What are alternative futures assessments?
A process by which to evaluate potential changes to land

and water use, where

Two or more alternative landscape-scale scenarios are
considered,

The alternatives are represented spatially in maps and
models,

One or more measurements of important social and
environmental goals are made,

Example Projects

Alternative futures: Have EPA projects made a difference?

Denis White, ORD/NHEERL/WED; Richard Sumner, ORD/NHEERL/WED (& OWOW); Susan McDowell, Region 9 (formerly Region 3); Joan Baker, ORD/NHEERL/WED; David Mouat, Desert Research Institute (former IPA
to ORD); David Hulse, University of Oregon; Kathryn Freemark, Environment Canada (former Coop to ORD); Carl Steinitz, Harvard University; Mary Santelmann, Oregon State University (STAR grant)
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Development of scenarios
Defining scenario assumptions with
Stakeholder groups: m, ore conventional and
plausible scenarios,
Technical experts: y ore applied science and
engineering in scenarios,
Academics: more innovation and variability in
scenarios;
Synthesizing scenarios from multiple viewpoints:
Choosing types of scenarios by
Intensity of human development, ranging from less
to more, or
Special features or themes, e.g., growth policies,
restoration potential, transportation;
Characterizing human population change by
Assuming constant growth in all scenarios, but
varying spatial density, or
Varying growth or decline across scenarios.

pies

Tt tursis: i Fame 1902028

ot
ot e et
v o o oo

L rTren et pols s o

Ui

Spoms st o

Spoms s

o mme 3 Ko G 30 oo i

Foseons Camtes

i

2% 1 Biia0n s o came o s 1 Dot s of e sararis: i Fame 1980:025) e i
3ppum 2 Soras vy i duﬂm it s 2 oo Deviopmnt ,,ww el st gansndcnamn e g prees
i lpmer e sgorard 3 Sy wncan i e 3Pt oy 1 9 Cony
£ o e AR AT RS T o & e o o e et e e o e 5ty e a8 g 0 £ e S s
& P g aeaod £ 1 crnon e 5 G e Golorent s vcomnun i Carsananon Evausion ror
& ew Gl oGt sty 1 e Couy n Evtuaion crora: Extuson o
ison o tr e
S K0 RGOV SIS NI, TS COUT) e ) Exaton criors omcoton Sy ket i 4 NG 4 vy 1 19 o ey rofet st s et ey, 2508 bl s
[o—— Comsguncs:
s R ke Comy o5
il e o o s o Vit A ) K oy e 0o OGS e prd o 2150 G
[ P S ———— et S Dot o i gt oo ks b5 by Ko, Corey 7 Pt s ey
o s s s gt Famas s
STowew & 25 u er oo AN priviivet Ware
Py a $ St oo i, AL B T e b s s e et s It v L. A ot s it n S ;
P a Syt Cores a1 e Comqance: Rt L kst (st s 2 by 205
Snwan: = pr—
Compancs:
e Consqancs Uty e -
forers e pnning e ron Vil s B, ows Vst 4 e U 4 Cor v 0 ot coy . c
Compancs: [— e e Feor
s 199 S e g of ) Coomy i
et oty el of i s Con $TC) 044 08
e ram— P Y T e S T ———
bty togen (et snnd 2ty 205
Prmapuan. Py g s Uy
o o,

Frosene. 1057

Sl . MeDOwe . 2001 Aoty Morros oy, e s sy
i o e, A3 il IS TR, O G A,

USEPA,Fions. e Commurie: Mo Cony.PA.
(s 2Py 205

Lessons learned:
Projects are more likely to influence decisions and actions
if they
Have continuing EPA involvement;
Are smaller in geographical area;
Are located in a single political jurisdiction;
Have substantial local concern about issues.

“Conserving

@
Q
(=
(9

&
=
@

g
CimaiAGD 60

P M S e (s 22 ey 2005)

ke i 3 e s 1 AN AP

et (oo 22 ey 2005)

'rhrough prorlr‘uve managerment




