
 

CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED LAND TRUST ASSESSMENT: 

 

ACCELERATING LAND CONSERVATION TO PROTECT 

 

AND IMPROVE WATER QUALITY 

 

 

 
         

 

REPORT FOR THE CHESAPEAKE BAY FUNDERS NETWORK 

 AND THE LAND TRUST ALLIANCE 

 

 

DECEMBER 2015 

 

Prepared By Long Haul Conservation Advisors, Mary McBryde 

 



2 | P a g e  L o n g  H a u l  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A d v i s o r s  
 

Acknowledgments 

This land trust assessment was made possible by generous support from members of the Chesapeake 

Bay Funders Network (CBFN): MARPAT Foundation, The Hillsdale Fund, The Volgenau Foundation, Aqua 

Fund, Prince Charitable Trusts, The Curtis and Edith Munson Foundation, The Foundation for 

Pennsylvania Watersheds and Chesapeake Bay Trust.  With their support and forward thinking, this 

assessment provides an in-depth understanding of the role that land trusts are playing in addressing 

water quality in the watershed and identifying emerging opportunities to help accelerate land 

conservation that restores watershed health.   

During the course of this project, I was fortunate to work closely with CBFN Land Trust Working Group 

Co-Chairs Sam Stokes of MARPAT Foundation and Megan Gallagher of The Hillsdale Fund, and the Land 

Trust Alliance’s Kevin Case, Northeast Director, and Erin Heskett, National Services Director and am 

particularly grateful for their thoughtful engagement and critical insights in advancing this effort.  I 

would like to thank John Dawes Jr., administrator of Chesapeake Commons, who played a lead role in 

the early phases of this assessment, developing and completing GIS analysis and mapping that refined 

our geographic scope of research, no small task across a six state region where over 100 land trusts 

operate.     

To our Assessment Advisory Panel members: Andy Zepp, Finger Lakes Land Trust; Andy Loza, 

Pennsylvania Land Trust Association; Wink Hastings, National Park Service Chesapeake Bay Program;  

Amy Owlsey and Laura Sanford, Eastern Shore Land Conservancy; Heather Richards, The Conservation 

Fund Virginia Program (formerly with Piedmont Environmental Council); Nancy Ailes, Cacapon and Lost 

Rivers Land Trust; and Jim Baird, American Farmland Trust – you played a valuable role, and I thank you 

for sharing your time, energy and insights. 

Last, I owe a particular debt of gratitude to the organizations and individuals who participated in the 

survey and in a series of telephone interviews, often speaking with me more than once.  Thank you for 

showing me the lens through which you work every day to conserve the lands, waters and communities 

that comprise the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  

  



3 | P a g e  L o n g  H a u l  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A d v i s o r s  
 

 

 

Table of Contents 

Executive Summary 

Section 1:  Assessment Study Overview 

Section 2:  Land Conservation and Water Quality in the Chesapeake Bay  

   Watershed 

Section 3:  Assessment Study: Key Themes  

Section 4:  Crediting Conservation 

Section 5: Accelerating Land Conservation and Water Quality: 

Recommendations for the Chesapeake Bay Funders Network 

 

Section 6:  Conclusion 

 

Appendices 

Appendix A:  Team Bios 

Appendix B:  Mapping Methodology 

Appendix C:  Survey Participant List 

Appendix D:  Interview List 

  



4 | P a g e  L o n g  H a u l  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A d v i s o r s  
 

 

 

Executive Summary 
 

Land trusts are playing a critical role in protecting and stewarding the ecological, cultural, human and 

economic richness that defines the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  They protect land for different reasons, 

but this study clearly shows that water is a key driver for many land trusts.  In partnership with 

stakeholders, including: private landowners; local, state and federal governments; conservation 

nonprofits; academic institutions; and public agencies, these land trusts are exploring and developing 

new tools, strategies, skills and programs to protect, improve and restore water quality.  They are poised 

to do much more.   

With a local, on-the-ground presence, an extensive network of landowner relationships and a broad 

community focus, land trusts are uniquely positioned to accelerate land conservation – protection and 

stewardship activities that not only achieve specific water quality goals but also build strong, healthy 

human and natural communities across the watershed.  Land trust leaders are defining success more 

broadly than acres protected.  Success has as much to do with strengthening communities and meeting 

a broad suite of needs including water quality as it does with permanent land conservation.  To that end, 

land trusts are pursuing new strategies for conservation, specifically, building diverse partnerships, 

leading town revitalization projects, developing new scientific expertise, providing technical assistance 

in land management and exploring ways they can use their work to connect urban and rural 

communities.  

In the Chesapeake Bay watershed, however, land conservation struggles to fit within the current U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulatory framework, which seeks to improve water quality 

through total maximum daily load (TMDL) pollution limits.  The current emphasis on pollution reduction 

does not fully recognize the value of pollution avoidance through permanent land protection.  Key 

stakeholders, including CBFN, are working diligently to remove these barriers through a series of policy 

changes, but in the meantime, land trusts, as this assessment reveals, continue to protect and steward 

millions of acres of private lands, which have a major impact on watershed health.    

In order to secure a healthy Chesapeake Bay watershed for current and future generations, including 

meeting the 2014 Chesapeake Bay Program’s goal of conserving two million acres by 2025, land trusts, 

in close partnership with stakeholders, are playing and will need to play a critical role going forward.  

Current conservation funding must be maintained and new investments – from the private, public and 

philanthropic sectors – in the land trust community are needed.  Investments in those organizations, 

programs or projects that leverage financial resources, expertise and knowledge; promote partnerships, 

collaboration, innovation, and large landscape scale action; and build science-based tools and analysis 

offer strategic intervention points.  Philanthropy can play a catalytic role in this regard, enabling land 

trusts and their partners to be more strategic, nimble, and collaborative and, ultimately, rebuild a 

healthy watershed.    
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Assessment Background 

The Chesapeake Bay Funders Network Land Trust Working Group was formed in 2014 to identify and 

support opportunities to greatly expand capacity to secure water quality improvements through 

conservation easements and other permanent land protection programs.  Work group members 

recognize that land conservation provides a permanence and stability that public policies alone cannot 

guarantee.  Funders also sought to increase the credit given to permanent land conservation in the 

Chesapeake Bay TMDL established by the EPA in 2010.  As a first step towards these goals, the land trust 

working group commissioned this research and assessment study.  

 

The overarching goal was to develop a deeper understanding of the land trust community and their 

efforts to improve water quality across the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  Specific goals included: 

 

 Document where and how land trusts currently work to protect water quality in the Chesapeake 

Bay watershed; 

 

 Assess, generally, the impact of this work to date and the strategies needed to increase 

effectiveness; 

 

 Identify the resources needed to secure more strategic permanent land protection to achieve  

Chesapeake Bay Program goals in the next three years and beyond; and 

 

 Recommend specific funding opportunities for the CBFN Land Trust Working Group and other 

CBFN members. 

 

Assessment: Key Findings 

 

Based on survey results and in-depth interviews with local, state and regional land trusts, national 

conservation organizations, other conservation nonprofits, funders, and state conservation programs, 

eight key findings were identified. 

 

Key Questions: Chesapeake Bay Land Trust Assessment 

 

1. What are land trusts and other conservation stakeholders doing to advance 

land conservation and water quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed? 

 

2. What are the most promising opportunities and, conversely, the biggest 

challenges to accelerating land conservation and water quality in the 

Chesapeake Bay watershed? 

 

3. If you are a funder who cares about land conservation and water quality in 

the Chesapeake Bay watershed, how can you maximize your investment in 

land conservation to improve water quality? 
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Key Findings: Chesapeake Bay Land Trust Assessment   

 

 A new conservation philosophy is emerging.  Land trusts are actively 

changing how they think about and perform conservation. 

 

 There is a critical need, and appetite for, accessible, practical, science-based 

analysis, tools and training among land trusts that addresses three critical 

needs:  

o Prioritizing lands for permanent conservation that are important to 

improve water quality;  

o Developing site-specific best management practices (BMPs) for 

landowners; and 

o Monitoring to track impact and assess effectiveness of specific BMPs. 

 

 Surveyed land trusts are focused on water resources – developing tools, 

strategies and programs that address water quality on private lands.  

 

 Land trusts, with their extensive and permanent landowner relationships, are 

uniquely positioned to impact the management of millions of acres of private 

land and help improve water quality.   

 

 Land trusts are actively building ‘high-touch’ stewardship programs where 

staff is actively engaged with landowners to improve management practices 

but additional training and technical assistance is needed.  

 

 In the current system, there is simply not enough funding to solve the 

challenges related to land conservation and water quality, which requires 

stakeholders to think differently about how to pay for conservation.  

 

 Foundational elements of land conservation need to be strengthened:   

setting science-based, landscape scale priorities; building a stronger 

conservation voice; working with new partners; making a stronger 

connection between land and water; and, building bridges between urban 

and rural communities. 

 

 Land trusts and their partners share a deep concern about what they see as a 

growing, and alarming, disconnect between land and people.  They see a lack 

of understanding about land – specifically the benefits, such as water quality, 

that natural systems provide – and the importance that land conservation 

plays in sustaining healthy natural and human communities.     
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Recommendations: Accelerating Land Conservation To Improve Water Quality 

 

Philanthropy can play a catalytic role in improving watershed health across the Chesapeake Bay.  It can 

intervene in ways that maximize impact, seed innovation, leverage public funding and alleviate 

bottlenecks – it can play a role that other funding, often, cannot.  The following recommendations are 

developed with these principles in mind, as well as a two key drivers:  

1) leverage existing CBFN investments, which are significant; and, 

2) accelerate land conservation to preserve or enhance water quality in the next two to three 

years. 

 
Guiding Principles 

Five principles ground the recommendations and will help maximize the impact of potential funder 

investments:   

 Focus on high capacity land trusts: those positioned to deliver immediate or near term results. 

 Support diverse, durable partnerships: collaborative efforts hold significant potential to leverage 

financial resources, knowledge, expertise and human capacity.   

 Prioritize new or emerging projects:  those that can have significant and measurable impact with 

additional resources. 

 Build, or support, cross-cutting programs: those that create a nexus between science, 

partnerships, community engagement, financial innovation and urban-rural connections, 

particularly around public drinking water, storm water management and land protection.  

 Target programs and projects that are replicable: those that can be scaled up and serve as 

models across the watershed. 
 

Recommendations 

The recommendations in this report identify potential ways in which philanthropic resources could be 

deployed to address critical needs and emerging opportunities.  These recommendations do not intend 

to suggest that the Chesapeake Bay Funders Network would create and manage these programs, but 

rather suggest ways in which the Land Trust Working Group might inform and assist members to 

support initiatives, programs or strategies administered externally, by appropriate third parties.  
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Funder Recommendations: The Chesapeake Bay Funders Network 

 
 

 Establish a competitive, science-based lands program that funds the 
permanent protection and stewardship of priority lands for water quality.  
 

 Create a program (or support existing programs) to develop science-based 
tools and analysis for land trusts, specifically to:  

o Prioritize lands for protection in large landscapes.   
o Design site-specific best management practices. 
o Monitor and evaluate best management practices to assess 

effectiveness.  
 

 Develop a “high-impact” grant program to support targeted land trusts – 
those currently positioned to accelerate conservation that improves water 
quality in the immediate or near term. 

 
 Develop, or help develop, new funding streams for conservation and water 

quality while also helping, where possible, to maintain existing conservation 
funding, particularly at the state level. 

 

 Support land trusts efforts to build, strengthen or expand diverse 
partnerships and increase collaboration with key partners, including 

watershed associations. 
 

 Conduct additional research to further inform potential deployment of 

philanthropic capital, such as: 
o Inventory high impact collaborative efforts in the watershed; 

o Complete a watershed association assessment study (as a companion 
to this land trust assessment study); and, 

o Catalogue innovative land conservation and water transactions across 

the watershed. 
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Section One: Assessment Overview 

The CBFN Land Trust Working Group, led by co-chairs Sam Stokes and Megan Gallagher, developed the 

scope of work for the Chesapeake Bay Land Trust Assessment and engaged the Land Trust Alliance to 

manage the study and produce the initial research.  The Alliance Northeast Regional Director, Kevin 

Case, served as project manager and, with Alliance National Services Director Erin Heskett, provided 

strategic guidance.  CBFN and the Alliance selected Mary McBryde of Long Haul Conservation Advisors 

LLC to serve as principal investigator to conduct extensive research with land trusts and key partners, 

identify key themes and findings, provide recommendations for potential funder investments, and 

produce this report.  (See Appendix A for team bios.)  Mapping and geographic information services 

(GIS) analysis was provided by John Dawes of Chesapeake Commons. The Assessment Advisory Panel 

members reviewed and enhanced the work at each stage of the study.   

 

Assessment Study: Goals 

The overarching goal of the assessment was to develop a deeper understanding of land trusts, land 

conservation and water quality across the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  Specific goals included: 

 

 Document where and how land trusts currently work to protect water quality in the Chesapeake 

Bay watershed; 

 Assess, generally, the impact of this work to date and the strategies needed to increase 

effectiveness; 

 Identify the resources needed to secure more strategic permanent land protection to achieve  

Chesapeake Bay Program goals in the next three years and beyond; and 

 Recommend specific funding opportunities for the CBFN Land Trust Working Group and other 

CBFN members. 

 

Methodology 

 

 
 

Task 1

• Conduct a watershed-wide scan of land trusts and complete GIS analysis and 
mapping to identify priority healthy and impaired study focal areas and land 
trust service areas.

Task 2

• Undertake an electronic survey of land trusts and purchase of development 
rights programs (PDR) working in study focal areas (36 land trusts targeted; 20 
responded; 38 PDR programs targeted; six responded).

Task 3

• Complete in-depth telephone interviews with land trusts and key 
stakeholders. 

Task 4

• Consider opportunities to advance the policy recomendations in the 2013 
Chesapeake Bay Commission Report, "Crediting Conservation," utilizing the 
findings from this study to inform those efforts. 
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What We Learned: Snapshots 

 

Task 1: Initial Scan and Development of Assessment Study Focal Areas 

The Alliance conducted a watershed-wide scan and identified 110 state, regional and local land trusts 
and 168 PDR programs (see map below depicting location of lands trusts working in the watershed).  
This served as the basis for the survey and interview tasks.  
 
 

 
 
 
Led by Chesapeake Commons, GIS analysis and mapping was completed to identify priority focal regions 
in order to narrow the scope of the assessment study (Appendix B).  As shown on the maps below, both 
impaired and healthy watersheds were included, along with land trust service areas.  Some discussion 
occurred around whether to focus on healthy or impaired watersheds, but the team determined that 
this question is grounded in complex science as well as funder choice (geographic priorities) and not 
appropriate for this study to resolve.  The five assessment focal regions served as the mechanism to 
direct telephone interviews and do not, necessarily, indicate regions for recommended potential 
philanthropic investment.   

 
Healthy Watersheds: Chesapeake Commons utilized the Chesapeake Bay Program’s Resource Lands 

Assessment to define areas of the Bay watershed that exhibit the highest priority for protection based 
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on physical and biological functions that store precipitation, retain and assimilate nutrients, moderate 

runoff, protect soils and maintain important critical landscape functions, such as those of riparian 

buffers.  These areas were winnowed by intersecting their geographies with sub watersheds rated as 

“excellent” and “good” for biotic integrity in the Chesapeake Bay Program’s Stream Health data layer. 

Impaired Watersheds: Chesapeake Commons, using a simple geographic model, selected areas from the 

Chesapeake Bay Program’s Resource Lands Assessment that represent the lowest water quality value 

and fall within watershed boundaries ranked “very poor” to “poor” on the Index of Biotic Integrity, a 

scientific tool to measure water pollution..  Using land trust service area as a broad filter, the priority 

impaired regions were narrowed down, based on the number of land trusts serving a given “impaired” 

watershed.  Priority impaired regions highlight specific portions of a watershed that exhibit the lowest 

stream health rating and counties that have a limited number of land trusts working in the area.   

 

Land Trust Service Area: The Land Trust Service Area layer was created from data provided by the 

Alliance’s 2010 organizational census.  This is a comprehensive survey that tracks a variety of capacity 

metrics at the organizational level and enabled our team to quickly map service areas by county.  The 

data revealed Bay counties in need of organizational support as well as areas with the most robust 

coverage.  A total of 38 jurisdictions had no active land trusts undertaking work in the area.  A majority 

of these locations occurred in the Bay headwaters of New York State, with other gaps occurring in West 

Virginia’s panhandle and the southernmost portions of the watershed in Virginia. 
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Task 2: Survey of Land Trusts and Purchase of Development Rights programs 

 

Based on the assessment focal areas, 36 land trusts (local, regional and statewide) were targeted for an 

electronic survey and 20 responded (see participant list in Appendix C).  At least one organization from 

each of the six states that comprise the Chesapeake Bay watershed was represented.  Though a small 

cohort, collectively, these local, state and regional land trusts are responsible for approximately 80 

percent of the land conservation in the watershed, conserving approximately 45,000 acres between 

2010 and 2014. 

 

Also targeted were local, regional and state land trusts and key national partners.  The Nature 

Conservancy, The Trust for Public Land, The Conservation Fund, Trout Unlimited, Ducks Unlimited, 

National Audubon Society and others did not participate in the survey, but some of these groups – 

notably The Nature Conservancy -- were contacted during the telephone interview process.  
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Six of 38 targeted purchase of development rights (PDR) programs responded.  With such limited 

response, the study focus shifted to concentrate research on land trusts and key partners identified 

through survey and telephone interviews.  

 

Task 3: Interviews and Analysis  

 

The heart of the assessment revolved around a series of in-depth interviews with targeted land trusts 

and key partners, including other non-profits, state entities, land protection funders and other 

stakeholders in the watershed (see appendix D for participant list).  Given the depth of these findings, 

key themes are discussed in further detail in Section 3.   

 

 

 

 

  

Survey Findings  

1. Water resources matter to land trusts. Ninety five percent reported 

that the protection of water resources (riparian corridors, streams, 

rivers, wetlands, floodplains and floodplain forests) is a key driver for 

land conservation. 

 

2. Small land trusts are playing an important role in conserving land that 

impacts water quality – conserving over 14,000 acres in the last two 

years.   

 

3. Land trusts are actively working with landowners to design and 
implement best management practices to address water quality.  

Eighty six percent of surveyed land trusts include best management 
practices in their conservation easements and/or stewardship 
management plans. 
 

 

Key Questions: Telephone Interviews 

 

1. What are land trusts and other conservation stakeholders doing to 

advance land conservation and water quality in the Chesapeake 

Bay watershed? 

 

2. What are the most promising opportunities and, conversely, the 

biggest challenges to accelerating land conservation and water 

quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed? 

 

3. If you are a funder who cares about land conservation and water 

quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, how can you maximize 

your investment in land conservation to improve water quality? 
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Section Two:  Land Conservation and Water Quality  

 

Beyond the Chesapeake Bay 

Land and water quality issues transcend the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  Across the country, in places 

such as the Great Lakes, Vermont’s Lake Champlain and the Delaware River watershed, local and state 

governments, federal agencies, academic institutions, land trusts, private landowners, funders, 

investors, nonprofit entities and other key stakeholders are wrestling with issues related to land use, 

water quality and the role that private land conservation can play in protecting, enhancing and restoring 

water resources.  Though based primarily on interviews with Chesapeake Bay watershed stakeholders, 

the key findings and the recommendations in this report may resonate in other places.  

 

The Chesapeake Bay 

The Chesapeake Bay’s land-to-water ratio is fourteen to one: the largest of any coastal water body in the 

world.  This ratio underscores why land use, including conservation, has such a big impact on the Bay’s 

health.  After a comprehensive study of Bay watershed health was completed in the early 1980’s, it 

became clear that significant degradation of aquatic life was happening due to excessive nutrient 

loading.  In 1983, the first Chesapeake Bay Agreement was signed, launching intensive multi-state and 

multi-jurisdictional efforts to improve bay health.  Since then, the Chesapeake Bay Agreement has been 

periodically updated, most recently in June of 2014, when it stated a new goal to conserve two million 

acres by 2025.  In addition, the EPA established the landmark Chesapeake Bay TMDL – a federal 

“pollution diet” to meet water quality goals by setting limits on the amount of nutrients and sediment 

that can enter the Bay and tributaries throughout the watershed.  

 

Land trusts, with their local, on-the-ground presence and vast network of relationships with private 

landowners, are playing a significant role in accelerating land conservation to improve water quality.  

Local, state and regional land trusts have permanently protected 1.8 million acres. (This does not include 

land conserved by national conservation organizations such as The Nature Conservancy, The 

Conservation Fund and The Trust for Public Land.)  Land trusts may use different language to 

communicate water quality values to landowners – for example, talking about heritage, productive soils 

and wildlife habitat, rather than about reducing nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment loads – but this is 

changing and water resources and water quality are clearly important drivers for and outcomes of their 

conservation efforts. As funding resources for government agencies become more limited, one of the 

most promising opportunities to advance land conservation and improve water quality is to increase the 

engagement, financial sophistication and technical knowledge across the land trust community.   

 



15 | P a g e  L o n g  H a u l  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A d v i s o r s  
 

 

Land conservation is a team effort involving land trusts, private landowners, federal, state, county and 

local governments, public agencies, funders, academic institutions, watershed associations and other 

nonprofit entities.  All of these partners play important roles and, as this study reveals, collaboration 

amongst these groups is absolutely critical if stakeholders are going to meet the challenges related to 

land conservation and water quality and, ultimately, ensure a healthy watershed for current and future 

generations.  The idea of collective impact is growing across the watershed as stakeholders realize that 

they can do much more working collaboratively across landscapes than any one entity can do alone.  

Land Trusts Focusing On Water Quality 

“In the Rappahannock watershed – the headwater areas are Northern Brook 

Trout habitat – our approach is to expand habitat which is a surrogate for a very 

high water quality standard.  Specific programs include livestock exclusion, 

riparian buffer restoration, stream bank restoration, removal of culverts and 

other obstacles, as well as conservation easement strategies including buffers 

on perennial streams.” 

“Our mission is to conserve forever the lands and waters of the Finger Lakes 

region, ensuring scenic vistas, clean water, local foods and wild places for 

everyone. Clean rivers and lakes depend on the lands that surround 

them. Development can lead to increased runoff from the land and a decline in 

water quality and by targeting those lands that are most important for water 

quality (for example, land bordering streams and wetlands), the land trust’s 

efforts are helping to ensure the future of our sparkling lakes and pure drinking 

water.” 

 

Collective Impact for Land Conservation and Water Quality 

Starting with Envision the James in 2011, and now expanded into the Susquehanna and 

onto the Eastern Shore of Maryland, The Chesapeake Conservancy pioneered the concept 

of collective impact – building effective, multi-sector partnerships around the major river 

corridors of the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  By bringing together and facilitating the 

development of a joint agenda with representatives of various ecological, cultural and 

historic nonprofits, community groups, private entities, and local, state and federal 

agencies, the Conservancy is able to find new synergies not previously considered and 

link on-going efforts to achieve large-landscape scale results.  A key tenet of these 

Envision programs is community engagement.  In partnership with local organizations, 

the Conservancy engages community groups, civic leaders and the general public at the 

very beginning of the process to understand their needs and vision for the river.  These 

ideas then become the basis for the joint agenda developed.  Ultimately, there are many 

solutions that lead to natural resource conservation (e.g. through the creation of public 

parks, wildlife preserves or heritage tourism initiatives), but choosing ones that meet the 

needs of the community ensures the sustainability of these efforts. 
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Significant collaboration is occurring across the watershed and several examples are discussed in this 

report.  But one glaring gap remains: the need for increased partnerships between land trusts and 

watershed associations or water quality groups.  Though some attempts have been made by land trusts 

and others to advance these partnerships, more attention is warranted.  

 

Land Conservation: A New Paradigm 

 

Today, land trust leaders recognize that success has as much to do with strengthening communities as it 

does with protecting land and water.  This has led land trusts to play a more integral role in working with 

communities to meet a diverse suite of goals, including among others water quality.  For example, land 

trusts are:  

o building diverse partnerships, working with towns, municipalities; 

o enhancing water quality; 

o helping to revitalize town and urban areas and in the process building connections between  

urban-rural communities; 

o actively engaging in land management and developing best management practices for 

conserved lands; 

o creating cutting edge science based tools and analysis; and, 

o partnering with community and local government leaders to create resilient, livable natural 

and human communities. 

 
At the core of land trust activity, and the greatest assets of land trusts, are the relationships with private 

landowners – durable relationships that are rooted in trust and must stand the test of time.  These 

relationships hold significant potential as land trusts are uniquely positioned to work with landowners to 

conserve and manage the land in a way that maintains or improves water quality across the Chesapeake 

Bay watershed.   
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Land Trusts Working In New Ways 

 

Town and Urban Communities: 

 

Cambridge Gateway. The Eastern Shore Land Conservancy and the City of 
Cambridge, Maryland worked together to develop designs for a “green and 

complete” Maryland Avenue to attract energy into the downtown. The 
community asked for accessibility for cyclists and pedestrians, improved storm 
water management, reuse of vacant property, new trees and more attractive 

directional signs. The result is a concept design for a green and complete 
street on Maryland Avenue and green/park space use for currently vacant 

properties.  
 
Vacant Lot Opportunity Analyst. Working with the City of Baltimore, The 

Chesapeake Conservancy developed a tool that guides users to vacant lots 
that are suitable for transformation into one of several types of green 

infrastructure projects. The tool makes use of site selection criteria presented 
in the city’s Green Pattern Book, a resource that outlines eight redevelopment 
options, including urban farms, neighborhood parks, green parking and more.  

This simple desktop tool helps to minimize the effort of sorting through the 
city’s 14,000 vacant lots, significantly speeding up the process of identifying 

which lots are best suited for which projects. For example, planners interested 
in siting a neighborhood park with athletic fields can search for lots that are at 
least an acre in size, have minimal tree coverage and are owned by the city – 

all selection criteria provided by the Green Pattern Book. 
 

Working with Municipalities: 
 

Smart Farms. The Lancaster County Land Trust developed a program in 2007 

with a specific objective of addressing natural resources concerns related to 
water quality. One full-time staff person is dedicated to this initiative. The 

Trust's Municipal Outreach program has been assisting local municipalities in 
addressing MS4 permit compliance and how agricultural operations, by 
implementing BMPs above baseline compliance, can assist localities in meeting 

MS4 permits. The Trust also administered a DEP Growing Greener grant, 
which resulted in the first full-scale floodplain restoration project that removed 

“legacy sediment." The Big Spring Run floodplain restoration project resulted 
in the understanding of historic mill dam impacts on local waterways and the 
impact these "legacy sediments" have on current water quality impairment. 
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“Land conservation alone will not 

get us to our goals – we need to look 

at land conservation and land use 

and keeping development in our 

towns where we can manage 

water.” 

“Traditionally, it was sufficient to 

talk about how many conservation 

easements had been recorded and 

how many acres protected – that 

was enough to measure success but 

that is not sufficient anymore.  We 

need to do much more - public 

access, BMPs, working landscapes, 

civic engagement, habitat 

restoration and so much more.  

 

“We want to help our towns become 

more livable and sustainable and 

our rural places to remain 

productive working landscapes, 

provide wildlife habitat, water 

quality and other important values.” 

 

Land Trust Reflections 

 

Section Three: Key Findings 

 

An Evolving Conservation Paradigm 

 

The changes are being manifested in the following ways:  

 The permanent protection of land, through fee acquisition and conservation easements, remains a 

cornerstone of land conservation, but, alone, it is no longer a sufficient goal or metric for success.  

 

 Land conservation needs to be, and in some cases, is being integrated into a broader context of 

community issues and values –  for example, water quality, land 

use planning and growth, economic development, and energy 

infrastructure siting – rather than as a stand-alone activity.  

 

 Land trusts see the need for, and value of, making stronger urban-

rural connections and are looking for ways to bridge this divide, 

particularly when thinking about drinking water and storm water 

run-off and how these issues matter in both urban and rural 

communities.   

 

 Land trust leaders are evolving – developing and applying skills and 

knowledge in new ways (building diverse partnerships) and  

developing new expertise (best management practices and 

monitoring impacts to improve water quality)  – and working more 

closely with local and regional governments and community 

leaders to help build sustainable and livable communities in urban 

and rural environments.   

 

 There is a subtle but profound shift in the relationship between 

land protection and stewardship specifically related to water 

quality, recognizing that protection alone does not ensure 

enduring conservation goals.  Land trusts are uniquely positioned 

to engage with private landowners in helping improve land 

management practices that impact water quality.   

 

  

Land trusts are actively changing how they think about and perform conservation. 
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“The vast majority of land trusts 

across the watershed do not have 

the information or analyses to make 

informed decisions. Better data can 

enhance the results and 

effectiveness and impact of land 

trusts, particularly small land 

trusts.” 

“Not every stream buffer is as 

important to water quality as the 

next… We need tools that tell us 

which is more important.” 

“We need to understand and 

quantify our work – what the net 

impact is of a stream buffer – need 

to tell our story in way that makes 

sense to people who care about 

water quality.”  

Land Trust Reflections 

Science for Land Protection and Water Quality Stewardship 

 
 

To be effective in conserving and restoring land in a manner that results in quantifiable water quality 

results, science is critical.  An inexhaustible amount of scientific data exists for the watershed – 

generated by key stakeholders such as the Chesapeake Bay Program and others. But land trusts need 

tools and analysis that are specifically geared to meet their needs and goals.  All participants identified 

land trust-friendly science as a significant gap.   

 

Three critical areas of need exist: 

1. Targeting and prioritizing land conservation projects with greater 

precision and accountability to ensure that land trusts are protecting 

the highest priority lands to address water quality issues;  

 

2. Understanding the impacts of different best management practices 

(BMPs) and utilizing this information to design site specific BMPs to 

maximize effectiveness in achieving water quality goals; and 

 

3. Monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of BMPs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recognizing this science gap as both a significant need and a great opportunity, a handful of land trusts 

are creating new tools and conducting cutting edge analysis that can enable land trusts to be more 

targeted, science driven and sophisticated in their efforts.   

There is a critical need, and appetite for, accessible, practical, science-based 

analysis, tools and training specifically for land trusts that better define the 

connection between land conservation and water quality.   

 

SCIENCE INFORMING LAND CONSERVATION  

 

 

Science 
Infrastructure 

Prioritization

(parcel level 
analysis) 

Localized, site 
specific BMP 

analysis 

Monitoring… 
monitoring… 
monitoring
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These efforts hold great promise, but additional investment in science infrastructure is critical.  

Significant investments in science in the watershed have been made, for example by the Chesapeake 

Bay Program, but the call for science here is related specifically to tools and analysis designed 

specifically for land trusts.  Absent this investment, the land conservation community and its partners 

will struggle to understand, quantify and communicate the value of conservation to water quality and 

the full suite of benefits that land conservation produces.  Additionally, science offers a validation and 

credibility that is important for ensuring that public and philanthropic investments are strategic, 

targeted, meaningful and achieve the intended conservation goals, whether water quality, habitat 

restoration, climate resiliency or other specific goals.   

Science for Land Protection and Water Quality 

 

The Lower Shore Land Trust in Maryland is conducting GIS analysis – modeling 

sea level rise scenarios and utilizing sophisticated LIDAR data – to identify 

nutrient hotspots to inform existing conservation priorities and to target 

potential protection and restoration opportunities.  Projects will be prioritized 

based on a standard metric, such as cost per pound of nutrient treated or cost 

per acre treated.  The effectiveness of each project can be measured over the 

long term. The current focus is local, but this analysis could be replicated across 

the entire three county region.  

 

The Chesapeake Conservancy has developed two tools that hold significant 

promise for improving the targeting and prioritization of lands: 

 Conservation Toolbox: a web application for characterizing individual 

parcels and assessing how well they meet certain conservation and 

restoration criteria.  Users can view ecological and cultural data, perform 

simple landscape analyses and, most importantly, export their work in 

clear and concise reports.  The Toolbox was designed to be uncomplicated 

and product-oriented, allowing practitioners to quickly and easily 

incorporate scientific information into their decision-making and daily 

activities. 

 

 Precision Conservation:  new methods of generating high-resolution 

datasets and analysis tools that will help increase the effectiveness and 
efficiency of conservation and restoration practices in the Chesapeake Bay 

watershed.  For example, The Conservancy, with funding from the 
Chesapeake Bay Program, is developing one meter by one meter, high 
resolution land data for the entire Chesapeake Bay watershed that will be 

open sourced and available to all stakeholders.   
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Building the science infrastructure alone, however, is not enough. Stakeholders must also disseminate 

the science broadly – through shared learning, collaborative partnerships, technical assistance and 

training – across all stakeholder groups. These include; land trusts, municipalities, public agencies, 

watershed associations, advocacy groups, local soil and water conservation districts, preservation 

programs, funders and others.  Stakeholders should embrace a “learning while doing” mindset.  The 

questions around land and water are complex and it is important to ensure that as the community 

learns, they adapt by changing the questions posed, repeating the analysis and redesigning tools.  This 

sharing and learning mindset ensures that we “raise all boats” and the community of stakeholders 

learns together – learning from failures and improving upon successes.    
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Stewardship: Impacting Land Management and Water Quality 

 

Land trusts are working closely with landowners, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural 

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), academic institutions and others to understand, implement and 

monitor best management practices.  Among surveyed land trusts, 89 percent are working with 

landowners to promote and implement BMPs on protected land, in a variety of ways.   

 

  

 

NRCS offers a robust suite of technical assistance, training programs and funding for private landowners, 

but significant capacity constraints, particularly staff time, are resulting in increased bottlenecks.  This is 

a major problem, but also a significant opportunity, as land trusts and other conservation nonprofits 

seek new ways to help NRCS.  For example, at least one land trust has completed (and others are 

pursuing) training to qualify land trust staff as NRCS Technical Service Providers (TSPs) who can work on 

behalf of NRCS to help deliver their programs.   

Land trusts, with their extensive and permanent landowner relationships, are uniquely 

positioned to impact the management of millions of acres of private land and help 

improve water quality.  Land trusts are actively building ‘high-touch’ stewardship 

programs where staff is actively engaged with private landowners to improve 

management practices. 
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Land trusts are taking proactive, targeted steps to fill this gap and meet what is widely perceived as an 

overwhelming and unmet demand among interested landowners.  They are developing in-house 

expertise around water quality, developing formal and informal BMP programs, and serving a greater 

role in connecting landowners with partners with the necessary technical expertise in water quality 

BMPs.  With their vast network of private landowner relationships, land 

trust staff can help reach a much bigger audience and have a far greater 

impact on land management that preserves or improves water quality.  

This intense engagement by land trusts around land management and water 

quality is causing a quiet, but profound, shift in the relationship between 

acquisition and stewardship – one in which the high touch stewardship 

programs, specifically related to the implementation and monitoring of 

BMPs, are providing a more direct connection to protection.  This type of 

stewardship helps ensure that targeted conservation goals, particularly 

when talking about water 

quality, are achieved and 

sustained over time.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

Land Trust Reflections 

“We are engaged with more than 

750 agricultural operators to: 1) 

install 74 miles of streambank fence; 

2) construct 168 stabilized stream 

crossings; 3) install 66 alternative 

watering systems; and 4) implement 

numerous other agricultural 

conservation practices. We have also 

developed nutrient management and 

conservation plans for more than 

24,000 acres of farmland.”   

“How do you best marry the 

protection of the land with the 

implementation of conservation 

practices in a way that allows farms 

to change their operations and 

respond to innovation? “ 

 

Stewardship That Impacts Water Quality 

 

Western Pennsylvania Conservancy:  The Watershed 

Conservation Program is a blend of outreach, education and 

technical assistance, including re-granting programs, that provides 

a wide range of services, such as in-stream monitoring and 

assessment, stream restoration and habitat improvement, 

abandoned mine drainage remediation, watershed conservation 

planning, preparation of nutrient management plans and technical 

assistance to landowners and local watershed organizations. 

 

Piedmont Environmental Council:  Working with public agencies 

and nonprofits in Virginia’s northern piedmont, PEC’s Thumb Run 
Initiative encourages and assists landowners in implementing 

land management and riparian improvements to restore 
biodiversity and stream health.  The main objectives are to 
develop new opportunities for residents to connect with the land 

through volunteer activities, events and stream monitoring; work 
with landowners, land managers and farmers to implement 

improvements including streamside plantings, improved pasture 
management practices and backyard habitat projects; increase the 
amount of land protected by conservation easements, with 

provisions for native habitat land management practices and 
riparian improvements; and further solidify partnerships with 

agencies and nonprofits that can bring financial and technical 
resources to helping landowners implement improvements, 
including the local soil and water conservation district, Friends of 

the Rappahannock and the state Department of Forestry. 
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Land Trusts Engaging with Private Landowners 

 

Landowner Outreach 

Multiple opportunities exist for land trusts to engage private landowners, ranging from initial 

discussions about conserving family land; drafting and negotiating conservation easements; 

implementing and evaluating best management practices; and ongoing stewardship monitoring.  Land 

trusts utilize a range of tools to reach landowners from the very simple (local BBQ’s, newsletters and 

community meetings) to more formal programs.  Landowner outreach programs that integrate 

information sharing, technical assistance and financial support in a targeted manner) maximize both the 

reach and impact of these efforts.  

 

Land trusts are creating landowner outreach and incentive programs to 

encourage additional landowners to conserve their land and to implement 

best management practices that achieve meaningful and measureable water 

quality goals.   

 

Landowner Outreach 

 

The Eastern Shore Land Conservancy in Maryland, supported by a National Fish 

and Wildlife Foundation grant, is working with private partners (Reef to Ridge and 

Earth Data Share) on specialized outreach to farmers, starting with community 

meetings. The partners then conduct preliminary analysis on eight to 10 farms, 

followed by site specific analysis on four to six farms to help with “siting 

denitrifying woodchip bioreactors to target effective reduction of nitrate in 

shallow groundwater that discharges to surface water.”  

 

The Lower Shore Land Trust in Maryland created a Partner Roundtable 

Program as a tool to inform conservation partners and agencies about land 

protection programs and priority areas, while learning about available cost share 

programs and resources for landowners and farmers. By reaching out to agency 

partners, the land trust is better equipped to share information about best 

management practices and cost share programs with landowners and direct them 

toward available programs. This type of meeting could be replicated for 

conservation partners, i.e. watershed groups and land trusts and other 

conservation organizations, to better learn how each is addressing nutrient 

reduction and sea level rise and resiliency and other conservation goals.  
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Landowner Incentives  

In tandem with technical assistance and training, landowner incentives are a critical component to 

encourage landowners to change land management activities and implement best management 

practices.  Land trusts and other their partners are exploring ways to develop additional financial 

incentives to help landowners defray the costs associated with BMPs, which can be substantial.  It is 

worth noting that several existing programs, including the NRCS programs, National Fish and Wildlife 

Foundation’s Chesapeake Bay Stewardship Fund and CBFN’s Capacity Building Initiative, provide 

enormous support in technical assistance and training.  But additional resources specifically targeted to 

land trusts are needed. 

 

 

Landowner Incentives 

 

The Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay’s Healthy Streams Farmer Stewardship 

Program provides financial incentives for agricultural producers and local 

assistance providers in the Lower Susquehanna, Potomac and Patuxent River 

watersheds, Rappahannock and Rapidan headwaters, Shenandoah Valley of 

Virginia and Upper and Middle Eastern Shore of Maryland to implement forest 

buffers as part of a whole-farm conservation plan. With funding from the 

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and USDA’s Regional Conservation 

Partnerships Program and Natural Resources Conservation Service, the Alliance 

launched this program in 2015.  For every acre of riparian forest buffer installed, 

farmers earn $4,000 in "conservation vouchers" to use for other on-farm 

conservation needs, like waste storage. The $20,000 per farm cap is doubled to 

$40,000 for farmers who permanently protect their land as part of the program. 
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Paying for Conservation 

 

 

Existing conservation funding programs – at the state, local and federal level – must be maintained and 

new funding sources must also be developed.  Land trusts are looking for creative ways to make this 

happen, both on a project by project basis, as well as finding strategies that can create new funding. 

Below are a few areas that hold promise and warrant further exploration. However, durable, diverse, 

strategic partnerships may provide the greatest opportunity to leverage expertise and funding.   

Partnerships. Land trusts are working with a wide range of partners – municipalities, utility companies, 

impact investors, private entities, nonprofits, US Department of Defense (DOD) and others to find 

creative ways to leverage financial resources, GIS, staff time, expertise, information sharing and training.  

Mitigation. Land trusts and their partners see value in developing a collective, coherent vision or a 

“watershed-wide mitigation plan” that would enable the land conservation community to secure a  

portion of mitigation dollars that come into the region.  This would require a dedicated advocate to  

work on behalf of conservation stakeholders, as well as epic collaboration and coordination to navigate  

the regulatory and jurisdictional issues associated with mitigation resources.  It was unclear how best to  

advance this strategy, but it was identified as a critical need.   

 

Ecosystem Service Markets. Robust ecosystem services markets, including re-activating  

dormant state nutrient trading programs, building storm water credit trading programs and other 

market based incentives, are a promising source of new and additional funding.    

 

State Dedicated Conservation Funds.  In states where land conservation funding is either non-existent 

or zeroed out for budgetary, political or other reasons, efforts to reinstate or create these programs will 

build momentum for conservation. 

 

Matching Fund Program. Private funds play a significant role as match to public funding.  Without this 

match, land trusts are unable to secure public funding.  Philanthropic capital could be deployed to 

provide this public match, on a competitive basis.  For example, Virginia land trusts report that the lack 

of the required private match has been a bar to federal agricultural land protection funding in the 

Commonwealth.   

 

 

  In the current system, there is simply not enough funding to solve the 

challenges related to land conservation and water quality, which requires 

stakeholders to think differently about how to pay for conservation. 
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Partnerships: Playing a Critical Role 

The value of diverse, strategic, durable partnerships and collaborative work cannot be overestimated.  

High functioning, multi-purpose partnerships provide a paltform to leverage skills, knowledge, expertise 

and funding, and, ultimately, achieve more together than alone.  

  

Partnerships: USDA Regional Conservation Partnership Program  

 

The Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP) promotes coordination between 

NRCS and its partners to deliver conservation assistance to producers and landowners. 

NRCS provides assistance to producers through partnership agreements and program 

contracts or easement agreements. Land trusts have successfully leveraged this 

assistance. 

 

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) is working on Maryland’s Eastern Shore with NRCS, 

through the Wetlands Reserve Enhancement and the RCPP programs, to restore and  

protect wetlands at large scales.  With funding from the Maryland Trust Fund, TNC is  

beginning to restore and protect floodplains along a nine mile reach of the Pocomoke  

River.  At nearly 4,000 acres, it will be one of the largest restoration projects on the  

Eastern Shore. A private foundation grant was essential in making this happen – it  

enabled TNC to hire staff who were able to build the partnerships and leverage the  

public funding.  Private funding of about $500,000 has resulted in more than $12million  

in government investment. 

 

Cacapon and Lost Rivers Land Trust, a member of the West Virginia Chesapeake 

Bay Headwaters Conservation Partnership, is engaged in the eight counties that 

comprise the Potomac River  headwaters. The Partnership focuses on the permanent 

protection of critical lands—both karst and forested areas—through perpetual 

conservation easements.  The primary natural resource concern addressed through this 

project is water quality and water quantity. Secondary resource concerns include 

habitat and soil conservation.   

Western Pennsylvania Conservancy has a proposal for RCPP support for the 

Comprehensive Agricultural Conservation project in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed in 

Pennsylvania.  This initiative would span six counties, with a main focus area on the 

watersheds of the Juniata River Basin, tributaries to the Potomac River, tributaries to 

the West Branch of the Susquehanna River and tributaries to the Susquehanna River.  

The objectives are to address water quality degradation (excessive sediment and 

nutrients in surface water) and, secondarily, habitat degradation for fish and wildlife, 

through improved agricultural conservation practices and permanent protection of 

important land resources with conservation easements. The program would help 

implement “whole-farm” conservation approaches, including BMPs, protecting prime 

agricultural land, riparian buffers and important wildlife habitat through conservation 

easements. 

 

Partnerships: Leverage, Innovation and Success  

 

National Source Water Collaborative Pilot Project. Lancaster County was 

chosen as one of three national pilot projects and the ELANCO Source Water 

Collaborative formed.  The partnership includes more than 10 partners, including the 

Lancaster County Farmland Trust, EPA, USDA/NRCS, Lancaster County Conservation 

District, municipalities, PA Department of Environmental Protection (Office of 

Drinking Water), Pennsylvania Rural Water Association, WREN, Western Heights 

Water Authority, Lancaster County Conservancy, Susquehanna River Basin 

Commission, private consulting firms, and perhaps most importantly, local 

landowners.  The ELANCO Source Water Collaborative is committed to protecting 

and improving water quality for current and future generations through a 

cooperative, proactive approach. Using the shared interests of public water 

suppliers, citizens, businesses, private, non-profit and governmental partners, the 

Collaborative promotes education and use of best management practices that will 

preserve and support Eastern Lancaster County's unique culture and strong 

economy. Early takeaways: 

o Facing an overwhelming response, the Conservation District is not taking on 

new plans, to get through ELANCO backlog. 

o There is a scarcity of private funding for BMP implementation, the best 

funding source for this community. 

 

The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) is a key partner.  For example, with the 

designation of the Nanticoke River and its surrounding areas as a Sentinel Landscape 

by the Departments of Agriculture, Defense, and the Interior, partners including the 

Chesapeake Conservancy, NAS Patuxent River, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

the Natural Resources Conservation Service, The Conservation Fund, The Nature 

Conservancy, and private foundations such as the Mt. Cuba Center, are working with 

interested landowners to conserve high priority lands.   As part of the designation, 

the Sentinel Landscapes Partnership agencies will support the NAS Patuxent River 

Sentinel Landscape with ongoing technical assistance and funding for agricultural 

easements, buffer lands through DoD’s Readiness and Environmental Protection 

Integration (REPI) Program, wetlands enhancement and restoration, and treatment 

of invasive species. To date, DoD has committed a total of $3 million, and an 

additional $8 million in commitments have been secured, toward the goal of 

protecting 2,250 acres.   
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“Everyone has their own priorities – 

either because of need or opportunity -- 

but there is not much coordination 

across different groups.  We need more 

understanding of priorities at a larger 

scale to really make an impact.” 

“There is a silent battle raging between 

land conservation and water quality 

with those interested in water quality 

advocating for additional funds, often 

to treat water, that in essence pulls 

money away from land conservation.” 

“Clearly the work of watershed 

associations is relevant, but there is no 

bridge between them and land trusts. 

We need to make that happen.” 

 

Land Trust Reflections 

 

 

Strengthening the Pillars Of Land Conservation 

• Respondents articulated a need to build a collective vision at the landscape scale – both on a 

statewide basis as well as within sub- watersheds. There is a shared sense that organizations 

have individual priorities, but not a shared vision for what specific lands are most important to 

protect. 

• Support, foster and strengthen existing, diverse partnerships to 

leverage expertise, time, capital, data and analysis, and GIS 

capacity, and to maximize efficiency and effectiveness. 

• Numerous efforts across the watershed are underway to make 

the connection between land conservation and water quality. 

But all participants see a glaring gap in the relationships 

between land trusts and watershed associations, and are 

interested in building bridges between these two communities. 

• There is a need to “connect-the dots” across key stakeholders 

through cross pollination and greater communication. This 

could include:  

o Convene high impact land trusts in the watershed to 

share ideas and facilitate learning. 

o Facilitate a retreat for high impact land trusts and 

partners, starting with watershed associations and 

water councils, to share learning, build relationships 

and create momentum. 

 

• Support collaborative, science-based priority setting to identify 

consensus- based priorities at varying large scales (watershed, 

sub watersheds or other). 

 

Several participants mentioned the Chesapeake Conservation 

Partnership – the role it is playing, and could play, to coalesce 

stakeholders around a strong land conservation movement.  The 

Partnership, formed in 2009, is a regional coalition of over 50 diverse 

organizations (from all six watershed states), including federal and 

state agencies, local governments, Native American tribes, and non-

profit organizations engaged in land conservation and related fields within the Chesapeake Bay 

watershed. 

Foundational elements of land conservation need to be strengthened: 

setting science-based, landscape scale priorities; building a stronger 

conservation voice; working with new partners; and making a stronger 

connection between land and water and urban and rural communities  
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Rebuild a Land and Community Ethic  

 

Participants see a fundamental need to reconnect people with land and to explain land conservation in a 

way that matters on a personal and community level.  Land trusts and other conservation leaders 

articulated the need to meet people “where they are” – focusing on issues they understand and care 

about, such as drinking water, safe swimming places, fishing and other recreational activities, flood 

control, healthy food, children in the outdoors, transferring land to next generations, livable 

communities and working lands – and then make the connection between these values and land 

conservation.   To raise awareness, increase understanding and, ultimately, build future generations of 

land stewards, this foundational relationship between human and natural communities must be 

addressed.   

 

Water provides a platform for this discussion as water is consistently one of the most important issues 

to the general public.  It offers a launching pad to talk about the importance of land conservation and its 

role in creating communities where people want to live, work and play.  

 

 

 

  

Land trusts and their partners share a deep concern about what they see as 

a growing, and alarming, disconnect between land and people.  They see a 

lack of understanding about land – specifically the benefits, such as drinking 

water quality, that natural systems provide – and the importance that land 

conservation plays in sustaining healthy natural and human communities. 



30 | P a g e  L o n g  H a u l  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A d v i s o r s  
 

Section Four: Crediting Conservation 

In June 2013, the Chesapeake Bay Commission and key stakeholders released the report, “Crediting 

Conservation: Accounting for the Water Quality Value of Conserved Land Under the Chesapeake Bay 

TMDL”  (http://www.chesbay.us/Publications/CreditingConservationReport.pdf). The report outlines the 

challenges associated with integrating land conservation into the TMDL framework and the significant 

value offered by allowing land conservation to count towards TMDL pollution targets.   

 

The report calls on state and federal agencies to update the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Model to better 

reflect and support the benefits of land conservation within the TMDL limits for sediment, nitrogen and 

phosphorous pollution. The report also calls for much greater credit for permanent land protection in 

evaluating best management practices to reduce water quality impacts generated by farming, forestry 

and land development and in planning for future land development in the watershed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Crediting Conservation Report: Policy Changes for Crediting Water 

Quality Values of Land Conservation in the Bay TMDL 

 

Policy Change 1: PERPETUAL BMP CREDIT MULTIPLIER 
Modify the “all BMPs created equal” principle of the Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
Model and provide a credit multiplier to BMPs linked to permanent land 

conservation. 
 

Policy Change 2: PREMIUM CREDIT FOR TARGETED CONSERVED LANDS 

Identify those conserved lands that provide a greater water quality benefit and 
provide them with more reduction credit than those conserved lands that 

provide less water quality benefit. 
 

Policy Change 3: CREDITING CONSERVATION IN OFFSET CALCULATIONS  

Adopt an approach similar to Clean Water Act wetlands mitigation, allowing for 
land conservation to earn some level of credit for mitigating against new 

pollution loads. 
 

Policy Change 4: 2025 LAND USE BASELINE 

Utilize a 2025 land use baseline scenario in the 2017 TMDL re-assessment, 
allowing for credit for conserved lands previously included as part of a growth 
scenario. 
 

http://www.chesbay.us/Publications/CreditingConservationReport.pdf
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In August 2015, funders, conservation and Chesapeake Bay program leaders met in Annapolis, Maryland 

to discuss the potential to secure the four policy recommendations in EPA’s 2017 TMDL Mid-Point 

Assessment. The meeting was facilitated by former Maryland Secretary of Natural Resources John 

Griffin.   

 

The group concluded that policies #1 and #3, the BMP multiplier and the offset calculation, are already 

part of the analysis leading to the 2017 update of the watershed pollution targets. Policy change #2, 

premium credit for priority conserved lands, was deemed not yet ready for inclusion, as the science 

must be further developed to incorporate pollution load avoidance into a TMDL that currently 

recognizes only load reduction.  

 

The major opportunity to gain more credit for permanent land protection in the TMDL lies in policy 

change #4, replacing the current 2010 land use baseline with a projection of the 2025 land use baseline. 

This future-centric change to the model would allow local governments to show how permanently 

conserved land could meet TMDL requirements for development offsets for new growth. The policy 

change is based on new evidence of the strong connection between land conservation, ecosystem 

services and public cost avoidance and the TMDL offset requirements.  

 

For example, a “new math” is emerging that allows localities to use permanent land protection to 

reduce the cost of ensuring drinking water quality and lessen the need for further offsets for new 

growth to meet water quality targets under the Bay TMDL. The Nature Conservancy, Virginia 

Department of Forestry and Virginia’s George Washington Regional Commission recently reported that 

local governments could save $125 million in TMDL compliance costs under the 2025 land use baseline, 

and ensure local drinking water quality, through permanent protection of healthy forests, with 

associated BMPs, in the participating localities in the Rappahannock River watershed.. 

 

Securing greater credit for conservation under the 2025 land use baseline in the 2017 Mid-Point 

Assessment will require a coordinated and sustained effort by land trusts, land use and watershed 

groups to reach out to their local governments and the state officials engaged in the 2017 update. The 

reaction from local and state planners may be negative, along the lines of ‘We cannot meet our 

reduction targets now, and under 2025 scenarios, we are going to have an even bigger gap and 

therefore an even more challenging time meeting our responsibilities.’  

A major communication and outreach campaign could address this underlying fear by helping land use 

planners, decision makers and others recognize the benefits and flexibility of using a 2025 land use 

baseline. The key is to demonstrate the link between land protection, ecosystem services and public 

cost avoidance. Land trusts, watershed groups and others working at the local, regional and state levels, 

which have not historically been part of the TMDL regulatory process, would become partners in 

meeting pollution targets and could play a significant role in securing this policy change.   
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Section Five: Funder Recommendations:  Accelerating 

Land Conservation to Protect and Improve Water Quality 

Philanthropy can play a catalytic role in improving watershed health across the Chesapeake Bay.  It can 

intervene in ways that maximize impact, seed innovation, leverage public funding and alleviate 

bottlenecks – it can play a role that other funding, often, cannot.  The following recommendations are 

developed with these principles in mind, as well as two key drivers:  

3) leverage existing CBFN investments, which are significant; and, 

4) accelerate land conservation to preserve or enhance water quality in the next two to three 

years. 

 
Guiding Principles 

Five principles ground the recommendations and will help maximize the impact of potential funder 

investments:   

 Focus on high capacity land trusts: those positioned to deliver immediate or near term results. 

 Support diverse, durable partnerships: collaborative efforts hold significant potential to leverage 

financial resources, knowledge, expertise and human capacity.   

 Prioritize new or emerging projects:  those that can have significant and measurable impact with 

additional resources. 

 Build, or support, cross-cutting programs: those that create a nexus between science, 

partnerships, community engagement, financial innovation and urban-rural connections, 

particularly around public drinking water, storm water management and land protection.  

 Target programs and projects that are replicable: those that can be scaled up and serve as 

models across the watershed. 
 

Recommendations 

The recommendations in this report identify potential ways in which philanthropic resources could be 

deployed to address critical needs and emerging opportunities.  These recommendations do not intend 

to suggest that the Chesapeake Bay Funders Network would create and manage these programs, but 

rather suggest ways in which the Land Trust Working Group might inform and assist members to  

support initiatives, programs or strategies administered externally, by appropriate third parties.  
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Funder Recommendations: The Chesapeake Bay Funders Network 

 

 Establish a competitive, science-based lands program that funds the 
permanent protection and stewardship of priority lands for water quality.  
 

 Create a program (or support existing programs) to develop science-based 
tools and analysis for land trusts, specifically to:  

o Prioritize lands for protection in large landscapes.   
o Design site-specific best management practices. 

o Monitor and evaluate best management practices to assess 
effectiveness.  

 

 Develop a “high-impact” grant program to support targeted land trusts – 
those currently positioned to accelerate conservation that improves water 

quality in the immediate or near term. 
 

 Develop, or help develop, new funding streams for conservation and water 

quality while also helping, where possible, to maintain existing conservation 
funding, particularly at the state level. 

 
 Support land trusts efforts to build, strengthen or expand diverse 

partnerships and increase collaboration with key partners, including 

watershed associations. 
 

 Conduct additional research to further inform potential deployment of 

philanthropic capital, such as: 
o Inventory high impact collaborative efforts in the watershed; 

o Complete a watershed association assessment study (as a companion 
to this land trust assessment study); and, 

o Catalogue innovative land conservation and water transactions across 

the watershed. 
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Funder Recommendations: The Chesapeake Bay Funders Network 
 
1. Establish a competitive, science-based lands program to support the permanent 

protection and stewardship of priority lands for water quality.   
 
Science drives the deployment of philanthropic capital to permanently protect and steward (through 
high engagement activities such as the development of BMPs and land owner incentives) the highest 
priority lands for addressing water quality.  Specifically, create a competitive 
or curated grants program to support: 

o transaction costs (survey, appraisals, title, closing fees, etc.…) 
associated with conservation easement and fee transactions. 

o acquisition costs associated with conservation easement and fee 
transactions (fee simple or bargain sale); 

o landowner outreach, specifically for land trust staff to design, 
implement and monitor BMPs and other land management plans in 
partnership with private landowners and other technical assistance 
experts. 

o financially innovative transactions that include:  

 diverse partnerships (utility companies, municipalities, water 
districts, watershed associations, local governments, etc.).   

 market based mechanisms (nutrient trading programs, 
storm water credits, carbon credits, etc.)  

 projects that bridge the urban-rural divide, for example, 
protecting drinking water supplies or managing storm water 
runoff. 

 
2. Create a program (or support existing programs) to develop 

science-based tools and analysis for land trusts.  
 
Land trusts need specific tools and analysis to perform water quality 
protection and stewardship more effectively and at scale.  Three areas of 
specific need exist: 

o Identify and prioritize lands for conservation that have the greatest 
impact on water quality looking at specific, focal regions (for 
example, watersheds, sub-watersheds, multiple counties, etc..).  

o Design and implement site specific best management practices and 
other land stewardship plans. 

o Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of BMPs and other land 
conservation and stewardship strategies. 

 
In addition to supporting the development, testing and implementation of 
tools and analysis, this science must also be broadly shared with key 
stakeholders, including lands trusts, private landowners, watershed 
associations, other non-profits, local, state and federal governments, and 
public agency partners.   

Deploying Philanthropic 

Resources 

 

To advance one, or more, of 

the recommendations, 

multiple strategies could be 

utilized. 

 

Grants: provide single and 

multi-year support directly or 

through an intermediary. 

 

Pooled or Shared Grant 

Making: pool philanthropic 

resources to create a 

program/initiative that blends 

resources.  

 

Interim Financing: provide 

bridge capital through loans 

and/or creation of a loan fund, 

to enable land trusts to act 

quickly to protect high priority, 

high threat land. 

 

Program Related Investments 

(PRIs): Make investments that 

involve the potential return of 

capital within an established 

time frame such as loan 

guarantees or linked deposits. 
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3. Develop a high-impact grant program to support targeted land trusts – those that 

are currently positioned to accelerate conservation efforts in the immediate or 

near term. 

 
This is not “capacity building 101.”  Additional exploration is needed to determine the exact services 
that would be delivered, but, generally, a high impact program is about increasing the technical 
expertise, water quality knowledge, financial sophistication and collaborative skills of key land 
trusts.  Specific examples include: 

o Developing, implementing and monitoring BMPs; 
o Preparing nutrient management or other stewardship plans; 
o Preparing land trust staff to be trained as NRCS technical service providers; 
o Integrating landowner outreach programs that combine information sharing, technical 

assistance and financial support in a targeted manner;  
o Promoting the evolving role that land trusts are playing by integrating land conservation into 

broad community need and values, including water quality; 
o Creating information and technical assistance hubs within selected focal areas where land 

trust staff can assist partners – other land trusts, watershed organizations, local 
governments and public agency partners – with training, technical assistance and 
information needs around funding.  

 
4. Develop, or help develop, new funding streams for conservation and water 

quality, while also helping, where possible, to maintain existing conservation 
funding, particularly at the state level. 
 

Current conservation funding must be maintained and new funding sources must be developed, if 
the Chesapeake Bay watershed is to be restored.  Land trusts, in partnership with others, are 
exploring creative ways to fund their work on a project by project basis and pursuing overarching 
strategies (ecosystem services, mitigation, etc.) to create new funding streams for conservation, but 
significant gaps still exists.  Investments in organizations, programs or projects that leverage 
financial resources, expertise and knowledge and promote collaboration and innovation at a 
landscape scale are critical. For example: 

o Seed innovative projects, such as those that deploy land protection to retain ecosystem 
services that reduce public cost to treat drinking water or meet TMDL offsets for new 
development. 

o Promote markets for ecosystem services, such as state nutrient trading program, storm 
water credits, and forest carbon. 

o Support targeted economic valuation research in politically strategic focal areas that show 
the value of land protection to cutting the local cost of public services, to the preservation of 
ecosystem services and to reducing the cost of meeting water quality goals.  

 
5. Support land trusts efforts to build partnerships and increase collaboration with 

key partners, including watershed associations. 
 
Land trusts, as well as other stakeholders, recognize that they can be more effective when working 
collaboratively than one entity working alone.  Durable, diverse, strategic partnerships may provide 
the greatest opportunity to leverage expertise and funding.  Increasing the collaboration between 
key stakeholders, including land trusts, watershed associations, state, local and federal 
governments, advocacy groups, conservation non-profits, private investors and others holds 
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significant potential for addressing the scale of the challenges around land and water conservation. 
Specific actions to support this include: 

o Priority Setting.  Support collaborative, science-based priority setting efforts to identify 
consensus-based priorities at varying large scales (watershed, sub-watersheds or other). 

o Partnerships.   Strengthen existing, diverse partnerships to leverage expertise, time, capital, 
data and analysis and GIS capacity (see below regarding partnership assessment).  

o Connect the Dots.   Facilitate learning and communication across key stakeholders. 
• Convene high impact land trusts in the watershed to share ideas and facilitate learning. 
• Cover cost of high impact staff to attend key conferences in region.  
• Facilitate a retreat for high impact land trusts and partners, starting with watershed 

associations and water councils to share learning, build relationships and create 
momentum. 

 
6. Conduct additional research to further inform potential deployment of 

philanthropic capital. 
 
This assessment marks a critical step in understanding the role that land trusts are playing in 
improving water quality and emerging opportunities to accelerate this work.  Additional research in 
the following areas will further inform this initial understanding as well as the potential deployment 
of philanthropic resources. 

o Examine existing partnerships to identify high leverage, high impact investment 
opportunities. 

 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Partnership Inventory: Inventory existing, collaborative, 
diverse, large landscape partnerships to assess opportunity to support these efforts in a 
way that maximizes impact and leverages resources, building on the significant efforts 
that are already in motion  

 USDA’s Regional Conservation Partnership Programs (RCPP): As a subset of the 
partnership inventory, examine Chesapeake Bay watershed RCCP proposals (funded and 
proposed) to assess potential impact of specific proposals and opportunity to leverage 
philanthropic resources with this federal funding. 

o Conduct an assessment of watershed associations to identify promising opportunities to 
build bridges between land trusts and watershed associations.  

o Assess purchase of development programs in the watershed to determine whether 
opportunities exist to leverage resources with these groups. 

o Create case studies on innovative land conservation transactions (some of which are 
discussed in this report) to assess whether/how these transactions can be replicated or 
serve as models and help accelerate land protection to protect water quality. 
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Section 6: Conclusion 

 

Land trusts are playing a critical, and evolving, role in protecting and stewarding the private lands that 

define the ecological, economic and human character of the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  They protect 

land for many different reasons, but this assessment clearly shows that water is a key driver for many 

land trusts.  With partners, land trust are exploring and developing new tools, strategies, skills and 

programs to protect, improve and restore water quality.  They are poised to do much more.   

Success has as much to do with strengthening communities and meeting a broad suite of needs 

including water quality as it does with permanent land conservation.  Land trusts are pursuing new 

strategies for conservation, specifically, building diverse partnerships, leading town revitalization 

projects, developing new scientific expertise, providing technical assistance in land management and 

exploring ways they can use their work to connect urban and rural communities.  Though policy barriers 

exist within the context of the current Bay TMDL regulatory framework, land trusts are continuing to 

permanently protect and steward millions of acres of private land.   

In order to secure a healthy Chesapeake Bay watershed for current and future generations, including 

meeting the 2014 Chesapeake Bay Program’s goal of conserving two million acres by 2025, land trusts, 

in close partnership with stakeholders, are playing and will need to play a critical role going forward.  

Current conservation funding must be maintained and new investments – from the private, public and 

philanthropic sectors – in the land trust community and in land conservation are needed.  Investments 

in those organizations, programs or projects that leverage financial resources, expertise and knowledge; 

promote partnerships, collaboration, innovation and landscape scale action; and build science-based 

tools and analysis offer strategic intervention points.  Philanthropy can play a catalytic role in this 

regard, enabling land trusts and their partners to be more strategic, nimble and collaborative and, 

ultimately, rebuild a healthy watershed. 
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Appendix A – Chesapeake Bay Watershed Land Trust Assessment Study Team Bios 

 

Chesapeake Bay Funders Network (CBFN). CBFN is a forum for grant making organizations to 

exchange information and develop shared strategies for protecting and restoring the waters, lands and 

communities of the Chesapeake Bay region.  Founded in 2003, with 19 member organizations today, 

CBFN has supported grant programs in nonprofit capacity building, stormwater management, 

agriculture and civic engagement to promote and protect the health of the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 

Land Trust Working Group Co-Chairs 

Samuel Stokes, President, MARPAT Foundation.  Sam Stokes has 30 years' experience working for 

nonprofit organizations and government agencies as an expert on heritage conservation and the 

protection of natural areas. He is the president of the MARPAT Foundation and, as a consultant, advises 

land trusts on organizational development and land conservation policies. From 1991 to 2006, he 

directed the National Park Service's Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program. He also led the 

NPS program to establish National Heritage Areas. Sam was the first director of the National Trust for 

Historic Preservation’s Mid-Atlantic Regional Office, and established Rural Program for the National 

Trust to assist communities wishing to protect cultural landscapes, natural areas and farmland.  He was 

a Peace Corps volunteer in the Ivory Coast and the first director of the Peace Corps in Benin. He is the 

principal author of Saving America's Countryside: A Guide to Rural Conservation (1997, Johns Hopkins 

University Press). He majored in history at Yale and was a Richard King Mellon Fellow at the Yale School 

of Forestry and Environmental Studies. 

 
Megan Gallagher, Trustee, The Hillsdale Fund, Inc.  Megan Gallagher is a 25-year veteran of land 

protection and conservation advocacy campaigns.  She was the founding executive director of the 

Virginia Eastern Shore Land Trust, a former executive director of the Lowcountry (SC) Open Land Trust 

and a consultant to the Appalachian Trail Conservancy easement program and other land trust clients.  

She recently retired as director of the Shenandoah Valley (VA) Network and is a former program 

manager of The Nature Conservancy’s Center for Compatible Economic Development and The 

Smithsonian Institution’s Conservation & Research Center Foundation.  Megan is a former co-chair of 

the Piedmont Environmental Council and vice president of the Preservation Alliance of Virginia.  She 

currently serves as co-chair of CBFN, as well as of the Land Trust Working Group.  Megan lives on her 

family’s farm, which in 1975 was protected by the 12th conservation easement recorded by the Virginia 

Outdoors Foundation.  

The Land Trust Alliance Founded in 1982, the Land Trust Alliance is a national land conservation 

organization that works to save the places people need and love by strengthening land conservation 

across America. The organization’s goals are to accelerate the pace, improve the quality and ensure the 

permanence of land conservation across the country.  The Alliance is based in Washington, D.C., 

operates several regional offices, representing more than 1,100 member land trusts supported by five 

million members nationwide. 
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Kevin Case, Northeast Director  Kevin is in his 10th year working with the Land Trust Alliance, 

responsible for designing and implementing programs that support land trust success across landscapes 

from Maine to Maryland.  Prior to joining the Alliance, Kevin worked for the National Park Service, 

where he oversaw a federal Wild and Scenic River Study and a National Scenic Trail Study.  Previously, 

he was Executive Director of the Farmington River Watershed Association and is past board chair of the 

Winchester Land Trust and Rivers Alliance of Connecticut.  Kevin currently sits on the board of the 

Connecticut Land Conservation Council and the Chesapeake Conservation Partnership. 

Erin Heskett, National Services Director   Erin oversees the Alliance’s field programs in the Midwest, 

Northeast, Southeast and West.  The Alliance’s field programs play a critical role in developing and 

implementing training and capacity building programs to strengthen the 1,200 member land trusts 

working in local communities across the country.  Previously, Erin served as the Alliance’s Midwest 

Director for a 13-state region.  He joined the Alliance in 2006 after serving as Senior Program Officer at 

the International Fund for Animal Welfare, where he developed and led international and domestic 

public campaigns and policy initiatives to address threats to terrestrial and marine wildlife habitat.  He 

also held three separate positions with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency–New England in the 

Superfund Program and Urban Environmental Initiative.  Erin served as a Peace Corps volunteer in 

Senegal from 1991–1993, and earned a M.A. in urban and environmental policy from Tufts University. 

Long Haul Conservation Advisors. 

 
Mary McBryde, Founder, Long Haul Conservation Advisors, LLC.  Mary is a philanthropic advisor 
committed to helping clients create catalytic, high-impact initiatives that build stronger, healthier, and 
more resilient natural and human communities.  Mary works closely with private grant making 
foundations, community foundations, families, land trusts and conservation non-profits to help tackle 
complex land and water conservation issues.  With action driven research and the development, 
implementation and evaluation of conservation initiatives and program strategy, and the strategic 
deployment of philanthropic capital, Mary assists clients to turn vision into action that has lasting, on-
the-ground impact.  Prior to launching Long Haul Conservation Advisors, Mary was with The Lyme 
Timber Company for over 13 years, serving as Director of Conservation Strategies and Research.  She co-
managed Lyme’s advisory business where she provided strategic assistance to private foundations, 
families and individuals on the design, implementation, and evaluation of land conservation initiatives 
and program strategy.  Mary also worked closely with private landowners to design and execute land 
conservation dispositions through a combination of fee and bargain sales and conservation easement 
transactions.  Mary serves as Vice Chair of the Northern Forest Center Board of Directors and on the 
Board of Trustees of the Vermont Land Trust.  
 

Chesapeake Commons 

 
John Dawes, Administrator, Chesapeake Commons.  John is the lead for advancing the goals and 

mission of Chesapeake Commons, an environmentally-focused design and development shop that helps 

small watershed organizations leverage data and open source technology to catalyze Bay 

restoration.  He works closely on product development & design, project strategy, and is the lead for 

spatial analysis.  Prior to joining Chesapeake Commons in 2012, John worked at Environmental Integrity 

Project as a research analyst.  John holds a BA in Environmental Policy and Geographic Information 
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Systems from Juniata College and will be finishing a Master’s of Science in Geographic Information 

Systems from John's Hopkins University in December 2015. 
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Appendix B – Mapping Data Layers and Methods 

 

Priority Healthy Regions – The following targeting layer was generated by creating a 

geographic model that selected county-level service areas with little land trust support that 

intersect areas of high water quality.  Our team used Chesapeake Bay Program’s Resource Lands 

Assessment to define areas of the Bay watershed that exhibit the highest priority for protection 

based on physical and biological functions that store precipitation, retain and assimilate 

nutrients, moderate runoff, protect soils and maintain important critical landscape functions, 

such as those of riparian buffers.  These areas were winnowed by intersecting their geographies 

with sub watersheds rated as “excellent” and “good” for biotic integrity found in the Chesapeake 

Bay Program’s Stream Health data layer. 

Constraints 

 This data set is based on self-reported service area and is generated from a simple three 

step model 

 Weighted targeting and prioritization is not included.  More decision criteria must be 

built into the model. 

Priority Impaired Regions – This layer was generated by the Chesapeake Commons team to 

provide a preliminary targeting of areas for further investigation related to Chesapeake Bay 

Program Watershed Health or Benthic IBI Scores.  Using a simple geographic model, our team 

selected areas from the Chesapeake Bay Program’s Resource Lands Assessment that represent 

the lowest water quality value and fall within watershed boundaries ranked “very poor” to “poor” 

for benthic IBI.  Using land trust service area as a broad filter, the priority impaired regions were 

narrowed down based on the number of land trusts serving a given “impaired” watershed.  

“Priority impaired regions” highlights specific portions of a watershed that exhibit the lowest 

stream health rating and also fall into counties that have a limited number of land trusts working 

in the area.   

Constraints 

 This data set is based on self-reported service areas and is generated from a simple three 

step model 

 Weighted targeting and prioritization is not included.  More decision criteria must be 

built into the model. 
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Land Trust Service Area – The Land Trust Service Area layer was created from data provided by 

the Land Trust Alliance’s 2010 organizational census.  This is a comprehensive survey that tracks 

a variety of capacity metrics at the organizational level and enabled our team to quickly map 

service areas by county.  The data reveal Bay counties in need of organizational support as well 

as areas with the most robust coverage.  A total of 38 jurisdictions had no active land trusts 

working in the area.  A majority of these locations occurred in the Bay headwaters of New York 

State, with other gaps in coverage occurring in West Virginia’s panhandle and the southernmost 

portions of Virginia. 

Constraints 

 Service area is based on self-reported data 

 The data set does not provide allocations of an organization’s time or effort in a given 

jurisdiction. 

Health of Freshwater Streams in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed – Between 2000-2012, 

more than 14,005 sites were sampled and rated for biological integrity.  The average stream 

health scores in a subset (10,492) of these of these sampling locations indicated that: 

 4,537 (43 percent) were in fair, good or excellent condition 

 5,955 (57 percent) were in very poor or poor condition 

The Chesapeake Bay Stream Health Data set is in part used to track and share progress toward 

reaching the 2025 goal to improve the health of streams so that 70 percent of sampled streams 

sites throughout the Chesapeake watershed rate fair, good, or excellent as measured by the 

Index of Biotic Integrity by 2025. 

Constraints 

 Data provided by the Bay Program at the watershed scale is aggregated from an array of 

IBI samples.   

 The number of samples in each watershed vary which can cause slight variance in the 

indicator when viewed in aggregate.  

 

 

 

 

 

Resource Lands Assessment –The objective of the analysis is to identify forests and wetlands 

important in protecting water quality and sustaining watershed integrity. This “watershed value” 
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is based on physical and biological functions that store precipitation, retain and assimilate 

nutrients, moderate runoff, protect soils and maintain important critical landscape functions 

such as those of riparian buffers. These functions, when present, serve to protect water quality. It 

is well accepted that forests and wetlands are the best land cover for sustaining the integrity of 

watershed functions and in providing high quality water; therefore the analysis attempts to 

identify a nexus between a forest or wetland and the parameters that enable these lands to 

sustain watershed functions. Additionally, it attempts to place a value on wetlands or forests that 

if lost, would have significant potential to degrade watershed integrity and water quality. 

Constraints 

 Water quality assessment model consists of land use data at a coarse scale of 36 meters.   

 SPARROW water quality data is based on a limited number of sample sites and contain 

older nutrient load information (2007). 
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Appendix C – Survey Participants 

Participants 

Organization State 

Delaware Wild Lands DE 

Eastern Shore Land Conservancy MD 

Accokeek Foundation MD 

Harford Land Trust, Inc. MD 

Scenic Rivers Land Trust MD 

Potomac Conservancy MD 

Lower Shore Land Trust MD 

Otsego Land Trust NY 

Finger Lakes Land Trust NY 

Northcentral PA Conservancy PA 

Lancaster Farmland Trust PA 

Western Pennsylvania Conservancy  PA 

Capital Region Land Conservancy VA 

VA Eastern Shore Land Trust VA 

The Northern Neck Land Conservancy VA 

Northern Virginia Conservation Trust VA 

The Piedmont Environmental Council VA 

Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation  VA 

Land Trust of Virginia VA 

Cacapon and Lost Rivers Land Trust WV 
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Appendix D – Telephone Interview Participants 

 

Organization Participant 

Land Trusts   

Cacapon and Lost Rivers Land Trust Kelly Watkinson, Nancy Ailes 

Shenandoah Valley Battlefields Foundation John Hutchinson  

Piedmont Environmental Conservancy Chris Miller, Mike Kane  

Virginia Eastern Shore Land Trust Pete Henderson 

Lancaster County Conservancy Mike Burcin 

Lancaster Farmland Trust Karen Martynick 

Land Conservancy of Adams County Sarah Kipp 

Western PA Conservancy  Michael Koop 

Eastern Shore Land Conservancy Rob Etgen, Laura Sanford 

Lower Shore Land Trust Kate Patten 

Potomac Conservancy Tracy Lind 

Finger Lakes Land Trust Andy Zepp 

The Nature Conservancy Mark Bryer (and staff from all 6 watershed states) 

  

Other NGOs  

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 
Eric Sprague,  Al Todd, Mary Gattis, Jennifer 
McGarvey 

River Network Mary Ellen Olcese  

The Chesapeake Conservancy Joel Dunn 

  

State Agencies  

Virginia Outdoors Foundation Brett Glymph and Leslie Grayson 

Maryland Environmental Trust John Turgeon, Jon Chapman, Michelle Grafton 

Jefferson County Farmland Protection Board Elizabeth Wheeler 

  

Foundations   

William Penn Foundation Andy Johnson 

Richard King Mellon Foundation Brian Hill 

Open Space Institute Peter Howell 

Chesapeake Bay Trust Jamie Baxter 

Chesapeake Bay Foundation (PA) Harry Campbell 

    

Individuals   

Heather Richards 
 Consultant to The Conservation Fund, Virginia 
program 

Will Shafroth  National Park Foundation, President and CEO 

Don Owen  Consultant to Land Trust Alliance 

 


