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The Development Committee is charged with the following:

Basic Function:  Responsible for the leadership and oversight of fund development

activities and external communications of the organization

Responsibilities:

Oversees the creation and execution of the TREE Fund’s development plan to effectively
promote the organization, raise awareness about our mission, expand the donor base,
develop new funding sources and coordinate planning giving materials.

Reviews quarterly reports on fund development activities.

Reviews quarterly reports on communications activities.

Reviews and recommends budget line items, revenue and expenses for fund
development and communication activities.

Reviews annually basis the revenue sources for the organization in conjunction with the
Finance Committee

Related Strategic Initiatives:

To increase awareness and understanding of the TREE Fund’s mission by existing and
emerging constituencies

To increase awareness of our programs

To increase financial support of programs

To increase unrestricted gifts in number and amount

To diversify operating income

Projected Outcomes:

Increased awareness of TREE Fund
Diversified revenue streams to support the growth of our operations and endowment



Meetings:

On October 18", The Development Committee held a joint conference call with
CCS
e At that time we were informed by CCS that a procedure for our current fund drive
will be to acquire something like 200 significant gifts rather than 2000 smaller
ones — which has been our method in the past.
e We were also informed that none of the current board members would be making
one of the desired significant initial gifts to the campaign.
e While this in itself is not a good sign, it does not preclude a successful campaign.
e CCS outlined many of their campaign features, explaining how potential donors
are contacted and how they are gradually lend into a situation where they are
ready for an “ask.”
e Overall they provided an early indication that the goal of our campaign (raise the
endowment by $5 million) seemed to be achievable.

Subsequent to that meeting all members of the Development Committee were asked to
comment on the following:

e What prospects or ideas do you have for contacting potential donors especially
those outside the green industry?

e What insights or observations can you make concerning the notion of 200 gifts
rather than 2000?

e Please read the following articles and comment on their possible significance and
use in our upcoming campaign:

e Nik Sawe and Brian Knutsen: Pictures of threats increase speed and amount of
donations (a precis is copied below)

A Penny For Your Thoughts

By Cameron Walker

Do pretty pictures inspire people to donate? Research shows photos of park threats may raise
money faster.

Picture your favorite vista from a national park. If you’re a Yosemite fan, it might be the view of
Half Dome’s granite. Or maybe your pick is the dependable glory of Old Faithful, the orange-

colored glow of Delicate Arch at sunset, or the reflection of Mount Rainier in Mirror Lake. Now
imagine photos like these arriving in your mailbox along with a pre-addressed envelope for your



donation. What makes you choose between writing a check and tossing the whole thing in the
recycling bin?

What makes you choose between writing a check to an environmental group and throwing a
request for a donation in the recycling bin? © IAN DODDS

In recent years, environmental scientists and economists have tried to figure out exactly this:
how we decide how much we’re willing to pay to protect wilderness. And with natural areas
under threat from both climate change and development, the question is more important than
ever. But determining what influences our decisions when it comes to supporting conservation
can be tricky. Is it the memory of peering over the Grand Canyon’s South Rim for the first time
that makes us want to contribute to national parks? Or is it actually the fear of losing pristine
landscapes that drives us to donate?

Previously, researchers have conducted surveys to try to understand how people value these
hard-to-quantify aspects of wilderness. But to get a more precise answer, scientists have now
turned to the wilderness within: our brains.

At Stanford University, Nik Sawe, an environmental neuroeconomist, and psychologist and
neuroscientist Brian Knutson are using functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) to map
the brain’s activity as people decide how much they’re willing to pay to protect nature. As part of
a recent study, 20 people lay inside an MRI scanner and looked at series of images of national
parks and California state parks while researchers captured brain scans.

First, subjects looked at a picture of a park with its name. Next, they saw that picture with a
second image of a proposed use of a portion of park land—either something destructive like
mining or more innocuous like hosting a children’s nature camp—superimposed on it. Finally,
participants were asked whether they would contribute a specific amount of money to help
prevent this use. Along with hourly payment for the study, all participants were given $24 that
they could choose to donate.

Each participant saw more than 70 sets of park images, potential threats, and donation requests.
Researchers explained that one of these donation decisions would be binding, meaning that any
money that people decided to donate on that trial would be given to either the National Park
Foundation or the California State Parks Foundation.

While the specific threats were hypothetical, an actual budget crisis in California was rocking
state parks when Sawe and Knutson began designing the study in 2012. The state talked about
closing 70 of 278 state parks, and legislators debated privatizing several others. (A year later, the
federal government shutdown led to a 16-day closure of national parks.) Many of the scenarios
the researchers set up for each park were based in reality, too. Before the experiment, the
conservation group Environment California had identified more than 185 gold mining claims
within 10 miles of Yosemite National Park that it said could lead to heavy metal contamination
inside the park.



Parks = Health

Born with a brittle bone disability, researcher Nik Sawe feels connected to national parks
because they were his personal litmus test as a child. “Whenever [ was able to go out into nature,
to Yosemite or Yellowstone, it took on a special significance because it was a sign that | was in
really good health,” he said.

In their study, which appeared in the November 15 issue of the journal Neurolmage, the
researchers reported that looking at images of the parks activated a region of people’s brains
associated with rewarding experiences, from eating fine food to enjoying financial success,
called the nucleus accumbens. And the more iconic a park was—Y osemite, for example—the
more activity this region experienced.

What was surprising, though, was that the positive feelings associated with the parks weren’t
what seemed to tip people toward donating.

Many studies on philanthropy, Sawe said, show that the motivation for contributing to a cause
seems to come from feeling good about giving. But the Stanford researchers found that
participants’ reactions to park threats may play a bigger role in triggering donations than the
“warm glow of altruism.” The anterior insula, a region of the brain associated with negative
emotions including disgust and outrage, was more active when participants saw proposed uses
that were destructive to the park landscape. What’s more, activity in the anterior insula was
significantly stronger in people who possessed pro-environmental attitudes, and this activity
actually predicted donation. The more active the anterior insula was, the more likely people were
to donate.

In short, people’s negative reaction to the threat of mining or oil extraction eclipsed even the
positive feelings they had for the parks in motivating them to act. “It turns out people, and their
brains, respond both to the good and the bad—and the bad really matters,” Knutson said.

Knutson said that scientists used to think of emotions as pesky things that interfered with
research about how people make choices. But they’ve since found that they play a huge role in
decision-making. Making people aware of potentially destructive forces could help those
interested in preserving parks rally more support, he said.

Sawe now wants to work with conservation groups to see if brain activity can predict which
national environmental campaigns are likely to meet their funding goals, and to look at how
proximity to a threatened area affects people’s responses to different campaigns. “We need to
make it easier for people to make the right decisions,” he said, “for the environment and
ourselves.”



e Geoffrey Donovan : The Relationship Between Trees and Human Health

The following is an introduction to research into health problems occurring after most
ash trees have been removed from a locale: Copied below is Donovan’s introduction to
this study.

The Relationship Between Trees and Human Health:
Evidence from the Spread of the Emerald Ash Borer

Geoffrey H. Donovan, PhD, David T. Butry, PhD, Yvonne L. Michael, ScD,
Jeffrey P. Prestemon, PhD, Andrew M. Liebhold, PhD,
Demetrios Gatziolis, PhD, Megan Y. Mao

Background: Several recent studies have identified a relationship between the natural
environment and improved health outcomes. However, for practical reasons, most have
been observational, cross-sectional studies.

Purpose: A natural experiment, which provides stronger evidence of causality, was
used to test whether a major change to the natural environment—the loss of 100 million
trees to the emerald ash borer, an invasive forest pest—has influenced mortality related
to cardiovascular and lower respiratory diseases.

Methods: Two fixed-effects regression models were used to estimate the relationship
between emerald ash borer presence and county-level mortality from 1990 to 2007 in
15 U.S. states, while controlling for a wide range of demographic covariates. Data were
collected from 1990 to 2007, and the analyses were conducted in 2011 and 2012.

Results: There was an increase in mortality related to cardiovascular and lower-
respiratory-tract illness in counties infested with the emerald ash borer. The magnitude
of this effect was greater as infestation progressed and in counties with above-average
median household income. Across the 15 states in the study area, the borer was
associated with an additional 6113 deaths related to iliness of the lower respiratory
system, and 15,080 cardiovascular-related deaths.

Conclusions: Results suggest that loss of trees to the emerald ash borer increased
mortality related to cardiovascular and lower-respiratory-tract illness. This finding adds
to the growing evidence that the natural environment provides major public health
benefits.

(Am J Prev Med 2013;44(2):139 —145) Published by Elsevier Inc. on behalf of American
Journal of Preventive



Accomplishments:

e Discussion of these issues has not been extensive. As a whole | believe the
Development Committee is on hold until the final report from CCS is delivered
and evaluated.

e The Executive committee has begun efforts to enlist a new Chair of the
Development Committee. They feel that it would not be most productive for the
incoming chair to hold that position as well.

Next Meeting:

TBD



