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TPL’s Conservation Services

Conservation

Vision

Helping communities to develop 

implementation strategies for their open 

space goals.

Conservation

Finance

Helping government partners and 

communities to create funding for land 

conservation.

Conservation 

Transactions

Helping government partners and 

communities to evaluate and 

purchase land.
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TPL’s Conservation Finance Program
1. “Think tank” for financing 

conservation

• Leading source of research, 
education and policy 
information

2. Field services

• #1 provider of technical 
assistance to state and local 
governments $34B created, 
400+ ballot measures, 84% 
success rate

• #1 source of support for 
lobbying and ballot measure 
campaigns through TPL’s 
affiliate, The Conservation 
Campaign
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TPL/TCC Supported Ballot Measures 2000-2011
Year # of Measures Wins Passage 

Rate

Conservation Funds 

Approved

2000 67 51 76% $4 billion

2001 39 29 74% $.52 billion

2002 58 46 79% $4.4 billion

2003 21 20 95% $.94 billion

2004 51 44 86% $2.4 billion

2005 46 41 89% $.81 billion

2006 49 41 84% $4.9 billion

2007 18 15 83% $.67 billion

2008 58 45 78% $7.2 billion

2009 11 6 55% $.41 billion

2010 21 16 76% $1.8 billion

2011 6 6 100% $.24 billion

Total 445 360 81% $28.3 billion
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Trends in Public Conservation Finance 

in the U.S.
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LandVote Ballot Measures 1998 - 2010
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State and Local Ballot Measures 2006–2011

2011

•24 
measures

•14 
measures 
passed 
(58%)

• $.3 
billion 
created

•49 
measures 

•41 
measures 
passed 
(84%)

• $2.2  
billion 
created

2010

•40 
measures 

•25 
measures 
passed 
(63%)

• $.6  
billion 
created

2009

•128 
measures

•91 
measures 
passed 
(71%)

• $8  
billion 
created

2008

•100 
measures 

•66 
measures 
passed 
(66%)

• $1.95 
billion 
created

2007

•183 
measures 

•136 
measures 
passed 
(74%)

• $6.7 
billion 
created

2006
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Conservation Measure Passage Rates
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Election Day 2012

• 56 Measures in 20 states

• $800m in new 

conservation funding at 

stake

• MA and NJ most active

• 6 of 11 measures passed 

earlier in 2012
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Why Do Voters Choose to 

Raise Their Taxes to Support 

Land Conservation?
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2011 Voter Support for Commonly Tested Purposes

2011 Poll Purpose Summary
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2009 Voter Support for Commonly Tested Purposes
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How Does New York Fund 

Land Conservation?
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• Goal: Broaden the debate 

about EPF -- “EPF is a 

good investment that yields 

solid returns” …and is good 

for NY’s land, air and water

• Comprehensive look at all 

facets of EPF

• Distills existing studies 

about many facets plus

• Original research on the 

ROI of land conservation

Report: Economic 

Benefits of EPF
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about EPF -- “EPF is a 

good investment that yields 
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NY Local Conservation Finance Ballot Measures 

(1998-2010)

 

N e w  Y o r k  L o c a l  C o n s e r v a t io n  F in a n c e  M e a s u r e  H is t o r y

1 9 9 8  -  2 0 1 0

T o ta l P a s s %  R a te F u n d s  G e n e r a te d

L o n g  Is la n d 3 8 3 7 9 7 % 2 ,3 6 2 ,5 0 0 ,2 4 6$          

W e s tc h e s te r 1 4 1 4 1 0 0 % 3 6 ,3 5 1 ,7 3 0$               

M id  H u d s o n 1 8 1 5 8 3 % 8 0 ,9 0 0 ,0 0 0$               

B a la n c e  o f  S ta te 1 1 5 4 5 % 3 8 ,4 0 0 ,0 0 0$               

T o ta l 8 1 7 1 8 8 % 2 ,5 1 8 ,1 5 1 ,9 7 6$          

#   M e a s u r e s
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Hudson Valley Conservation Finance 

Ballot Measures
J u r is d ic t io n C o u n ty D a te

F in a n c e  

M e c h a n is m %  Y e s $  A p p r o v e d

L a G ra n g e D u tc h e s s 1 1 /4 /2 0 0 8 B o n d 7 2 .1 0 % $ 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

R e d  H o o k  D u tc h e s s 5 /1 /2 0 0 7 R E E T 5 0 .5 9 % $ 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

B e a c o n D u tc h e s s 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 6 B o n d 5 1 .9 0 % $ 1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

G a rd in e r U ls te r 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 6 B o n d 5 0 .0 3 % $ 1 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0

M a rb le to w n U ls te r 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 6 B o n d 5 0 .1 6 % $ 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

N e w  P a ltz U ls te r 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 6 B o n d 6 3 .2 6 % $ 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

S o u th e a s t P u tn a m 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 6 B o n d 5 0 .4 0 % $ 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

W a rw ic k O ra n g e 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 6 R E E T 5 2 .0 0 % $ 1 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

B e e k m a n D u tc h e s s 1 1 /8 /2 0 0 5 B o n d 7 1 .7 5 % $ 3 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

P u tn a m  C o . 1 1 /8 /2 0 0 5 B o n d 4 8 .7 4 %

C h e s te r O ra n g e 1 1 /2 /2 0 0 4 B o n d 6 4 .8 2 % $ 4 ,4 0 0 ,0 0 0

C la rk s to w n R o c k la n d 1 1 /2 /2 0 0 4 B o n d 3 8 .7 6 %

G o s h e n O ra n g e 1 1 /2 /2 0 0 4 B o n d 5 5 .1 0 % $ 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

G o s h e n O ra n g e 1 1 /4 /2 0 0 3 B o n d 4 6 .2 6 %

R e d  H o o k D u tc h e s s 1 0 /7 /2 0 0 3 B o n d 8 2 .8 3 % $ 3 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0

O ra n g e to w n R o c k la n d 1 1 /5 /2 0 0 2 B o n d 7 1 .6 5 % $ 6 ,9 5 0 ,0 0 0

C la rk s to w n R o c k la n d 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 0 B o n d 5 5 .6 9 % $ 2 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

W a rw ic k O ra n g e 1 1 /7 /2 0 0 0 B o n d 5 2 .2 4 % $ 9 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0
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Local Ballot Measure Drop Off in New York
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County Ballot Measure Comparison

1989 - present 

•New York Highlights:

•Suffolk: 5 measures (3 sales tax, 2 bonds) = $900m

•Nassau: 3 successful measures (3 bonds) = $150m

•Putnam: 1 failed measure

T o ta l P a s s

P a s s  

R a te

F u n d in g   

G e n e ra te d

%  o f  C o u n t ie s  

w /M e a s u re
R e v e n u e  O p t io n (s )

C O 5 1 3 8 7 5 % $ 1 .8 3 b 1 9  o f  6 4  (3 0 % ) P ro p ,  S a le s ,  B o n d

F L 6 3 5 1 8 1 % $ 2 .9 4 b 2 3  o f  6 3  (3 4 % ) P ro p ,  S a le s ,  B o n d

N J 4 4 4 1 9 3 % $ 3 .4 9 b 2 1  o f  2 1  (1 0 0 % ) P ro p  

N Y 9 8 8 9 % $ 1 .0 5 b 2  o f  5 7  (4 % ) S a le s ,  B o n d
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Municipal Ballot Measure Comparison

1989 - present 

T o ta l P a s s

P a s s  

R a te

F u n d in g   

G e n e ra te d

%  o f  M u n ic ip a l i t ie s  

w /M e a s u re s

R e v e n u e  O p t io n (s )

C O 1 0 2 7 5 7 4 % $ 1 .1 2 b 3 2  o f  3 7 8  (8 .5 % ) S a le s ,  P ro p ,  B o n d

C T 9 1 8 0 8 8 % $ 2 2 2 m 3 7  o f  1 6 9  (2 2 % ) B o n d

F L 3 1 2 6 8 4 % $ 3 1 7 m 2 2  o f  4 0 4  (5 .4 % ) B o n d

M A 2 7 6 1 7 5 6 3 % $ 5 1 4 m 1 4 2  o f  3 5 1  (4 0 % ) P ro p

N J 4 3 6 3 3 7 7 7 % $ 1 .3 b 2 2 3  o f  5 6 9  (3 9 % ) P ro p

N Y 8 3 7 4 8 9 % $ 1 .5 2 b 3 8  o f  9 3 2  (4 .1 % ) B o n d ,  R E E T .  P ro p
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State Policy Framework: 7 Best Practices 

for State Land Conservation Policy

1. Substantial, Reliable State Investment

2. Enable Local Financing via Ballot Measure

3. State Incentives for Local Conservation

4. Purchase of Development Rights

5. Public-Private Partnerships

6. Conservation Tax Credits

7. Federal Partnerships

•The “Big 3”
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Assessing NY Policy Framework 

• Substantial, Reliable State Funding

– Substantial:  NO

• NY ranks 22nd per cap

• Well below national avg.

• Funding <50% of NJ

– Reliable: NO

• EPF not constitutionally dedicated

• subject to annual appropriation 

• Frequently raided (“swept”) 

• No Bond since 1996
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Assessing NY Policy Framework 

• Uniform Enabling Authority for Ballot Measures

– Towns: 

• Bonds: YES

• REET: NO except Westchester and Putnam 

(Hudson Valley CPA); other REETs by special 

legislation only (ex/Red Hook, Warwick, Peconic)

– Counties 

• Bonds: NO except charter counties via “charter 

amendment

• Sales Tax: NO only via special legislation
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Assessing NY Policy Framework 

• State Incentives for Local Conservation 

Finance

– NO special incentives for local governments to 

pass dedicated funding via ballot measure (or 

legislation)

– Grant programs do exist for local governments 

(and nonprofit conservation groups too)
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Policies to Increase Local Government 

Activity

• Build on Hudson Valley CPA where possible

• Create uniform statewide enabling authority –
eliminating need to go to Albany

• Include several revenue options – property tax, sales 
tax and bonds – that can be put in front of voters

• Provide state financial incentives from a new source 
of funding, not EPF

• Local funds could be used for broad-based purposes 
increasing appeal across all parts of New York
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Key Questions to Consider Before 

Pursuing a Local Ballot Measure

• Where is the political leadership on this issue?

• What is the level of public awareness about the need 
for land conservation 

• Is there likely to be broad based community support?

• Is there a strong working group of individuals to lead 
the way

• Will there be organized, well-funded opposition



29

© Copyright 2006 The Trust for Public Land

Critical Steps for a Successful Ballot 

Measure

• Step 1: Feasibility Research

• Step 2: Public Opinion Survey

• Step 3: Program Recommendations

• Step 4: Ballot Question

• Step 5: Campaign
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Step 5 – Campaign

Steering committee (PAC)

Fund raising

Endorsements

Communications (media)

• Earned media

• Literature

• Direct mail

• Paid media

Get out the vote
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Summary: How to Design a Winning 

Conservation Finance Ballot Measure

• Right Funding Source

• Reasonable Funding Level

• Compelling Purposes

• Clear, Concise Ballot Language

• The Right Timing (Choice of Election Date)

• Management/Accountability 

• Plus: Political Leadership, a Broad Based Coalition 
and no Well-Funded Opposition
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