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Conservation in the nonprofit land trust community is primarily through fee-simple 

ownership or conservation easement with the management plan becoming more 

common. Data were obtained from the 2005 Land Trust Alliance National Land 

Trust Survey.  Of 1,667 land trusts, 972 reported at least one fee-owned, and 

946 reported at least one conservation easement property.  The overall guiding 

hypothesis was that  demographic variables affect the probability of having a 

management plan in place.  Demographic variables included: 1) number of 

employees, 2) age of organizations, 3) size of protected areas, and 4) 

geographic region.  In logistic regression for fee-owned properties, full-time 

employees increased the probability of having management plans, whereas, 

part-time employees decreased the probability, p=0.001 and p=0.004.  For 

conservation easements, region was of significance.  In general, logistic 

regression and Chi-square analysis indicated that land trusts with one or more 

employees have greater ability to carry out their conservation mission and that 

regions of the U.S. vary in likelihood of having management plans. 
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EXPLANATION OF FORMAT 

 
 This thesis is divided into three chapters.  Chapter one is the general 

introduction and extended literature review.  Chapter two is the embedded 

technical paper intended for publication in a peer-reviewed journal.  Chapter 

three is the general summary and conclusions. 

 Chapter one covers the following topics:  definition and concepts of 

nonprofits, their growth, mission, board of directors and professionalism; 

definition of conservation land trusts and conservation easements, the 

qualifications and tax benefits, spatial and economic impacts, rights and 

responsibilities of stewardship; the Land Trust Alliance, the land trust movement, 

and management plans. 

 Chapter two is the embedded technical paper.  It was written with the 

intent of publication in the Natural Areas Journal.  It contains the following:  

abstract, introduction, methods, results, discussion, summary, and 

recommendations for future research. 

 Chapter three consists of the general summary of the entire project.  

Limitations to the research and data analysis are examined.  Personal 

observations not covered in chapter two of the paper are discussed.  

Management recommendations and further recommendations for future research 

are also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.1 Conservation Land Trusts 

 Resource conservation in the U.S. has historically been led by the 

government.  Sometimes this approach was at the expense of biodiversity and 

the alienation of indigenous and local residents.  More recently, funding cuts 

across the board have curtailed conservation by the federal government.  Private 

land conservation groups have stepped in and become one of the fastest 

growing segments of the environmental movement (Kazmierski et al. 2004).  

However, conservation land trusts must be responsible with the stewardship of 

their fee-simple and conservation easement properties.  Along with other 

practices, stewardship should include a management plan that identifies the 

conservation values of a property and directs limited resources towards efficient 

management (LTA 2004). 

 

1.1.1 Definition of Nonprofit Organizations 

 Nonprofit organizations are legally constituted entities that operate across 

a broad range of areas and whose primary objectives are to support or engage in 

activities without the purpose of commercial or monetary profit. Whatever part of 

its income is left after its operating expenses are paid must be spent on the 
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charitable or public purpose for which it was organized and not paid as a 

dividend or benefit to anyone associated with running or organizing the group.  

The act of incorporation creates a legal entity enabling the organization to be 

treated as a corporation under law and to enter into business dealings, form 

contracts, and own property as any other individual or for-profit corporation 

(Salamon 1994).  This means that the organization can pay employees or 

contractors for work or services they render to the organization.  Nonprofits are 

typically funded by donations from the private sector, public sector, or both.  

 Nonprofits may apply for tax exempt status 501(c)(3), so that the 

organization does not have to pay taxes.  As long as the organization operates 

within its exempt purpose and uses any excess revenue to further develop its 

activities, it will not be taxed by the Internal Revenue Service.  This allows 

financial donors to deduct from their own tax liability the amount of the donation.  

 The term nonprofit brings to mind the idea of an altruistic organization 

serving society, while the reality is that the nonprofit is a far more complex 

organization that is responsible to diverse groups of stakeholders.  These 

organizations have to focus on dual, and often conflicting, goals of fulfilling their 

overall mission and generating enough revenue to maintain their operations 

(Olson et al. 2005). 

 

1.1.2 Growth 

 During the last three decades, there has been rapid and continual growth 

of nonprofit organizations.  Salamon (1994:109), observed, “The scope and scale 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fundraising
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Donation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Private_sector
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_sector
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of this phenomenon are immense.  Indeed, we are in the midst of a global 

associational revolution; that may prove to be as significant to the latter twentieth 

century as the rise of the nation-state was to the latter nineteenth.”  Only 20 

years ago, nonprofit organizations were considered to be marginal contributors 

wherever they existed.  Today they have become indispensable elements within 

the economies of countries throughout the world (Olson et al. 2005).   

 The nonprofit organization’s growth has come from the existence of 

unsatisfied demand (Ben-Ner and van Hoomissen 1991).  Essentially, the 

nonprofit community has prospered because of the inability or unwillingness of 

the for-profit (private sector) organizations and the government to recognize the 

needs that were present for particular types of goods or services (Olson et al. 

2005).  While their role as an economic force has allowed nonprofit organizations 

to climb to a position of consequence within many countries, their specific 

organizational mission has been considered to be of paramount importance 

(Olson et al. 2005). 

  

1.1.3 Mission and Social Capital 

 Key among all nonprofit organizations, regardless of size or complexity, is 

their mission.  It is the reason for the existence of the nonprofit both from a social 

and a legal point of view.  The mission can be seen as a directive that goes 

beyond the immediate operating environment of the particular nonprofit to link 

with the community and society at large.  Many aspects of the mission are 
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focused toward a greater societal value which extends beyond the pure 

economic reasons of the nonprofit organization (Olson et al. 2005).   

 Quarter and Richmond (2001:75) state and argue that nonprofits are 

organized around a social mission which is their defining criterion.   That social 

value, they argue, should be viewed as a continuous variable that is applicable to 

both nonprofits and for-profits and is measurable through social accounting 

practices.  By operationalizing their mission, nonprofits generate services that 

have varying degrees of social value or social capital.  Passey and Lyons 

(2006:483) suggest that organizational characteristics such as size, field of 

activity, and beneficiaries will have important impacts on the capacity of 

nonprofits to reproduce social capital.  There is wide agreement in the literature 

that the definition of social capital centers on the networks, norms, and trust that 

enable participants to act together more effectively to pursue shared objectives 

(Putnam 1995).   

 Three types of social capital have been identified: bonding or social glue, 

bridging or social oil, and linking of different levels of power (Woolcock 2001; 

Szreter and Woolcock 2004).  Nonprofits could be viewed as contributing to 

bonding social capital because they are networks of individuals who voluntarily 

associate in order to pursue shared interests in a public and collective space.  

They also work with other like organizations in horizontal networks to jointly 

deliver services to their members and to share facilities and other resources.  

This contributes to bridging social capital by connecting networks of people 

together in the pursuit of similar aims.  Linking social capital is contributed by 
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nonprofits that are part of larger networks linking lower levels with higher levels of 

association.  Often these networks serve to provide a collective voice to 

associations and help them engage with more powerful institutions such as 

national governments and the national media (Passey and Lyons 2006). 

 

1.1.4 Board of Directors 

 The boards of directors in nonprofit organizations are responsible for 

overall performance and ultimate achievements of the organization.  Maintaining 

relationships between communities, institutions, and their organization is one of 

the major functions of boards in a nonprofit organization (Harlan and Saidle 

1995).   The board also has the responsibility of providing vital resources, 

maintaining public relations, and engaging in advocacy.  Relationships between 

government and the boards of nonprofit organizations are of particular 

importance to the maximization of governmental resources to fulfill the nonprofit 

mission (Liederman 1999).  Board involvement in long-term planning has been 

positively associated with funding adequacy, image in community, reputation 

among agencies, and potential donations (Iecovich 2005). 

 Another study delineated a model of board development stating that in the 

early years after a nonprofit is established, the board is more energetic, actively 

and directly involved in the organization, engaged in political advocacy, and 

facilitating relations with governmental funders (Hevesi and Millstein 2001).   As 

an organization ages, the board becomes less active, with more responsibilities 
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being delegated to executive directors and board committees.  Age and size of 

nonprofits have been significantly correlated with the board’s primary roles.  

 Iecovich’s (2005:47) findings were consistent with the conventional 

wisdom that the more established and institutionalized an organization is in terms 

of age, size of membership, and revenues (annual budget and number of paid 

workers) the more active the organization, which necessitates more board 

involvement.  The more board members, the more people there are available to 

perform a large amount of work.  The purpose of various bodies of the board is to 

address and facilitate the division of labor among board members and to ensure 

that the board is able to carry out its duties and responsibilities.  Bradshaw et al. 

(1992:245) found that large boards of directors were more common in 

organizations based heavily on donations than on public funds.  Another study 

found a direct correlation between an organization’s budget and the number of 

board members (Cornforth and Simpson 2002). 

 

1.1.5 Professionalism 

 Nonprofits interact within increasingly complex operational environments 

with changing socioeconomic forces and institutional relationships.  The 

economic dimensions of nonprofit organizations resemble the for-profit 

businesses.  The industry in which an organization operates may also demand 

increasing levels of ‘professionalism’ (Passey and Lyons 2006).  One of the ways 

they are reacting to current pressures is by adopting the same techniques that 

for-profit business’s use in hopes of increasing their own effectiveness in 
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operational performance, expense reduction, cost control, revenue generation, 

and job creation (Olson et al. 2005).  

 One technique that is being used and is affecting operations by nonprofit 

organizations is reinvention (Durst and Newell 2001).  This activity was viewed 

as successful for increasing productivity, enhancing services, improving 

performance, and managing costs.  However, nonprofits differ from one another 

as to the kinds of activity they use under the label of reinvention and the degree 

of success.  It appears that reinvention is a collection of tools an organization can 

use to bring about basic change in what it does and how it does it: reorganizing 

the basic policies and roles of the organization, restructuring or downsizing; 

strategic planning to modify the mission; and reengineering processes, services, 

or programs (Durst and Newell 2001). 

   Strategic management and planning, the most frequent reinvention tool, 

is also the most demanding technique to implement (Maranville 1999; Durst and 

Newell 2001).  Also, according to Siciliano (1997:396), formal structured 

approaches to strategic planning are likely to contribute to higher performance 

levels, but are time consuming to implement and require involvement of chief 

administrators.  Durst and Newell (2001:455) argued that for these changes to 

succeed, employee participation and chief executive leadership is crucial.  

Without these, reinvention is likely to fail for lack of sustained support (Durst and 

Newell 2x001). 

 Reductions in funding from grants and contributions along with increased 

demands from the public for efficient use of remaining dollars have pressured 



8 
 

nonprofits to improve accountability and performance (Siciliano 1997; Durst and 

Newell 2001).  Because of increasing pressure from the public, nonprofits not 

only have to produce; they are also compelled to demonstrate improvements in 

all aspects of business from accountability to level of service.  Greater 

competition and feedback from external sources (customers and clients) may 

spur executives into making organization-wide changes and minimizing potential 

resistance (Durst and Newell 2001).   

 

1.2 Land Trusts 

1.2.1 Definition of Land Trust 

 There are different kinds of land trusts: real estate and conservation.  A 

real estate land trust is an agreement whereby one party (trustee) agrees to hold 

ownership of a piece of real property for the benefit of another party (beneficiary).  

Land trusts are used by corporations and investment groups to compile large 

tracts of land, by individuals to keep their real estate ownership private, avoid 

probate and provide several other benefits, and by nonprofit organizations for 

conservation purposes.  A conservation land trust actively works to conserve 

ecosystems, heritage lands, or natural lands and water.  The Land Trust Alliance 

(LTA) defines a conservation land trust as “a nonprofit organization that, as all, or 

part of its mission, actively works to conserve land by undertaking or assisting in 

land or conservation easement acquisition, or by its stewardship of such land or 

easements” (LTA 2007).  The type of land trust referred to in this study is the 

conservation land trust.  
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 The land trust movement is a collection primarily of nonprofit organizations 

operating at national, regional, and local scales. The first and oldest, the 

Trustees of Reservations in Massachusetts, was established in 1891 in an effort 

to preserve 20 acres of woodland known as The Fens in Boston.  Prior to 1985 

there were fewer than 500 land trusts in the U.S (LTA 2005 (b)).  After the 

development of the conservation easement and various tax incentives, the 

number of land trusts rose dramatically; by 2005 there were 1,667 LTA member 

land trusts (Figure 1.1).    

 

 

Figure 1.1  Growth in the number of land trusts from 1950 to 2005. 

  Source: Land Trust Alliance 2005 Census Report. 
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1.2.2 Conservation Land Trusts 

 Conservation land trusts are a particular type of nonprofit entity whose 

purposes include protecting natural resources or scenic vistas, ensuring 

availability of property for agriculture or forestry, preventing degradation of air or 

water quality, and preserving historically or archeologically important sites 

(Daniels 2000; Mayo 2000).  This community is a diverse collection of hundreds 

of small to large individual land trusts (Campopiano 2006).  The primary tools 

that land trusts use to protect land are conservation easements, preaquisition, 

and fee-simple ownership through a donation or purchase (Merenlender et al. 

2004).  In preaquisition, a land trust acquires a property, then resells or transfers 

all or part to a public or private owner.  This option, also labeled as ‘reconveyed’ 

in Table 1.1, accounted for 33% of all transactions for LTA members between 

2000 and 2005 (LTA 2005 (b)).  Some land trusts own all or some of their 

properties outright with fee-simple title and manage them as private preserves.  

For this option, they must cover all the management costs.   

 
1.2.3 Definition of Conservation Easement 
 
 Conservation easements, as a tool, are permanent mechanisms, unlike 

regulations for land use control.  They eliminate the need to address repeated 

development threats on the same parcel.  However, this tool binds the easement 

holder to a perpetual and potentially expensive monitoring and enforcement 

responsibility.  Easement holders must be financially prepared to prosecute 

landowners who violate land use restrictions (Wright 1993).  Good easement 
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negotiations eliminate destructive land use options, anticipate future conflicts, 

and craft restrictions that are clear, concise, and unambiguous.  The more 

complex the terms become, the more difficult the easement is to acquire, 

monitor, and enforce (Campopiano 2006).   

 A conservation easement is a legally binding agreement between a private 

landowner and the easement holder that restricts land use, usually permanently, 

to achieve conservation goals (Rissman et al. 2007; Campopiano 2006).  The 

landowner can choose whether or not to enter into the agreement.  The 

easement holder is a qualified unit of government or an Internal Revenue Service 

recognized nonprofit conservation organization (Wright 1993).   Landowners, in 

return, may receive a payment and/or eligibility for a reduction in income taxes 

along with potential transfer and estate tax benefits (McLaughlin 2004).  

 
1.2.4 Qualifications for Conservation Easements 

 In order to receive federal tax benefits, easements must meet the 

standards for charitable deductions, including meeting a qualified conservation 

purpose and receiving an appraisal from a qualified appraiser (Rissman et al. 

2007; Wright 1993; Treasury Regulation ~1.170A-14(h)(3)).  According to the 

Internal Revenue Service, there are four categories of conservation purpose:    

(1) Recreation: the preservation of land areas for outdoor recreation by, or for the 

education of, the general public; (2) Ecological: the protection of a relatively 

natural habitat of fish, wildlife, or plants, or similar ecosystems.  Threatened or 

endangered species on the property nearly always assures qualification.            
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(3)  Open Space: The preservation of open space (including farmland and forest 

land) where such preservation is for scenic enjoyment, or will yield significant 

public benefit.   This is the most widely used category.  Visual but not physical 

access is required from a road, waterway, or adjacent park.  Nonscenic lands, 

such as aquifer protection zones, airport noise buffers, farmland, and other areas 

qualify if deemed important to a clearly delineated federal, state, or local 

government policy.  (4) Historic:  the preservation of a historically important land 

area or a certified historic structure (Treasury Regulation ~1.170A-14(d)(1)-(5) 

2001).  

 The typical method of evaluation is the before and after appraisal, which 

uses the fair market value of the land before the easement minus the fair market 

value of the land after the easement.  Fair market value is defined by the IRS as 

the price at which the property would change hands between a willing buyer and 

a willing seller, neither being under any compulsion to buy or sell and both having 

reasonable knowledge of relevant facts (Treasury Regulation ~1.170A-1(c)(2)).   

 A major obstacle to ensuring the public benefit intended by federal and 

state tax laws comes from pressure to overvalue easements from landowners 

seeking the largest possible valuation for tax purposes along with minimal 

regulation of the appraisal system (Campopiano 2006).  This enables appraisers 

to apply selective and subjective judgments where they may have incentives to 

exaggerate (Campopiano 2006).  An easement donor can lose tax benefits for 

failing to comply with the legal requirements of using a qualified appraisal, or for 

excessive valuation of the property (Underwood 2006).   
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 McLaughlin (2004) notes that easement values can be easily inflated in 

three ways: (1) exaggerating the value of the land immediately before the 

donation, which produces an unreasonably high ‘before easement’ value;         

(2) overstating the extent to which the easement would reduce the land’s value, 

resulting in an unreasonably low ‘after easement’ value; and (3) a combination of 

the two methods.  Another increasingly used speculative method, known as the 

subdivision development analysis, calculates the “before” value of the land 

assuming that it would be developed as a profitable subdivision with minimal 

regard to economic, regulatory, or political realities (Campopiano 2006).   

 “On June 30, 2004, the IRS warned that it will scrutinize improper 

charitable deductions claimed for easement donations under section 170(h) and 

that it intends to disallow such deductions and impose penalties and excise taxes 

where appropriate (McLaughlin 2004, p.5).”  It also warned that it intends to 

review promotions of improper easement donations and to impose penalties on 

the promoters, appraisers, and other people involved in such transactions (IRS 

Notice 2004-41).  Given the financial incentives for over-inflation of donations to 

the donor, objective review of these valuations by a neutral party is essential 

(Campopiano 2006). 

  

1.2.5 Tax Benefits  

 In 1976, Congress enacted Section 170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code, 

granting an exception to the charitable gift rules.  The exception said that 

landowners who place a conservation easement on their land in perpetuity may 
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take a deduction but continue to live on and enjoy the land as they had before 

(Underwood 2006).  Most states have also implemented various tax-incentives to 

encourage conservation easements.  Several states, such as Colorado and 

Vermont, offer extremely generous tax incentives that could conceivably 

reimburse the donor for the entire amount of the donation (McLaughlin 2004).   

 Underwood (2006) explained the four general aspects of potential tax 

savings related to conservation easement donations: federal and state income; 

capital gains; property; and estate taxes.  Federal and state income tax: the 

owners may deduct the full fair market value of a conveyed conservation 

easement.  The deduction in any tax year cannot exceed 30 percent of the 

taxpayer’s adjusted gross income.  Corporations are limited to deductions of 5 

percent of their taxable income per year.  If the value of the gift exceeds the limit, 

the excess may be carried forward for up to five additional years.    

 Capital gains tax relief: a landowner can donate an easement on the 

property prior to selling it.  The easement can not only assure that the next owner 

will use the land responsibly, but it also provides the easement donor some 

shelter from capital gains taxes derived from the sale.  Property tax relief: 

property cannot be taxed as residential, commercial, or industrial land if those 

rights are severed from a landowner’s title.  In states where property taxes are 

calculated on the basis of zoning or potential use rather than existing use, an 

easement may provide significant tax savings (Underwood 2006).  Estate tax 

relief:  A donated conservation easement reduces the value of the estate subject 

to taxation.  As of 2006, these taxes came into force at a rate of 37 percent on 
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estates worth over $600,000 and this rate increased to 55 percent on estates 

over $1 million.  The tremendous appreciation in real estate prices in recent 

years may leave many elderly landowners ‘land-rich’ but ‘cash-poor’.  Easements 

may be one way of keeping the land in the family without selling off large tracts to 

pay estate taxes (Small 2000).  According to Underwood (2006), estate tax 

planning can make an enormous difference to landowners and their heirs, while 

noting that there are alternatives to easements, such as bargain sales, 

conservation buyer programs, and gifts by will.   

 The H.R. 4 bill signed in 2006 dealt with pensions while significantly 

affecting conservation easement tax benefits in three ways.  First, it raises the 

deduction from 30% to 50% in any year.  Second, it allows qualifying farmers and 

ranchers to deduct up to 100 percent of the value of the donation of their taxable 

income.  Third, it extends the carry-forward period of tax deductions from 5 to 15 

years.  This legislation expired at the end of 2007 but was successfully included 

in the current 2008 Farm Bill (LTA 2008). 

 The Open Space Protection Collaborative of 1980 added a significant tool 

for land subject to a qualified conservation agreement.  Section 2031(c) of the 

Act says that land owners can exclude 40 percent of the value of conserved land 

up to $500,000 from their estate in addition to the reduction in value attributable 

to the easement.  The estates of subsequent generations can be eligible for the 

exclusion.  This means that as long as the land stays in ownership of the family 

of the original donor, the heirs may also elect to take the exclusion.  This 
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provides an excellent tool for keeping land in the family from generation to 

generation.   

 To qualify for the exclusion, a landowner must first qualify under Section 

170(h) and the executor of the estate must choose to elect exclusion under 

Section 2031(c) on or before the due date of the estate tax returns.  Section 

2031(c) also places six additional restrictions on the easement: (1) the easement 

must prohibit all but minimal commercial recreational use of the land; (2) the 

easement must have been donated, not sold; (3) easements solely to protect 

historic assets are not eligible (Section 170(h) provides for these); (4) the 

exclusion applies to the value of the land only, not buildings; (5) the exclusion is 

not available for the value of land subject to mortgage; (6) land subject to 

‘retained development rights’ is also excluded (American Farm and Ranch 

Protection Act 1980). 

 A bargain sale is one alternative to conservation easement (Underwood 

2006).  Landowners of important conservation property may need or want to sell 

their land, but wish to see it conserved.  The landowner can sell the property for 

less than full market value to a land trust or government entity.  This is partially a 

charitable donation and as well as a sale.  The difference between the full market 

value and the sale price is a charitable deduction and serves to reduce capital 

gains (Underwood 2006).   

 Another alternative is the conservation buyer program (Underwood 2006).  

Through this arrangement, wealthier individuals can take greater advantage of 

conservation tax benefits, possibly even using those savings to fund a larger 
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acquisition.  When a buyer places the conservation agreement on the property in 

the first year, they may deduct the value of the easement at the rate of 50 

percent of their contribution base (Adjusted Gross Income) instead of the lower 

30 percent rate for long-term appreciated property. This is good for buyers and 

even better for the community because it provides open space (Underwood 

2006). 

 Gifts-by-will is another alternative to conservation easements for 

landowners (Underwood 2006).  Donors save on estate taxes through the 

charitable deduction, but, they give up the income tax deduction.  This option is a 

good idea when a landowner is granting easements over a portion of property 

over time to extend availability of tax deductions.  A provision in the will ensures 

that the whole property ends up under easement as originally intended.  Gift 

annuity is for a landowner who is ready to sell but wants to preserve the land and 

can meet these goals by selling the land to a land trust.  The land trust in return 

pays a guaranteed income for life of the landowner and protects the property 

(Underwood 2006). 

 

1.2.6 Spatial Impacts of Conservation 

 Another strategy for land trusts to conserve private land is through 

leveraging.  Leverage is the idea that a few critical acts of land protection at one 

location can affect the attitudes and decisions of neighboring landowners 

prompting them to consider protecting their land from conversion (Gustanski and 

Squires 2000).  The expectation is that there is a negative correlation between 



18 
 

the proportion of neighboring land protected and probability of conversion at a 

site.  Conservation organizations often incorporate concerns about the 

connectivity of protected areas into their planning decisions, leading to 

expectations that newly protected areas will tend to be near existing protected 

areas (Gustanski and Squires 2000). 

 McDonald et al. (2007:1527) evaluated two critical components of the 

leverage concept, the effect of protected areas on future protection of nearby 

land and the effect of protected areas on slowing future development.  This study 

found support for the first theory of leverage, that protected areas generate new 

protected areas, but exact causation could not be inferred.  Two explanations are 

that either protected areas do encourage neighbors to consider protecting their 

land or that conservation organizations simply aim to protect areas that are well 

connected with other conserved areas, thus increasing the size of core areas 

and/or creating corridors between parcels.  Little support was found for the 

second aspect of leverage that the existence of protected lands has a slowing 

effect on the rate of land conversion that occurs nearby.  Their findings 

(McDonald et al. 2007) implied that areas with more land protection had higher 

rates of conversion in the vicinity.  These findings were consistent with another 

study by Armsworth et al. (2006:5404), which predicts that biodiversity 

conservation can create positive feedbacks in the land market, increasing 

development. 

 One implication, noted by McDonald et al. (2007:1533), of the spatial 

clustering of conservation actions is that the geography of past conservation 
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actions has a strong influence on future conservation patterns.  Most really large 

parcels were protected by the government in the early twentieth century for the 

purposes of water quality, forest resources (McDonald et al. 2007), or water-fowl 

hunting opportunities, not biodiversity (Carver and Caudill 2007).  If 

contemporary conservation actions are too concentrated near these parcels and 

they are not areas of important biodiversity, then more important areas may be 

left unprotected.  Historic land allocation practices put the more productive, lower 

elevation and well-watered lands in the hands of private landowners along with 

critical wildlife habitat (Rissman et al. 2007).  The consequences are that for 95% 

of all federally threatened and endangered flora and fauna, the majority are on 

private land, and 19% of these species survive only on private parcels (Wilcove 

et al. 1996). 

 

1.2.7 Economic Benefits of Conservation  

 Banking on Nature, a U.S. Fish and Wildlife study by Carver and Caudill 

(2000:1), measured the impact of ‘ecotourism’ by reporting on final demand, 

employment, income and tax revenue effects recreational visitors to refuges have 

on the economies of local regions.  Refuge visitors pay for recreation through 

entrance fees, lodging near the refuge, and purchases from local businesses for 

items to pursue their recreational experience.  The expenditures were placed into 

four categories: food, lodging, transportation, and other expenses.   The refuge 

activities were placed into six categories: freshwater fishing, saltwater fishing, 
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migratory bird hunting, small game hunting, big game hunting, and non-

consumptive activities (Carver and Caudill 2007).     

 Recreational visits to national wildlife refuges generated substantial 

economic activity.  In 2006, 34.8 million people visited refuges in the contiguous 

states for recreation and their spending generated almost $1.7 billion of sales in 

regional economies.  Nearly 27,000 people were employed and $542.8 million in 

employment income was generated with 82% of total expenditures generated by 

non-consumptive activities on refuges.  For example in southern Indiana, the 

Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge received 110,000 visitors in 2006, 

generating a total expenditure of $3.4 million.  Non-residents accounted for 85% 

of the expenditures or $2.9 million, with 88% of total in non-consumptive usage.  

Final demand, the amount of money which actually stays in the area, was $3.1 

million with associated employment of 48 jobs.  This generated $1.3 million in 

employment income and $420,600 in total tax revenue.  What this all means is 

that for every $1.00 of expenditures to manage the preserve, $21.56 in local 

spending was generated (Carver and Caudill 2007). 

 

1.2.8 Rights and Responsibilities 

 When Congress enacted Section 170, they wanted to provide a tax 

deduction for conserving land while still allowing the underlying fee owner to 

retain the right to “some very limited development” in order to maintain 

reasonable use of his or her land (Small 2000).  The IRS left much of the 

responsibility for determining how much development is ‘too much’ to the land 
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trust community, depending on its expertise in this area (McLaughlin 2004).  

While the ultimate responsibility for meeting the public benefit test under section 

170(h) rests with the landowner, the IRS made the land trust community the “first 

line of defense against bad or abusive conservation easement donations” 

(Campopiano 2006).  As the representatives of the public interest, land trusts as 

the donee organization have the responsibility to determine appropriate limits of 

development. 

 The landowner and easement holder share land stewardship responsibility 

(Wright 1993).  The conservation easement contract reflects the ‘bundle-of-rights’ 

concept of land ownership, meaning that different rights in a property can be sold 

or owned separately.  This contract divides portions of the land title between the 

landowners, or fee holder, and the easement holder.  The term conservation 

easement is defined in general by state law but is without specified content, only 

what the parties have agreed to (Mayo 2000).  Typically, a conservation 

easement transfers some development and management options from the fee 

holder to a nonprofit or government organization.  Those options or rights are 

called ‘nonpossessory interests’ in the land.  The fee holder continues to own the 

property and retains certain rights with the responsibility to manage it within the 

bounds set by the easement.  The individual who granted the easement and all 

subsequent owners are legally bound to honor the arrangement (Wright 1993).  

The easement holder is responsible for monitoring at least once a year and 

enforcing easement specifications (Merenlender et al. 2004).  Failure to monitor 

can be viewed by the courts as an abandonment of the easement (Wright 1993). 
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 An unquestioned assumption today is that conservationists are capable of 

engaging in long-range planning, and that their competence is of such a high 

degree that they can and should determine which lands merit perpetual 

protection (Mahoney 2002).  Easements are forever, but land trusts’ composition 

and goals will inevitably evolve.  Can these entities be counted on to remain true 

to their conservation purposes (Morrow 2005:249)?   

 The LTA 2005 Survey Response Overview indicated that only 83% of land 

trusts thought it was “likely” or “highly likely” that all their conserved land would 

remain protected in 100 years.  The balance of land trusts, 17%, thought it was 

“unlikely” or were “uncertain” if all their land would be protected in 100 years.  

These land trusts indicated that the top external threat to conservation durability 

was an inability to provide long-term stewardship (Campopiano 2006).  The top 

three reported threats to stewardship responses were: (1) court decisions setting 

adverse legal precedent to conservation easements; (2) conversion of land 

around protected properties; (3) loss of tax incentives for conservation (LTA 2005 

(a)).  

  

1.2.9 Stewardship Responsibilities for Land Trusts 

 According to Campopiano (2006:906), for the public to receive its full 

benefit from subsidizing conservation easement donations, the conservation 

purposes must be maintained in perpetuity with thorough monitoring and 

enforcement, or ‘stewardship’.  This requires: (1) clear, legally defensible deed 

drafting of the easement; (2) regular, documented inspections of the property;  
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(3) a continued working relationship with the property owner and community;  

(4) strong financial planning, including the funds to monitor and enforce the 

easement; and (5) a commitment to enforce the easement where necessary.  

These requirements are more than practical; they are an ethical, central, and 

legal responsibility of a land trust.  Failure to meet its stewardship obligations 

jeopardizes its organizational mission and may render the land trust ineligible to 

receive tax-deductible donations (Campopiano 2006). 

 Monitoring and stewardship present some of the greatest challenges to 

land trusts.  Land trusts may focus more on acquiring easements and less on 

stewardship (Merenlender et al. 2004).  The problem becomes even more 

complicated when ownership of the fee-title changes over time.  Depending on 

easement language and resources, the easement will only be enforceable to 

varying degrees through monitoring.  The problem is that conservation 

easements have not been thoroughly challenged in the courts, so it’s unknown 

exactly what makes an easement durable.  Conservation easements are not 

supposed to be transitory and should remain long after the ecological and social 

context that created them have changed.  Permanence requires capacity on the 

part of the land trust to maintain the easement record, landowner relationships, 

and community support necessary to monitor and enforce an easement.  If the 

organization is not durable, the conservation easement won’t be permanent 

(Merenlender et al. 2004). 

 Monitoring is essential to assure that easements are working effectively 

and to build a rapport with the landowner by maintaining contact over an 
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extended period of time, while providing consistent information about their 

obligations (Merenlender et al. 2004; Campopiano 2006).  The easement holder 

will be able to catch violations as they occur, saving time and money by 

addressing the violations and minimizing impacts to the property and landowner 

relationship.  Under Treasury Regulation 1.170-A-14(c)(1), an easement holder’s 

monitoring responsibilities also include constructing a record (in the case of court 

action) by providing a clear showing of violation and demonstrating that the land 

trust has fulfilled its own responsibilities. 

 

1.2.10 Design of Conservation Easements 

 All land trusts are not created equal.  Land trusts have a variety of 

objectives, and holding all land trusts to a single standard for easement 

agreements designed to protect biodiversity is not appropriate.  Easements are 

designed to meet a variety of objectives beyond restricting development and can 

permit a range of commercial activities.  They exist along a gradient from areas 

protected from all recreational uses to areas that permit intensive land use 

(Rissman et al. 2007).  Despite increasing acreage and public investment in 

conservation easements, little is known about the ecological and sociological 

outcomes of easements at the local or landscape level (Merenlender et al. 2004).    

 The Rissman et al. (2007:711) study examined 119 conservation 

easements from The Nature Conservancy in eight states representing diverse 

geographies and assumed biodiversity as the purpose of the conservation 

easement and the primary strategy was to reduce development.  First, they 
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expected to find protection of ‘core habitat’ for conservation targets to have 

tighter restrictions on development, because core areas may be more sensitive 

to disturbance, while buffer areas often allow for multiple uses.  They found 

easement lands that served as a core habitat property were no less likely to have 

residences or commercial uses than easements that served as a buffer or 

connectivity role for designated targets (Rissman et al. 2007). 

 Second, they hypothesized that recently negotiated easements would 

have more specific restrictions on permitted development and subdivision given 

lessons learned from early, more general easement agreements and due to 

increased public scrutiny of easement allowances.  They found that over time 

easements have become more likely to restrict subdivision and more likely to 

allow residences.  According to Merenlender et al. (2004:67), the more likely 

story is that where there is currently one house there will be two or three houses 

with easements protecting an unknown quantity of open space with unidentified 

ecological integrity for an undetermined amount of time. 

 Third, Rissman et al. (2007:715) found that 29% of easements with 

working landscapes were established to serve a buffer function to enhance 

biodiversity in the surrounding area.  This supports the concept that conservation 

organizations generally anticipate that working landscapes function as important 

buffers for public or private nature preserves.  Working landscapes, however, 

may require greater scrutiny for properties providing core habitat protection 

(McLaughlin 2002).  While 53% of all surveyed easements allowed working 
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landscapes, only 20% had quantitative monitoring programs (Rissman et al. 

2007).  

 Easements with commercial uses were significantly more likely to have 

management plans than easements without these uses.  Management plans 

were in place on 71% of easements with forestry and 48% of easements with 

ranching.  These typically allowed for agreement on prescriptive forestry and 

ranch management operations and provided the flexibility for those to change 

through regular consultation between the land manager and easement holder.  

Easements or associated management plans may also influence agricultural 

practices such as tilling, pesticide application, and fertilizer use (Rissman et al. 

2007). 

 

1.3 Land Trust Alliance 

1.3.1 Land Trust Movement 

 The Land Trust Alliance (LTA) was established in 1982, as a national 

umbrella organization based in Washington D.C. “to advance the missions of 

land trusts” (LTA 2007).  The organization is an advisory resource for land trusts 

“so that every land trust can benefit from the collective wisdom and innovations 

of the entire land trust community” (LTA 2007).  This allows for collaboration, 

dissemination of information, and training among land trusts of all size and 

geographic location. 

 In 2005 a survey was sent to all 1,667 LTA land trust members, but only 

940 (56%) responded.  According to the LTA website, to ensure consistency with 
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previous survey reports, additional data were collected through email, telephone, 

and land trust support centers, with additional data carried over from the 2003 

survey where nothing had changed (LTA 2007).  The periodically conducted 

survey is intended to help land trust professionals and policymakers to assess 

the effectiveness of the concerted conservation efforts.  The LTA has divided the 

United States into 7 regions. 

 One of the key findings of the survey indicates that total acreage 

conserved through state and local along with national land trusts is 37 million 

acres, a 54% increase from 2000.  State and local land trusts’ acreage 

conserved almost doubled in the last five years to 11.9 million acres (Table 1.1).  

The area of conservation easements increased by 148% resulting in a total of 

3,731,424 acres protected, with the Northeast region gaining the most acreage 

under easement (LTA 2005 (b)).   

 Table 1.1  Land conserved by local and state land trusts by three methods 
   (2000 and 2005). 
 

  Owned by  
Land Trusts 
(Acres) 

 Under 
Easement 
(Acres) 

Acquired, 
Reconveyed, or 
Other Means 
(Acres) 

Total   
Conserved 
(Acres) 

2000 1,219,632 2,514,545 2,322,447 6,056,624 

2005 1,703,212 6,245,969 3,940,928 11,890,109 

Increase 
 

483,580 3,731,424 1,618,481 5,833,485 

Increase 
% 

40 148 70 96 

 
 Note:  This table compares the total acres conserved by three mechanisms for 
 years 2000 and 2005: owned in fee by the land trust, protected by conservation 
 easement, and conserved by other means (LTA  2005 (b)). 
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 The LTA (2005 (b):3) has reported, “professionalism of land trusts is 

increasing, with most land trusts agreeing to more stringent rules of conduct, and 

securing larger annual budgets and stewardship endowments.”  To 

‘professionalize and safeguard’ work the land trusts do, Land Trust Standards 

and Practices documents were developed in 1989 and are revised periodically; 

the last revision was 2004.  Of the 1,667 land trusts nearly 1,000 have reported 

adopting the Standards and Practices (LTA 2005 (b)). These are the ‘ethical and 

technical guidelines for the responsible operation of a land trust’ and were 

developed at the urging of land trusts who collectively thought the credibility and 

effectiveness of the land trust community depended on employing the best 

conservation practices (LTA 2004:i).  The documents are divided into 12 

standards with supporting practices that are guidelines for implementation.  They 

cover a range of topics from compliance with laws, to financial and asset 

management, and are flexible so that land trusts that differ in size and scope can 

implement them in a way that best fits the particular organization (Campopiano 

2006).  However, because of this flexibility, they do not establish firm 

requirements for land trust compliance.  Standard 11 deals with conservation 

easements and includes stewardship funding, baseline documentation, 

monitoring, enforcement, and landowner relationships among others.  Standard 

12 deals with fee-simple land stewardship and covers stewardship principles, 

land management, and monitoring. 

 The LTA developed an Accreditation Program in an effort to self-regulate 

and to avoid federal control in response to conservation easement scandals such 
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as those that involved The Nature Conservancy, an international land trust.  The 

LTA’s expertise, based on experience, qualifications, and resources, was 

recognized and called on by land trusts to initiate the accreditation program in 

order to address the problems confronting land trusts.  The accreditation 

commission was created as an independent subsidiary of the LTA.  This program 

is a voluntary review of an individual land trust that must document the adoption 

of each of the applicable Standards and Practices in order to receive a seal of 

approval (LTA 2004).  While attempting to prevent a number of abuses, the 

program does not address every ill facing the land trusts, but it does seek to 

elevate the ethical and operational standards of a certified land trust.  

Accreditation would bolster the support and confidence of the public and increase 

social capital (Campopiano 2006). 

 

 

1.3.2 Management Plans 

 Merenlender et al. (2004:67) asked “how is permanent protection of a 

resource ensured while allowing for ecological change, inclusion of new data, 

changes in conservation needs, and other factors that may require changes in 

management to best serve the intentions of the easement?” It may not be 

appropriate to include detailed management specifics in an easement.  Instead, 

detailed procedures and performance criteria could be part of a management 

plan that can change if more effective management techniques for conservation 

are found.  Such a plan would have to include a process for negotiation with the 
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landowner if changes affect the landowner’s practices as agreed upon at the 

outset (Merenlender et al. 2004).   

 Ideally, for fee-simple property a plan should be prepared before a 

property is acquired, or at least within the first year of ownership.  At a minimum, 

the land trust should have a general written statement about its management 

goals by the time of closing the sale (LTA 2004).  A management plan identifies 

the resources and processes on the land that are to be protected and promoted, 

determines what actions to take or avoid, and designates who shall accomplish 

those objectives (LTA 2004).  According to the literature, there should be at least 

five general sections to a management plan: introduction, current characteristics, 

management options, implementation schedule, and monitoring plan (LTA 2004).   

 Some of the most important introductory elements of a management plan 

are the mission statement of a land trust, how the property fulfills that mission, 

any donor restrictions, historical significance of the property, public benefits and 

access.  The site maps should include boundaries delineated on aerial photos 

and can be supplemented by soil maps, watershed boundaries and surrounding 

land use information (Clewell et al. 2000). 

 The current site characteristic section requires a baseline inventory that 

identifies and describes the physiographic characteristics, climate, soils, and 

hydrology found on the site (LTA 2004) and includes the topography, surrounding 

land use, any evidence of erosion, drainage and water movement patterns (U.S. 

EPA 2002).  The soils information documents the parent materials, underlying 

geology, soil map units, and broad nutrient levels.  Hydrologic sources and 
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delimitations such as agricultural tiles, offsite dams, drainage projects, highway 

runoff and the pollution impact should be clearly identified by the plan preparer 

(Clewell et al. 2000).  Biotic information includes major vegetation types, rare or 

endangered species, invasive and non-native species, and the threats imposed 

(US EPA 2006).   

 The management options section of the plan covers the goals, objectives, 

and action items.  The goals state the land trust’s target condition for the property 

while providing the overall framework for management, e.g., tall grass prairie 

(Margoluis and Salafsky 1998).  Objectives can identify targets that are to be 

protected as functioning ecosystems or those that must be changed on the site to 

reach the goal ecosystem condition, e.g., removal of woody species (US EPA 

2006).  Actions are those specific steps that are needed to fulfill the objectives, 

e.g., prescribed burning.  The implementation section schedules the actions in 

the order of priority and includes a work plan, budget, and system for monitoring 

(LTA 2004). 

 Monitoring is systematic data collection that provides information on 

changes that can indicate problems and/or progress towards achieving the target 

condition (US EPA 2006).  A base-line monitoring inventory documents the 

existing habitat quality, water quality, and species diversity by identifying the 

natural communities and features, especially the uncommon species that a land 

trust wishes to protect.  A grid system of established photo points enables a 

consistent monitoring documentation record.  Periodic monitoring, at least 

annually for conservation easements, and regular updates to the management 
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plan are important for identifying changes and potential problems, such as: 

invasive species, trespass, misuse, vandalism or safety hazards (LTA 2004).  

Monitoring at its broadest level should describe whether conditions are 

improving, degrading, or staying the same (US EPA 2002).  On a more focused 

level, monitoring can optimize efforts by answering management questions and 

directing resources where needed most. 

 According to the Interagency Workgroup on Wetland Restoration (EPA 

2006:14), there are two approaches to monitoring a site, qualitative and 

quantitative.  Qualitative data is based on general observations such as water 

clarity, evidence of human use, bird species present, vegetation condition 

(stressed or healthy), and presence of invasive species, along with aerial and 

ground-level photographs.  Quantitative data uses measurements to identify 

water depth and flow, assess water and soil samples, record plant species and 

cover along established transects, and determine diversity and abundance of 

small mammals by setting traps.   

 

1.4 Project Overview 

 Most land trusts are scrambling to purchase land to save it without having 

the resources for ongoing stewardship.  A primary tool of stewardship is a 

management plan and not all land trusts have plans for their land.  The 

consequences of this could be threats to the conservation values of the land and 

the stability of the land trust itself.   
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 The following project was designed to look at land trusts and factors that 

predict the presence of a management plan for fee-owned properties and 

conservation easements.  Additionally, the project assists in reviewing the issues 

which should compel managers to utilize management plans: professionalism 

and legal obligations.  Anonymous data was obtained from the Land Trust 

Alliance 2005 National Land Trust Survey.  Two “yes or no” questions were 

inserted by the researcher into the survey, asking respondents if there was a 

management plan present for their fee-owned and/or conservation easement 

properties.  Logistical regression and Chi-square analysis were used on the 

demographic data in order to determine which factors were most significant in 

increasing the probability of a management plan for both property types. Number 

of full-time and part-time employees, age of the organization, total acres owned, 

total conservation easement acres, and regional location were all considered.  

This study addresses two issues: First, why land trusts should have a 

management plan for their fee-owned properties and secondly, why land trusts 

should have management plans for their conservation easements.  The 

hypothesis was that demographic variables affect the probability for the presence 

of a management plan.  The four sub-hypotheses were:  

• Land trusts with a greater number of employees are more likely to have a plan,  

• Older organizations are more likely to have a plan,    

• Land trusts with larger protected areas are more likely to have a plan, and  

• There are differences between regions regarding likelihood of a plan. 
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Chapter 2:  Technical Paper 
 

 
 
2.1  Abstract 
 
 Conservation in the nonprofit land trust community is primarily through 

fee-simple ownership or conservation easement with the management plan 

becoming more common. Data were obtained from the 2005 Land Trust Alliance 

National Land Trust Survey.  Of 1,667 land trusts, 972 reported at least one fee-

owned, and 946 reported at least one conservation easement property.  The 

overall guiding hypothesis was that demographic variables affect the probability 

of having a management plan in place.  Demographic variables included: 1) 

number of employees, 2) age of organizations, 3) size of protected areas, and 4) 

geographic region.  In logistic regression for fee-owned properties, full-time 

employees increased the probability of having management plans, whereas, 

part-time employees decreased the probability, p=0.001 and p=0.004.  For 

conservation easements, region was of significance.  In general, logistic 

regression and Chi-square analysis indicated that land trusts with one or more 

employees have greater ability to carry out their conservation mission and that 

regions of the U.S. vary in likelihood of having management plans. 
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2.2 Introduction 

 Reduction in federal spending for conservation has opened the door to 

private land conservation groups (Kazmierski et al. 2004).  One component of 

such groups is the diverse collection of nonprofit land trust organizations 

operating at national, regional, and local levels (Merenlender et al. 2004).  These 

organizations have seen a rapid and continual growth of immense scope and 

scale (Salamon 1994) making them one of the fastest growing segments of the 

environmental movement (Kazmierski et al. 2004).   

 The geography of past conservation actions has a strong influence on 

future conservation patterns (McDonald et al. 2007) and regional economies 

(Carver and Caudill 2007).  Protected areas generate new protected areas either 

through encouraging neighbors to consider protection or because conservation 

organizations target areas connected with other conserved areas to create 

corridors (McDonald et al. 2007).  Between 1998 and 2001, more than $19 billion 

of public funds were appropriated for conservation objectives on private land 

(Trust for Public Land and Land Trust Alliance 2001).  The 1,667 state, local and 

national land trust members of the Land Trust Alliance (LTA) have protected 37 

million acres and control $1 billion in endowments (LTA 2005).   

 These land trusts operate with varying scales of structure, staff, funding, 

and conservation goals and strategies. The operational activities and how they 

are structured become a significant element in determining how well a land trust 

carries out its mission (Olson et al. 2005).  Grant funding and federal contribution 
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reductions along with increased demands from the public for efficient use of 

remaining dollars have pressured land trusts to improve accountability and 

performance (Siciliano 1997; Durst and Newell 2001).  Without the resources of 

the nationwide organizations, small regional or local conservancies need 

strategies that are explicit, efficient, and reliable.  However, there is little or no 

explanation in the literature that addresses how characteristics of these diverse 

organizations influence conservation strategies (Merenlender et al. 2004). 

 

2.2.1 Land Trusts 

 Conservation land trusts are defined as ‘organizations that actively work to 

conserve land’ (LTA 2007).  The primary pathways used to conserve land are 

fee-simple ownership and conservation easements (Merenlender et al. 2004).  

Frequently used tools that are likely to contribute to higher levels of performance 

are strategic planning and management (Durst and Newell 2001).  One of those 

conservation strategies that is becoming more common for both types of property 

is the creation of a management plan (LTA 2005).  A management plan can help 

an organization more efficiently utilize resources when facing ecological 

problems such as invasion by exotic species, absence of natural fire regime, 

overabundance of deer, or damage caused by motor vehicles (Tenenbaum 

2000).  Fee-simple properties are owned outright, and all management costs are 

absorbed by the land trust, which can become expensive. 
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2.2.2 Conservation Easements  

 A conservation easement is a voluntary, legally-binding agreement 

between a private landowner and the easement holder that permanently restricts 

land use, usually development (Rissman et al. 2007).  The landowner in return 

may receive a payment and/or eligibility for a reduction in taxes (McLaughlin 

2004).  To receive those tax benefits, easements must meet the standards for 

charitable deductions.  This includes meeting a qualified conservation purpose 

and qualified appraisal from a qualified appraiser (Treasury Regulation ~ 1.170A-

14(h)(3)).   

 Stewardship of a conservation easement implies ethical and legal 

obligations for land trusts (Campopiano 2006) and should include agreed upon 

stewardship principles, land management, baseline documentation, and 

monitoring (LTA 2004).  Monitoring is essential to assure that easements are 

working effectively and to build a rapport with the landowner by maintaining 

contact over an extended period of time and providing consistent information 

about obligations (Merenlender et al. 2004; Campopiano 2006).  Depending on 

the agreed upon easement language and resources, over time or when 

ownership of a property changes, the easement may be enforceable to varying 

degrees through monitoring (Merenlender et al. 2004).   

 The individual who granted the easement and all subsequent owners are 

legally bound to honor the contract (Wright 1993).  According to Campopiano 

(2006:906), for the public to receive its full benefit from subsidizing conservation 
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easement donations, the conservation purposes must be maintained in 

perpetuity with thorough monitoring and enforcement or ‘stewardship.’ 

 Stewardship responsibility is shared by both the landowner and the 

easement holder (Wright 1993).  The landowner continues to own the property 

and retains certain rights, for example, to build additional buildings, plant crops, 

graze livestock, and selective timbering.   The landowner also has the 

responsibility to manage the property within the bounds set by the easement.  

The easement holder is responsible for monitoring at least once a year and 

enforcing easement specifications (Merenlender et al. 2004).  Failure to meet its 

stewardship obligation of monitoring could jeopardize the organizational mission, 

render the land trust ineligible to receive tax-deductible donations     

(Campopiano 2006) and can be viewed by the courts as an abandonment of the 

easement (Wright 1993).   

 Many conservation easements do not address management.  However, 

under Treasury Regulation 1.170A-14(c)(1), an easement holder’s 

responsibilities also include constructing a record in the case of court action by 

providing a clear showing of violation and demonstrating that it, the land trust, 

has fulfilled its own responsibilities.  This could be accomplished in part with a 

comprehensive management plan that includes detailed procedures and criteria 

that are adaptable to changes (Merenlender et al. 2004).   
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2.2.3 Land Trust Alliance 

 The Land Trust Alliance is a national umbrella organization based in 

Washington D.C. and is an advisory resource that allows for collaboration and 

dissemination of information, and provides training for land trusts of all sizes and 

geographic locations.  The LTA has divided the U.S. into seven regions: 

Northeast, Northwest, Mid-Atlantic, Pacific, Midwest, Southeast, and the 

Southwest.  Periodically, the LTA conducts a survey of all member land trusts 

with the intention of providing a measure of the effectiveness of conservation 

efforts to land trust professionals and policy makers (LTA 2005).  This provides 

summary data on regional trends in broad categories of conservation 

(Merenlender et al. 2004).   

 Of additional importance to this study is the reported increase in 

professionalism by nearly 1,000 land trusts who have adopted the Standards and 

Practices (LTA 2005).  There are 12 Standards that are considered to be the 

’ethical and technical guidelines for the responsible operation of a land trust’ 

(LTA 2004).  Standard 11 covers conservation easements, including baseline 

documentation, monitoring, enforcement, and landowner relationships.  Standard 

12 deals with fee-simple land stewardship, including stewardship principles, land 

management, and monitoring.  A key component to both Standards is the 

management plan.  A management plan identifies the resources and processes 

on the fee-simple and conservation easement land that are to be protected and 
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promoted, determines what actions to take or avoid, and designates who shall 

accomplish those objectives (LTA 2004). 

2.2.4 Study Objectives 

 Merenlender et al. (2004:71) called for research regarding the diverse 

body of conservation organizations and strategies. That study questioned how 

land trusts conserve land and how the external and internal variables interact and 

affect what and how conservation is conducted.  The present study contributes to 

the body of knowledge about the characteristics of land trusts and how those 

may influence the conservation strategy of a management plan by addressing 

two issues:   (1) An overview of the conservation strategy of a management plan 

and the issues of public scrutiny, professionalism, and legal obligations that may 

compel the presence of a plan for fee-simple and conservation easement 

properties. (2) The demographic variables of a land trust that might predict the 

presence of a management plan for both types of properties.  The demographic 

variables examined were: number of full and part-time employees, age of 

organization, fee-simple acreage, conservation easement acreage, and regional 

location.  The hypothesis was that demographic variables affect the probability 

for the presence of a management plan for land trust properties and conservation 

easements.  The four sub-hypotheses were: 1) land trusts with a greater number 

of employees are more likely to have a plan, 2) older organizations are more 

likely to have a plan, 3) land trusts with larger protected areas are more likely to 
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have a plan, and 4) there are differences between regions regarding likelihood of 

a plan. 

 
2.3 Methods 
 
 The data for this project came from the 2005 Land Trust Alliance’s 

National Land Trust Survey, of which only the relevant portion was received.  The 

survey questionnaire asked 62 questions over eight topics: introduction, 

organizational information, budget, land protection activities, strategic 

conservation, conservation easements, conservation easement violations, and 

other (Appendix A).  Prior to administration of the survey, two ‘yes or no’ 

questions were added by the LTA asking land trusts if there was a management 

plan present for their fee-owned and conservation easement properties.  The 

data for this study came from two sections, organizational information and land 

protection activities.  The questions of particular interest are listed in Table 2.1. 

 There were 1667 respondents in the database identified only by a 

randomly assigned number.  Filtering was applied to isolate those land trusts that 

had either fee-owned or conservation easement properties, creating two 

populations on which demographic variables were tested.  There were 972 land 

trusts that reported fee-owned property and 946 that reported conservation 

easement property (Table 2.1).  The LTA has divided the U.S. into seven 

regions: Northeast, Northwest, Mid-Atlantic, Pacific, Midwest, Southeast, and 

Southwest (Figure 2.1).  On the survey, question 21 asked in which state(s) land 

trusts were operating.  The response was not in alphabetical order.  It was 



48 
 

assumed that in the response, the first state listed was the region of location for 

the headquarters of that land trust.   

 

 

Table 2.1 Key questions from the Land Trust Alliance National Survey used in 
analysis. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

II. Organizational Information 

3.  In what year was your Land Trust founded? 

6.  Does your organization have paid staff?  Yes or No 

7.  If ‘yes’ how many are: full-time?, part-time? 

21.  In which state(s) does your land trust operate? 

IV. Land Protection Activities 

31.  Through December 31, 2005, how much land has your land trust protected 

by state?  Be sure to include all land, not just totals from 2005. 

State Acres 
Owned 
in Fee 

Acres 
under 
Easement 

Acres 
Acquired & 
Conveyed to 
Government 

Acres 
Acquired & 
Conveyed to 
Other Org. 

Acres 
Protected 
by Other 
Means 

 

32.  Please provide total numbers of: 

 Properties held in fee: Conservation easements held: 

34.  Do you have any management plans for your conservation easements     Yes or No 

35.  Do you have any management plans for your properties held in fee?        Yes or No 
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Table 2.2 Demographics of land trusts for fee-owned and conservation easement 
properties from the 2005 LTA Survey. 
 
 
Quantity 
 per Region 

Northeast Northwest 
Mid-
Atlantic 

Pacific Midwest Southeast Southwest TOTAL 

Land trusts 581 95 245 217 250 166 109 1,663 

Land trusts 
w/ fee-
simple 
property 

435 50 105 84 151 98 49 972 

With at  
least one 
management 
plan 

206 36 49 45 84 55 24 499 

Number of 
Fee-simple 
properties 

7992 559 1289 940 1726 1054 250 13,810 

Fee-simple 
acres 1,000’s 

585.4 44.9 121.8 305.1 124.6 67.5 444.7 1,694.4 

Land trusts 
with 
Conservation 
Easements 

376 55 122 83 135 103 72 946 

With at least 
one CE 
management 
plan 

138 39 46 37 67 54 42 423 

Number of 
Conservation 
Easements 

8,485 1,860 5,865 1,075 2,340 1,651 2,022 23,298 

Conservation 
Easement 
acres 1,000’s 

2,310.5 893.5 726.4 205.3 427.6 485.6 1,196.9 6,246 
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Figure 2.1 The seven LTA Regions of the U.S. (LTA 2004). 

 

 The two statistical tests used on the data were logistical regression and 

Peterson’s Chi-square; and an alpha value of p=0.05 was used.  Logistic 

regression is used to test several variables, and estimate the probability of a 

certain event occurring.  The variables tested in this study were: number of full-

time employees, number of part-time employees, age of the organization (the 

date of establishment was subtracted from 2006), total acreage, and regional 

location.  This statistical test was applied to both populations.  The overall effect 

of region was tested and comparisons between specific regions were made.  The 

dummy coding of logistic regression used region seven (Southwest) as the base.  

Exp(B) gives the odds ratio of the logistic regression test.  The closer the odds 
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ratio is to 1.0, the less influence the independent variable has on the dependent 

variable.  An odds ratio above 1.0 refers to a positive increase in odds, 

conversely, lower than 1.0 represents a decrease in odds.    

 For display purposes and in an effort to standardize comparison of land 

trusts within region, the total number of management plans per region was 

divided by the total number of fee-owned or conservation easements properties 

per region and multiplied by 100 (Figure 2.2).  Within logistical regression, the 

variable of employees was tested as a ‘present or absent’ unit.   

 Peterson’s Chi-square was used to examine whether the distribution in the 

number of employees would show a trend in increasing the likelihood of a 

management plan for both fee-owned and conservation easement properties.   

The variable of full-time employees was broken down into four categories: zero, 

one, two or three, and four or more. 

 
 

2.4 Results      

2.4.1 Fee-Owned Properties 

 In logistical regression (Table 2.3), full-time and part-time employees were 

both significant.  However, full-time employees had only a slight increase the 

probability of the presence of a management plan for fee-owned property 

(Exp(B)=1.058), whereas, more part-time employees decreased the probability 

(Exp(B)=0.98), with p=0.001 and p=0.004 respectively.  The age of organization 
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and total acreage variables were not significant in the increased probability of the 

presence of a management plan for fee-owned property.   

Table 2.3 Logistic Regression Table for Land Trusts with Fee-owned Property. 

Variables Df Exp(B) S.E. Sig. 

Full-time employees 1 1.058 0.017 0.001 

Part-time employees 1 0.980 0.007 0.004 

Age of organization 1 0.999 0.004 0.869 

Acres fee-owned 1 1.000 0.000 0.403 

Region overall 6     0.079 

Northeast 1 0.990 0.321 0.975 

Northwest 1 2.512 0.439 0.036 

Mid-Atlantic 1 0.862 0.364 0.684 

Pacific 1 1.137 0.375 0.732 

Midwest 1 1.334 0.346 0.405 

Southeast 1 1.321 0.365 0.446 

Southwest        

N=972        
 Note: Table reflects the probability of land trusts having a management plan. 

 

Figure 2.2  Percentage of land trusts with management plans on fee-owned or 
conservation easements properties for the seven LTA Regions. 
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 There appears to be a difference in geographic regions in terms of the 

likelihood of having a management plan for fee-owned properties.  The region 

variable did approach significance with p=0.079 (Table 2.3).  Northwest land 

trusts specifically were 2.5 times more likely (Exp(B)=2.512) to have 

management plans compared to the Southwest (p=0.036).  Figure 2.2 shows the 

percentages of land trust regions with a management plan for fee-owned 

properties.  In the Northwest 50 land trusts owned properties and 74% of those 

reported having at least one management plan.  Land trusts with management 

plans in the other five regions ranged from 46% to 56% of the total.  

 Full-time employees was significant in Pearson’s Chi-square (p<0.001).  

The distribution (Figure 2.3) shows that with one or more full-time employees 

versus no employees, the likelihood of the presence of a management plan for 

fee-owned properties increases to greater than 50% and up to 70% with four or 

more employees.  Part-time employees was also significant in Pearson’s Chi-

square (p<0.001) with a similar distribution of greater than 50% with one 

employee and 66% with four or more employees (Figure 2.4).  Comparison of the 

two, Figures 2.3 and 2.4, illustrates the upward trend for full-time employees 

influencing the probability of a management plan and the slight downward trend 

of part-time employees.  Of the 1,667 total land trusts, most 90% have fewer than 

four full-time employees and 67% have no employees. 
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Figure 2.3 Effects of full-time employees on likelihood of having a management 
plan for land trusts with fee-owned properties.  χ2 = 49.886, df = 3, p<0.001 
 

 
 

Figure 2.4  Effects of part-time employees on likelihood of having a management 
plan for land trusts with fee-owned properties.  χ2 = 24.898, df = 3, p<0.001 
 

 

Plans 

      Zero                         1                     2 or 3   4 or more  

 

  

Plans 

Fee_Part-time employees 

       Zero                       1                      2 or 3               4 or more 
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2.4.2 Conservation Easement Properties 

 In logistical regression, the number of full-time and part-time employees, 

age of organization and total acreage did not increase the probabilities of a 

management plan for conservation easement properties (Table 2.4).  Part-time 

employees had a slight negative effect on the probability (Exp(B)=0.994).  

 Region overall was significant in the increase in probability of 

management plans with a logistical regression value of p<0.001 (Table 2.4).   

Compared to the Southwest, the odds that there are management plans are 56% 

lower in the Northeast (Exp(B)=0.438) and the Mid-Atlantic (Exp(B)=0.442).  The 

Northeast region has 376 land trusts with conservation easements but only 37% 

reported at least one management plan.  In the Mid-Atlantic only 38% of the 122 

land trusts reported a management plan. 

 Full-time employees were statistically significant in Pearson’s Chi-square 

test for management plans with a p-value of 0.001(Figure 2.5).  The distribution 

shows that with one or more full-time employees, the likelihood of the presence 

of a management plan for conservation easement properties increases to greater 

than 50%.  Part-time employees were not significant in Pearson’s Chi-square (p-

value of 0.006).   
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Table 2.4 Logistic regression table for land trusts with conservation easements. 
Variables Df Exp(B) S.E. Sig. 

Full-time employees 1 1.007 0.008 0.409 

Part-time employees 1 0.994 0.007 0.359 

Age of organization 1 0.997 0.005 0.458 

Acres under Easement 1 1.000 0.000 0.975 

Region overall 6     0.000 

Northeast 1 0.438 0.269 0.002 

Northwest 1 1.738 0.381 0.147 

Mid-Atlantic 1 0.442 0.305 0.008 

Pacific 1 0.608 0.328 0.129 

Midwest 1 0.711 0.296 0.249 

Southeast 1 0.791 0.311 0.451 

Southwest 1       

N=946         
 Note: Table reflects the probability of land trusts having a management plan. 

  

 

Figure 2.5 Effects of full-time employees on likelihood of having a management 
plan for land trusts with conservation easement property,  χ2 = 17.719, df = 3, 
p=0.001. 
 

Plans 

      Zero                         1                     2 or 3   4 or more  
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2.5 Discussion 

 The present study has shown that land trusts operate with a variety of 

sizes, scales, conservation strategies, and geographic locations.  There is a 

reported increase in professionalism among land trusts with nearly 1,000 

adopting the 12 Standards and Practices of the LTA.  One of the common tools 

for improving conservation is the management plan for both fee-owned and 

conservation easement properties.  Writing a management plan can be a long, 

complex process that requires awareness of the land trust’s mission, goals and 

resources, knowledge of the property, and the ability to effectively combine 

information from many sources. 

 The hypothesis of this study, that demographic variables of a land trust 

would affect the probability of a management plan was partially supported.  The 

first sub-hypotheses, land trusts with a greater number of full or part-time 

employees are more likely to have a plan, was only supported by logistical 

regression for fee-owned properties, not for conservation easements.  When 

tested categorically in Peterson’s Chi-square, full-time employees were 

significant for both fee-owned and conservation easement properties. Part-time 

employees were also significant for fee-owned properties in logistical regression, 

yet had a slight negative effect on the probability of a plan.  However, they were 

not significant for conservation easements in Peterson’s Chi-square. 

 Almost two-thirds of land trusts have no employees, full or part-time; this 

means that most organizations are being managed by board members and other 

volunteers.   This study found that the number of full-time employees is 
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significant in increasing the probability of a management plan, yet part-time 

employees are less likely to result in the production of a plan.  This difference 

could be pointing to the purpose of each type of employee.  The full-time 

employee is more likely to have the qualifications to take on a wide variety of 

tasks for the land trust.   The part-time employee is likely to be more of an intern 

who is role is more physical with duties that are directly related to land 

stewardship activities.   

 The second sub-hypothesis, older organizations are more likely to have a 

plan, was not supported.  While the first land trust was established in the 

Northeast region more than 100 years ago (1891), almost half of the 1,667 LTA 

member land trusts are less than 25 years old which may explain why age of 

organization was not a significant influence in the presence of a plan.   

 The third sub-hypothesis, land trusts with larger protected areas are more 

likely to have a plan was also not supported.  Size of acreage portfolio appears to 

have no influence on the increased probability of a management plan.  This may 

be due to land trusts obtaining property as quickly as possible and leaving 

stewardship planning to a later date.   

 The fourth sub-hypothesis, there are differences between regions 

regarding likelihood of a plan was supported for conservation easement 

properties and approached significance for fee-owned properties.  Region was 

the only significant variable in the increased probability of a plan for conservation 

easement properties in logistical regression. 
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  Looking at the two population datasets, the Northeast region dominates 

with the number of land trusts (581), properties, acreage, and management 

plans.  Although the Northwest has the smallest number of land trusts (95), the 

odds for the presence of a plan are 250% higher for fee-owned property 

compared to the Southwest.  This may point to a higher ranking of environmental 

protection for some states in the Northwest region. 

 Future research needs to address the differences among regions that 

could account for the increase in probability of having a plan.  Comparison of 

regions raises a lot of questions.  The Northeast region, 581 land trusts average 

73.3 acres per property, may include a larger proportion of small land trusts with 

service areas consisting of a township protecting small parcels of just a few 

acres.  The Northwest region, with an average of 80.4 acres per property, has 

fewer land trusts (95) that operate with an average of 5.8 properties per land trust 

compared to the Northeast with 13.7 properties.  Beyond the demographics or 

internal variables of the land trusts discussed in this study, what might be 

influencing the choice of conservation strategies?   The external variables of the 

economy, political climate, cultural influences, or the wide range of ecological 

systems may have significant influence on land trusts.  Some states may be 

ranked for higher environmental protection from state and federal agencies.  The 

population density of a land trust’s service area or the size and location of 

federally protected land may also have an influence.  Whatever those influences 

are, the Northwest region seems to have found a formula for effective 

conservation of fee-owned properties.   
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2.6 Summary  

 This study shows that having at least one full-time staff member increases 

the probability of the presence of a management plan for fee-owned and 

conservation easement properties.  Part-time employees had a slight negative 

effect on the probability of plans for both property types.  For conservation 

easements, there was a significant effect for region overall.  However, more 

research of management plans themselves is needed to determine the 

conservation impacts and effectiveness of having a management plan in place 

for long periods of time.   
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Chapter 3:  General Summary 

 

 This study has provided insight into the characteristics of land trusts and 

the variables that predict the presence of a management plan.  A management 

plan is an important part of responsible stewardship.  It documents existing 

conservation values and provides direction for the use of limited financial and 

labor resources.  As the number of employees increases, the conservation 

strategy of a management plan is more likely to increase.  For fee-owned 

properties, the obligation of stewardship is for permanent protection of those 

conservation values.  The legal issue of documentation of conservation values 

for conservation easements makes it imperative for a land trust or the easement 

donor to have management plans.   

 

3.1 Limitations of Research 

 Little or no data are available on land trust characteristics and 

conservation strategies (Merenlender et al. 2004).  The LTA provides broad 

regional data but there is not a well-developed database at the state or local level 

for land trusts.  Also, along with smaller, younger organizations, there are well 

established land trusts that are not members of the LTA and these groups are 
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not included in their surveys.  The lack of a uniform database that has gathered 

information about all land trusts regardless of affiliation will continue to hamper 

efforts to understand the dynamics of this diverse group. 

 

3.2 Limitations on Data Analysis 

 The formulation of the inserted questions presented a limitation to this 

study.  Instead of ‘yes or no’ to the presence of a management plan, a better 

designed question would have asked the number of properties and the number of 

properties with plans.  Also, some respondents did not complete the survey in 

full.  The anonymous nature of the data prevented correction of inaccurate or 

missing data, e.g., date of establishment or region of location.  

 

Survey Methodology 

 The methodology of the 2005 Land Trust Alliance National Land Trust 

Survey was: 

The Land Trust Alliance collected data from January to September 2006 by 

surveying nearly 1,840 land conservation organizations in the United States both 

online and by mail. All respondents were asked to provide information on their 

land conservation and organizational activities as of December 31, 2005. Of 

those surveyed, 173 organizations did not meet the definition of a land trust. 

Over 940 land trusts responded directly, a 56% response, slightly lower than in 
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previous cycles. To ensure consistency with prior Census reports, additional data 

were collected by e-mail, telephone or through land trust support centers. Other 

data were carried over from the 2003 National Land Trust Census for the land 

trusts for which no new data were available (LTA 2005).   

There were 972 land trusts that reported at least one fee-owned property and 

946 that reported at least one conservation easement property.  

 

3.3 Personal Interpretations 

 In most cases, conservation is a race against development, and land trust 

officials find it easier to raise money for a clearly defined goal like purchase than 

for stewardship or restoration.  In reality, it is difficult for a land trust to justify the 

time and effort that a management plan takes to produce.  There are so many 

more immediate or urgent issues to deal with for proper stewardship.  It is worth 

the effort in the long run to spend the time and money to prepare and implement 

a management plan.  The presence of a plan as a reference may possibly 

prevent over-eager workers from doing harm to the site’s conservation values.  

 Almost two-thirds of land trusts have no employees, full or part-time; this 

means that most organizations are being managed by board members and other 

volunteers.   This study found that the number of full-time employees is 

significant in increasing the probability of a management plan, yet part-time 

employees are less likely to result in the production of a plan.  This difference 

could be pointing to the purpose of each type of employee.  The full-time 
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employee is more likely to have the qualifications to take on a wide variety of 

tasks for the land trust.   Because of the nature of the situation, the one 

employee of a land trust, this person will often be the public face of the 

organization.  Social skills, ability to make presentations to various groups, 

develop relationships with surrounding landowners and businesses, production of 

documents, webpage maintenance, GIS experience, and understanding of 

natural systems in the area are just a few of the skills required of a full-time 

employee.  They are hired and paid for their education and experience. 

 The part-time employee is likely to be more of an intern, whose role is 

more physical with duties that are directly related to land stewardship activities.  

Invasive species removal or spraying, posting boundaries, picking up trash and 

old fencing, monitoring of species and public impacts, putting in trails, and 

correcting erosion problems are very intense in labor but essential to the health 

of a property.  If a land trust cannot get enough volunteers to perform these 

tasks, then coming up with a budget to allow the hiring of a few part-time 

employees for a growing season can make a huge impact on their properties.  

  

3.4 Regional Differences 

 There are grants available for land trusts that will provide funding for 

strategic planning which varies from state to state and among organizations.  An 

internet search of ‘land trust grants’ provides well over 2,000,000 results.  In 

general, regional funding sources for land trusts are tied to the landscape scale 

ecosystems.  Along both coasts, there are funding sources that are tied to 
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coastal systems and watersheds.  The Midwest region is tied to the Great Lakes 

and watershed protection.  The Southwest is more oriented towards mountains, 

deserts, and water rights.  All these broad ecosystems have funding sources with 

specific goals. 

 In Maine for example, the L.L. Bean Company has set-up a grant program 

to provide strategic funding to land trusts for organizational development efforts 

that will significantly increase the organization’s ability to conserve and properly 

care for its conservation holdings (Maine Land Trust Network 2008).  Listed 

under their approved stewardship projects is the management plan.  In the 

Southeast there is the Matching Grants Program for land trusts with financial 

support from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation and the Land Trust Alliance 

along with other sources (LTA 2008).  This program supports land trust 

enhancement of operations and land protection/stewardship programs to bring 

them into closer adherence to the LTA’s Standards and Practices. 

 When you consider the geography, ecology, population density, and 

politics, it becomes very difficult to compare regions.  In an attempt to do just 

that, this study looked at the total number of properties, the total number of 

acres, and the number of land trusts that reported at least one management plan 

per region for both fee-owned and conservation easements (Figures B1-B6).  

The Northeast dominates with the most of everything.  This is the region where 

the whole grassroots movement began, so, they have the oldest and the most of 

land trusts, properties, and acreage.  Yet, when you look at the number of acres 

per fee-owned property, the range is from 64.1 to 1,780, the Northeast begins to 
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look a lot like the other regions with 73.3 acres, beating only the Southeast with 

64.1.  The Southwest has the fewest properties but has the highest average 

acres with 1,780.  The Northwest region, with the highest probability for a 

management plan compared to the Southwest, averaged 80.4 acres per 

property.   

 Figure B3 shows the number of land trusts that reported at least one 

management plan per region for fee-owned property.  When divided by the total 

number of land trusts per region, the percentages range from 20% to 38% of land 

trusts with a management plan.  Once again, the Northeast looks a lot like the 

other regions with 35%.  The Southwest region with so many acres per property 

has 22% and the Northwest has the highest with 38%.   

 Comparison of the average number of acres per conservation easement, 

Figures B4 and B5, the numbers have a smaller range of 123.8 to 592.  The 

Northeast with 8,485 easements falls into the middle of the pack with 272.3 

average acres.  The Southwest region with only 2,022 conservation easements 

averages 592 acres and the Northwest with 1,860 easements averages 480.4 

acres per easement.  Looking at Figure B4, the Mid-Atlantic has the second 

highest peak with 5,865 conservation easements but has the lowest average with 

123.8 acres. 

 Figure B6 shows the number of land trusts that reported at least one 

management plan.  When this is divided by the total number of land trusts per 

region to find the percentage of land trusts with a plan, the range is from 17.5% 

to 41.2%.  The Northeast with 141 plans, again, falls to the lower middle of the 
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pack with 24.3%.  The Southwest with only 45 reported management plans has 

the highest with 41.2% and the Northwest close behind with 41%.  The Midwest 

has the second highest peak with 68 reported plans but only has 27.2% of land 

trusts with a plan for their conservation easements.   

 So what does all this mean?  Even though the Northeast dominates 

across the board with the highest numbers, they all seem to be working on a 

more level playing field than it appears.  Perhaps it is because they have been at 

it so long that all the other regions with much younger land trusts have learned 

from the Northeast and attempted to apply the lessons learned.  A lot of land 

trusts in the Northeast hold fairly small properties that may be in very urban 

areas at this point in time due to urbanization and population growth.  This makes 

it more difficult to preserve a quality habitat with the genetic inflow cut off, high 

pedestrian pressures, diminished quality of hydrology and air quality.  The edge 

effect takes over.  Having large tracts of habitat is a more effective conservation 

strategy than lots of smaller tracts.   

 The Southwest region consists of Utah, Arizona, Colorado, Texas and 

Oklahoma.  These states are also fairly low in population density, but that is 

rapidly changing.  The ecosystems range from the Gulf coast, desert, mountains, 

and prairie, all of them with water shortage issues.  The aridity of most of the 

area may explain the large number of acres per property for fee-owned and 

conservation easement.  Some of the oldest and most organized land trusts in 

this area are associated with grazing and watershed protection.  There just isn’t 

much water out there and watershed protection takes on a different scale.  A 
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large number of conservation easements are on working ranches.  So land trusts 

in this area are more focused on conservation with economic viability.  The tax 

breaks ranchers get may be the only way to keep ranches in the family and as 

large tracts instead of divided tracts for housing with the resulting fragmentation 

of habitats.   

 The Northwest region is generally considered a very ‘green’ area of the 

country leading the way in many areas, including more effective land trusts.  The 

region includes Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.  

These areas have a fairly low population density compared to the other regions, 

but, that is rapidly changing.  These are also states with a lot of natural resources 

that are now becoming more important in terms of economic harvesting.  

Because it is such a ‘green’ area, the grassroots movement of land trusts may be 

trying to protect as much as possible in the most effective way.  

 The Midwest region is considered the ‘Farm Belt’ because this is where 

most of the arable land in the U.S. is located.  In general, it is a very conservative 

area that tends to lag behind other areas of the country in terms of new 

approaches to issues.  These states include North and South Dakota, Nebraska, 

Kansas, Minnesota, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio.  The ecosystems here 

are tied to the Great Lakes watershed, the Mississippi watershed, prairie, and 

deciduous forests.  The western states in this region also have water rights and 

shortage issues.  There are very few really large land trusts in this region, most 

tending to be fairly small operations. 
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 The other three regions, the Pacific, Southeast, and Mid-Atlantic are fairly 

high in population density and industry.  Those issues bring a whole different set 

of problems to dealing with conservation that allows for economic viability.  There 

is a considerable effort to looking at conservation from the landscape scale.  For 

example the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Network is a really well developed 

organization that has set up a Forum or annual conference for watershed 

organizations and local government officials from around the multi-state region.  

This is an opportunity to learn the latest scientific techniques in Bay restoration 

and protection, to address specific capacity building needs, focus on regional and 

watershed-wide needs.   

 There are a few land trusts that are operating at a national and global level 

that should be mentioned.  They are doing incredible work by protecting key 

ecosystems, providing grants to smaller land trusts, acting as intermediaries for 

multiple stakeholders, really pushing the envelope on awareness of the issues at 

hand.  A short listing would include the Nature Conservancy, Trustees for Public 

Land, Wilderness Land Trust, National Park Trust, American Farmland Trust, 

American Land Conservancy, and The Conservation Fund.   

 The Nature Conservancy, by far the largest land trust, works in all 50 

states and in 30 countries around the globe on every continent except Antarctica.  

Their programs here in the States range from ‘Saving the Last Great Places’, 

‘Saving the Atlantic Forests’, the reintroduction of bison to preserve and improve 

prairies, the ‘Snorkeling for Seagrass’ program is the world’s largest seagrass 

restoration project in Virginia’s coastal bays.   These are just a few of the wide 
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ranging projects that are ongoing.  Their mission and the work they do is so 

highly thought of, that it is fairly difficult to get a job with them because the 

competition is so intense. 

 The Trustees for Public Land (TPL) is the first and oldest land trust, the 

one that started it all in Boston.  Their initiatives include Parks for People, 

Working Lands, Natural Lands, Heritage Lands, and Land and Water.  The 

conservation services offered are Vision, Finance, Transactions, and Research 

and Education.   They have worked with landowners, community groups, 

national, state and local agencies to complete more than 3,500 conservation 

projects in 47 states, protecting 2.5 million acres.  TPL has also helped to pass 

over 330 ballot measures that have generated almost $25 billion in new 

conservation related funding.   

 The interactions between land trusts have a unique quality not found in the 

corporate world.  A job is a job, but, these groups have a shared mission that 

brings a different kind of energy to the table.  Attend any of your local land trust 

work days or meetings and you will generally find it a pleasurable experience. 

 

3.5 Further Recommendations for Future Research 

 There are very little data available at the state or local level in a 

standardized format about ecological types, locations, connectivity, and efficacy 

of conservation for land trusts for either fee-owned or conservation easements.  

Future research should examine whether or not there is a connection between 

the size of a land trust and the relationships with neighboring landowners and 
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governmental agencies and how those relationships affect the ability to practice 

conservation, access funding, or gain the support of volunteers.  The 

characteristics of conservation easements that are most attractive to potential 

donors in various regions should also be studied.  Over the next decade, many 

conservation easements will be challenged in the courts.  Identification of the 

characteristics that will increase the permanence and the ability to withstand 

these challenges are of great importance.  Do land trusts really have enough 

funding for legal challenges?  The characteristics of land trusts that have already 

folded and what typically happens to the land under their stewardship could 

become significant to long term strategic planning.  The conservation value of a 

property may predict the presence of management plan along with the quality 

and effectiveness of those plans.  Plans need to be written with enough 

adaptability to preserve the goals of conservation and yet take into account the 

change in land use surrounding the property.  These are only a few of the 

possible subjects for future study.   
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APPENDIX B 

 

 

Figure B1.  Total number of fee-owned properties by land trust per region   
  according to the 2005 LTA survey.  

 

 

Figure B2.  Total number of acres owned by land trusts per region according to 
 the 2005 LTA survey.  
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Figure B3.  Number of management plans per region for fee-simple owned 
 properties, 2005 LTA survey. 

 

 
 

 

Figure B4.  Land trusts conservation easements for seven regions, 2005 LTA 
 survey. 
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Figure B5.  Land trust acreage under conservation easement for seven regions, 
 2005 LTA survey.  

 

 

 

Figure B6.  Number of management plans for seven regions for conservation 
 easements, 2005 LTA survey. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Table C1.  Chi-square analysis of full-time employees and management plans for 
 fee-owned properties. 

Number of Full-time Employees   No Plan Yes Plan Total 
0 none Frequencies 320 235 555 
  %  57.6 42.4   
1 employee Frequencies 55 61 116 
  %  47.4 52.6   
2 or 3 employees Frequencies 42 77 119 
  %  35.3 64.7   
b4 or more employees Frequencies 56 126 182 
  %  30.8 69.2   
Total Frequencies 473 499 972 
  %  48.7 51.3             100 
 Value df Asymp  Sig      
Pearson Chi-square 49.886* 3 0.000    
*0 cells have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 56.45. 

 
 
Table C2.  Chi-square analysis of full-time employees and management plans for 
 conservation easement properties. 
 

Number of Full-time Employees   No Plan Yes Plan Total 
0 none Frequencies 308 191 499 
  %  61.7 38.3   
1 employee Frequencies 64 69 133 
  %  48.1 51.9   
2 or 3 employees Frequencies 63 69 132 
  %  47.7 52.3   
4 or more employees Frequencies 88 94 182 
 b %  48.4 51.6   
Total Frequencies 523 423 946 
  %  55.3 44.7 100 
 Value df Asymp  Sig      
Pearson Chi-square 17.719 3 0.001    
*0 cells have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 59.02. 
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Table C3.  Chi-square analysis of part-time employees and management plans 
 for fee-owned properties. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table C4.  Chi-square analysis of part-time employees and management plans 
 for conservation easement properties. 
           

Number of Part-time Employees   No Plan Yes Plan Total 
0 none Frequencies 283 181 464 
  % 60.9 39.1   
1 employee Frequencies 125 122 247 
  % 50.6 49.4   
2 or 3 employees Frequencies 79 86 165 
  % 47.8 52.2   
4 or more employees Frequencies 36 34 70 
  % 51.4 48.6   
Total Frequencies 523 423 946 
  % 55.3 44.7   

 
Value df 

Asym 
Sig 

 Pearson Chi-square 12.38 3 0.006   
*0 cells have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 
31.30 

  

Number of Part-time Employees   No Plan Yes Plan Total 
0 none Frequencies 284 233 517 
  % 55 45   
1 employee Frequencies 113 124 237 
  % 47.6 52.4   
2 or 3 employees Frequencies 51 93 144 
  % 35.4 64.6   
4 or more employees Frequencies 25 49 74 
  % 33.7 66.3   
Total Frequencies 473 499 972 
  % 48.7 51.3   

 
Value df 

Asym 
Sig 

 Pearson Chi-square 24.898 3 0.000   
*0 cells have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 
36.01 
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