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VERMONT CONSERVATION PLAN (VCP) - DRAFT FRAMEWORK REPORT
PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS - Draft Framework Report

Comments submitted by email

Version 1 - December 18, 2025

The Vermont Conservation Plan is working to fulfill on the objectives of the Community
Resilience and Biodiversity Protection Act (CRBPA - Act 59 of 2023). As part of the development
of the VCP, we have identified three key objectives, and a series of potential pathways, that will

help turn the objectives into reality. These objectives and pathways were presented at a series
of Regional Listening Sessions in July and August, where stakeholders were able to offer
comments and responses.

In October 2025, the Draft Framework Report was posted for comment. The Draft Framework
report was developing using input from the Regional Listening Sessions, and input from the
Technical Advisory Committee. The public and stakeholders were invited to comment and

provide feedback on the Draft Framework report by either a survey and / or direct submission
The comment period was open from October 24, 2025, to November 28, 2025.

The email submissions are compiled in the following document.

*An additional submission was submitted as a stand-alone PDF document by Standing Trees and is also
included in the record of submissions.

Future work of the Vermont Conservation Plan will develop actions under each pathway.

More information www.vermontconservationplan.com
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1. Eesha Williams

Eesha Williams
Submitted via email

My wife Liz Wood and | have run the New Leaf CSA farm here in Dummerston, Vermont for the past 23

years, since 2002. We employ about six local people in summer and one in winter. We do not own our

land. We rent it.

e The implementation process for Act 59 needs to go back to square one and start with a corrected
inventory and full public process. Right now, the public is stuck commenting on a draft “Vermont
Conservation Plan Framework Report” that has already been developed in

private for months, and if continued, is unlikely to lead to a lawful or ambitious outcome for Act 59.

Please do these things, and the other things that the group Standing Trees is asking you to do. Can
one of you please "reply all" so | will know this reached you?

e Despite Liz and | traveling (3 hours drive roundtrip) to Montpelier and speaking in-person with the
governor and the leaders of the House and senate (and meeting with every one of our state reps
and senators since 2001) to ask for more VHCB funding, | have had a hard time reaching VHCB staff
in the past and had to contact VHCB's board to get a reply. | hope | don't need to do that again.
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2. Thomas H. Collins

Thomas H. Collins
Submitted via email

| am a resident of Rochester, Vermont, and would like to offer a few comments regarding the draft
framework plan for Vermont’s Conservation Plan. First, | want to thank the VHCB staff for their work on
this report. It includes many valuable recommendations for how Vermont can comply with Act 59 and
strengthen the conservation of our natural resources.

However, despite the report’s strengths, | am concerned by the lack of concrete strategies for meeting
both the spirit and the letter of Act 59.

e If Vermont is to conserve 30% of its land by 2030 and 50% by 2050, the state must invest
significantly in land acquisition and the designation of new wilderness areas.

e While increased education funding and equitable access to public lands are worthy goals, they
should be considered secondary to the core conservation mission that guided the passage of Act 59.

e The report highlights the critical issue of habitat fragmentation but does not go far enough in
proposing specific remedies to address it.

e Additionally, | find the language surrounding “working lands” troubling, as this euphemism often
implies the continued extraction of timber from mature forests—a practice that runs counter to the
objectives of the 30x30 initiative. At a time when the current federal administration is weakening
protections for public lands, Vermont’s leaders should commit to more assertively restricting
practices that degrade our forests and wildlife habitats.
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Eric Jones - Legacy Forest Trust

Eric Jones - Legacy Forest Trust
Submitted via email

Please consider our Comments regarding the Vermont Act 59 Conservation Plan development process.
Legacy Forest Trust holds in perpetuity 1500 "Forever Wild" forest acres. Being a native of Bennington,
Vermont, a military veteran and a former United States' Foreign Service Officer, | bring to this table a
wealth of experience in land use and conservation efforts throughout the world. | was greatly
encouraged by the passage of Act 59 in 2023. Since then the implementation process has not lived up to
my expectations. But | am hoping that you will take a closer look at the mandates in the ACT and the
desires of the people of Vermont as you proceed toward implementation.

In specificity:

The implementation process for Act 59 needs to go back to square one and start with a corrected
inventory and full public process.

Right now, the public is stuck commenting on a draft “Vermont Conservation Plan Framework
Report” that has already been developed in private for months, and if continued, is unlikely to lead
to a lawful or ambitious outcome for Act 59.

The draft Plan needs to get back to the substance of Act 59 itself: The draft Plan barely refers to
the specific language in Act 59 or mentions substantive parts of Vermont Conservation Design (VCD).
For example, the draft Plan does not include any of the specific, quantitative recommendations from
VCD, such as goals for recovering Old Forests across at least 10% of Vermont (see section 4.0).

ANR and VHCB should correct the inventory so that only lands that are permanently protected
and managed as wildlands are counted. The inventory completed in 2024 gives Vermont ANR credit
for Wildlands that lack any legal protection whatsoever. This accounting trick will detract from
necessary policy changes and investments in wildland protection.

VCP must present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits, 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. For example, this
report should compare and contrast the economic benefits of extractive uses of public lands vs the
ecosystem service benefits of public lands, as we recently analyzed in our new expert report. What
are the benefits to taxpayers for clean water, carbon sequestration and storage, biodiversity
conservation, and recreation when public lands are allowed to grow old?

Emphasize the need to protect large, wild, areas, particularly on public lands. The draft Plan
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, but public lands have unique values, benefits, and management
goals that distinguish them from the rest of the landscape. At a minimum, the Conservation Plan
should map all “patches” of contiguous natural habitat (forests, wetlands, etc.) that meet the
minimum preferred sizes for Old Forest restoration in Vermont Conservation Design: at least 4,000
acres across the Green Mountains and Northeast Kingdom, and at least 500-1,000 acres in more
developed regions like the Champlain Valley.

VHCB is unjustified in claiming a “General Consensus” or a fair Public Process so far: Absurdly,
VHCB is presenting the Framework Report that the public now has the chance to comment on as
“Draft 3,” and framing it as a result of “general consensus” from the public during summer listening
sessions. During these listening sessions, the public had no access to draft documents, and was only
provided sticky notes to give feedback. No consensus was sought, and no consensus was reached.
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4. Sean Coughlin

Submitted via email

| want to submit public comment on behalf of Standing Trees regarding VHCB. Please consider a recount
of the public lands included in the survey.

Please help us protect these places for all future generations.

Sean Coughlin
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Joel Eisenkramer

Joel Eisenkramer
Submitted via email

I'm really concerned to hear that VT's 30x30 and 50x50 laws are not being interpreted correctly and the
lack of transparency in this process. Including conserved agricultural lands in your report about lands
"already conserved", especially monocropping operations, blatantly violates the VT statute. Also where
is the provision for the 10% set aside for old growth forests? Below are some of my additional
comments but overall, the process needs to go back to square one and make sure that it's in compliance
with the law as intended.

The Report unlawfully includes all conserved agricultural and forestlands in the Natural Resource
Management Area category, including those lands that are not required to be sustainably managed,
which flatly contradicts Act 59.

As a result of this errors, the Report overstates the current acreage of conserved land that meets
the goals of Act 59 (the report claims 27% of Vermont is "conserved" according to the requirements
of Act 59, as of July 1, 2024), 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.
Aggravating the above errors, the Report lacks transparency about conversion. Did the Report
authors limit the acreage in the inventory to parcels that are conserved in perpetuity and protected
from conversion, as defined in Act 59, by examining each deed and each conservation easement, or
did they rely on some unidentified source for this information? The report neither answers this
qguestion nor provides a map or list of properties so that the public can answer that question.

The Report correctly identifies the lack of an Ecological Reserves statutory designation as a critical
missing tool in Vermont’s conservation toolbox, but it presents funding and capacity challenges as
the greatest barriers to ecological reserve designation without substantive evidence or
consideration of the economic benefits of wildland protection compared to commercial timber
management. What's more, the report defers a detailed "assessment of how State lands will be
used to increase conserved ecological reserve areas," despite the fact that this was supposed to be
provided in the draft Inventory.

Standing Trees rejects the Report's suggestion that carbon and biodiversity markets should be
considered as funding sources for conservation efforts, or as a metric that would qualify a parcel of
land for Act 59's 30x30 or 50x50 conservation goals. Carbon and biodiversity markets have been
investigated for fraudulent practices, contribute to the commodification of nature, and create a
system by which pollution and environmental degradation are perpetuated, often in historically
disadvantaged and marginalized communities.
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6. Jodi Rodar

Jodi Rodar
Submitted via email

| am writing with great concern to ask that the writing to Act 59 go back to square one and start with a
corrected inventory and full public process.
The following are my concerns regarding Act 59:

o The draft Plan needs to get back to the substance of Act 59 itself: The draft Plan barely refers to
the specific language in Act 59 or mentions substantive parts of Vermont Conservation Design (VCD).
For example, the draft Plan does not include any of the specific, quantitative recommendations from
VCD, such as goals for recovering Old Forests across at least 10% of Vermont (see section 4.0).

e ANR and VHCB should correct the inventory so that only lands that are permanently protected
and managed as wildlands are counted. The inventory completed in 2024 gives Vermont ANR credit
for Wildlands that lack any legal protection whatsoever. This accounting trick will detract from
necessary policy changes and investments in wildland protection.

e VCP must present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits, 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. For example, this
report should compare and contrast the economic benefits of extractive uses of public lands vs the
ecosystem service benefits of public lands, as we recently analyzed in our new expert report. What
are the benefits to taxpayers for clean water, carbon sequestration and storage, biodiversity
conservation, and recreation when public lands are allowed to grow old?

e Emphasize the need to protect large, wild, areas, particularly on public lands. The draft Plan
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, but public lands have unique values, benefits, and management
goals that distinguish them from the rest of the landscape. At a minimum, the Conservation Plan
should map all “patches” of contiguous natural habitat (forests, wetlands, etc.) that meet the
minimum preferred sizes for Old Forest restoration in Vermont Conservation Design: at least 4,000
acres across the Green Mountains and Northeast Kingdom, and at least 500-1,000 acres in more
developed regions like the Champlain Valley.

e VHCB is unjustified in claiming a “General Consensus” or a fair Public Process so far: Absurdly,
VHCB is presenting the Framework Report that the public now has the chance to comment on as
“Draft 3,” and framing it as a result of “general consensus” from the public during summer listening
sessions. During these listening sessions, the public had no access to draft documents and was only
provided sticky notes to give feedback. No consensus was sought, and no consensus was reached.
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7. Peggy Cohen

Peggy Cohen
Submitted via email

| am writing to ask for your attention to honestly supporting the true implication of Act 59 as a way to
invest in the future health of our environment. I'm glad to be included and informed about
implementation and direction of land use choices.

Vermont Conservation Plan — Public Comments submitted on Draft Framework Report — December 2025 9



Vermont Conservation Plan - Draft Framework Report - Public Comment Email Submissions

Mike Covey - Vermont Traditions Coalition

Mike Covey — Vermont Traditions Coalition
Submitted via email

This report could be much better received if it was written in layman’s terms, rather than a lofty
sounding word soup of buzzwords, so that the average citizen could understand what is being done to
them here. Every time | read ‘suite of opportunities’, | hear ‘taxpayer dollars”. Frankly, Vermonters are
sick of being fleeced for every penny based on the ideas of people who are completely disassociated
from the day-to-day struggles of the average Vermonter.

The report reads as a study in misdirection and buzzword soup that could be easily summarized as
‘raise taxes so the legislature can give us more funding. Then we can give more to our anointed
conservation organizations so they can buy out the rights of private landowners who can no
longer afford their lands because you raised taxes to increase our funding’.

For a plan that spends so much time discussing equity, it seems to be completely tone deaf about
the true impacts this will have on private landowners in the state of Vermont, with the exception
of openly telling them to sell off their property rights to organizations that have been blessed as
the ordained saviors of the environment once they cannot afford the taxes anymore.

The Champion land grab was a significant bookmark in the history of Vermont, where the desires
of people who are attached to the landscape were cast aside in favor of ideologically driven
nonprofits and their agendas. Based on this 28-page report, VCP stands to be an even worse
atrocity against the people of the state of Vermont. If the average person understood what was
happening here, they would be completely incensed.

We are nearly at the 30x30 goal, and that is significant. | question if we are even properly
assessing how much land is conserved. How many private deed restrictions have been factored
into this calculation? Why are we not acknowledging use value appraisal for what it is doing to
conserve lands? Are we giving credit to working lands and the products that keep them as
working lands? Working lands, kept working, are conservation at its finest and a critical piece of
the mosaic of our habitat statewide. How are we ensuring that this is properly measured as
conserved land?

Why is there no talk here of relieving Act 250 review on forest product infrastructure to promote
healthy forests, land conservation, and sustainable private land ownership? This board has the
authority to suggest that as a pathway for both resilience and conservation, yet it is not even
mentioned.

Why is there such a focus on creating old growth forests despite the fact that we are organically
achieving them? We are growing timber at a far higher rate than it is being removed by all
mechanisms combined. We don’t need to plan for old forests; we are getting to it naturally. If this
was truly about a healthy mosaic on the landscape, we would be focused on timber harvest and
creating early successional habitat. THAT is the current, pressing habitat crisis. How much are
cries from the fringe, who believe no trees should be cut, perverting this part of the discussion?
One of the authors of the plan retired after finalizing it and took a position with one of the most
radical nonprofits in this conversation. Is that conflict being contemplated as we look at VCD, or
are we simply going to ignore it?

This same author, when directly approached about the disparity in old and young forest targets
refused to put an appropriate target for young forest in the plan (12-15%) based on what he cited
as an inability to reach a higher target than the insufficient 6% identified in VCD. The plan was a
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failure from the start because it was aspirational on this critical piece. Furthermore, it was not
designed to create statute or regulation as it is doing now, that was the mantra as many of us
worked through its development with the Department. Throughout the report you note that, but
anyone of average intelligence an see that that’s exactly what is happening here. If they don’t see
through the smoke screen on these 28 pages, all they have to do is look back at the committee
hearings that set us on this path to hear it stated directly.

You concede that ‘VCD is not a roadmap or regulatory overlay’ but that is exactly how it is being
used here. The draft almost gets to honesty when it states that VCD is the ‘backbone ‘“for
identifying priority conservation areas. Once they are identified, will we, by chance, create
regulations and statute to force their conservation?

While we are discussing conflicts, how is it appropriate for VHCB to be in charge of a process
which this draft seems to indicate should result in tripling their funding? If VCP is supposed to
‘uplift’ housing needs ‘while diligently focusing on the specific legislative charge for this plan’. It
seems as though we are already discussing goals that were never set for this process’

While the 30x30 goal is attainable, and quite frankly, we are already there if we use an honest
metric, the 50x50 goal should be scrapped summarily, and both of these should be reflected in
the report. This committee is providing no value to the public if they are not willing to tell the
legislature where they have gone wrong. The whole thing appears to be viewed, by entities that
stand to profit, as an opportunity to divert public monies, add infrastructure, and reduce private
landholdings in the state. Nobody with any foresight should be supporting it, and for those
reasons.

The legislature designated a goal for 50x50, but let’s be practical and put language in this report
stating that it’s not going to be tolerated socially by the good people of the state of Vermont once
they see the tea leaves. If we are talking about actionable and measurable steps, then we should
be conceding that 50x50 is not actionable and should be scrapped as overreach.

| want to be crystal clear in this point. We will forever oppose public funding for entities who
restrict hunting/trapping/fishing access, close trails, or burden properties with ‘forever wild’ or its
equivalent diversionary language of the day.

Again there are a lot of lofty buzz words in here like ‘durable conservation’, ‘enhanced
opportunities’ and ‘equitable access’. For instance, ‘Forever Wild’ lands have been cloaked with
‘permanently protected natural systems and emphasized minimal interference management
strategies’. That is a mouthful to say ‘No forestry, no trails and preferably no people’

Lets contemplate ‘equitable access’ for a moment. Is it equitable that VHCB funds entities with tax
payer dollars, when these entities then purchase land and tell trappers and hunters that they are
not welcome? Are we not contributing taxpayers? | have had discussions with some of these
entities, and the reality is that they know there is no ecological issue with trapping and hunting,
and that these activities are quite valuable in the stewardship of our wildlife, but they prohibit
them for fear of losing donors if they don't.

Will it be equitable if landowners lost their land because they can’t afford to keep it while the
vultures circle with the landowners own cash in hand to purchase up the rights? The smacks of
villains in so many old western films. If these entities want to purchase land in Vermont, there is
not much we can do about that, but they should be finding their own funding streams. Taxpayer
dollars should not be diverted to support, sometimes multi-billion-dollar international
corporations, in their goals for the restriction of land access in the state of Vermont. The fact that
this plan directly guides landowners to working with only these entities as a means of creating
easements as another red flag about the incestuous nature of what is happening here.

Theres an interesting aspect in that throughout the plan, natural lands and working lands are
coupled in every question. This creates a situation where there is virtually value in asking
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somebody what they think. Any section that couples these two becomes meaningless as they are
distinctly different. This seems contrived to get supportive answers throughout regardless of
one’s opinions on either of the topics when taken separately, yet another failing in a program that
had indisputably poor facilitation beginning with the initial phase. Now we appear to be rolling
out of the second phase with both a document and a leading survey that seem designed to
generate only supportive responses. The report talks about how the overall response to the
regional listening sessions was positive, but it was designed to create positive responses.

Despite this, there was dissent about the plan and that shouldn’t be ignored or glossed over with
linguistic gymnastics. When we get to the technical advisory committee, we need to ask, will trail
groups, sportsmen’s groups, and the Vermont Forest Products Association be included as
members of this committee? If the answer is no, then the committee is incomplete, and its work
cannot be taken seriously as recreational access is a statutory component of this work and timber
harvest should have been. | anticipate with a great deal of concern that even with conservation of
recreational access as a requirement, at least some motorized recreation will be left by the
wayside in these conversations.

One thing | think we can all agree on is the need to protect our water resources, but in the plan,
you state that ‘land conservation by itself is not always sufficient to fully maintain and restore
aquatic systems and the water quality, flood resistance and biodiversity benefits they provide’. Is
this a call for further regulation and control of private lands? What will that look like in the final
read? How does it tie in to proposed Tier 3 restrictions? Is this another circular justification?
Something along the lines of, ‘We need Tier 3 Act 250 regulation because VCP says so and we
need VCP to justify Tier 3?" How much of this work will fall on the backs of our already belabored,
Fish and Wildlife Department as more unfunded mandates? Will they be responsible for finding
the ‘small, specific settings’ mentioned in the Plan? What is the plan for how we will expand
ecological representation? Will this create more work for the department? Inquiring minds,
especially anglers who have been under the threat of loss of our fisheries through hatchery
closures for years, want to know. We are talking here about loading down a department so
financially stressed that they are considering charging the non-hunting public to access their lands
as a means of revenue generation, yet in every budget they are treated like the red headed
stepchild of the Agency of Natural Resources with their grossly overfunded sister agency, the
Department of Environmental Conservation, trying to shut down the fish hatcheries that generate
nearly $40 million for the state of Vermont and provides healthful interface with nature, and
increased food security opportunities, for Vermonters across the state.

How much of this is already covered under existing law and regulation? The deeper we go, the
more this looks like an environmentalist version of Manifest Destiny; a juggernaut that can
never consume enough to appease itself. “Equity’ you say. What equity? For whom? There still
needs to be room on the landscape for humanity. When we view this in the context of combined
impacts with other legislative mandates like tier three Act 250 review (Act 181), which is set to
gobble up as much as 10% of Vermont with new restrictions and has the potential to be
disastrous to Vermont’s trail systems (a tourism driver bringing hundreds of millions of dollars
into the state that should not be under the yoke of Act 250 review), the ‘3 acre rule’ and the ‘road
rule’ in Act 250 that has the potential to conservatively impact over 40% of the state with DEC
enforcement even being direct municipalities. Taken individually, these are each bad enough on
their own, but viewed collectively, it becomes clear that there is a huge movement afoot to drive
down property values and institute more governmental control of private property.

Let us not forget ratcheted-up act 250 restrictions impact rural areas, while review was relaxed in
urban centers. Cities that already have overtaxed infrastructure which perpetually dumps
pollutants into our waterways can add all the people they want. This drive to push Vermonters off
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the landscape and into urban centers appears to have become a blueprint over the last 10 years
to reduce private land ownership, and Act 250 and Act 59 are the tools. “They” don’t want people
living in, on, or connected to the landscape, and every piece of legislation we have seen related to
this in the last several years makes it evident. This VCP process is part and parcel of all of these
ideas coming together to remove Vermonters from the lifestyle and land we love. These ideas
don’t favor the environment so much as they disregard the people.

The discussion of Vermont conserved lands as a working classroom is an intriguing idea. This is
and has been the case, but the report doesn’t expand on how this will be done. The reality is if we
want people to buy into conservation, the best possible way to do that is to get them to learn to
hunt, fish and trap. It is no accident that so many of our land and wildlife stewards are also
hunting enthusiasts. Why does this report not mention increasing participation in these outdoor
sports as a pathway to land conservation? This is, yet again, another glaring failure in the report.
For well over a century, these activities drove conservation. Our disassociation with this intimate
connection to the landscape is an easy place where we could make gains. As the report says, it is
essential to the health and well-being of Vermonters and visitors alike. | am glad to see the report
acknowledging the value of this. This report should be seeking to look at how monies can be used
to create local programs helping people become engaged with their food and their environment
through hunting, fishing, and trapping. This will drive them to want to conserve land in a
meaningful way.

Likewise, it is appreciated the report acknowledges the value of agricultural and forested working
lands. Not only do agricultural conserved lands provide food and habitat for wildlife, but they are
also critical to local food security in times of disaster. The plan notes that we are losing farmland
but proposes no ideas on how to incentivize agriculture, another huge failing.

A focus on maximizing reliance on local wood products improves forest health, reduces the
carbon cost of creating and providing wood products, and provides valuable economic benefits to
communities that are often more rural and economically depressed. Removing roadblocks to
building and enhancing forest product infrastructure can be a key piece of mitigating
fragmentation, and that cannot be overstated. A healthy forest products economy allows
landowners to keep working woodlands intact. Within the report, there should also be specific
language acknowledging that a managed forest is still an intact forest, and timber harvest does
not fragment, but rather enhances habitat. Without such language, the report is incomplete.
‘Estimates that Vermont may be losing up to 13,000 acres of forestland every year”, are
meaningless without explanation of the metrics and controls being used to determine this, but
statements like that are great for generating enthusiastic “yes” answers. This needs to be more
than lip service and talking points

Support for this concept of conserving land is bound to be high to the degree that we all care
about the environment that we live in. However, when you note that support for the potential
pathways was more ‘muted’ and acknowledge that its because implementation of them will take
funding that simply doesn’t exist, you’re doing a disservice by not speaking more plainly. The
pathways are unrealistic, the funding environment isn’t ‘challenging’, it is nonexistent and
support for potential pathways wasn’t ‘muted’, it was contentious. It is easy for people means to
jump on any idea that sounds grand and meaningful, but for the average person, a plan like this
that is going to invariably cost them more money and drive up the cost of private land ownership,
is ultimately inappropriate. If you have any intention of submitting an honest report, then that is
the message you should be giving the legislature.

Finally, for transparency, the report should list all stakeholders who are requesting more money,
what specific ideas they are suggesting, and what other stakeholders have been consulted who
might disagree with them. The fact that we are talking about a funding and capacity work group,
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but the public cannot readily see who stands to benefit from this additional funding is incredibly
off-putting. Landowners already feel taxed to death, the Fish and Wildlife department is grossly
underfunded, and now we have no oversight about the entities who are asking for a quasi-
governmental organization to triple funding, which can only come from taxes levied on the backs
of the average Vermonter.

Vermont taxpayers are fed up with paying for pie-in-the-sky ideas that make their personal lives a
struggle, yet this report casually and repeatedly notes that we need more funding and more
stewardship capacity (code for more funding). More ‘stewardship capacity” _is an interesting way
to say that you want to pay more people out of the public pocket. This brings us back to the idea
of environmental Manifest Destiny. Add more roles, and then the people in those roles will need
to justify their jobs by finding more work that ‘absolutely must be done or else’, and in order to
do that you will, once more, need more money. This will invariably continue to drive Vermonters
out of land ownership through increased costs, regulation, and taxes. We just saw a historic
property tax hike, and we can expect another one this year, because heaven forbid, we balance
the budget, but we can give the Department of Environmental Conservation 3 1/2 times the
collective budget of the Fish and Wildlife and Forest Parks and Recreation Departments
combined. This, despite the fact that while the latter two departments steward our environment
with a hands-on approach, DEC seems to view their role as a directive for them to go out and
make Vermonter’s lives more difficult Frankly | don’t know anybody who feels like they need to
be taxed or regulated more. Private landowners do a great deal of conservation work at their own
expense every day, and | am going to reiterate that conservation groups who want to gobble up
land in the state of Vermont should be doing it on their own dime rather than seeing this as an
opportunity for growth and waiting in the wings with their hand out while urging the legislature
to feed them through this report. “Conservation organizations operating at regional, statewide,
and transboundary scales’ can also operate on their own funding streams.
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9. Sue Sullivan

Sue Sullivan
Submitted via email

o The draft Plan needs to get back to the substance of Act 59 itself: The draft Plan barely refers to
the specific language in Act 59 or mentions substantive parts of Vermont Conservation Design (VCD).
For example, the draft Plan does not include any of the specific, quantitative recommendations from
VCD, such as goals for recovering Old Forests across at least 10% of Vermont (see section 4.0).

e ANR and VHCB should correct the inventory so that only lands that are permanently protected
and managed as wildlands are counted. The inventory completed in 2024 gives Vermont ANR credit
for Wildlands that lack any legal protection whatsoever. This accounting trick will detract from
necessary policy changes and investments in wildland protection.

e VCP must present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits, 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. For example, this
report should compare and contrast the economic benefits of extractive uses of public lands vs the
ecosystem service benefits of public lands, as we recently analyzed in our new expert report. What
are the benefits to taxpayers for clean water, carbon sequestration and storage, biodiversity
conservation, and recreation when public lands are allowed to grow old?

e Emphasize the need to protect large, wild, areas, particularly on public lands. The draft Plan
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, but public lands have unique values, benefits, and management
goals that distinguish them from the rest of the landscape. At a minimum, the Conservation Plan
should map all “patches” of contiguous natural habitat (forests, wetlands, etc) that meet the
minimum preferred sizes for Old Forest restoration in Vermont Conservation Design: at least 4,000
acres across the Green Mountains and Northeast Kingdom, and at least 500-1,000 acres in more
developed regions like the Champlain Valley.

e VHCB is unjustified in claiming a “General Consensus” or a fair Public Process so far: Absurdly,
VHCB is presenting the Framework Report that the public now has the chance to comment on as
“Draft 3,” and framing it as a result of “general consensus” from the public during summer listening
sessions. During these listening sessions, the public had no access to draft documents, and was only
provided sticky notes to give feedback. No consensus was sought, and no consensus was reached.
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10. Mark Nelson

Mark Nelson, Ripton, VT
Submitted via email

Below are my comments concerning the Draft Vermont Conservation Plan Framework Report ("DRAFT").
This DRAFT falls far short of the intentions of Act 59 and needs to be redone.

e You have included lands, specifically agricultural lands that are monocultures, that do not meet the
requirements of Act 59, which is “An act relating to community resilience and
biodiversity protection.” Biodiversity is prioritized throughout Act 59.

o Chapter 89, §2801, (5) - “... types of agricultural lands that support biodiversity, in a way,
and at a rate, that maintains or restores their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration
capacity, ...”

o Chapter 89, §2802, (a) — “... maintain an ecologically functional landscape that sustains
biodiversity...”

o Chapter 89, §2803, (b) (1) — “As part of this review, criteria shall be developed to determine
the types of agricultural lands that will qualify as supporting and restoring biodiversity and
therefore count towards the natural resource management area category.”

e |nyour DRAFT, Pg 5, 2nd paragraph, you have this statement - “We also recommend that the Act
should be read broadly, and the calculation of our data and the focus of our planning should
continue to include permanently conserved working lands as we implement Act 59, even though we
know that not all uses and management of our working lands are without impact to biological
diversity.” (Underlining for emphasis) — How can you continue with this recommendation after
making this admission? This is contrary to Act 59 — That biodiversity conservation is the focus of the
statute.

As stated at the beginning of my email, this DRAFT falls far short of the intentions of Act 59 and needs to
be redone.
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11. Caroline Sherman-Gordon - Rural Vermont

Caroline Sherman-Gordon LL.M, Legislative Director, Rural Vermont
Submitted via email

During the inventory phase, instead of meaningfully engaging agricultural stakeholders, representatives
like ourselves got confronted with a never-ending storm of questioning about whether or not agriculture
would be included in the vision of Act 59 and in the definition of the Natural Resource Management
Category or not - despite the fact of that inclusion being quite evident in the letter of the law. That
discussion dominated the entire engagement during the inventory phase which was extremely
disturbing and mounted simply in the recommendation that agricultural land should be included in the
plan. Now, none of the agricultural stakeholders represented in the working group have been invited to
serve on the TAC and now VHCB proposes a scope of work much focused on advancing the many
needed improvements for the working lands in their recent memo but now this process is lacking its
legitimacy as neither of the stakeholders engaged is able to represent farmers as farmer led
organizations are being excluded from this work. In an email to me, Trey Martin acknowledged that
Rural Vermont’s understanding that the planning process would be tokenizing participants as it’s not
intended to allow for any sort of co-design but is more so focused on information sharing. What is called
“regional stakeholder groups” is really just a presentation with the purpose of public education rather
than meaningful public engagement of relevant stakeholders.

This is unacceptable and it is my hope that VHCB will recommend more appropriate engagement
processes to develop new policies that better protect the working lands and make farmland more
affordable even though it’s a tremendous missed opportunity that this process failed in having
meaningful discourses of this sort. Neither of the objectives in the draft report would meaningfully
advance the protection of farmland from development paired with making that farmland more
affordable for farmers generation after generation. Conservation of farmland is incredibly important for
biodiversity, as agriculture and forestry historically have literally eradicated and over-cultured habitat on
a large scale, so it will be critical to create new habitats on farmland that can be integrated with
agricultural use through agroecological practices. This is what Rural Vermont envisions when we
envision a just and equitable world rooted in reverence for the earth and dignity for all. This abundant
and generous way of life celebrates our diversity and interdependence, in which communities of
microorganisms, animals, plants, and humans tend one another and nurture generations to come.
Conservation easements do not lower the cost of farmland or make farmland more affordable for
farmers that purchase land that’s already conserved. The objectives I'm raising would be better served
with the development of new policies instead of just advancing the financing of conservation
easements.
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12. Alan Pierce

Alan Pierce
Submitted via email

e The Community Resilience and Biodiversity Protection Act (Act 59) was an important, historic piece
of legislation that provided a platform for protecting Vermont’s natural heritage for future
generations. Much of the act draws from Vermont Conservation Design, a science-based document
describing key habitats for conservation and benchmarks for ecosystem restoration, including a
target of restoring nearly 10 percent of Vermont’s forests to old-growth conditions.

e The Vermont Conservation Plan Framework Report (Draft) displays almost no connection to
Vermont Conservation Design. Furthermore, | see little in the draft that touches on the provisions of
Act 59, much less its spirit. There is not even one single map in the draft report — and this is a law
about conserving 30, and then 50, percent, of the state’s landscape in the future.

e The draft document is apparently in its third iteration. To date, many stakeholders were not
included, and viewpoints that were not congruent with the management team were excluded. Thus,
the claims of “consensus” are over-blown.

The draft is not informative or coherent. It does not demonstrate how the goals of Act 59 will be met or
how agencies and citizens will work to conserve Vermont’s landscape and habitats. The following must
occur before a new draft is completed:

e Re-open the consultative process with the public re: visualizing, operationalizing and
implementing Act 59.

e Re-do the “conserved lands” inventory and share these maps with the public. | do not have faith
that the lands categorized to date are legally conserved into the future or even if they have been
properly categorized. Let the public see the maps.

e Pay greater attention to habitat parcel size and work to prevent fragmentation within large
parcels, particularly with respect to state and federal lands.

e Emphasize the importance and value of the old-growth forest target for carbon sequestration,
flood prevention, wildlife habitat, scientific study, etc.

e Ground the work in VCD and Act 59; | don’t see enough of either in this draft.

Act 59 presents an exciting opportunity to safeguard Vermont’s natural heritage for future generations. |
see no vision or excitement in this draft. Quite the opposite.
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Alan Coulter

Alan Coulter
Submitted via email

Greetings and thank you for your work, albeit | find it somewhat misdirected and incomplete.

| wholeheartedly agree with the Standing Trees recommendations made below.

| feel strongly that Vermont needs more legally protected Wild places, where Nature can take its
course without human interventions — for the sake of biodiversity, watershed protection, climate
change mitigation, and the human spirit! Conserved farmland is a good thing but it has nothing to
do with biodiversity — in fact some of it decreases biodiversity of insect life with herbicides and
pesticides. Legally protected farmland is one thing. Legally protected wildland is another. We need
both for different conservation reasons!

Please get serious about conservation for the benefit of all Vermonters as we are the largest interest
group.

The draft Plan needs to get back to the substance of Act 59 itself: The draft Plan barely refers to the
specific language in Act 59 or mentions substantive parts of Vermont Conservation Design (VCD). For
example, the draft Plan does not include any of the specific, quantitative recommendations from
VCD, such as goals for recovering Old Forests across at least 10% of Vermont (see section 4.0).

ANR and VHCB should correct the inventory so that only lands that are permanently protected and
managed as wildlands are counted. The inventory completed in 2024 gives Vermont ANR credit for
Wildlands that lack any legal protection whatsoever. This accounting trick will detract from
necessary policy changes and investments in wildland protection.

The Act 59 Conservation Plan must present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits, 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. For example, this report should compare and contrast the economic benefits of extractive
uses of public lands vs the ecosystem service benefits of public lands, as we recently analyzed in our
new expert report. What are the benefits to taxpayers for clean water, carbon sequestration and
storage, biodiversity conservation, and recreation when public lands are allowed to grow old?
Emphasize the need to protect large wild areas, particularly on public lands. The draft Plan 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, but public lands have unique values, benefits, and management goals that
distinguish them from the rest of the landscape. At a minimum, the Conservation Plan should map
all “patches” of contiguous natural habitat (forests, wetlands, etc) that meet the minimum preferred
sizes for Old Forest restoration in Vermont Conservation Design: at least 4,000 acres across the
Green Mountains and Northeast Kingdom, and at least 500-1,000 acres in more developed regions
like the Champlain Valley.

VHCB is unjustified in claiming a “General Consensus” or a fair Public Process so far: Absurdly,

VHCB is presenting the Framework Report that the public now has the chance to comment on as
“Draft 3,” and framing it as a result of “general consensus” from the public during summer listening
sessions. During these listening sessions, the public had no access to draft documents and was only
provided sticky notes to give feedback. No consensus was sought, and no consensus was reached.
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14. Sally Jenks Roth

Sally Jenks Roth, Bristol, Vermont
Submitted via email

The implementation process for Act 59 needs to go back to square one and start with a corrected
inventory and full public process. The public is stuck commenting on a draft “Vermont Conservation Plan
Framework Report” that has already been developed in private for months, and if continued, is unlikely
to lead to a lawful or ambitious outcome for Act 59.

Thank you!
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Christine Coyle

Christine Coyle
Submitted via email

Key Points

The draft Plan needs to get back to the substance of Act 59 itself: The draft Plan barely refers to the
specific language in Act 59 or mentions substantive parts of Vermont Conservation Design (VCD). For
example, the draft Plan does not include any of the specific, quantitative recommendations from
VCD, such as goals for recovering Old Forests across at least 10% of Vermont (see section 4.0).

ANR and VHCB should correct the inventory so that only lands that are permanently protected and
managed as wildlands are counted. The inventory completed in 2024 gives Vermont ANR credit for
Wildlands that lack any legal protection whatsoever. This accounting trick will detract from
necessary policy changes and investments in wildland protection.

The Act 59 Conservation Plan must present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits, 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. For example, this report should compare and contrast the economic benefits of extractive
uses of public lands vs the ecosystem service benefits of public lands, as we recently analyzed in our
new expert report. What are the benefits to taxpayers for clean water, carbon sequestration and
storage, biodiversity conservation, and recreation when public lands are allowed to grow old?
Emphasize the need to protect large wild areas, particularly on public lands. The draft Plan 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, but public lands have unique values, benefits, and management goals that
distinguish them from the rest of the landscape. At a minimum, the Conservation Plan should map
all “patches” of contiguous natural habitat (forests, wetlands, etc.) that meet the minimum
preferred sizes for Old Forest restoration in Vermont Conservation Design: at least 4,000 acres
across the Green Mountains and Northeast Kingdom, and at least 500-1,000 acres in more
developed regions like the Champlain Valley.

VHCB is unjustified in claiming a “General Consensus” or a fair Public Process so far: Absurdly,

VHCB is presenting the Framework Report that the public now has the chance to comment on as
“Draft 3,” and framing it as a result of “general consensus” from the public during summer listening
sessions. During these listening sessions, the public had no access to draft documents, and was only
provided sticky notes to give feedback. No consensus was sought, and no consensus was reached.
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16. David Mildrexier - Partnership for Policy Integrity

David Mildrexler, PhD, US Director of Science and Policy , Partnership for Policy Integrity
Submitted via email

The Partnership for Policy Integrity (PFPI) offers the following comments on the Vermont Conservation
Plan Framework Draft Report.

Society has a narrow window of opportunity left to avert catastrophic consequences from the
intertwined climate and biodiversity crises (IPCC, 2023), and forests offer major solutions at the
intersection of these urgent imperatives (Fargione et al., 2018; Pan et al, 2024). While boreal and
tropical forests have received a great deal of attention, 44% of the carbon removed by forests from 2009
to 2018 is attributed to temperate forests (Friedlingstein et al., 2019). Temperate forests of the U.S.
including those in Vermont have consistently offset about 14% of the Nation’s CO2 emissions and are
the largest category of land sinks in the country (EPA, 2020). Our nation’s forests have the potential to
continue rapid atmospheric CO2 removal rates in addition to the massive carbon stores they currently
hold, but how they are managed matters (Leverett et al. 2021; Moomaw et al., 2019). As climate change
increases and accelerates amplifying feedbacks, preserving species- and carbon-rich forests becomes
ever more important, alongside a rapid transition to net-zero fossil fuel CO2 emissions (Matthews et al.,
2022). Vermont’s Act 59 recognized this urgency and the need for action to protect its forest
ecosystems. In Section 2 it states:

The General Assembly finds:
e Nature is facing a catastrophic loss of biodiversity, both globally and locally.
e |n addition to its intrinsic value, biodiversity is essential to human survival.
e The health of ecosystems on which humans and all other species depend is deteriorating more
rapidly than ever, affecting the very foundations of economies, livelihoods, food security, health,
and quality of life worldwide.

On page 7 under “Conservation Vision and Goals” it states:
e (b) Itis the goal of the State that 30 percent of Vermont’s total land area shall be conserved by
2030, and 50 percent of the State’s total land area shall be conserved by 2050. The Secretary of
Natural Resources shall lead the effort in achieving these goals. The land conserved shall include
State, federal, municipal, and private land.

Vermont’s Act 59 is good science-based policy in response to the climate and biodiversity crisis that
supports the resilience and health of local people, communities and the ecosystems that they depend
on. However, to be effective, implementation of Act 59 needs to be consistent with the original intent of
the Act. PFPI offers the following recommendations:

e A transparent inventory of Vermont’s current extent of protected wildlands is needed.
A key intent of Act 59 is to protect intact ecosystems across 30% of Vermont’s land and waters by 2030

and 50% by 2050. To achieve this, Vermont needs to conduct a new inventory of its currently protected
wildlands that count toward this goal.
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Concerns have been raised that the initial inventory was based on spurious methods, such as counting
conserved agricultural land, and failing to verify that lands are protected from future land cover
conversions. While agricultural lands are important, counting these lands toward protection of intact
natural ecosystems sidesteps the intent of Act 59 and the definition of intact nature. It also overstates
the current acreage of conserved land that meets the goals of Act 59, thereby precluding protection of
lands that meet the definition of conserved land. Vermont needs an inventory of protected lands that
qualify as conserved under the definitions set forth in Act 59 and the Vermont Conservation Design.
Otherwise, if the wrong lands are counted as protected, it undermines the effectiveness of the plan
from the outset.

e The plan needs to place greater emphasis on protection of large wild areas, especially on public
lands.

Public lands are crucial to the protection of protected area targets. When protected these lands serve
the greatest public good by maximizing nature-based biological carbon sequestration and biodiversity
enhancement, water and air quality, flood and erosion control, public health benefits, low impact
recreation, scenic beauty, hunting and gathering, and economic benefits. Protected public lands serve as
core areas around which private land protection efforts are prioritized creating cross-jurisdictional
conservation lands of greater size and value. At a minimum, the Conservation Plan should map all
“patches” of contiguous natural habitat (forests, wetlands, etc.) that meet the minimum preferred sizes
for Old Forest restoration in Vermont Conservation Design: at least 4,000 acres across the Green
Mountains and Northeast Kingdom, and at least 500-1,000 acres in more developed regions like the
Champlain Valley. PFPI recommends reducing the size criteria in the Green Mountains and Northeast
Kingdom to 1000 acres. Science has recognized the value of intact patches of 1000 acres and larger,
especially in fragmented landscapes.

o The plan should set clear goals for recovering old forests that are in line with quantitative
recommendations from the Vermont Conservation Design (VCD) Report.

Old forests are among the most resilient ecosystems on Earth, with ancient trees that can live for
hundreds to thousands of years, functioning as anchors of resilience and biodiversity for the entire
community (Piovesan et al., 2022; Gilhen-Baker et al., 2022). In any forest, the largest trees relative to
the rest of the stand contribute disproportionately to ecological function such as increasing drought-
tolerance, reducing flooding from intense precipitation events, storing carbon, redistributing soil water,
and acting as focal centers of mycorrhizal communication and resource sharing networks (Leverett et al.
2021; Luyssaert et al., 2008; Lutz et al. 2018; Lindenmayer and Laurance, 2017; Teich et al. 2022).
Recovering old forests is a crucial component of Act 59, yet the draft plan does not include quantitative
recommendations from the Vermont Conservation Design report.

The VCD report states on page 24:

“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.”

“While it is not practical or possible to return to a landscape dominated by old forest, allowing about 9%
of Vermont’s forest (specifically, 15% of the matrix forest within the highest priority forest blocks) to
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become old forest will bring this missing component back to Vermont’s landscape and offer confidence
that species that benefit from or depend on this condition can persist.”

PFPI urges for inclusion of quantitative goals for old forest recovery that reflect scientifically-based
forest resilience and climate mitigation objectives, biodiversity targets, and the social values and public
comments of Vermont’s citizens.

e The Conservation Plan needs an economic analysis of land protections to assist in valuation of
management tradeoffs.

Without information on the economic benefits of land protections, comparison of tradeoffs between
protection vs. extractive uses are difficult or impossible to make. For example, a century of research has
demonstrated unequivocally that forested lands provide the cleanest and most stable water supply
compared to other land types (Liu et al., 2022). In this context, protecting intact blocks of mature and
old forest is particularly valuable (DellaSala et al., 2011). Water quality impaired by road systems and
forest cover loss from logging may require expensive restoration or water treatment systems to
accomplish what intact nature does free of cost (Gucinski et al., 2001; Warziniack et al., 2017). What are
the benefits to taxpayers and future generations for clean water, carbon sequestration and storage,
biodiversity conservation, mental health, and recreation when forests on public lands are allowed to
grow old? It is important that these ecosystem values be considered as they can be substantially more
valuable to the public than extractive management.

We recommend consideration of a recently completed report entitled, “The Economic Values of
Vermont’s Public Conservation Lands” (report attached). The report employed the Benefit Transfer
Method, drawing per-hectare ESV estimates from the Ecosystem Services Valuation Database (ESVD)
and applying them to Vermont's public lands, categorized by management type, land cover, and GAP
status. The report estimated that Vermont’s Public Conservation Lands supply $2.25 billion in ecosystem
services each year. The most valuable services are, in order, Recreational Opportunities, Air Quality
Regulation, Climate Regulation, Existence & Bequest Value, and Moderation of Extreme Events, together
accounting for over 88% of the total estimated ESV. In contrast, the value of timber from these public
lands represents only about 0.13% of the other ESV.

The Conservation Plan should use this economic analysis to evaluate the benefits of land protection.

e The Vermont Conservation Plan Framework Draft Report needs to get back to the substance of Act
59

Vermont is well-positioned to make a serious contribution to helping solve some of humanities’ most
pressing problems, recover some of its old forests, and promote sustainable management of intact
lands. PFPI supports these efforts and wants to see a good outcome for this landmark policy. Act 59
could serve as a model for other states in the northeast US. However, it’s time to get back to the intent
of Act 59 so it can actually achieve the laudable goals it is intended for.
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17. Cheryl Joy Lipton

Cheryl Joy Lipton, Chester, VT
Submitted via email

To the Vermont Conservation Plan Project Management Team:

Regarding Act 59, Note that this is “An act relating to community resilience and biodiversity protection.”
Respectfully, | will point some things out that seem to be getting lost, but that need to be elevated. It is
important to remember that the task that VHCB and ANR are charged with doing is that “On or before
December 31, 2025, the Vermont Housing and Conservation Board, in consultation with the Secretary
[of the Agency of Natural Resources], shall develop a plan to implement the conservation goals of
Vermont Conservation Design and to meet the vision and goals established in section 2802 of this title.”
The conservation goals of Vermont Conservation Design (VCD) are:

e “Vermont Conservation Design is a practical plan because it sets defined quantitative and
distributional goals for maintaining and restoring an ecologically functional landscape... ... the
aim is sustaining ecological functions and environmental services, using the full range of
conservation and management tools”

e “Conserving Ecological Function The goal for each targeted element is to maintain, restore, or
enhance its ecological functions.”

e “agoal to maintain viable examples of all of Vermont's natural community types distributed
across the biophysical regions in which they occur and to represent natural community types
relative to their rarity and natural distributional abundance, with greater representation of rare
types.”

e Please pay attention to the fact that the basis for Act 59 is VCD and specifically, “Vermont
Conservation Design is a practical and efficient plan to address that uncertainty, (The future of
Vermont’s species and ecosystems due to habitat loss and fragmentation, the spread of
nonnative species, and a rapidly changing climate) and to sustain the state’s valued natural
heritage into the future. VCD is an integral part of Act 59. Ecological integrity, biodiversity, is
integral to Act 59.

As stated in Act 59, section 2802, the vision and goals are: “to maintain an ecologically functional
landscape that sustains biodiversity, maintains landscape connectivity, supports watershed health,
promotes climate resilience, supports working farms and forests, provides opportunities for recreation
and appreciation of the natural world, and supports the historic settlement pattern of compact villages
surrounded by rural lands and natural areas.” and “30 percent of Vermont’s total land area shall be
conserved by 2030, and 50 percent of the State’s total land area shall be conserved by 2050” and “shall
include a mix of ecological reserve areas, biodiversity conservation areas, and natural resource
management areas” and that “approximate percentages of each type of conservation category shall be
guided by the principles of conservation science and the conservation targets within Vermont
Conservation Design, prioritizing ecological reserve areas to protect highest priority natural communities
and maintain or restore old forests.” Please note that the act specifies guidance by VCD and
prioritization of ecological reserve areas.

The emphasis of VCD priorities is missing in the Draft of the conservation plan. VCD is referenced in the
plan and referred to as the backbone, but the way the draft plan is written, most focus is on working
lands, recreation, agriculture, forest-based business. There is a lack of enthusiasm for “natural lands” —
and a lack of emphasis on the fact that those natural lands are also working, to support biodiversity and
prevent and mitigate flooding and erosion, for example. The inclusion in the inventory of all conserved
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lands, whether there is a support of biodiversity or not, is a big mistake, and undermines the meaning
and goal of Act 59. Only lands supporting biodiversity, in other words, permanently protected,
unmanaged, not logged, and non-agricultural lands should be included in the inventory. When natural
lands, especially large blocks, interior forest, mature and and old growth and other less impacted areas
are not prioritized in this first 30%, some will be lost and others take a much longer time to recover. An
example here is that old forest is so underrepresented that any and all old forest that exists and any
forest that is approaching old forest in age and/or characteristics should immediately be included. There
is a negligible amount of old forest in Vermont, which takes a very long time to become, and is not
possible to create except with the passage of time. It is easy and quick to achieve young forest, which
already exists in good numbers on both public and private lands, but not so for old or mature forest.
The “listening session” was very focused on agriculture, and not on protection and restoration of
biodiversity. The public was not offered the opportunity to actually engage, to ask questions, nor to give
opinions or comments other than answering several questions posed of them. The survey method of
acquiring public opinion will result in skewed results favoring what the survey writer wants, and that is
what happened. Much of the work was done without public being able to attend, to hear and to
comment during or after the meetings of committees and groups. There was a very short time given to
the public for comment and a limited amount of information.

| have hopes for this plan, but right now, the results showing in this draft is that once again, working
lands are in the forefront and the most protected, emphasized, conserved. Natural lands are in the most
danger and the most underrepresented. This plan would be better if natural lands, especially currently
“unmanaged” ecosystems and public lands, state and federal, were emphasized and protected, so that
the privately held lands would hold the bulk of the “working” lands.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit public comment.
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18. Nancy Zimny

Nancy Zimny, Richmond, VT
Submitted via email

Truly wild places matter more than ever and processes to ensure their continued existence (where they
currently are) and to actively foster more of them (for the long-term safety and sustenance of us all) is a
pressing need everywhere. Old growth forests can help.

| urge the VCPP team in their report to be sure to state clear, quantitative recommendations that
originate from the VCD about recovering old forests across at least 10% of VT.

When counting ‘wildlands’ in its inventory, it is critical to include ONLY those that are permanently
protected and managed as wildlands. Anything less is a dishonest assessment that detracts considerably
from the stated open and public process that the VCPP team espouses.

There is little in current draft plan to address the actual benefits of old growth forests to humans as
opposed to more extractive uses of the land. Does the plan make clear the need for protecting large
wild areas — on public land (not just private)? With public lands providing < 3% of the timber supply
across VT, NH, and ME, this is a unique opportunity to recover old growth forests in these public land
areas without affecting timber supplies.

Thank you.

Vermont Conservation Plan — Public Comments submitted on Draft Framework Report — December 2025 29



Vermont Conservation Plan - Draft Framework Report - Public Comment Email Submissions

19. Mary Saudade

Mary Saudade, Addison
Submitted via email

The Vermont Conservation Plan (VCP) process as developed by Vermont Housing and Conservation
Board (VHCB) has gone off the rails and does not reflect the intentions and spirit of the Community
Resilience and Biodiversity Protection Act (Act 59) passed by the Vermont legislature in 2023.

1. The draft Plan needs to get back to the substance of Act 59 itself. It should refer to the specific
language in Act 59 and include substantive parts of the Vermont conservation Design (VCD).

2. ANR and VHCB should correct the inventory so that only lands that are permanently protected
and managed as wildlands are counted, not wildlands that lack any legal protection whatsoever,
nor conserved agricultural conventional monocultures that blatantly violate the law’s mandate.

3. The Act 59 Conservation Plan must present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits and
practicalities of different ways to get to Act 59 goals. The report should compare and contrast
the economic benefits of extractive uses of public lands with the ecosystem service benefits of
public lands. What are the benefits to taxpayers for clean water, carbon sequestration and
storage, biodiversity conservation and recreation when public lands are allowed to grow old?

4. The plan should emphasize the need to protect large wild areas, particularly on public lands. The
draft plan has heavy emphasis on private lands. Public lands are never directly discussed in the
Report. At a minimum, the VCP should map all areas of contiguous natural habitat that meet the
minimum preferred sized for Old Forest restoration in VCD.

5. VHCB is unjustified in claiming a “General Consensus” for a fair public process. The Framework
Report that the public now has the chance to comment on cannot be described as a result of
“general consensus” from the public when said public had no access to draft documents and
minimal ways to give feedback. No consensus was sought and no consensus was reached.

| urge you, as conscientious citizens of Vermont and thoughtful stewards of our natural resources to

consider these changes to make Act 59 a meaningful and effective legislation to preserve our wildlands
for generations to come.
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20. Becky Atchinson

Becky Atchinson, Plainfield VT
Submitted via email

| was born in Vermont, grew up in Massachusetts, and have lived here most of my adult life after
attending UVM in the 1960s. For the last 20+ years my husband and | have lived on our own 21 acres in
Plainfield, and enjoy its wildness, animals, and beauty. | am a member of our town’s Conservation
Commission and appreciate that the decisions we make now will have a huge impact on it and our
future generations well into the future. When Act 59 was enacted, | was excited about its prospects for
conserving land in Vermont, however, its implementation process has revealed some shortcomings that
need to be addressed:

The Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) and Vermont Housing and Conservation Board (VHCB) need to
correct the land inventory so that only lands that are permanently protected and managed as wildlands
are counted. The inventory completed in 2024 gives Vermont ANR credit for Wildlands that lack legal
protection. This is misleading since it skews the amount of actual protected wildland inventory.

The draft Plan does not include any of the specific, quantitative recommendations from Vermont
Conservation Design (VCD), such as goals for recovering Old Forests across at least 10% of Vermont. Old
Forests are healthy forests, and need to be protected and expanded, particularly when they help
counter climate change.

The Plan should also present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits, and practicality of different
ways to reach Act 59 goals. What are the benefits to taxpayers for clean water, carbon sequestration
and storage, biodiversity conservation, and recreation when public lands are allowed to grow old?

The Plan should emphasize the need to protect large wild areas, particularly on public lands, and not
rely on a heavy emphasis on private lands. Public lands are never directly discussed in the Report, but
public lands have unique values, benefits, and management goals that distinguish them from the rest of
the landscape.

Contiguous natural habitat should be emphasized for its importance to the wild animal populations and
the forests themselves. The Plan should also map all “patches” of contiguous natural habitat (forests,
wetlands, etc.) that meet the minimum preferred sizes for Old Forest restoration in Vermont
Conservation Design: at least 4,000 acres across the Green Mountains and Northeast Kingdom, and at
least 500-1,000 acres in more developed regions like the Champlain Valley.

Finally, VHCB is unjustified in claiming a “General Consensus” or a fair Public Process so far. VHCB is
presenting the Framework Report that the public now has the chance to comment on as “Draft 3,” and
framing it as a result of “general consensus” from the public during summer listening sessions. During
these listening sessions, the public had no access to draft documents, and was only provided sticky
notes to give feedback. No consensus was sought, and no consensus was reached.

| am also unable to leave a feedback custom submission to the on-line Feedback Report because that

page is blank. Please seriously consider making the above changes to the Act 59 Plan. | think they will
help make it more likely for a lawful and ambitious outcome well into the future.
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Bob Atchinson

Bob Atchinson, Plainfield
Submitted via email

| am writing to ask that you all take the time to get this right, as a lot is at stake here — including the
ecological stability of our Planet and species, and the physical and mental health of, and indeed, the
survival of our civilization. These are critical times, and we must not stop our collective efforts to use
our carbon-sequestering forests to help reverse the damages done by the fossil fuel industry, and to call
out the profiteers, the banking and insurance industries, and the corporate oligarchies. Vermont has the
chance to be a star participant in this process, and we can set an example for all.

However, to the contrary, in the implementation process for Act 59, | have missed my citizen’s right to
participate in public process, and as a scientist, | am very uncomfortable with the validity of the ANR
inventory. | am also, frankly embarrassed by the draft “Vermont Conservation Plan Framework Report”
that has been developed in private for months, and which is likely to lead to a legal-loop holed and
vulnerable outcome for Act 59.

Some points for focus and clarity:

| would invite you to review the principles and language of your Draft Plan and compare it to the
goals and intents of Act 59. There seems to be no acknowledgment of the substantive parts or
guantitative recommendations of the Vermont Conservation Design (VCD). For example, the
draft Plan does not include any of the specific language from the VCD, such as goals for
recovering Old Forests across at least 10% of Vermont.

Please, as representatives of ANR and VHCB, correct the inventory so that only lands that are
permanently protected and managed as wildlands are counted. The inventory, completed in
2024, Vermont ANR gives credit for Wildlands that lack any legal protection whatsoever.

This gross ignorance in accounting will detract from the necessary policy changes and
investments necessary for wildlands protection.

The Act 59 Conservation Plan must present alternatives and analyze the cost, benefits, and
practicality of different ways to get to Act 59 goals. Currently, the “key principles”, listed in the
draft Plan on page 6, say nothing about the cost, practicality, or timeliness of different ways of
meeting the Act 59 goals. For example, this report should compare and contrast the economic
benefits of extractive uses of public lands vs the ecosystem service benefits of public lands.
What are real-life benefits for taxpayers — for clean water, carbon sequestration and storage,
biodiversity conservation, and recreation — when forests on public lands are allowed to grow
old?

Please, emphasize the need to protect large wild areas, particularly on public lands. The Draft
Plan includes relatively heavy emphasis on private lands, (see 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 — however, public lands have unique values, benefits, and
management goals that distinguish them from the rest of the landscape. At a minimum, the
Conservation Plan should map all “patches” of contiguous natural habitat, i.e., forests, wetlands,
etc., that meet the minimum preferred sizes for Old Growth Forest restoration in the Vermont
Conservation Design. This would include at least 4,000 acres across the Green Mountains and
Northeast Kingdom, and at least 500-1,000 acres in more developed regions, such as the
Champlain Valley.
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e |, seriously, beg to differ that VHCB is justified in claiming a “General Consensus” or a fair Public
Process so far: WHY is VHCB is presenting the Framework Report that the public now has the
chance to comment on as “Draft 3,” and framing it as a result of “general consensus” from the
public? During the summer listening sessions, we, the public had no access to the draft
documents, and were only provided sticky notes to give feedback. No consensus
was eversought, or reached.

e Regarding public hearings, particularly virtual: | attended the Technical Advisory Committee
meeting on Thursday, November 13, 2025, 9:30 AM — 1:00 PM, and the audio quality was
atrocious, even with a noise-canceling headset. The conference table speakers are, apparently
not cutting it....

So, the burden is now on you, members of VT state government, (ANR specifically), VHCB, and your
consultant(s) at Future iQ, to account for yourselves as professionals, and do the right thing to come up
a full and robust plan to protect Vermont’s beautifully-functional wildlands for present and future
generations. Our children, grandchildren, and Vermont taxpayers are counting on YOU! (We are here to
help you, so hit us up if you wish.)

Thanks for your time and consideration
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