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Development by Design Process

Select BIODIVERSITY ELEMENTS
Vegetation Types

Species

assess ECOLOGICAL CONDITION

Cost / Suitability Index

*Road & RR Density

* Population Density

* Converted Land Cover
* Irrigated Land Cover

* Housing density

Future development

—>

pressure

(Z) Amount of production

Set GOALS

(X) Acres of habitat needed to maintain viability

(Y ) Acres of habitat or point locations (i.e. nests)
needed to maintain viability

v

Conservation Portfolio Design: automated

. L site selection
Development Portfolio Design: 1 ArRxAN with ZONES)
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Selected independent variables

Kriging models derived from USGS study and well monitoring data
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Coal Mining In the Cesar Valley of Colombia
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Development by Design: Mitigating Wind Development’s
Impacts on Wildlife in Kansas

==, Joseph Kiesecker?, Joseph Fargione®, Kei Sochi®
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T




5
~ A » .
ALY v $
N - L
\ | X L - \-\.\-\.ﬁ\‘ det s
AN n
PN
)
’
i - A8 e
F .
£/ Ay ¢ ~ ’ ' e

o4 1 s
) :
@ Bob Cress
. www.BirdsinFocus.com



Development by Design for Wind ~ chtis

Protecting nature. Preserving life.

¢ . No Mitigation

\



Development by Design for Wind ~ &netis €

Protecting nature. Praserving life.

Mitigation Costs

Based on actual costs of restoring and protecting




MITIGATION COSTS
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Development by Design: Mitigating Wind Development’s
Impacts on Wildlife in Kansas
Brian Obermeyer’, Robert Manes”, Joseph Kiesecker’, Joseph Fargione®*, Kei Sochi”®
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|dentify spatial overlap between energy development and
core areas for sage-grouse.
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Shortcomings of
Site Based
Mitigation

Wetland mitigation site

in Salem, Oregon
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Infrastructure & Mining in Mongolia's Eastern Steppe

Russia
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Cumulative Impacts in
Environmental Impact Assessment

» Most significant Impacts to Biodiversity results from
indirect and Cumulative Impacts

Problems

* Few EIA’s even mention Cl’s

 When ClI’s are considered treated superficially

» Reactive piecemeal planning

 Improper ecological scale
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Cumulative Impacts in
Environmental Impact Assessment

Issue of Scale

*Spatial Scale

*Temporal Scale
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