REPORT OF THE
M ASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION ON
FINANCING FOREST CONSERVATION

By James N. Levitt, Commission Staff, and
Leigh Youngblood, Commission Chair,
on behalf of the Commissioners

July 2011




Report of the Massachusetts Commission on Financing Forest Conservatiosas prepared
by James N. Levitt, Commission Staff, and Leigh Youngblood, Commission Chair, on behalf of
the Commission, whose members are listed in the body of this document.

Additional hard copies may be obtained from: James N. Levitt, Diréldt@r Program on
Conservation Innovation at the Harvard ForElstrvard University(contact via postal malRO
Box 7928, Waverley, MA 02479 US,; telephone617-489-780Q e-mail:
james_levitt@harvard.edu

Cover : David Foster photo of Harvard Forest L.dregm Ecological Research site, courtesy Harvard Forest


mailto:james_levitt@harvard.edu

REPORT OF THE
M ASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION ON
FINANCING FOREST CONSERVATION

TABLE OF CONTE NTS

Page
Executive Sumaryé é e é e éeéeéeéeéeééeéeéeée. . e.l
Backgroundééeééeéeéeéeéeéeéeéeeéeé. ébéeé.
The Massachusetts Commissionfonancing Forest Conservation............... 6
Commi ssion Meetingséeéeée...........T17T.
Recommendati ons éééééeéeéeéeéeéeéeBecécecée
Foll ow Throughéééeéeéeée. écecééeéeédbbeéeée
Acknowl edgement s e &k eaé é. 17
Appendix A:

Financing Forest Conservation Across the Commonwealth
Using Aggregation and Mitigation to Conserve the Forests of Massachusetts € . . Al






EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Massachusetts hasneell-deserved reputation as a national and international leader in the field of

|l and and forest conservation. The Commonweal't
storied. It is the home of the first public park in the Engéiphaking worldBoston Common,

1634), the nation's first public garden (Bost
conservation advocacy group (Appalachian Moun
(The Trustees of Res er vadnalparkauthority @t Metropolitame n a't
Park Commi ssi on, 1893), the nationdés ol dest A
the nationébés ol dest continuously studied scie
organization of its kind todvance the sustainable stewardship of private forests, yielding both

private and public benefits (New England Forestry Foundation, 18vddldition as of May

2011, 148 cities and towns in the state have
Preservation Act (signed into state law in 2000), financing conservation, affordable housing and

historic preservation initiatives from Wellfleet to Williamstown.

Massachusetts has furthermore been home to so
eat y advocates for the ¢ ons erextansivelganestedf nat ur e
landscapes, including Ralph Waldo Emerson, Thomas Starr King, Henry David Thoreau, and
Frederick Law Olmsted. Advancing that tradition a century ago, a US Congressman fro
Massachusetts, John Wingate Weeks, successfully led the drive for paskabe af sfederal

law that paved the way for the creation of National Forests in the eastern United States. Now

known as the Weeks Act, that law provides federal authoritpdfaaly if the state involved

approves, to create new national forests through the acquisition of private lands.

In the year in which we celebrate the centennial of the signing of the Weeks Act, Massachusetts
has new opportunitieisand new imperatives to demonstrate leadership in the field of land and
forest conservation. In the following report on the work of the Massachusetts Commission on
Financing Forest Conservation, we have set forth several of those opportunities and imperatives
that can enableitizens of the Commonwealth to advance conservation through public legislation
and administrative action, the -fomprofiti ati ve of

conservation organizations, universities, colleges and research institutionse dediffions of
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its publicspirited private individuals and organizations. These opportunities and imperatives are

arranged in four categories, as follow.

Aggregation asa Strategy to Finance Forest Conservation

Massachusetts is an early and success$tihtgground for aggregation initiatives that bundle
together for protection, as working woodlands ®ildland reservesmultiple parcels of land

that may be owned or managed by individuals or organizations in the public, private and non
profit sectors. Such aggregation initiatives have proved helpful in financing the acquisition,
easement and stewardship of properties across sectoral, jurisdictional and state boundaries.
Collectively, these properties, managed in coordination at a landszapecan play critical

roles in achieving regional conservation objectives. Indeed, without action at a landscape scale,
the conservation gains made over the past 150 years could be permanently lost to hardscape
development that threatens regional watgpdies, wildlife habitat and sustainable development

prospects that shape the exceptional quality

The Recommendations section of this report, beginning on page 7, details a suite of proposals
made by the Comrssion for advancing aggregatiorheyinclude a proposal to creatd-arest
Conservation State Revolving Fund to be used for financing selected aggregation projects across
the state, including projects in which matching funds are provided by such feglaraies as

the U.S. Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife SerVibey also include a proposal that

urges the state &treamline state land acquisition and conservation restriction processes using

the latest information technologies. Each of the Idregptionrelated recommendations made

by the Commission meriheattentionof Massachusetts legislators, agency administrators, and
engageditizens as does the review of the history of aggregation projects in Massachusetts

found beginning on page A32 of theoet entitledFinancing Forest Conservation Across the

Commonwealthattached to this report as Appendix A.

Mitigation as a Strategy to Finance Forest Conservation

Although Massachusetts is not considered an early leader among states implementing
compenatory mitigation policies, the Commonwealth does already have some environmental
mitigation policies on the books that apply to foreBts. example, when forest land has

ecological value to people and nature, such as filtration of drinking water anat faibit
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endangered species, the Commonwealth requires the use of procedures that call for permittees to
Aavoid, minimize, and then mitigateo (in thi
Ause compens atAnexgmplary dlbeignabdrdtety sized Massachusetts initiative,
called the Enhanced Mitigation Program (EMP) effectively focuses mitigation funds from

multiple sources (primarily development projects that are disruptive to wildlife) on habitat

conservation landscapes that argdéaenough, and close enough to complementary reserves, so

as to significantly enhance the protection provided to threatened and endangered species such as

the box turtle. This is in contrast to smaller, scattershot mitigation projects that are toansmall a

too spread apart to make a real difference in protecting wildlife populations.

Among the recommendations of the Commission regarding mitigation are calls for the expansion

of EMP and similar programs, as well as a call for the defense and strengibiezxisging

S

| aws, such as the Massachusetts Environment al

then mitigateo protocol. As with aggregati on,

Recommendatiansection of this report, megonsideration, adoes the section of Appendix A
to this report beginning on page A49 which includes afejpth review of mitigation policies in

Massachusetts.

Incentives for Compact Development am Water Supply Protection as
Strategies for Financing Forest @nservation

Massachusetts has in recent years seen several attractive residential and commercial projects that

have used compact development techniques to increase housing and commercial/office space
supplyandconserve substantial acreages of forest and wetlandgai$msubstantial parcels of
forestland have been conserved in recent years as a result of efforts to protect drinking water
supply for nearby settled areas. By encouraging compact development, water supply protection
and land conservation in concerte tGommonwealth can provide attractive housing, reliable

water supplies and a rich natural heritage to its citizens.

Among the variety of Commission proposals in the Recommendations section of this report is a
proposaltee st abl i sh a fA éhps throwwmhtigeemextfEmvirahmemntal Band Bill,
which provides fichall enge grantso to cities
for compact developments that include substantial forest conservation components. A
complementary proposal cafor the capitalization of a revolving fund for-site waste water
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treatment plants for compact development projects that include substantial forest conservation

components.

In addition, the Commission recommends that cities and towns (or groupg®faitl towns) be
enabled to adopt Al ocal optiond measures to @
assessment and collection of a fee to be paid
used to establish forest buffers adjacent to towemstpplies. It is important to note that these

and the other compadevelopment oriented recommendations in this report would strongly
complement and enhance the aggregation and mitigation recommendations made by the

Commission.

Rural Economic Developmat asa Strategy to Finance Forest Conservation

Massachusetts has an opportunity to enhance the economic viability of its woodlands through a
systematic program of rural economic development. Discussions to date indicate that
recommendations for suctpeogram would emphasize tlseistainable use of forederived

products, services (such as tourism and recreation) and, most specifically, fuels in appropriately
scaled, highlyefficiency heating units such as wood pellet furnaces used in homes and combined
heatandpower plants for facilities such as schools and apartment buildings. Other potential
markets for suitable forest product markets include loeallyrced flooring and furniture

markets.

Ongoing efforts in the northern New England states at mulitde are demonstrating the

economic, environmental and community benefits of appropriateéd wood fuel projects.

These include projects sl as: the newly installed highly efficiehdw emissions woodired

boiler at the MarstBillings-Rockefeller Nitional Park in Woodstock, Vermont; the gasified

wood chip heating system that has been operating for more than a decade at the headquarters of
the Society for the Protection of New Hampshire Forests in East Concord, NH; and wood pellet
stoves installed ihomes throughout the state of Maimeupstate New Yorkandin homes and
businesses in Franklin County, Massachusetts through the pilotfgnaieid program of Sandri,

a petroleum and renewable energy company based in Greenfield. There appears to remain a
substanal market for such technologies and locatyurced wooduel products yet to be

developed in Massachusetts. Such markets might be developed on a sustainable basis with
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carefully targeted economic incentives from the state, such as a program thatNiglizes
Market Tax Credits for investments in appropriatetaled pellet plants and wodided heating

and power projects in qualifying census tracts in central and western Massachusetts.

Follow Through

The Commission strongly suggests that the ideas edtimthis report be pursued as a group of
complementary proposals. With the submission of this final report by the Commission, it will be

up to the Massachusetts Legislature, the stat
of conservation noprofits, its extraordinary set of colleges and universities and its remarkably
engaged citizens to see that some or all of t
We believe that they will have a far greater impact on the health and economic vy

s t a toresénsd veoodlands and wildlareservesf pursuedin a comprehensive fashion, rather

than asa gring of piecemeal, scattered projects. Our hope is that through the coordinatet pursu

of the strategies and initiatives recommended here, the forests that grace the state will continue to
thrive as verdant natural assets and valuable economic assets of the Commonwealth, from the
Atlantic shores in the south and east, to the denselytéoresatersheds that transect the center

of the state, to the Berkshire highlands in the west, for centuries to come.

BACKGROUND

The report you are now reading is the culmination of some five years of work by a variety of
groups, including a roundtable) advisory board and a commission. These groups have

benefitted from the experience and insight of dozens of practicing conservationists, subject
specialists, industry representatives, students, faculty and friends who have added substantially to
the onging dialogue*

Specifically, in response to the interest shown in the 2005 report written by David Foster and
colleagues at the Harvard Forest entitféifidlands and Woodlands: A Vision for the Forests of
MassachusettC har | es H. W. Mtedahatkadourdtabdetdiscussian beghgle at

the Harvard University Center for the Environment regarding the ways to finance the vision.
Accordingly, Jim Levitt, Director of the Haryv
and a subject specialist time subject of conservation finance, enabled with a grant from the

New England Natural Resource Center, organized and led such a roundtable in the fall of 2006,
including among the participants several leading conservation financiers in the nation. The

dialogue at the roundtable, as well as the final report from the séssibed for further studies

! A more detailed history of the early part of that process is offered in Appendix A to this report on page A3.

2 Report on the Wildlands and Woodlands Conservation Finance Rounfitaateard Forest, Harvard University,
Petersham, MA, 2006, availablerdtp://www.wildlandsandwoodlands.org/puteggorts.html
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and a state commission on the topic of financing forest conservation, with a particular focus
given to several topics of particular interest.

After perseveng for several years, Levitt secured a grant from the Massachusetts Environmental
Trust(MET) to fund such a focused study, which after some deliberation came to focus on the
topics of aggregation and mitigation. The fruits of that effort can be sélea report attached to

this paper as Appendix Ajnancing Forest Conservation Across the Commonwealth: Using
Aggregation and Mitigation to Conserve the Forests of Massachusetts

At about the same time that the MET study was being organized and contheted,
Massachusetts Legislature passed a bill, signed by Governor Deval Patrick in January 2009,
which created the Massachusetts Commission on Financing Forest Conservation.

THE MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION ON FINANCIN G FOREST CONSERVATION

The legislation siged by Governor Patrick in January 2009 specified that the Commission be
composed of members from the Pataikministration, the Massachusetts Legislature, the
private sector, the negprofit sector, and the research/academic community. Appointment of the
Commission extended over the subsequent 18 months.

The final roster of appointeCommissioners appears belowFigure 1.At the first,

organizational meeting of the Commission, held on October 13, 2010 at the State Offices at 100
Cambridge Street in Bazn? the Commission elected Leigh Youngblood of the Mount Grace

Land Conservation Trust as Chair. They also appointed Jim Levitt of the Harvard Forest as
Commission Staff, to be assisted by Jason Sohigian, a graduate student enrolled in the Masters
Progran in Environmental Management at the Harvard Extension School.

3As with other meetings of the Commission, advance notice of the meeting was physically and electronically posted,
with notifying emails sent to designated state offices.
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FIGURE 1: MASSACHUSETTS COMMIS SION ON
FINANCING FOREST CON SERVATION

COMMISSION MEMBERS

(Name, Organizational Affiliation, City or Town of Residence)

Stephen Brewer, Masslausetts State Senator, Barre, MA

Dicken CranePQwner and ManageHoliday Brook Farm, Dalton, MA

Michael Fleming, Regional Planner, Massachusetts DCR, Clinton, MA

David Foster, Director of the Harvard Forest, Harvard University, Shutesbury, MA
Stephanie Coope€hief of Staff MassachuseitDCR, Boston, MA

David Kittredge ProfessarUMassAmherst/State Extension Forester, Shutesbury, MA
Wayne KlocknerMassachusetts State Directbhe Nature Conservancy, Acton, MA
Stephen Kulik, Massachusetts State Representative, Worthington, MA

Robert iréectoriand & Forest ConsServicesMass EOEEA, Needham, MA
10. Anthony Petrucelli, Massachusetts State Senator, East Boston, MA

11. Keith Ross, Senior Advisor, LandVest, Inc., Warwick, MA

12. William Straus, Massachusetts State Representative, Mattapoisett, MA

13. Bruce Tarr, Massachusetts State Senator, Gloucester, MA

14. Leigh Youngblood,Executive DirectorMount Grace Land€onservation Trust, Colrain, MA
15. Matthew ZieperResearch Directoffrust for Public Land, Hingham, MA

16. Vacant

17. Vacant

CoNorLNE

COMMISSION MEETINGS

At the October 13 organizational meeting of the Commission in Boston, mentioned above, the
group schedeld four additional meetings during the fall of 2010 to conduct its work. The group
agreed that varying the location of the meetings would facilitate the participation of members
from different parts of the state. Accordingly, meetings were planned addated on th

following dates and locations in Massachusetts.

October 27, 2010 atTORG Doyle Conservation Céer in Leominster
November 17, 2010 #ihe State Offices @00 Cambridge Street in Boston
December 1, 2010 #te State Offices @00 Cambridge Street in Boston
December 15, 2010 at thekard Forest in Petersham.

= =4 =4 -4

At the series of meetings, where the commission considered a variety of concepts related to
aggregation, mitigation, compact development, water supply protection and rural economic
dewelopment, the group benefitted from preséinhs by and discussions with several topic
experts and conservation practitioners, including:

Tony Green, Managing Partner, The Pinehills

William Hinckley, Program Manager, Massachusetts Environmental Trust
Lynn Lyford, Executive Director, New Englanafestry Foundation

Rob Riley, President, Northern Forest Center

Bob Wilber, Director of Land Protection, Mass Audubon

Jessica Wilkinson, Senior Policy Analyst, Environmental Law Institute
Charles Wyman, Senior Land Protection Specialist, Mass Audubon

= =4 -8 _-48_-9_9_-°
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Throughout the course of the scheduled meetings, the FFC Commission hadrangidg and

highly productive set of discussion. As a result of that dialogue and continued work on the
recommendations over the holiday season, the Commissigadai the following set of
Recommendations. The recommendations were agreed to without objection by the members of
the Commission. They represent a general consensus among members of the Commission
participating in Commission meetings. Other ideas whiefre discussed by the Commission,

but about which there was substantial disagreement, have not been irfcluded.

1. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
AGGREGATION AS A STRATEGY TO FINANCE FOHREST CONSERVATION

Massachusetts is an early and successful testtumng for aggregation initiatives that bundle
together for protection, as working woodlands waildland reservesmultiple parcels of land

that may be owned or managed by individuals or organizations in the public, private and non
profit secbrs. Such aggregation initiatives help to finance the acquisition, easement and
stewardship of properties across sectoral, jurisdictional and even national boundaries. These
properties, managed in coordination at a landscape scale, can play critical acleigving

regional conservation objectives. Following is a list of recommendations that can help to advance
the practice of aggregation in the Commonwealth.

Leqislature

1.1 Modify the new Tax Credit to make it refundable and extend the limit from $2
million annually to $20 million annuallyhis allows Conservation Restrictiand
feedonors to recover the value of the credit (maximum $50,000 per donation) in one
year, partly through a credit against the
check, eabling accurate expectation of sthsility on an annual basfsin addition,
extend the limit from $2 million annually to $20 million annually.

1.2Create a Forest Conservation State Revolving Fund to be used for one or more of the
following purposesModel the fund after the awamwinning Massachusetts Clean
Water State Revolving Fund. Utilize Massachusattsualbudgetfunds to seed the
fund and a much smaller annual funding to subsidize interest rates to towns.

o0 Fund selected aggregation projectsoas the stateSuch funding should
encourage land trusts to group together to pursue forest conservation projects, and

*1t should be noted that one Commissioner, David Kittredge, eleztgustain from voting on the final
suite of recommendations.

®In January 201, the Massachusetts Legislature passed an Amendment to the Conservation Tax Credit

Law making such tax credits refundable in the same year as the gift. Massachusetts hevehgdaw

of this type(as compared with tax credit provisions in other states that provide forynela r A car r yove
or Atransferabilityo of wunused t ancomelar@anndrsshat. Th e
might otherwise have to waiggeral years to gain the full benefit of such tax credits.
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will stimulate collaboration and increase the pace of conservation. This process
was very successful in the Tully Initiative a decagde. a

o Create or add to a Town Forest in every town in the.stEtese parcels could be
town-owned or be private working forests protected by tdwld conservation
easements. Aggregation projects can strongly support this vision as they include
projectsthat connect gaps in the forest conservation network across many rural
parts of the state. Implementation of this concept has the potential to connect
residents and municipal officials to forests, support local forest jobs and
potentially provide fuel andiood products for town needs.

o Create a new, streamlined grant program thattfasks funding to towns to
support closing projects where towns exercise their Right of First Refusal for
working forests leaving the MA Forest Tax Law Program (Chaptew6ich
have to be closed in 120 ddys.

1.3Endorse the effort to implement the innovative Mohawk Trail National Forest
concept, utilizing working forest conservation easements as the principal conservation
tool. Working with the USDA Forest Service (USFS)onth Af i r st i n the
model, the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) through its
Department of Agriculture (DAR) or other suitable agency, can take the lead on
collaborating with local communities and the public in the north Béms to
implement this model. Collaborating organizations may include: USFS, DAR, the
Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation, the Massachusetts
Department of Fish and Game, The Massachusetts Office of Business Development,
UMass Departma of Forest Conservation, local communities, land trusts and
statewide conservation organizations. Such an effort could seek substantial federal
and private funding and foster working forests and local economic development for
forestry and tourism acrosslargely private forested landscdpe.

1.4 Consider establishment of a separate land conservation fund within the EOEEA
funded by contributions from energy compamd® supply the Commonwealth with
gas and oil. Establish a tax credit or tax deductiondeh @onations for land
conservation purposes of up to one cent per gallon sold within the Commonwealth.
Such a program would provide incentives for such contributions to the fund which
will preserve forests that are essential to the carbon cycle.

®1n July 2011, the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs conducted a telephone survey
and was able to contact 44 of the 45 towns in Massachusetts which had owners file for wighdoawa
Chapter 61,61a or 61b programs in Fiscal Year 20ére was a total of 45 withdrawal notices,
representing09.5 acres. Of that total, 322.7 acres, representimgtBOrawal notices, were giveadded
protection, or were returned to Chapter &itus following foreclosure proceeding$at leaves a total of
386.8 acres that were converted to+@rapter 61 uses (including 252.5 acres converted to residential or
commercial use, of which two properties were converted to commercial solar facilities)

"Input from 11 stakeholder focus groups conducted by the neutral UMass Boston Office of Public
Collaboration could be used to guide this effort.
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Govemnor

1.5Work with the Massachusetts delegation in the United States Congress to push for the
inclusion of fee interests in the-emactment of enhanced federal tax incentives for
conservationAt present, enhanced incentives, which have been approved by
Congess for 2010 and 2011, apply only to gifts of easements. The enhanced federal
tax incentives will come before Congress again in 2011 for extension into 2012 and
beyond.

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs/
Executive Office of Energy and Environental Affairs (EEA)

1.6 Use the powers of allocation to dedicate a pool of funds for aggregation projects.
With the availability of incremental funding, create a defined allotment of funds on an
annual basis. Sources of incremental funding may include agedeallocations from
the Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund, existing bond funds, 2013
environmental bond funding, or other sources.

1.7Work with the Off Highway Vehicle Advisory Committée identify durable
working forest lands that add to thewetk of important protected forest networks
that may be appropriate for OHV riding areas and where towns are interested in
hosting a riding area to add to local tourism economic development with funding via
the Off Highway Vehicle Trust Fund.

1.8Launch annitiative to conserve forest land owned by institutions across the state
(colleges and universities, state human services institutions, hosgiigisus
organizationsand land trust fee ownerships not protected by Conservation
Restrictions or Article 97)Negotiate protectio at well below market rates and
require funds to be used for additional land conservation or environmental projects.
Market the initiative to institutions as a way to become more environmentally
oriented and gain a return from lgeerformance assets.

Department of Conservation and Recreation and Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

1.9Investigate ways to streamline the state land acquisition and conservation _restriction
process(es) using the latest technology.

o Modify and streamline acquisition processgthin agencies to facilitate
transactionsUtilizing a standard CR document with few changes can provide
reviewers with the confidence to reduce the time it takes for individual
transactions.

0 Increase public and private capacity by 50% to ensure aceundtime efficient
turnaround for appraisal review, legal analysis, and closifigsre are not
sufficient numbers of attorneys, appraisal reviewers and staff to process projected
levels of state land acquisitions and increased numbers of CR transactions
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o For stateheld conservation restrictions, utilize land trust capacity to develop
partnerships for long term CR monitoring and stewardstapd trusts have
already developed relationships with the landowners they have brought to their
aggregation projeés. These relationships could be built upon to include the
necessary stewardship of the CR to reduce administrative costs.

0 Modify existing state cost share programs to create a revolving fund for group
appraisals for aggregations across the Commonweafipraisals are the single
most important factor to assist landowners to make the decision to conserve
significant portions of private forests and farms.

Division of Conservation Services

1.10 Adopt Exari type model for computerized document preparatiosufemission of
CR documentsThis format for legal documents is a standard in the financial and
insurance fields and is available for CRs. It substantially reduces the costs and
mistakes associated with CR drafting and it can be linked to DCS officeifir g
turnaround.

Other Suggestions for Further Study/ Policy Research and Development

111 Explore the possibility suéthastseng fiopti m
developed by Kent Messer at the University of Delaware, to achieve a more
significant conserv#don outcome using a limited available conservation budget.

2. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
MITIGATION AS A STRATEGY TO FINANCE FOREIST CONSERVATION

Although Massachusetts is not considered an early leader among states implementing
compensatory mitigain policies, the Commonwealth does already have some environmental
mitigation policies on the books that apply to forester example, when forest land has

ecological value to people and nature, such as filtration of drinking water and habitat for
endamgered species, the Commonwealth requires the use of procedures that call for permittees to
Aavoid, minimize, and then mitigateodo (in this
Ause compens atHEmerging palidies rglated to dotemrpon take into account the
value of forests- namely their trees and soil, for sequestering carbon to reducing greenhouse
gases.Significant work remains to be done regarding policy development and implementation.
These recommendations focus on ioying and implementing existing policies and call for
additional research and development of forest mitigation policies.

Legislature

2.1 Retain and enhance the Mass Endangered Species Act, the Mass Environmental
Policy Act, the Wetlands Protection Act amg tRiver Protection Act and their
mitigation provisionsCont i nue to emphasi ze the use of
mitigateo continuum of required actions i
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environmental impact, including the loss of ecosystem serviceglprblay the
forests of the Commonwealth.

Governor
22Encourage consideration of t h i ssuance o0

e
policyof ANo Net Losso of Article 97 consery
Commonwealthés environment al |l egacy.

2.3 Strengthen the &jional Greenhouse Gas Initiative and the Global Warming
Solutions Act to include the ability to provide mitigation credits (carbon offsets) for
forest conservation and tree planting.

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs/
Executive Office of Enegy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)

24l mpl ement the Massachusetts Environment al
process to assess the impact of land use conversion and deforestation on greenhouse
gas emissions (GHGESstimate impact scenarios over a giveimber of years, and
make recommendations, if needed, for policy changes to mitigate such impacts. For
example, on a cadey-case basis, the Secretary could require modeling of GHG
emissions for projects that include unusually large amounts of lamdtigiteor
clearing and forest conversion (e.g., projects that will alter greater than 50 acres of
land and therefore are already required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report
for submission; alternatively, establishower threshold for review, 1.0 acres).

2.5 Apply mitigation funding to achieve landscageale conservation objectives.

o E E A &terAdency Lands Committee (ID&hould continue to devise its
mitigation and land protection strategies with reference to strategic planning
documentsuchas: A New Engl and Governorsoé6 Conf e
Commi ssion on Land Conservation 2010 Re
of the Forest Res o0urMasashusetts StMaWildliiec hus et t
Conservation Strategy, and Bi oMap?2.

o EEA, in using mitigation funds and pursuing aggregation opportunities, should
work with Massachusetts communities that have adopted the Community
Preservation Act and with neprofit land conervation organizations to address
common conservation objectives.

26l nclude strong tree retention and plantin
Growtho measures in EEA6és Cl i nfandegfddr ot ect
tree planting and relatedqgrams might come from the surcharge on electric bills
that now fund such programs as MassSave.
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Department of Energy Resources

2.7 Provide for the mitigation of forest resources impacted by Renewable Portfolio
Standardrelated projects€Ensure that Massacketts Environmental Policy Act and
other relevant policies related to the permitting of projects fulfilling renewable
portfolio standard regulations (e.g., transmission lines, thermal biomass plants)
provide for the mitigation of impacted forest resources.

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

2.8 Provide continued support for and consider the potential expansion of the Enhanced
Mitigation ProgramThe EMP program should continue to be operated in accord with
three principles listed by Bob Bendick and Jessid&idgon in their report on The
Next Generation of Mitigatid

Other Suggestions for Further Study/ Policy Research and Development

29Expl ore the possibility of devel oping fo
unique valuegfor example, ecosysin services, habitat, wood production, enhanced
property values, recreation) which employ the framework of existing mitigation
policies (incorporated, for example, into
Wetlands Protection Act and River Protection)Act

2.10 Explore the possibility of linking principles of the wetlands mitigation program at
the state and federal levels to forests that will be impacted by development in the
Commonwealth.

2.11 Explore the possibility of linking forest landowner incentives #ratourage
forest landowners to retain their forest as forest with strategies/programs that

8 Jessica B. Wilkinson, James M. McElfish, Jr., Rebecca Kihslinger, Robert Bendick and Bruce A. McRéenggxt

Generation of Mitigation: Linking Current and Future Mitigation Programs with State Wildlife Action Plans and Other State and
Regional Plans2009:The Environmental Law Institute and Theu¥a Conservancy. Available at

www.elistore.org/reports detail.asp?ID=11359The three principal suggestions of the report are as follow.

1. Ensure consistent and rigorous application of the mitigation protocdlavoid, minimize, compensate) for
adressing impacts to wildlife habitat under existing, ex
primary importance of the avoidance and minimization elements of the protocol.

2. Use State Wildlife Action Plans, other federally recognized oservation plans (such as Coastal Zone

Management Plans, Forestry Plans, and Endangered Species Recovery Plans), and regional plans as the
framework for a more comprehensive approach to making th
required by the protocol. Use of this planning context will lead to decisions that provide stronger and more resilient

protection for whole watersheds and other natural systems for their multiple benefits.

3. Give priority in the investment of compensatory funds to projec and activities identified by State Wildlife

Action Plans and other plans that are sufficient in scale and strategic in their location to support the long term

health of whole ecosystems:urther benefits can be achieved by anticipating compensation aredscomplishing
"advance mitigation when the opportunities for | arger ec
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encourage sustainable forestdych efforts might serve as an alternative to outright
public acquisition of forest land. Combine sustainable forestry strategig=pre

with land conservation strategies/programs that create an environment/culture
resistant to land conversion.

3. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
INCENTIVES FOR COMPAT DEVELOPMENT AND WATER SUPPLY PROTECTON
AS STRATEGIES FOR MNANCING FOREST CONSRVATION

Massachusetts has in recent years seen several residential and commercial projects that have
used compact development techniques to increase housing supply along with the conservation of
substantial acreages of forest and wetlands. Similarly, substantielspaiéorestland have been
conserved in recent years as a result of efforts to protect drinking water supply. What follows
below is a variety of ideas to accelerate the use of compact development and drinking water
protection funding mechanisms that, mmglementation, serve to protect forestland across the
Commonwealth.

Leqislature

31Est ablish a AChallenge Fund, o perhaps thr
that provides fichall enge grantso to citie
proposls for compact developments that include substantial forest conservation
components. A similar process was very successfully used in the Plymouth Challenge
issued by the state in conjunction with the early stage review of The Pinehills in
Plymouth.

3.2Capitlize a revolving fund for oBite waste water treatment plants for compact
development projects that include substantial forest consengtinponents. Enable
cities and towns (or groups of cities and
A e st aelgulatioashand procedures for the assessment and collection of a fee to be
paid by each t ownfrom &gvenwatershaddoraguwies wat er 0
(analogous to 1997, Chapter 92, regarding the creation of such measures for the
Mattapoisett River aquif@ Likewise,enable cities and towns (or districts) to issue
Abonds and notes for the purpose of assi s
acqguire land for thelanpagauste2010iHRA8S® f t he anq
presented by William Straus, rextky signed into law by the Governor).

3.3Improve the ability of Chapter 61 programs to advance forest land protection in
Massachusetts.

o Provide increased funding for cities and towns that vote to acquire Chapter 61
lands for forest conservatioBhapter 6Jprovides cities and towns in the
Commonweal th a distinctive opportunity
Chapter 61 lands that are removed from that status by the landowner. A revolving
fund to assist towns to acquire such properties as theyrgeaeailable may
make the difference in the protection of key conservation properties.
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o0 Provide an option for Chapter 61 towns to protect lands coming out of the
program with the purchase of a conservation restriction.

o Provide funding for planning granfisr cities and townshat apply to conduct
comprehensive surveys regarding the status and potential for permanent
conservation of Chapter 61 lands.

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs/
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)

3.4 Assure that towns and cities are informed regarding the availability of the Drinking
Water Supply Protection Grant PrograXate that grants from the program have
declined from a level of $3,022,650 in FY05 to $510,000 in FY10, perhaps because
of a lack ofsuitable applications for the funds.

3.5Examine the possibility of initiating sliding application fees for MEPA filings based
on the fAismart growtho rating of a project
development).Use the funds for technical assistanckt@al communities to
implement smart growth planning tools.

3.6 Provide communities with examples of locatlaws on forestry zoninghhe Town
of Shutesbury, for example, has a strong set of locéd\y related to forest zoning.

Department of Energy Reswmces

3.7 Provide incentives for compact developments that plan to use-scas wood
burning thermal or combined heat and power systems that will incrementally reduce
the Statebs carbon emi ssions.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING RURAL ECONOMICDEVELOPMENT AS A
STRATEGY TO FINANCEFOREST CONSERVATION

Massachusetts has an opportunity to enhance the economic viability of its woodlands through a
systematic program of rural economic development. Specific recommendations are still in
development. However, discussidngdate indicate that recommendations for such a program
would emphasize the following.

Leqislature

41Est ablish a Ather mal renewabl e energy st a
introduce renewable fuels into heating fuel marketere is alreadin
Massachusetts a renewable energy standard for electricity. A complementary
standard for the use of renewable fuels in homes, schools and small institutional
settings could have a substantial beneficial impact on providing a reliable market for
sustaimbly harvested wood in the state.

4.2 Consider legislation to create a state tax credit for the cost of a Forest Stewardship
Plan. Over the past 8 years, DCR has directly funded 1,400 such plans covering
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100,000 acres of working forest which commit landowrierkeeping their land in
forest and implementing sustainable forestry practices foryged0periodThis
initiative will increase forestry on private lands thereby supporting rural jobs and
economic development and returning tax revenues via payrbBalas tax from this
activity. A tax credit would expand the positive impact of this initiative and greatly

reduce state costs for program administration and outreach.

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs/
Executive Office of Energy and Enviramental Affairs (EEA)

4.3Explore opportunities to use federal new market tax credits (NMihdsyv-income

rural census areas of the state to provide investment incentives for corporate investors
in wood fuel, timber, or wood manufacturing plants or tourisfrastructure.

4.4 Support and expand the use of efficient, low emissions and low maintenance

European pellet furnaces to replace aging oil furnaces in rural, forested/dseas
support the development of a new wood pellet plant in Massachusetts thapaypuld

a premium for sustainably harvested wood pellets qualifying for the Massachusetts
Department of Agricultural Resources Commonwealth Quality Seal. Link this
initiative to the Massachusetts Low Income Fuel Assistance Program so that furnace
installations and fuel subsidy will support local economies. Also, consider similar
support for the development of appropriatetaled wooeburning thermal and
combinedheat and power plants near available wood fuel supplies.

4 5Prepare woodland owners for participatin emerging ecosystem service markets

(for example, clean water, biodiversity, carbon sequestration and appropsizakdy
wood fuel markets)

4.6 Promote locally grown, valdadded wood product¥he Massachusetts Woodlands

Cooperative already has a metlprogram for promoting locally produced wood
products. A more comprehensive program, such as that being implemented by the
Northern Fores€Center in Concord, NHnight have amoresubstantial impact.

4.7 Work with the State Tourism Office to enhancetheast e 6 s r ur al tour i

infrastructureWork with Massachusetts Office of Business Development and Office
of Tourism to offer technical assistance and low interest loans for the development of
carefully sited tourism infesofostarecat ur e
tourism in these forested landscapes.

FOLLOW THROUGH

We have, in Massachusetts, accomplished a great deal in forest conservation and related fields

over the past dozen years. It will suffice to name just a few of the signal accomplishkvee

have achieved since 1999. During the era in which Bob Durand served as Secretary of the
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs under Governor Paul Celluci, the Tully project set a
new standard for aggregation and focused forest conservatiomdaisod led the effort to pass

the Community Preservation Act, a key piece of legislation which continues to boost local land
conservation, building restoration, and certain development initiatives across the state. Doug
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Foy, who served as Secretary un@evernor Mitt Romney, brought a new level of focus and
commitment to sustainable development, with his unwavering emphasis on encouraging transit
oriented development. And Secretary of Energy and Environment Affairs lan Bowles, during

Governor Deval Patic6és first term, pushed forward with
keeping the Governoros promise to make a cons
conservation. |l ndeed, the | evel of Il and conse

first term is unprecedented in Massachusetts history.

Building on the accomplishments of his predecessors, and recognizing the severe budgetary
constraints during Governor Patrickds second
Environmental Affairs, Richard Sun, has an opportunity to bring these lines of achievement
togetherHe has the opportunity to emphasize, align and make comprehensive praajrbssst

in selected areas within the statm at least three complementary areas: advancing land

conservai on, encouraging compact and sustainabl e
renewabl e forest resources to enhance the sta

We encourage the Secretary, along with his colleagues in the gurbate and notprofit

sectors, to pursue the recommendations in this report to do justithl@nce conservation,

compact development, and the development of t
use of the financing and related mechanigmsussed here. A bright and sustainable future for

the Commonwealth and its forests will very likely depend on our doing all three things well.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The conservation of the forests and watersheds of Massachusetts is key to the sustained health
and weltbeing of present and fute citizens of the Commonwealth. It is similarly key to the
provision of the ecosystem services upon which they do now and will for many centuries depend.
Recent studies articulate scenarios in which a esestoral coalition achievesover coming

decales-- the landscapscale conservation of wildlands, woodlands and wetlands from the
Berkshires to Massachusetts Bay, including those owned and managed by state and local
governments, by large and small Aanofit organizations, by private businesses, land

individuals and their families. Achieving the ambitious landscagade forest and watershed
conservation goals articulated in these scenarios will require natural capital, human capital,

social capital and, inevitably, financial capital.

Identifying new and innovative sources of financial capital that are commensurate with the
conservation challenges we face is the focus of this report. Specifically, we examine here in
some depth two financing and ceostluction strategies of particular interest aotential:
aggregation for forest conservation, and mitigation for forest conservation. In addition, we give
brief consideration to several other strategies of interest, including: optimization in the
deployment of conservation budgets of public andprofit organizations; investment in local
forestbased enterprises and economies; investment in watebalsed natural infrastructure;

and promotion of lowmpact conservation development.

Both aggregation and mitigation are emerging conservation firdrategies§ approaches and
methodologies that can be used today, in the fi¢ldit have the potential to be deployed at a
large scale, in urban, suburban, rural and remote locations around the state, and indeed,
throughout New England and across thetNémerican continent. It is appropriate that we aim

to make notable progress in deploying these methods in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
where we have a remarkable diversity of landscapes that span theairbarote continuum,

and where we haveleritage of landmark conservation achievement stretching back nearly four
hundred years. Given our preselaly wealth of talented conservation practitioners and natural
amenities, we are once again positioned to make historic progress in the field of land

conservation.
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We have prepared this report so that petitgkers and practitioners can consider the present

day strengths and weaknesses, as well as the prospective opportunities and threats, of

aggregation and mitigation as conservation finance stratégiese particular strengths,

weaknesses, opportunities and threats are detailed in the pages of this report that follow. Most
importantly, the significant opportunities associated with aggregation and mitigation are likely to

be realized when consideredh as al teomnatswveat égiedherbut rat
complementary strategies for efficiently and effectively financing the conservation of

Massachusetts landscapes.

Aggregation strategies are particularly appropriate for assembling for conservaposgs- in

an efficient and coseffective manner- regionally coherent collections of working woodlands

and wild forestlands, as well as fresh and saltwater wetlands. Mitigation strategies are well

suited for minimizing unplanned development, as waglfor generating ongoing funds

associated with the land development activities consistently required by our society. Together,
mitigation and aggregation can give us a steady supply of lands that can be voluntarily

conserved, as well as a reliable sowt&inding for acquiring conservation benefits. Together,

the two strategies offer us a pathway towards landssegle conservation efforts, sustained

over many decades, that will leave generations in the future with a Massachusetts landscape even

more vbrant and valuable than the one we enjoy today.

Aggregation and mitigation are likely to be even more powerful strategies when used to
complement additional conservation finance strategies considered in this report. Without doubt,
the success of each thiese strategies depends on engaged conservationists from the public,
private, norprofit and academic sectors. As a reader of this report, you are likely a concerned
conservationist active in at least one of those sectors. We invite your commentsnguastio
critiqgues regarding this report, as well as your fresh ideas regarding emerging methods for
building the natural, human, social and financial capital that will be necessary to conserve our
land and water resources for the next four hundred ye#éing dlassachusetts story. Welcome to

the dialogue.
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BACKGROUND

In the opening passages of the April 2G-0est Futures Visioningeport submitted by a blue

ribbon Technical Steering Committee to the Commissioner of the Massachusetts Department of
Conservéion and Recreation, the authors articulate a-@ngn vision for the forests of

Massachusetts in the year 2110, a century from today. Their vision describes a scenario in which
fimore than half the land area of the Commonwealth will remain in foresislange blocks of

reserves surrounded by parks and woodlands actively managed for a diverse set of ecosystem
services. These forests provide numerous economic and social benefits to local communities, the
state and nation clean air and water, biodivetgi recreation, tourism, climate change

adaptation and mitigation, wood products, and a high quality of life for Massachusetts

citizenso'®

The Technical Steering Committeebs vision | ar
earlier, in 2005, by Dad Foster and his colleagues at the Harvard Forest inWikllands and
Woodlandsvision for the forests of Massachuséfts.n t hat r eporthepedplae aut h
and Commonwealth of Massachusetts to launch a bold, comprehensive initiativestweons

[the] precious Wildlands and Woodlands and the ecological and social values they possess. We
propose a forest conservation strategy that extends a simple design from conservation biology in
important new ways. This approach consists of large forestwes in which natural processes

dominate and human impact is minimized (Wildlands), embedded within expansive forestland

that is protected from development but is actively managed in an ecologically sustainable

manner (Woodlands). Specifically, the Wddlds and Woodlands vision urges that we: add
approximately 1.5 million acres to the statebo
reach a target of 2.5 millionacres oughl y hal f the state of Massa

The vision articulated by & Foster and his colleagues in 2005 was, in turn, informed by the

work earlier in the decade of the New England Natural Resources Center (NENR@Eea 40

old risk-taking, regional noprofit. In 2004 NENRC published an analysis of the

Co mmo n we adstfohfdrest steveardship authored by seasoned experts on the subject,
including Charles H. W. Foster, Perry Hagenst
outlining a fAVision f d%aswehasaNENRGpESoged and Lands
feasibility stidy of a western Massachusetts conservation project that encompassed both

woodlands and wildlands, are integral to the way we now envision our forests.

Achieving the similar vi si bonestFuureandWiglanidNew Eng
and Woodlandr e por t s wi | | require at | east four type

10 isa Vernegaaret al, Forest Futures Visioning Process: Recommendations dfebhnical Steering Committee

-- Final Report Massachusetts Deparént of Conservation and Recreation, Boston, MA, April 21, 2010, page 5.

" David Fosteet al, Wildlands and Woodlands: A Vision for tRerests of Massachusettdarvard Forest,

Harvard University, Petersham, MA, 2005, availablbtad://harvardforest.fas.harvard.edu/wandw/index.html

Ypavid Kittr e Wigon for Mafachuseto ngstas o i n Charles H. W. Fost e
editors.Forest Conservation and StewardsimpgMassachusettdarvard Forestlarvard UniversityPetersham,

MA, 2004.
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endowment ohatural capital including its extensive forests, which as a result of our great good
fortune continue to exist across the state, from Provincetown to Pattsfiehe early twenty

first century. Second isuman capitalor the professional knowledge and knbaw that the
statebds professional foresters and students o
Third issocial capitali the enthusiasm angkrsistent will of the people of Massachusetts to see

their forests remain intact for many generations to come. And the fodiritansial capitali

the funding required to consummate many of the transactions that will permanently protect at
leastonehd f of the stateds forested | andscape. I
report.

Specifically, the Program on Conservation Innovation at the Harvard Forest, Harvard University,
directed by James N. ( iJi nieMaskaehusetts Enviromrerstal a wa r
Trust (MET) in 2009 to conduct a yelang investigation into a small number of selected

met hods for financing forest conservation in
supervised by David Foster, Director oéth Har var d Forest, the Univer:
and educational facility based in Petersham, Massachusetts. Levitt also greatly benefitted from

the diligent project research on aggregation

the Sustaability and Environmental Management Program at the Harvard Extension School,
and from the careful research on mitigation (as well as the very thorough project
communications and management work) done by Kate Isenberg, the Program on Conservation
Innovaton Research Associate for the 2a0®10 academic year.

The investigation follows up on a prior roundtable se<8ioeld in 2006 to identify a wider

range of financing methods that would advance the aims of theVZD@iands and Woodlands
report on thedrests of Massachusetts. In addition, the results of the investigation are likely to
inform a report on Financing Forest Conservation which will be submitted by a legislatively
authorized Special Study Commission on Financing Forest Conservation, nowedxpdue

ready in the third or fourth quarter of 2010.

The purpose of this paper is to report on the investigation associated with the MET
grant, and to offer polieynakers and practitioners insight into the history and potential use of
two pramising approaches to conservation finance. Those approachaggnegationfor forest
conservation; anchitigation and offset policies and practicesor forest conservation. In
addition, this report more briefly discusses several other approachesé&rvation finance that
may be of considerable value in ongoing efforts to conserve the forests of Massachusetts,
including: optimization in the deployment of state and local conservation budgets; community
and regionabkcale investments in watersheds atitenecosystem service resources; community
and regional investments in fordsised enterprises and economies; and the development of
regulatory, zoning and financing tools that promote-impact conservaticoriented
development.

13 James N. Levitt and Kathleen Fallon LambBeport on the Wildlands and Woodlands Conservation Finance
RoundtableHarvard Forest, Harvard University, Petersham, MA, 2006, ahailat
http://www.wildlandsandwoodlands.org/pubs/reports.html
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To begin this discussn, we ask that you consider the significance in the title of this report of the

p h r aoss tiie CommonwealtfdThe wordfi aross of course, implies the wide variety of
geographies that span the state, from the scrub oak forests bordering the dle@epesCod

and the Islands to the majestic hardwoods and conifers that grow on the slopes of Mount

Greyl ock i n the st at eabressalsoanspties th@rosaing of parcel s . Howe
boundaries and economic sectorOur task, as we see it, isdonsider policies that stimulate

forest conservation by the private and fpvofit sectors as well as the public sector. Our intent is

to encourageegional conservation initiativesthat cross town lines as well as the parcel
boundaries that separate,ox ampl e, a state forest from a pri
nature reservation owned and managed by a charitable organization. In other words, we hope to
focus the reader 0s at t ewldlandbresenesandworking of t he co
woodlands ofall of the forests of Massachusetfsot just the forests owned and managed by

the State of Massachusetts. This is consistent with the perspective enunciated by several speakers
at theForum on the Forests of Massachusagd at the Harvard Foreist the spring of 2008

We al s o u Lemntomwealttvporposefulfy in the title to this repoAs it is used

today, the word means fia state or nation in w
used in the official title of our state,h e Commonweal t h of Massachuset
come from fifteenth century England, when it
being. o Our purpose in this report is to ide

regulatory tools \Wwich can contribute to the benefit of not just one constituency, but more to the
general good in that it can help addresstiple conservation objectives from biodiversity

protection to the provision of ecosystem services (including the provision ofareplentiful

water supplie$ a primary focus of the Massachusetts Environmental Trust), the production of
certified commodities, and the enhancement of treasured amenities, from open spaces in the core
of Boston to wilderness sanctuaries that can aehed only through weplanned hikes deep

into remote corners of western Massachusetts.

Both aggregation and mitigatidnthe methods of conservation finance selected as focal points

for this report in accordance with the MET Grant for investigatiohbys r eport 6 s aut h
approved for that purpose by Massachusetts Advisory Board on Financing Forest Conservation

can facilitate conservation that crosses boundaries on a landscape scale, and that serves to

address multiple conservation objectivesgfagpation is an approach pioneered largely in
Massachusetts, and is now beginning to be considered for conservation efforts around the nation.
Mitigation/offset policies and practices, to the contrary, represents a field of conservation

practice in which Mssachusetts lags in comparison to a number of other states. Whether

invented here or not, both aggregation and mitigation have the potential to play a significant role

in Massachusetts forest conservation practice in the twestyentury.

4 The title of the newsletter issued periodically by The Massachusetts Chapter of The Nature Conservancy is
Conservation Aross the Commonwealth. The use of those words as part of the title of this report is simply
coincidental.

15 James N. LevittForum on the Forests of Massachusétiorest Futures Visioning Process

Meeting Summarylune 2009. Posted at
http://www.mass.gov/dcr/news/publicmeetings/materials/HarvardForumSumih&§3. pdf
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ORGANIZATIO N OF THE
ADVISORY BOARD ON FINANCING FOREST CONSERVATION

Thecommunity of policy analysts, practitioners and citizens in Massachusetts interested in the
field of conservation finance has steadily grown over the past five years, since the convening of
2006 meeting of the Wildlands and Woodlands Conservation Finance Roundtable at the Harvard
University Center for the Environment. The community has been active, among other venues, at:
the financeoriented meetings of the Wildlands and Woodlands Partnerstigh periodically

over the past several years; in the public hearing held at the State House in 2008 to urge the
legislature to consider the formation of a Special Study Commission on Conservation Finance;
and at the Forum on the Forests of Massachuseiisat the Harvard Forest in May 2009.

In organizing the Advisory Board that would participate in the meetings associated with this
study, Jim Levitt directly contacted many of those individuals and asked if they might be

available to attend and shareithinsights regarding the conservation finance topics under
consideration. In addition, the meetings were open to anyone who he might not have reached
who expressed an interest in attending. As a result, attendance at the sessions ran at about 15 to
25 paticipants per session. The public, private, 4poofit and academic sectors were well
represented throughout, resulting in lively and wideging discussions. Following below in

Figure 1 is a list of the more than three dozen individuals who partidipatse or more of the
meetings of the Advisory Board on Financing Forest Conservation.

Figure 1: Attendees, Financing Forest Conservation Advisory Board Meetings

Slater Anderson, LandVest

Si Balch, New England Forestry Foundation

Julia Blatt, Massachusetts Rivers Alliance

Will Brownsberger, Massachusetts State Representative

David Cash, Massachusetts Executdféice of Environmental Affairs

Dicken Crane, Holiday Farm

Michael Fleming, Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation
David Foster, Harvard Forest

Michael Gildesgame, Appalachian Mountain Club

Tony Green, The Pinehills

Lee Hartmann, Town oflfimouth, Massachusetts

Bill Hinkley, Massachusetts Environmental Trust

Scott Horsley, Horsely Witten Group

Jennifer Howard, Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation
Kate Isenberg, Program on Conservation Innovation at the Harvard Forest
RobbJohnson, Massachusetts Chapter of The Nature Conservancy

David Kittredge, University of Massachusetts

Wayne Klockner, Massachusetts Chapter of The Nature Conservancy
Jay Kuhlow, Office of Massachusetts State Senator Stephen Brewer

Bill Labich, Highstead

Jim Levitt, Program on Conservation Innovation at the Harvard Forest
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Steve Long, Massachusetts Chapter of The Nature Conservancy

Lynn Lyford, New England Forestry Foundation

Bernie McHugh, Massachusetts Land Trust Coalition

Kent Messer, University of Delawa

Robert O6Connor, Massachusetts Execu
Robert Pershel, The Forest Guild

Keith Ross, LandVest

Emily RusselRoy, Pacific Forest Trust

Jessica Sargemichaud, Trust for Public Land

Jason Sohigian, Sustainability & EmMgmt. Program, Harvard Extension School
Lisa Vernegaard, Trust for Public Land

Thomas Walker, Natural Resource Consultant

Rob Warren, The Nature Conservancy

Suzanne Webber, Massachusetts Woodlands Cooperative

Rick Weyerhauser, Lyme Timber

Bob Wilber, Massachusett®\udubonSociety

Leigh Youngblood, MounGrace Land Conservation Trust

Matt Zieper, Trust for Public Land

Bob Zimmerman, Charles River Watershed Association

The Advisory Board was convened on seven occasions between November 2009
June 2010. Meetings alternated between sites in Boston and sites to the west anc
S0 as to conveniently accommodate as many Advisory Board members as possib
Following is a brief summary of each of the meetings.

November 12, 20Q9ntroduction

When and whereA morning meeting was held from 9 am to noon at the Appalachian
Mountain Club Headquarters (AMC) at 5 Joy Street, Boston, Massachusetts.

What Jim Levitt made a presentation the organization of the Advisory Board and the
proposed schedule of meetings. The Advisory Board considered and approved the
proposal that aggregation and mitigation be the focus-@épih investigation by Levitt
and his associates Jason Sohigiath leate Isenberg, and that aggregation and mitigation
be the principal focus of the written report due in June 2010 to the Massachusetts
Environmental Trust.

Decemberl4, 2009: Aggregation

When and whereéA morning meeting was held from 9 am to noorhathlew England
Forestry Foundation at 32 Foster Street, Littleton, Massachusetts.

What Jim Levitt made some opening remarks about the topic of aggregation. Several
speakers followed to cover different aspects of the topic. Bill Labich discussed
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Woodlan@ Councils as possible precursors to aggregation projects. Leigh Youngblood
commented on early experiences with aggregation in the North Quabbin Region. Lynn
Lyford discussed the present state of the ongoing Western Massachusetts Aggregation
Project, folowed by Keith Ross speaking on the future of aggregation. After some
discussion, Jennifer Howard presented on aggregation from the perspective of the state,
and Mike Fleming offered a view of aggregation as it is relevant to federal forest
conservation mgrams. The group then discussed the key factors for the success for
aggregation projects, as well as the apparent strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and
strengths (SWOT) of aggregation as a conservation finance strategy.

January 25, 2010Investingin Local ForestBased Economies and Enterprises

When and wheréAn afternoon meeting was held from 1 to 4 pm at the AMC
Headquarters, at 5 Joy Street, Boston, Massachusetts.

What After some opening remarks by Jim Levitt, Jessica Safgaitaud of the Tust

for Public Land gave a presentation on the valuation of ecosystem services, and how
consideration of such valuations entered public considerations of conservation initiatives.
Next, Suzanne Webber of the Massachusetts Woodlands Cooperative gasentaposn

on markets for local wood products. This was followed by a brief discussion led by Jim
Levitt and Leigh Youngblood regarding ecotourism in Massachusetts at present, and its
potential for growth. Next, Dicken Crane presented on the economittyaitithe

forestry sector of Massachusetts in particular, and Tom Walker discussed the potential for
biomass markets in the state. The meeting concluded with a discussion of key issues
facing proponents of foresiased economic development in the state.

March 1, 2010 low-Impact ConservatiorDevelopment

When and wherelhe meeting was held at The Pinehills Summerhouse, on 33
Summerhouse Drive, Plymouth, MA 02360, from 9 am to 1 pm.

What The day began at 9 am with a tour and brief history of The Himdbvelopment,

lead by Tony Green. After the tour, we reconvened in the Summerhouse. Scott Horsley
of the Horsley Witten Group, a consultant to the Pinehills, made a presentation about The
Pinehills as an good example of kmvpact development. Thengk Hartmann,

Planning Director of the Town of Plymouth, share his perspective on the development,
and on the practice of Smart Growth. Finally, Bob Wilber spoke with the group regarding
other lowimpact developments that are ongoing in MassachusettspantMass

Au du b o n &cshablitad program. We concluded the meeting by considering the
potential, as well as the possible roadblocks for futureitopact development projects

in Massachusetts.

April 2, 2010 Compensatory Mitigation and Forest Conseroat

When and wherélhe meeting was held from 1 to 4 pm in a conference room on the
second floor of the Massachusetts State Offices at 100 Cambridge Street, Boston, MA.
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What Jim Levitt and Kate Isenberg began the meeting with a presentation on

compenstory mitigation as it is practiced in various forms throughout the United States.
Next, Bob O6Connor presented on the state
Rob Warren then discussed {fi@elieu compensatory mitigation for biodiversity, ame t

work of The Nature Conservancy on the subject. Si Balch and Emily R&ssethen

presented on compensatory mitigation for forest carbon, and the state of forest carbon
markets in the U.S. Finally, Jim Levitt led a discussion regarding the strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats regarding the several approaches to mitigation that
might be pursued in Massachusetts.

May 17, 2010 WatersheBased Investments in the Green Infrastructure

When and wherel'he meeting was held at The Trustees of Resi®ns Doyle
Conservation Center at 325 Lindell Avenue, Leominster, Massachusetts, from 1 to 4 pm.

What After some brief introductions by Jim Levitt, Matt Zieper made a presentation on
Clean Water State Revol ving Fuentatisnoond ol | owe
recent project concept developed by the Charles River Watershed Association. Finally,

Kent Messer of the University of Delaware presented on optimization for land
conservation. The meeting conclpaoimsed wi th

June 17, 2010 Synthesis and Consideration of Draft Report

When and wherdrom 1 to 4 pm in a conference room on the second floor of the
Massachusetts State Offices at 100 Cambridge Street, Boston, Massachusetts.

What: The group, led by Jim Lettj reviewed a workn-progress draft of this report, and
discussed its findings and recommendations.

What follows are summary findings and recommendations based on the Advisory Board
discussions and additional research conducted by James Levitt, JaggarSand Kate

Isenberg, the authors of this report. These findings and recommendations, while benefitting from
review and comment by members of the Advisory Board, remain the opinions and responsibility
of the authors.
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AGGREGATION AS A STRATE GY FOR FINANCING FOREST CONSERVATION

Aggregation has been emerging in New England and other regions of the United States over the
past several decad&sAggregators across the United States are figuring out, to quote Bill

Toomey of Hi ghelope ad,

h o w t n Ade v

processes so that land trusts can work
together on fundraising cooperatively rather
than competitivel y.
New England example, the Northern Sierra
Partnership (NSP) leading a coalition of lang
trusts and conservation organizagan the
vicinity of Lake Tahoe in California and
Nevada has recently served as the catalyst
raising $30 million of private donations, on
the way to a goal of $100 million, to match
$300 million of public funds that will finance
the protection of an @mated 100,000 acres
of exquisite high mountain landscafe.

Aggregation projects typically involve the
effort of a consultant, agent, aggregator (for
example, a regional land trust), or for larger
projects, a conservation finance intermediar,
(for exampeé, a regional conservation
organization such as the NSP that can bring
together several aggregating land trusts). T
consultant, agent, aggregator or conservatig
finance intermediary packages multiple
parcels of land that can be conserved either

WHAT IS AGGREGATION?

Aggregation is a conservation finance strategy
thatbundles muliple parcels of land into one
packagethat has the potential to be protected
with improved efficiency and cestfectiveness.
The use of aggregation has the potential to
accelerate the scope and scale of regional land
conservation effors. Aggregated bune$ are
typically assembled and protected with the acti
participation of a thirdparty consultant, agent,
aggregator or conservation finance intermediar

The effort to protect the aggregated parcels caf
benefit fronreduced cost¢for example, from
group appraisals, standard offer agreements, a
regionally coordinated stewardship efforts) and
improved access to financial capitéfior
example, access to larg@ndscape government
grant programs, access to large pools of
philanthropic resources, and the bargain sale o
donation of conservation easements by land
owners to regionally significant conservation
initiatives.

0

throughthe sale of fee interests in the parcels;

or through the sale of conservation easements that restrict development on the parcels. The sale
of fee interests or conservation easements is typically made to one or more buyers (for example,
non-profit conservabn organizations, governments or private entities) that have a conservation
mission.

To offer a concrete local example, consider the February 2009 description of an ongoing
aggregation project in Western Massachusetts sponsored by the New Englang Forestr
Foundation (NEFF):

Most of New Englanddéds forest | andscape i
different families. Protecting numerous small properties on a scale that makes a regional

S

16 James N. LevittReport on the Conservation Finance Intermediaries Roundtatale/ad Forest, Harvard

University, Petersham, MA. September 2007, available at
http://harvardforest.fas.harvard.edu/research/pci/2007_cfi_roundtable_report.pdf

Wil l'i am Poole. AA Part ne rlLanand Pdopiefhe Trisefor Rublic tahde SummeBi er r a,
2010, available dtttp://www.landandpeopidigital.com/laminpeople/summer2010?pg=22#pgl2
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difference is a major challenge. The traditional methods cfezeing forests one family

or one project at a time will never accomplish the scale of forest protection necessary to
ensure clean air and clean water, or to ensure fpreductsbased enterprises, for future
generations.

To address the challenge, NEF6B Boar d of Directors recent]l)
approach. NEFF will partner with local and regional land trusts to go beyond protecting

forests one parcel and one project at a time. Inspired by work emanating from the

Wildlands and Wodlandsinitiative, NEFF will combine the efforts of many successful

land trusts across the region, unified by a common vision of forest protection, to
ARaggregated many smaller projects into a m

As illustrated below in Figure 2, the Western Massaettisig\ggregation Project being pursued

by the New England Forestry Foundation is the only the latest in a series of multiple parcel
conservation projects that have been initiated in the state over the past dozen years. As described
both in Figure 2 and iAppendix 1 to this report, Bill Hull in 1998 effectively collaborated with

Keith Ross (at that time an employee of the New England Forestry Foundation acting as a
consultant to Hull) to put together the first of these initiatives, called the Hull PedcPidyll,

with RossO0 assistance, combined | ands he alre
family. He sold easements on these combined |
Peckds working woodl|l ands . ifpbrantiedtohefdPeck pr oj e
subsequent aggregation projects. With one seller of easements, two buyers and several matching
funders, the deal had a relatively straightforward structure, as least as compared to subsequent
multi-parcel projects.

The Tully Initiative, spearheaded between 2000 and 2002 by Massachusetts Secretary of the
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Robert Durand, was a second early example of an
aggregation project. In this groundbreaking effort, the state worked with the Mount Grate La
Conservation Trust as its agent to acquire easements on some 9,100 acres distributed among 104
parcels to protect a critical mass of land resources in the North Quabbin region of the
Commonwealth (see Figure 2; see also Appendix 1 for a matepitn pofile of the project).

This was the first of several multiple parcel projects in which Mount Grace, led by Leigh
Youngblood, played a pivotal role in assembling a coherent package of parcels in a concentrated
area.

New Engl and For A&ggregatipn: & oveativedapproach 1o protetting healthy forests for future
generatons © February 2009.
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Figure 2: RecentAggregation Projects in Massachusetts

Aggregation projects

Name Hull Peck Tully Quabbin Southern Western
Project Initiative Corridor Monadnock Massachusetts
Connection Plateau ¢, 11&1m) Aggregation
Project
Date 1998 -2002 2000 -2002 2002 -2009 2007 -2010 (+) 2008 -2010 (+)
Acres 8,064 9,100 1,7 00 4,997 12,600
Parcels 49 total:  Hull 104 18 45 77
buys 34 Peck
parcels, and
combines with
15 other Hull
parcels
Easement $500 $1,000 $2, 494 $2,907 (phase Il costs $1,683 (pr ojected)
Cost/Acre are projected)
Total Cost $4 million $9 million $4.24 million $14.5 million  (phase IlI $21.2 million
costs are projected)
Easement Hull 104 18 45 77
Sellers
Aggregators Consultant to Agent for  buyer Aggregator Aggregators Aggregators
Agents or seller : New Mount Grace Land Mount Grace Land Mount Grace, Mount Grace,

Consultants

England Forestry

Conservation Trust

Conservation Trust

other land trusts,

EQLT, Franklin LT,

Foundation and towns NEFF, Kestrel, BNRC,
Monte rey
Preservation LT
Conservation - - - NQRLP (from NEFF
Finance Mount Grace offices)
Intermediary
Easement NEFF and the State of USFS Forest Lega cy USFS Forest Legacy as 7 land trusts as
Buyers and Commonwealth Massachusett s as as buyer, with buyer, with matching easement buyers
Major of Massachusetts buyer and funder matching funds or funds or bargain sales with matching funds
Funders as buyer s, with bargain sales by by Mass DCR, or bargain sales by
funding by Mount Grace, Mass Ashburnham Cons. landowners, MA
NFWF, Norcross, Audubon, Harvard Trust, North County LT, DCR, private
Beveridge Forest, MA F&W, MA Nashua River Watershed philanthropy,
DCR, two towns, Council, two towns business interests,
landowners others TBDé
COMMENT > One seller > Many sellers > Many sellers > Many sellers > Many sellers

>Tw o buyers
> Several
funders

> One agent

> One buyer
> One funder

> One aggregator

> One lead buyer
> Many matching
funders

> Many aggregators

> One intermediary

> One lead buyer

> Many matching
funders

> Many aggregators
> One intermediary
> Multiple buyers

> Many funders

A decade after the founding of the Tully Trail, which winds through the parcels that were

protected, enthusiasm foreh e f f or t
anniversary reminds us what the cooperation of local, state, and federal government can achieve

when toget her with

wor ki

ng

still

runs

private

high. As

ci ti

work inspired by this trall contlnues to support the working forests and rich biodiversity that

existintheTullyVal | ey?

ngay

Rasku,

and

Davi

today.

Kot ker

0

fi Cel e leasaftoin thhegNeW England e ar s

Forestry Foundation, August 28, 2009. Availablehttp://www.landtrustalliance.org/aboeus/news/northeast
newgcelebratingtenyearson-the-tully-trail.
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The first of the projects involving leadership from an aggregating land trust or conservation
finance intermediary organizatiasmthe Quabbin Corridor Connection (QCC). The Mount Grace
Land Conservation Trust, which had gained important experience inpautel project
management during the Tully Initiative, served as the aggregator for this project, which was
carried out ovethe course of seven years, from 2002 to 2009.

As noted in the project writep in Appendix 1, the QCC project was not without its challenges.

For exampleshifting procedures and standards at the federal level caused the project to take

longer than expeed, eventually increasing transaction costs. Specifically, Mount Grace project
managers did not anticipate the modifications in the conservation restriction (otherwise known as
Aconservation easemento) | anguaggovetneatt was ev
Changing requirements, coupled with a shortage of legal staff at the state level required to review
the changes, caused significant delays in deal closing dates.

Nevertheless, the Quabbin Corridor Connection Project did achieve its prinoisabarnering
$3,000,000 in federal support for its innovative design, as well as about $1,500,000 in matching
financing that came in the form of: $375,000 in funds from the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts; 1kind donations of legal and stewardship workued at $119,000; $133,500

from bargain sales by landowners; and gifts of conservation restrictions totaling $873,000 in
value.

It is important to note that the project attracted significatkinad and donated financing due to

the potential availabilitpf United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Legacy
Program (FLP) funding from the federal government. In effect, as a pioneering aggregation
project in the FLP process, the QCC project raised funding that might not otherwise have been
availabk to a piecemeal, pareky-parcel conservation initiative.

The next project considered here (and in Appendix 1 to this report) that involved land trusts
working as aggregators is the Southern Monadnock Plateau (SMP) project, organized in three
phases byhe North Quabbin Regional Landscape Partnership (NQRLP). The NQLRP actually
acted in this project as a conservation finance intermediary organization that coordinated the
aggregation efforts of several land trusts, including Mount Grace, the Ashbu@drasarvation
Trust, and the North Country Land Trust, as well as several towns, including the towns of
Ashburnham and Winchester, Massachusetts. Jay Rasku, who coordinated the project for the
NQLRP, noted that the effort benefitted considerably from tipermence gained by Mount

Grace in the QCC project. Indeed, the offices of the NQLRP are actually located in space
provided by Mount Grace.

Like the QCC, the Southern Monadnock Plateau project has benefitted considerably from the
bargain sale and consenat restriction donations from landowners attracted by the scope and
scale of the project. The SMP project further benefitted from the clear connection it made to the
protection of water resources that flow to several area towns as well as the nealof citie
Fitchburg and Gardner. The connection to water resources helped the project gain access to
several significant sources of services and financial support, including the provision of project
due diligence by the Nashua River Watershed Council.
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The Westrn Massachusetts Aggregation Project (WMAP), mentioned above, is the latest
iteration of the aggregation strategy that has been launched in the Commonwealth. With the New
England Forestry Foundation serving as the project leader and conservation finance
intermediary, the WMAP shares many of the same features as the QCC and SMP projects.
However, the WMAP, rather than relying on principal funding from one source such as the
Forest Legacy Project, is seeking major funding from a variety of sources, inguiiatg

foundations. Notably, the project, as of June 2010, has already raised abthitcbogits $21

million goal through commitments for bargain sales, conservation restriction donations and in
kind contributions of due diligence and appraisal sei

As of June 2010, the WMAP is still a considerable distance from its December 2010 fundraising
goal, having some $13.5 million still to go.
and prime proponents, remains optimistic, noting thaptioject is in discussion with a number

of promising funding sources. Ross is quoted in the following excerpt, taken from an article on

the WMAP project which ran on tiidew York Timewebsite in the spring of 2010. The excerpt,

as well as conversationgtiva number of individuals involved with the project, reflect the

reality that a great deal of both human and social capital has to be built to train individuals and
organizations to work collaboratively to tackle a relatively large scale project.

An ongang 5-yearold project in western Massachusetts laid some of the groundwork.
Seven land trusts, led by the New England Forestry Foundation, are working to conserve
some 12,000 acres of forestlands, coordinating to buy land or cheaper easements from 77
families' forests.

The price tag for that effort totals about $20 million, according to projected estimates, but
currently, the partners are still seeking funding to meet a $13.5 million shortfall. It's not
easy work, they say, but the payoff could be enord@ous

Coordinating among land trusts that have been quietly competing with one another for
funds and are distinct identities is not as easy as picking up the phone. Not all these
groups have the same mission, so tailoring projects to overlap and meet jtirdagobe

a challenge.

Each group is also wary of revealing its fundersoncerned that more groups may
inundate the same funders with requests. Hiring a staff member who keeps all funding
sources confidential for the western Massachusetts project éa®be solution that the
coalition of land trusts have used to overcome that obstacle.

That project also crafted a model for how to decide which groups' projects would have
priority: It drew straws.

"In New England, almost every town has a land conservatiganization and do their

projects one at a time," Ross said in an interview. But over time, that can be exhausting,
he said.
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"Small, individual projects have trouble attracting funding from large organizations or
federal or state programs. Plus, if ygnoup projects together, you can get cheaper costs
for all the due diligence work legal costs, appraisal and the baseline documents.
Working together on those things can lower c65ts.

Ross and others are already thinking about how to build on the $dssoned in the HulPeck,

Tully, QCC, SMP and Western Massachusetts aggregation projects over more than a decade. As
illustrated on the map of the NEFF New England Aggregation Project prepared in October 2009
(see the description of the New England Agaiteon project towards the end of Appendix 1 to

this report), a group of 15 potential aggregation regions from Maine to Connecticut has been
identified for consideration. Collectively, the projects would aim to protect 80,000 to 120,000
acres of land at total cost of between $48 million and $72 million, at an average per acre cost of
about $600. The success of such plans will, of course, depend on the availability not only of
financial capital, but also the natural, human and social capital that candiedit forest
conservation in New England in the early twefitgt century.

AGGREGATION STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES AND THREATS

The foll owing assessment is based on the auth
for forest and witand conservation finance, with additional valuable input from the members of
the Advisory Board.

Strengths to Date

1 Scale The case studies reviewed lend credibility to the argument that aggregation can
allow conservation practitioners to acceleratepghee of conservation by allowing them
to work at a landscape scale. That is, forests and wettamdse conserveaslith greater
efficiency and effectiveness by using aggregation than they would otherwise be using a
parcetby-parcel approach. It is importato note that no statistical analysis of the
apparently superior effectiveness or effectiveness of aggregation can be made until a
statistically significant sample of aggregation projects and their costs (say, dozens of such
projects) can be reviewed.

1 Scope:Aggregation projects, due to their inclusion of multiple parcels and relatively
large number of acres included, appear to be more likely to provide a broad spectrum of
conservation benefits (for example, biodiversity conservation, ecosystem service
provision, sustainably produced commodity production, and natural amenity availability)
than could smaller, more isolated parsigled conservation projects. Aggregation

®Dina Fine Maron. fANew Engl and Gr ouNewY®K TantesJuneo7, Save The
2010, available dtttp://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/07/07 climatewirew-englandgroupsplot-to-savetheir-
dwindli-2701.html?pagewanted=This article was originally prepared for ClimateWire, and is also available on the
ClimateWire site ahttp://www.eenews.net/public/climatewire/2010/06/07/2

12 Nathaniel Carroll, Jessica Fox and Ricardo Bag®®8. Conservation and Biodiversity Banking: A Guide to

Seting Up and Running Biodiversity Credit Trading Systemesidon: Earthscanpage 15.

B¥wa |l maarctr.e si f or A meSeptember 1F 20@9t Avdilable at . o

www.walmartstores.com/download/2338tp
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projects appear to be particularly well suited to the protection of corridors oftprbtec
land which are likely to be critical to effort to provide landscape resiliency to climate
change.

91 Clustering and Conservation Planningggregation projects allow project sponsors to
cluster target parcels in relatively close proximity to one anodifierying conservation
planning goals to be achieved within a defined territory. The Tully project is a
particularly good example of a tightly clustered aggregation initiative that has had a
lasting impact on the North Quabbin region of North Central Mimssetts.

1 Provides Access to Financial Capit#ls demonstrated by the Htleck, Tully, QCC,
SMP and WMAP project profiles, aggregation projects can provide distinct advantages in
providing access to financial capital, whether that access is providagybhyanking in
Forest Legacy Project or other public grant program assessments; the ability of such
projects to attract large public, npnofit or private grants; or the ability of aggregation
projects to generate-kind, bargain sale and conservatrestriction donation gifts from
local conservation organizations and landowners. Such grants or gifts can be of
considerable significance to projects such as the SMP and WMAP projects, which have
proven themselves abie cover as much as o#ieird of ther capital costs throughin
kind, bargain sale and donation arrangements.

1 Can Generate Project Cost ReductioAs Keith Ross and others have explained,
aggregation projects have a significant potential to reduce conservatiparpel project
costs throgh multiparcel appraisals, the offering of standaffier contracts, the pooling
of project fundraising expenses, and streamlined monitoring protocols.

1 FacilitatesBuilding of Social and Human Capital for Forest Conservatidggregation
projectsper ® involve groups of land trusts, town governments, and private interests
working together to achieve a goal of regional significance. In collaborating and sharing
best practices, such cressctoral and cross pardebundary efforts are likely to increase
individual knowledge and knowow, as well as the shared satisfaction of working
together towards a common and meaningful goal. A valuable research task would be to
test whether or not land conservation occurs in geographic clusters due to an increase in
social capitali that is, if your neighbor is conserving her land, it would be interesting to
know if you would be more likely to do the same. Over the past decade and at present, it
is apparent that there have been and are more potential sellers of éagbamethere is
capital to acquire those easements in areas of Massachusetts where aggregation projects
are ongoing.

Weaknesses to Date
1 Is Subject to Risks of Bureaucratic Delag.described in the Appendix 1 description of
the Quabbin Corridor Connean project, aggregation projects, due to their complexity

and iterative nature, can be subject to bureaucratic delays, particularly if state or federal
guidelines or regulations regarding conservation easements change over time.
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9 Is Subject to Fundingral Fundraising RisksAs demonstrated by the Western
Massachusetts Aggregation Project, aggregation projects can be subject to delays and
risks related to fundraising. It is important to note that this is also true of a wide range of
other activities thalepend on fundraising from grants and gifts, including pdogel
parcel conservation projects, construction projects at churches and universities; or long
term capital campaigns of hospitals.

1 Is Subject to Changes in Partnership Participatids.projectsproceed over time, the
priorities of different partner organizations may shift. For example, the Massachusetts
Chapter of the Nature Conservancy was an early partner in the Western Massachusetts
Aggregation Project, but elected to end its participaticgamy 2010. Such risks are
endemic to any coalitiedependent project.

Opportunities Going Forward

1 Is a Replicable, Expandable and Flexible Modeal.can be seen by the continual
elaboration of the five muHlparcel conservation projects considerecHhercluding
projects that have served as precursors to aggregation, as well as projects that actually
involve active aggregators and conservation finance intermediaries) the aggregation
strategy is replicable across organizations, expandable regardimgntiber of partners
and target acres involved, and flexible in organizational form. As aggregation projects
emerge in New England and elsewhere in coming years we are likely to see additional
experimental organizational configurations that may yield a@helw set of best
practices in the field.

1 Particularly Suited to Buding Human and Social Capitak a Regional Scal@he
aggregation strategy is very well suited to work at the community and regional levels. It
is, in fact,designed to engage multigtarties in collaborative efforts. Aggregation
efforts may well demonstrate some positive
willingness to protect local land resources builds on itself. Said differently, aggregation
may facilitate a network effect iwhich neighbors join the effort to build a conservation
corridor so that thegnjoy and add to the regional conservation benefits.

1 Is Potentially Complementary to Mitigation Strategidggregation and mitigation can
be constructively thought of notasaé r nat i ve, HfAeither/ ord cons:
but rather as complementary strategies. Aggregation appears to be effective at bring
together parcels of land that can be conserved efficiently and economically. Mitigation,
in turn, can provide sigficant flows of funds that can finance the conservation of those
parcels that have been assembled by aggregators.

1 Is Potentially Complementary to Lennpact Conservation Developmebevelopers
wanting to pursue lovimpact conservation developments copédtner with aggregation
projects to enhance the access of the development projects to the protected landscape.

1 Is Potentially Complementary to the Development of FéBased Enterprise®\s
above, developers of appropriataslyaled foresbased enterpes, such as projects that
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use forest biomass to provide-generated heat and power to local schools, could partner
with aggregators to identify appropriate working woodlands that could supply such
biomass on a consistent basis.

1 Is Potentially Compleméary to Watershedased Investment Strategids
demonstrated by the QCC and SMP projects, aggregators can be very effective at
protecting contiguous parcels of land that buffer critical watersheds and enhance the
quality of local water supplies. Shouldpstal for the protection of water resources
become available through programs such as State Revolving Fund program for water
protection (provided to each state by the US Environmental Protection Agency), using
such funds for aggregation projects may primvee a highly effective practice.

T I's Potentially CGmpWweméniTarkryAbalhémmert Prog
Massachusetts, Chapter 61 property tax programs could potentially be promoted in
conjunction with appropriate aggregation projects. Such eBbdsld be designed in
conjunction with local government officials so that their concerns regarding the local tax
base are taken into consideration.

Threats Going Forward

1 Lack of social interest in forest and water resource conservdtiapossible hat
communities around the state will become increasingly indifferent to the biodiversity,
ecosystem service, sustainable commodity production and natural amenity access benefits
potentially provided by aggregation project. Such indifference could benéetal to the
emergence of effective aggregation strategies.

1 Exacerbation of bureaucratic, fundraising and partnership riglssabove, bureaucratic,
fundraising and partnership risks could accelerate, also slowing the emergence of
effective aggregationtsmtegies.

91 Diseconomies of Scale and Scddeny aggregation projects draw their strength from
relatively tight clustering and a wedefined geographic focus. It is possible that as
aggregation projects gain popularity among conservation practitionars, rsew projects
may experience diseconomies of scale and scope if they are too widely dispersed, or
suffer from a lack of conservation planning.

MITIGATON AS A STRATEGY FOR FINANCING FOREST CONSERVATION

Mitigation as it relates to natural resourcebreadly defined, the practice of addressing the
potenti al or actual environment al Ai mpactso o
implementing a program to avoid such impacts, to minimize such impacts, or to provide new or
substitute resourcethét is, provide compensatory mitigation) for unavoidable impacts. For

example, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1972, one of the pieces of foundational

legislation for the environmental practice and regulation in the United States, can be describe
instructing project developers to first avoid, second minimize, and then provide compensatory
mitigation for environmental impacts.
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I n a more narrow sense, the word fAimitigationo
practitioners to refer tthe third step in this procegghe provision of compensatory mitigation,
creating new or substitute resources that compensate for unavoidable environmentaffmpacts.

It is important to note that mitigation can be provided to compensate for unavordphtds to
a wide range of impacts to natural resources and ecosystem services. These include:

1 Biodiversity resources, such as breeding habitat for endangered bird species, and
corridors for migratory species such as caribou

1 Ecosystem services, such wag@ality, water quantity (e.g.,4stream flow in rivers that
are home to endangered species), stream temperature, carbon sequestration in forests,
forest cover, and the variety of ecosystem services provided by wetlands

1 Commodity production, such as thmovided by woodlands or agricultural land, and

1 Amenitiesprovision such as public access to recreational resources, scenic resources,
and historical sites.

Project developers and other responsible parties can effectively mitigate for environmental
impacts on three general regulatory bases:\aiumtarybasis(for exampledone without
requirement, so as twild goodwill among customer)n a casdy-casenegotiated basigfor
example, as sometimes required for zofmelgted permits); or onraardatory basis(for
example, as strictly required by federal wetlands laws and regulations).

VOLUNTARY FOREST MITIGATION

There are two examples of voluntary mitigation related to forest cover of relevance to this report.
The first and most widely publiced is the program undertaken by Walmart in 2005 called Acres
for America. The program is summarized by the company on its website:

At Walmart, we know being an efficient and profitable business and being a good

steward of the environment go hand in hdnd2005, as part of our commitment to

protect our nationdés natur al resources, th
(NFWF) and Walmart launched Acres for America, with the goal to permanently protect

one acre of important wildlife habitat in the UnitSthtes for every acre of land

devel oped by Wal mart. The program was desi
land footprint in the United States. Pledging $35 million over 10 years to the project,
Walmart committed to protecting enough land to accbuatr it s st ouseesd cur

and development through 2031%.

The Walmart Acres for America program has been implemented through grants recommended
by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to projects throughout the United States, including
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one in Maine known as the Downeast Lakes Forestry Partnership (DLFP). The DLFP has, in

total, protected with conservation easements about 312,000 acres of working woodlands
strategically | ocated fibetween more than 600,
[Canada] and 200,000 acres of state, federal and Native American lands in Maine, [resulting] in

the permanent protection of more than one million acres of essentially uninterrupted habitat
across an intefnational boundary. o

At the remarkably affordableasement price per acre of $39.43, the $6.2 million donated by
Walmart to the Downeast Lakes Forestry Partnership covers the protection of about half
(157,240 acres) of the total easement acreage involved in the Bfoject.

As a partnership that involvegdge and small entities in the private sector (Walmart), the public
sector (State of Maine, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), and thepnafit sector (NFWF, NEFF,
The Nature Conservancy and the Downeast Lakes Land Trust), the Downeast Lakes Forestry
Partneship clearly cuts across parcel and organizational boundaries to achieviartaigmpe
conservation results. Furthermore, as the property includes important wildlife habitat, supports
sustainable forestry practices monitored by NEFF, assures the pnoviscosystem services
across a large landscape, and provides plentiful hunting, fishing, hiking and canoeing
opportunities to the public, it protects in perpetuity a wide spectrum of conservation values,
offering value to many constituencies in the camity.

A secondoffset progranwas recently launched by a much smaller corporate interest,

Woodmeister Master Builders, Inc., based in Holden, Massachusetts. Woodmeister made a
commi t ment in April 2010 to fAprdseras paetfob
ARati onal Sust &Whiathé Wobdmgister grogrant does ndt mitegate the

impact of land clearing associated with house construction, it does provide a conservation benefit
and generates goodwill for the company, setingmportant example for other builders.

Still, as compared to the Walmart program, the Woodmeister program has relatively modest
acrefor-acre offset objectives. That is, while Walmart aims to protect one acre for every acre
developed, Woodmeister isfeétting only square feet built in the building itself, a figure
typically smaller than the total acreage i mpa
foot home on a one acre lot might result in the development, or clearing, of one quarter to one

half acre of landscape, or more than 10,000 to 20,000 square feet of landscape.-foattene

to onehalf acre is two times to four times the size of the 5,000 square feet of built area which
Woodmeister has committed to conserve.

BWwal mart. fAWal mart Acres for America: Downeast Lakes F
walmartstores.com/download/2965.pdf

“Amos Eno, fAA LeteeDif e tlanEngred Fe&reseloelNevisletter of the New England

Forestry FoundationSummer 2005, atww.newenglandforestry.org/newsletters/summer2005 e also,

Cooperare Conservation America, Cooperative Conservation Case Study: Downeast Lakes Forestry Partnership,
available atvww.cooperativeconservation.org/viewpoint.asp?pid=12

BWoodmeisteCor por ati on. fANews Release: Woodmeister Master B
One Foot of Forest for Each Foot |t wBwwobdchesteocompr i | 22,
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NEGOTIATED FORESTMITIGATION

In some towns, cities, unincorporated territories, or entire states, land use or zoning regulations
require a developer to satisfy open space (or similar) requirements in order to be granted a
building permit. In many of these cases, appaiprmitigation measures are effectively

negotiated between the permitting authority and the developer seeking a permit.

For example, in the town of Shutesbury, Massachusetts, located in a bucolic setting between the
Quabbin Reservoir and the universitwtoof Amherst, residents have recently passed a zoning
ordinance that requires the applicant (for example, an individual or developer seeking a
subdivision permit) to preserve by conservation restriction a minimum of 80% of the total

acreage (forinstance,f t he proposed subdivision) as ope
Conservation District, and a minimum of 65%
and Lake Wyola District&> That is, for every one acre that is developed in a given subdivision,

an additional 4 acres must be conserved by easement as open space. As noted on a Wikipedia
web page apparently prepared by a proponent o
Zoningo (RPz) differs from tr adimberafwayd, subdi v
including the following:

_—3

1 RPZis allowed by right, meaning that developers are not subject to a more onerous
permitting process than traditional subdiv

1 A conservation analysis is performed in accordance with subdivision regsl&tio
ensure that critical resources on the site remain undeveloped. A minimum of 65% of the
site must be left as open space, not including wetlands, steep slopes and other unbuildable
areasé

1 Within the area of the site that is developable, there aretbhack or frontage
requirements or minimum lot sizes. This allows the developer flexibility in developing
the site, and when it is combined with other tools and regulations in the bylaw, the overall
impact is maximizing development potential in the mogtabie areas of the site, while
protecting critical important resourcés.

The bylaw states that if a proposed subdivision plan deviates from the open space provisions,

the developer must apply to the Planning Board for a Special Permit. In practicethgy

depressed real estate market in central Massachusetts since 2008, no such special permit has yet
surfaced. Indeed, the lofigrm impact of the 2008 Shutesbury Zoning By will not become

clear until the economy and the real estate markets irat&tissachusetts fully recover over

the course of several years.

In another Massachusetts example, the developers of the largest planned development in the state
of Massachusetts, known as The Pinehills, had to go through extensive negotiations wita both
Town of Plymouth and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before it was permitted to proceed
with its development plan. The result is an awandning planned community, currently with

% Town of Shuteshy Zoning Bylaw (Adopted May 3, 2008). Availablewavw.shutesbury.org/bylaws/
“HResource protecti on z oenwikigedia.or/wiki/REsokrieppeotbitian,zonmy ai | abl e
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more than 2,000 residences (including stalmhe homes, clusteredathed housing and multi

story condominium residences) that are set among more than 3,000 acres of golf courses and
other recreational amenities, agricultural and wooded open space, brooks and ponds, and historic
features. The resulting development hasg#danot only the developer and local residents, but

al so town officials. A |l oaabrablwepapactrepothd
| ayout has increased the acceptance of Osmart
Pl ymouahéoMm MacGregor, chairman of the townbd
\2/8illages i n areas where thereds a | ot of dens

In a widelypublicized example in Maine, the Land Use Regulatory Comamg$iURC) went

through a multiyear adjudication process with the Plum Creek Timber Company to finally arrive

at settlement which permits Plum Creek to bui
history, including about 950 housing units on some@Ddxres of land. In order to acquire the

permit, Plum Creek, working with a coalition of organizations including The Nature

Conservancy, will arrange for the permanent protection from development, either through

easement or fee acquisition, of about 400,8cres of adjacent working forest and preserved
wilderness on or near the shores of Moosehead Lake. At an effective ratio of about 20 acres
protected to each acre developed, many conservationists and developers strongly support this
settlement. For exaohe, Alan Hutchinson, Executive Director of the Forest Society of Maine
(FSM), wrote to FSM friends and supporters af
Land Use Regulation Commission and its staff deserve huge credit for their diligence and
thoroughness. They have reviewed and analyzed thousands of pages of testimony and technical
data, weighed it against their standards and criteria, and have produced a plan that balances the
many needs of the Moosehead Iresquicssandpublid pr ot ec
values while promoting planned growtf?

As of this writing, however, several organizations, including the Natural Resources Council of

Mai ne, are appealing LURCGO6s decision in Maine
hdp to establish whether or not the Plum Creek permit sets an historic precedent for what is
effectively largescale mitigation for mastgrlanned development in the Northeast United States.

MANDATORY MITIGATION

The line is somewhat gray between negotiatgtigation, described in the paragraphs above, and
mandatory mitigation, required by statute to meet certain regulatory targets. Indeed, zoning laws
that trigger negotiated mitigation settlements may have specific mitigation targets (such as in the
Shutesbury zoning code), and compliance with mandatory mitigation regulations such as the
wetlands mitigation described below may in fact require extensive complielated

negotiations with regulators. That said, the following section describes mandaigationit

regimes that generally require compliance in accordance with strict regulatory guidelines.

BSteve Adams, fASteady Sal es ATaunton DailyyGazattMareh 11,2008, | s i n P
available atttp://www.tauntongazette.com/lifestyle/home_and_garden/x513686119

2 Alan Hutchinson iMoosehead Forest Conservation Project, o Sept
www.fsmaine.orghooseheadforestconservationproject.htm
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Mandatory compensatory mitigation has the most extensive history, at least at the federal level,
in the context of wetlands regulations. As explained inelplix 2 (section 2.1) to this report ,

the modern era of federal wetlands mitigation regulation began in the early 1970s, with the
passage of the Clean Water Act. In some 31 states across the nation, wetlands mitigation
regulations have led to the creatmimmitigation banks, often managed by privagetor third

parties, which provide approved wetland credits. These credits represent stores of enhanced
wetland acreage that can be purchased by permit applicants to offset (that is, provide
compensatory migiation) for the loss of comparable acres of wetlands impacted in the course of
a construction project or development effort. The use of wetland banking continues to gain
adherents. Indeed, wetlands mitigation banking is now the preferred compensatatianitig
method specified by recently released U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidelines.

Unfortunately, in Massachusetts, the first attempt to set up a wetlands mitigatioinibahis

case to be managed by an agency of the state government in the RivatdBasini was

opposed by environmental organizations that argued that the mitigation banking effort would not
have its intended beneficial effect. The initiative to create a wetlands mitigation bank in
Massachusetts did not succeed, and the Commotivteadate does not yet have a wetlands
mitigation bank. Future attempts to establish a wetlands mitigation bank in the Commonwealth
may fare better, given the Corps established preference to see them used for mitigation.

The initial establishment of a mservation mitigation bank in Massachusetts that addresses the

loss of biodiversity habitat critical to the survival of threatened and endangered species in the

state has gone more smoothly. As detailed in Appendix 2 (section 2.3) to this report, The
Massahusetts Chapter of The Nature Conservancy, in partnership with the Massachusetts

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (MassWildlife) and the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (NHESP), has recently established an EnhancedmMitigati
Program (EMP) as part of the statebds system o

Similar to other mitigation programs, the EMP is part of an environmental management
permitting system that requires applicants to first avoid, second minimize, grtthem

mitigate. The NHESP determines whether or not mitigation is required in any given situation.
The permittee decides how to achieve mitigafionith an onsite mitigation project, an ofite
mitigation project, or by paying mitigation funds anfia into the EMP. If funds are paid into

the EMP, the permittee can proceed with their development project, and TNC can proceed with
those funds to complete the acquisition of conservation land that provides appropriate mitigation.
TNC then reports back tdassWildlife regarding its mitigation efforts.

To date, the principal focus of the EMP in Massachusetts has been the conservation of habitat, in
Sout heastern Massachusetts and in the stateos
turtles, the sigle species most impacted by the permitting process in Massachusetts. The first

land conservation project to which the EMP provided funds was the January 2010 acquisition of

a parcel of property along Black Brook in Middleborough, a town in Southeastern

Massachusetts. The Environmental Management Program provided $300,000 of the $885,000
purchase price to acquire 89 acres of conservation land that abuts hundreds of acres of

contiguous conservation land. Additional funds were provided with water protaatids
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provided by the Department of Environmental Protection, by municipal sources, and through
private fund raising.

Importantly, the project appears to meet each of the three principal recommendations made in
August 2009 report omheNext Generation d¥litigation: Linking Current and Future

Mitigation Programs with State Wildlife Action Plans and Other State and Regional®Plans
prepared by The Nature Conservancy and the Environmental Law Institute. That is, the EMP is
designed to: help ensure the apprate application of the avoid, minimize and mitigate

protocol; assist in the acquisition of a parcel identified as a high priority through state wildlife
planning processes; and it assist in the acquisition of a parcel that is adjacent to other critical
conservation lands, helping to build a corridor of conservation kurffisient in scale and

located strategically so as$apport the long term health of whole ecosystems

In addition to using mitigation banks to address the loss of wetlands and bsagitabitat,

innovative agencies and entrepreneurs across the nation have used them to provide compensatory
mitigation for a variety of natural resources and processes, including the protection of freshwater
and marine fish populations, as well as thaiament of high levels of water quality and water

guantity in various river systems and estuaries (see Appendix 2, sections 2.4 and 2.5). The use of
such mitigation methodologies in Massachusetts is an opportunity that has not been successfully
pursued.

There are several states other than Massachusetts that have in place, or are in the process of
developing, mandatory mitigation programs related to forests. Both New Jersey and Maryland
have programs related to mitigation for the los®odést coverNew Jersey, as explained in
Appendix 2 (section 3.1) to this report, has taken steps to ensure that for state projects above a
certain minimum size, there will be virtually no loss of forest colke statute stipulates that

"New Jersey state entities areugqd to replant trees when trees are removed during
development projects involving oelf acre or moré® The reforestation is onsite if at all
possible, but there are also-sffe and fean-lieu options. For ofkite project, the state Forestry
Senice can pay a municipality to replant the trees within two years of the initial tree removal
that made way for a state construction project.

Maryland has a more expansive law that requires mitigation for the loss of forests throughout the
state (see Appendx 2, section 3.2 to this report). Mar
Act requires that there must be forestated mitigation for some (but not all) projects greater

than 20,000 feet in size. The mitigation required varies depending on the péogc | dheat i o n.
Act also set a goal for the protection in perpetuity of 2.6 million acres of forested land in

Maryland. Mitigation may take several forms, including the payment ofmfleeu cost of

thirty cents per square foot. Moreover, in the eahbf the new law, a new breed of forest

mitigation banks is being created in Maryland. In February 2009, for example, the City of

Bowie received a proposal to establish a nearly 1 acre bank called the Gallant Fox Lane Forest

%0 Jessica Wilkinson, James McElfish, Jr, Rebecca Kihslinger, Robert Bendick, Bruce McKEmaéext

Generation of Mitigation: Linking Current and Future Mitigation Programs with State Wildlife Action Plans and

Other State and Regional PlarZ009. p 2. Online ahttp://www.elistore.org/reports _detail.asp?ID=11359

“HNew Jerseyds No Net Loss Refor est a ttdl Rrotectiarc Divisbnoew Jer :
Parks and Forestryhttp://www.state.nj.us/dep/parksandforests/forest/community/No_Net_Loss.htm
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Mitigation Bank. The banksimitigating for an ongoing utility project, with the utility project
contractor paying the mitigation cosfs.

California is now envisioning perhaps the most ambitious scheme for-fetatgtd mitigation.

As described in Appendix 2 (section 3.3) testi@port, negotiations are still underway regarding

the inclusion of the f or-amstradessehenieoThe Galiffiornehe st a
Air Resources Board (CARB) hast a Sustainable Forest Target of maintainingicreasing

the level ofnetcarbonsequestraton n t he st atroeug hf @2V&&HDt £ hough ns
management practices, including reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire, and the avoidance or
mitigationoflandu s e changes t hat *Teedutcone ottssdyatiations,t or a g e
and the future of the Western Climate Initiative of which California is a key member, may

depend significantly on the outcome of the No
legislature, and on proposed California state ballottnitiav e s r egar ding t he st a
Warming Solutions Act.

Massachusetts, as described in Appendix 2 (sections 4.1 through 4.3) to this report, has several
possible paths to mandatory mitigation for the loss of forest cover, including the Massachusetts
Global Warming Solutions Act, the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act, the
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act, and the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) of
which Massachusetts is a member.

Massachusetts is just starting to experiment wigthods for using compensatory mitigation
strategies to slow the loss of forest cover, as well as the loss of carbon sequestered in the forests
of the Commonwealth. Experimentation is likely to continue for some time until the state finds
the right balancen approach, balancing off voluntary incentives with governmental regulation.

Striking such a balance is an ongoing challenge. Voluntary programs have registered notable
successes. It was using voluntarily applied conservation easements, for examialedtvaters

have protected from development hundreds of thousands of acres of working forestland in New
England. Voluntary approaches alone, however, have not been enough to stem the continuing
loss of forestland in either Massachusetts or New Englanehr @gulations do have important
benefits. As the authors of a report from the International Union for the Conservation of Nature

note Aregul atory regimes create | egal certain
design and implementation offgets, help ensure a level playifigld and may facilitate the
emergence of efficient *®markets in biodiversit

As Massachusetts and the nation continue to struggle to find appropriate mechanisms for
protecting its forests, and for mitigatingdaadapting to ongoing global climate change, the need
grows ever greater for finding the right balance, and for protecting our natural heritage while
stimulating sustainable economic growth.

¥Rachael DeNal e, mTreéda mbhkeBayeyGargteune 30g2008.e
http://actrees.org/files/INewsroom/gazette bowiecanopy.pdf

#¥CARB. fAProposed Scoping Plan: Recakstnended Actions. o 2
%K. ten Kate, J. BishgmndR. Bayon(2004). Biodiversity offsets: Views, experience,

and the business case. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK and Insight Investment,

London, UK. p7. Online at:

http://www.insightinvestment.com/Documents/responsibility/Biodiversity Offsets_Report.pdf
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Strengths to Date

91 Successful Voluntary Mitigation ExperiencdDate:As t he home of the wo
nonprofit | and trust (The Trustees of Reser)\
Parks Commission, Massachusetts has more than a century of experience with the
voluntary conservation of privatelywned ogn space for the public benefit. A new
chapter in the story is being written as private companies such as the Woodmeister
Corporation, based in Massachusetts, are voluntarily setting aside a square foot of land
for each square foot of built space whichytkenstruct. Walmart is pursuing an even
more ambitious program, permanently conserving at least one acre of priority wildlife
habitat for every acre developed through 2015, including those acres developed in
Massachusetts. As far as available online mfation indicates, Maine is the only New
England state in which the Walmart program has actually saved acres o Ttate.
generosity of such voluntary mitigation efforts pursued in conjunction with residential
and commercial developments set importantgaeats for the future.

1 Successful Negotiated Mitigation Experience to Daétesre are several good examples
of negotiated mitigation initiatives in Massachusetts to date that have resulted in planned
development as well as the protection of significaneages of working woodlands,
recreational open spaces and preserved wildlands. These include: the example cited
above at The Pinehills in Plymouth; the successful ayakir negotiation between the
Town of Belmont and McLean Hospital that resulted ingiegection of more than one
hundred acres of protected woodlands near an urban transportation hub; and the
successful negotiation between the state, severgbradit organizations and the
Makepeace Corporation which resultedirthfeephase land dealyhich involves a
purchase by the state of 160 acres in Plymouthvéacecham and two loaterm options
to purchase thousands of other acres that will be protantit conservation, and will
support smart growth development projects that Makepeace ismuedsewhere on its
properties’®

As also noted above, elsewhere in New England, negotiated mitigation has resulted in
even more dramatic conservation results, including the protection of nearly 400,000 acres
in connection with the Plum Creek developmeifiort on Moosehead Lake in Maine.

Furthermore, the Town of Shutesbury has institutionalized aggressive forest conservation
goals in its new zoning bkaws that require between 65% and 80% of a proposed
subdivision to be conserved with a conservatiotricti®n.

®Wal mart Corporate. fiAcres for America: Wal mart Pledge:
2010?  Available dtttp://walmartstores.com/Sustainability/5127.aspx
%Kate Plourd and Lisa Capone, fAState Environmental Off

Conservation Agreement thatd®cts Thousands of Acres: Pact is latest step in redevelopment of A.D. Makepeace
|l ands, © Commonweal th of Massachusetts EXxeavalableate Of fi ce
http://www.admakepeace.com/press_releasasgiepeacdand-7-17-09.pdf
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The ingenuous solutions arrived at by the public, private angrafit parties that
worked to negotiate several of these deals set important precedents for small and large
proposed development projects and conservation efforts in the statmiimy decades.

1 SuccessfuMlandatory Mitigation Experience to Dat&€he brief experience of the
Enhanced Mitigation Program administered b
MassWildlife in conjunction with The Massachusetts Chapter of The Nature
Conservancy demonstrates that a wielsigned, flexible mitigation bankirldke program
can efficiently and effectively protect natural resources in the state. The EMP may also
be setting an important mitigation precedent for the protection of naturakceso
threatened by development in the Commonwealth.

Weaknesses to Date

1 Unsuccessful Mitigation ExperiencetoDa%s det ai |l ed above, the s
attempting to set up a wetlands mitigation bank in the Taunton River Basin has
demonstratedhat significant opposition to such innovative techniques can arise, both at
the | ocal l evel and among some of the stat
consultation with local officials and potentially adverse environmental groups may yield
amore positive outcome as new mitigation ideas are advanced in the Commonwealth.

Opportunities Going Forward

1 Additional Voluntary and Negotiated Mitigation Effort¥ith significant experience with
both voluntary and negotiated mitigation efforts in ttedes Massachusetts can pursue
additional opportunities, including:

o Promote and offer incentivelmsoX®rr estodiulndr
(similar to Walmart)
o Promote and offer incentives for voluntary mitigation among rounli
residential deglopers
o Promote and offer incentives for towns that offer flexible zoning regulations
favoring clustered housing and transfer of development right programs (similar to
those that made The Pinehills project and the Makepeace agreement possible)

1 Consideation of Laws and RegulationrRequiringForest Mitigation

o For example, borrowing from the regulatory precedents set in Maryland, New
Jersey and California, as mentioned above

o Create and implement provisions for foresfated offsets through the
Massachsetts Global Warming Solutions Act, the Massachusetts Wetlands Act,
or the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act, as mentioned above

1 Consideration of Laws and Regulations that Strengthen Regional Efforts to Reduce the
Emissions of Global Warming Gase
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o For example, streggthen the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative to include the
ability to provide mitigation credits (carbon offsets) for afforestation and forest

conservation,
o Join the Western Climate Initiative that will likely include provisionsfieal,
surplus/addit onal , ver i fi affsétsinthafarestrypeetor (foa n e nt 0

example for certifiecfforestation/reforestation, forest management, forest
preservatiordonservation antbrest productelated initiatives.

Threats Going Forward

1 Slow Adoption of Global Warming Solutions in the United St&tespite significant
apparent progress, federal efforts to createarajtrade markets for carbon credits were
stalled in 2010 in the United States Senate. Political developments in refgibes o
United States still considering programs that will limit emissions of greenhouse gases
may advance or stall in coming months based on public sentiment, the growth or
contraction of the economy, and on the results of elections to be held in tHe2Gi0o0
It is unclear how the fate of global warming solutions efforts will impact land
conservation and forest mitigation efforts in the near future.

ADDITIONAL STRATEGIES FOR CONSIDERATION

As discussed above i n t heionoktetAdvisonyBoafdot hi s r ep
Financing Forest Conservation, o0 several conse
highly complementary to the strategies of aggregation and mitigation. While it is not the purpose

of this report to consider thesemplementary strategies in depth, they are briefly discussed here

for the reference of practitioners and poliogkers who may consider their relevance in the

future.

OPTIMIZATION IN DEPLOYING CONSERVATION BJDGETS

Dr. Kent Messer of the University of Revare presented to the Advisory Board in May 2009

his concepts regarding the maximization (or more modestly stated, improvement) of measurable
conservation outcomes through the use of linear programming, goal programming and other
mathematical simulatiotechniques.

In one example he discussed, Messer, working with the Conservation Fund, was able to show the
County of Baltimore, Maryland, how to use its budget for conserving critical watershed lands
more effectively. In a University of Delaware CollegfeAgriculture and Natural Resources

news story, t heOvardhe pastthreeyegd, Baltimose Couhtystaff éstimate

that optimization has helped the county protect an additional 680 acres -ofuailiy

agricultural land at a cost saviagf roughly $5.4 million compared to the class conservation
decisions tools. This amounts to a return on investment of more than 60 to 1. In other words, for
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every dollar that Baltimore County spent using its optimization model, it has gained more than
$60 in conservation benefits. o

Messer explained to the Advisory Board that similar benefits might be obtained in aggregation or
mitigation efforts in Massachusetts that have multiple parcels (each with a quantifiable set of
relevant characteristics) availe for protection through the purchase of conservation easements.
He urged the Advisory Board to consider that use of Optimization Modeling in the design of
future mitigation or aggregation programs.

INVESTMENT IN WATERSHEDS/OTHER NATURAL NFRASTRUCTURERESOURCES

In May 2009, Matt Zieper of the Trust for Public Land made a presentation to the Advisory
Messer on the use of Clean Water State Revolyv
land conservation. Zieper explained that the SRF availabMassachusetts each year are in the

millions of dollars, and that some portion of these funds could be made available for the

protection of land that provides a reliable source of clean drinking water. To offer an idea of the

scale of the MassachusetiRF§ consider the following from the 2009 annual report of the fund:

In FY 2009 the Trust leveraged $26.6 million of Federal and State project funds into $313

million in permanently financed Clean Water loans. In FY 2008 and 2009 the Trust leveraged

$39 milion of Federal and State project funds into $223.3 million in permanently financed
Drinking Water |l oans. o

Zieper and colleagues at the Trust for Public Land are in the process of writing a report on the
subject that should be made available to polidggnsiand the public in the second half of 2010
or first half of 2011.

In addition to Zieper, Robert Zimmerman of the Charles River Watershed Association made a
presentation about the opportunity for funding land and forest conservation by investing in gra
water recharge project such as the one now being considered by the town of Littleton,
Massachusetts. Like Zieper, Zimmerman made the point that the funds that could be raised for
such projects could contribute appreciable amounts towards land comsenkiéctives’

INVESTMENT IN FORESTBASED ENTERPRISES AN ECONOMIES

The January 2010 meeting of the Advisory Board was devoted to the topic of investment in
forestbased enterprises and economies. While there was lively discussion devoted to she topic
of ecatourism and enhancement of valagded forest products, most of the day was devoted to
consideration of the prospects for biomass and othersamedergy ideas being proposed for

¥KVO, fiConservationists moDailiTlenaWrni weiroiptiyn gaf selea vwd rge
Servicefebruary 3, 2010, availableldtp://www.udel.edu/udaily/2010/feb/conservation020310.hse also:

The Conservation Fund, A viBvav lcandemedianfend.Gra/prajett/paltimoreacownty | ab |l e a
% Massachusetts Water Pollution Abatement Trust and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection,

iState Revolving Fund Annual/Bienni al Report, 0 Septemb
http://www.mass.qgov/dep/water/wastewater/cwsrf.htm
®Charles River Watershed Association, fResour ce, Envir

atwww.crwa.org/projects/EZzehtml
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Massachusetts. Subsequent to that discussion, which was led diyyfoomsultant Tom Walker,
a major report on the subject was issued by Walker and his associates.

Wal ker6s team concluded that the beneficial e
not likely be positive immediately, and could take decaod®gin having beneficial carbon
related i mpacts. A press rAslareeaasnple, With aneleotrid on t

power plant that relies on biomass using whole trees from natural forests in the Massachusetts
regiord and not waste wood fno tree work and landscaping that has different carbon cycle

impact® the carbon debt period is likely to last for at least 20 or 30 years before carbon benefits
begin to be realized. In contrast, using forest biomass in thermal applications, such as heating
municipal buildings or schools, has lower carbon debts and can provide carbon dividends for the
at mosphere sooner, ¢e A&heatldyhad amialndstimmediale t o 20
policy impact, as explained in a July 9, 2010 news account:

fOfficial have been askdtly Massachusetts Secretary of Energy and Environmental
Affairs lan Bowleslto draw up draft regulations that will require biomass fuels to achieve
at least 50% reductions in greenhouse gas emissions compared to an equivalent natural
gas pwer station.

And, the regulations would require fuel used in biomass power projects to generate power
using combined heat and power (CHP) or equivalent technology.

Biomass fuel would have to be converted to energy at a 60% efficiency per unit of useful
energy, with the possibility of increasing the threshold to 80% efficiency by 2020.

The new rules respond to warnings about the sustainability of biomass fuel drawn from
poorly managed woodland as published by the Manomet Center for Conservation
Sciences ast fMont h. o

As a consequence of Bowles decision, prospects for theareadevelopment of large wood
to-energy project that might fund large land conservation initiatives are less favorable.

PROMOTION OF LOWIMPACT CONSERVATIONDEVELOPMENTS

As noed above in the mitigation section of this report, by promoting and incentivizing low

impact, conservatiecoriented development of commercial and residential properties, the state

could reduce the pressure on its woodlands and wildlands, as well stimaktengful

conservation initiatives alongside such developments. As noted by Tony Green of The Pinehills,
Scott Horsley of the Horsley Witten Group, Lee Hartmann (Planning Director of the Town of
Plymouth), and Bob Wilber of Massachusetts Audubon notedhae Advi sory Boar do

““Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences, i Manomet St
Available at www.manomet.org/sisgFmanomet.org/files/ManometBiomassPressRel06%2009%2010%201630.pdf

““James CaMatslseadcgheu,sefit ts to require 50% emission
BrighterfEnergy.org, July 9, 2010, available at
http://www.brighterenergy.org/13529/news/bioenergy/massachiisetguire50-emissioncutin-biomass

projects/
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2010 meeting, there are a variety of local and state level initiatives that could improve zoning
requirements associated with such projects, and offer meaningful incentives-fordact
developers (for example, offering incevess for infrastructure costs associated with-lowpact
projects). There are good precedents for such projects in the Commonwealth, including The
Pinehills as well as the recently announced A.D. Makepeace deal mentioned above. The
challenge will be to bid policy that allows for the more common replication of such precedents.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The focus of this report has beendentify and explore two important methods of financing
forest conservation in Massachusetts: aggregation and mitigationeddre has looked at each
method in detail, and has considered the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of each.

The authors of this report recommend that our work be considered by the conservation
practitioners and policynakers of the statef Massachusetts, throughout New England, and
beyond, as they continue to strive to protect vital forest resources. We will make ourselves fully
available to them as they consider new financing strategies, and recommend policy changes to
the Governor antegislature of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and throughout the
region. Both aggregation and mitigation hold significant potential for moving forward on forest
conservation in an efficient, effective and socially beneficial fashion.

We have, in effetg planted a seed or two that we hope to see grow over time. To quote
Massachusettsd most celebrated naturalist, He
s e e*dOubaspiration is to see the conservation community of Massachusetts nurture these

seed to fruition, so that a century from today the Commonwealth continues to enjoy a healthy,

lush and green, wooded horizon rising above the surface of the land, from the shore lands of

Massachusetts Bay to the heights of the Berkshires.

*2Henry David Thoreau (author), Bradley Dean (editBajth in a Sed: The Dispersion of Seeds and Other Late
Natural History Writings Washington, D.C.: a Shearwater Book published by Island Press, 1993, page xvii.
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APPENDIX 1:
AN OVERVIEW OF FOREST AGGREGATION PROGRAMS

Aggregation is a conservation finance strategy that groups a series of smaller parcels into a
single, larger project. By grouping properties together, aggregators and conservation finance
intermediaries aim to a@ve various economies of scale and per acre reductions in conservation
costs. Specifically, aggregation programs can potentially reduce conservation easement costs by
making a standard offer to landowners for bargain sales (for example, selling an ¢asemen

75% of the appraised value of such an easement), by arranging for group appraisals that have the
potential to reduce the per parcel appraisal costs, by offering standard offer terms and conditions
that allow for standardized easement monitoring agasidship, and by achieving economies

of scale in fundraising efforts.

Over the past dozen years, there have been several conservation projects carried out in
Massachusetts that have conserved, or that aim to conserve, multiple parcels of land through one
consolidated effort. Severaihamely the HulPeck Project and the Tully Projéctvere

important multiparcel initiatives that did not actually involve a land trust or conservation
intermediary as an aggregator. In effect, they served as importantgmes; and partial models,

for the aggregation projects that followed, including: the Quabbin Corridor Connection project

for which the Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust served as aggregator; the Southern
Monadnock Plateau Project (Phases I, Il andfdii\which the North Quabbin Regional

Landscape Partnership served as conservation finance intermediary (coordinating the efforts of
several land trusts serving as aggregators); and the Western Massachusetts Aggregation Project,
coordinated by the New Eragld Forestry Foundation as conservation finance intermediary,

which is ongoing as of the date of this report.

The purpose of this overview is to offer some detail regarding each of these projects, based on
both published reports and field interviewssltith the perspective of such profiles that the
report authors and participants in the Advisory Board can assess the strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats associated with aggregation as a conservation finance strategy.

The profiles of the preicts follow below.
1. Hull -Peck Land Protection Project
The former Peck Lumber Company woodlands in Western Massachusetts had long been a source

of quality timber. In 1997, heirs of the Peck Lumber Company were ready to sell their land,
some of which théamily had held since 1918.

%Hme%HMM%, ATHe cHulWor king Forests I nitiativ@9a: June
http://www.hullforest.com/whychoose/news_press.html
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HULL/PECK PROJECT
PECK PROPERTIES WESTFIELD RIVER BASIN

Properties in the Westfield Basin that were
purchased by Bill Hull and protected with easeniénts

Faced with a dwindling land basesauthern New England that threatened the future of his

forest products company, sawmill owner Bill Hull had a vision that he could procure these lands
and practice sustainable forest management to provide his company with a reliable supply of
timber.

In 1998, Hull convinced the Peck heirs to sell him an option to purchase 7,000 acres of land.
However, the expense of purchasing the 34 properties far exceeded any income he could hope to
realize by practicing sustainable forestry, according to a profile tiyAdrest Product§’

*Map sourcehttp://newenglandforestry.org/downloads/Westfi3.pdf
“Hull Forest P#PedkcWor kfi Ailye Fidulelsts I nitiative, o June 2
http://www.hullforest.com/whychoose/news_press.html

PageA33


http://newenglandforestry.org/downloads/Westfield.3.pdf
http://www.hullforest.com/whychoose/news_press.html

Recognizing that his companyds goal of sustai
public goals such as open space protection, wildlife habitat improvement, and air and water

guality enhancement, Hull worked with Keith Rosshe New England Forestry Foundation to

convince norprofit groups and state agencies to purchase the development rights to the

properties.

Grants from the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, the Norcross Wildlife Foundation, and
the Frank Stanley Bevelge Foundation supported the project, and the conservation restrictions
are held by the New England Forestry Foundation, the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife, the MassachusetiBepartment of Conservation and Recreataomd the Springfield

Water and Sewer Commissioh.

According to a project overview by NEFF, these properties support locatbarestl economies

in 18 communities and most of the properties are adjacent to other lands already under

permanent protectiot.The forests have beener t i fi ed for the Forest St
Smart Wood program, which is part of the Rainf
according to Hull Forest Products.

In total, 8,064 acres of working forestland and valuable wildlife habitat pretected from
development, which was the largest single land conservation project in Massachusetts at the
time.

The land protected under this project is spread over five watersheds and includes nine miles of
frontage on the Westfield River and its triies. In total, the HulPeck Land Protection

Project, which also included some of Hull ds C
placed land in 18 communities under protection. The total cost was approximately $4 million

from state, municipafoundation, and private funds, at an average of $500 per acre, according to

Hull Forest Product®

This project has been cited by NEFF as a first example of forest aggregation, since Bill Hull used
the funds from the sale of CRs on 15 properties toise®4 properties from the Peck Lumber
Company. Hull was able to attract funding from a range of national, regional, and local
organizations and agencies to purchase the CRs on the 15 properties because it would allow them
to accomplish conservation objeets including open space protection, wildlife habitat

improvement, and air and water quality enhancerfent.

46NeWEngIandzor estry Foundation, fAProjectg&uimomarRrojCeasedvVvAt
2009

47 WhitneyBeals 7 T h-BeckHPwjedt Protected Over 8,000 Acres in Western Massachusetts and élured
Connecticut, 06 New En dguly2mrd02, aassed dn Dgcentber B8n20GR@ti o n
http://newenglandforestry.org/projects/hullpeck.asp

“®Hul | Forest P#edkcWor kfi Ailye Fldulelst s | niDederaberi2® 20pMat: June 2
http://www.hullforest.com/whychoose/news_press.html

““New England Forestry Foundation, fPgatjieccnt Pruojmaaty,:d Chp
2009
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As the largest single land conservation project in Massachusetts at the time, it set an example as
an early landscapgcale conservation project @ organizations and agencies were beginning

to wonder how to protect open space and ecosystems while the region was facing parcelization
of properties into smaller units of ownership. The HRgck project was an example of

conservation at a larger sc#hat was likely an inspiration and a source of influence for the

leaders and decisiemakers that initiated the Tully Initiative in Northern Massachusetts.

2. Tully Project

The Tully Valley Private Forest Lands Initiative (also known as the Tully Pjojest a publie

private partnership in 2008002 that resulted in the protection of 9,100 acres in Northern
Massachusetts. The project involved 104 landowners and was a partnership between the Mount
Grace Land Conservation Trust, the Massachusetts ExeQiffice of Environmental Affairs

(EOEA), and the New England Forestry Foundatfon.

Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust

- 19 Conservation Areas . 1385acres
I:l 39 Conservation Restrictions. ... 3,381 acres
Il 190 Facilitated Project: 18,537 actes

All Land Protected by Mount Grace......23,303 acres

- Other Protected Land.
‘Total Protected Land
Total Land in Mount Grace

55,986 acres
...179,289 acres
....510,640 acres

The Tully Initiative resulted in the conservation of 9,100 acres from 104 landowners in the towns
of Athol, Orange, Royalston, and Warwick in Northern Massachusetts

(Map sourcehttp://www.mountgrace.org/pdfs/Completed%20Projects FY09 FINA).pdf

The Tully Initiative was concentrated in four towns of the North Quabbin Region of Central
Massachusetts, which contains a 141,000 acre greenbelt of predominantly forested conservation
land. Extending north from the Quabbin Reservoir, this 60 mile cirbalad of state, federal,

®*Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust, fATPadatty Valley Pri
Partnership (Preliminary Repor t)uyaldRepdrolusert Octeben2002 Land Co
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and private conservation land encompasses parts of 19 tbine.project successfully
consolidated the conservation land by filling in gaps and establishing corridor connections,
according to an October 2002 overview included whtnMount Grace Annual Report. The
project encompasses land in the towns of Athol, Orange, Royalston, and Warwick, where the
average ownership size is 25 actes.

The project was funded by the State of Massachusetts at the level of $9 million, and the

congervation restrictions on the properties are held bygyeartment of Conservation and
Recreatiorandthe Department of Fishand Game i The Commonweal t h of Ma:
the purchaser, holder, and monitor of any Conservation Restrictions agreedterésted

|l andowners, 0 according to a summary drafted b
continue to have ownership of the land and can sell, will, or lease the land, subject to the terms of
the Conservatdi on Restriction.?od

According to aroverview by Leigh Youngblood, executive director of Mount Grace, one of the

key factors that made the project successful
topo0 by then Secretary of Environmened!| Aff ai
active |l and trusts that wer e wrivatepamngrshipo f aci |
of fered fAcredibility combined wi¥h trust and
The standard administrative procedures were modified for the durétiois project, so Mount

Grace was able to use a common conservation restriction agreement, the project was restricted to
a price goal of $1,000 per acre, and the review period was very specific to allow as many

projects as possible to close in a short am@f time. One of the most challenging aspects of the
project, according to public and private representatives, was the short deadlines that stretched the

capacity of land trust and government staff to process so many transattions.

The Tully Initiativeled to the dedication of the North Quabbin Bioreserve on December 3, 2002.
The area is one of the largest contiguous tracts of forestland in southern New England, and it
protects an area large enough to allow landst&ype ecological processes to furmcti

Mount Grace acted as a broker for the state in negotiating the purchase of the conservation
restrictions, which made it possible to negotiate more than 100 agreements in a two year period.
AHaving a trusted | ocal ofthaeiptiatvd made the prgegtn i zat i o
much more palatable to the | andowners, 0 wrote
Initiative in the Journal of the Land Trust Alliante.

1 bid.
52 pid.

3 Commonwealth of MassachusefisT u | | y Vall ey Private Forest Lands | nit.i
Summary, 0 Boston, MA, February 2001

54LeighYoungbIood AfAggregation for Forest Conser-2@®@9pno The Nc
Overview prepared for the Massachusetts Imvtgabn Financing Forest Conservation, December 14, 2009

> |bid.

56MarthaNudel, ifiBetter Conservation through Partnerships, 0 EHX
Spring 2003, accessed on December 27, 2008tpt//www.mountgrace.org/accs/Tully Initiative.pdf
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The organizations and agencies were able to build on an already establbskied partnership

forged during the Tully Loop Trail project. Beginning in 1998, six partners in the North Quabbin
Regional Landscape Partnership created-m® trail that weaves through a largely

undeveloped area of wildlife habitat and spectacuanary. Most of the trail was built in 1999,

and it l' inks Tully Mountain, Tully Lake, Doan
Royalston Falls, and Warwick State For¥st.

ANone of the organizati ons woulylLaop Tralwrethew nder t a
own. It was just too large. The partnership made this rapid pacetbégnoundresults

possi bl e,Youngblrogwhanideseriding how partnerships led to success in conserving
landscapes in Northern Massachusgtts.

For the Tully Initiative, Mr. Durand set an ambitious goal of 5,000 acres to be protected in the

first year, and development rights were purchased for no more than $1,000 per acre. In order to
achieve this objective, Mount Grace mailed informational packet8@mwners of 20 or more

acres, and 38 landowners eventually sold conservation restrictions on their property. A total of

540 landowners were approached for the first time-asorgacted during the second year, which

saw 61 closings,r wCornse rNualteil o i nf’HirBeetghe Partner

Aln the second year, skeptical | andowners saw
their land and happy with the process. “That w
In addition, one apprsal company handled all the projects and offers were based on these

appraisals. Public agencies had five days to question the appraisals or Youngblood was

authorized to use her professional judgment to make an offer, according to the LTA profile. If a
landowner in the project area agreed to the price, the project was automatically approved by the
state.

A project description from Mount Grace also pointed out that landowners were willing to
compromise on the terms of the conservation restriction, pantigwn the issues of public

access, hunting, forestry standards, and agricultural practices. Finally, landowners were willing

to compromise on price, iknowing ¥hat all wer

AEach week, I we nt with thevstate tadercied andsme mavéd prpjects ) ect s
forward, almost like an assembly line. Complications were dealt with in short order or the project

" Ann TownsendfiBui | di ng t he T u99B)yA North@pabbinmRegiohal LantiseapePartnership
Pr oj ect , oHighland Bress, Jaduary 2000, pagacgessd on December 27, 2009 at:
http://www.mountgrace.org/accs/Tully _Trail.pdf

8 eigh Youngbloodand Pam Kimbals mi t h, fiForest Aggregation and the Exp
ConservatonTust , 06 I nterview conducted by James N. Levitt an
Conservation Tust in Athol, MA, July 22, 2009

*Nudel, Martha, fABetter Conservation through Partnershi

Spring 203, accessed on December 27, 2009itp://www.mountgrace.org/accs/Tully _Initiative.pdf
60 [|i

Ibid.
®1 Leigh Youngbloodand Pam Kimbals mi t h, fAForest Aggregat i ottGracenahdt he Exp
Conservation Trust, o Interview conducted by James N. L
Conservation Tust in Athol, MA, July 22, 2009
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was eliminated as not bePihgtiniesperstdréftihge, © recal |
standardized easement terat the inception of the Tully Initiative produced a solid document

that landowners considered reasonable, and which allowed Mount Grace to close so many deals

in only two years.

Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs Bob Durand conceivedlihénitiative

during a celebration of a closing of a large conservation project along the Tully Trail. The event
was held at a prominent overlook along the Tully Trail, which offered a spectacular view of this
breathtaking valley and which inspired Mruand to initiate this ambitious project, wrote Nudel

in the LTA magazin&® Mount Grace also noted in its October 2002 report that the area was
selected because of its undeveloped condition, biodiversity significance, and active network of
public and privée conservation groups.

The Tully Initiative advanced the concept of aggregation beyond the beginnings of tireElull
project since it involved many more landowners, which makes it an early example of the kind of
landscapescale conservation that cae applied to other regions that are facing parcelization

and small lot sizes.

The success of the project was based on a number of factors and these include the commitment
demonstrated by leaders at the state level and the reliance on partnershipstiandhigls that
had been established by land trusts in the region.

In addition, the land trusts and the state streamlined the process in order to allow such a large
number of deals to close in a short period of time, and the landowners demonstratagrtheir
commitment to the process by understanding and agreeing to the terms in order to ensure the
success of the overall project.

3. Quabbin Corridor Connection

The Quabbin Corridor Connection (QCC) was a project initiated by the Mount Grace Land
Conservéon Trust that resulted in the protection of about 1,700 acres in Northern
Massachusetts. The project involved the purchase of conservation restrictions from 18
landowners over the period of 262609 with funding primarily provided by the US Forest
Service Forest Legacy Program.

®?MarthaNudel,fiBet t er Conservation through Par tTrustAlsahceps, 6 Exc|
Spring 2003, accessed on December 27, 2008tat//www.mountgrace.org/accs/Tully _Initiative.pdf
63 i

Ibid.
“Mount Grace Land Conservat i olmnddInitiatve: APublitPuMatt y Val l ey Pr i
Partnership (Preliminary Repor t)yaldRepdrolosert, OcBien2002 Land Co
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The QCC project received $3 million in federal funding as part of the Forest Legacy Program,
which requires 25 percent in matching funds from program partners. As a result, the State of
Massachusetts contributed $375,006kimd donations of legal and stewardship work totaled
$119,000, landowner bargain sales contributed $133,500, and gifts of conservation restrictions
totaled $873,006°

The total project cost was $4.5 million, which means the land and conservation oestrugtre
purchased or acquired at an average cost of $2,368 per acre. The largest of the properties is 650
acres and the smallest is seven acres, according to a brief project update from DCR Forest
Legacy Program Coordinator Michael Fleming.

According tothe Forest Legacy grant application, the implementation of the project was time
sensitive because several of the parcels were already identified for development, which has been

65LeighYoungbIood AfAggregation for Forest Conser-2@®@9pno The Nc
Overview prpared for the Massachusetts Initiative on Financing F@esservation, December 14, 2009
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