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Two recent projects to discuss and build support for state conservation lands. FWD partnership with Gund and FWD public survey. 
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Vermont is the most rural state In the nation

Eight out of ten Vermonters live in rural areas or small
cities

US average is three out of ten




The Vermont way of life, as defined by over 400 Vermonters
In a 2005 study, was a “measured pace of life” with a strong
sense of community, honesty, and trust among neighbors
flowing from Vermont’s rural agricultural heritage

Farms provide Vermonters and tourists with a source of fresh
local food and attractive pastoral landscapes

38% of Vermont’s population is urban, the lowest in the
nation. U.S. average is 79%

Vermont Council on Rural Development
Bolduc, V, and Kessel H. 2008. Vermont in transition.: A summary
of social, economic and environmental trends



Profile of Conserved Lands

Vermont’s emphasis on natural
resource conservation is backed
by strong planning and
regulatory bodies in the
government, volunteer, and
nonprofit sectors.

Planning occurs on a federal,
state, and town level.

There Is also a private emphasis
on protecting land, supported by
organizations such as the
Vermont Land Trust and
conservation easements.



Percent Cover

Approx. 2200 square miles conserved
Roughly 23% of the state

under some form of conservation
status
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Working land—percent cover
captures full landscape of state indicating that people are trying to freeze the vermont brand 
vt land trust preserving much of right side
Different from other states


Conservation of
BioFinder
Components

Wetlands**

Vernal Pools

Rare Natural Communities
Rare Species

Uncommon Species
Uncommon Natural Areas
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Highest to lowest
Conserving uplands well, but not flooded plains or riparian areas







Birding

Chart 8. Birding Participation Rates by State Residents: 2001
(Population 16 years of age and older)
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Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Watching (VT)
Vermont residents and out-of-state visitors spend about
$685 million a year on hunting, fishing, and wildlife watching

Total Expendilures by

Participanis in Vermont
(I millions of 2011 dollars)







Return of Conservation Investment
What are the benefits of protection?

$38 billion in public and private
money is invested in natural
resource conservation nationwide
each year

Results in $93 billion in federal,
state and local tax revenues, as well
as wages and salaries associated
with thousands of jobs supported by
these investments

National Fish & Wildlife Foundation
2013
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“Vermont residents are different
than other places around the

)
Country Mark Duda, Responsive Management




E. Sorenson

“Given that government is generally so
negatively viewed by the public today,
the responses to this survey are even
more iMmpressive”  Mark Duda, Responsive Management
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Hunters: 57% strongly support/ 28% moderately support
Anglers: 51% strongly support/36% moderately support
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Build a transition into state lands and costs to towns to go into PILOT





PILOT Formula

Title 32 Chapter 123 Section 3708

1% of the Fair Market Value (FMV) as determined by
Property Valuation & Review (PVR)

Or

1% of Current Use Value (CUV)

Holds harmless to 1980 (Groton & Montpelier)






Why the increase?

B PVR Revaluation

M Developed Ski Area Adjustment

W Estimate for New Acquisitions




Key Focus

The significant increase in funding need as a result of the
new FMV, with most of the increase experienced in a
concentration of towns.

Realization that the policy foundation for CU valuations on
certain parcels did not exist or was not clear, and that two
towns are still paid based on grandfathered amounts from
1980.

Acknowledgement that the 1% or $1.00 rate while within
the range of all municipal tax rates is significantly above
the median rate of $0.46 or mean of $0.49.
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Eliminate CUV
Payments made on 0.5% of FMV

Change in payment phased in over 3 years
FY15 current total payments $ 2,240,226
FY16 including 1/3 of the change $ 2,183,692
FY17 including 2/3 of the change $ 2,127,158
FY18 est. cost at full implementation $ 2,070,455



Option B

Eliminate CUV
Payments made on municipal tax rate

Change in payment phased in over 3 years
FY15 current total payments $ 2,240,226
FY16 including 1/3 of the change $ 2,133,033
FY17 including 2/3 of the change $ 2,043,618
FY18 est. cost at full implementation $ 1,956,494






Key Current Use Value Finding

The working group recommends that the valuation
basis be consistent for all State-owned ANR parcels;
i.e., all should be valued at CU or all be valued at FMV.
There does not appear to be a compelling policy reason
for the use of the two valuation methods.









Option D

All properties are valued at old model FMV

PILOT for new parcels is based on last private
municipal taxes paid

Inflation built in, 2% annual increase, tied to CPI, or
average grand list inflation

No more valuation increase from PVR



Other Take Aways
Payment formulations should be consistent (ie. FMV
vs CUV)
5% annual growth may be unsustainable
More transparency

PILOT is an important source on municipal revenue

PILOT should reimburse towns at a rate near to private
ownership

Public land has many benefits other than PILOT
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