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1. Abstract: Proven Nature-Friendly Opportunities for Local Governments, Public 
Agencies, and Developers 
 
The State Wildlife Action Plans offer an unprecedented opportunity for each state to 
implement coordinated wildlife conservation.  Although traditional approaches to habitat 
conservation such as acquisition will play an important role in the implementation of the 
plans, effective conservation also may be achieved through other kinds of activities 
carried out by entities with primary objectives other than habitat conservation.  The 
purpose of this project was to identify high-value opportunities for local implementation 
of State Wildlife Action Plans through public and private activities affecting land use and 
management.  We set out to determine what conditions promote success in habitat 
conservation (1) led by local governments, (2) achieved as ancillary benefits to locally 
implemented state and federal government programs not principally focused on habitat, 
and (3) realized through private investments in land development.   
 
The findings of this study are based on nine case studies of local communities, agencies, 
and developers that have made habitat conservation an important secondary objective of 
their plans, policies, and projects.  Based on existing best practices, the six key elements 
of successful integration of habitat conservation into these actions are: (1) creating and 
sustaining an independent entity focused primarily on habitat to ensure that the focus on 
conservation will be maintained over time and to stimulate regional conservation projects 
outside the initial project areas; (2) maintaining access to authoritative conservation 
science over time to ensure that management of the project is dynamic and addresses 
ecological and physical change; (3) articulating a commitment to habitat goals to “brand” 
the project, program, or place as wildlife-supporting and help to expand and adapt the 
commitment to conservation over time; (4) identifying regional habitat conservation 
opportunities and sources of funding to extend the initial vision of the project and 
accomplish regional habitat conservation goals; (5) educating the surrounding community 
to improve citizen involvement in the project and public interest in wildlife conservation; 
and (6) achieving outside, external certification and recognition to validate a project’s 
“brand” as habitat-friendly and to ensure continuity and durability of the habitat goals 
over time.  
 
These key elements provide planners, developers, and government agencies with some 
‘best practices’ for the design and implementation of local land use programs and 
projects that incorporate wildlife conservation.  They can also help state wildlife 
managers identify the types of partnerships with local planners and developers that will 
successfully advance their State Wildlife Action Plan goals.  Specifically, the three 
government programs with significant opportunities to generate “ancillary benefits” for 
wildlife profiled in the case studies – source water protection, control of nonpoint source 
water pollution, and compensatory mitigation for transportation project impacts on 
wetlands – offer substantial, replicable opportunities for local implementation of wildlife 
conservation.  Using these programs to advance State Wildlife Action Plan 
implementation will require state wildlife managers to recognize and pursue these 
opportunities.  
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The results of this research will be communicated to the principal audiences through the 
dissemination of a book highlighting the key elements and case study examples, public 
presentations at both planning and wildlife conferences, and dissemination of briefing 
materials for wildlife managers. 
 
2. Introduction:   
 
Wildlife conservation in the United States has generally depended upon regulations 
concerning the hunting or “taking” of particular species, and upon governments and 
nonprofit organizations setting aside or acquiring habitat lands.  In these cases, wildlife is 
the primary focus of the governmental or organizational action.  But entities focused 
primarily on wildlife will always be a minority of institutions and are unlikely to control 
sufficient funds or command sufficient national attention to meet the nation’s wildlife 
conservation needs.  Not just habitat ownership and traditional regulation of wildlife 
taking, but also local land use regulation, conservation plans, incentives, and voluntary 
actions by the public and private sectors will be needed to maintain and restore the rich 
biological heritage of the United States.  The non-regulatory, information-rich, State 
Wildlife Action Plans provide opportunities to enable numerous public and private actors 
to participate in effective wildlife conservation.  In addition, the plans provide a platform 
upon which state wildlife managers can pursue partnerships with developers and planners 
and local implementation of state resource programs to further conservation goals.  
 
3. Purpose:   
 
The purpose of this study is to identify high value opportunities to implement and 
increase the effectiveness of the State Wildlife Action Plans through the local 
implementation of public and private activities affecting land use and land management.  
The fundamental questions of this research project are: How well can public and private 
actors whose primary purpose is not wildlife do in conserving habitat, and what can their 
experiences teach us in designing and encouraging additional programs?
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4. Summary of Results:   
 
The findings of this study are based on nine case studies. Each case study was selected 
from a larger array of cases based on criteria that emphasized diversity in geography, 
recognition by peers, use of conservation science, and other factors, including connection 
of the habitat conservation to some larger awareness of the regional conservation 
landscape in order to avoid studies that simply exemplified site-level (“ship-in-a-bottle”) 
conservation. Although several of the cases are associated with or driven by federal 
programs, all are implemented at the local level.   
 
The case studies include three of each of the following types: 
 

• Local government land use planning and growth management actions that 
support habitat conservation.  

o Baltimore County, Maryland – Integrated Land Use and Environmental 
Regulation. 

o Contra Costa County, California HCP/NCCP – Habitat Conservation 
Planning for Future Development. 

o Summit County, Colorado – Wildlife Habitat Overlay Zoning. 
 
• Local implementation of federal, state, and local environmental and 

infrastructure programs aimed at other goals but that can generate wildlife 
habitat conservation and restoration benefits as an ancillary outcome if managed 
to do so. 

o Fall River, Massachusetts – Safe Drinking Water Act (§1453/1454), 
Source Water Protection. 

o Yakima River, Washington –Clean Water Act (§319), Nonpoint Source 
Water Pollution Control. 

o North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) – Clean Water 
Act (§404), Wetland Mitigation for Transportation Projects Statewide. 

 
• Private land developments that incorporate habitat conservation at the site level 

in ways that also support regional habitat needs. 
o Santa Lucia Preserve, Monterey County, California – Luxury 

Conservation Development/Preserve. 
o Coffee Creek Center, Chesterton, Indiana – Mixed Use New Urbanist 

Conservation Development. 
o General Motors, Lansing Delta Township, Michigan – Corporate Lands 

Wildlife Habitat. 
 
Wildlife conservation was not the primary objective of each of the entities studied, 
although it was of substantial importance. In the case of the local governments, their 
concerns were issues related to advancing the “public health, safety, and welfare,” the 
classic definition of local land use regulatory authority,1 and included the creation and 

                                                 
1 Rutherford Platt, Land Use & Society (rev. ed.) (2004). 
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maintenance of functioning, fiscally solvent, attractive communities.  In the case of the 
three state and federal government programs with significant potential for ancillary 
benefits for wildlife, it was sound management of public drinking water supply lands, 
reduction of agricultural water pollution, and timely environmental permitting of 
highway and transportation projects.  In the case of private land development activities, it 
was the production and sale of real estate products and management of lands incidental to 
manufacturing.  Yet, in each case, wildlife became part of the objective, part of the 
product or benefit – indeed, an identified part of the enterprise. 
 
Although each of the case studies offers unique lessons for habitat conservation, six 
general lessons emerge.  
 
1. Engage or create a sustainable independent entity whose primary concern is habitat. 
 
In activities where wildlife habitat is not the primary driver but an important secondary 
objective, it is important to create and sustain an external independent entity whose 
primary concern is the wildlife habitat and who will ensure that the focus on habitat will 
not be lost over time.  For example, the creation of independent conservancies to manage 
the habitat conservation elements of the Santa Lucia and Coffee Creek Center residential 
developments ensures the continued conservation of the habitats and also provides 
credibility in dealing with outside institutions.  The conservancies also made it possible to 
pursue and stimulate regional conservation projects outside the initial project area.  
 
2. Maintain continuing access to conservation science. 
 
No conservation project or program can simply rest on an initial set of assumptions and 
static data.  Habitat management must be dynamic and recognize and address ecological 
and physical change.2  Many of the case studies bear out the importance of identifying 
authoritative sources for up-to-date conservation science information, and building this 
information gathering into the process – rather than simply resting upon initial consultant 
studies, however complete and useful.  For example, the East Contra Costa County 
HCP/NCCP and North Carolina EEP have built-in scientific advisory review bodies that 
guide implementation of the programs.  In Baltimore County, the environmental science 
is closely integrated with the land planning and permitting process; the County has also 
served as a key proving ground for state-based research and pilot projects. 
 
3. Commitment to habitat elements of a project or program, while coming from different 
sources, must be articulated often as part of the brand identity.  
 
Habitat conservation can enter project or program planning in different ways, but its 
identification as an essential part of the purpose makes it possible to sustain the 
commitment over time.  In each of our case studies, a strong articulated vision has made 
it possible to bring about a fairly substantial commitment to wildlife habitat conservation 

                                                 
2 Bruce A. Stein, “Bridging the Gap: Incorporating Science-Based Information into Land Use Planning,” in 
Environmental Law Institute, Lasting Landscapes: Reflections on the Role of Conservation Science in 
Land Use Planning (2007). 
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– and, in each case, to allow that commitment to expand and adapt over time.  This 
articulated vision could be thought of as a way of “branding” projects, programs, or 
places as wildlife-supporting.  Habitat is not incidental but is part of the identity of the 
place. 
 
4. Regional influence of these actions includes both recognition of landscape-level 
opportunities to connect conserved habitat with other lands and opportunities to 
influence the actions of entities beyond the project participants. 
 
The regional context of habitat conservation efforts, including links to regional 
conservation planning, was emphasized by the selection criteria for the case studies.  The 
case studies illustrate different ways in which regional conservation opportunities are 
identified and addressed, and the variety of spillover effects of case study actions on 
independent entities. Regional conservation can be accomplished both by example and by 
seeking additional funding sources for projects extending the initial vision of the project 
to other lands and waters (as in Fall River, Coffee Creek Center, and the Yakima §319 
program).   
  
5. Effective projects and programs reach out to educate the public and surrounding 
community about native habitats and wildlife.   
 
Each of the case studies engaged the public in a substantial way.  The private 
developments (Santa Lucia Preserve, Coffee Creek Center, and GM Lansing Delta 
Township plant) provided access and sponsored educational opportunities for children 
and adults.  The local governments (Baltimore County, Summit County, and Contra 
Costa County) engaged with the public in creating institutions, in administration of the 
provisions through planning and advisory boards, and in commenting on individual 
activities protecting wildlife and habitat.  And the government programs with ancillary 
benefits for wildlife (Fall River, Yakima, and North Carolina EEP) engaged a broader 
constituency, moving beyond the technical implementation of source water protection, 
nonpoint source water pollution control, and wetland mitigation projects, into involving 
citizens in planning and in visiting and using sites conserved by these processes.   
 
6. Recognition by a certification program provides accountability and continuity. 
 
A number of these case study areas have been the subject of external recognition, which 
helps to validate their brand as habitat-friendly, and to provide accountability and 
reinforcement of their intentions.  Institutions change over time, people leave, and 
visionary leaders aren’t always able to keep the habitat vision in the forefront of 
recognition.  It is helpful to have external recognition of the goals and practices set in 
place so that these can be maintained and reinforced over time.  This recognition can help 
internal players and managers overcome pressures based on changing priorities or 
flagging commitments.    
 
Additional Findings 
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In addition to the six key findings from review of all nine case studies, a number of other 
observations emerged. 
 
First, conservation biology and land use planning can be integrated.  Review of all of the 
case studies shows that input from local biologists was critically important in each of the 
case study projects.  It informed decisions throughout the process of designing the project 
or program, and helped to resolve conflicts and address competing priorities.  Going 
forward, State Wildlife Action Plans provide scientific data in an organized way that can 
inform more detailed project planning on any landscape when used by conservation 
biologists and planners together, and when provision is made for future reviews and 
adjustments over time.  The wildlife agencies would benefit from forming partnerships 
with the private entities for informational purposes.  Conservation developments that take 
into account a broader regional landscape are feasible and within current capacity. 
 
Second, local governments seeking to conserve and protect wildlife habitat have a great 
many tools to draw upon.  The three local government case studies showed use of 
comprehensive land use plans, zoning, overlay zoning, wildlife habitat assessment 
requirements, subdivision requirements, tree conservation and mitigation requirements, 
water and wetland buffers, land and easement acquisition, transfer of development rights, 
urban-rural service boundaries, agricultural zoning, invasive plant controls, and impact 
fees.  These diverse cases demonstrate the vast array of tools that can be employed for 
complementary purposes and further show that wildlife conservation objectives can be 
served by a mix of politically feasible mechanisms adopted by governments operating at 
a county-scale landscape.  Local governments’ effective use of these tools depends upon 
their access to, and understanding of, conservation biology principles and conservation 
thresholds,3 and their public commitment to conservation goals as a defining feature of 
the community. 
 
Third, the three public agency programs with “ancillary benefits” for wildlife offer very 
substantial, replicable opportunities for wildlife conservation in landscapes across the 
nation.  
 
Source water protection will be critical as the U.S. population (already at 300 million) 
continues to expand and demand for water rises.  The federal Safe Drinking Water Act4 
has created programs intended to lead to greater protection for these lands by state and 
local governments and local water suppliers.  Protection of watershed lands and habitats 
are not only compatible, but mutually reinforcing, as the Fall River, Massachusetts case 
study demonstrates.  The assembly of watershed lands and their connection to other 
public and private conservation lands provides a significant opportunity for wildlife.  The 
key need is for information and an understanding of the landscape as a whole – a role that 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts provided to facilitate the Fall River effort – and a 
role that State Wildlife Action Plans now make possible across the country. 
 

                                                 
3 Environmental Law Institute, Conservation Thresholds for Land Use Planners (2003). 
4 42 U.S.C. §§300f – 300j-26. 
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Programs to control nonpoint sources of water pollution also present a major opportunity 
to conserve wildlife habitat.  Nonpoint source pollution of the nation’s waters is the 
leading cause of impaired water quality.5  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
§319 grant program offers a means to address impairments in a watershed context by 
funding states to develop nonpoint source management programs and driving the funding 
toward targeted, locally implemented, watershed-based projects.  States have substantial 
flexibility in structuring their nonpoint source control programs, and may integrate §319 
funding with other state-based programs to meet multiple objectives.6  The North Yakima 
River experience shows that §319 funding can help with restoration of aquatic habitat, 
and further the objectives of comprehensive watershed planning.  If integrated with 
information from State Wildlife Action Plans, such watershed improvements can serve 
habitat restoration as well as pollution control objectives.  The potential importance of 
§319 in the habitat context is apparent from the fact that it appears not only in the North 
Yakima case study, but in another case study not focused on that program.  The Coffee 
Creek Watershed Conservancy obtained a §319 grant to fund the development of a 
watershed plan to address water quality concerns related to Coffee Creek and its 
tributaries.   
 
Mitigation associated with transportation projects presents a significant opportunity to 
marshal funding and planning to support wildlife habitat conservation.  State 
transportation agencies are continually required to provide compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable wetland losses in accordance with §404 of the Clean Water Act and the 
404(b)(1) mitigation guidelines.7  Mitigation expenses are eligible project expenses under 
federal law providing aid to states for transportation projects, and as the North Carolina 
case study shows, these can amount to tens of millions of dollars each year for each state.  
The Environmental Law Institute recently found that compensatory mitigation expenses 
lay somewhere between $2.5 billion and $4.4 billion, with a likely midpoint of 
approximately $3.4 billion.8  Transportation-related expenditures are likely a significant 
fraction of this amount.  The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) 
established a preference for mitigation banking to compensate for unavoidable losses to 
wetlands or other natural habitat caused by transportation projects receiving federal 
assistance.9 This means that aggregating wetland mitigation on large sites is preferred, 
thus providing a further opportunity to integrate landscape level planning that takes into 
account other resources such as wildlife.  The North Carolina EEP shows how land trusts 
can be integrated into the process. The use of State Wildlife Action Plans to guide 

                                                 
5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Nonpoint Source Pollution, at 
http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/NPS/qa.html.  
6 James M. McElfish, Jr., Linda Breggin, John A. Pendergrass III & Susan Bass, “Inventing Nonpoint 
Controls: Methods, Metrics and Results,” 17 Villa. Envtl. L. J. 87 (2006). 
7 33 U.S.C. § 1344, 40 CFR 230.10.  For transportation demands on compensatory mitigation see generally, 
Environmental Law Institute, 2005 Status Report on Compensatory Mitigation in the United States (2006). 
8 Environmental Law Institute, Mitigation of Impacts to Fish and Wildlife Habitat:  
Estimating Costs and Identifying Opportunities (2007 draft, in press), at 32. 
9 See U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Federal Guidance on the Use of 
the TEA-21 Preference for Mitigation Banking to Fulfill Mitigation Requirements Under Section 404 of the 
CWA (July 11, 2003), available at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/wetland/tea21bnk.htm. 
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aggregated mitigation for transportation projects is conceptually very simple, and 
requires minimal adjustments to guidelines for mitigation approvals in any state. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Learning from experience is preferable to unguided experimentation, especially in a 
rapidly maturing field.  The nine case studies developed for this study offer examples of 
local communities, agencies, and developers that have successfully incorporated habitat 
conservation as an important secondary objective of their plans, policies, and projects. 
The key elements of successful integration of habitat conservation that emerge from the 
case studies provide planners, developers, and government agencies with some ‘best 
practices’ for the design and implementation of local land use programs and projects that 
incorporate wildlife conservation.  They also provide a guide to state wildlife managers 
seeking to maximize the conservation returns on their investments of time and limited 
staff resources.
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5.  Approach:   
 
Case Study Selection Criteria 
 
In selecting the case studies, ELI developed and preliminarily applied specific evaluation 
criteria in order to ensure that the selected studies would have a higher likelihood of 
reflecting the values demanded by the criteria.  ELI also emphasized geographic and 
ecological diversity in order to increase the usefulness of the final product to potential 
users in diverse settings. 
 
Criteria emphasized to identify local communities for case studies: 

1. Spatially explicit planning 
2. Innovative use of local land use regulations for wildlife conservation 
3. Expert scientific information 
4. Cooperation among regional partners 
5. Public participation 
6. Adequate and long-term funding 
7. Detailed monitoring and adaptive management strategies 
8. Effective management programs and restoration efforts 
9. Broad coverage of taxa or ecosystems. 

 
Criteria emphasized to identify locally implemented state and federal government 
programs for case studies: 

1. Management strategies that actively include habitat 
2. Measurable results 
3. Reliance on science 

 
Criteria emphasized to identify private land development case studies: 

1. Linked in meaningful way to regional biodiversity conservation 
2. Places economic value on wildlife habitat conservation 
3. To extent possible, reflects potential LEED-ND criteria 

 
Information Gathering 
 
ELI gathered information from the existing literature, award/certification programs, and 
interviews to identify, select, and further develop the case studies. 
 
Existing literature and databases.  We completed literature searches as well as reviews of 
compendia of existing habitat-related case studies to identify and develop the private 
development and local community case studies.  We searched the planning, landscape 
architecture, and architecture literature databases for articles on private developments that 
incorporate habitat conservation.  We also reviewed existing databases to identify Habitat 
Conservation Plans that utilize local land use policy as an element of the approved plan.  
 
Previous work and existing partnerships. We drew upon previous and current research 
and utilized partnerships to identify case studies.  We conferred with colleagues from 
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planning organizations, conservation organizations (e.g. The Conservation Fund, 
Defenders of Wildlife), and academic institutions to identify potential projects.  
 
Award/Certification Programs.  We reviewed awards (e.g. American Planning 
Association’s National Planning Awards, EPA Section 319 Success Stories, Federal 
Highway Administration’s Exemplary Ecosystem Initiatives, Urban Land Institute’s 
Awards for Excellence Program) and certification programs (Wildlife Habitat Council’s 
Corporate Wildlife Habitat Certification/International Accreditation Program) to identify 
numerous candidates for study in each of the three program areas.   
 
Project websites and interviews. We reviewed project documents and websites to gather 
information for each case study as well as to identify project leaders for interviews. We 
then conducted a series of targeted interviews to gather information and insight on each 
of the programs from those directly involved. Each of our interview participants were 
then asked to review the case study for accuracy and completeness.  
 
Analysis of Information 
 
Development of nine case studies. Each case study was chosen based on a detailed review 
against the evaluation criteria. The final case studies were developed using information 
gathered through primary project materials, newspaper or journal articles, and interviews 
with those directly involved with the program. Upon completion, each case study was 
reviewed by our project contacts for completeness and accuracy. 
 
Development of a set of key lessons learned. Although each of our case studies provided 
unique lessons, we identified six key elements that were common among many of the 
programs and projects. The key lessons define success in our case studies and serve as 
‘best practices’ for planners and developers designing and implementing future projects 
that incorporate wildlife conservation.
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6.  Deliverables:  
 
Book
ELI will produce a book for planners, academics, and developers featuring our case 
studies of nature-friendly communities, government programs, and developments and the 
key elements of successful integration of habitat conservation that emerge from these 
case studies. The book also will be disseminated to state wildlife managers who may 
want to pursue partnerships with these entities to further conservation goals.  

 
Summary of Research Results for Presentations 
ELI has been asked to deliver the results of this project in a proposed symposium on the 
intersection of wildlife habitat conservation and urban development at the 2008 meeting 
of the Wildlife Society in Miami. We have also been asked to submit a proposal for a 
seminar on conservation planning at the 2008 meeting of the American Planning 
Association in Las Vegas.  
 
Briefing Materials 
We will disseminate briefing materials on the identified government programs with 
ancillary benefits for wildlife conservation to state wildlife agencies. These programs 
offer unique opportunities, and a potentially untapped source of funding, for local 
implementation of the State Wildlife Action Plans.  
 
Communication of Results 
The principal audiences for the conclusions and recommendations of this study are: 
planners, developers, academics, state agencies, and state wildlife managers. The results 
of this research will be communicated to the principal audiences through the 
dissemination of our book, public presentations at both planning and wildlife 
conferences, and development of briefing materials. All of the above materials will be 
available on ELI’s Land and Biodiversity website to maximize their accessibility. 
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15. Pfiser, A.  2001.  Letter to Summit County Planning Department (on file with ELI). 
16. Snake River Master Plan. Available at: 

http://www.co.summit.co.us/Planning/MasterPlans/PDFs/Final20Snake20River20Master
20Plan.pdf 

17. Summit County BOCC Resolutions No. 80-1, 2001-77, 06-49. 
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18. Summit County BOCC Resolution 07-44 (May 22, 2007); see Revisions to Summit 
County Land Use and Development Code e-mailed to ELI by John Roberts, planner in 
the Summit County Planning Department, July 20, 2007.  

19. Summit County Community Wildfire Protection Plan. 2006.  Available at: 
http://www.co.summit.co.us/WildfireMitigation/PDFs/cwpp_final%20_11_13_06.pdf 

20. Summit County Comprehensive Plan. “Environmental Element.” pp 31. 
21. Summit County Government Planning Department. Available at: 

www.co.summit.co.us/Planning/agendas.htm. 
22. Summit County Government Planning Department. “Environmental Planning- Wetland 

Background.” Available at: 
http://www.co.summit.co.us/Planning/environmental.html#grant. 

23. Summit County Land Use and Development Code.  Available at: 
http://www.co.summit.co.us/Planning/DevCodes/devtable.html. 

24. Summit County Lower Blue Master Plan. Available at: 
http://www.co.summit.co.us/Planning/MasterPlans/PDFs/LowerBlueMasterPlan.pdf. 

25. Summit County Open Spaces and Trails Department (website). Open Space Protection 
Program. Available at: http://www.co.summit.co.us/OpenSpace/open_space.htm. 

26. Theobald, D.M., N.T. Hobbs. 2002. “A Framework for Evaluating Land Use Planning 
Alternatives: Protecting Biodiversity on Private Land.” Conservation Ecology. 6(1): 5. 
Available at: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol6/iss1/art5. 

27. Thompson, R.W.  1992. Letter to Tom Kroening, CDOW (on file with ELI). 
 
D. Fall River, Massachusetts: Source Water Protection 
 

1. 42 U.S.C.§§300f-300j-11. 
2. Barbarisi, D. 2002. “Southeastern Massachusetts Bioreserve: Forest will become 

parkland in ‘bioreserve.’” Providence Journal.  Available at: 
http://www.fallriverma.org/pressarticles.asp?ID=74. 

3. Commonwealth of Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs. 2000. The 
State of Our Environment.   

4. Commonwealth of Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs. 2001. 
BioMap: Guiding land conservation for biodiversity in Massachusetts. 

5. Dartmouth Natural Resources Trust.  2007.  Ridge Hill Reserve Expansion Project. 
Available at: http://www.dnrt.org/conservation/land-projects.htm.  

6. Durand, B. et al.  2001.  Bioreserves: An Option for Land Conservation at the Urban 
Edge (Powerpoint presented at Land Trust Rally – 2001)(on file with ELI). 

7. Executive Office of Environmental Affairs.  2006.  “Water Assets Study: Regional 
Summary Report—Buzzards Bay Watershed.”  

8. Fall River Open Space and Recreation Committee.  1997.  Fall River Open Space Plan.  
Available at: http://www.greenfutures.org/projects/osp/default.html#contents. 

9. Green Futures.  Facts about the Southeastern Massachusetts Bioreserve.  Available at: 
http://www.greenfutures.org/projects/green/biofacts.html. 

10. Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. 2003. “Source Water 
Assessment and Protection Report for Fall River Water Department.” 

11. Mass. Laws, Ch. 266, Acts of 2002 (An Act Authorizing Certain Conveyances of Land to 
Establish the Southeastern Massachusetts Bioreserve). 

12. Massachusetts Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program. 2003. “Living Waters: 
Guiding the Protection of Freshwater Biodiversity in Massachusetts.” 
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13. Massachusetts Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program.  2004.  “BioMap and 
Living Waters: Guiding Land Conservation for Biodiversity in Massachusetts—Core 
Habitats of Fall River.” 

14. Mass.gov. 2000. GIS-Based Buildout Analyses for All the Cities and Towns in 
Massachusetts. Available at: http://www.mass.gov.mgis/mgpres2.htm.  

15. Metropolitan District Commission.  2002.  “Growth Management Tools: A Summary for 
Planning Boards in Massachusetts.” 

16. SDWA § 1453, 42 U.S.C. § 300j-12; § 1454, 42 U.S.C. § 300j-13. 
17. Southeastern Massachusetts Bioreserve. 2001. “Goals Statement.” 
18. Southeastern Massachusetts Bioreserve Management Plan.  
19. The Trustees of Reservations. 2005.  Copicut Woods Management Plan. 
20. Trust for Public Land and American Water Works Association. 2004.  Protecting the 

Source: Land Conservation and the Future of America’s Drinking Water. 
21. Trust for Public Land and American Water Works Association.  2004.  Source Protection 

Handbook. 
22. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1997.  State Source Water Assessment and 

Protection Programs. EPA 816-R-97-009. 
 
E. Yakima River, Washington –Clean Water Act (§319), Nonpoint Source Water 
Pollution Control. 
 

1. 33 U.S.C. §1329 
2. John, A.  “Overview of CWA Section 319: The Nonpoint Source Program.”  Presentation 

prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency by Tetra Tech, Inc.  Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/tribal/pdf/r10intro319.pdf. 

3. Kaczmarczyk, E.  2006. “CWA Section 319 Grant Progress Report G0600364: Bonaparte 
Creek Implementation Grant.” 

4. Kent, C.A.  2004.  Water Resource Planning in the Yakima River Basin: Development 
vs. Sustainability.  Yearbook of the Association of Pacific Coast Geographers 66: 27-60. 

5. Monk, P.A.  2001.  “Fish Surveys in the Roza-Sunnyside Board of Joint Control 
Irrigation Drain Network: Summary of Major Findings for 2001.”  

6. Nicolai, S.  Yakima River Basin Side Channels Project, 2003-2004 Final Report.  Project 
No. 199705100. (BPA Report DOE/BP-00004339-2). 

7. National Association of Conservation Districts.  “Conservation District Working with 
TMDLS: Lower Yakima River Basin, Washington.” 

8. National Association of Conservation Districts.  TMDL Case Study: Washington—Lower 
Yakima River Basin.  Available at: 
http://www.nacdnet.org/policy/environment/water/tmdl/casestudies/washington.phtml. 

9. National Association of Conservation Districts (website).  Available at: 
http://www.nacdnet.org/about/. 

10. North Yakima Conservation District (website).  Available at: 
http://nycd.scc.wa.gov/aboutNYCD.html. 

11. North Yakima Conservation District.  “Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program.”  
Available at: http://nycd.scc.wa.gov/ytahp.html. 

12. North Yakima Conservation District.  “Implementation Grant Program.”  Available at: 
http://nycd.scc.wa.gov/implementation.html. 

13. Public Law 103-434, 15.531 YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT 
PROJECT (YRBWEP). 

14. Romey and Cramer.  2001.  “Aquatic Habitat Survey of Irrigation Drainage Networks: 
Lower Yakima River Basin.” 
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15. Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District.  “Wetland Project.”  Available at:  
http://www.svid.org/wetland_project.htm. 

16. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “FFY 2007 and 2008 SECTION 319 GRANT 
TO THE WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY.”  

17. Washington Forest Practices Act RCW 76.09.010. 
18. Washington State Department of Ecology.  2006.  Lower Yakima River Suspended 

Sediment Total Maximum Daily Load Study: Water Quality Effectiveness Monitoring 
Report.  Available at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/0603014.pdf.  

19. Washington State Department of Ecology. Washington State Water Pollution Control 
Revolving Fund: Final Intended Use Plan FY 2008.   

20. Washington State Department of Ecology. 2007.  Washington’s Nonpoint Source 
Management Plan.   

21. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  2003.  “Applying for and Administering CWA 
Section 319 Grants: A Guide for State Nonpoint Source Agencies.”  Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/319/index.html. 

22. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  2002.  “A Review of Statewide Watershed 
Management Approaches: Final Report.” Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/watershed/approaches_fr.pdf. 

23. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  “Irrigation Best Management Practices in the 
Moxee Drain – the Yakima River Basin Water Quality Plan.  Section 319 Success 
Stories, Vol. II.”  Available at: http://www.epa.gov/nps/Section319II/WA.html. 

24. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  “Polluted Runoff (Nonpoint Source Pollution): 
Process for Applying for 319(h) Funds.”  Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/319hfunds.html. 

25. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  “Sediment Reduction in Yakima River Basin: 
People Become Stewards of Their Own Watershed.  Section 319 Success Stories, Vol. 
III.”  Available at: http://www.epa.gov/nps/Section 319III/WA.htm. 

26. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.   “Supplemental Guidelines for the Award of 
Section 319 Nonpoint Source Grants to States and Territories in FY 2003.”  Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/Section319/319guide03.html. 

27. U.S. Geological Survey (website).  Available at: http://or.water.usgs.gov/yakima/. 
28. U.S. Geological Survey. “Water Quality in the Yakima River Basin: Washington, 1999-

2000.” 
29. Washington Department of Ecology.  2000. Washington’s Water Quality Management 

Plan to Control Nonpoint Source Pollution.  
30. Yakima River Basin Watershed Planning Unit and Tri-County Water Resources Agency.  

2003. Yakima River Basin Watershed Plan.  Available at: 
http://www.co.yakima.wa.us/ybwra/Watershed/watershedplan.htm.  

31. YRBWEP Conservation Advisory Group (CAG). Recommendations regarding a market-
based process to facilitate the voluntary sale or lease of water. Background Paper Yakima 
River Basin, Washington. 

 
F.  North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) – Clean Water Act 
(§404), Wetland Mitigation for Transportation Projects. 
 

1. 33 U.S.C. §1344.  
2. Brinson, M.M., K.H. Miller, R.D. Rheinhardt, R.R. Christian, G.F.R. Meyer, and J. 

O’Neal. 2006. Developing reference data to identify and calibrate indicators of riparian 
ecosystem condition in rural coastal plain landscapes in North Carolina. Report to the 
Ecosystem Enhancement Program, N.C. Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources, Raleigh, N.C. 
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3. Conservation Trust for North Carolina.  2005.  “Protecting North Carolina’s Threatened 
Land and Waterways: Land Trusts and the Ecosystem Enhancement Program – a Historic 
Partnership.”  Available at: http://ctnc.org/downloads/eepbook.pdf. 

4. Dye Management Group.  2007. “Study of the Merger of Ecosystem Enhancement 
Program &Clean Water Management Trust Fund.”  North Carolina General Assembly, at 
53-57. 

5. Dye Management Group. EEP monitoring reports are available for review at: 
http://www.nceep.net/business/monitoring/Monitoring_report_web/Projects_By_Basin.ht
m.  

6. New Hanover County Local Watershed Planning Group.  2002.  Local Watershed Plan.  
Available at: 
http://www.nceep.net/services/lwps/new%20hanover/New%20Hanover%20Plan.pdf. 

7. North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program. 2006.  2005-2006 Annual Report. 
8. North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program.  EEP Program Components.  

Available at: http://www.nceep.net/abouteep/ochart.html. 
9. North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission.  2005.  Chapter 5B: Aquatic Systems, in 

North Carolina Wildlife Action Plan.  Available at: 
http://www.ncwildlife.org/pg07_wildlifespeciescon/WAP_Chapter5B.pdf. 

10. North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission.  2005.  Chapter 4: Statewide 
Conservation Strategies, in North Carolina Wildlife Action Plan.  Available at: 
http://www.ncwildlife.org/pg07_wildlifespeciescon/WAP_Chapter4.pdf.  

11. North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources and U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, Wilmington District.  1998. Memorandum of Understanding.  Available at: 
http://www.nceep.net/news/reports/WRP_MOU.pdf. 

12. North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation, and the United States Army Corps of Engineers, 
Wilmington District.  2003.  Memorandum of Agreement.  (On file with ELI). 

13. North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources and the North 
Carolina Department of Transportation.  2004.  Memorandum of Agreement. 

14. NCDOT, NCDENR, Corps of Engineers.  2002.  “A Final Report on Improving the 
Mitigation Process for Transportation-Related Mitigation Projects in North Carolina.”  
Available at: 
http://www.nceep.net/images/2002%20Mitigation%20Process%20Improvement%20Rep
ort.doc.  

15. N.C. Ecosystem Enhancement Program.  2007.  Awards and Recognition.  Available at: 
http://www.nceep.net/abouteep/awards2.html. 

16. N.C. Ecosystem Enhancement Program.  Consideration for Potential Sites.  Available at: 
http://www.nceep.net/pages/protect.htm.  

17. Rheinhardt, R.D. K.H. Miller, R.R. Christian, G.F.R. Meyer, C.W. Bason, E.C. Hardison, 
and M.M. Brinson.  2005.  “Applying Ecological Assessments to Planning Stream 
Restorations in Coastal Plain North Carolina.”  Report to the Ecosystem Enhancement 
Program, N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Raleigh, N.C. 

 
G.  Santa Lucia Preserve, Monterey County, California – Luxury Conservation 
Development/Preserve. 
 

1. Bellon, M.C. 2005.  “Lovely Land: Colorful Past”.   Homestyle by the Sea. Available at: 
http://www.homestylebythesea.com/media/pdf/fall2005/lovelyland.pdf. 

2. California Invasive Plant Council.  “California Invasive Weeds Awareness Coalition.”  
Available at:  http://www.cal-ipc.org/policy/state/caliwac.php. 
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3. Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe (website).  Available at: 
http://www.costanoanrumsen.org/chanjayera.html. 

4. California Oak Mortality Task Force (website).  Available at: 
http://nature.berkeley.edu/comtf/index.html. 

5. California State Parks (website). “Natural Resource Partners.”  Available at: 
http://www.parks.ca.gov. 

6. County of Monterey, California.  “Santa Lucia Preserve Conditions for Approval.” 
7. CSO Network, “Community Stewardship Organization Due Diligence/Checklist.” 
8. Finegan, B. 2001. “Declaration of Protective Restrictions for the Homelands and 

Openlands of the Santa Lucia Preserve.” 
9. Four Directions Institute. 2007.  “Costanoans.”  Available at: 

http://www.fourdir.com/costanoans.htm. 
10. Mapstead v. Anchundo.  Monterey County Super Ct. No. M34796. 
11. Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District.  “Palo Corona Regional Park.” Available at: 

http://www.mprpd.org/parks/palocorona.htm. 
12. Pillsbury, N.H., L.E. Bonner, R.P. Thompson, W.R. Mark, R.D. Cuzick. 2004.  “Long-

Term Growth, Sudden Oak Death Assessment and Economic Viability of Coast Live Oak 
in Three California Counties.” Available at: 
http://www.ufei.calpoly.edu/files/ufeipubs/TechReport12.pdf. 

13. California Sportfishing Protection Alliance.  1999.  Public Trust Protest Petition 
T030980. 

14. Finegan, B. 1998.  “Rancho San Carlos Partnership Deed.” 
15. Santa Lucia Preserve Design Guidelines and Regulations. 
16. Santa Lucia Preserve (website). Available at: www.santaluciapreserve.com. 
17. Santa Lucia Conservancy (website).  Available at: 

http://www.slconservancy.org/natural.asp#. 
18. Sierra Club Ventana Chapter & Carmel Rivers Steelhead Association.  2003.  Formal 

Complaint filed with The State Water Resources Control Board. 
19. Sonoran Institute.  “Conservation and Land Development.” Available at: 

http://sonoran.org. 
20. Theobald, D.M., N.T. Hobbs. 2002. “A Framework for Evaluating Land Use Planning 

Alternatives: Protecting Biodiversity on Private Land.” Conservation Ecology. 6(1): 5. 
Available at: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol6/iss1/art5. 

21. USDA Forest Service (website).  Available at: http://www.na.fs.fed.us/SOD/. 
22. USGBC. “LEED for Neighborhood Development Pilot Rating System.” Available at: 

https://www.usgbc.org/ShowFile.aspx?DocumentID=2845. 
23. US Fish and Wildlife Service (website).  Available at: 

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/r/fr96583.html. 
24. Ventana Wildlife Society (website).  Available at: http://www.ventanaws.org/. 
25. Ventana Wildlife Society.  2007. “The Carmel River Riparian Corridor Avian Guild 

Census and Monitoring Avian Productivity and Survivorship (MAPS).”  Available at: 
http://www.mpwmd.dst.ca.us/asd/board/committees/admincomm/2007/20070409/02/item
2_exh2a.htm. 

 
H.  Coffee Creek Center, Chesterton, Indiana – Mixed Use New Urbanist 
Conservation Development. 
 

1. Arvidson, A.R. 2004. “Selling Sustainable Development: This Indiana subdivision is a 
model of ecological design. So why are sales so sluggish?” Landscape Architecture 
94(10): 100- 111. 
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2. Chicago Wilderness: A Regional Nature Preserve.  Available at: 
http://www.chicagowilderness.org/ 

3. Coffee Creek Center:  
a) Building Opportunities Abound, Commercial/Retail. Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekcenter.com/. 
b) Design Code Book.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekcenter.com/media/mediaattn/CCC-Codebook_web.pdf. 
c) Design Principles.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekcenter.com/pages/design/design-principles.htm. 
d) Development Opportunities.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekcenter.com/pages/residential/development-opps.htm. 
e)  Media Attention.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekcenter.com/pages/media/media-list.htm. 
4. Coffee Creek Watershed Conservancy: 

a) Coffee Creek Watershed Conservancy Continues 319 Grant Work. Available at: 
http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/pages/319grant.htm. 

b) Level Spreaders.  Available at: 
http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/media/pdf/Level_Spreader_brochure.pdf. 

c) Our Mission.  Available at: http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/pages/mission.htm. 
d) Volunteer Opportunities.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/pages/events/volunteer.htm. 
e) Field Trips.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/pages/events/fieldtrips.htm. 
f) Monitoring Reports.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/pages/reports/monitoring_splash.htm. 
g) Friends of Coffee Creek Watershed Preserve.  Available at: 

http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/pages/friends.htm. 
5. D.J. Case and Associates.  2005.  Indiana Comprehensive Wildlife Strategy.  Available at: 

http://www.djcase.com/incws/manuscript/FINAL_CWS_MANUSCRIPT.pdf. 
6. Great Lakes Basin Program for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control.  “Shooter Ditch 

Sedimentation Project.” Available at: http://www.glc.org/basin/project.html?id=217. 
7. Indiana Department of Natural Resources - Division of Fish and Wildlife.  “Hoosier 

Riverwatch.”  Available at: http://www.hoosierriverwatch.com/. 
8. HNTB Corp.  2000.  “Porter County Land Use Thoroughfare Plan.”  Available at: 

http://www.co.porter.in.us/assets/files/pdf/plcm/PLCM_LandUse.pdf. 
9. Indiana Department of Natural Resources.  2007.  “Indiana Lake Michigan Coastal 

Program, Projects Awarded 2003-2006.”  Available at: 
http://www.in.gov/dnr/lakemich/grants/Projects%20Awarded%20to%20date.pdf. 

10. Jackson, R. 2007. “Tips for Making Porter County a Better Place.” Post-Tribune. 
http://www.post-trib.com/news/opinion/430032,betterporter.article. 

11. JFNew.  2003.  Coffee Creek Watershed Management Plan. Available at: 
http://www.coffeecreekwc.org/media/mgmt_plan_docs/mgmt_plan_web.pdf. 

12. JFNew.  “Conservation Design – Coffee Creek Center.”  Available at: 
http://www.jfnew.com/conservative-design.asp. 

13. LEL.  “Coffee Creek Center is Recipient of the ILASLA Merit Award of Design.” 
Available at: 
http://www.coffeecreekcenter.com/pages/media/documents/ILASLAMeritAwardofDesig
n.pdf. 

14. LEL.  “Coffee Creek Watershed Conservancy Wins the US EPA Conservation and 
Native Landscaping Award.” Available at: 
http://www.coffeecreekcenter.com/pages/media/documents/EPAAward021304.pdf. 
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Appendix A 
List of Participants/Project Advisors 

 
Baltimore County, Maryland 

 
Donald C. Outen, AICP 
Natural Resource Manager 
Baltimore County Dept. of Environmental Protection & Resource Management 
401 Bosley Avenue, Room 416 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
Phone: (410) 887-4488 x238 
Fax: (410) 887-3510 
E-mail: douten@baltimorecountymd.gov

Contra Costa County, California HCP/NCCP
 
Abigail Fateman 
Contra Costa County 
Community Development Department 
651 Pine Street, 4th Floor, North Wing 
Martinez, CA 94553 
Phone: 925-335-1272 
Fax: 925-335-1299 
Email: afate@cd.cccounty.us  
 
Erica Fleishman 
National Center for Ecological Analysis 
and Synthesis 
735 State St., Suite 300 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Phone: 805-892-2530 
Email: fleishman@nceas.ucsb.edu
 

 
John Kopchik 
Contra Costa County 
Community Development Department 
651 Pine Street, North Wing, 4th Floor 
Martinez, CA 94553 
Phone: 925-335-1227           
Fax: 925-335-1299 
Email: jkopc@cd.cccounty.us
 
Brad Olson 
East Bay Regional Park District 
2950 Peralta Oaks Court 
P.O. Box 5381 
Oakland, CA 94605-0381 
Phone: 510-544-2622  
Email: bolson@ebparks.org

Summit County, Colorado 
 
Jim Curnutte 
Planning Director 
Summit County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 5660  
0037 Peak One Drive 
Summit County Road 1005 
Frisco, Colorado 80443 
Phone: (970) 668-4200 
Fax: (970) 668-4225 
E-mail: JimC@co.summit.co.us
 
 

Kristin Dean 
Senior Planner 
Summit County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 5660  
0037 Peak One Drive 
Summit County Road 1005 
Frisco, Colorado 80443 
Phone: (970) 668-4207 
Fax: (970) 668-4225 
E-mail: KristinD@co.summit.co.us
 
 
Jim Sulentich 
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Executive Director 
Santa Lucia Conservancy 
26700 Rancho San Carlos Rd. 
Carmel, California 93923
Phone: (831) 626-8595 x100 
Fax: (831) 626-8522 
E-mail: jsulentich@slconservancy.org
 
Tom Kroening 
District Wildlife Manager 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
P.O. Box 23903 
Silverthorne, CO 80498 
Phone: (970) 468-5848 
E-mail: Tom.kroening@state.co.us
 
Kate Noonan 
Long Range Planning 
Summit County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 5660  
0037 Peak One Drive 
Summit County Road 1005 
Frisco, Colorado 80443 
Phone: (970) 668-4204 
Fax: (970) 668-4225 
E-mail: KateN@co.summit.co.us
 

John Roberts 
Long Range Planning 
Summit County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 5660  
0037 Peak One Drive 
Summit County Road 1005 
Frisco, Colorado 80443 
Phone: (970) 668-4205 
Fax: (970) 668-4225 
E-mail: johnr@co.summit.co.us
 
Shannon Schwab 
District Wildlife Manager 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
346 Grand County Road 362 
Hot Sulphur Springs, CO 80451 
Phone: (970) 262-9316 
E-mail: Shannon.schwab@state.co.us 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Fall River, Massachusetts

 
Michael LaBossiere 
Superintendent, Buzzards Bay & Cape 
Cod Management Unit 
The Trustees of Reservations 
57 N. Main Street 
Fall River, MA 0270 
Phone: (508) 679-2115 x13 
E-mail: mlabossiere@ttor.org
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Debbi Edelstein 
Northeast States for Coordinate Air Use 
Management 
NESCAUM 
101 Merrimac St., 10th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
Phone: (617) 259-2080 
Fax: (617) 742-9162 
E-mail: dedelstein@nescaum.org
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lisa Taylor 
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Summit County Weed Control 
PO Box 626 
0128 County Shops Road 
Frisco, CO 80443 
Phone: (970) 668-4218 
Fax: (970) 668-3592 
E-mail: lisat@co.summit.co.us
 

Andy Backman 
Resource Management Planner 
Department of Conservation and 
Recreation 
271 Oak Street 
Uxbridge, MA 01569 
Phone: (508) 278-0789 
E-mail: Andy.backman@state.ma.us

Yakima River, Washington
 
Ryan Anderson 
Washington Department of Ecology 
15 West Yakima Ave -- Suite 200 
Yakima, WA 98902-3452 
Phone: (509) 575-2642 
Fax: (509) 575-4339 
E-mail: rand461@ecy.wa.gov
 
Chad Atkins 
Washington Department of Ecology 
N. 4601 Monroe 
Spokane, WA 99205-1295 
Phone: (509) 329-3499 
Fax: (509) 329-3570 
E-mail: catk461@ecy.wa.gov
 
Elaine S. Brouillard 
RSBOJC Water Quality Specialist 
P.O. Box 239 
Sunnyside, Washington  98944 
Phone: (509) 837-6980 
E-mail: brouillarde@svid.org
 
Bill Hashim 
Washington Department of Ecology 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 
Phone: (360) 407-6467 
Fax: (360) 407-6426 
E-mail: bhas461@ecy.wa.gov
 
 
 

 
Ron McBride 
Washington Department of Ecology 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 
Phone: (360) 407-6469 
Fax: (360) 407-6426 
E-mail: rmcb461@ecy.wa.gov
 
Jim Milton 
Yakima Basin Water Resource 
Resources Agency 
Phone: (509) 574-2650  
Fax: (509) 574-2651
E-mail: jim.milton@co.yakima.wa.us
 
Rick Seaborne 
Nonpoint Source Program Coordinator 
Office of Water and Watersheds 
Watershed Unit 
US EPA Region 10, OWW-134 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA  98101 
Phone:(206) 553-8510  
Fax: (206) 553-8510 (x-0165 fax) 
E-mail: seaborne.rick@epa.gov
 
Mike Tobin 
District Manager 
North Yakima Conservation District  
1606 Perry Street Suite C 
Yakima, WA 98902 
Phone: (509) 454-5736 x122 
E-mail: mike-tobin@wa.nacdnet.org

North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program
 

Suzanne Klimek 
North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement 
Program 
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North Carolina Dept. of Environment 
and Nat. Resources 
1652 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1652
E-mail: Suzanne.Klimek@ncmail.net
  
Roxanne Thomas 

Staff Science & Policy Analyst 
Environmental Law Institute 
2000 L Street, NW, Suite 620 
Washington, DC 20036 
E-mail: Thomas@eli.org
 
 

 
 

Santa Lucia Preserve 
 
Joyce Ambrosius 
NOAA Field Office 
777 Sonoma Ave Rm 325 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 
Phone: (707) 775-6064 
E-mail: joyce.ambrosius@noaa.gov
 
Kristine Bentz 
Sonoran Institute 
7650 E. Broadway 
Suite 203 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
Phone: (520) 290-0828 x240 
Fax: (520) 290-0969
E-mail: kbentz@sonoran.org
 
Tom Gray 
One Rancho San Carlos Road 
Carmel, California 93923 
Phone: (831) 620-6708 of 
Fax: (831) 626-8282  
E-mail: 
tomgray@santaluciapreserve.com
Lisa Guthrie 
Santa Lucia Preserve 
One Rancho San Carlos Road 
Carmel, California 93923 
Phone: (831) 626-8200 
Fax: (831) 626-8282 
 
 
 
Jacob Martin 
2493 Portola Road, Suite B 
Ventura, CA 93003 

Phone: (805) 644-1766 x285 
Fax: (805) 644-3958 
 
Terry Palmisano 
California Department of Fish and Game 
20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Suite 100  
Monterey, CA 93940  
Phone: (831) 649-2890 
Fax: (831) 649-2894 
E-mail: tpalmisano@dfg.ca.gov
 
John Pitra 
Santa Lucia Preserve 
One Rancho San Carlos Road 
Carmel, California 93923 
Phone: (831) 620-6791 
Fax: (831) 626-8282 
 
Charles Rich 
California State Water Resources 
Control Board 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812 
Phone: (916) 341-5377 
E-mail: CRich@waterboards.ca.gov
 
 
 
 
John Shepard 
Sonoran Institute 
7650 E. Broadway 
Suite 203 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
Phone: (520) 290-0828 
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Fax: (520) 290-0969 
E-mail: john@sonoran.org
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Coffee Creek Center
 
Tom Anderson 
Save the Dunes Council, Inc.  
444 Barker Road  
Michigan City, IN 46360  
Phone: 219-879-3937 
Email: std@savedunes.org
 
Steve Barker  
Coffee Creek Watershed Conservancy, 
Inc. 
PO Box 802 
Chesterton, IN  46304  
Phone: 219-926-1842    
Fax: 219-395-5333     
Email: steve@coffeecreekwc.org
 
John Ervin 
Restoration Ecologist 
Indiana DNR, Division of Nature 
Preserves Indiana Dunes State Park  
1600 N 25 E  
Chesterton, IN 46304  
Phone: 219.309.7567  
Email: jervin@dnr.IN.gov
 

 
Jim Patchett 
Founder and President 
Conservation Design Forum 
375 West First Street  
Elmhurst, Illinois 60126 
Phone: 630-559-2025 
Email: JPatchett@cdfinc.com  
 
David J. Yocca  
Director, Landscape Architecture & 
Planning 
Conservation Design Forum 
375 West First Street  
Elmhurst, Illinois 60126 
Phone: 630-559-2000  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GM Lansing Delta Township
 
Bridget Burnell 

WFG Environmental 
GM Lansing Delta Township 
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8175 Millett Highway 
Lansing, MI 48917 
Phone: 517-721-3663 
Email: bridget.burnell@gm.com
 
Paul Morrow 
Pheasants Forever 
http://www.pheasantsforever467.com/ 
Phone: 517-339-0556 
Email: 
morrowyellowdog@sbcglobal.net  
 
Holly Vaughn 

Education Coordinator 
Woldumar Nature Center 
5739 Old Lansing Road 
Lansing, MI 48917 
Phone: 517-322-0030 
Email: holly@woldumar.org  
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Appendix B 
 

Links to project websites  
 
Environmental Law Institute: Land and Biodiversity Program 
 http://www2.eli.org/research/landbio_bio_projects.htm 
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Appendix C   
 

List of publications  
 
To be submitted upon completion.
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Appendix D 
 

Hard copies – Sent 11/09/2007 
 

CASE STUDY PROJECT REPORTS (TO BE REFINED FOR FUTURE 
PUBLICATION): Nine case studies of local communities, agencies, and developers that 
have made habitat conservation an important secondary objective of their plans, policies, 
and projects: 
 

• Baltimore County, Maryland – Integrated Land Use and Environmental 
Regulation. 

• Contra Costa County, California HCP/NCCP – Habitat Conservation Planning 
for Future Development. 

• Summit County, Colorado – Wildlife Habitat Overlay Zoning. 
• Fall River, Massachusetts – Safe Drinking Water Act (1453/1454), Source Water 

Protection. 
• Yakima River, Washington –Clean Water Act (§319), Nonpoint Source Water 

Pollution Control. 
• North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) – Clean Water Act 

(§404), Wetland Mitigation for Transportation Projects. 
• Santa Lucia Preserve, Monterey County, California – Luxury Conservation 

Development/Preserve. 
• Coffee Creek Center, Chesterton, Indiana – Mixed Use New Urbanist 

Conservation Development. 
• General Motors, Lansing Delta Township, Michigan – Corporate Lands Wildlife 

Habitat. 
 
RESULTS AND KEY ELEMENTS OF SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS (REPORT TO BE 
REFINED FOR FUTURE PUBLICATION): Report of results and key elements of 
successful programs: 
 

• Proven Nature-Friendly Opportunities: For Local Governments, Public Agencies, 
and Developers 

 
Hard copies of deliverables will be submitted upon completion.
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Appendix E 
 

Project outputs 
 

Nine case studies of local communities, agencies, and developers that have made habitat 
conservation an important secondary objective of their plans, policies, and projects: 
 

• Baltimore County, Maryland – Integrated Land Use and Environmental 
Regulation. 

• Contra Costa County, California HCP/NCCP – Habitat Conservation Planning 
for Future Development. 

• Summit County, Colorado – Wildlife Habitat Overlay Zoning. 
• Fall River, Massachusetts – Safe Drinking Water Act (1453/1454), Source Water 

Protection. 
• Yakima River, Washington –Clean Water Act (§319), Nonpoint Source Water 

Pollution Control. 
• North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) – Clean Water Act 

(§404), Wetland Mitigation for Transportation Projects. 
• Santa Lucia Preserve, Monterey County, California – Luxury Conservation 

Development/Preserve. 
• Coffee Creek Center, Chesterton, Indiana – Mixed Use New Urbanist 

Conservation Development. 
• General Motors, Lansing Delta Township, Michigan – Corporate Lands Wildlife 

Habitat. 
 
Report of results and key elements of successful programs: 
 

• Proven Nature-Friendly Opportunities: For Local Governments, Public Agencies, 
and Developers 

 
PowerPoint Presentation.  “Proven Nature-Friendly State and Local Policies.”  Emailed 
to WHPRP program coordinator, Cheryl Horton, 11/09/07.  
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