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CC: Act 59 Project Management Team, Act 59 Technical Advisory Committee, Rep Amy 
Sheldon 

RE: Comments on Act 59 Vermont Conservation Plan Draft Framework Report 

 
Dear Ms. Decker, 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the third version of the Act 59 Vermont 
Conservation Plan Draft Framework Report (Draft Framework or Report), dated October 
16, 2025. This is the first in-depth comment opportunity offered to the public for the Act 59 
implementation process in 2025, and we are grateful and eager to weigh in. We are also 
thankful for recent changes to Act 59 Technical Advisory Committee meetings, which are 
now open to public scrutiny and verbal comment. 
 
Standing Trees is a Vermont nonprofit that works to protect and restore forests on New 
England’s public lands. Standing Trees’ members are located throughout Vermont and 
support its vision of managing state and federal public lands to restore old growth forests 
for the benefit of biodiversity, flood attenuation, clean water, climate mitigation, and human 
health. Standing Trees was deeply involved in the conception and early drafting of Act 59, 
and testified on several occasions after the bill was introduced. Since the passage of Act 59, 
Standing Trees participated in the Conservation Categories Act 59 Work Group in early 
2024, and participated in summer 2025 “listening sessions” held around Vermont.  
 
Although there are components of the Draft Framework that we support, we remain gravely 
concerned that: 1) the process to create the Report has been unlawful; 2) the Report and 
the forthcoming Conservation Plan are predicated on an unlawful and inaccurate Inventory; 
3) the Report claims there has been “general consensus” when no consensus has been 
sought much less reached; and 4) the Draft Framework fails to set a proper scope for the 
Conservation Plan and minimizes or misrepresents the statutory mandates and goals of Act 
59. 
 
In sum, the Draft Framework misses the mark and does not point the way towards a lawful 
or scientifically-rigorous Conservation Plan as directed by Act 59. There is still time for the 
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) and the Vermont Housing and Conservation 



Board (VHCB) to complete a lawful and exemplary Inventory and Conservation Plan, but 
course corrections must be made now. 
 

1.​ The public has been prevented from engaging in Act 59 implementation 
throughout 2025 

 
Throughout most of 2025, the public has been in the dark regarding Act 59 implementation 
and has been offered few opportunities to provide input. This comment period is the first 
time that the public has been asked for detailed written or verbal feedback in 2025. 
Previous versions of the Draft Framework Report were not made available for review and 
comment. At “Listening Sessions” hosted in the summer of 2025, there were no 
opportunities for verbal public comment on the record. The only public comments that 
were recorded at the “Listening Sessions” were comments written on sticky notes. 
 
Until September 25th of this year, Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings were 
closed to public observation and public comment in violation of Vermont’s Open Meetings 
Law. Project Management Team (PMT) meetings remain closed to public observation and 
public comment. The public does not know how members of the Technical Advisory 
Committee or Project Management Team were selected, and as far as we know, there was 
no process by which a member of the public could apply to serve on the TAC. Despite 
repeated inquiries, the public did not learn who was in the Technical Advisory Committee 
or the Project Management Team until VHCB responded to a formal public records request 
submitted by Standing Trees. 
 

2.​ Act 59 is Vermont’s roadmap for biodiversity and an “ecologically functional 
landscape” 

Act 59 is Vermont’s roadmap for conserving biodiversity via the “ecologically functional 
and connected landscape” described in Vermont Conservation Design (VCD).1 Vermont 
Conservation Design introduces and defines the “ecologically functional landscape:” 
 

“Vermont Conservation Design is based on the concept of an ecologically functional 
landscape. Maintaining and enhancing ecological function across the landscape is 
fundamental to conserving biological diversity. Ecological function—the ability of 
plants and animals to thrive, reproduce, migrate, and move in response to land-use 
changes and climate changes, and the ability of ecosystems to function under natural 
processes—is served by high-quality terrestrial and aquatic habitat, natural 
connections across the landscape, a wide variety of habitat features from low elevation 
to high, clean water, and healthy rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, and wetlands.  
 
“An ecologically functional landscape contains all the native species in Vermont, and 
the full range of native habitats and natural communities known to occur in the state. 

1 10 V.S.A. § 2802(c) 
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It also contributes to regional conservation, by maintaining species and habitat 
conditions that may be in regional decline (such as grassland birds and their habitat), 
or that may be well-represented in Vermont but regionally rare (such as habitats 
resulting from calcium-rich bedrock). It must be well-connected at multiple scales, 
allowing species movement and gene flow across the landscape. An ecologically 
functional landscape is also resilient, allowing species to shift distributions and natural 
communities to rearrange themselves in response to a changing climate and other 
stressors.”2 

 
In recent years, among other legislatively-created programs, Vermont has also launched: 

1)​ a “Farm-to-Plate Investment Program” to “Increase sustainable economic 
development and create jobs in Vermont’s food and farm sector,” “Improve soils, 
water, and resiliency of the working landscape in the face of climate change,” and 
“Improve access to healthy local foods for all Vermonters;”3  

2)​ a “State Emergency Management Plan” to, among other goals, “detail the State’s 
emergency preparedness measures and goals, including those for the prevention of, 
protection against, mitigation of, and recovery from all-hazards events;”4 

3)​ a “Climate Action Plan” to “set forth the specific initiatives, programs, and strategies, 
including regulatory and legislative changes, necessary to achieve the State’s 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction requirements pursuant to section 578 of this 
title and build resilience to prepare the State’s communities, infrastructure, and 
economy to adapt to the current and anticipated effects of climate change;”5 

4)​ a “Forest Future Strategic Roadmap to strengthen, modernize, promote, and protect 
the forest products sector in Vermont.”6  

Nevertheless, from the beginning of Act 59 implementation, VHCB has inaccurately and 
repeatedly described Act 59 as broadly focused on a wide range of environmental, 
economic, social, and aesthetic outcomes. Although Act 59 is compatible with and supports 
such broad outcomes, they are not the primary concerns of Act 59. The Draft Framework 
Report suggests that “maintaining the viability of working lands and forests” and 
“addressing equity of access” are among several “key principles” of Act 59.7 Two of the 
three “objectives” in the Draft Framework Report are “support conservation in 
communities,” and “strengthen conservation capacity.” All of these components of the 
report are compatible with the conservation goals of Act 59, but we are concerned that they 
are subsuming and detracting from the core requirements of Act 59, which are found in 10 

7 Vermont Conservation Plan Draft Framework Report at 6. 

6 10 V.S.A. § 2531(a) 

5 10 V.S.A. § 592(b) 

4 20 V.S.A § 41(2) 

3 10 V.S.A. § 330(b) 

2 Sorenson and Zaino 2018, “Vermont Conservation Design: Maintaining and Enhancing an Ecologically Functional 
Landscape – Summary Report for Landscapes, Natural Communities, Habitats, and Species” 
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V.S.A. § 2802. The Framework Report currently sandwiches Vermont Conservation Design 
between the two other objectives, and recommendations related to meeting Act 59’s 
conservation goals make up a small part of the Framework Report’s content. 
 
Act 59 represents the legislature’s intent to rebalance and refocus conservation efforts in 
Vermont to conserve the “ecologically functional landscape” that is at the core of Vermont 
Conservation Design. It is this “ecologically functional landscape” that forms the foundation 
of Vermont’s economic and social wellbeing. As noted in VCD’s Summary Report: 
 

“Vermont Conservation Design maintains nature and the benefits it provides. The 
ecologically functional landscape it envisions sustains environmental services, like 
clean air and water, carbon sequestration, and flood protection. It provides resilience 
to climate change, allowing plants and animals to shift distributions. It supports 
numerous social and economic values, including outdoor recreation, the forest 
products economy, and the natural beauty that draws people to Vermont.”8 

 
Accurately describing the scope of Act 59 is critical for establishing appropriate 
expectations, directing limited resources, and guiding public input and feedback. The 
definition of the “ecologically functional landscape” provided above does not appear in the 
Act 59 Draft Framework Report, but it would be an extremely logical and beneficial 
addition to the Conservation Plan.  
 
We appreciate that VHCB has recently attempted to make changes to its implementation of 
Act 59 to better match its scope and legislative intent, and we are hopeful that these 
changes will lead to a better process and better conservation outcomes. 
 

3.​ VHCB and ANR unlawfully implemented Phase I of Act 59 

 
After VHCB published a draft Act 59 Phase I “Inventory Report” in June 2024, Standing 
Trees submitted detailed explanations of legal violations in the report to the House 
Committee on the Environment and to VHCB.9 Highlights of these concerns included: 

1)​ The Report unlawfully includes all protected agricultural lands in the Natural 
Resource Management Area category, including those lands that are not required 
to be sustainably managed, which flatly contradicts Act 59; 

2)​ The Report unlawfully includes all protected forestlands in the Natural Resource 
Management Area category, including those lands that are not required to be 
sustainably managed, which again flatly contradicts Act 59; 

9 “Standing Trees (Dumont) Testimony on Draft Act 59 Report,” available for download: 
https://87c7e52f-960e-4157-8e23-f7c5e28989d7.usrfiles.com/ugd/87c7e5_782893c6254745f4aa5bb55f2e461c22.pd
f 

8 Sorenson and Zaino 2018, “Vermont Conservation Design: Maintaining and Enhancing an Ecologically Functional 
Landscape – Summary Report for Landscapes, Natural Communities, Habitats, and Species” 
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3)​ As a result of these two errors, the Report overstates the current acreage of 
conserved land that meets the goals of Act 59, and thereby precludes the future 
protection of hundreds of thousands of additional acres of land that does, in fact, 
satisfy the definitions of conserved land in Act 59; 

4)​ Aggravating these errors, the Report lacks transparency about the permanency 
of “conserved.” Did its authors limit the acreage to land that is conserved in 
perpetuity and protected from conversion by examining each deed and each 
conservation easement—or did they rely on some unidentified source for this 
information? The report neither answers this question nor provides a map or list 
of conserved properties so that this Committee or the public can determine if the 
stated acreage is reliable. 

Some of these concerns were also expressed by the “Conservation Categories” work group, 
which met in early 2024 to provide guidance to VHCB and ANR for the Phase I Conservation 
Inventory.10 Standing Trees was grateful to serve on this Work Group alongside staff from a 
variety of nonprofits, ANR, and VHCB. The Work Group’s report reflected remarkably broad 
agreement on key issues, but key recommendations, including the Work Group’s 
determination, based on a careful review of Vermont Conservation Design, that not all 
agricultural lands should qualify towards the 30x30 and 50x50 conservation goals, were 
rejected by VHCB and are not reflected in the Conservation Inventory. 
 
Responding to the unlawful Inventory Report of June 2024, Rep. Amy Sheldon, Chair of the 
House Committee on Environment and Energy, along with six committee members, sent a 
letter on July 18th, 2024, to ANR and VHCB: 

“The intent and words of the General Assembly in Act 59 are…clear: that biodiversity 
conservation is the focus of this statute. We did not intend for the inventory or the plan 
to encompass the entirety of land conservation in Vermont… It is unfortunate that 
rather than embrace the recommendations of the Conservation Categories working 
group and make progress on identifying the types of agricultural land that support 
biodiversity, you are on the brink of choosing to disregard the intent of the General 
Assembly and attempting to include all conserved agricultural lands in the inventory 
regardless of whether they support biodiversity or not…. [Y]ou are on the verge of 

setting the process in motion in a way that undermines the law out of the 

gate.”
11 

Nevertheless, VHCB refused to make changes to the updated Inventory Report published in 
September, 2024. VHCB wrote in the report: 
 

11 “W~Amy Sheldon~Act 59 Committee Response to July 15 meeting~7-18-2024,” available for download: 
https://87c7e52f-960e-4157-8e23-f7c5e28989d7.usrfiles.com/ugd/87c7e5_c5bc944e6cd84d09adbcde8786b29d53.p
df 

10 “VCSI-Working-Group-Reports-Merged.” Available for download: 
https://vhcb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/VCSI-Working-Group-Reports-Merged.pdf 
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“As you’ll find when you read through our summary of the public response, we have 
made very few changes to the recommendations and analysis we provided in 
June—beyond finalizing the initial inventory data report and uploading it to the 
Vermont Open Geodata Portal and providing a dashboard of the initial inventory 
results… [T]he recommendations included with the data reflect VHCB’s 
conclusions, in consultation with ANR – and based on feedback from the full spectrum 
of stakeholders and workgroups – about how to proceed, but we agree they are only 
recommendations, not binding to future process [emphasis added].” 

 
Neither the Act 59 “Inventory Report” published in June 2024 nor the updated report 
published in September 2024, included a signature or other evidence of final approval by 
ANR. This is, in itself, a violation of Act 59, because ANR is the “lead” party, in charge of 
implementing the legislation. The Act 59 Phase II Conservation Plan should not proceed 
until ANR approves the Phase 1 process. 
 
Act 59’s three conservation categories rely on permanent, binding management, including 
lands that are protected by statute, easement, deed, state constitution, or a similar 
mechanism. In theory, most state lands managed by the Vermont Department of Forests, 
Parks, and Recreation (FPR) with an approved Long Range Management Plan should fit into 
the Natural Resource Management Area category of Act 59 because of VT FPR’s statutory 
mandates. Similarly, most state lands managed by the Vermont Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (F&W) with an approved Long Range Management Plan should fit into the 
Biodiversity Conservation Area category of Act 59 because of VT F&W’s statutory 
mandates.  
 
On July 29, 2025, ANR’s General Counsel informed Standing Trees that Long Range 
Management Plans, the mechanism by which ANR allocates state lands to various land 
management goals, are not binding.12 A Long Range Management Plan is therefore 
insufficient for determining a parcel’s Act 59 conservation category. 
 
In November, 2025, we determined that some state lands lack any management plan at all 
and are subject to the whims of private companies with exclusive logging rights.13 Such 
lands cannot be counted towards any Act 59 conservation category because there is no 
assurance that the lands are being managed according to the base-level requirements 
afforded by ANR statutes. Without management constraints, there is no way to verify 

13 Examples include Snake Mountain and Les Newell Wildlife Management Areas (WMA). Both WMAs lack Long 
Range Management Plans, and A. Johnson Company holds exclusive timber rights for both areas. We are not aware 
of how many other parcels of state lands are in a similar situation. 

12 Letter from ANR General Counsel Catherine Gjessing to Standing Trees counsel Jim Dumont, July 29, 2025, 
stating that “The [long range management] plan is not itself a substantive or procedural ‘requirement’ that imposes 
obligations on others, but is instead a detailed and site-specific blueprint of strategies and activities that the agency 
may implement and allow when making management decisions and undertaking projects to meet plan goals.” Full 
letter available for download: 
https://87c7e52f-960e-4157-8e23-f7c5e28989d7.usrfiles.com/ugd/87c7e5_427ac379e094447ab7bf441ec6781f77.pd
f 
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whether a parcel a) meets the Act 59 definition of “sustainable land management,”14 or b) 
fits into the Natural Resource Management Area or Biodiversity Conservation Area 
categories. 
 
The Act 59 Inventory unlawfully counts all lands in ANR’s Land Management Classification 
(LMC) 1.0, “Highly Sensitive Management,” as Ecological Reserves. Long Range Management 
Plans are not governed by rulemaking, they are impermanent (revisions are supposed to 
occur every 10-20 years15), and they aren’t binding according to ANR General Counsel.16 For 
these reasons, an LMC 1.0 designation is not sufficient to count a state land parcel as an 
Ecological Reserve. Examples of state lands that qualify as Ecological Reserves per the Act 
59 definition are those with statutory protection (such as portions of Camel’s Hump State 
Park), deeded protection (such as the summit of Camel’s Hump), and protection by 
easement (such as the West Mountain Wildlife Management Area Core Area). 
 
Taken together, these Phase I Conserved Land Inventory errors hamper the Phase II 
Conservation Plan, and should be corrected before implementation continues. 
 

4.​ Recommendations for the Draft Framework Report and the Conservation Plan ​
 

a)​ The draft Plan needs to get back to the substance of Act 59 itself: conserving 
Vermont’s ecologically functional landscape  

Section 2.2 of the Draft Framework Report, “Importance of Conserving Land in Vermont – 
Vermont’s Natural and Working Landscapes,” lists the economic benefits of conserved 
lands, but fails to name, let alone provide any analysis of, the economic or other societal 
value of clean water, clean air, flood protection, and other irreplaceable ecosystem services, 
which are the primary economic benefits society receives from natural landscapes, and 
were the focus of Act 59. 
 
Two of the key issues that should be addressed by the Conservation Plan are 1) the relative 
value of various land management regimes (for example, Natural Resource Management 
Area, Biodiversity Conservation Area, and Ecological Reserve) for biodiversity, climate 
mitigation and resilience, economic, and other goals, and 2) the comparative value of public 
lands and private lands for achieving those goals.  
 
Standing Trees recently contracted a report on the “Economic Value of Vermont’s Public 
Conservation Lands.” In order to complete the analysis, we had to a) evaluate the relative 
benefits of the full spectrum of Vermont’s ecosystems, and b) evaluate the differences in 
ecosystem service outputs based on the way that those ecosystems are managed. To the 

16 See footnote 11. 

15 See FPR Policy #21, “State Land Management Planning.” 

14 10 V.S.A. § 2801(5) 

7 

 



best of our knowledge, this was the first such analysis conducted for Vermont. According to 
the report: 
 

“[L]and cover is critical to the task of estimating ESVs. Each piece of the landscape is 
like a factory for improving air quality and mitigating flood risks, for enhancing 
wildlife habitat and aesthetic appeal, and for providing other ecosystem services 
enjoyed by people. And just like any production process, these factories are tuned to 
produce a particular mix of services. Forests produce a different set of services than 
wetlands, and wetlands deliver a different set of values than open water or developed 
areas. Combined with GAP status as a proxy for the productivity of each particular 
forest, wetland, and other area, we can estimate how much ESV each unit of 
conservation land is likely to produce in a given year... 
 
“Vermont’s public lands supply an average of 2.53% of the state’s annual timber 
harvest volume, based on available data for 2018 through 2024 (USDA Forest Service 
2025). Of this, 1.99% is from the Green Mountain National Forest, 0.19% is from 
Marsh-Billings-Rockefeller National Park, and 0.35% is from state lands. Private 
timberlands account for the vast majority, or 97.33% of all Vermont timber harvest… 
 
“As our analysis…shows, the vast majority (>99.8%) of the economic value of 
Vermont’s Public Conservation Lands is delivered as broad public values: recreation, 
flood control, water quality regulation, and protection against climate change. An 
extremely minor fraction is delivered in the form of timber, with most of that value 
benefiting a small number of private firms. Vermont’s private lands, meanwhile, supply 
the vast majority of Vermont’s timber supply, and that supply is more than sufficient to 
meet demand for forest products within the state, with room to spare for exports of 
logs and value-added forest products.  
 
“Vermont’s Public Conservation Lands are best, and in some cases uniquely, suited for 
providing public ecosystem service values. Designating and managing more of these 
lands as wildlands [(equivalent to Ecological Reserves)] to maintain and improve their 
ecological integrity, and therefore their ecosystem service productivity, would help 
keep that $2.25 billion in value flowing to Vermonters and visitors for the indefinite 
future, and at little cost in terms of timber value.”17 

 

b)​ The Draft Framework Report and Conservation Plan must present alternatives 
and analyze the cost and practicality of different ways to get to Act 59 goals 

Currently, the “key principles” listed in the draft Plan (p. 6) say nothing about the cost, 
practicality, or timeliness of different ways of meeting the Act 59 goals. In fact, the report 
does not present alternatives in any kind of clear, informed, or reasoned way. At minimum, 
the alternatives analysis should include a consideration of the role of public lands in 

17 Phillips 2025, “The Economic Value of Vermont’s Public Conservation Lands.” Available for download: 
https://87c7e52f-960e-4157-8e23-f7c5e28989d7.usrfiles.com/ugd/87c7e5_50eb8c6a7ae54a43b1bb5b3f0fba8f32.pdf 
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meeting Act 59 goals, particularly the opportunity for public lands to contribute more to 
meeting the Act 59 Ecological Reserve goals. This consideration should include, but not be 
limited to, the current costs of public lands timber programs, the costs or savings incurred 
by designating public lands as ecological reserves, and the comparative cost and 
practicality of designating expanded ecological reserves on public and private lands. 
 

c)​ The Framework Report should use the three conservation categories in Act 59, 
and the quantitative and qualitative guidelines in VCD, to organize its 
recommendations 

Act 59 (via Vermont Conservation Design) contains specific, measurable goals for 
improving and expanding land conservation in Vermont. For example, Vermont 
Conservation Design notes that: 

“The vast majority of Vermont’s native plants and animals are adapted to the forest 
conditions that preceded European settlement. …[T]oday the forest composition and 
structure is very different than the conditions in which these species evolved. Old 
forests with large trees, abundant dead and downed wood, and natural canopy gaps, 
are essentially absent on the landscape. The complex structure of these forests creates 
diverse habitats, many of which are not present in younger forests. These complex 
structures also make these forests remarkably resilient. Old forests will be important 
‘life-boats’ that allow species and ecological processes to adapt to a changing 
climate.”18  

Vermont Conservation Design calls for, at a minimum, “allowing about 9% of Vermont’s 
forest (specifically, 15% of the matrix forest within the highest priority forest blocks) to 
become old forest… [to] offer confidence that species that benefit from or depend on this 
condition can persist.”19 VCD also notes that “As a result of the persistent structural and 
vegetative complexity above ground and the diverse biome belowground and associated 
complex biotic and abiotic relationships that develop over time, old forests also protect 
water quality, and sequester and store carbon, provide opportunities for adaptation of 
species and community relationships to climate and other environmental changes, and an 
ecological benchmark against which to measure active management of Vermont’s forests.”20 
 
VCD calculates that “4,000-acre minimum patch sizes [for old forests] are preferred as they 
are most likely to accommodate large-scale natural disturbance events. Smaller minimum 
patch sizes are offered for biophysical regions that are more fragmented and where only 
smaller forest blocks remain.” Minimum preferred patch sizes for old forests per Vermont 
biophysical region are: 

●​ Champlain Hills - 1,000 acres 

20 Zaino et al 2018, “Vermont Conservation Design, Part 2: Natural Communities and Habitats Technical Report” 

19 Ibid. 

18 Sorenson and Zaino 2018, “Vermont Conservation Design: Maintaining and Enhancing an Ecologically Functional 
Landscape – Summary Report for Landscapes, Natural Communities, Habitats, and Species” 
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●​ Champlain Valley - 500 acres 
●​ Northeastern Highlands - 4,000 acres 
●​ Northern Green Mountains - 4,000 acres 
●​ Northern Vermont Piedmont - 1,000 acres 
●​ Southern Green Mountains - 4,000 acres 
●​ Southern Vermont Piedmont - 1,000 acres 
●​ Taconic Mountains - 1,000 acres 
●​ Vermont Valley - 500 acres 

 
The Conservation Plan should map all parcels in Vermont that meet VCD’s preferred 
minimum patch size for old forest management per biophysical region. The Plan should 
also display areas prioritized for conservation in the Nature Conservancy’s Resilient and 
Connected Landscapes mapping project (two sources that are explicitly referred to in Act 
59). Such maps would help public land managers, land trust staff, private land owners, and 
the general public to understand the relative importance of Vermont’s largest contiguous 
blocks of intact habitat, and to seize opportunities for old forest protection and recovery. 

d)​ Emphasize the need to protect large, wild, areas, particularly on public lands.  

The Draft Framework Report includes relatively heavy emphasis on private lands (see, for 
example, p. 10) implicitly suggesting that the implementation of Act 59 should focus on 
private lands. Public lands, by contrast, are never directly discussed in the Report — the 
phrase “public land” comes up only once, in reference to a report from the Trust for Public 
Land. While private lands will certainly be an essential part of any plan to protect an 
ecologically functional landscape in Vermont, this Report can do a much better job 
highlighting the unique opportunities that public lands afford, especially because of their 
comparatively large patch sizes and their management emphasis on providing public goods 
and services.  

A recent study that investigated claims made by proponents of the “Triad Model” of forest 
management, found that “multitaxonomic diversity peaked in landscapes composed of 60% 
unmanaged and 40% intensively managed forests,” noting that “unmanaged forests are the 
backbone of biodiversity conservation.”21 Such key information should be highlighted in the 
conservation plan. See below for additional scientific background. 

e)​ Compare the costs and benefits of upgrading the conservation status of 
existing conserved lands 

A rapidly-scalable and relatively low cost strategy for increasing the amount of land in the 
Biodiversity Conservation Area and Ecological Reserve Area categories of Act 59 is to 
increase the strength of protections in existing conserved lands. For example, lands that are 
already managed as Natural Resource Management Areas per Act 59 could have a new 
statutory designation applied (for state lands), or an updated easement (for private lands). 

21 Duflot et al 2025, “Sustainable forest planning: Assessing biodiversity effects of Triad zoning based on empirical 
data and virtual landscapes.” Available for download: https://jyx.jyu.fi/jyx/Record/jyx_123456789_105718#. 
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This approach could be advantageous for many reasons, not least because – at least 
historically – there has been significantly more funding available for conserving lands that 
will be logged (i.e. Natural Resource Management Areas or Biodiversity Conservation 
Areas) vs wildlands (i.e. Ecological Reserves). For example, in the history of the federal 
Forest Legacy Program and Land and Water Conservation Fund, very few parcels of land 
have been acquired for public or private ownership in Vermont that fit into the Ecological 
Reserve category of Act 59, despite the fact that neither funding source is incompatible with 
Ecological Reserve management. It is reasonable to expect such trends to continue. This can 
be counterbalanced in the Conservation Plan by encouraging public land managers and 
land trusts to change the management regime of previously-conserved lands to a different 
Act 59 conservation category. 

f)​ Correct the false suggestion that there are enough ecological reserves in the 
Green Mountains and Northeast Highlands 

On p20, the Draft Framework Report states that “[a]dditional investments to establish 
Ecological Reserve Areas in the biophysical regions outside the Northern and Southern 
Green Mountains will help support each region’s characteristic natural communities and 
species.” Although it is certainly true that more investment in Ecological Reserves is 
warranted in parts of Vermont outside of the Northern and Southern Green Mountains, so is 
investment within the Green Mountains and Northeast Highlands (particularly by passing a 
new statute for Ecological Reserve designation and management on state lands, as called 
for by the State Lands Work Group). As noted previously in this comment letter, the Phase I 
Inventory unlawfully and inaccurately counted Ecological Reserves on state lands that lack 
any such legal protection. Most of this overcounting occurred in areas of the Southern and 
Northern Green Mountains.  
 
Right now, Vermont only has at most 3.7% of its land area conserved, even tenuously or 
temporarily, as ecological reserves, while the science cited above (Duflot et al 2025) 
suggests that protecting 60% of a landscape as ecological reserves maximizes biodiversity 
conservation. It is absurd to suggest that Vermont currently has sufficient ecological 
reserves in any of its biophysical regions, and the draft plan should not unnecessarily 
narrow the scope of conservation away from the Green Mountains and Northeast 
Highlands, which afford many of Vermont’s best opportunities to protect large wild areas. 
Furthermore, there are many other reasons why expanding Ecological Reserves in these 
areas is warranted, whether for water quality protection, flood and drought mitigation, 
recreation, and more. 
 

5.​ Factual and Scientific Background 

 
Vermont’s permanently conserved lands, and especially its state and federal public lands, 
are essential components of the regional effort to protect and restore mature and old forest 
ecosystems at scales large enough to provide essential habitat, support natural disturbance 
regimes, and produce high quantities of essential ecosystem services including carbon 
storage, flood and drought mitigation, and water quality enhancement. 
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Researchers at Dartmouth and the University of Vermont recently predicted that extreme 
precipitation in the Northeast United States will increase more than 50% by 2100 due to 
climate change.22 This research is in keeping with the conclusions of many other scientists 
in New England: increasing precipitation and resultant flooding are likely to be the costliest 
impacts of climate change in the region. Periods of drought are also predicted to become 
more normal, as we are experiencing in 2025.23 Both flooding and droughts are mitigated 
by intact forest landscapes, and mitigation capacity increases a) as forests age without 
logging, and b) as the extent of land clearing and built infrastructure, including impervious 
surfaces and forest roads, is reduced in forested headwaters. 
  
Given the direct connection between forest health, water absorption, and flood mitigation, 
ANR and VHCB have the unique ability, opportunity, and obligation to be leaders in helping 
Vermont overcome the flooding that is expected to increase in likelihood with climate 
change. Even better, the same management practices that improve flood mitigation – 
namely, allowing forests to grow old and removing and recontouring roads – have 
enormous co-benefits for carbon sequestration and storage, biodiversity, water quality, 
recreation, and more. The protection and restoration of intact forests is a rapidly 
deployable, low-cost, and scientifically-proven strategy to simultaneously protect 
communities, boost our economy, and meet climate adaptation and resilience goals. 
 
The USDA Forest Service Climate Adaptation Plan defines “adaptation” as “[t]he adjustment 
in natural or human systems to a new or changing environment that exploits beneficial 
opportunities or moderates negative effects.”24 The plan encourages “[m]anaging for 
resilience, in ecosystems and well as in human communities, through adaptation, 
mitigation, and sustainable consumption strategies.” In the same document, the USDA 
recognizes that: 

“Old-growth and mature forests, and other forests with similar characteristics, are an 
ecologically and culturally important part of the National Forest System… Many 
forests with old-growth characteristics have a combination of higher carbon density 
and biodiversity that contributes to both carbon storage and climate resilience. They 
are often viewed as ideal candidates for increased conservation efforts, and are 
frequently found within areas designated as wilderness or roadless or other 
management areas where timber harvest is precluded” [emphasis added].25  

 

25 Id. 

24 USDA USFS Climate Adaptation Plan. July 2022. FS-1196. 

23 “NDMC analysis finds changing snow, precipitation trends in the Northeast,” October 17, 2023. National Drought 
Mitigation Center. 

22 Picard, C.J., Winter, J.M., Cockburn, C. et al. Twenty-first century increases in total and extreme precipitation 
across the Northeastern USA. Climatic Change 176, 72 (2023). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03545-w 
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In the parlance of Act 59, mature and older forests are more likely to be found and created 
in “Ecological Reserves,” where active interventions such as logging and road building are 
generally precluded. 
 
Old-growth forests represents a tiny fraction of forests in each region of the United States 
outside of Alaska, demonstrating the need for policies that put a greater percentage of 
forests on a path to recover late successional conditions. Old-growth amounts to just 1.6% 
of South-Central US forests, 1.1% of Upper Midwest forests, 0.5% of Southeast US forests, 
and 0.4% of forests in the Northeast.26 
 

Logging is a larger cause of tree mortality in the Northeast United States than all other 
causes, combined,27 and the single greatest influence on the amount and extent of mature 
and old-growth forests in New England.28 Logging is also easily the most preventable and 
avoidable threat to mature and old-growth forests when compared to fire, insects, disease, 
and other disturbances. Timber harvest drives 86% of annual forest carbon losses in the 
Northeast US.29 For comparison, the second greatest impact on forest carbon in the 
Northeast is insect damage (9%).30 
 
Research at Harvard Forest in Massachusetts demonstrates how logging is “typically” worse 
for ecosystem health, including forest resilience, than the perceived ailments that the 
logging seeks to correct. The researchers write: 

“Despite dramatic physical changes in forest structure resulting from hurricane 
impacts and insect infestation, little disruption of biogeochemical processes or other 
ecosystem functions typically follows these disturbances. Indeed, the physical and 
organic structures produced by these disturbances are important natural features 
providing habitat and landscape heterogeneity that are often missing due to centuries 
of land use. From an ecosystem perspective there are strong arguments against 
preemptive and salvage logging or the attempt through silvicultural means to improve 
the resistance or resilience of forests to disturbance and stress.”31 

 

31 Foster and Orwig 2006, “Preemptive and Salvage Harvesting of New England Forests: When Doing Nothing Is a 
Viable Alternative.” Available for download at 
https://harvardforest1.fas.harvard.edu/publications/pdfs/Foster_ConservationBio_2006.pdf 

30Ibid. 

29 Harris, NL et al. “Attribution of net carbon change by disturbance type across forest lands of the conterminous 
United States.” Carbon Balance Manage (2016) https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s13021-016-0066-5 

28 Ducey et al 2013, “Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forests in the Northeastern United States: Structure, 
Dynamics, and Prospects for Restoration,” Forests 2013, 4(4), 1055-1086; https://doi.org/10.3390/f4041055 

27 Brown et al 2018, “Timber harvest as the predominant disturbance regime in northeastern U.S. forests: effects of 
harvest intensification,” https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ecs2.2062 

26 Davis, M.B. (ed.). “Eastern old-growth forests. Prospects for rediscovery and recovery.” (1996) Island Press: 
Washington, D.C. 
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A recent paper by other New England-based researchers concurs, finding that passive 
restoration is most effective for fostering forest health and resilience, among other 
important management goals: 

“Aside from a subset of forests wherein wood production, human safety, and 
experimental research are primary goals, we argue that expensive management 
interventions are often unnecessary, have uncertain benefits, or are detrimental to 
many forest attributes such as resilience, carbon accumulation, structural complexity, 
and genetic and biological diversity. Natural forests (i.e., those protected and largely 
free from human management) tend to develop greater complexity, carbon storage, 
and tree diversity over time than forests that are actively managed; and natural forests 
often become less susceptible to future insect attacks and fire following these 
disturbances. Natural forest stewardship is therefore a critical and cost effective 
strategy in forest climate adaptation.”32 

 
In recent years, global attention has focused on the value of old forests because of their 
exceptional ability to both sequester and store carbon. There is a common misconception 
that young forests are better than old when it comes to removing carbon in the atmosphere. 
First of all, old forests store much more carbon than young forests, and they continue to 
sequester carbon over time.33,34,35 What’s more, the rate of carbon sequestration also 
increases as trees age,36 and forested stands in protected wildlands in the Northeast have 
been shown to accumulate carbon at equal or faster rates than logged forests.37 
 
Recent scientific advances demonstrate the capacity for secondary forests to accumulate 
vast amounts of carbon in the centuries ahead if we allow them to grow to their full 
ecological potential, a practice now widely referred to as proforestation.38,39 Forests in 
temperate zones such as in the eastern United States have a particularly high untapped 
capacity for carbon storage and sequestration because of high growth and low decay rates, 
along with exceptionally long periods between stand replacing disturbance events, similar 

39 Faison, E.K. et al. “Adaptation and mitigation capacity of wildland forests in the northeastern United States.” 
Forest Ecology and Management (2023) 544: 121145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2023.121145.  

38 Moomaw et al 2019, Intact Forests in the United States: Proforestation Mitigates Climate Change and Serves the 
Greatest Good 

37 Faison, E.K. et al. “Adaptation and mitigation capacity of wildland forests in the northeastern United States.” 
Forest Ecology and Management (2023) 544: 121145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2023.121145.  

36 Stephenson et al 2014, Rate of tree carbon accumulation increases continuously with tree size 

35   Masino et al 2021, Older eastern white pine trees and stands sequester carbon for many decades and maximize 
cumulative carbon 

34 Luyssaert et al 2008, Old-growth forests as global carbon sinks 

33 Keith et al 2009, Re-evaluation of forest biomass carbon stocks and lessons from the world’s most carbon-dense 
forests 

32 Faison et al 2023, “Faison et al 2023 - The importance of natural forest stewardship in adaptation planning in the 
United States” 
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to the moist coastal forests of the Pacific Northwest. Further, because of recent recovery 
from an extensive history of timber harvesting and land conversion for agriculture in the 
18th, 19th, and early 20th centuries, median forest age is about 75 years,40 which is only 
about 25–35% of the lifespan of many of the common tree species in these forests.  
 
Several regional and global studies have highlighted the unique potential of Eastern United 
States temperate deciduous forests to contribute on the global stage to climate stabilization 
and resilience.41,42 A study by one of the USDA Forest Service’s leading carbon experts, 
Richard Birdsey, notes that middle-aged Northeast US forests’ carbon stocks, if allowed to 
grow old without direct human interference, could double their carbon stock by 2100.43 
Northeast US secondary forests have the potential to increase carbon storage two- to 
four-fold according to a 2011 paper:  

“…there is a significant potential to increase total carbon storage in the Northeast’s 
northern hardwood-conifer forests. Young to mature secondary forests in the 
northeastern United States today have aboveground biomass (live and dead) levels of 
107 Mg/ha on average (Turner et al. 1995, Birdsey and Lewis 2003). Thus, assuming a 
maximum potential aboveground biomass range for old-growth of approximately 
250–450 Mg/ha, a range consistent with upper thresholds in our data set and the 
lower threshold observed at Hubbard Brook, our results suggest a potential to 
increase in situ forest carbon storage by a factor of 2.3–4.2, depending on 
site-specific variability. This would sequester an additional 72–172 Mg/ha of carbon” 
[emphasis added].44 

 
In addition to their carbon benefits, old forests are also the most resilient to changes in the 
climate, produce the highest outputs of ecosystem services like clean water, and are 
superior at reducing the impacts of droughts and floods. These services protect 
downstream communities, purify drinking water at low cost, and maintain base flows and 
low temperatures in rivers during hot summers for the benefit of fish and wildlife. 
  
In Vermont, where total precipitation and precipitation intensity are on the rise due to 
climate change, frequent flooding and phosphorus-driven water quality degradation are 
among our costliest environmental crises. Mature and old forests naturally mitigate against 
flooding and drought by slowing, sinking, and storing water that would otherwise rapidly 
flow into our streams, rivers, and lakes.45 Scientists have also shown that old forests are 

45 Underwood and Brynn 2015, Enhancing Flood Resiliency of Vermont State Lands 

44 Keeton et al 2011, Late-Successional Biomass Development in Northern Hardwood-Conifer Forests of the 
Northeastern United States 

43 Birdsey et al 2023, Middle-aged forests in the Eastern U.S. have significant climate mitigation potential 

42 Jung et al, 2020, Areas of global importance for terrestrial biodiversity, carbon, and water 

41 Dinerstein et al 2020, A Global Safety Net to reverse biodiversity loss 

40 Forest Inventory and Analysis National Program, Forest Inventory EVALIDator web-application Version 1.8.0.00. 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Research Station, US Forest Service (2019) 
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exceptional at removing phosphorus, a nutrient that causes eutrophication and harmful 
algal blooms that threaten aquatic and human health.46 Research in New England on the 
impacts of logging has demonstrated that “timber harvesting is not a strategy for water 
supply protection that reduces contamination risk, but rather constitutes an additional and 
perhaps unnecessary risk to the water supply.”47 
 
Vermont has identified protecting headwaters as one of its top priorities to mitigate the 
effects of natural disasters and climate change.48 After Tropical Storm Irene ravaged the 
Northeast United States in 2011, Vermont FPR commissioned a report entitled “Enhancing 
Flood Resiliency of Vermont State Lands.” According to the report: 

“There may be a tendency to assume that lands in forest cover are resilient to the 
effects of flooding simply by virtue of their forested status. However, forest cover does 
not necessarily equate to forest health and forest flood resilience. Headwater forests of 
Vermont include a legacy of human modifications that have left certain land areas 
with a heightened propensity to generate runoff, accelerate soil erosion, and sediment 
streams. These legacy impacts affect forest lands across the state... The quality of 
[today’s] forests is not the same as the pre-Settlement old growth forests. The legacy of 
early landscape development and a history of channel and floodplain modifications 
continue to impact water and sediment routing from the land.”49 

  
A recent peer-reviewed study of forests in the Northeastern US and upper Midwest found 
that: 

“[Older forests] simultaneously support high levels of carbon storage, timber growth, 
and species richness. Older forests also exhibit low climate sensitivity…compared to 
younger forests… Strategies aimed at enhancing the representation of older forest 
conditions at landscape scales will help sustain [ecosystem services and biodiversity] in 
a changing world. 
  
“Although our analysis suggests that old forests exhibit the highest combined 
[ecosystem services and biodiversity (ESB)] performance, less than 0.2% of the 
investigated sites are currently occupied by forests older than 200 years. This 
suggests a large potential to improve joint ESB outcomes in temperate and 
boreal forests of eastern North America by enhancing the representation of 
late‐successional and older forest stand structures…[emphasis added].”50 

50 Thom et al 2019, The climate sensitivity of carbon, timber, and species richness covaries with forest age in 
boreal–temperate North America 

49 See Underwood and Brynn  

48 Vermont Stronger: Vermont Hazard Mitigation Plan, Vermont Emergency Management, 2018 

47 FB Envtl. Assocs. et al, A Regulatory, Environmental, and Economic Analysis of Water Supply Protection in  
Auburn, Maine 40 (October 2021), available 
at https://www.auburnmaine.gov/CMSContent/City_Manager/LakeAuburn_FinalReport%20UPDATED.pdf. 

46 Warren et al 2018, “Forest Stream Interactions in Eastern Old-Growth Forests” (in Ecology and Recovery of 
Eastern Old Growth Forests) 
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A recent analysis contracted by Standing Trees regarding the Acceptable Management 
Practices for Maintaining Water Quality on Logging Jobs in Vermont (AMPs) found that,  

“While the research cited by VT DEC (2022) generally indicates that BMPs provide real 
and significant benefits to water quality during forest harvest compared to no BMPs, 
none of the cited research support DEC’s specific and quantitative conclusions on 
efficacy of Vermont’s AMPs… Critically, VT DEC failed to assess or cite any research on 
an unharvested watershed baseline for comparison. A recent study in a steep, forested 
western Maine watershed with glacially-derived soils indicates that sediment yields 
due to logging are three times higher than background (pre-logging) conditions (Cook 
et al., 2020)... There is no evidence provided by VT DEC to support a conclusion 
that BMPs are an improvement over, or even be equivalent to, a ‘no harvest’ 
scenario [emphasis added].”51 

 
Based on the rapid wildlife populations decline52 and rapid climate degradation,53 the 
scientific community has suggested that much more aggressive measures must be taken to 
stave off extinction and climate catastrophe. The Global Deal for Nature calls for 30% of 
lands and waters to be permanently protected by 2030 to maintain and restore biodiversity, 
with at least an additional 20% percent conserved to stabilize the climate (this research is 
the origin of Act 59 along with Vermont Conservation Design).54 Vermont recognized these 
goals in its Initial Climate Action Plan. 
 
Areas protected from extraction preserve and restore the greatest levels of biodiversity 
across the globe.55,56,57,58 Large blocks of roadless forests minimize harmful vectors for the 
spread of invasive species,59,60 and allow natural disturbances to play out across a 
sufficiently large landscape to ensure that there is a mix of early and late successional 

60 Healey 2020, Long-term forest health implications of roadlessness 

59 Mortensen et al 2009, Forest Roads Facilitate the Spread of Invasive Plants 

58 Miller et al 2018, Eastern national parks protect greater tree species diversity than unprotected matrix forests 

57 Dinerstein et al 2020, A Global Safety Net to reverse biodiversity loss 

56 DiMarco et al 2019, Wilderness areas halve the extinction risk of terrestrial biodiversity 

55 Watson et al 2018, The exceptional value of intact forest ecosystems 

54 Dinerstein et al 2019, “A Global Deal for Nature Guiding principles milestones and targets” 

53 Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis, Working Group I contribution to the Sixth Assessment Report of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

52 Ceballos et al 2020, Vertebrates on the brink as indicators of biological annihilation and the sixth mass extinction 

51 “Acceptable Management Practices: A Review of Vermont Logging Practices and their Effects on Water Quality 
and Flooding.” FB Environmental Associates, August 2025. Available for download: 
https://87c7e52f-960e-4157-8e23-f7c5e28989d7.usrfiles.com/ugd/87c7e5_5c164a9b632e4273b6804941c6d0ca14
.pdf 
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habitats required by the full spectrum of forest-dependent species.61 Numerous recent 
studies have confirmed the benefits of roadless areas for biodiversity.62,63 

 
What are often referred to as “old” or “late successional” forests are, in fact, New England’s 
natural forests composed of trees of all age classes, standing dead and downed wood, and 
canopy gaps from natural disturbances including wind, ice, fire, and beavers. Much of the 
Northeast’s community of life evolved over millennia within these diverse, resilient, and 
structurally-complex forests alongside the continent’s indigenous cultures. In just the blink 
of an eye, a combination of overhunting and habitat destruction following European 
settlement led to the disappearance of these natural forests and their component 
biodiversity. Many of New England’s most imperiled bird species are adapted to interior 
forests and rely upon complex forest structure for their survival, including standing snags 
and large living trees.64 Indeed, the availability of dead, dying, and downed wood 
(increasingly removed from forests for biofuels, mass timber, or other uses of so-called 
“low-grade wood”) is critical for the health of many species, from bats to pine marten to 
brook trout, and a wide range of invertebrates.65  
 
The American marten, brook trout, and Northern Long-eared Bat are three species (of 
many) that depend upon older forests in the Northeast and which are teetering on the 
brink of extinction or extirpation: 
 

●​ American marten: The American marten is presumed exist in two isolated 
populations in Vermont and public lands provide important habitat expansion 
opportunities. New Hampshire Fish and Game describes marten habitat as “[m]ixed 
deciduous and coniferous forests with a variety of horizontal and vertical structure. 
Conifer cover is important during winter and course [sic] woody debris on the 
ground provides denning and nesting sites and refuge from predators.” A 2022 study 
found (among other conclusions) that 1) snow depth positively affected marten 
colonization and decreased risk for extirpation and 2) that “areas that had more 
recent, or more intense, timber removal activities had lower probability of initial 
occupancy (marten), lower colonization probability (marten and fisher), and higher 
probability of extinction (marten and fisher). This is consistent with literature, 
indicating that forest modification is detrimental to habitat quality for marten and 

65 Thorn et al 2020, The living dead: acknowledging life after tree death to stop forest degradation 

64 Askins 2015, The Critical Importance of Large Expanses of Continuous Forest for Bird Conservation 

63 Dietz et al 2021, “The importance of U.S. national forest roadless areas for vulnerable wildlife species” 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01943 

62 Talty et al 2020, “Conservation value of national forest roadless areas” https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.288 

61 Kellett et al., Forest-clearing to Create Early-successional Habitats: Questionable Benefits, Significant Costs, 5 
FRONTIERS FOR GLOB. CHANGE 1 (Jan. 9, 2023) 
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fisher…”66​
 

●​ Brook trout: Brook trout are another species that is especially dependent on mature 
and old forests and unfragmented habitat, features that are disproportionately 
present in Vermont’s public lands. A report by Trout Unlimited found that “[i]ntact 
stream populations of brook trout (where wild brook trout occupy 90-100% of their 
historical habitat) exist in only 33% of subwatersheds.”67 The same report found 
“The impacts to brook trout in Vermont’s streams relate to poor land management 
as well as to historical timbering and roadbuilding. Six of the top seven disturbances 
listed by regional experts relate specifically to increased sedimentation and water 
temperature. Loss of riparian (streamside) habitat and poor land management 
associated with agriculture are direct causes of higher water temperatures.”68 

 
●​ Northern Long-eared Bat: Another species of great concern is the Northern 

Long-eared Bat (NLEB), which was listed as federally endangered on November 30, 
202269 and is also listed as endangered per the Vermont Endangered Species Act. 
Much of New England is within the NLEB’s range.70 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(“USFWS”) indicated in a Biological Opinion that habitat loss is a primary factor 
threatening the NLEB’s viability and is exacerbating the devastating impacts of 
white-nose syndrome.71 According to the USFWS Species Status Assessment for the 
NLEB, the bat depends on mature and old forests for roosting and foraging.72 Its 
preferred roosting habitat is large-diameter live or dead trees of a variety of species, 
with exfoliating bark, cavities, or crevices. Additionally, “mature forests are an 
important habitat type for foraging NLEBs[,]” and “most foraging occurs . . . under 
the canopy . . . on forested hillsides and ridges.”73 Furthermore, NLEBs “prefer intact 
mixed-type forests . . . for forage and travel rather than fragmented habitat or areas 
that have been clear cut.”74  

 
 

74 Id. at 18–19. 

73 Id. 

72 Species Status Assessment Report for the Northern long-eared bat- Version 1.1 - March 22 2022 

71 NLEB BiOp at 19. 

70 USFWS, FWS/R3/ES-ARD, Biological Opinion: Effects to the Northern Long-Eared Bat from Planned and Ongoing 
Activities Being Implemented in the Eastern and Southern Regions of the U.S. Forest Service 8 (Mar. 30, 2023). 

69 87 Fed. Reg. 73488–504 (Nov. 30, 2022). 

68 Ibid 

67 “Eastern Brook Trout: Status and Threats” (2006). Trout Unlimited.  

66 Evans and Mortelliti 2022, “Effects of forest disturbance, snow depth, and intraguild dynamics on American 
marten and fisher occupancy in Maine, USA.” 
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https://easternbrooktrout.org/science-data/reports/eastern-brook-trout-status-and-threats%20%282006%29/at_download/file
https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ecs2.4027
https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ecs2.4027


Thanks again for providing this opportunity to comment. We look forward to additional 
opportunities to weigh in on Act 59 implementation. 
  
Sincerely, 
 

 

Zack Porter​
Executive Director​
Standing Trees 
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