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The Nature Restoration Trust Program, 2000-2005: 
An Exploratory Evaluation 

 
Executive Summary 

 
The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the Nature Restoration Trust, a partnership 
program of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (the Foundation) and PG&E 
Corporation (PG&E).  The program provided grants to support community-based 
conservation efforts with the goal of “empowering communities to carry out local habitat 
enhancement and restoration projects throughout Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 
service area.”  This area stretches from Bakersfield in the San Joaquin Valley to the 
Oregon border and from the Pacific Ocean to the Sierra foothills.  Grant awards were 
made in 2000, 2001 and 2005 to support 37 projects and included the requirement of a 
minimum1:1 match raised by the grantees for the federal dollars awarded.  This 
evaluation assessed the first 36 of these awards which represented a total investment in 
conservation of approximately $1.9 million in Foundation and PG&E funding and 
matching contributions to the efforts.  The evaluation design was approved in September 
2005, planning and implementation was carried out in the spring, and the program 
culminated with an all-day symposium hosted by PG&E at their corporate campus in San 
Ramon on May 11, 2006.  The symposium was attended by the grant recipients, 
representatives of PG&E and the Foundation, and important federal and non-federal 
partners. 
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The investigation provided some unique challenges.  Unlike many other areas involving 
public and philanthropic spending, evaluation in conservation is still nascent.  In 
particular, the state of evaluation of community-based conservation education programs 
is still in its infancy and meaningful approaches are just beginning to emerge.  
Consequently, the focus of this investigation was exploratory and descriptive with the 
“logic model on the prior page created to frame the study.   
 
The use of the word of “seeding” in the title reflects the focus of the program in 
providing modest grants to serve as a type of venture capital for fostering long-lasting 
community-based conservation efforts within PG&E’s service area in California. The 
logic model employed reflects the evolutionary nature of the Nature Restoration Trust 
program (NRT) with an iterative cycle of development.  Initial efforts at capacity 
building and planning lead to other investments in projects.  These, in turn, are intended 
to lead to changes in individual attitudes and behaviors that apply to stewardship of 
natural resources and, at the same time, to reduce ecological threats and enhance habitat 
targeted by the projects. The end game of “increasing sustainability and biodiversity” is a 
dynamic, moving target. 
 
Using the above logic model, the team structured the evaluation to address three 
questions: 
 

1. What was comprised in the conservation, education and capacity building 
components of the NRT program portfolio projects? 

2. What have these projects accomplished to the present day? 
3. What do these accomplishments suggest about future directions for the NRT 

program specifically and community-based conservation in general?   
 
These questions were addressed using a four-pronged set of research methods.  This 
required analyses of secondary documents on environmental education and evaluation 
literature; stakeholder interviews, particularly with Claire Thorp of the Foundation and 
Larry Goldzband of PG&E; telephone survey of grantees; and site visits of projects 
identified as exemplifying potential best practices with additional considerations based on 
date of grant award and geographic location.  The grantee survey had an overall response 
rate in excess of 83 percent. The eight projects selected for site visits were (1) Mendocino 
Unified School District’s ‘Big River Estuary Biodiversity Assessment” (2001); (2) 
Sonoma Ecology Center’s Nathanson Creek Restoration II (2005); (3) Save San 
Francisco Bay Association’s “Community-Based Restoration Program” (2001); (4) San 
Bruno Mountain Watch’s “San Bruno Mountain Education” (2005); (5) O’Neill Sea 
Odyssey’s “Making the Connection in Elkhorn Slough” (2001) and “West Struve Slough 
Restoration and Education” (2005); (6) Friends of the Napa River’s “Napa River 
Restoration and Community Education” (2001); (7) Circuit Rider, Incorporated’s “Lytton 
Creek Riparian Restoration” (2001); and (8) American River Conservancy’s “American 
River Native Fish Enhancement” (2000).  Using the combined information taken from 
the project files, surveys, site visits, and interviews, a scorecard was created to assess the 
performance of the portfolio on its three primary objectives: (1) capacity building; (2) 
education; and (3) community-based conservation for habitat restoration.  The scorecard 
used an ordinal ranking system with qualitative comments provided as appropriate. 
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Grantee Self-Perceptions of the NRT Program
 
Grantees self-assessed themselves favorably, characterizing their funded projects as 
overall successes.  In 61 percent of these cases, the reasons included habitat 
improvements (e.g., “vegetation is holding up”, “restoration work has expanded, “native 
grasses survived”), long-term sustainability of the projects, and increased participation in 
the projects.  Almost every grantee reported that the program made a critical impact.  
When asked what would have happened if the NRT funds were not available, almost half 
reported that the project would not have happened at all. 
 
Capacity Building Performance
 
Grantees’ productivity in capacity building was assessed on four distinct indicators:   (1) 
collaborative partnering; (2) organizational development; (3) local alignment with 
regional goals; and (4) long-term sustainability.  Overall, the projects were found to be 
satisfactory in their ability to form collaborative partnerships.  All partnered with at least 
one other organization.  Two thirds of the grantees collaborated with schools, public 
agencies or a non-profit organization.  Less successfully, only six projects partnered with 
the private sector with two notable examples involving Circuit Rider, Inc. and Friends of 
the Napa River who forged successful ties with wine growers.  With respect to 
organizational development, the portfolio also was given an overall satisfactory ranking, 
but the evaluation team strongly recommends that much greater attention be directed to 
increasing grantees’ efforts at increasing their capacity to measure the impacts of their 
educational and conservation activities.  In general, much improvement is needed in 
better aligning local projects with formal regional priorities.  This is particularly germane 
since many of the projects were small in geographic scale and were best situated as pilots 
for expanding restoration efforts in riparian and other terrestrial habitats.  In only a few 
cases, grantees selected projects in sites identified by an independent formal regional 
plan.  On the other hand, the projects were exemplary in their long-term sustainability.  
No evidence was provided that a grant was an isolated effort that ended once NRT 
funding expired.  Many of the projects increased in both scale and scope over time.  This 
is an outstanding achievement given the program’s niche in providing seed capital. 
 
Education Performance
 
In all but one project, a core component involved some structured educational event 
targeted at school-aged youth.  Applying best practices identified in the literature, the 
performance of the project portfolio was assessed on ten criteria.  More than four fifths 
included curricula that conformed to California’s State standards.  The portfolio also 
earned an exemplary overall score for almost every project having a focus on place-based 
learning.  The portfolio further received an exemplary ranking on interdependence with 
numerous citing of grantees adopting pedagogical approaches that emphasized ecological 
interdependencies. The projects were in general scored as satisfactory with respect to 
action-orientation with almost all of the projects providing multiple learning exposures 
but only about half having hands-on restoration activities included in the curriculum.  The 
portfolio was ranked as needing improvement on appropriateness to learning with only 
eight projects (22 percent) targeting disadvantaged youth based on evidence that the 
students were members of racial/ethnic minority groups, of lower income groups, or 
otherwise identified as at-risk.  Credible evidence was not provided to score the projects 
on the remaining indicators:  (1) changes in students’ knowledge; (2) changes in 
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attitudes; (3) changes in behaviors; (4) promotion of “wonder”; and (5) promotion of 
life-long learning.  The omission of data for ranking performance on these last five 
indicators led the evaluation team to emphasize a recommendation to increase the 
evaluative capacity of grantees to move beyond anecdote in assessing changes and 
making attributions. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Respondents provided three sets of specific recommendations describing how the NRT 
program can do better in the future to improve project efforts.  Perhaps not surprising, the 
first was a frequent request for more funding.  The latter two recommendations specified 
greater attention to community building through more efforts of communication between 
program staff and grantees, including technical assistance in improving their ability to 
properly use evaluation tools.  Better community building also included a 
recommendation for more systematic efforts at providing opportunities for networking 
among grantees, such as the May symposium and virtual online message boards where 
technical tips and advice can be shared. 
 
The evaluation team was unanimous in its emphasis that greater attention be directed to 
future cohorts of grantees in improving their ability to credibly measure impacts of 
completing activities associated with capacity building, education and conservation.  
Both public and philanthropic funders are increasingly demanding such information 
although there is no consensus on what this specifically entails.  Consequently, the team 
further recommends that the NRT program take leadership in having the Foundation, 
PG&E, grantees, and other key partners work together in piloting protocols that can be 
replicated by others.  These include experimenting with specific types of statistical 
indicators for measuring performance on the three sets of activities embedded in this 
program. 
 
The evaluation team further recommends that symposia like that in May be continued 
with a future focus on specific issues that can further community-based conservation-
education approaches.  Besides evaluation, the team recommends attention be devoted to 
applications of methods used in removal of invasive weeds and the supplementation of 
native plantings.  
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 
 
 
The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (the Foundation) and PG&E Corporation 
(PG&E) entered into an agreement in 1999 with a stated goal of “empowering 
communities to carry out local habitat enhancement and restoration projects throughout 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s service area.”1  This is an enormous swath of 
territory, stretching from Bakersfield in the San Joaquin Valley to the Oregon border, and 
from the Pacific Ocean to the Sierra foothills.  This agreement led to the creation of the 
Nature Restoration Trust (NRT) Program, the subject of this evaluation. 
 
Under the NRT program, funding for projects provided by PG&E and the Foundation 
(through an appropriation within the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) is leveraged by the 
requirement that grant applicants raise cash or contributed goods and services from non-
federal donors and partners equal to or greater than one-third of the total project cost.  
The NRT program reflects the partners’ commitment to develop programs that benefit the 
environment and foster cooperation between industry and the conservation community.  
Criteria for project selection focus on restoring and enhancing the native habitats of 
plants, fish, and wildlife, and give preference to projects that link in-class learning with 
experiential learning in the outdoors.  The upper limit for grant size is $30,000. 
 
Unlike many areas involving public and philanthropic spending, evaluation in 
conservation is still nascent (see, for instance, Stem, C., R. Margoulis, N. Salafasky, M. 
Brown, 2005).  Consequently, the methodological capacity to evaluate impacts associated 
with particular conservation activities is still a raw product.  When looking at the Nature 
Restoration Trust (NRT) Program, this reality is stark.  If the state of evaluation in 
conservation programs is still emerging, the evaluative capacity of community-based 
conservation education programs is still in its infancy.   
 
In reviewing the literature on environmental education, one evaluator back in 1973 was 
arguing that assumptions of best practices must be validated using credible evaluation 
protocols if environmental education is to continue to advance (Volkl, 1973 in Hoody, 
1995).  She wrote then, 
 
 “We are that point in time when rhetoric and opinion must be substantiated by 

consolidating existing research efforts and focusing future efforts.  We must now 
be about the business of validating the assumptions and utilizing the research base 
if environmental education is to continue to advance.” 

 
What is distressing is that this argument remains true today. 
 
It is important to understand what these best practices aim in their aspirations as a first 
step out of this quagmire.  Most fundamental, conservation education seeks to change the 
way people interact with their surrounding environment and the natural world so it is not 
surprising that behavioral models would guide programming and evaluations.  The bulk 
of the relatively sparse evaluation literature is based on individual programs with specific 

 
1 Pacific Gas and Electric Company, an investor-owned utility, is a wholly-owned subsidiary of PG&E 
Corporation 
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indicators around science content knowledge, attitudes toward the environment or 
stewardship actions, and to a lesser degree, on actual behaviors and behavior adoption. 
Quantitative measures of conservation education seems like straightforward process, but 
the dimensions and approaches to measuring knowledge, attitudes and behavior are 
numerous and varied. The results of a particular evaluation may not be widely applicable 
and may not take into account the larger context in which the interventions operate.  
Direct observation may be one of the most valid sources of data regarding the assessment 
of behavior change or adoption of conservation actions, however it is not only expensive 
and time-consuming but also difficult and often impractical. Further, it has profound 
limits in attempting to verify and replicate given its general reliance of what only one 
investigator reports from his/her observations.  There has been a growing emphasis on 
mixed-methods approaches to provide more depth on the outcomes of a single 
intervention or education program among education-based evaluators. Yet, the 
questionable quality of the research methods and designs emerge as a constant theme in 
the literature. 
 
The literature for environmental education is primarily comprised of one-time outcome 
studies for individual programs that make it difficult to understand and generalize in a 
larger context because they provide little basis for comparisons across programs, studies 
or outcomes.  This includes studies that have sought to explore the formation of 
environmental stewards. Louise Chawla (1999), for example, interviewed 56 adults with 
environmental professions about the factors that most influenced them in becoming 
environmentally responsible adults. Not surprisingly, almost all of the interviewees noted 
multiple factors. The most common influences were the following: (1) positive 
experience in the outdoors as a youth; (2) family values and actions; (3) membership in 
an outdoor /environmental organization; and (4) awareness of destruction (pollution, 
severe habitat loss). Research over the last several decades has led to some insights on 
changes in behavior (Hines et al, 1986 / 87; Hwang, et al, 2000; Marcinkowski, 1998a).  
 
In general, the safest conclusion is not particularly flattering.  The evaluation literature 
for conservation education remains sparse.  Inadequate information is available for 
assessing how exposure to different approaches to conservation education leads to 
distinct behavior changes of individuals in becoming better stewards and/or responses in 
the eco-systems where hands-on conservation practices may be subject to student 
training. 
 
Within this context, it is beyond the scope of this evaluation to pioneer an overarching 
approach for evaluation of conservation education, be it in assessing the impacts of 
particular projects relative to each other or against some standard nor to scale up the 
project assessment to make a summative analysis of the performance of the program as a 
whole in its first five years.  This is particularly true in this case since the overall goals of 
the NRT program have been articulated in general, qualitative terms rather than through 
statistical targets and benchmarks.  Given  these constraints, this evaluation’s focus is 
exploratory.  It describes the program’s project portfolio to better understand the niche of 
NRT and its accomplishments in its first five years in helping to scope focus future 
directions for community-based conservation education efforts such as those supported in 
this program (readers interested in understanding more about this “enlightenment 
approach to evaluation” (Weiss,(1997).   
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Figure 1 elaborates on this approach.  In the jargon of evaluation scientists, this figure 
illustrates a “logic model” for explaining the numerous paths of actions leading to 
intended results that underlay the community-based conservation educational approaches 
embedded in the NRT Program.  This model emerged in conducting the sequential 
investigative phases of the evaluation.   
 

 
 
Figure 1.  The Nature Restoration Trust Program Model. 
The word “seeding” used in the title for this figure was carefully selected as it reflects the 
initial focus of the PG&E and the Foundation when establishing this program in 1999.   
This program awards relatively small grants that act as a type of venture capital; they 
serve as the seeds for fostering community-based community conservation efforts across 
much of California serviced by PG&E.  If the authors (at least the principal investigator) 
had greater artistic talent, the diagram would have been drawn as a spider web to better 
capture the web of activities underlying the program.  As it stands, the hope is that 
readers can review and align the types of “native plants” spawning from the projects 
supported through the Nature Restoration Trust Program.   
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Beginning in the upper left-hand corner and moving clockwise, each point in the path 
leads to a new result in the evolutionary restoration of sustainable, biodiverse 
communities.  As an evolutionary process, the cycle is iterative with the completion of 
one stage leading to adaptation and renewal over time and so the path from increasing 
sustainability and biodiversity moves back to a new iteration for new capacity, education 
and conservation – the essence of the NRT portfolio. 
 
Another motive for this model is it is intended to help identify areas and better 
understand where funders and grantees can better focus their energies. The evaluation 
team specifically looked to analyze outcomes resulting from capacity building, 
conservation (of habitats and species) and (conservation) educational efforts.  Have the 
projects achieved what was intended?  If so, what are the factors associated with such 
results?  To do so, the evaluation was formulated for the investigative team to address 
three principal questions: 
 

(1) What was comprised in the conservation, education and capacity building 
components of projects within the NRT portfolio?   

(2) What have these projects accomplished to the present day?   
(3) And what do these accomplishments suggest about future directions for this 

program specifically and community-based conservation education efforts in 
general?  That is, has the model worked as intended, or are there areas for 
improvement for the next generation of grants? 

 
Before delving into the answers to these questions, it is important to make explicit one 
further consideration in understanding the evaluation approach adopted for this study.  
Following the advice of Michael Patton (1973, 1997) and Michael Scriven (1993) and as 
mainstreamed in the evaluation profession over the proceeding years, this investigation 
adopted a “user-driven” approach.  Its findings are intended to be of value to various 
users –funders, grantees, and other interested parties within this larger conservation 
community; these various stakeholders were consulted at various phases in framing the 
investigators’ emerging understandings, including an all-day symposium held last May. 
 
The remainder of this report is organized in four chapters.  The next chapter summarizes 
the methodology used in this evaluation.  The third chapter contains the bulk of the report 
in presenting the empirical findings of the investigation.  It is broken down into separate 
sections, with particular assessments done of efforts surrounding capacity building, 
education, and restoration conservation.  Additional attention also is given to 
monitoring/evaluation approaches adopted in the projects. The final two chapters present 
conclusions and offers recommendations for grantees and grant givers interested in 
furthering the practice of community-based conservation efforts. 
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Chapter 2.  Methodology 
 
This evaluation was conducted using four sources of information.  These involved an 
archival analysis, a grantee survey, interviews with Foundation and PG&E program 
liaisons, and face-to-face interviews at project sites and/or grantee offices with eight 
grantees.  Each method is briefly described.  In addition, readers will note a brief review 
of the secondary literature in the preceding discussion; this also helped frame the study.   
 
The archival analysis of project files was conducted using a type of content analysis.  
Codes were created inductively in classifying projects into four types of potential 
activities – education, habitat restoration/enhancement, capacity building, and 
monitoring.  Additional coding was done in profiling the grantees in answering basic 
questions of who, what, where, when, why and how much.  The coded categories were 
analyzed using a mix of descriptive statistics with quotes of text for ground-truthing.  
 
Second, interviews were conducted with Claire Thorp of the Foundation and Larry 
Goldzband of PG&E during various phases of the study to confirm the evaluators’ 
understandings based on these individuals’ perceptions.  These were informal discussions 
with the focus basically intended to review preliminary results and to provide assistance 
about particular methodological choices of next phases of the investigation. 
 
Third, a survey was designed, with a relatively even mix of open-ended and closed-ended 
questions.  It was administered by telephone (with three respondents replying by email) 
in the early winter.  Altogether, 30 of 36 grantees responded, equating to an overall 
response rate in excess of 83 percent. It took grantees approximately 25 minutes on 
average to complete the survey for those who participated by telephone.  Closed-ended 
data were analyzed using a variety of descriptive statistics.  Open-ended data were coded 
and subjected to a similar type of content analysis used in the review of project files.  
Appendix I provides a copy of the questionnaire   
 
Interviews were subsequently conducted with a sample of eight grantees during the 
second week of March.  Grantee selection for the interviews was based principally on the 
review of findings from previous analysis of project files and the surveys, which 
suggested potential best practices in any of the four activity areas.  Secondary criteria for 
sample selection included date of grant award and geographic location.  These grantees, 
project titles, and years of project awards are as follows: 
 

1. Mendocino Unified School District.  “Big River Estuary (CA) Biodiversity 
Assessment.”   (2001) 

2. Sonoma Ecology Center.  “Nathanson Creek (CA) Restoration-II” (2005) 
3. Save San Francisco Bay Association.  “Community-Based Restoration Program 

(CA) (2001). 
4. San Bruno Mountain Watch.  “San Bruno Mountain Education (CA) )(2005) 
5.  O’Neill Sea Odyssey.  “Making the Connection in Elkhorn Slough” (2000) and 

“West Struve Slough Restoration and Education (CA)” (2005). 
6. Friends of the Napa River (with primary investigator continuing original project 

in an organization called Institute for Conservation, Advocacy, and Research 
Education).  “Napa River Restoration and Community Education” (2001). 

7. Circuit Rider, Inc;, “Lytton Creek Riparian Restoration” (2001) 
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8. American River Conservancy.  “American River Native Fish Enhancement” 
(2000). 

 
The interviews were unstructured, designed for the grantees to explain their projects from 
their views and to allow a conversation to emerge based on the evaluators’ prior review 
of survey and archival data.  These interviews also were originally intended to 
incorporate visits at the project sites.  However, this did not happen in three instances – 
Circuit Rider, O’Neil Sea Odyssey and the American River Conservancy.  In all three 
cases, the reasons for the omission were weather-related.  In the interview with staff and 
partners with the Mendocino Unified School District, a wrong turn by the investigators 
while driving on an unfamiliar rural road led to their late arrival coinciding with the 
ending of the school day.  As a result, the investigative team did an informal site visit 
alone and met up with grantees and project partners later that evening.  Interviews with 
the Mendocino Unified School District, Sonoma Ecology Center  and Friends of Napa 
River included discussions with project partners.   
 
The report’s conclusion uses a scorecard to assess the portfolio’s performance on its three 
primary activities it financially supports to further this approach to conservation– 
capacity building, education and restoration.  This assessment was done inductively by 
the evaluation team in several steps:  (1) identification of the types of indicators useful 
for assessing each activity; (2) application of a four-point ordinal scale ranking 
(unsatisfactory, needs improvement, satisfactory, exemplary) based on the collective 
subjective consensus of the evaluation team in reviewing the findings that can best align 
with identified indicators in the first step; and (3) a qualitative discussion of comments 
pertaining to each ranking on each criterion.  Since evaluation in conservation education 
is still nascent, the team opted to not fully self-assess its adopted methodology and  
reserves judgment when offering recommendations about technical aspects of this study. 
 
The next chapter proceeds to discussing the findings of the investigation. 
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Chapter 3.  The Findings 
 
This chapter discusses the findings from the evaluation in addressing the study’s first two 
questions.  It is organized in several parts in direct relation to these questions.  The first 
provides a profile of the grantees and their projects in answering the first question of 
what was comprised in the NRT project portfolio.  The remainder of this chapter 
addresses the second question:  “What have these projects accomplished to the present 
day?”  The beginning of an answer to the third question guiding the evaluation 
surrounding implications of these findings for future directions of the NRT program 
specifically and community-based conservation efforts in general are alluded to in these 
chapters as well; they however are more systematically addressed in the report’s 
conclusion.  
 
To achieve these objectives, the chapter is organized first by examining the results from 
the grantees’ capacity building efforts.  It then explores aspects of the projects’ 
educational components.  It ends with a  discussion of key conservation 
accomplishments.   
 
 
Portfolio Profile 
 
The portfolio contained a total of 36 different grantees who received a project award in 
either the Foundation fiscal years of 2000, 2001 or 2005.2  O’Neill Sea Odyssey received 
two grant awards (the first in 2000 and the second in 2005).  No other grantee received 
more than one award 
 
A total of $859,826 of NRT funds were granted with 13 awards in FY 2000, 12 in 2001, 
and 11 in 2005.  The average grant award equaled $11,660.3  Grantees overall matched 
the NRT award on slightly more than a 1:1 basis.  Every $1 of PG&E dedicated for a 
project grant was leveraged on average by an additional $3.18 (includes funds from both 
grantees as well as Foundation).4  Table 1 provides more information on the breakdown 
of project grant awards by funding sources per year. 
 
Table 1.  Portfolio Project Grant Profile 
 
Year 

Number of 
Projects 

PG&E 
Investment 

Foundation 
Investment 

Grantee 
Investment 

2000 13 $148,291 $148,291 $350,530 
2001 12 $147,251 $147,251 $350,249 
2005 11  $134,271 $134,271 $295,548 
TOTALS 36 $429,813 $429,813 $996,327 
  
All of the projects took place in central, eastern, northern and parts of southern areas of 
California with at least one project awarded in each of the seven PG&E service areas.  
Table 2 summarizes the number of project awards by PG&E service area.  As seen in it, 

                                                 
2 The Foundation’s Fiscal Year begins on October 1. 
3 This evaluation omits a 37th project that subsequently was awarded after the evaluation design was 
initiated.  This grant went to the Center for Land Based Learning.   
4 Similarly, every federal dollar dedicated to a project served to leverage both PG&E funds and 
contributions raised by grantee.  
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PG&E’s Area 7 (the Bay Area) had the most awards with 9 projects, representing 25 
percent of the entire portfolio.  Two projects operated in areas spanning Service Area 3 
(the Central Coast).  Figure 2 provides a map of the 7 PG&E Service Areas themselves. 
 
Table 2.  Breakdown of Projects by PG&E Service Area5

 
PG&E Service Area # % 
Service Area 1 (SF and Peninsula) 4 11% 
Service Area 2 (Diablo, East Bay Mission) 5 14% 
Service Area 3 (Central Coast, DeAnza, San Jose) 6 16% 
Service Area 4 (Fresno, Kern, Los Padres) 4 11% 
Service Area 5 (Stockton, Yosemite) 3 8% 
Service Area 6 (North Valley, Sacramento, Sierra) 4 11% 
Service Area 7 (North Bay, North Coast 10 27% 
Total 36 100% 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2.  PG&E Service Areas 
 
                                                 
5 As reported in the text, two projects actually spanned multiple service areas.  In the table, One was 
counted as part of Service Area 7 and the other as part of Service Area 3. 
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The grantees’ themselves were highly educated based on the level of formal education 
reported by the survey respondents.  As seen in Table 2, all survey respondents had at 
least an undergraduate college degree with five possessing a Ph.D.  The fields of study 
varied substantially.  At the undergraduate level, eight majored in a natural science 
program (e.g., biology), seven in a social science program (e.g., history), four in an 
ecology-specific program, three in education and two in engineering.  Of those with 
further education, the diversity of schooling remained high with five completing an 
education degree, four in an ecology-specific degree, four in a natural science field, two 
in a social science field, two in public administration, and one in non-profit 
administration.   
 
Table 3.  Level of Grantees’ Level of Education among Survey Respondents 
Highest Academic Degree N % 
Undergraduate Degree 11 38 
Graduate Degree6 13 45 
PhD 5 17 
Total 29 100 
 
This wide variance in formal educational training suggests a hurdle for building out the 
evaluative capacity.  The differences in knowledge bases influences respondent 
perceptions of conservation in how human actions interrelated to ecological responses 
and also affects their judgments of choices for evaluating their projects. 
 
Although there was notable variation, the respondents tended to have been working many 
years in their occupation, for their organization and in the same community.  In specific, 
Table 4 shows that respondents have been working on average 14.8 years in their current 
occupation.  On average, they have been working on average 9.2 years for the grantee 
organization and in their local community for 8.4 years.  This commitment to their local 
community may partially compensate variance in formal training.  Again, following the 
advice of Weiss (1997), the investigators often sought to learn from respondents based on 
statements offered coming from their personal experiences and “intuition” in the absence 
of more formal data.  
 
Table 4:  Grantees’ Experience (Based on Survey Findings) 
 Years in Current 

Occupation 
Years Employed in 
Current Organization 

Years Working in 
Local Community 

Number Responding  30 respondents 30 respondents 30 respondents 
Average 14.8 years 9.2 years 8.0 years 
 Minimum 1 year 5 years 1 year 
Maximum 41 years 30 years 31 years 
 
All of the grantees surveyed described their role in the NRT project.  More than six in 10 
of the respondents were project managers, and about a third were project administrators.  
Only two respondents had limited project involvement.    
 
Grantees’ project descriptions show strong connections and alignment with NRT’s stated 
goals and as depicted in the program’s logic model illustrated in the report’s introduction.  

                                                 
6  Includes one respondent possessing a post-undergraduate education certificate. 
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Table 5 below depicts the distribution of project focus areas based on grantees’ responses 
when asked to briefly describe the project.7   
 
Table 5.  Core Project Emphasis8

 

 

Core project emphasis Frequency Percentage 
Conservation (Habitat Restoration) 34 93% 
Education 34 93% 
Capacity Building (Partnerships 
only) 

15 42% 

Monitoring 24 67% 

Not surprisingly, many of the projects fell into more than one core category. For instance, 
Friends of the Napa River’s project was a five-year benthic macro-invertebrate 
monitoring program that included outreach and education of the public. This project is 
noted as a monitoring and education / outreach initiative. Twelve of the projects 
specifically targeted school groups including students or classroom teachers and six 
explicitly emphasized community involvement.  The categories above are briefly defined 
and illustrated through the following examples. 
 
Habitat restoration 
 
Based on the review of project files, 34 of the 36 projects included some type of habitat 
restoration effort, and as seen in the table above, included 27 of the 30 grantee projects 
included in the survey.  The other two projects included some type of biological 
monitoring effort (and two other grantees involved with restoration also incorporated a 
core activity of monitoring into their project).  Survey respondents reported that their 
restoration efforts included activities like invasive species removal, planting of natives, 
expanded riparian habitat and clean-up projects. One grantee, Acterra, organized and 
facilitated a series of volunteer workdays including planting natives, creek clean-ups, 
removing invasive plants and storm drain stenciling with school groups. Another grantee, 
Circuit Rider Productions, focused on working with local businesses and members of the 
community to expand the riparian corridor in a vineyard landscape in order to enhance 
the habitat for aquatic organisms and terrestrial species and increase biodiversity. 
 

                                                 
7 In the program logic model, no distinction was made between monitoring and restoration under the rubric 
of conservation.  We distinguish the two in this case based on actual project activities.  Monitoring here is 
narrowly defined as biological.  Evaluation involves assessment of human activities, by themselves and in 
relation to ecological responses. 
8 The 36 projects frequently were coded into more than one category based on review of their files.  In 
addition, the responses varied when surveyed in part to differences in the two methods used for data 
collection and analysis. 
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Using outdoor education to fight invasives and foster stewards 
San Bruno Mountain Watch (SBMW) 
San Bruno Mountain Education (2005) 

 
San Bruno Mountain provides 
habitat for rare and endangered 
species, including three 
butterflies and at least 15 plants.  
The main threat to the mountain 
is now associated with invasive 
weeds.  In the past, the principal 
threat was bulldozers. While 
there are still islands of 
development and real threats to 
the natural habitat, San Bruno 
Mountain Watch’s commitment 
to open space and natural 
habitat is providing hands-on 

stewardship projects and opportunities for local youth to learn about  the mountain, its 
local species and ecology, and to enjoy time in a natural setting in preserving this 
habitat.   
 
NRT funded the development of SBMW’s educational activities for local classroom 
teachers and their classes: An in-class introductory slideshow or presentation; guided 
hikes; and habitat restoration parties.  The planned and ideal scenario has been for 
classes to partake in all three activities.  The sustainability of the project is evident in the 
organization’s commitment to restoration and education. This is indicated in this non-
profit now supporting a full-time Executive Director, Philip Batchelder.  Mr Batchelder 
has coordinated the program, chose the areas for fieldwork, kept records, conducted 
follow-up, and led many of the activities, As he stated, “though this isn't a new lesson, we 
have an invigorated belief that the long term defense of nature's resources absolutely 
depends on building attentiveness to and affection for these resources as early as 
possible, and that this is very effectively achieved by working with teachers and schools.”  
The project successfully provided engaging, educational and outdoor experiences: “We 
had more students participate than we had expected; more work was completed on the 
mountain; more students got this invaluable exposure to the out-of-doors.”  
 
 
 
 
Education 
 
Projects that explicitly noted an educational component in their project file were coded as 
having this activity.  As with habitat restoration activities, 34 of the 36 projects included 
an educational component.  The remaining two projects were classified as outreach with 
education more informal.   These 34 educational projects targeted a variety of audiences 
including different groups of youth and adults.  They provided core conservation 
messages, science-based content and frequently procedural restoration skills.  As one 
example, the Matrix of Change received a grant award for the “Gualala River (CA) 
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Restoration and Education” project to improve riparian habitat through bank 
modifications and native plantings while providing valuable ecological education for at-
risk students.  As another example, the San Mateo County Parks and Recreation 
Foundation “San Mateo (CA) Environmental Education” received a grant to enhance the 
environmental education curriculum at Carlmont High School through in-class learning 
and on-the-ground training with students working to restore habitats that support the Bay 
checkerspot butterfly and steelhead trout. 
 
 
Capacity Building 
 
Fifteen projects were classified as capacity building based on review of the project files.  
These projects were coded principally based on efforts to form collaborative partners for 
the conservation effort.  As one example, the Friends of the Napa River “Napa River 
Restoration and Community Education” project worked with state and county resource 
agencies, community organizations, and local school districts to complete a macro 
invertebrate study of the Napa River watershed and implement a public education 
program.  More details of this project can be found on page 12.  A later chapter of the 
report will detail the multi-faceted approaches taken to capacity building, transcending 
efforts beyond partnering.   
 
 
Monitoring 
 
As will be discussed in greater depth in a future chapter of the report, one theme 
emerging from this study is a discrepancy in standards used by grantees for evaluation 
and monitoring versus what the evaluation team would recommend.  Based strictly on 
grantee self-reporting in the final reports, the number of such projects including a 
monitoring component (assessment of some ecological response to a restoration effort) 
happened in about two thirds of the projects.  When this activity was specified more 
precisely in the survey, the share of such projects fell to just 14 percent.  Examples of 
monitoring include the American River Conservancy’s “American River Native Fish 
Enhancement” project which trained high school teachers, students and community 
residents to take professional (Level 3) samples from tributaries to find out which areas 
needed conservation measures taken (see case study of this project appearing on page 
31).  As another example, a grant was awarded to two high school teachers in the 
Mendocino Unified School District’s School of Natural Resources (SONAR) for the “Big 
River Estuary (CA) Biodiversity Assessment” project. These two teachers joined forces 
with a group of students enrolled in an AP Environmental Studies Course and an Honors 
Course in English Literature and Composition.  These students had their classroom 
experience enriched with training in identifying and tagging Coho and steelhead fry.  It is 
estimated that the students have saved the CA State Parks about 4-5 years worth of work 
collecting baseline data.  Both of these projects will be highlighted in a case study 
appearing on page 31.   
 
The next section of this chapter discusses the capacity building efforts in the projects. 
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Capacity Building Efforts 
 
Twenty nine of the 30 respondents in the grantee survey question self-assessed their 
overall effectiveness of the capacity building efforts in their projects with all but one 
reporting a positive outcome.  Yet what does this exactly mean?  The term is vague and 
leads to varying interpretations.  For purposes of this study, we assessed capacity 
building efforts on several criteria:  (1) collaboration with other partners in conducting 
the project; (2) local-regional alignment of goals; (3) organizational development; and (4) 
long-term sustainability of the project initiative after the ending of the NRT grant award.  
Each is briefly assessed. 
 
Collaborating Partners 
 
One aspect of capacity building is effective collaborations  Based on review of archived 
documents and survey data, all grantees worked with at least one partner on their 
projects. There was wide variation however in their responses about the extent to which 
they partnered with different types of partners between the archival and survey data;  
investigators were generally more likely to identify a partner while parsing through the 
various documents compared to when they directly asked for a direct response during the 
telephone surveying.  Despite such variations, grantees were much more likely to partner 
with state and local agencies, schools and non-profits compared to federal agencies and 
private corporations as seen in the following results: 

a. Between 60 percent (survey data) and 82 percent (project archives) of 
projects involved partnerships with state and local agencies 

b. Between 60 percent (survey data) and 80% (archival data) of projects 
included collaboration with at least one other non-profit organization. 

c. Somewhere in the range of 63% (survey data) and 72% (archive data) of 
projects included at least one school (or school district) 

d. About one in four projects (25% survey data and 27% archival data) 
involved a partnership with at least one federal agency. 

e. Between 20% (survey data) and 26% (archival data) of projects included a 
partnership with at least one private corporation. 

 
Besides demonstrating inclusion of partners in projects, another aspect is how these 
partners collaborate in the process.  Based on survey results to another set of questions, 
these partners were almost always involved in the projects with assistance in their design 
(26 of 27 responses) and implementation.  While common, partners were less likely to 
assist in monitoring the project with 15 of the respondents reporting using partners in this 
capacity. 
 
 



 

14 

as 
us 

Passionate Individuals Build Partnerships for Success – Monitoring Data Helps too! 
Friends of the Napa River 
Napa River Restoration and Community Education (2001) 
 
The Project’s achievements lay in the delicate partnerships between vineyards, local 
environmental organizations, schools and, undoubtedly, the passion of those 
spearheading the project.  Friends of the Napa River (FNR) collaborated with classroom 
teachers, the conservation district, nearby environmental education providers and, more 
and more, with local vineyards to support healthier riparian habitat along the Napa 
River.  NRT helped fund an ongoing, longitudinal benthic macro invertebrate (BMI) 
monitoring program that includes public outreach and youth education.  BMI monitoring 
required support from wine growers who were skeptical about environmentalists' claims 
about salmonids.  Stronger ties developed between the parties when data demonstrated 
the presence of steelheads.  FNR emphasizes biological indicators to assess the river’s 
health and to help local groups and businesses identify priority areas for discourse in 
producing a shared vision for long-range planning that moves away from 

litigation/regulation.  With community volunteers and 
local third through fifth grade students, FNR collects 
specimens annually. BMI monitoring, done with 
snorkeling, is done through a partnership between FNR’s 
partners including ICARE and the District.  Research h
identified various densities and distribution of vario
macro-invertebrates in different streams within the 
county. Napa Flood and Water Conservation District 
uses the data.   
 
NRT funding was instrumental to developing mobile 
curriculum that gets used in elementary school 
classrooms today. FNR’s goal was to bring watershed 
education into schools in Napa, and they have reached 
over 1,000 kids per school year.  FNR’s educational 

outreach includes in-class sessions focused on teaching watershed vocabulary and 
concepts, benthic macro invertebrate identification, stewardship project through NGO 
partner Acorn Soup and field trips to collect samples. Some field trips are focused on 
observation and others are hands-on (FNR is addressing challenges by including parents 
to tackle liability issues around transportation and behavior). Approximately one-third of 
the participating students’ parents are in the wine industry.  The BMI study is the first 
attempt at ascertaining the health of the Napa River.  The hope is that the research will 
help guide more informed discussions. 
 
 
 

 
Organizational Development 

 
Another dimension to capacity building involves efforts to increase skills of staff.  Half 
of those responding to a survey question reported that the capacity building efforts 
focused on professional development efforts of their staff.  As will be highlighted in the 
report’s list of recommendations, more attention is needed to building the capacity to 
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evaluate learning changes of participants involved in project educational components as 
well as ecological responses to restoration efforts.9   

 
 
Local-Regional Alignment 

 
Another way to measure capacity building concerns the ability of organizations to build 
local capacity that is aligned with regional priorities, particularly when dealing with 
species like salmonids that travel great distances during various phases of their life 
cycles.10  A third-party evaluation by Hardner and Gullison (2005) of Foundation projects 
funded through its partnership with the U.S. Bureau of Land Management concluded that 
the effectiveness of many projects in this program’s portfolio was compromised by them 
working at too small of an ecological scale, particularly for the plethora of those seeking 
to help one or more salmonid species.   
 
Given the small nature of the grants in the NRT program, the regional dimensions of the 
projects were examined in some depth.  All told, 29 of the 30 respondents participating in 
the survey provided information on the geographic scale of their projects on one 
questionnaire item.   Table 6 summarizes the findings.  As seen in this table, 20 involved 
projects in aquatic habitats (including those working in riparian areas), and 9 involved 
projects in terrestrial habitats.  Of the aquatic projects, most were on riparian habitats 
with a size of less than several acres.  Similarly, most of the terrestrial projects were 
relatively small in size with the median project estimated at 10 acres but also with the 
projects having a wide range.  At one extreme, the smallest project was estimated at 1 
acre.  At the other extreme, one project was estimated at 10 miles.  These data suggest 
that many of these projects were operating at too small of a scale to sustain any 
meaningful ecological scale, particularly when the target species was a salmonid as 
frequently was the case in the projects contained within the NRT portfolio. 
 
Table 6.  Geographic Size of the Projects (Based on Grantee Survey) 
 Aquatic Projects Terrestrial Projects 
Total Projects 20 9 
Minimum Project Size 300-400 feet 1 acre 
Median Project Size 4 acres 10 acres 
Maximum Project Size 426 stream miles 10 miles 

 
 
Despite the small scale of each individual project, it is possible that the projects have 
been operating at an appropriate scale if linked into a larger regional conservation effort.  
A set of subsequent survey questions delved into this issue.  In response to one question,  
27 of 29  grantees (93%) stated that the NRT project fits into a larger conservation effort 
in the region with 70% (19)  stating the existence of a formal  written conservation plan 

                                                 
9 We advise that future evaluations more critically examine other aspects of an organization’s development 
with multiple assessments of its staffing and capital. 
 
10 We specifically focused on this suite of species as it surfaced frequently when reviewing the project grant 
portfolio. 
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for the region.  However, when asked to name the plan and organization that has primary 
responsibility for the plan’s implementation, only 55% were able to indicate their 
knowledge of such a document.  In many cases, the organization was the grantee itself.  
While more research is needed, the evidence provided to date suggests that more 
attention is needed to aligning local projects to formal strategic regional plans, 
particularly for conserving salmonids. 
 
 
Sustainability 
 
The final criteria used for assessing the capacity building impacts is based on the 
project’s long-term self-sufficiency.  In response to one survey question, 17 of the 28 
respondents (61 percent) reported that additional resources are needed for sustaining and 
building the project’s capacity for continuing conservation efforts.  Using this indicator 
alone, it remains unclear whether such resources are needed for continuing the same 
types of needs of earlier years or whether it is needed for addressing emerging 
challenges.  We delve into this matter shortly. 
 
If the NRT portfolio appeared to have many projects that were of too small of a 
geographic size by itself, how is it aligning with how regional efforts get manifested 
since the initial grant award for this project?  The NRT program allots relatively small-
sized grants basically as seed capital to schools and community groups to demonstrate the 
aligning of conservation and educational objectives in building civic engagement.  Thus, 
these projects function as pilots. In this context, a necessary  measure of success for 
capacity building activities in the project involves evaluating the sustainability of the 
conservation effort (including the pedagogical approach) at  both the original project site 
as well as its initiation of related initiatives elsewhere. 

 
As seen in Table 7, 18 of the 23 projects (78 percent) reported continuing the projects at 
the original site when the survey was conducted earlier this winter. While not reported in 
this table, an additional content analysis using data from the grantee surveys and 
interviews was conducted to ascertain the nature of current activity for those 17 projects 
with grants awarded in 2000 and 2001.  Many of these projects have expanded in scale.  
Many have secured additional funding sources.  Others have changed in scope, such as 
moving their emphasis to monitoring.  Still others have brought new cohorts of students 
to continue the restoration efforts at the project site. 

 
Table 7.  Project Continuation Since Closure (Grantee Survey Data) 

  N % Valid %  Cumulative % 
Valid Yes 18 60.0 78.3 78.3 
  No 3 10.0 13.0 91.3 
  Don't 

Know 2 6.7 8.7 100.0 

  Total 23 76.7 100.0   
 

 
Reasons for non-continuation in the three projects reported in Table 7 included shifts in 
partner priorities, loss of funding, and failed expectations of students continuing to work 
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on the site after the project ended.  None of these three efforts died completely as focus 
shifted to other areas locally.  And such expansion was not unprecedented. All told, 28 of 
the 30 survey respondents reported some type of expansion of the project effort either at 
the original site or elsewhere.  In nine such instances, the original project activities were 
able to be sustained at the project site.  In five instances, the scope of effort at the project 
site was increased due to increased organizational capacity such as through increased 
numbers of volunteers and staff).  In 12 other cases, the original project activities were 
expanded to other sites.  Five respondents also reported securing new sources of funding 
to continue the activities at either the original site or others. Finally, five respondents 
reported some type of adaptation of the project for use by others elsewhere.  These results 
are summarized in Table 8.  In short, the NRT Program investments thus far have 
succeeded in the long-term sustainability of  conservation activity in the projects. 
 
 
Table 8.  Initiation of Related Initiatives (Grantee Survey Data) 
Related Initiative N % 
Sustaining of Original Project Activities at Site 9 30% 
Change in scope (e.g., shift to monitoring) 5 17% 
Expansion to other project sites 12 40% 
Securing of new sources of funding 5 17% 
Adaptation of project activities by other organizations 5 17% 
 
 
Incremental Steps to Capacity Building 
Sonoma Ecology Center 
Nathanson Creek Restoration (2005) 
 
Sonoma Ecology Center is a grassroots organization that started out as an all-volunteer group, 
in response to Earth Day in 1990.  It benefits from in-house expertise with the Center having five 

core areas: Education, Restoration, Research, GIS a
Preservation.  In 1995, one member of the Sonom
Ecology Center, in conjunction with a local earth 
science teacher, presented her vision for a school-
based educational restoration site to the city.  The 
project was approved and NRT funding provided for 
in-depth coverage of topics with more classes, over
stronger partnerships and increased plantings. The 
Education group has partnered with in-house 
restoration professionals to guide invasive plant 
removal and to select appropriate planting areas.  
Restoration efforts are highly targeted in scope and 

involve student participation in non-native eradication, native plantings and maintenance on 
Nathanson Creek directly behind the schoolyard.  The Center now works with 13 classes and 
provides a standards-based science curriculum that combines multiple in-class and field elements 
for both sixth and seventh grade students.  Patty O’Driscoll, the Education Programs Manager, 
explained a key lesson learned from the project has been to tie the curriculum to State standards 
to facilitate teacher involvement.  The core conservation goals of the project include weed 
removal and native plant propagation.  Monitoring is taking place through pre / post photos and 
calculation of the percentage of cover of native vs. non natives and success will also be measured 
by survival rates and wildlife use of restored areas.  The organization is committed to increasing 
its capacity to evaluate the educational outcomes of their school-based conservation education 
work. 

nd 
a 

all 
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Educational Efforts 
 
 
Structured education aimed at school-aged youth was a core component in 34 of 36 
grantee (94 percent) conservation education projects in the NRT portfolio.  In the two 
exceptions (a project awarded to Sierra Foothill Nature Center Riparian Restoration for 
the Sierra Foothill Conservancy in 2001 and Acterra for the San Francisquito Watershed 
Improvement in 2005), the projects had an educational component for other audiences.11 
The following discussion summarizes what was learned about the educational focus of 
the NRT grantees from this evaluation for those projects targeting school-age youth using 
the survey data.  It begins by examining who was targeted for education.  It proceeds to 
discuss the projects’ educational goals, pedagogical approaches and, finally, grantees’ 
perceived lessons learned about conducting conservation education. 
 
As seen in Table 9, the projects typically frequently targeted  different groups of youth.   
More than three quarters of the projects targeted elementary and high school youth.  
Adults were most likely to receive broad-based targeting as part of the community’s 
“general public.”  Targeting of specific adult groups was less common with only a small 
minority focusing on such stakeholders as public officials, private landowners and 
corporations.   
 
Table 9.  Youth Groups Targeted for Education12

Group Frequency %  
General public 23 79% 
Elementary school youth 22 76% 
High school youth 21 72% 
Middle school youth 18 62% 
Elementary school teachers 19 54% 
Middle school teachers 13 54% 
High school teachers 13 54% 
College students 11 40% 
Private landowners 19 40% 
Corporations 3 10% 
 
In looking more closely at the targeting of school-age youth, a review of the project files 
was conducted to ascertain how many of the projects targeted disadvantaged groups.  We 

                                                 
11 Sierra Foothill Conservancy included habitat restoration work to enhance a more aware general public, 
and Acterra targeted landowners and the general public.   
12 The data presented in the table come from survey responses when grantees were asked to say yes to each 
group that was directly involved in the project as a list of the above noted groups was listed. The projects 
frequently targeted multiple groups so that summing up the frequencies down the rows leads to a sum 
greater than the total number of projects in the NRT portfolio. 
 
Note: Audience data is based on survey responses. Percentages are based on total number of responses to 
each category.   Data for all categories in the table apart from corporations come from a closed-ended 
question.  The latter was derived from responses to a follow-up open-ended question, asking respondents if 
they targeted other, previously unmentioned groups. 
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measured this by information provided by grantees that indicated targeting of particular 
racial/ethnic groups, those within lower income classes, and/or otherwise identified as at-
risk.  Based on these factors, only 8 of the 36 projects (22 percent) met this standard.  
This assessment in no way is meant to imply that targeting other groups of students is 
inappropriate.  For instance, the evaluation team highly commends the Unified 
Mendocino School District’s project for its targeting of academically high-achieving high 
schools students whose research signifies a wonderful example of civic engagement by a 
high school program (See a brief narrative of this project on page 32). 
 
Projects’ Educational Goals 
 
To better understand the alignment of projects with an educational objective, respondents 
were queried in the survey to assess their educational goals. Table 10 summarizes the 
results.  As seen in the table, the overwhelming majority of respondents (82 percent) 
focused on increasing project participants’ knowledge and one half of the responses noted 
increasing awareness as a core educational goal of the project. Considering the role of 
cognitive and affective factors in environmental literacy and as important precursors to 
adopting responsible environmental behaviors, these grantees’ approaches show a clear 
connection to theoretical underpinnings of environmental education as described in 
Excellence in Environmental Education: Guidelines for Learning (2000). 
 
Other responses included providing restoration work/experience (46 percent), hands-on 
science (36 percent) and outdoor experiences (29 percent). Just three grantees (11 
percent) explicitly noted exposing or introducing youth to conservation or environmental 
science careers. 
 
Table 10.  Educational Goals of NRT Projects 
Categories and Examples Frequency % 

Increased Knowledge 
• Educate children and a broad section of the public 
• Create hands-on field science unit that met math and 

science requirements. 
• Enhance understanding of how stream system works. 

23 82% 

Increased Awareness / Appreciation 
• Grasp of personal impact on wetlands and ocean 
• Attach to creek and be stewards of creek 

14 50% 

Restoration experience 
• Involve community in weekend events. 
• Involve school groups in restoration. 
• Provide residents with opportunities for getting involved in 

conservation and making them feel as if they're making a 
difference. 

• Even university-educated people need to apply sweat labor 
to help the environment.  Manual labor is honorable. 

13 46% 

Hands – On Science 
• Giving kids hands-on experience stays with them so much 

more than seeing a picture in the classroom. 
• Give high-risk students from our community schools 

hands-on application of science. 

10 36% 
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Outdoor experience 
• Connect program participants with watershed. 
• Engage students in local environmental projects as well as 

engaging their schools to participate in such conservation 
education settings outside of classroom. 

8 28% 

Note: Percentages are based on total of 28 survey responses – one respondent stated that she was 
not qualified to respond to education goals of the project. Unsuccessful efforts were made to 
reach someone more directly involved in this project. 
  
These categories align tightly with the best practices identified in the secondary literature 
discussed in the introduction of this report.  In addition, more than 91 percent of the 
projects adopted an educational approach that included multiple exposures.   
 
In response to a survey question, 82 percent of respondents reported that their projects 
conformed to California’s education standards.  Only three respondents (11 percent) 
asserted that their projects were known not to be in conformity with two additional 
respondents uncertain. Conformity with State science standards for those working with 
school groups was identified as another positive factor for assessing projects. 
 
 
Key Lessons Learned about Conservation Education 
 
Respondents were asked to cite one or two key lessons learned about following the 
project’s educational approach.  The respondents were thoughtful and sagacious.  For 
instance, consider this response from an interview with a representative from Friends of 
the Napa River: 
 

“You can do maintenance and restoration, but if you don't transform the minds of 
the general public, you lose the ball game. You've got to make it into teachable 
elements for the public.” 
 

All responses to the question regarding key lessons in education were coded.  Grantees’ 
responses most often fell into three core categories in relation to lessons learned. These 
categories included relevance, hands-on approach, and connections to classroom teachers 
and standards.  Table 11 provides the frequency of responses in each category.13  The 
themes emerging within each category are briefly summarized in the chapters that follow. 
 
Table 11. Lessons Learned by Grantees – Effective Pedagogy 

Category Frequency % 
Relevant to Audience 12 43% 
Hands-on 12 43% 
Teacher Relationships/ 
Education Standards 

11 39% 

Multiple Approaches 5 18% 
Sensitivity to environment  3 11% 

 
 
                                                 
13 Respondents in many cases provided answers that corresponded with coding into multiple categories.   
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Relevance 
 
Almost half of the grantees explicitly noted the importance of having participant 
appropriate materials and interaction with project participants. Providing relevant 
programming is essential as illustrated in these examples:  
 

• "Make what you say interesting [and] relevant to your audience." (Acterra)  
• "Difficult to actually reach site on account of demographics and where they live 

so we provided buses for multiple work days" (San Mateo County Parks and 
Recreation Foundation)       

• "Basic backbone for project element has since been tweaked for different age and 
type groups and different types of youth groups." (Save San Francisco Bay) 

 
Being student- or participant-centered relates to accounting for participants’ knowledge, 
background and experience in proving appropriate lessons and messages. Three grantees 
(Friends of the Napa River, Morro Energy Greenbelt Alliance and San Mateo County 
Parks and Recreation Foundation) cited being relevant to the audience as the most 
important education lesson they learned from doing their project). 
 
Hands-on Approach 
 
Almost half of the grantees participating in the survey also noted the value of hands-on 
lessons to engage participants and educate them in conservation skills.  Consider the 
words from the following two grantees regarding the value of hands-on teaching: 
 
  “Our education programs are designed to create behavior change by giving 

peoples hand-on experience."  (Aquatic Outreach Institute) 
 
"Hands-on is so much more exciting and beneficial and educational" (Glenn 
County Office of Education) 

 
When reviewing the project files, the pattern becomes stronger.  Thirty-two of the 36 
projects (88 percent) incorporated educational approaches that provided students with 
multiple-exposures to material and / or the outdoors.  While it is not known how many of 
these went beyond passive observation, the implicit assumption is that this frequently was 
the case.  However, others may not want to share such optimism.  In at least one project 
where the grantee and its school partner were interviewed face-to-face, the evaluation 
team discovered that this assumption did not apply.   
 
Connecting to School-Aged Youth   
 
Another key lesson learned is the value of building relationships with classroom teachers 
and aligning to state education standards to build stronger partnerships with schools and 
engage school-aged youth. Eleven grantees (39 percent) specifically mentioned building 
teacher partnerships and providing programs or curricula aligned with state standards. 

• “Teachers have to be involved and proactive. Restoration is important and 
meeting science standards are so important b/c teachers are under a lot of 
pressure.” (Alameda County Resource Conservation District) 
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• “Tying in with standards is most important because we were able to reach 
students and convince teachers it was worthwhile - students would learn 
something from it.” (Muir Heritage Land Trust) 

 
In short, the data presented in this chapter suggests an overall strong alignment between 
the recommended practices of experts in environmental education and the approaches 
adopted by the grantees in this portfolio.  It remains unanswered however what impact 
such approaches makes on the individuals and others affected by them at later points in 
their lives as well as on the ecological changes in targeted habitats in the projects.  The 
latter issue is discussed in the next chapter.  The conservation approaches and their 
corresponding ecological consequences are the focus of the next part of the report. 
 
 
Experiential Watershed Education Tailored to Underserved Students 
O’Neill Sea Odyssey  
Making the Connection in Elkhorn Slough (2000) 
West Struve Slough Restoration and Education (2005) 
 

NRT funding was instrumental in providing this 
grantee with funding to initiate a model to 
educate and connect youth with their local 
watershed through in-class lessons and an on-
the-ocean catamaran trip.  Spearheaded by a 
native plant expert and active O’Neill Sea 
Odyssey (OSO) volunteer, the restoration aspect 
of the project was focused on Elkhorn Slough, a 
strategic site with broad exposure providing for 
increased community awareness of local issues 

related to development, erosion and water quality and the project.  The projects were 
developed to connect kids personally to wildlife they see on shore and provide a deeper 
understanding of concepts related to erosion and water quality.  OSO specifically targets 
underserved, low-income students, primarily Latino youth for a positive outdoor 
experience and watershed education. The program connects to 5th and 6th grade 
education standards. Bilingual educators and material coupled with extensive online 
teacher resources provides students with an engaging multi-exposure educational 
experience. One of the successes of the program, explained Dan Haifley, Executive 
Director, is the scaffolding that is done through language via science vocabulary.  About 
150 teachers work with OSO, and a local school district supports busing. Teachers make 
it a multi day experience by taking advantage of online curriculum including pre and post 
field trip lessons and facilitate a community service project for students after the trip.  
Program evaluation is conducted in-house and by a local research firm and results are 
being used to improve OSO’s student-centered approach to its watershed education 
programming. 
 
 
Direct Conservation Restoration Efforts 
 
The ultimate measure of the effectiveness of  a project’s education and capacity building 
efforts is in its influence on the quality of actual conservation restoration efforts.  The 
evaluation team lacks anyone with sufficient training in the natural sciences to make fully 
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qualified opinions about the ecological responses associated with the conservation efforts 
undertaken in the projects.  This gap is particularly pronounced since most of the NRT 
grants did not have adequate monitoring protocols for reporting on results to changes in 
the habitat.  Some final reports were rich in observations backed by statistical evidence; 
however most relied on anecdote.  Given this reality, the evaluation team developed an 
approach to base assessments by relying on what was observed and heard through the 
various phases of conducting this investigation.  Grantees’ own descriptions of their 
project goals are first described.  This then is followed by reporting of grantees’ 
perceptions of key lessons learned. 
 
Conservation Restoration Goals 
 
Grantee responses to statements characterizing the project’s conservation restoration 
goals were classified into four categories:  (1) aquatic ecosystem goals; (2) terrestrial 
goals; (3) species-specific goals; and (4) evaluation-specific goals (two projects).  The 
following summarizes the responses for the first three categories. 
 
Aquatic Ecosystem Targets  
 
Table 12 shows that 20 of the 30 grantees (67%) targeted some type of aquatic 
ecosystem.  This involved goals related to riparian habitats in 13 of the 30 cases, marshes 
and wetlands in 4 instances, and in-stream habitat changes in two projects.  
 
Table 12.  Aquatic Ecosystem Targets 

 
  
 
 
 

Aquatic Ecosystem Goal Frequency Total Percentage 
Riparian Habitat 13 43% 
Marshes/Wetlands 4 13% 
In-Stream 2 6% 

 
Terrestrial System Targets:  Eight (27 percent) of respondents referenced some specific 
terrestrial target.  Three related to woodland or a forest and two pertained to a savannah.  
Two pertained to a savannah.  One involved a mountain, another involved a dune, and the 
final was unclear.14  As one example of a project in this category, the Calaveras County 
Office of Education’s North Grove and San Domingo Restoration sought to restore Big 
Tree back to its natural state. 
 
Species-Specific Targets:  Half of the respondents identified species-specific goals.  As 
seen in Table 13, over half related to flora/fauna. 
 
Table 13.  Species-Specific Targets 

 
  
 
 
 
 

Aquatic Ecosystem Goal Frequency Total 
Percentage 

Flora/Fauna 8 27% 
Butterflies 2 6% 
Overall biodiversity 2 6% 

                                                 
14 This project, Chico Country Day School’s “Wildland Preserve Learning Center” reported only a review 
of restoring “wildlife habitat.” 
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Changes to Habitat and Species 
 
Thirty nine total comments were provided about changes to habitat and species based on 
an open-ended survey question that asked respondents to list one or two such changes.  
Table 14 summarizes the categories inferred from the coding – improved vegetative 
cover, improved riparian habitat, improved marshes, ponds and/or wetlands, improved 
in-stream habitat for salmonids, other, and don’t know.   
 
Table 14.  Types of Observed Changes to Habitat/Species (Grantee Survey Data) 

Change to Habitat/Species N % 
Improved vegetative cover by decreased predominance of exotic, invasive 
plants 

18 46%

Improved riparian habitat 5 13%
Improved marshes, ponds, and/or wetlands 4 10%
Improved in-stream habitat for salmonids 5 13%
Other 4 10%
Don’t know 3 8% 
 

Almost half (18 of 39) of comments pertained to changes involving improved vegetative 
cover through decreasing prevalence of invasive exotic plants and/or increasing that of 
native plants  For instance, the respondent for California State University-Fresno 
Foundation’s “Merced and San Joaquin River Restoration” project reported an increase 
of willow habitat along a riverbed.  As another example, Morro Energy Greenbelt 
Alliance’s “Morro Bay Coastal Dune Restoration” project reported a reduction of non-
native grasses, leading to a “dramatic increase in diversity of native plants”. 
 

Five of the 39 projects (13 percent) involved changes to the riparian habitat.  For 
instance, Glenn County Office of Education’ s “Sacramento Valley Native Oak” project 
reported the planting of trees helping targeted species of salmon. 
 

Respondents in four projects reported beneficial changes in marshes, ponds and/or 
wetlands.  This included the Aquatic Outreach Institute (AQI) “Richmond (CA) Wetland 
and Upland Restoration” project that conducted restoration of a marsh area. 
 

Five respondents reported their projects results in improved in-stream habitat for a 
targeted salmonid.  One example involves the California State University-Fresno 
Foundation “Merced and San Joaquin River Restoration” project that sought to restore 
salmon spawning habitat along the Merced River. 
 

Key Conservation Lessons Learned 
 

When asked about key conservation lessons learned from the project, responses varied 
across seven categories:  (1) technical tips; (2) collaboration with partners; (3) planning; 
(4) utilization of volunteers; (5) communication; and (6) working with youth.  Before 
discussing each separate category, it is important for readers to re-examine each of these 
categories.  Only the first deals with natural scientific expertise.  The remaining are social 
matters.  This finding again explains the NRT investment strategy as illustrated in the 
program model with emphasis devoted to education and capacity building as well as 
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restoration.15  The remainder of this chapter discusses some of the projects coded under 
each category. 
 

Eleven responses were specific to technical advice for doing conservation restoration.  
For instance, the survey respondent for the Friends of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation’s 
“Ulistac Natural Area Habitat Restoration” project noted the importance of knowing 
when and how much to prune.  The survey respondent for Golden Gate Audubon  

 
15 It is hoped that future evaluations of other types of conservation efforts will continue to probe this issue 
in helping to advance the effectiveness of all such endeavors.   
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Connecting Communities to the Bay 
Save San Francisco Bay Association 
Community-Based Restoration Program (2001) 

 
Save San Francisco Bay Association 
(STB) has a passionate staff that is 
committed to environmental education. 
The organization formally began an 
outreach program to local youth with t
launch of the Canoes in Sloughs in 1997
Three years later, the Community Based 
Restoration (CBR) program began 
connecting community volunteers and 
students to wetlands surrounding the Sa
Francisco Bay. Shortly thereafte
Watershed Ecology Curriculum, me
California’s science and education

standards for sixth through twelfth grades, was created and made available to Bay Area 
classroom teachers.  STB strives to offer education that programs have a 50 percent 
restoration component, a 50 percent education component and a strong sense of fun.
Teachers work with STB’s education staff to create individualized programs that are 
consistent with their science curriculum.  The CBR program complements CIS b
involving students in hands-on stewardship. Kids pull invasives, propagate seeds, plan
natives and do shoreline clean-ups. Kids of all ages, economic, and racial backgrounds
are served.  STB educators work to tailor programs to students’ age and economic 
background.  
 
STB defined and measured success during the 2002 NRT grant period through numbers 
of people who participated, the amount of restoration achieved overall, program 
progress through site evaluation and volunteer data collection, and by working closely 
with local agency staff to interpret STB’s results.  The grant supported work with 3,396 
students and 1,871 adults at all three of the wetland 
restoration sites (Palo Alto, Sonoma, and Oakland).  
CBR is based on the belief that community 
engagement and volunteer sustainability depends 
upon reward and validation for the work 
accomplished.  Also, providing resources and 
materials for volunteers, such as sweatshirts and 
gloves for when it’s cold and windy, helps e
return volunteers.  Volunteers planted over 15,000
native plants and removed a total of 12,000 pound
of non-native plants.  STB developed strong 
partnerships with all three agency site partner
well as school, community, and corporate pa
(including AT&T, American Express, Sun Microsystems, and PG&E).  In the words of 
Marilyn Latta, Habitat Restoration Director, “It shouldn’t just be environmentalis
talking with other environmentalists, but instead we should create a dialogue with the 
community.” 
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Society’s Martin Luther King, Jr. Shoreline Education” project noted the importance of 
using native seeds obtained in the general vicinity of the restoration work. 
 

Nine respondents emphasized the importance of collaboration.  For instance, the survey 
respondents from Circuit Rider and Friends of Napa River in their final reports, survey 
responses, and face-to-face interviews repeatedly emphasized the importance of working 
closely with wine growers.  As another example, a representative from O’Neill Odyssey 
noted in the survey that including different partners helps communicate the importance of 
the project to the larger public. 
 

In eight instances, respondents provided insights on appropriate ways to work with 
different types of youth; these themes were discussed in the prior chapter of the report, 
dealing with education.   
 

The next section of this chapter deals with issues pertaining to project monitoring and 
evaluation. 
 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
 
It is important for those in conservation to be more precise in how they think and speak 
about evaluation and monitoring using consistent definitions.  Among professional 
evaluators, evaluations serve different purposes and consequently are of different types.  
Some evaluations involve needs assessments.  Others pertain to process studies for 
analyzing the efficacy of implementation.  And still others involve impact analyses of 
particular changes in responses to some action.  It is the latter that is evaluation type for 
this study.  In the field of conservation, a further distinction is needed between 
monitoring and evaluation.  For simplicity, monitoring refers to biological/ecological 
measurements.  Evaluation relates to the programmatic impacts of coordinating human 
efforts to tackle some ecological issue.  The two overlap to some extent.  For instance, 
human actions in conservation  interrelate to biological responses.  As such, both 
evaluation and monitoring have their place in the emerging field of conservation 
evaluation. 
 
In this section of the chapter, we focus primarily on evaluation of project activities.  
However, since the projects involved efforts at capacity building, education, and some 
type of conservation, attention also is set aside for biological monitoring. 
 
Based on a review of project files, we identified substantial weaknesses in evaluative 
capacity.  In specific, 29 of the 36 lacked any type of experimental design (quasi-
experimental or randomized) to control for alternative factors that might attribute to an 
observed learning outcome.  The other seven projects relied on simple pre-post 
experimental designs, and none of these utilized any type of multi-variate analysis to 
control for other influences attributed to observed outcomes apart the project activities.  
In short, no project provided an adequate design to credibly assess learning impacts 
associated with the projects.   The survey shed more light on this issue in identifying a 
discrepancy between grantee and funder expectations.  Twenty of 28 respondents (67 
percent) reported that their organizations staff had adequate capacity to monitor changes 
in people participating in the projects.  However, only 10 of the 25 respondents reported 
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doing (or planning to do) any such tracking of participants.  When probed about the types 
of changes they were assessing, respondents were unable to reliably  
discern changes in knowledge, attitudes and behaviors – basic psychological tenets used 
in such types of evaluation of educational programs.  Of those reporting doing any type 
of evaluation of individuals, 23 of these 28 respondents reported relying principally on 
anecdotal evidence.  This stated, many of these projects adopted best practices identified 
by experts in environmental education as reported in the prior chapter.   
 
 
 
Achievement in Community Engagement 
American River Conservancy 
American River Native Fish Enhancement (2000) 
 
 

As a land conservancy, American River 
Conservancy (ARC) is exemplary in 
developing educational opportunities to 
involve the community, especially youth, in 
its organizational philosophy and 
operations. ARC’s guiding philosophy is th
discussions must begin with property owne
before embarking on potential acquisiti
activities.  NRT funds supported the 
American River Native Fish Enha
Project which trained members of the
and high school teachers and students to
take level 3 (professional) samples fro

tributaries to the South Fork American River to assess habitat conditions.  The more 
urbanized the landscape, the more impacted is the stream, yet there is little empirical 
data to support this theory.  ARC implemented the community education effort to engage 
the public in monitoring and protecting their own backyard. The BMI component of the 
project was an inexpensive means to collect baseline data on streams.  BMI monitoring 
has involved local teenagers who were interested in pursuing scientific careers (kids 
learned about initiative as ARC summer camp counselors). It also involved teachers, who 
receive a stipend for professional development, who will apply this knowledge in the 
classroom. The project’s success is evident in the creation of a database bracketed by
highest and lowest values to have a reference point for monitoring and the high 
involvement of community members, notable teachers and students. In the words of the 
project lead, “We established real live hands-on stewardship where science and math 
were key and introduced a lot of kids to real life field science”. 
 
The project also included habitat enhancement work and the development of a four-color 
educational brochure for local homeowners.  The Weber Creek brochure was intended to 
educate homeowners about protecting their own backyards.  The educational focus of 
ARC’s efforts is based on talking about wildlife, native fisheries, what’s needed to 
support Rainbow trout and Coho salmon, among other fish, and how to support a healthy 
watershed. ARC believes that there are fewer chemicals and less removal of vegetation 
on account of their recommendations and outreach.  
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If conservation concerns the interrelations of humans with wildlife, then evaluation for 
community-based conservation education efforts has to involve more than examining 
changes in student learning.  It also has to look at the ecological effects from conducting 
various conservation actions.  Again, no project utilized an experimental design that 
utilized anything more rigorous than a simple pre-post assessment with only eight 
meeting this threshold.  In these eight such projects, the grantees again failed to utilize 
some type of multi-variate method to control for external factors that could account for an 
ecological response independent of the project activities.  On the plus side, seven projects 
included baseline monitoring as a core component.  Such efforts are commendable; 
follow up research is needed to ascertain whether additional monitoring has been 
conducted and how such monitoring efforts have been used by various stakeholders.   
 
Regardless of the rigor of method used by grantees in the evaluation of their projects, we 
believe that anecdotal information is a useful exploratory device in identifying potential 
trends.  As such, the survey included an open-ended question that asked respondents to 
state the perceived impacts of the projects.  Twenty five of the 30 respondents provided at 
least one finding.  These answers were coded into four categories. 
 
The first category of responses related to human stresses on ecosystems.  Three such 
responses were provided including the American River Conservancy’s “American River 
Native Fish Enhancement” Project in which the respondent reported problems of 
urbanization impacting the watershed. 
 
The second involves assessments of habitats.  Twenty five responses related to changes in 
the habitat; some respondents listed more than one type of such change.  Far and away, 
the most common response involved changes to flora and fauna as reported by 14 
respondents.   
 
The third pertains to changes in overall biodiversity.  Three projects involved such an 
assessment, including the Western Shasta Resource Conservation District’s “Clear Creek 
Restoration and Monitoring” Project reporting of a “rebound of different species” based 
on wildlife tracking. 
 
The final category relates to changes in the implementation of stewardship, involving 
either a need for improved restoration efforts or of improved monitoring activities.  The 
evaluation team identified four projects falling under this category. 

 
Beyond producing knowledge,  the value of an evaluation is little if the reports remain 
unopened, sitting on dusty shelves.  The verdict is mixed in this regard.  Eighteen of the 
30 survey respondents (60 percent) reported sharing the findings of their assessments of 
their projects with other practitioners.  However, only ten of this 18 claimed that these 
other practitioners were actually using the findings.  Perhaps it is due to the low 
credibility of the evidence provided by the adopted evaluation methodology.  Perhaps it is 
due to the limits of the information to guide complex decisions.  And then again, perhaps 
it reflects cultural biases favoring intuition and belief (be it in conservation science ideas 
or otherwise) over empirically-produced knowledge formalized through evaluation 
efforts.   
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Real Science – Hard work pays off 
Mendocino Unified School District 
Big River Estuary Biodiversity Assessment (2001) 

 
Campbell / Hawthorne Timber Company 
along with the California Department of 
Fish and Game approached a group of 
teachers in the Mendocino Unified S
District’s School of Natural Resourc
(SONAR) about acquiring land along 
Big River (immediately in its backyard) 
for permanent protection in the mid-
1990’s.  These teachers worked with a 

group of their SONAR students to conduct an in-depth assessment of the flora and fauna 
in the Big River estuary to assess the ecological value of this natural resource.   The 
grantee shared the data with its partners (including the Mendocino Land Trust).  It led to
negotiations for purchasing the land as a fee simple acquisition.  Today, its 7,400 acres i
owned by the California Department of Parks used the data and other organiza
 
S
(Environmental Science and Ecology), began 
the venture in 2000, and both teachers have 
brought their respective areas of expertise to
the table and work very well with one another 
in an innovative collaborative team teaching 
approach. Of the project, Lemos reflected, 
“our goal was to get kids on the property do
real science that could be emulated in 
restoration careers later on…Each individual
was able to contribute something for conserve.
We worked together and under a tight timeline.  
There was a lot of pressure.  It was a pretty thrill
 

ing time.” 

C
selected for on-the-ground restoration activities and trained in collecting and analyzing 
baseline data.  Students were trained in a variety of monitoring techniques, including 
learning to identify and tag Coho and steelhead fry, and SCUBA and snorkeling for sp
dives.  These students also were members of an Advanced Placement Environmental 
Science and Honors Literature and Composition, and Topics in Eco-Literacy, which m
for two hours 4 times a week. Through these classes, these students became exposed to 
the writings of some of the leading conservationists like Aldo Leopold and Rachel 
Carson.  The large blocks of time designed in this program’s curriculum have been
essential and advantageous in the success of the environmental education componen
this project.  It is estimated that the students have saved the California State Parks 
Department about 4 to 5 years worth of work in collecting the baseline data.  After 
baseline data has been fully collected and assessed, Mendocino USD will move forw
with ranking sites most in need of restoration and long-term sustainability and will begin
invasive removal using the students.  The NRT funds helped to support Phase I of the 
project which focused on areas downstream in Big River. The 7,400-acre land 
acquisition is the largest to date in California.  
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able 15: Grantees’ Explanations for Their Project’s Successes 
N % 

 
C
 
W
based on a set of survey questions.  In particular, all but one survey respondent 
characterized their project as an overall success.  When probed to provide one o
reasons for this assessment, the respondents related to some conservation outcome (e.g
improvements in a particular type of habitat)  and/or an education change (e.g., increased
knowledge of some group of students).  In addition, respondents also provided 
explanations that related success to the sustainability of the project, increased le
participation by various targeted groups in the community, improved partnerships, 
development of monitoring schemes, and overall positive experience for project 
participants. Table 15 below depicts the number of reasons for project success by
category. Quotes are provided to illustrate the types of responses for each category
 
T
Category Grantees cite success 
Habitat 
improvements 

 up, no bad creek failures since the 

ed goals in removing Himalayan blackberry and fig 

ration work expanded” 

6  “Vegetation is holding
project” 
“Complet
trees” 
“Resto
“Native grasses survived” 

17 1%

Knowledge d they were really 

d experiences 

 hands on stewardship where science and 

16 57% 
increased 

“We brought K-5 classes an
knowledgeable about watersheds afterwards” 
“Students have been out and they have had goo
and learned a lot” 
“Establish real live
math were key; introduced a lot of kids to real life field 
science and got a lot of teachers involved” 

Ongoing 
other things” 

aid for locally 

13 46% “Program continues to grow” 
“Small project opened door to 
“It funded science curriculum and has been p
to maintain plants and add to them yearly” 

Increased 
n 

r year as 

ore students participate than we had expected; 
 

10 36% 
participatio

“Students came back to the project year afte
mentors” 
“We had m
more work was completed on the mountain; more students
got this invaluable exposure to the out-of-doors” 

Partnerships orest 
nds” 

ess -- partners were 

8 29% “Since the project we have worked with the US F
Service on follow up grants and have received federal fu
“Stronger partnership within organization and strong 
partnerships with science teachers” 
“Partners surveyed, and it was a succ
happy” 

Development  contribute to overall knowledge base…we’re still 

sess the health of Napa 
 

5 18% 
monitoring or 
education 
resources 

“Able to
doing monitoring on transplants” 
“Biological samples are used to as
River and are broadly being used by local government, CA
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EPA, numerous non-profits, TMDL process and planning fo
master environmental program” 
“Excellent curriculum developed

Positive 
e 

” 
e had good experiences 

4 14% 
experienc

“Good experience for kids and city
“Students have been out and they hav
and learned a lot” 

Percentages are b sponses from the grantee survey. 

erhaps most significantly, almost every grantee reported that the NRT grant award made 
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apacity Building Scorecard

ased on 28 total re
 
P
a critical impact on the feasibility of their project.  When asked what would have 
happened if these funds were not available, almost half (14 of 30) reported that the
project would not have happened at all.  As one grantee stated, we “wouldn't have d
[the project] and now we have all the nice tools so we can continue to do it.”   
 
T
discussed data relating to accomplishments for capacity building, education and 
conservation.  The following presents the scorecard. 
 
C  

n earlier chapter of the report discussed each of the dimensions associated with capacity 

ost 

ject 

able 16. NRT  Scorecard for Capacity Building Results of the Projects 

 
A
building efforts of grantees.  Table 16 summarizes these findings.  Overall, grantees’ 
capacity building efforts were exemplary in sustaining project activity – perhaps the m
important factor for projects that basically serve as seed capital.  Greater attention is 
needed by all interested parties in building better capacity to align local efforts for pro
site selection with regional priorities based on formal plans that balance ecological and 
economic concerns for critical habitat corridors. 
 
T
Criteria Score Comments 
Collaborative ctory veals grantees forming multiple partners 

lic 

 

Partnering 
Satisfa Evidence re

with particularly strong ties with those in schools, pub
sector  agencies and non-profit organizations.  Greater 
attention is needed for including private sector partners
in sustaining economic and ecological objectives. 

Organizational Satisfactory n to 

ance 

Development 
Evidence suggests that many grantees are moving o
more ambitious efforts.  However, more evidence is 
needed for directly assessing the grantee needs for 
capacity building beyond reported requests for guid
with project evaluation. 

Local-Regional Needs 
ement 

ing at too small of a scale with 

 

Alignment Improv
Many projects are operat
too many not aligned with a formal regional plan in 
aligning local efforts with regional priorities despite 
inclusion of numerous local and state in almost every
project. 

Sustainability Exemplary nce suggests that any project ended altogether 
 

No evide
after the grant closed.  Many projects expanded in scope
of activities at original site; many expanded activities to 
other sites. 



 

33 

 

ducation Scorecard
 
E  

s reported earlier, data are not available to directly assess how well these projects 

st 
s 

1. Learner Oriented 
ate 

s learning styles  
 / cultural background of students. 

 
 

2. Place Based  
 to the participants’ school and community.  

nities linked to 

 
3. Promotes Wonder 

ortunities for students to observe, to ask questions, to make 

 d discovery based.  Students are allowed to explore and create new 

 
4 Action-Oriented  

ands-on, require movement  
d influential members in their 

 
5. Interdependence 

ress linkages in natural systems. Students are exposed to 
ate) 

 
6 Promotes life long learning 

 thinking and decision making skills. 
rk, cooperation, 

 d to recreational activities that celebrate nature and can 

 nal support and information on how students can 

 
Even using this secondary approach, however, the data still leave too many gaps to 

st all 

 

 
A
performed in positively changing participants’ knowledge, attitudes and behaviors 
towards the environment and conservation.  Missing this information, the second-be
approach would involve examining the aligning of the projects’ educational component
with best practices identified among leading environmental educators.  These best 
practices include the following six attributes: 
 

 Age-appropri
 Tailored to variou
 Appropriate for the socio-economic

Different cultural norms or perspectives surface and are given respect. 

 Relevant
 Connection to surroundings – addresses future opportu

educational experience 

 Encourage opp
guesses  
Inquiry an
questions. 

. 
 Activities are h
 Programs empower students as important an

communities  

 Programs add
information about humans as part of the natural order (rather than separ

. 
 Programs engage critical
 Programs enforce desirable interpersonal skills such as teamwo

patience and respect 
Students are introduce
be pursued in the future 
Programs provide additio
continue learning/volunteering about wildlife. 

enable a fully comprehensive assessment.  While many respondents alluded to almo
of these factors in a survey question, the design of the instrument made it impossible to 
fully assess the full total of grantees whose projects were conforming to this practice and
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able 17.  NRT Scorecard for Educational Results of the Projects 

to what degree.  Specifically, as reported in the discussion around Table 11 on page 22, 
respondents were only asked to offer one or two lessons about conducting effective 
conservation education with no directing of specific responses to each of these six 
factors.  The resulting scorecard reveals many of the gaps with these first and secon
choices and includes at least several criteria for which data are available.  The summar
is provided in Table 17. 
 
T
Factor Score Comment 
Changes in Students’ ot available information on this factor 
Knowledge 

Data n Almost all 
is anecdotal. 

Changes in Students’ Data not available ormation on this factor 
Attitudes 

Almost all inf
is anecdotal. 

Changes in Students’ Data not available. ormation on this factor 
Behaviors 

Almost all inf
is anecdotal 

Learner Appropriate  Needs improvement  ased only on one of 
 

Assessment b
three components listed under this
practice:  only 8 of 36 projects 
report targeting disadvantaged 
groups of students. 

Place-based Exemplary n ensures such NRT Program desig
an outcome 

Promotes wonder Data not available formation on this factor Almost all in
is based on anecdotal information 

Action Oriented Satisfactory 

e 
 may 

ittedly 

Evidence reveals that almost all 
projects provided multiple 
exposures, but a conservativ
estimate is that only about half
incorporate actual hands-on 
restoration activities into the 
curriculum based on one adm
poorly designed survey question 
item. 

Interdependence Exemplary  not explicitly reported 
s 

iew 

 

While
anywhere, there were numerou
instances noted in project files, 
survey questionnaires and interv
transcripts of grantees adopting a 
pedagogical style that emphasized
the ecological interdependencies. 

Promotes life-long learning Data not available This is one key type of behavioral 
change for which credible data are 
not yet available to make any 
appropriate inference. 

Conformity with State Exemplary percent of 
r Standards 

As reported earlier, 82 
survey respondents stated that thei
projects conformed to State 
standards. 
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onservation Restoration Scorecard
 
C  

very project in the NRT portfolio had an application that included explicit references to 

e 
f 

tion that 

n this light, and given that no one on the evaluation team is properly trained to make 
 

 
tat 

n 
o 

e 
s 

oasting the Marriage of Science Education and Strategic Restoration  

 
he Lytton Creek Riparian Restoration Project’s 

 
 

 

ned, 

 
E
certain goals for restoring of targeted habitat and frequently fish and wildlife.  Yet, it is 
impossible to ascertain exactly what changes can be attributed to the projects.  For 
projects awarded in FY 2000 and FY 2001, the only uniform metrics collected by th
Foundation involved the amount of habitat covered by the projects – reported in units o
stream miles for aquatic projects and acres for those on land.  Without delving into the 
implications of such a measure, let it suffice that no quality control checks were 
conducted to verify grantee claims.  While the files also contained much informa
makes it possible to document the types of conservation restoration activities completed 
in water and on land, it is impossible to use this information to attribute these actions to 
any lasting changes in vegetation and/or biological responses of fish and wildlife.  In 
short, the scorecard here is incomplete. 
 
I
independent ecological assessments, the assessment used here is to identify two sets of
questions that funders and grantees are encouraged to talk about as a basis for setting 
strategies for making possible more credible evaluations of ecological impacts.  These
issues should center in identifying appropriate indicators for measuring changes in habi
and/or species.  Discussions also are warranted on correlating such indicators to the 
variations of conservation approaches taken as well as their integration with educatio
and capacity building efforts in assessing each project’s overall efficacy.  With respect t
this last point, the team observed varying opinions by grantees on the effectiveness of 
various approaches for restoring habitat under different circumstances – including thos
used to remove invasives and those associated with the planting of natives.  This matter i
returned to shortly as a specific recommendation. 
 
 
T
Circuit Rider Productions, Inc. 
Lytton Creek Project (2000) 
 

T
success is based on strong partnerships between a
private corporate landowner, science education and
conservation expertise from Circuit Rider Production
(CRP) staff. Extensive collaboration was required to 
expand the riparian corridor in a vineyard landscape 
to enhance the habitat for aquatic organisms and 
terrestrial species and, generally, to increase 
ent of the local riparian habitat is privately ow

primarily agricultural, and more and more under vineyards’ ownership.  This grantee 
has found new and innovative ways to partner with vineyards. Evidence of success 

biological diversity.  About 90 perc

includes the Clos du Bois  winery taking 15 acres out of production and using it as a
example of fish friendly farming; older students return to this and other project sites 
being restored year after year as mentors for newer groups of students.   
 

n 
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uring the Evaluation Team’s site visit last March, Sean McNeal, Manager of the CRP’s 

ces, 

al. 

RP disciplines itself in being strategic in its 

is 

 pursuing 
 over 

een 
itats.   

cing conservation using the best principles and methods of science 
rough projects that promote biodiversity and restoration using education as a base for 

 

rts, breaking 
own historic adversarial relations between environmental and agricultural interests, by 

 
ves 

it 
ived 

zation is a strong advocate of incorporating science curriculum into education 
y working with teachers and students to teach about core topics that integrate well with 

 

D
Watershed Science, Education and Outreach Program, explained: “There is no uniform 
formula for restoration; it’s site specific.  Sometimes, it’s appropriate for having kids 
doing removal of invasives.  Other times, it’s appropriate to focus on planting.  Where 
there is an intact native plant community, simply removing invasives is inadequate.  
Otherwise, the odds are greater that another invasive will occur.  In such circumstan
it’s better to do better planting.” The organization’s commitment to ongoing monitoring 
has led to demonstrations of effective methods for removal using cost-benefit analysis 
with costs estimated based on time dedicated to various approaches for invasive remov
 
C
activities when deciding which opportunities 
to pursue based on a number of factors, 
including:  (1) the property’s ecological 
value; and (2) assurance that the project 
not just “green-washing so that the 
landowner demonstrates integrity in
long-term stewardship of the property
the long haul.  The intent in all of the 
riparian efforts is to provide safe passage for 
anadromous fish in their migration betw
the ocean and in-stream spawning hab
 
Circuit Rider is advan
th
expanding civic engagement, particularly among youth.  NRT funds were the catalyst for 
Circuit Rider’s educational efforts related to riparian conservation.  These efforts include
developing a model where younger kids from lower economic backgrounds frequently 
served as the ones educating others in their families and communities. 
 
Circuit Rider effectively engages vineyard farmers with restoration effo
d
conversing with farmers to dispel the misperception that shade, actual acreage, and 
native plants along the riparian habitat suck water out from land for use on crops and 
encouraging labeling for fish farming friendly wines to produce branding that is 
appealing to consumers.  Farmers’ best alternative to dealing with unstable flood banks
caused by past practices is often to engage in the conservation restoration initiati
advanced by Circuit Rider or to try other methods of banking that would not likely 
receive regulatory approval and may lead to increased political conflict from local 
environmentalists. McNeal said, “Farmers are intuitively good stewards. For Circu
Rider to get in to private agricultural lands to do restoration with kids is still a perce
liability…Once landowners are incrementally involved, it helps reduce this perceived 
liability.” 
 
The organi
b
school curriculum and state science standards. In addition to classroom education, kids 
collect seeds that the next year’s cohort of students will use.  Circuit Rider educators can 
tap others in the organization to give presentations on an ecological topic or work with a
particular aspect of a project. The Lytton Creek Project strategically targeted high 
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. 

 
that transportation time is minimized, and the 

re 
ole 

re 
new 

lved in 
ir 

s
their work so that others may learn and apply 

school students, rather than students in younger grades, based on the maturity of this 
group for working on complex tasks associated with this type of conservation. Once 
students complete a project, they create a Power point presentation and teach younger
students about their work. High school students mentor the younger kids and Circuit 
Rider helps point them in a direction for what their adult lives might look like.  The next
step in building the program is to create sustainable summer internship opportunities
 

Circuit Rider posits that projects must be local so

participating kids can relate to it in creating a 
sense of their own place. Though certain kids a
working in one site, they are plugging into a wh
program that is working on a regional scale. 
Restoration projects used to be the means for 
Circuit Rider to get kids involved. Now, kids a
using their energies and connections to create 
restoration projects for CRP.  CRP has an 
established history with 30 years of restoration 
work in the community.  CRP is heavily invo
environmental education for at-risk students. The
seminating the evaluation models and results of 
their many best practices.  

 

next challenge is testing, documenting and di
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Chapter 5.  Recommendations 
 
The final part of this report discusses recommendations for the NRT Program and for 
others like it that aim to foster community-based conservation education approaches.  It 
begins by noting what grantees suggest.  It then proceeds to the evaluation team’s own 
suggestions. 
 
Respondent Suggestions for Improving the NRT Program 
 
While grantees expressed high levels of appreciation for the NRT funding, they provided 
concrete suggestions for programmatic improvement when surveyed and for those 
participating in the subsequent face-to-face interviews. The core suggestions made by 
grantees were elicited with two prompts in the grantee survey:  
 

1. What can the Foundation do better in the future to help grantees involved 
with community conservation efforts? Please list one or two key 
recommendations. 

 
2. Is there anything else you’d like to tell me about the grant program or your 

project? 
 
The following summarizes the responses with coding corresponding to the following 
themes:  (1) funding, (2) community building; (3) technical assistance for evaluation; 
and (4) reporting.  Each is briefly elaborated upon. 
 
Funding 
 
Not surprisingly, when asked what the Foundation can do to better to help grantees, 10 
(34 percent) explicitly recommend ongoing and sustainable funding. Comments related to 
funding fall into three core categories: (1) long-term support (e.g., ongoing financial 
support for existing programs; longer-term funding for projects to start and implement 
beyond pilot funding.; (2) funding for specific areas including outreach (e.g., funding 
directed to community and schools; “Some people come to us, and some people we have 
to go to.”), and (3) funding for monitoring (e.g., “. “We are the only non-profit doing it 
[monitoring], and it is very difficult to get funds for it;”. “constant data requests [for 
monitoring], yet it's hard to fund).” 
 
 
Community Building 
 
It is important for grantees to have the opportunity to network and learn from their peers 
as well as Foundation staff.  Ten of the survey respondents explicitly recommended that 
the Foundation take a more active role in bringing together their peers and being more 
involved throughout the grant period. Suggestions around fostering community fall into 
two core categories: grantee community building amongst grantees and Foundation 
communication with individual grantees.  
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With respect to community building between grantees, respondents suggested online 
forums, sharing best practices, and helping building of partnerships. The comments 
below characterize the community welcomed by the NRT grantees: 
 

Bring grantees together to help figure out future funding - think of grants as 
cohort to help work continue - does not have to be physical get together. 
 
A newsletter for grantees to give a sense of community. With other grants I've 
been part of a cohort and grantees can support each other.  
 
Looking forward to May workshop. [The Foundation is] doing the right thing 
to bring grantees together.  

 
In addition to building stronger connections between organizations doing 
conservation education, grantees voiced an interest in more communication and 
direct support from the Foundation staff. In the words of one grantee,  “[We] 
appreciate autonomy but nobody showed interest...come talk to students. No 
formal outreach from larger world to smaller world.  It would have been nice to 
see this -- have someone come by and say this is who we are.” This sentiment was 
echoed by other grantees.  Given the already existing practice of having media 
events coordinated by the Foundation, PG&E and the grantee following a grant 
award, all parties might consider what might further be done given the limited 
resources available to all parties. 
 
  
Technical Assistance with Evaluation 
 
Five grantees participating in the survey believe that the Foundation could help grantees 
by providing more technical assistance in evaluation. For the most part, grantees are 
looking for guidance in evaluation. The quotes below exemplify such opinions:: 
 

“More guidance regarding evaluation procedures.” 
“Provide portion of funding for assistance in pre- and post-monitoring.”  

 
Simplified Reporting 
 
A group of grantees expressed concern in simplifying reporting requirements.  Some 
grantees felt particularly strong about this issue on account of the relatively small grant 
size.  
 
 
Evaluation Team Recommendations 
 
In putting together our own set of recommendations, we begin with the words of a former 
staff member at Circuit Rider who participated in the survey.  Her sentiments are 
powerful in helping to explain the underlying beliefs motivating individuals like her and 
the other NRT grantees to pursue community-based conservation efforts involving school 
children and others in their community: 
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  “We are strong advocates of focusing on science and incorporating science 
curriculum so we have a hybrid approach working with teachers and students to 
learn from our staff about watershed function and biodiversity, hydrology and 
core curriculum topics that integrate well with school curriculum. It takes 
science and moves it into the field instead of natural history and more 
experiential approach common in environmental education.” 

 
Yet, we strongly believe a commitment to science in conservation means much more than 
applying appropriate project methodology.  It also involves moving beyond anecdote in 
making assessments.   Adaptive management applies to a wide array and often 
overlapping of activities involving capacity building, planning, education, restoration 
(and other direct conservation actions, e.g., species reintroductions and monitoring.  
Resolving wicked ecological dilemmas caused in ecosystems requires embracing 
uncertainty by applying adequate evaluation protocols in testing what are presumed to be 
best practices while always willing to accept the prospect of unintended consequences.  
We consequently begin our first set of recommendations focused on evaluation.  We then 
move to recommendations more directly pertaining to capacity building, education and 
restoration conservation. 
 
Improving Evaluative Capacity 
 
If grantees do not embrace such a commitment to more rigorous evaluation of their 
projects, they may find themselves doing more than currently scrambling for scarce 
money among various funders to keep their projects, programs and organizations alive.  
Public agencies and foundations are increasingly being driven by outcome-based grant 
giving in which grant awards are tied to increasingly more stringent grantee evaluation of 
impacts of their projects.  Hence, even if the NRT Program remains flexible and 
amenable to experimentation, the same cannot be said of other funders who grantees may 
need to report.  At this point in time, these funding organizations are still searching for 
common evaluation standards.  Grantees who wait for these various funders to provide 
common guidance may instead find themselves responding to multiple evaluation 
requirements and approaches, even if the money is all being pooled for the same set of 
activities.  
 
The evaluation team highly recommends that NRT funders and grantees seize upon the 
opportunity now to engage in a dialogue about appropriate evaluation approaches in an 
area of conservation where evaluation is just beginning to scratch the surface in being 
pro-active on this issue.  We further encourage the experimenting of various approaches 
to evaluation for assessing longitudinal changes in students targeted for stewardship and 
with the ecological responses in ecosystems subject to manipulation from conservation 
projects.  We further iterate that all respect and consider each others’ interests and 
concerns:   grantees’ seeking to avoid non-productive micro-management and building of 
evaluation schemes that can guide their adoption of improved conservation practices in 
the field; funders’ need for improving ability of grantees to effectively demonstrate what 
works and what does not work in order to better allocating scarce dollars (and time). In 
the process, we additionally recommend piloting of strategies for building technical 
capacity of evaluation and monitoring by using third parties with appropriate methods. 
 
In helping to build out capacity to better measure project and programmatic performance, 
we encourage all parties to explore experimental designs that at a minimum include pre-
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post testing with detailed narratives that explain alternative influences that may be 
attributions on observed outcomes.  This type of approach already has been incorporated 
into many of the Foundation’s project applications and final reports, including the use of 
a type of logic framework.  We hope that the focus on this issue at the May 9 symposium 
will help to jump-start this process.  
 
With respect to indicators, it is imperative that the funders and grantees focus on the next 
generation of investments for producing better measures of impacts associated with 
capacity building, education and restoration efforts.  The following types of indicators are 
suggested in each category.  This information comes from a process underway at the 
Foundation in improving the overall evaluative capacity of it and its partners in its dozens 
of grant programs.  In this new culture, grantees and Foundation staff are collaborating in 
developing logic frameworks and statistical indicators as part of the overall grant giving 
process.  In a review of over 300 such frameworks completed by grantees to date, a group 
of Foundation project administrators have begun to identify exemplary indicators.  The 
following are potential types of indicators that would be of value in assessing capacity 
building, educational and restoration elements of future projects in the NRT portfolio. 
 
Capacity Building Indicators 
 

1. # of volunteers remaining active at various levels of commitment over a 
given period of time. 

2. Quantification and description of changes in responsibility and roles of 
volunteers over a given period of time. 

3. Quantification and description of changes in scope and scale of activities 
within original project site. 

4. # of corporations and/or private landowners participating in the project 
and who commit to long-term efforts at restoration on their properties 
who have been identified in regional plans as being located in ecological 
critical habitat; amount of restoration projects planned and implemented 
on such properties. 

5. Quantification and description of existence of formal agreement on 
strategic priorities for habitat restoration efforts in local communities 
aligned with formal regional plans16 

6. Quantification and description of extent of dissemination of evaluation 
findings (e.g., number of reports delivered, number of various groups of 
stakeholders attending presentations, evidence on adoption of evaluation 
findings in future project activities). 

 
 
Evaluation of Education Activities: 
 
The evaluation team concurs that the priorities in developing indicators should focus on 
changes in attitudes and behaviors rather than those related to knowledge.17 As a starting 

 
16 Readers interested in specific types of indicators that may fall under this heading are suggested to contact 
Matt Birnbaum and/or Sarah Masengarb. 
17 The team is cognizant of the complexities in which the No Child Left Behind Act has implemented 
standardized test scores.  The team recognizes that opportunities exist  to demonstrate increase standardized 
test scores in furthering partnerships with schools (particularly teachers in upper grades) since it provides a 
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point for thinking through appropriate methods for measuring changes in attitudes and 
behaviors, the team recommends piloting with a grantee (and/or third party evaluator) 
with adequate statistical skill and properly trained in survey methodology and trusted by 
various stakeholders in the education community to develop methods for longitudinally 
tracking changes in students’ to study conservation-related courses and to engage in 
stewardship (including educating adults in the community and mentoring younger cohorts 
of youth) and their correlation with specific project activities.  These efforts also should 
focus on those types of approaches that can be easily replicated by many grantees.  
 
 
Conservation Restoration Indicators 
 
It is important at the outset to note that monitoring here not necessarily be done 
universally in every iota in a targeted landscape and/or watershed.  At the same time, it 
also is imperative that the indicators provide measures for relating achievements at the 
project level in relation to the appropriate eco-regional scale.  Again, the evaluation team 
advises reaching out to evaluation experts in academia and elsewhere who can help 
develop appropriate sampling protocols and approaches that can help spur innovations.  
In this respect, we suggest that parties keep abreast of a two-day symposium held last 
June, co-hosted by the Foundation and EPA, which brought together over 90 leading 
evaluation experts in conservation.  We further recommend that grantees and their 
partners not wait for top-down direction and to begin to flow innovations upwards 
building on the following suggested types of indicators and instead reach out to third 
parties with appropriate expertise in monitoring to pilot and refine approaches for 
assessing ecological impacts.  These might include the following types of indicators that 
other grantees have adopted in other projects funded by the Foundation: 
 

1. % plant cover/geographic area (e.g., acre) 
2. % native plant/invasive plant cover per geographic area (e.g., acre) 
3. Percent survival of planted seedlings (shrubs, etc.) per geographic area 

(e.g., acre) 
4. # fish and animal species, and # of individuals of each species per 

geographic area (e.g., ¼ stream mile) 
 
 

Better Partnering with the Private and Public Sectors 
 
It was encouraging to observe strong ties between NGO’s, schools and public sector 
agencies in almost all of the projects.  On the other hand, the level of inclusion of private 
businesses and landowners was low.  We encourage others to learn from the lessons of 
those like Circuit Rider Productions and Friends of the Napa River in their apparently 
successful partnering with wine growers.   
 
We further encourage continued, more directed discussions with those in local, state and 
federal agencies about efforts to better coordinate local activities with regional priorities 
to limit choices that favor short-term opportunities over long-term strategies.  We 
recognize that many school teachers have neither the time nor resources to do this on 

 
potential means of testing how best place-based environmental education can improve changes in student 
knowledge.   
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their own.  This makes it even more important for others in the area to help step in and 
devise ways to make this a reality. 
 
Further Discussions on Best Types of Restoration Practices 
 
We hope that meetings like this one in the future will include dialogue with botanists and 
others with appropriate expertise for addressing the various methods used in restoration.  
We further encourage gatherings like this one identify priorities of mutual concern.  We 
stated at the beginning that no member of the evaluation team had the appropriate 
knowledge to assess the best types of restoration practices.  In conducting this 
investigation, we have identified issues that should be the focus of continued dialogue.  
These include those related to methods for removing invasives; those related to planting 
of natives;  those related to the mixing of removal of invasives with planting of natives; 
and those related to the tying of habitat restoration approaches with efforts to better 
conserve targeted fish and wildlife. 
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Appendix I.  Nature Restoration Program Project Portfolio 



 

46 

 
  

  Grantee Project Name 
Fiscal 
Year 

1 

Acterra San Francisquito Watershed Improvement  2005 

2 

Alameda County Resource 
Conservation District Palomares Creek Watershed Project 2000 

3 

American River Conservancy American River Native Fish Enhancement 2000 

4 

Aquatic Outreach Institute Richmond Wetland and Upland Restoration 2001 

5 

Arcata High School -CEDAR 
Academy Jolly Giant Creek Restoration  2005 

6 

Calaveras County Office of 
Education North Grove and San Domingo Restoration 2000 

7 

California State University-Fresno 
Foundation Merced and San Joaquin River Restoration 2000 

8 

California State University-
Stanislaus Foundation Kit Fox Recovery in San Joaquin Valley 2000 

9 

Chico Country Day School Wildland Preserve Learning Center  2005 

10 

Circuit Rider Productions, Inc. Lytton Creek Riparian Restoration 2000 
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  Grantee Project Name 
Fiscal 
Year 

11 

Creative Environmental 
Conservation Lower Navidad Creek / Laurel Lake Restoration . 

12 

Friends of Santa Clara Parks and 
Recreation 

Ulistac Natural Area Habitat Restoration [Oak 
Savanna] 2000 

13 

Friends of the Napa River Napa River Restoration and Community 
Education 2001 

14 

Glenn County Office of Education Sacramento Valley Native Oak Restoration 2000 

15 

Golden Gate Audubon Society Martin Luther King, Jr. Shoreline Education  2005 

16 

Laguna de Santa Rosa Foundation Laguna Uplands Restoration 2001 

17 
Lindsay Wildlife Museum Walnut Creek Park Butterfly Restoration 2000 

18 

Marin Conservation Corps East Marin Watershed Restoration  2005 

19 

Matrix of Change Gualala River Restoration and Education 2001 

20 
Mendocino Unified School 
District Big River Estuary Biodiversity Assessment 2001 

21 

Morro Estuary Greenbelt Alliance Morro Bay Coastal Dune Restoration 2000 
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  Grantee Project Name 
Fiscal 
Year 

22 
Mother Lode Job Training 
Agency Sutter Creek Restoration and Outreach . 

23 

Muir Heritage Land Trust Alhambra Creek Restoration and Education  2005 

24 

ONeill Sea Odyssey Making the Connection in Elkhorn Slough 2000 

25 

ONeill Sea Odyssey West Struve Slough Restoration and Education  2005 

26 

San Bruno Mountain Watch San Bruno Mountain Education  2005 

27 

San Francisco League of Urban 
Gardeners Heron's Head Park Waterfront Restoration 2000 

28 

San Mateo County Parks and 
Recreation Foundation San Mateo Environmental Education 2001 

29 

Save San Francisco Bay 
Association Community-Based Restoration Program  2001 

30 

Sierra Foothill Nature Center 
Riparian Restoration Sierra Foothill Conservancy 2001 

31 

Sierra Nevada Alliance Carson Creeks Community Workdays II 2002 
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  Grantee Project Name 
Fiscal 
Year 

32 
Sonoma Ecology Center Nathanson Creek Restoration-II 2005 

33 

South Bay Union School District South Bay Wetlands Restoration 2001 

34 
Tuolumne River Preservation 
Trust Big Bend Outdoor Classroom  2005 

35 

Western Shasta Resource 
Conservation District Clear Creek Restoration and Monitoring  2005 

36 

Yolo Basin Foundation Service Learning in the Pacific Flyway 2001 
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Appendix II. 
Grantee Survey Questionnaire
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APPLICANT:       
PROJECT NAME:       
DATE OF FIRST CONTACT:       
# of SUBJECT CONTACTS:       
DATE OF INTERVIEW:      
INTERVIEWEE:       
DURATION OF INTERVIEW:      
 
Introduction  
 
Hello, is this ___________________?  Hi, my name is  ___________________. As 
mentioned in a recent fax from Larry Goldzband of PG&E and Claire Thorp of the 
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, I’m calling about an evaluation of the 
Foundation and PG&E’s Nature Restoration Trust Program. Your project grant [give 
name and year] was part of the Nature Restoration Trust Program. As part of the 
evaluation, we are surveying the Program’s grantees. The survey will take approximately 
20 minutes. 
 
Is this a good time to talk? [IF “NO”]   OK, could you suggest a better time to reach 
you? Why don’t you give me a couple of good times to reach you over the next few days? 
[GET TIMES AND CONCLUDE CALL]       
 
[IF “YES”] Excellent. The goal of this evaluation is to help PG&E and the Foundation 
evaluate the effectiveness of the grant program in order to improve conservation efforts 
in California. I already know a little about your organization.  The intent of this survey is 
to fill in some key gaps. Your participation is greatly appreciated. 
 
I’ve got a series of questions to ask about your project. The information from our 
discussion will be aggregated, and no single response will be attributed to you unless you 
specifically tell us otherwise. Do you have any questions before I begin the survey? 
 
 [IF “NO,” PROCEED TO NEXT SECTION]  
 [IF “YES,” ANSWER QUESTIONS, THEN PROCEED TO NEXT SECTION]  
 
 
 
Introductory Questions  
 
Ok, let’s begin.  
 
1. What was your role in the project [give name and year again]?       
 
2. Please briefly describe the project.  [If grantee identifies any core areas not covered 
in archival work, ask a follow-up probe for confirmation.  If confirmed, ensure that 
questions for this core area get asked later in the survey.]       
 
3.   How’d the project go overall? Would you describe it as a success or a failure? 
  Success 
  Failure 
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 3a. Please provide one or two reasons for this opinion. 
  REASON 1:       
  REASON 2:       
 
4.What would you say were the project’s one or two primary conservation goals and one 
or two primary educational goals?   
 CONSERVATION GOAL 1:       
 CONSERVATION GOAL 2:       
 EDUCATIONAL GOAL 1:       
 EDUCATIONAL GOAL 2:       
  
5. Did this project fit into a larger conservation effort in the region?   
  YES 
  NO [Skip to instructions below for next steps] 
  DON’T KNOW [Skip to instructions below for next steps] 
 
 IF YES:   
 5a.  Is there an actual, written regional conservation plan? 
   YES 
   NO (Skip to instructions below for next steps) 

DON’T KNOW (Skip to instructions below for next steps) 
 
 5b.  What is the name of the plan,       

and who is the organization that has the primary responsibility for its 
implementation?       

 
    
 

END OF INTRODUCTORY SECTION 
 
 
 
 [CORE SPECIES AND HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS] 
These next five set of questions concern the conservation component of your project. 
 
6. Please describe one or two major changes to the species and/or habitat that happened 
as a result of your project. 

CHANGE 1:        
CHANGE 2:        

  
7.  What are one or two principal lessons learned from doing this project about ways to 
do conservation to improve the natural environment:  
 Lesson 1:      
 Lesson 2:      
 
8. What was the size of the approximate geographic area covered by the project? [Get this 
quantified, say, meters, acres, stream miles]      
 
 [ASK ONLY FOR PROJECTS THAT HAVE CLOSED]   
10.  Since this project ended, has conservation work continued at the site? 
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  YES 
  NO (Skip to Question 10b) 
  DON’T KNOW (Skip to Instructions) 

 
IF YES: 
 10a) Please briefly describe the status of the work to date [Use probes to 
 assess (1) changes in geographic scale, (2) changes in conservation 
 focus like switching from capacity building to on-the-ground restoration, 
 (3) changes in leaders and participants.]        
 

  10b) Is monitoring ongoing?   
    YES (Skip to instructions at bottom of page) 

   NO 
   DON’T KNOW (Skip to instructions at bottom of page) 

 
IF QUESTION 10 WAS NO: 
 
10c) How come?  [With a probe ready to find out what could have been done 
differently if grantee indicates that a problem was created by not continuing 
the project.]      

 
 
 
CORE EDUCATION PROJECTS  
 
The following four sets of questions relate to the educational component of your project. 
11. Who was directly involved in the project?  I’m going to name a list of groups.  
Please say yes to each group that was a primary audience of your project’s educational 
efforts. 
  Elementary school students 
  Middle school students 
  High school students 
  Elementary school teachers 

 Middle school teachers  
 High school teachers 

  College students 
  Landowners 
  General public 
  Public officials 

 
IF YES FOR ELEMENTARY, MIDDLE SCHOOL, OR HIGH SCHOOL 
STUDENTS, ASK: 11a) Did this project satisfy California’s State science 
standards? 

  YES    
  NO    
  DON’T KNOW 
  
11b. Were there any other groups targeted for the educational component of the 
project?  
  YES         [11ai] Who were they?         
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  NO    
  DON’T KNOW 

 
12.  What were the one or two key lessons learned about following the educational 
approach for this project as part of a conservation initiative? 
 KEY LESSON 1:      
 KEY LESSON 2:      

 
 
 
CORE MONITORING PROJECTS 
I am now going to ask you a series of questions about the portion of your project dealing 
with project monitoring. 
 
16.  Did monitoring for the project take place as planned? 

  YES     
 NO 

 
17.  Briefly state two key findings from the monitoring. 
 FINDING 1:      
 FINDING 2:      
 
18. Did you communicate results to conservation practitioners working in the local 
community?  
FOR 2005: DO YOU ANTICIPATE COMMUNICATING RESULTS WITH LOCAL 
CONSERVATION PRACTICIONERS? 

 Yes  
 No  (Skip to Question 20)  
 Don’t Know (Skip to Question 20) 

 
 18a) IF YES: Are they using the results of your work? 

 Yes  
 No  
 Don’t Know  

 
19) Were there any parties not reached that might find this information useful? 

 
 Yes  
 No  (Go to next section for Project Evaluation) 
 Don’t Know (Go to next section for Project Evaluation) 

 
 IF YES:  19a) Who are these individuals?      

 
 
 
CORE CAPACITY BUILDING PROJECTS (ASK ALL RESPONDENTS 
CAPACITY BUILDING QUESTIONS) 
The next set of questions are intended to help us better understand the way that your 
project attempted to improve the capacity for doing community conservation. 
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13. How effective were your capacity building efforts in your project?  Overall, would 
you conclude that they were effective or ineffective?   
  Effective 
   Ineffective 
 
14. Did your project include any of the following three capacity building efforts? Please 
answer yes or no for each one. 
 

14a. First, did you build partnerships with other organizations?  
  YES  
  NO (Skip to Question 14b) 

 DON’T KNOW (Skip to Question 14b) 
 

IF YES:  
14ai) Who are these organizations?      
 

14b. Second, did your project rely on expert assistance for any of the following activities: 
1) Design and planning of the project  

 YES  
  NO (Skip to 2)  

  DON’T KNOW/ DON’T RECALL (Skip to 2) 
 
 2)   Implementing the project 
   YES   
   NO (Skip to 3)  
   DON’T KNOW/ DON’T RECALL (Skip to 3) 
 

3) Project Monitoring 
   YES    

 NO (Skip to 14c)  
 Don’t Know/Don’t Recall (Skip to 14c) 

 
14 c. And finally, did people in your organization partake in formal professional 

 development as part of this project? 
 YES   
 NO (Skip to Question 15)  
 Don’t Know/Don’t Recall (Skip to Question 15) 

 
15.  At this point in time, is there additional need for experts, partners, or professional 
development for continuing the conservation work associated with this project? 
   Yes 

 No  
   Don’t Know 
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EVALUATION-RELATED QUESTIONS (ASK TO ALL RESPONDENTS): 
These next set of questions concern the evaluation approaches used for your project. 
 

20.  In general, how well trained were the project staff in developing an evaluation 
system to assess changes in knowledge and associated behaviors among the 
individuals participating in the project?  Would you say staff was adequately trained 
or needed more training: 

 Adequately Trained   Needed More Training 
 

21. In general, how well trained were the project staff in developing an evaluation 
system to monitor ecological changes in wildlife resulting from the project’s 
conservation activities?  Would you say staff was adequately trained or needed 
more training: 

 
 Adequately Trained   Needed More Training 

 
22.  Did you have adequate resources to evaluate the project? 

 YES (Skip to Question 23)    NO 
  
If NO, ask: 
a.  What additional resources would you have liked to receive?      
b.  How would the evaluation and monitoring systems have differed if you had 
received the additional resources?      

 
22. Have you been able to track any changes in those who have participated in this 

project since it ended?  
FOR 2005: Do you have plans to track any changes in participants once this project 
ends? 

 YES  [IF YES, go to a]  
 NO  [IF NO, skip to #24 on next page] 

 
a. Have you been able to track any changes in knowledge for those who participated 
in this project since it ended?  
FOR 2005 projects ask: When the project ends do you plan to track changes in 
project participants KNOWLEDGE? 

 YES    
 NO (Skip to Question 24) 
 Don’t Know (Skip to Question 24)  

IF YES:  23ai) Please briefly describe one or two examples  
of changes in knowledge.  

   KNOWLEDGE CHANGE 1:      
   KNOWLEDGE CHANGE 2:      
 

ATTITUDE? 
 YES  
 NO (Skip to Question 24) 
 Don’t Know (Skip to Question 24) 

IF YES:   23bi)  Please briefly describe one or two examples of this type 
of change in attitude. 

  ATTITUDE CHANGE 1:      
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 ATTITUDE CHANGE 2:      
 

BEHAVIOR? 
   YES 
   NO (Skip to Question 23d) 
   DON’T KNOW (Skip to Question 23d) 
 

IF YES: 23ci) Please briefly describe one or two examples of this change 
in behavior.  

 BEHAVIOR CHANGE 1      
 BEHAVIOR CHANGE 2      
 
 23d) Is this information used in these assessments about changes in the 
 individuals’ knowledge, attitudes and behaviors anecdotal or based on a 
 formal evaluation system beyond the Foundation’s specific project grant 
 reporting requirements? 
  Anecdotal (Skip to Question 24) 
  Formal Evaluation System 
 
 IF FORMAL EVALUATION SYSTEM, ASK: 

23di) Was any of the following types of research methods used for 
assessing changes to individuals participating in the educational 
component of the project.  PLEASE ANSWER YES TO ANY THAT 
APPLY. 
1) Surveys  YES  
2) Standardized tests  YES 
3) Interviews  YES  
4) Focus Groups YES  
5) Observation  YES  
 
23dII) Were any of the following features used for tracking individuals 
participating in the project. PLEASE ANSWER YES TO ANY THAT 
APPLY 
1) Pre and post comparisons   YES  No 
2)  Use of control groups   YES  No 
If YES for Control Groups, ask following question: 

1) Was random assignment used?      YES  NO 
 
24.  Have you tracked any changes in the habitat and species since completing 

the conservation work in the project?  
FOR 2005 – DO YOU PLAN TO TRACK ANY CYHANGES WHEN 
THE PROJECT ENDS? 

   YES  
    NO (SKIP TO QUESTION 25) 
    DON’T KNOW (SKIP TO QUESTION 25) 
 

If YES, ask:  24a) Briefly summarize one or two of the key findings. 
 FINDING 1      
 FINDING 2      
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 24b) Is the information used in this assessment anecdotal or based on a 
 formal evaluation system beyond the Foundation’s specific project grant 
 reporting requirements? 
  Anecdotal (Skip to Question 25)  Formal Evaluation System 
 
 IF FORMAL, ASK 

24bi) Was any of the following types of research methods used 
for assessing changes to the habitat and species. PLEASE 
ANSWER YES TO ANY THAT APPLY. 

1) Surveying    YES  NO 

2) Standardized tests    YES  NO  

3) Interviews   YES  NO 

4) Focus Groups   YES  NO 

5) Photos   YES  NO  

6) Observations  YES  NO 

24bii) Were any of the following features used in the evaluation’s 
design for assessing changes to the habitat and species.  Please 
answer YES or NO. 
1) Pre and post comparisons   YES  NO 
2)  Use or control groups   YES  NO 

  
If YES, ask following question: Was random assignment used?  

 YES  NO 
 

25.  Many funders require grantees to demonstrate the results of their work  
  using formal evaluation tools.  How useful would it be to obtain additional 
  training on evaluation?  Would you say it would be useful or not useful? 

    Useful    Not useful 
 
 
 
CLOSING QUESTIONS 
I am now going to ask you the final set of questions for this survey.   
 
26. Has this project led to the initiation of any related endeavors?  
FOR 2005: Do you anticipate this project leading to the initiation of related endeavors? 

 YES     
 NO    
 DON’T KNOW 

 
IF YES:  26a) Please briefly describe [Use probes to get answers to the who, 
what, when, where, how much, why]      

 
27.  Without support from the Nature Restoration Trust grant program, how would your 

project have been impacted?      
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28. What can the Foundation do better in the future to help grantees involved with 
community conservation efforts? Please list one or two key recommendations.  

RECOMMENDATION 1:      
RECOMMENDATION 2:      
 

Again, I’d like to emphasize that all information will be kept confidential.  The final 
questions are intended to help us better understand the diversity of the Foundation’s 
grantees.  

 
29. What is the highest level of education that you have received? 
 

High school diploma (Skip to Question 30) 
College degree 
Master’s degree or another graduate degree 
Ph.D 

 
 29a. What was your academic major for your undergraduate and graduate  
 degrees?  

  Undergraduate:      
  Graduate:      

 
30. About how many years have you been working in your current occupation?      YEARS 
 
31. About how many years have you been working for this organization?      YEARS 
 
32. About how many years have you been working in this geographic area?      YEARS 
 
 
 
CONCLUDING with FINAL SET OF QUESTIONS 
 

33.   The evaluation team, including myself, Matt Birnbaum, the Foundation’s 
Evaluation Science Officer, and Claire Thorp, The Foundation’s Director for the 
Southwest Region will be visiting projects sites the week of March 7 – 10 to round 
out our understanding of the program and the various projects funded. If we select 
your project for a field visit, would it be possible to do so that week?  

  YES – go to a 
 NO 
 DON’T KNOW – go to a 

a) IF YES OR DON’T KNOW, ASK: 
“Should we contact you or someone else for the follow up if we do select 
your project for a potential field visit?” [Get needed information for 
follow-up if contact is not respondent.]      

 
34. Well that’s it for the questions. Is there anything else you’d like to tell me about the 
grant program or your project?       
 
Thank you very much for your time!  Your collaboration in this process is much 
appreciated.  If you have more questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. My phone 
number is _______________. 
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Nature Restoration Trust Awards  
 First Year   

 
Grantee:  Alameda County Resource Conservation District 
Project Location:  Castro Valley (Alameda County) 
Project Title:  Palomares Creek Watershed Project 
Description:  Remove non-native vegetation (English Ivy and Periwinkle) and plant 
native vegetation (buckeye, willow, wild rose, and others) in the Palomares Creek 
riparian area.  The Alameda RCD is partnering with the Castro Valley School District 
and Palomares Elementary School; the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
and University of California Cooperative Extension to conduct restoration, trail 
improvement, and education activities. 
 
Grantee:  American River Conservancy 
Project Location:  Placerville (Eldorado County) 
Project Title:  South Fork River Naïve Fish Habitat Enhancement 
Description:  Assess habitat conditions of four tributaries to the South Fork American 
River (Weber Creek, Greenwood Creek, Hastings Creek, and Dutch Creek), develop a 
fisheries enhancement plan, conduct habitat enhancement work, and provide field based 
science opportunities for student interns from several local colleges and high schools in 
El Dorado County. 
 
Grantee:  Calaveras County Office of Education 
Project Location:  Arnold/Hathaway Pines (Calaveras County) 
Project Title:  North Grove and San Domingo Restoration Projects 
Description:  Fifty at-risk high school students from Calaveras County will interact with 
resource professionals at the Stanislaus National Forest and the Calaveras Big Trees State 
Park to implement two habitat restoration projects.  In partnership with the USDA-Forest 
Service, the high schoolers will assist in riparian restoration in the San Domingo 
watershed; in partnership with the Department of Parks and Recreation, black oak 
habitats will be restored in the North Grove Oak Woodland Area. 
 
Grantee: California State University-Fresno Foundation 
Project Location:  Fresno 
Project Title:  Merced and San Joaquin River Restoration 
Description:  Integrate a University-level interdisciplinary watershed restoration and 
management program with high school ecology/earth science classes through two hands-
on riparian restoration projects on the Merced and San Joaquin Rivers.  CSU-Fresno will 
partner with the Hoover and Sanger high schools, the San Joaquin River Parkway and 
Conservation Trust, and the California State Departments of Water Resources and Fish 
and Game through this project. 
 
Grantee:  California State University-Stanislaus Foundation 
Project Location: Lost Hills (Kern County) 
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Project Title:  Kit Fox Recovery in the Southern San Joaquin Valley 
Description:  Construct artificial dens in agricultural fields and orchards in the Lost Hills 
to allow kit foxes to occupy and move through these areas with reduced vulnerability to 
attack by coyotes.  CSU Stanislaus will work with Paramount Farming Company, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California State Departments of Fish and Game and 
Water Resources, Environmental Defense, and Kern County high schools toward the 
mutual goal of recovering the San Joaquin kit fox. 
 
Grantee:  Circuit Rider Productions, Inc. 
Project Location:  Healdsburg (Sonoma County) 
Project Title:  Lytton Creek Riparian Restoration and Education 
Description:  Restore at least 15 acres of native riparian habitat along Lytton Creek, a 
salmonid-bearing (Coho salmon and steelhead trout) tributary to the Russian River.  
Circuit Rider Productions, Inc. is partnering with Clos du Bois Vineyard (the landowner) 
and the Environmental Studies programs of Windsor and Healdsburg high schools 
through this project. 
 
Grantee:  Friends of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation 
Project Location:  Santa Clara (Santa Clara County) 
Project Title:  Ulistac Natural Area-Community Habitat Restoration Project 
Description:  Restore a six-acre portion of the Ulistac Natural Area to native oak savanna 
by removing non-native vegetation and planting a wide variety of native trees and shrubs.  
Friends of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation is partnering with Wilcox High School’s 
Montebello Ridge Environmental Study Program, the California Native Plant Society, the 
Audubon Society, and others through this project. 
 
Grantee:  Glenn County Office of Education, William Finch School 
Project Location:  Ord Bend (Glenn County) 
Project Title:  Sacramento River Native Oak Restoration 
Description:  Restore native valley oak woodland, savanna, and riparian communities, 
mixed cottonwood, and willow scrub habitats along the Sacramento River.  The William 
Finch School will work with Sacramento River Partners, California State University, 
Chico, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to conduct restoration and education 
activities. 
 
Grantee:  Morro Estuary Greenbelt Alliance 
Project Location:  Los Osos/Baywood (San Luis Obispo County) 
Project Title:  Morro Bay Costal Dune Restoration 
Description:  Remove exotic plants (veldt grass, ice plant) to restore Silver dune lupine, 
the host plant for the Morro blue butterfly, in a 27-acre annex to the Morro Bay State 
Park.  Partners include the Los Osos Middle School, AmeriCorps, and the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation. 
 
Grantee:  O’Neill Sea Odyssey 
Project Location:  Elkhorn Slough/Moss Landing (Monterey County) 
Project Title:  Making the Connection: Elkhorn Slough and the Monterey Bay NMS 
Description:  Remove non-native plants (poison hemlock and fennel) and replant native 
marsh gumplant, California sage, creeping wild rye, and salt grass to restore upland 
marsh area in the Elkhorn Slough watershed.  Also, expose 15 classes of at-risk youth 
from several central coast communities to the wonders of Monterey Bay where Elkhorn 
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Slough drains to “make the connection.”  O’Neill Sea Odyssey is partnering with the 
Elkhorn Native Plant Nursery, the California Regional Environmental Education 
Coordination network, and students from Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San Benito, and 
Monterey Counties through this project. 
 
Grantee:  Lindsay Wildlife Museum 
Project Location:  Walnut Creek (Contra Costa County) 
Project Title:  Walnut Creek Civic Park Butterfly Habitat and Creek Restoration Project 
Description:  Remove non-native vegetation, plant native vegetation, collect data, and 
monitor 2.5 acres of creek habitat running through Civic Park in Walnut Creek to benefit 
several species of butterflies; establish habitat garden for butterflies at museum site.  
Lindsay Wildlife Museum is partnering with the City of Walnut Creek, students from the 
Mount Diablo Unified and Walnut Creek School Districts as well as from Acalanes 
Union High School, and several volunteers to make this project work. 
 
Grantee:  San Francisco League of Urban Gardeners 
Project Location:  San Francisco (San Francisco County) 
Project Title:  Heron's Head Park Waterfront Restoration 
Description:  Restore three acres of transitional zone salt marsh in Heron’s Head Park to 
provide improved habitat for bird, wildlife, and plant species. Hire and train individuals 
from under-represented communities of San Francisco so that they are able to learn about 
habitat restoration and have the opportunity to take literacy courses.  In collaboration 
with the Port of San Francisco, the Center for Habitat Restoration, and Literacy for 
Environmental Justice, conduct three community events to raise awareness and increase 
visitation to the park. 
 
Grantee:  Sustainable Conservation 
Project Location:  Navarro River Watershed and Santa Maria, San Antonio, and Santa 
Ynez Watersheds (Mendocino and Santa Barbara Counties) 
Project Title:  California Partners in Restoration-IV 
Description:  Coordinate regulatory review of permits for conservation projects on 
private lands thereby reducing the time, cost, and complexity of the permitting process 
for small-scale restoration projects.  Expand this streamlining program that facilitates 
voluntary conservation while ensuring that projects comply with important environmental 
laws to new regions within the state.  Partners include state and local agencies.   
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Nature Restoration Trust Awards   
Second Year 

 
Grantee:  Aquatic Outreach Institute 
Project:  Richmond Wetland and Upland Habitat Restoration 
Location:  Richmond (Contra Costa County) 
Description:  Restore rare serpentine grassland in cooperation with Mira Vista 
Elementary School and community members.  Collect and propagate native seeds, 
control invasives, raise and reintroduce Pacific chorus frogs, and create a wildlife habitat 
garden on the school grounds.  Establish a lunch time birding club and afterschool garden 
club. 
 
Grantee:  Creative Environmental Conservation 
Project:  Lower Natividad Creek/Laurel Lake Restoration 
Location:  Salinas (Monterey County) 
Description:  Restore 3 acres of wetland and riparian habitat in the Natividad Creek 
Corridor to create habitat for steelhead trout, migrating waterfowl, and riparian-
associated birds and improve water quality and reduce flooding.  Involve school groups 
and the community in native plant installation including willow, native rushes, coast live 
oak, and cottonwoods.  Partners include the City of Salinas, California State University at 
Monterey Bay, Acosta Neighborhood Association, and local schools. 
 
Grantee:  Friends of the Napa River 
Project:   Napa River Restoration and Community Education 
Location:  Napa River Watershed (Napa County) 
Description:  Complete a macro-invertebrate study of the watershed and implement a 
public education project.  Assess the biological and ecological condition and trends 
within the watershed through a macro-invertebrate monitoring program.  Conduct hands-
on field trips for 4th and 5th grade students in the Napa School District. 
 
Grantee:  Laguna de Santa Rosa Foundation 
Project:  Laguna Uplands Restoration 
Location:  Russian River Watershed  (Sonoma County) 
Description:  Restore 8 acres within the Laguna de Santa Rosa to oak woodland and 
native riparian vegetation using volunteer planting days.  Develop a public access and 
long-term management and monitoring plans for the site.  Conduct docent-led tours and 
presentations and provide education about native habitat restoration to local elementary 
school students through science-based and applied learning experiences. 
 
Grantee:  Matrix of Change 
Project:  Gualala River Restoration and Education 
Location: Gualala River Watershed (Sonoma County) 
Description:  Restore riparian habitat on two forks of the Gualala River using 
bioengineering techniques and involving the local community.  Provide in-class lessons 
and educational materials to students at Point Arena Middle and High School and 
Horicon School to complement collaborative restoration activities in the field.   
 
Grantee:  Mendocino Unified School District 
Project:  Big River Estuary Biodiversity Assessment 
Location:  Big River Watershed (Mendocino County) 
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Description:  Assess flora and fauna in the Big River estuary on property owned by 
Campbell Timber Management.  Train students from the School of Natural Resources of 
Mendocino High School in proper survey techniques and monitoring protocols.  Install 
native plants in cooperation with the landowner. 
 
Grantee:  San Mateo County Parks and Recreation 
Project:  San Mateo County Environmental Education 
Location:  Edgewood Natural Preserve and Huddart County Park (San Mateo County) 
Description:  Conduct in-class learning and on-the-ground environmental education 
training with students from Carlmont High School.  Restore rare serpentine sensitive 
habitat in the San Mateo County Parks system to benefit and support special status 
species including the Bay checkerspot butterfly, steelhead trout, and the white-rayed 
pentachaeta. 
 
Grantee:  Save San Francisco Bay Association 
Project:  Community-Based Restoration Program 
Location:  East and South Bay (Contra Costa, Santa Clara, and Sonoma Counties) 
Description:  Restore wetlands habitat at the Martin Luther King, Jr. Shoreline and at 
Tolay Creek and Stevens Creek.  Provide volunteer training workshops for 30 people, 
teacher training workshops for 25 teachers, and classroom visits, service learning 
projects, and field science programs for at least 150 students, and monthly Saturday 
community volunteer days. 
 
Grantee:  Sierra Foothill Conservancy 
Project:  Sierra Foothill Nature Center Riparian Restoration 
Location:  Sierra Foothills (Fresno County) 
Description:  Remove exotic invasive species and plant native species in the riparian 
corridor along the north fork of Little Dry Creek.  Use volunteers to restore the habitat 
within a 47-acre preserve preliminary to establishing a nature center, outdoor classroom, 
and wildlife refuge and provide education to as many as 10,000 visitors per year 
(projected) about local habitat, foothill geology, riparian ecosystems, and land and water 
conservation. 
 
Grantee:  Sierra Nevada Alliance 
Project Location:  Upper Carson River Watershed (Alpine County) 
Project Title:  Carson Creeks Community Workdays-II 
Description:  Utilize community workdays to protect and restore riparian corridors and 
meadow wetlands in Alpine County, California. Teach monitoring techniques to 
community members and organize the planting of willows and other native vegetation to 
stabilize streambanks. Pre-project outreach events and field-based environmental 
education facilitate workday results, including noxious weed and trash removal, an 
increase in native riparian vegetation, water quality improvement, and reduction of 
sedimentation and erosion. Create a new Citizens’ Monitoring Group and introduce 
educational material to assist in greater community awareness of watershed restoration 
and protection.  
 
Grantee:  South Bay Union School District 
Project:  South Bay Wetlands Restoration 
Location:  Eureka  (Humboldt County) 
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Description:  Restore a five-acre degraded wetland adjacent to South Bay Elementary 
School to serve as an environmental education site.  Elementary students and community 
volunteers partner to plant and seed the site, remove exotics, and reintroduce fish and 
amphibians. 
 
Grantee:  Yolo Basin Foundation 
Project:  Service Learning in the Pacific Flyway 
Location:  Putah and Cache Creek Watersheds  (Yolo County) 
Description:  Conduct service learning and other hands-on learning projects on the 
restored wetlands in the Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area and Yolo Demonstration 
Wetlands.  Provide stewardship education for students emphasizing the importance of 
wetlands to local wildlife and adaptations of introduced species.  Coordinate service 
learning groups and restoration site maintenance with interns from the University of 
California-Davis.   
 
 

Nature Restoration Trust Awards   
Third Year  

 
Grantee:  Acterra 
Project Location:  San Francisquito Creek (San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties) 
Project Title:  San Francisquito Watershed Improvement 
Description:  Hold 6 volunteer workdays to restore steelhead habitat on San Francisquito 
Creek and create a monitoring program to promote watershed stewardship. Trash and 
invasive plant removal, plant native vegetation, and water revegetated sites within 45 
square miles of the San Francisquito watershed.  Publicize volunteer opportunities 
through flyers, press releases, email lists, and paid advertisements in local communities 
and establish a volunteer monitoring component to foster long-term benefits of project 
restoration activities. 
 
Grantee:  Arcata High School - CEDAR Academy 
Project Location:  Arcata (Humboldt County) 
Project Title:  Jolly Giant Creek Restoration 
Description:  Design and implement habitat restoration for 650 linear feet of Jolly Giant 
Creek including creek channel modifications, instream installation, and revegetation with 
native plants.  Align the creek channel with previously restored creek sections, add 
natural meanders to the channel, and remove three restrictive culverts to improve 
migratory fish access.  CEDAR Academy  and  Arcata High School biology students 
participate in the site planning, design, restoration, and monitoring.  Publicize the project 
through local news media and provide reports to the City of Arcata. 
 
Grantee:  Center for Land-Based Learning 
Project Location:  Inner Coast Ranges (Yolo County) 
Project Title:  Restoring the Bobcat and Blue Oak Ranches 
Description:  Restore 5 acres along Dry Creek by engaging approximately 120 high 
school students in riparian habitat restoration projects on Bobcat and Blue Oak Ranches 
and improve curriculum protocols.  Remove non-native invasive plants, control erosion, 
collect and propagate seeds, conduct baseline and post-project monitoring; plant trees, 
shrubs, sedges, rushes, and grasses; install drip irrigation, erosion control.  Partners 
include Audubon California. 
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Grantee:  Chico Country Day School 
Project Location:  Del Rio Wildlife Area (Glenn County) 
Project Title:  Wildland Preserve Learning Center 
Description:  Develop an experiential education program for elementary students to learn 
about physical earth science, plant ecology, animal habitat, native plants, and restoration 
techniques and benefits.  Design educational program, “material boxes” providing 
learning tool field supplies, and teacher training workshop for hands-on activities and 
lessons along the east bank of the Sacramento River.  Lessons incorporate the California 
State Teaching Standards.     
 
Grantee:  Golden Gate Audubon Society 
Project Location:  Oakland (Contra Costa County) 
Project Title:  Martin Luther King, Jr. Shoreline Education 
Description:  Restore 13,000 square feet of wetland and riparian habitat along the Martin 
Luther King, Jr. Shoreline to benefit bird and plant species of concern and improve water 
quality in the San Francisco Bay watershed.  Promote environmental awareness and 
stewardship in the local East Oakland community via classes, hands-on education, and 
field trips.  Program will reach 18-20 teachers, at least 520 4th- and 5th-grade students, 
and 500 family members. 
 
Grantee:  Marin Conservation Corps 
Project Location: Miller Creek (Marin County) 
Project Title:  East Marin Watershed Restoration 
Description:  Provide learning for Marin Conservation Corps natural resource crew and 
Terra Linda High School students about creek restoration techniques, creek ecology and 
conduct hands-on restoration activities to benefit steelhead.  Restore 1,500 feet of Miller 
Creek through invasive vegetation removal, native vegetation plantings including a 
“willow wall” to stabilize stream banks, and installation of 150 - 200 foot fence to protect 
the restoration site from picnic trails.  Partners include YES Americorps. 
 
Grantee:  Muir Heritage Land Trust 
Project Location:  Martinez (Contra Costa County) 
Project Title:  Alhambra Creek Restoration and Education 
Description:  Improve over 800 feet of riparian habitat along Alhambra Creek through 
bank modifications and native plantings, while providing valuable ecological education 
for at-risk, high-school students.  Provide habitat value for native fish and wildlife, 
including steelhead trout. Reduce bank slope: channel gradient, remove failed gabions, 
and develop a native plant propagation nursery and an interpretive trail with educational 
signage at the project site. Partners include the Urban Creeks Council, California Coastal 
Conservancy, Shell Oil, and school district high schools. 
 
Grantee:  O’Neill Sea Odyssey 
Project Location:  Watsonville (Santa Cruz) 
Project Title:  West Struve Slough Restoration and Education 
Description:  Create a hands-on “watershed to the sea” education program for 120 
underserved youth and involve them in wetlands and upland restoration of West Struve 
Slough.  Conduct student weeding, planting, and native seed propagation activities at the 
California Department of Fish and Game Ecological Reserve. Increase understanding of 
land management impacts on Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary  through on-
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board lessons during sailing trips around Santa Cruz Harbor  and shore side instruction at 
education center.    
 
Grantee:  San Bruno Mountain Watch 
Project Location:  Brisbane (San Mateo County) 
Project Title:  San Bruno Mountain Education 
Description:  Teach 300 mainly minority, low – middle income, urban K-12 youth from 
at least five schools about non-chemical invasive plant control and its benefit to the 
endangered Mission Blue, San Bruno Elfin, and Callippe Silverspot butterflies.  Remove  
at least ten invasive species at seven work sites, totaling approximately 35 acres, on San 
Bruno Mountain.   
 
Grantee:  Sonoma Ecology Center 
Project Location:  Sonoma (Sonoma County) 
Project Title:  Nathanson Creek Restoration-II 
Description:  Implement in-class and in-field riparian restoration education for middle 
and high school students to benefit native salmonid and bird populations in the 
Nathanson Creek Watershed..  Restore 4,200 feet of riparian habitat along the City of 
Sonoma’s Nathanson Creek via native seed collection and propagation and planting and 
protection of native vegetation seedlings.  Engage local community-based stewardship 
with two publicly announced creek cleanups involving approximately 80 volunteers. 
 
Grantee:  Tuolumne River Preservation Trust 
Project Location:  Modesto  (Stanislaus County) 
Project Title:  Big Bend Outdoor Classroom 
Description:  Partner with Salida Elementary School to involve schoolchildren in the 
restoration of a Tuolumne River floodplain.  Create the Big Bend Outdoor Classroom by 
involving at least 75 schoolchildren in native vegetation planting in 5 acres of riparian 
and wetland habitat. Develop a curriculum and corresponding classroom educational 
activities using California science content standards and conduct two field trips.  
Generate community interest and ownership in the larger Big Bend Project to restore a 
250-acre parcel along the Tuolumne River for the benefit of juvenile Chinook and 
steelhead, Sacramento splittail, migratory birds, and the endangered brush rabbit.    
 
Grantee:  Western Shasta Resource Conservation District 
Project Location:  French Gulch (Shasta County) 
Project Title:  Clear Creek Restoration and Monitoring 
Description:  Conduct a collaborative service-learning project for sixty-five 4th – 12th 
graders in the rural community of French Gulch to study, restore, and monitor riparian 
habitat severely burned during the 2004 French Fire.  Students learn about post-fire 
ecology and restoration needs and participate in a vegetation survey, photo 
documentation of vegetation, collection of water quality data, and a wildlife track plate 
survey in the Clear Creek watershed.  Develop website, native and invasive vegetation 
brochure, project displays at public and school libraries and the Shasta District Fair to 
increase community awareness of the project and importance of watershed stewardship. 
Partners include the Bureau of Land Management. 
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