scenarios to meeting goals for focal species and habitats and assessing costs associated with wildlife mitigation. MARXAN is a decision support tool that analyzes data to generate a conservation portfolio.  This algorithm was designed to minimize the overall cost or size of the portfolio, while meeting the conservation goals of each target. report will be prepared for the Policy and Technical Advisory Committees. 

Timeline: June 15, 2008 – November15, 2008

12. Identify existing funding capacity and priorities and recommend alternative funding strategies

Description and Methods: An assessment of current capacity and investments by major public and private funders will be developed based on published information and interviews with the funders.  Opportunities for leveraging Bonneville Power Administration will be identified. A report will be prepared for the Policy and Technical Advisory Committees. 

Timeline: November 15, 2008 – January 15, 2009

13. Final products and reports will be completed. 

Description and Methods: All final reports and products from the project will be drafted for review by the Policy and Technical Advisory Committees and submitted to Bonneville Power Administration. A final report will be completed to address comments on the draft report.
Timeline: January 15, 2008 – March 15, 2009
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Designs, directs, and participates in field studies and report preparation almost exclusively for non-profit groups and government agencies, develops and tests customized rapid methods for assessing wetland functions and health (condition) at state, regional, and local scales. Works with attorneys and planners to develop wetlands ordinances, best management practices, and  regional conservation and restoration priority plans that will protect wetland functions and health, while minimizing impacts on local economies and property rights. Designs statistically-sound regional water quality monitoring programs for streams, lakes, and wetlands. Conducts botanical surveys of wetlands, e.g., 109 Willamette Valley wetlands, 120 tidal wetlands of the Oregon Coast, two National Parks.

2002-present , Assistant Professor (Courtesy), College of Oceanographic and Atmospheric Sciences, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR

2005-present , Assistant Professor (Courtesy), Water Resources Graduate Program, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR

1997-2001, Faculty Research Assistant , Department of Fisheries & Wildlife, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR
Expertise

Known nationally for expertise in wetland assessment, Dr. Adamus has taught wetland assessment , authored or co-authored nearly 100 publications, and contracted with the US EPA’s National Wetlands Research Program in Corvallis, OR.  He also contributed to the Alternative Futures Analysis for the Willamette Valley (sponsored by the interagency Environmental Research Consortium, ERC), collaborating with other specialists in the development and application of spatially-explicit models for each of western Oregon’s 279 vertebrate species, and using the models with GIS to simulate changes in fine-scale species distributions in the region under various scenarios of future land cover change.  He recently served on a federal panel of scientists commissioned by the National Park Service to review rapid ecological assessment methods nationwide, as well as a US EPA panel reviewing recommendations for modifying water quality criteria to better address conditions unique to the Arid West, and a committee charged with guiding the development of a statewide method for assessing Oregon’s wetlands.
David W. Hulse,  Member, Institute for a Sustainable Environment, Philip H. Knight Professor in Landscape Architecture, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 

Education

B.S., Landscape Architecture, Colorado State University, Ft. Collins, CO 1981

Master of Landscape Architecture, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 1984
Employment

1999-present

Professor, University of Oregon

1995-2000

Department Head, Dept. of Landscape Architecture, University of Oregon

1985-1999

Asst./Associate Professor, University of Oregon

Selected Recent Professional Service

National Science Foundation LTER Science Task Force Advisory Committee 2004-2006

Willamette Partnership Board of Directors 2005-present 

McKenzie River Trust Lands Committee 2004-present

State of the Nation’s Ecosystem Report, Heinz Center, 2001-present
Expertise
David Hulse’s expertise is in the area of geographic information systems and the use of computer-based tools for facilitating land use planning and natural resource decision-making. He has worked extensively as a landscape planner in the U.S. and abroad. Current efforts include work with colleagues at the U.S. E.P.A., the National Science Foundation and Oregon State University on development of spatial decision support systems for creating and evaluating alternative land and water use futures in the Willamette River Basin and elsewhere in Oregon. Many of his publications address alternative futures modeling, especially in regard to biocomplexity, hydrology, water quality, and land use.

Catherine Macdonald, Director of Conservation Programs, The Nature Conservancy
Education

MS, Entomology, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon 1987; BS, Ecology, Humboldt State University, Arcata California, 1980

Experience

1998 to Present, Oregon Director of Conservation Programs, The Nature Conservancy, Portland 

Provides strategic leadership and support for The Nature Conservancy’s conservation planning, research and monitoring, project funding, land protection, and four regional conservation programs in Oregon. 

1989 - 1998 Director of Stewardship, The Nature Conservancy, Portland, Oregon
    

1984 - 1989 Oregon Land Steward, The Nature Conservancy, Portland, Oregon 





           

Expertise

Catherine has 23 years of experience in successful conservation in Oregon including experience in conservation planning, land and water management, land protection, and agency relations, and public and private funding,.  She has strong project and partnership development, funding and implementation skills. Catherine was a contributing author of the 2004 Willamette Valley-Puget Trough-Georgia Basin Ecoregional Assessment , and has served on several national task forces for the Conservancy, including the Conservation Science Task Force and the Conservation Committee that produced The Nature Conservancy’s science-based conservation approach called Conservation by Design. In 2005, the City of Eugene nominated and Catherine received the Environmental Law Institute’s National Wetlands Award for Conservation and Restoration. She has served on the Board of the Oregon Water Trust and the Berry Botanical Garden and as an advisor to the Sitka Center for Art and Ecology. 
Derek M. Johnson, Director of Protection, The Nature Conservancy 

Education
BS, Environmental Science and Engineering, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC, 1995.

Experience

2005 – present, Director of Protection, The Nature Conservancy, Portland, OR,              

Manage Oregon Chapter’s land protection program. Identify protection priorities, design protection strategies, and administers operating budget. Carry out direct negotiations with private and corporate sellers across the State of Oregon. Collaborate with conservation partners, including land trusts, local, state, and federal governments to design and implement protection projects and real estate transactions.

2001 – 2005, Director of Habitat Protection, The Nature Conservancy, Madison, WI                                                                

1999 – 2001, Land Protection Specialist, The Nature Conservancy, Madison, WI  





           

Expertise

7.0 years of successful conservation real estate experience, including negotiation and acquisition of 20 transactions totaling over 23,000 acres.  Strong project development skills including strengthening stakeholder engagement and relationships, and leveraging long-term project capacity.
Jonathan A. Soll, Willamette Conservation Director, The Nature Conservancy
Education

Master of Forestry / Ecosystems Analysis University of Washington, Seattle WA. 1994.

Post-Baccalaureate study Portland State University, Portland, OR. 1986-1988

Bachelor of Arts in Science (Biology) Reed College, Portland, OR. 1985.

Experience

6/05 to present, Willamette Basin Conservation Director, The Nature Conservancy of Oregon. Direct leadership of all aspects of program management for 11 conservation areas covering over 1000 acres.  Responsible for strategic planning, project development, agency relations, budgeting, hiring, grant management and reporting. Represent The Nature Conservancy in multiple regional partnerships. 

6/1999 to 6/2005, Portland Area Preserves Manager, The Nature Conservancy of Oregon. 

2/95 to 5/99, Shrub-Steppe Project Manager, The Nature Conservancy of Washington.

5/93-12/93 & 5/94-1/95, Lawrence Grasslands Ecologist, The Nature Conservancy of Oregon.

Expertise

11 years experience managing at-risk species and native habitats. Specialty in biological management of forest, woodland, and riparian habitats, and invasive species control, project planning and management. 
Edward R. Alverson, Willamette Valley Stewardship Ecologist,  The Nature Conservancy
Education
M.S. in Botany , Oregon State University, Corvallis, 1986-1989 

B.S. in Biology and B.A. in Environmental Studies, The Evergreen State College, Olympia, WA

Experience

1991-Present, Willamette Valley Stewardship Ecologist, The Nature Conservancy, Eugene OR.  

As The Nature Conservancy's staff ecologist for the southern Willamette Valley, responsible for scientific oversight of five natural areas. Responsibilities include organizing and writing site management plans; ongoing management, research, and monitoring of rare animals, plants, and plant communities; planning and implementation of ecological restoration projects; and representing The Nature Conservancy in local partnerships and cooperative projects. Ed was a contributing author of the 2004 Willamette Valley-Puget Trough-Georgia Basin Ecoregional Assessment.

1990-1991, Environmental Scientist, David Evans and Associates, Inc., Portland OR.



1980-1989, Contract Botanist/Botanical Consultant.  

Expertise
Mr. Alverson is an ecologist and field botanist with expertise in wetland ecology, monitoring, ecological restoration, landscape ecology, and natural area management planning.
Michael Schindel, Director of Conservation Information Systems, The Nature Conservancy
Education

B.S., Natural Resource Management, University of California at Davis. June, 1990.

Associate degree, Math and Science, Sacramento City College. June, 1988.

Experience
2005 – Present, Director of Conservation Information Systems, The Nature Conservancy, Portland, OR

Manage natural resource data, data development projects, and data applications which support The Nature Conservancy’s mission.

1999 – 2005, Ecologist/Data Analyst, The Nature Conservancy, Portland, OR 

1996 –1999, California Projects Specialist, The Nature Conservancy, Sacramento, CA  
1992 –1996, California Resolution Trust Corporation Review Coordinator, The Nature Conservancy, Sacramento, CA 

Expertise

15 years of planning and resource management work with the Conservancy. For the last 10 years especially involved in the application of GIS, and the development of other data management applications.

Michael Pope, BPA Wildlife Mitigation Coordinator, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Salem, OR. 
Education 
Ph.D. , Wildlife Science, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR. 2002

M.S., Wildlife Science, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 1994

B.S., Wildlife Science, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 1988 

Experience 
March 2005-present, BPA Wildlife Mitigation Coordinator, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Salem, OR. 
Coordinate ODFW’s BPA Wildlife Mitigation Program with annual 2007 allocation of $2.76 million. Primary duties include grant and budget oversight and development, management plan review and development, coordination of multiple restoration projects in the Willamette Subbasin,  policy development with the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority and Northwest Power and Conservation Council, identification and acquisition of fee titles or conservation easements for mitigation properties, NEPA and cultural resource compliance for restoration activities, and development of habitat evaluation and assessment methods.  

2002 – present,  Faculty Research Associate, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR

1995 – 2001, Graduate Research Assistant, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR
1994 – 1995, Wildlife Biologist, Oregon Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit. Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR.  
1990- 1994, Graduate Research Assistant, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR  

Expertise 
17 years of research experience on habitat relationships of blue, ruffed, and sage grouse, California and mountain quail, Roosevelt elk, black bears, spotted owls, and marbled murrelets. He is on the Executive Board of the Oregon Chapter of the Wildlife Society and has worked as a wildlife biologist in Oregon since 1987. He has published in peer review journals such as Condor, Journal of Wildlife Management, Northwest Science, and North American Naturalist and has been a peer reviewer for Condor, Journal of Wildlife Management, and Northwest Science. He was a technical advisor on the Regional Mountain Quail Conservation Team, Nevada Sage Grouse Conservation Plan (Technical Review Team), Oregon Wild Turkey Management Plan (Technical Team), Green Island Management Plan (Technical Team), and

represents the State of Oregon on the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority’s Wildlife Committee and Willamette Subbasin Planning Group.
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