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Blue Hill Heritage Trust 
Board of Directors Meeting 

Monday February 14, 2021 – 5:15-7:15 pm 

Blue Hill Public Library Howard Room 

Zoom at: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82140837990?pwd=SHFabnhkT0phdTI2TWRVZzY4d3dQQT09 

 

AGENDA 

A. Call to Order – Opening Comments. (5 minutes) 

B. Discussion/Approval of BOD minutes of December 13, 2021 (Pages 2-3). (5 minutes) 

C. BOD Information and Updates (15 minutes) 

a. April 9 Retreat 

b. Using BHHT’s Website Board Area & Little Green Light 

D. Discussion (60 minutes) 

a. PFAS and Farm Easements 

b. The Carbon Market (Pages 6-9) 

c. The Land Trust Alliance & Accreditation (Pages 10-22) 

E. Finance (Pages 23-31). (15 minutes) 

F. ED Report (Pages 4-5). (15 minutes) 

a. 2022 Work Plan 

G. Consent Agenda Q&A – Minutes and Reports (Pages 32-37). (5 minutes) 

H. Executive Session 

I. Adjournment 

Next Committee Meetings (As scheduled. Subject to change by committee chairs) 

Development – March 22, 2022 – 9:00 am. 
Executive – March 11, 2022 – 9:00 am. 
Finance – April 14, 2022 – 9:00 am. 
Lands – March 17, 2022 – 5:00 pm. 
Governance – March 31, 2022 – 9:15 am. 
Strategic Initiatives – February 8, 2021 – 5 pm. 

Next Board Meeting: Monday, April 11, 2022, at 5:15 pm. 
  

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82140837990?pwd=SHFabnhkT0phdTI2TWRVZzY4d3dQQT09
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B-1 
Minutes of the Board of Directors Meeting – December 13, 2021 

 
The regular bi-monthly meeting of the BHHT Board of Directors was held in the Howard 
Room of the Blue Hill Public Library.   
 
Attendance: 

Directors Present:  Norm Alt (via Zoom), Mary Barnes, Peter Clapp, Randy Curtis, 
Samantha Haskell, Jon Hopkins, George Hurvitt, Sarah King, Marcia McKeague, Terry 
Moulton, Brooke Parish, Brendon Reay, Kate Tomkins, Hannah Webber. 
Staff Present: Hans Carlson, George Fields, Chrissy Allen.  
Guest: Charlie Baldwin 

 
Call to Order:  

Samantha called the meeting to order at 5:18PM.   
 

Secretary’s Report:   

Minutes of the regular meeting of October 4, 2021, were unanimously approved.   

 

Action Items: 

- Re-election of Directors: Mary Barnes, Peter Clapp, and Randy Curtis were unanimously 
re-elected to three-year terms, commencing January 1, 2022. 
- Election of new Director: Charlie Baldwin was unanimously elected to the Board for a 
three-year term, commencing January 1, 2022. 
- Election of Officers: The Board unanimously elected the following for two-year terms, 
commencing January 1, 2022 – Hannah Webber, President; Sarah King, Vice President; 
Marcia McKeague, Treasurer; and Samantha Haskell, Secretary (term for one year only at her 
request). 
- Budget Approval: Hans presented a finalized version of the budget that the Board had 
initially reviewed at its October meeting.  Revenues are forecast at $1134K and expenses at 
$1145K, yielding a modest deficit of $11K which will be adequately covered by the ability to 
draw up to $34K from the investment account for operating needs.  After discussion the 
Board voted to approve the budget with 13 votes in favor and one abstention.   

 

Executive Director Report:  

- Cash in the bank stood at $1033.3K at November 30, of which $237K is unrestricted for 

operations with the balance temporarily restricted for specific projects (see expenses under 

“Budget Approval” above).  The investment account was $4340K, a 1.9% decline from 

October-end but up 2.0% from the end of September.   

- Fundraising for the Wallamatogus property, now held by The Conservation Fund, will start 

in January/February. 

- Hans presented a brief annual report for Peninsula Conservation Enterprises (“PCE”).  It 

was an uneventful first year of operation for the cell tower.  All lessees have renewed while 

Verizon (a new tenant) has not finalized its lease - $25K annual rent – although it has agreed 

to all terms and conditions.  Hans expects Verizon to finalize the lease early in 2022.  
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Revenues to the Trust from PCE were $52K.  PCE will provide financial statements to the 

Trust. 

- A wrap-up of the retreat will take place at the February Board meeting. 

- Hans discussed a preliminary draft of his Comprehensive Plan, presenting an explanation 

of its methodology and filling in gaps where planned sections were missing – for example 

examples of data that will be available from the new GIS program that is not yet fully 

operational.  The plan is premised on the assumption that climate change will cause 

migration of population – human, animal, and species – northward over time and is intended 

to be a study of the “carrying capacity” of the peninsula to support these changes without 

radically changing the physical environment as we now know it.  In so doing it becomes a 

detailed definition of the meaning of conservation and how that definition fits into the now 

and future environment of the peninsula. 

 

Consent Agenda: 

There were no questions/comments on the Committee minutes or staff reports.   

 

      Executive Session:  

The meeting went into Executive Session at 7:35PM.  The staff and Charlie Baldwin were 

excused.  The purpose of the session was to review the annual evaluation of the Executive 

Director and his compensation for 2022.  The meeting exited Executive Session at 8:30PM. 

 

There being no other business the meeting adjourned at 8:31PM  

  

Respectively submitted, Terry Moulton, Secretary 
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F-1 

Executive Director’s Report 

As of this writing, we are a month into 2022 and things at the Trust are in good shape. We ended 
2021 in a strong position in terms of community support. Kudos to Chrissy and all who worked on 
development this past year. We brought in $1.7 million, of which $529,000 was unrestricted for 
operations. We have been widening the foundation of our donor base for the last five year and this 
year we built on that work to exceed our goals. 

We currently have $1,386,153 in Camden National. $374,000 of this is free for operations. The rest 
is allocated for various project. We will expend $560,000 of this in the 2022 budget, largely for 
equipment purchases and stewardship contracts. Roughly $300,000 is set aside for the Edgehill and 
Wallamatogus projects. The funds tracker below gives you balances at the end of 2021 both the 
bank accounts and the portfolio. January was a lousy month for the stock market, but the portfolio 
stands at $4,325,000 currently – a bit of a recovery. 

I have included the 2022 budget below. On this are final 2021 actuals for comparison. There are no 
notable changes on the expense side, other than a couple of expenses that we incurred in 2021 
which are part of 2022 in actuality. We had two insurance bills come in early, and because of my 
travel over Christmas, we paid them so they wouldn’t get forgotten. We also made a down payment 
on the tractor, so that we would get our place in line for delivery this summer. I made one change to 
the income side, raising our goal for fundraising from $400,000 to $425,000. This sets the bar at 
essentially the goal that we met this year. I think this should be voted in as a change, since it is 
significant. 

Below is also a finalized balance sheet for 2021. I’m happy to answer questions at the meeting, but I 
do not think there are any notable things to point out. The P&L below follows the budget numbers. 
Again, I do not think there are any notable items. 

We have raised nearly $400,000 for the Walamatogus project to date and have two large grant 
applications in the works: one submitted to the US Forest Service, and the other being prepared for 
LMF. We will have a section of the annual report on the project and our progress, and this will be 
the official start of the public fundraising. If both grants come through, which is not out of the 
question at all, then we would be within $100,000 of our goal. All other open projects are circling 
the runway for various reasons. We could have a flurry of activity if things all come together in 2022. 

The 2022 work plan is being finalized. I will circulate that shortly after the packet, and it will be 
formally presented at the meeting on Monday. This follows the same format as last year, with items 
distributed according to our strategic goals. It will include both staff and organizational goals as 
before as well. 

The important matters on next Monday will be three conversations on the topics of PFAS on 
farmland, the carbon market, and Land Trust Alliance reaccreditation. There are two documents 
following this report that flesh out the latter two of these. The PFAS issue has obviously just come 
up, but it is important that we discuss this next week. 

I will bring all new information about PFAS to the meeting. As of right now I don’t have anything 
new to add to our email exchange last week. We will not spend much time at all on the overall PFAS 
issue. I hope that you have had, or will have, time to bring yourself up to speed using the resources 
circulated in the email. What I want to spend time on is CE ownership and issues of public 
perception for farmers related to the issue. We don’t have any legal liability in this, given that any 
contamination predates our CE ownership, and these chemicals were not recognized as hazards at 
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the time. So, I would like to talk about what work should be done around messaging/outreach with 
our farmers, community, and the broader realm of Maine and or the conservation world. I would 
also like to discuss BHHT assisting farmers with the burden of timely testing which is likely to fall 
on them. 

I will come to the meeting with a specific recommendation for us to discuss, but what I’m thinking 
about is setting aside some money to help our easement farmers with the rather onerous $4000 cost 
of testing their land. The state is going to test all the sites, but this may take 2-3 years. With the word 
out about this issue on these lands, there is a real possibility of financial harm for the farmers 
impacted. I think we are in a position to assist here at a relatively low cost to us, but which will have 
significant impact for farmers and our work in farm protection. 

The second discussion next week is the carbon market and possible BHHT involvement in selling 
carbon credits. We will not be discussing any specific proposal, only the overall concept. Sandy and I 
have been in conversation, however, with two companies and we will likely have something specific 
to consider in the coming months, so I would like to build a common pool of understanding around 
carbon credits and the carbon market. Below is an overview of the market and a bit about the 
history of the project I developed on Great Mountain Forest. That project was very important for 
the long-term finances of GMF, but we have a very different situation here on our land. It may 
make sense for us to get involved, and it may not. General information will help guide future 
conversations. 

Finally, we will discuss the Land Trust Alliance and our upcoming 2023 reaccreditation. George has 
prepared the memo below that outlines the history of the program and our participation in 
accreditation and the TerraFirma easement defense insurance pool. George and I have a phone call 
with LTA the morning after the meeting. This is the initiation of the 2023 process. I would like to 
have a sense of the board before that call, so that I can share the organizational perspective. 

My perspective on LTA currently is that we should go forward with accreditation, but we should 
also be very public about our ongoing conversations concerning the cost/benefit of being part of 
accreditation and TerraFirma. I have two specific goals in mind in being public about this.  

First, I would like to push TerraFirma into changing their rate structure to acknowledge the fact that 
easement defense is more expensive in some place than in others, and that easements in some parts 
of the country are much more likely to be challenged and be in need of defense. They now have 
eleven years of actuarial data, so they can start doing the same thing insurance companies do when 
they change less to insure a car in downeast Maine than in Boston. The second thing I would like to 
see LTA do is spend some time and political capital on bread-and-butter organizational issues for 
land trusts. First and foremost in my mind is health insurance. 

As always, thank you for the work of reading this packet. I look forward to seeing you all on 
Monday. 

Respectfully, 

Hans 
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Carbon Credits & the Market 

In 2007, the California Assembly passed AB32, which established an economy-wide cap and trade 
system. Under AB32, companies that annually emit more than 25,000 metric tons of greenhouse 
gases must “retire” an equivalent amount of CO2 to that overage above 25,000 MT. Companies can 
do this using what are known as allowances (permits) and/or through the purchase of carbon 
offsets (credits). Emitters must submit either offsets or allowances equal to their emissions for 
each 3-year containment period within the law. This was the real beginning of a sustained carbon 
market in the US, and California continues to dominate the carbon space. There are other markets 
now, however, and the whole mechanism of creating and marketing carbon credits is broadening. 

In the California market the state creates allowances or permits as a part of running the cap-and-
trade system, and these are equal to its cap on annual CO2 emissions. It then issues some allowances 
for free(a shrinking pool) as a way of easing polluters into the system where they will be paying for 
their emissions. The state then sells other allowances through quarterly auctions, and this is meant to 
be a transparent way to release them into the market. Anyone can buy allowances from this auction, 
and then there is a secondary market where anyone can buy and sell allowances on a daily basis. This 
is done on an electronic exchange just like stocks.  

Allowances are aimed purely at getting companies to curb emissions. As the pool of free allowances 
shrinks, the cost at auction goes up, which incentivizes cleaning up and reducing CO2 output. 
Importantly, however, pricing also creates a market for carbon offsets, the other means by which a 
company can pay its debt to the cap-and-trade system. These offsets are not just a tax on emissions, 
but also a mechanism by which landowners sequester carbon in long-term projects, this is where 
BHHT fits into the picture. 

Landowners who enter the CARB marketplace create offsets by voluntarily placing a carbon 
sequestration project on their forestland, which is certified by California’s Air Resource’s Board 
(ARB). These are century long commitments, but offsets certified by CARB, as well as future credits 
grown, can be sold to emitters to meet their cap-and-trade responsibility. Carbon credits are thus the 
mechanism by which wood fiber (fixed carbon) is turned into capital. Carbon becomes a commodity 
and can be marketed and traded on an exchange. The carbon market works essentially like any 
commodity market, except that the commodity is “delivered” in a commitment, not a physical board 
foot of timber or pork belly or bushel of wheat. 

Unlike allowances, offsets are not electronically traded. They are traded “over the counter” on a 
bilateral contract basis. For the project owner, this means they are connected to a buyer, negotiate a 
price, and deliver offsets. Demand for offsets has been driven by the mandate in California, but 
there is now a growing voluntary market for offsets, where individuals and corporations can choose 
to pay to offset their carbon footprint. Voluntary purchasers can buy from the California market, 
but there are other marketplaces now as well, and of course this is done for public relations reasons 
not to meet any regulatory requirement. The permitting and regulation of these other markets is 
evolving, and it’s fair to say that they are much more freewheeling places than the CARB market. 
This is not to say that they are not worth considering, but long-term commitments there are riskier 
than California.  

CA AB32 was renewed 2017 to 2030. In 2018, California, Quebec, and Ontario created an 
international market associated with CARB.  
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Project Types under CARB: 

The California program certifies three types of projects: 

1. Afforestation/Reforestation (tree planting). 
2. Avoided Conversion (conservation easements to prevent cutting). 
3. Improved Forest Management (maintaining or increasing forest carbon stocks above a 

baseline). 

The carbon project that we placed on Great Mountain Forest while I was director there was certified 
as an Improved Forest Management project. If BHHT were to enter the CA market, this is what we 
would certify as well. Most other markets use these same categories for registering projects. 

GMF reaped the benefit of a century of good management and was rewarded for continuing it. They 
had already committed to good management in perpetuity under a Forest Legacy easement, but 
without the benefit of monetizing the carbon, so the project was a second win. 

The important difference between GMF and the land BHHT holds is that we do now have land that 
has seen 100 years of good management. None of our forests have the kind of carbon stocking that 
would give an initial payout as GMF saw (see below). Our participation in a carbon project would 
rely on annual sales of credits, set against the costs of running the project.  

When I first looked into this possibility in 2017, the finances did not make sense for us, but 
important things have changed which I will clarify as best I can at this point. 

Certification Process: 

The ARB sets baseline stocks based on US Forest Service Forest Inventory Analysis data. GMF was 
inventoried, and the amount of carbon certified. They then received carbon credits for any “surplus” 
carbon above that baseline. They are also now receiving annual credits for ongoing net growth after 
harvesting. One of the reasons that Improved Forest Management projects are generally preferred 
by the market is that they often result in higher net carbon/acre. If BHHT were to place a carbon 
project on Trust land, it would be this annual growth that we would be certifying and putting on the 
market. 

Management Responsibilities: 

Under an Improved Forest Management project, timber management is allowed. This is subject to 
sustainable forest management requirements as follows: 

1. We would be required to adhere to a long-term management plan that demonstrates 
sustainable harvests over the period. NRCS has funded these plans on Surry and 
Meadowbrook Forests, and we would have to create them for any other property. 
 

2. We would be required to have, or be moving toward, a forest comprising greater than 95% 
native species. We meet this requirement already. 
 

3. We would be required to maintain lying and standing deadwood. We already meet this 
requirement, and it does not add any additional labor. In fact, it saves work. 
 

4. We would be required not to let more than 40% percent of the forest fall into age classes 
less than 20 years old. Barring natural disaster (for which we are not responsible under the 
terms of the ARB) this is not part of the long-term vision for any BHHT property. 
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5. Clearcuts would be limited to 40 acres. 
 

The 100-Year Commitment: 

The CARB market requires reporting and verifying carbon stocks for 100 years after the project 
starts. This involves an annual audit (report) and registration process, an onsite verification every six 
years, and a re-inventory of carbon stocks every twelve years. Because the verification process is so 
stringent, projects often choose, in the earlier years of the program, to re-inventory at six-year 
intervals, just to make sure they pass.  

If we entered the California system, this would be an ongoing forest management consideration. It is 
worth noting here that, in addition to fulfilling the requirements of the CARB, this level of inventory 
work would serve to better inform our management and add to our understanding of our forests.  It 
is essentially what a working forest requires of its managers. 

Projects are bound by these agreements and must make the system whole – buy back credits or 
provide an equally verifiable number of forest offsets somewhere else – should they decide not to 
participate further. Projects are allowed to opt out at any time under those conditions.  

Projects have no liability for “reversals” caused by events beyond their control (fire, wind, disease, 
pests). Part of any initial issuance of credits is held back in a pooled buffer account that is insurance 
for the system. Between 13-19% of initial offsets issued are placed in this pool. 

Great Mountain Forest Project Costs under CARB: (estimated over a century of participation) 

1. Approximately $7800 annually for auditing and registry – $780,000 over a hundred years. 

2. 16 onsite verifications costing approximately $35,000 each – $560,000 over a hundred years. 

3. 8-16 inventories costing approximately $55,000 – $440,000-$880,000 over a hundred years. 

If we did six-year intervals for two cycles, then went to 12, the number would around 

$550,000. 

In 2016, these costs were approximately $1,890,000-$2,220,000 over the period, or $18,900-$22,200 
annually. To meet these, GMF set aside $500,000 of the initial payment into a designated verification 
account. 

Importantly, these costs are what seem to have changed dramatically in the six years since the Great 
Mountain Forest project. Increasingly sophisticated technology (LIDAR, remote sensing, etc.), and 
CARB’s growing faith in these tools, seem to have reduced the cost of verification and inventory to 
the thousands of dollars, rather than the tens or hundreds of thousands 

GMF Income: 

In 2017, GMF was able to certify 270,000 credits on the CARB market, after the mandated credits 

were placed in the buffer pool. Estimated annual growth on 6500 acres was between 5,000 and 

10,000 credits annually. This led to an initial payment of $3 million, and we estimated annual 

payments between $55,000 and $110,000. That was at $11.00 a ton for carbon, but the most resent 

prices in California were $28.00 a ton. Under the California system, BHHT could be looking at 

annual returns of $50,000-$60,000, but we do not have a handle on the costs of running the project 

and that is the key issue. 
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The other carbon markets have less stringent protocols than the California system, and they are not 
underpinned by the regulatory structure, so they remain more of a mystery. I have some 
conversations set up for this coming week, so I might have more information by Monday. 

There is also the issue of public perception in getting involved in the carbon market. They are not 
universally supported by the environmental community. The question of how the public would react 
to involvement in the carbon market came up at GMF and then and now it is a legitimate concern 
for a nonprofit and something we should take seriously. I thought then and still do that a carbon 
project is a teachable moment, rather than a public relations problem. 

In 2016, I had conversations with three other nonprofits which have started carbon projects: Mark 
Berry, when he was ED of the Downeast Lakes Land Trust, and Chris Pryor, then Director of 
Forest Stewardship at the New England Forestry Foundation. I also talked to Sharon Richardson, 
ED of the Beidler Audubon forest in South Carolina, and Norm Brunswig, former ED of Beidler.  

The conversations were wide-ranging, but I pressed all of them for negative impacts in terms of 
public perception. They all said that there had been none. People were willing to accept that the 
money was going to a public good and leave it at that. More to the point, most said that it had given 
them the opportunity to engage with the public beyond carbon. The engagement began with 
explaining carbon credits, but then led onto talking about the mission of their organizations and the 
importance of public support. This has been the case at GMF since 2016. 

I will bring any new information with me on Monday, but that’s all I know about carbon for the 
moment. 

Respectfully, 

Hans  
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Discussion and Analysis of Participation 
in 

The Land Trust Alliance Accreditation & Terrafirma Insurance Programs 

 
George R. A. Fields 

 
IRS and Accreditation History 

A conservation easement, also called a conservation agreement, is a voluntary and legally binding 
agreement between a landowner and a land trust or government agency. 

Tax benefits for gifts of conservation easements were first enacted in the Tax Reform Act of 1976 
and the Tax Reduction and Simplification Act of 1977, and extended permanently in 1980 with the 
Tax Treatment Extension Act, which created IRC section 170(h). The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 
extended the deductibility of conservation easements against the estate tax. Rules made permanent 
in the Protecting Americans from Tax Hikes Act of 2015 enhanced the tax benefits available for 
donations of easements by allowing individuals who make donations of conservation easements to 
deduct up to 50 percent of their contribution base (generally, AGI) and individuals who are qualified 
farmers and ranchers may deduct up to 100 percent of their contribution base. 

In order to be deductible, a donation of a conservation easement must be made to: 1) A qualified 
charitable organization—generally either a public charity or a State or local government entity (but 
excluding, for instance, private foundations). 2) The contribution must be exclusively for a 
conservation purpose, where the term “conservation purpose” means: 

• the preservation of land areas for outdoor recreation by, or the education of, the general public; 
• the protection of a relatively natural habitat of fish, wildlife, or plants, or similar ecosystem; 
• the preservation of an historically important land area or a certified historic structure; or 
• the preservation of open space (including farmland and forest land) where such preservation is: 

º for the scenic enjoyment of the general public, or pursuant to a clearly delineated Federal, 
State, or local governmental conservation policy; and 

º will yield a significant public benefit. 

Contemporaneous to the IRS Reform Act, Ben Emory, new director of the Maine Coast Heritage 
Trust, had begun to call on Boston lawyer Kingsbury Browne for advice on federal tax issues related 
to conservation easements. Emory recruited a handful of other land trusts as clients for Browne’s 
periodic tax letters, and a small communications network of land trusts evolved. 

When Congress considered new legislation relating to tax deductibility of easements, the Brandywine 
Conservancy, led by Bill Sellers, convened land trusts using easements in December 1979. Browne 
invited the undersecretary of the Treasury for tax policy, who brought IRS staff Stephen Small. The 
land trusts agreed to hire lobbyists and coordinate efforts to influence the legislation, winning 
expansion of the conservation purposes for which easements would qualify for deductibility. 

Meanwhile, on the west coast, the Trust for Public Land sponsored a small gathering in San 
Francisco of established and newly forming Western land trusts in February 1978. 
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By 1980, more than 400 local and regional land trusts existed, most still in the Northeast, three-
fourths with no paid staff, and half with annual budgets under $50,000. The majority of land was 
protected by fee ownership, but the use of conservation easements was growing. 

Then influences converged: the geographic spread resulting in isolation of newer land trusts; 
recognition of the difficulty of influencing vital legislation; and the growing engagement of 
Kingsbury Browne in land conservation, leading to his desire to learn about land trusts across the 
country. The Land Trust Alliance was founded in 1982. 

When a landowner donates an easement to a land trust or public agency, she or he is giving away 
some of the rights associated with the land. The easement permanently limits uses of the donated 
parcel to protect its conservation values, as specified in the Internal Revenue Code (IRC) 170(h). 

Conservation easements offer private landowners flexibility in protecting their land. For example, a 
donating landowner can retain the right to grow crops on a parcel while, at the same time, 
relinquishing the right to build additional structures on the parcel. 

The land trust is responsible for making sure that a landowner adheres to the conservation terms of 
the easement. An easement may apply to all or a portion of the property and may or may not allow 
for public access to the property. A landowner who has donated a conservation easement can sell 
the land or pass it on to heirs, and future owners of the property are bound by the terms of the 
easement. 

Organizations that accept easement contributions and are committed to conservation will 
generally have an established monitoring program such as annual property inspections to ensure 
compliance with the conservation easement terms and to protect the easement in perpetuity. 
************** 
In 2009 Blue Hill Heritage Trust started its entry into the accreditation world.  In 2012 BHHT 
completed the national accreditation application process, which included a book-length written 
application as well as follow-up communications with the Land Trust Accreditation Commission 
(LTAC was formed in 2006 with the first eight land trusts accredited in 2008). The preparation and 
application process were assisted by a grant from the Maine Excellence Program of the Maine Coast 
Heritage Trust’s Maine Land Trust Network which allowed the Trust to contract with Jennifer 
Traub to coordinate the effort. BHHT followed the LTA 2004 Standards and Practices (12 
Standards and 88 Practices) for the original submittal.  On February 13, 2013, the Trust was awarded 
accreditation by LTAC for a five-year term of February 1, 2013, through January 31, 2018, one of 
only nine accredited land trusts in Maine and one of only 206 in the United States.  In September 
2013, the Trust was one of several land trust honored at the national Land Trust Alliance’s land trust 
rally in New Orleans. 
In March of 2017, BHHT began the 5-year, re-accreditation certification process.  In September, 
BHHT submitted a pre-application via a cloud-based system, followed by a full application in 
October, and follow-up of materials in May 2018, with renewal awarded on July 31, 2018. 
Both the original and renewal certifications came with minor Expectations For Improvement (EFI).  
The renewal EFI’s were: 
BHHT must do the following over its entire accredited term. 
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1. Obtain the required financial audit, review or compilation each year, based on the land 

trust’s total support and revenue. 

 

2. Document your land trust obtains the required title investigation update for every fee 

property and conservation easement within 30 days of closing.  (BHHT did not do a 

second title investigation with the Cowan CE as we had completed one the prior year for 

the 62-acres Fee gift.) 

BHHT must do the following before it applies for its next renewal. 
3. Upgrade the baseline documentation reports for the Pequot LLC and Strauss-Cochran 

conservation easements so they include the required elements. (Primarily measurements 

on the pier square footage as the CE allows a rebuild up to 150% of original.  No 

measurements were obtained by The Conservation Trust of Brooksville, Castine and 

Penobscot at the time of the Baseline Document Report) 

 
The renewal certification was completed following the User Manual for Online Application for 
renewal, version 4.2, March 2016 (Standards and Practices were updated and become effective on 
February 3, 2017, however land trusts applying for renewal or first-time accreditation were allowed 
to follow the Reference Guide of October 2015). 
The Accreditation Requirements Manual has been updated in 2018 and again in 2021, whereas the 
Standards and Practices have remained unchanged since 2017. 
Accreditation Renewal Fees will be tied to our Total Annual Expenses stated on our prior year filed 
Form 990.  Using the budget accepted in the December 2021 Board Meeting, the projected 
application fee cost will be $12,030 (plus an $850 registration fee).   
As of July 2021, there are 453 accredited land trusts in 46 states and territories. 
 
Terrafirma Insurance History 
 
Terrafirma was formed by the Land Trust Alliance in 2011 to help land trusts defend their 
conserved lands from legal challenge. The insured land trusts are the exclusive owners of Terrafirma 
Risk Retention Group which is a unique charitable risk pool for conservation organizations.  
 
The program philosophy goal is to create favorable case law, avoid unfavorable case law, and protect 
the permanence of conserved land.  Terrafirma is designed to provide a safety net to protect a land 
trust from catastrophic legal expenses and give it the confidence and capability to uphold its 
conservation obligations forever. 
BHHT enrolled in Terrafirma on February 14, 2013, one day after receiving the news on 
Accreditation.  The enrollment premium was $3,312.00. 
 
Current premium costs are based on a flat rate of $63 per easement parcel with discounts totaling 
$12 per parcel because of our accreditation status and annual webinar participation on Risk 
Management through LTA.  Per parcel cost has increased $3.00 over the 9 years in the program. 
Annual premiums: 
 Year Parcel No. Premium Year Parcel No. Premium
2013 69 $3,312.00 
2014  72 $3,456.00 

2015 82 $3,936.00 
2016 84 $4,032.00 
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2017 84 $4,032.00 
2018 84 $4,284.00 
2019 84 $4,284.00 

2020 84 $4,386.00 
2021 87 $4,437.00 
2022 86   $4,386.00* 

 Added MFT CE & combined with Punchbowl I; combined 2 parcels at High Head under one 

ownership. 

 
Although not directly tied to Terrafirma Insurance program premiums, the LTA “strongly” suggests 
that accredited land trusts have a Conservation Easement Defense Fund to help cover costs 
associated with a claim, Terrafirma list many exclusions in their coverage.  Based on number of CE 
parcels identified in the premium calculation, LTA recommends that $201,587 is reserved for CE 
defense as of February 1, 2022.  (As a side bar, this equates to $2344 / easement parcel.  Currently 
we reserve $1500 per new easement parcel upon conveyance for defense). 
 
Membership in Land Trust Alliance 
In 1982, the land trust community established the Land Trust Alliance to strengthen conservation 
across America. The community realized no land trust works alone. Together, LTA feels we can 
protect more land and preserve it forever. 

LTA touted Membership as an investment in your land trust, as their benefits will save you time and 
money— and advance your mission. In addition to the benefits of all their programs and services, 
every land trust member receives is included in Appendix A. 

These benefits come at an annual cost, based on Operating Expenses, and will be in the $4,100 to 
$4,800 range for 2022 and 2023. 
 
 
Annual Dues: 
 Year Dues  Year Dues          
 2013 $1,325.00 

2014  $1,325.00 
2015 $1,325.00 
2016 $1,700.00 
2017 $1,700.00 

2018 $1,750.00 
2019 $2,500.00 
2020 $3,000.00 
2021 $3,500.00 
2022 $4,100.00

 
Adherence to 2017 Standards & Practices 
The 2017 Standards & Practices include 10 new accreditation indicator elements from high-risk 
areas that help position accredited land trusts for the future.  Based on these new indicators, the 
LTAC developed corresponding new requirements; these are noted throughout the 2018 and 
successive 2021 Requirements Manual.  Land Trusts were not expected to meet these new 
requirements until 2019 or as noted.  Some of these new requirements were to be phased-in and will 
generally apply to a land trust’s work from the point of phase-in. 
With the addition of the new indicator elements (now totaling 51, with caveats), the LTAC re-
organized the Practices into four (4) organizational groups: 

Governance 
    
 Finance 

 Stewardship 
 Transactions 
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LTAC has compiled “Guidance” documents for each of the organizational groups.  Appendix B lists 
the indicator elements, from the Standards and Practices that LTAC requires for continued 
accreditation. 
Indicator elements within the Governance Group nominally do not account for major allocations of 
time other than board meetings and preparation for said meetings on an annual basis. 
Within the Finance Group, indicator elements associated with the collection, retention, and 
completion IRS Form 990 requires both an outlay of cash for our consultant and staff time.  
Another significant outlay in staff time is the recording, documenting, and acknowledging donor 
gifts.  Both of which are required by the IRS as part of being a charitable non-profit organization. 
Stewardship and Transaction Group indicator elements account for most of the time and expense 
associated with accreditation requirements, again many are required by the IRS.  This is where Sandy 
and George spend a good deal of time (outside of trails, forestry, and land acquisition).  Annually, 
CE monitoring and Fee land inspections account for 10-15% of our individual time.  Add in all the 
requirements associated with Transaction group elements and George invests another 40-50% of his 
time. 
 
 
 
Renewal Estimates 
Pre-Application: Due February 7, 2023 (registration opens October 14, 2022)  
Full-Application:  Due April 12, 2023      Additional Information Request:  Unknown. 
LTAC cited the average number of hours to complete the renewal application (from registration to 
renewal certification) at 230 hours.  (Reported in Saving Land, Spring 2021).  Using George’s 
projected salary and loading it with FICA, state & federal taxes, and healthcare stipend for a 6-week 
period the cost will be approximately $11,000. 

   Total Projected Costs 2022 Annualized 2022-2028* 
Renewal Fees $12,880 $2,576 
Annual Dues $4,400 $4,400 
Terrafirma Premium $4,437 $4,437 
Staff Costs $11,000 $2,200 
                   Total $32,717 $13,613 
 
* Total 5-year annualized costs are expected to increase after calendar year 2023. 

 
Community Points to Consider 
I reached out to 20 land trusts across the state that were accredited between 2008 and 2015, with 
two major questions:  1) has their donor pool (private, government, or foundations) ever asked if 
they were accredited, and 2) have they heard whether the IRS will require all land trusts to be 
accredited to accept CEs or Fee land gifts somewhere down the line? 
 
It was a mixed bag on question #1.  The larger organizations (MCHT and Forest Society of Maine) 
have been asked or submitted grants that “look favorably” or require said organizational 
accreditation, Rangeley Lakes Heritage Trust was asked by a donor for confirmation prior to giving a 
“large…think millions” of dollars for a project.  On the flip side one LT commented that a donor 
would not go above and beyond the basic contribution because of the time and dollars accreditation 
required. Most are of the size of BHHT and like us, are questioning participation on a five-year 
cycle.   
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“…Syndication is something that the IRS is extremely concerned and at some point, in response to a variety of cheat 
scams or just sloppy conservation work in certain areas of the country, one could see where the IRS may say “that’s it”, 
accreditation or no tax deductibility for any of these gifts.” (Warren Whitney-MCHT)  Certainly, having 
LTAC performing 3rd party oversite on a regular basis, helps the entire LT community and will 
hopefully keep the IRS from any mandates.   
 
Everyone agreed that the accreditation process, although a time and money drain, made their 
organizations much better having gone through the process.  Accreditation also provides a solid 
reference point/framework for new hires and board members on what is expected of them to 
uphold the commitment of perpetuity.   
 
LTA produced a Positive Impact highlight sheet, as of 2018, of the “First Ten Years” (Appendix C).   
All good things to cheer about and utilize when queried by prospective donors or the general public. 
   
Certainly, the policy and procedures in place make BHHT a better organization than they were pre-
2012. But as we know, it comes with a price.  Can we follow current standards and practices without 
being part of LTA?  Without that 3rd party oversight, will we start to slide on some of the practices, 
which in turn could hurt BHHT and the LT community as a whole?  Certainly, tough questions.  As 
I look toward the future, will my successors commit to our standards established by my predecessor?  
It’s the aged old question.   
 
The balance on the cost side of the decision may be greater if we opt out of these programs.  
Terrafirma provides a 19% premium savings if an LT is accredited.  If we decide to quit the program 
all together and wish to rejoin at some point in the future, we will have to pay another registration 
fee (currently $1,400), at potentially a higher price, and a 50 percent co-payment on any claims 
during the first year after the coverage starts.   
 
Not renewing our accreditation will save us $12,880 up front as well as $11,000 in associated staff 
costs for renewal.  However, we will lose those benefits that come with accreditation that help us 
identify policies, procedures, or programs that may need to be strengthened, revised, or updated. 
It will be more costly to become re-accredited if IRS legislation mandates that all LTs are accredited 
in the future. 
Likewise, if we cancel our membership in LTA, if we cancel, we will lose the benefits outlined in 
Appendix A, the greatest of which is timely access to Professional Development within the industry.  
Unknown what repercussions would come to light with donors and funding organizations if we 
could not tout membership in LTA or Accreditation. 
 
Proposed Action 
 
Continue with both programs and membership until 3rd renewal period (2028).  Re-evaluate at that 
time with a focused ear towards the local community and statewide land trust viewpoints.  Continue 
with our systematic refinement of processes for monitoring/communication/review to make 
documentation less onerous. 
Determine if we earmark funds annually to cover costs associated with Accreditation renewal, 
Terrafirma, and Membership. 
Revisit in 2027 to analyze costs vs benefits 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Resources 

• Three subscriptions to the quarterly, award-winning magazine, Saving Land. 
• Unlimited access to the Learning Center , their searchable online resource containing 

publications, sample documents, online courses and other materials of use to land trusts. 
• Access to Ask an Expert, conservation defense and other discussion forums on the Learning 

Center . 
• Access to the Land Trust Salaries and Benefits Survey . 
• 20% discount on books, on-demand webinars, videos and other publications. Publications 

include downloadable resources that are free for members only. 
• Starting in 2022, Alliance members receive a 60% discount on accreditation application fees 

(link is external). 

Professional Development 

• Registration discount for each staff, board member and volunteer to attend Rally: The 
National Land Conservation Conference . 

• Discount on All-Access Pass webinar purchase. 
• Discount on individual webinar purchases. 
• Registration discount for regional events (as available). 

Insurance and Conservation Defense 

• Access to affordable liability insurance (general and directors and officers) specifically 
designed for land trusts. 

• Affiliate membership benefits from the Nonprofit Risk Management Center (including 
webinars, phone support and assessment tools all related to risk management). 

• Eligibility to access Terrafirma 

Community 

• Inclusion in our Find a Land Trust directory . 
• Free job listings and a link to your land trust on the Alliance’s job board. 
• Free posting of requests for proposals on the Alliance’s new RFP Depot. 
• Access to the Find an Expert directory. 
• Eligibility for scholarships to our conferences and capacity building grants (as available). 
• Support in implementing Land Trust Standards and Practices. 
• Access to support network and guidance provided by our distinguished regional staff for 

members throughout the Northeast, Southeast, Midwest and West. 

 
 

https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/340
http://tlc.lta.org/login
https://tlc.lta.org/topclass/xList.do?nav=posting&
https://tlc.lta.org/topclass/xList.do?nav=posting&
https://tlc.lta.org/topclass/topclass.do?expand-OfferingDetails-viaTC=1-offeringId=9886-viaTC=1
http://www.landtrustalliance.org/land-trusts/publication
https://www.landtrustaccreditation.org/storage/downloads/2021/2022_fee_fact_sheet.pdf
https://www.landtrustaccreditation.org/storage/downloads/2021/2022_fee_fact_sheet.pdf
http://alliancerally.org/
http://alliancerally.org/
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/3302
http://www.landtrustalliance.org/land-trusts/webinar
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/taxonomy/term/9
https://www.nonprofitrisk.org/affiliate-membership/
https://www.nonprofitrisk.org/
https://www.findalandtrust.org/
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/59
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/3000
http://www.landtrustalliance.org/experts
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/taxonomy/term/17
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/89
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/90
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/91
https://www.landtrustalliance.org/node/174
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E-1 
Minutes of the Finance Committee Meeting January 20, 2022 

 
Directors & Committee Members Present: 

on Zoom:  Marcia McKeague, Terry Moulton, Brendon Reay, Larry Flood, Hannah Webber, 
Brooke Parish, Jim Kannry, Tom Richardson 
Guests: Brett Miller and Rebekah Bridges, Bangor Savings Bank 
 

Directors & Committee Members Absent:  none 
 
Staff Present:  Hans Carlson, Chrissy Allen, George Fields 
 
The meeting convened at 9:19 am. 

1. Minutes from the November 18 meeting were approved. 

2. Marcia noted that the composition of the Committee has changed a little with Jon Hopkins 

stepping off the Board, Terry Moulton’s time on the Board has also ended but he has agreed 

to serve as an advisor to this Committee and Samantha Haskell is now Secretary (not a FC 

member) and Hannah Webber is President of the Board (a FC member). 

3. Brett provided a quarterly review of markets.  Several notable points were:  unemployment is 

close to pre-pandemic levels but labor participation is lower.  Inflation came in at 7% CPI, 

the highest since the 1970’s due to labor and goods shortages.  Treasury yields have moved 

up, but are still low.  S&P earnings were very strong in 2021 and are not anticipated to be as 

high in 2022.  Price to earnings ratios are high which will help drive higher volatility in 2022. 

4. Next Brett reviewed the performance of BHHT’s investment portfolio.  Asset allocations are 

very close to plan.  Total fund NET of fee return for 2021 was 13.34% and 13.02% since 

inception.  It is less than our benchmarks due to the mix of what we hold in ‘alternatives’ 

and the mix of what is in large & small cap is quite different.  Brett compared our ESG 

funds to comparable non-ESG and concluded that we did the same or better. 

5. Hans provided a few highlights related to the Trust’s financials.  We ended the year very 

strongly with $1.7 million in grants and donations with $527K in unrestricted giving.  Actual 

and budgeted expenses were close except for projects that could not be undertaken due to 

contractor shortages.   Please note that the Balance Sheet distributed was incorrect on 

several lines and will be replaced when final. 

 
 

The meeting adjourned at 10:13 am.    
 
The next meeting is planned for April 14, 2022 at 9:15 at the Library OR on Zoom. 
 
Submitted by Marcia McKeague, Blue Hill Heritage Trust Treasurer 
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G-1 
Consent Agenda 

Minutes of the Executive Committee  
January 14th, 2022 via Zoom 

Members Present: Hannah Webber, Sarah King, Marcia McKeague, Samantha Haskell, Norm Alt 

Members Absent: Peter Clapp Staff Present: Hans Carlson 

The meeting was called to order at 9:01. 

The minutes of the November 12th meeting were approved unanimously. Note re: 11/12/21 minutes, 
Item #3; for the record, the issue of the tower lease payment from Dan McGraw has been resolved through the 
discovery that BHHT had in fact received the payment in question on schedule. The funds had arrived on December 
28, 2019, and were allocated incorrectly as a donation in Quickbooks.  

Financial Report: As of this meeting, cash on hand stood at approx. 1.43M, with 298K 
unrestricted and nearly 560K temporarily restricted and released for 2022 projects. There is also an 
additional approx. 280K for the Edgehill and Wallamatogus projects, and 292K temp. restricted for 
future projects. Our 2021 annual fund (restricted and unrestricted) return was over 1.7M, with 
unrestricted individual donations totaling over 527K. It was noted this is the first year the 
organization has “closed the gap” on the 100K/year pledge from Anahata through our fundraising. 

Executive Coach: Hannah updated the committee on the progress of setting up an Executive 
Coach, following the recommendation from discussion during the Executive Session/ED Review in 
December. Hannah, Brendon Reay, and Samantha have met with Marcie Hirsch of Smarter Wisdom 
Consulting for an initial conversation, and a meeting with her and Hans will be scheduled in the next 
couple weeks. If she is deemed a suitable candidate for the role, a formal proposal, timeline, and cost 
estimate will be presented to the Board at the February meeting.  

Project Updates: 

-The Wallamatogus/Allen Blueberry project continues to move forward, and we have 381K raised 
thus far. The group discussed the timeline for the “public phase” of fundraising, which will likely be 
planned for late spring after we hear about potential funding from grants through the US Forest 
Service and Land for Maine’s Future.  

-Progress on the Edgehill project awaits the formation of a family LLC and additional ownership 
issues on the property, but there is still optimism for completion in 2022.  

-The GIS Tool is active. Sandy, George, and Hans are learning its capabilities and functionality, and 
it will begin to be utilized more fully throughout the year. Nicole is scheduled for completion of the 
project next month, and the final layer of individual landowners using tax map data is to come.  

-The lease with Bill Giordano for the Howell Farm converted to month-to-month at the beginning 
of January, with the expectation of formal arrangements for leasing both the building and the 
property to be finalized after a meeting scheduled with Giordano in early February.  

There being no additional business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:36. Respectfully submitted, 

Samantha Haskell 

  

https://www.smarterwisdom.com/
https://www.smarterwisdom.com/
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Strategic Initiatives Committee 
January 18th, 2022, via Zoom 

 
Members Present: Charlie Baldwin, Mary Barnes, Johanna Barrett, Randy Curtis, Samantha Haskell, 
Sarah King, Michael Sheahan, Hannah Webber, Tate Yoder. Staff Present: Sandy Walczyk, George 
Fields, Hans Carlson  

The meeting was called to order at 5:17 

The group finalized a regular meeting time; the fourth Tuesday of each month.  

The first topic of discussion was the Regional Plan contract. Hans had a conversation 
with Ryan Wallace of the Mitchell Center at USM, but they, like the Margaret Chase Smith Center at 
UMO, could not begin work with us until the summer. There are potential options with private 
contractors, and perhaps another option through the UMaine system left to explore, so Hans will 
follow up with a plan of action at our next meeting. Mindful of the fact that the funding for the 
project outlined a 9-month timeframe for completion (by August 2022) there is an assumption that 
gathering the data from these sources will take considerably less time than the work HCPC had 
originally proposed. Hans explained that the work of the regional plan will be, in part, the data 
behind the assertion of changing demographics and development pressures in the Conservation 
Plan. 

Conversation moved to the committee’s initial responses to the Conservation Plan. 
The draft document intends to outline the broad components of an approach to community 
resilience, and to define the role of conservation at the intersection between land and community. 
Hans elaborated that he would like it to open discussion within the organization around strategic 
priorities, a new approach to focus areas, and how we engage more fully with the second and third 
sentences of our mission statement, “to teach and practice a stewardship ethic. To promote 
ecological, economic, and community health for this and future generations.” Thinking about our 
“cultural use” of land as a way to engage with working landscapes was proposed, and the concept of 
conservation not just of farms but also of farming was given as an example of the thematic approach. 
Questions arose from the group around how to make the document more accessible to engage with 
at this stage, and how to honor our foundational commitment to land acquisition and stewardship 
while expanding and deepening our role and responsibility to the community. Phased 
implementation involves this presentation of ideas leading to a distillation of priorities and scope of 
work for the Board and Staff. The tactical components of how we do the work come in Phase Two, 
using the GIS and demographic data to inform where and why conservation happens.  

Proposed steps forward: 
- A flow chart framework will be created to help provide clarity and context 

- Committee members submit responses/edits/feedback to the plan in a shared document 

- The committee will discuss specific themes and the scope (circle) of the plan at future 

meetings 

- A structure for how SI discussions flow to the full Board/ decision making will be created 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:36 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Samantha Haskell 
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Development Committee Minutes 
January 25th, 2022 9am 

via Zoom 
 
Present: Mary Barnes, Samantha Haskell, Kate Tomkins, Randy Curtis, Doug Cowan  
Staff present: Hans Carlson, Chrissy Allen, George Fields 
 
Meeting commenced at 9:03 am 

1. Unanimously approved minutes from past meeting. It was requested that future grant 
updates include details – specific request, amount, deadline, etc.  

2. Annual Operating Campaign numbers YTD as of January 18, 

2022 

2022 YTD $8,770 2021 

YTD $7,592 

Donors: 
New Donors: 6 
Consecutive Year Donors: 30 
Recaptured (lapsed) Donors: 14 

Donors: 
New Donors: 7 
Consecutive Year 
Donors: 31  
Recaptured (lapsed) 
Donors: 11

3. 2021 EOY Update: Final Numbers  
Operations: $525,732 (2020 was $401,036) 
Special Projects: $1,170,985 (2020 was $976,080 
New Donors: 213 (November 157) 
Consecutive Year Donors: 528 (November 212) 
Recaptured (lapsed) Donors: 143 (November 102) 

All Seasons and HS increased significantly in 2021. We now have 40-50 All Seasons givers.  

At the next Dev Comm meeting we will take a deep dive on how unrestricted and special 
projects funds are broken down by donor type (individuals, foundations, projects, others; 
for the purpose of understanding where there may be opportunities for growth.  

Operations fundraising was incredibly successful in 2021, and has resulted in exceeding the 
ops fundraising goal by $125k. Two key points on this surplus: 1) these additional funds 
match our annual Anahata ops funding @ $100k. A goal of the Development Director, 
ED, and Dev Comm has been to grow ops fundraising to match this annual Anahata grant, 
so we are less reliant on this annual grant in the long term. Anahata is supportive of this 
approach. Additionally, in the next board meeting Hans will request to increase the 
approved operations fundraising goal from $400k to $425k, taking into account fundraising 
success from last year, and confidence in meeting this new goal in 2022.  
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4. Wallamatogus Fundraising Update 

• USFS proposal for Community Forest at ‘Togus was recently submitted for $325k. 

• LMF proposal will be submitted by 4/1 in the amount of $400k. 

• We recently received $50k from the Bafflin Foundation out of RI. This was a lead from 
Bill Beyereuther.  

• MCF did not fund this year, due to different focus area during pandemic. Encouraged 
Trust to reapply next year.  

• Pre-app submitted to Fidelity Foundation by Hans.  

• Gauging interest from potential significant individual donors.  

• Hoping to settle RoW issue in a meeting with town on 1/26/22. RoW is required for 
LMF grant.  

 
5. 2022 Heritage Society Events Update 

One event planned for each month this year. Printed list of events was mailed to all HS 
members. These are a mix of walks, educational opportunities, and intimate cocktail parties. 
The committee would also like to hear updates from Landere on outreach events planned 
for 2022, and where there might be overlap with Development activities.  

 
6. 2022 Development Committee Work Goals 

Committee members are reviewing workplan and will discuss at our March meeting as 
needed.  
 

7. Planned Giving Campaign for 2022 
Chrissy is planning to work with Tracy Curtis to review old materials and develop new 
information on planned giving. Short list of planned givers to highlight in new materials is 
under review, and includes reaching out to some original/older former board members to 
ask if they are willing to be included in new materials.  

 
8. Heritage Society Requirements  

The committee asked: is the HS still an important pillar in our fundraising? The consensus 
was that yes, it is an important force for growth in the organization. Do we need to revise 
the guidelines for who is in the HS? Do we include restricted gifts? One-offs? This will 
always be a gray area, but we should err on the side of inclusion. The committee agreed it is 
OK not to have hard and fast rules for HS membership.  
 

9. New Business 
 

10. Adjournment – 10:35 am 
 

2022 Meetings- 9am 
 

3/22, 5/24, 7/26, 9/27, 11/8
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Minutes of the Governance Committee meeting, January 27, 2022 

January 27, 2022, 9:16 AM – 9:56 AM  

 
Board members present: Norman Alt, Samantha Haskell, Sarah King, Brooke Parish, Hannah 

Webber 
Staff present: Hans Carlson 
 

1. Discussion item – Document review 
a. Role and Expectations of Board Members – Alt to provide a technical review for currency 

to provide to King.   
b. Personnel Policy and Procedures – King to provide a technical review and provide to 

committee for consideration.  
 

Both documents will be revisited at the next Governance Committee meeting with the goal 
of putting before the Board for approval in April. King will set up a shared platform to 
facilitate document reviews. 
 

2. Discussion item – 2022 committee work plan. King will develop a work plan for the 
committee based on discussions to present at next Governance Committee meeting. 
Expected to address: 

a. Routine document review/update. Many documents require review. Goal will be to 
review several per meeting cycle. 

b. Board membership – some members have expiring terms, expiring positions. 
Webber/Carlson to provide previously used skillset chart for review and future 
updating for consideration in and to inform need-based discussions. 

c. Board cohesion. Consideration/discussion of methods/strategies to build cohesion 
among the board. 

d. Board training opportunities. Discussion of themes prevalent in the Brandt report 
(discussion to continue into next meeting) and what training and/or development 
opportunities should be considered to address/close “gaps.” Specific topics 
identified included building capacity to support a future capital campaign, better 
board understanding of financial operations, etc. 

e. Onboarding (see below). 
 

3. Discussion item – Onboarding for Charlie Baldwin targeted to occur this spring (April).  
  

Meeting adjourned at 9:56 AM. 
 
Next meeting – Thursday, March 31, 2022, at 9:15 AM 
 
Respectfully submitted, Sarah King, committee chair 
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Development Report 
 
Hi All- Below, please find highlights and updates from the Development Desk.  

 

• End of Year – We had an excellent end of year with donations, new members, and in hitting 
all of our Development Goals for 2021. Much of this is spelled out in the Development 
Committee minutes. Please let me know if you have any questions.  
 

•  Grants & Foundations- we received funding from 15 grant making foundations in 2021 
including a handful from foundations Bill Bayreuther suggested for us. Projects funded 
include Forest Days Outreach Programming, Edge Hill Acquisition, Wallamatogus, Forestry 
Outreach & Educational Programming, Bagaduce River Monitor, Environmental Book 
Grant to Schools, Wildlife habitat Database, Friends from the Field Webinar Series, HAW 
Accessible Trail, Trail Guide, Exploration Kits, Trail Signage, Forestry/Stewardship 
Equipment, GIS Mapping Project & Buildout Study, Edible Landscape Project, Interns, and 
more.  
 
I was asked to share our strategy for what projects we pick for certain grants. Essentially, I 
have a long list of potential grants I can apply for in a given year. I meet with staff to hear 
about the projects they need funding for based on their Annual Work Plan and goals for the 
year +. I then fill in a spreadsheet, matching grants with projects and show it to Hans for his 
thoughts and any changes. Sometimes we don’t apply for a certain grant because we really 
don’t have a project that meets their criteria. Usually, we will apply for multiple grants for 
one project as we know the success rate is between 50-60%. For example, the HAW 
accessible trail project had 7 grants written and 2 successful, where the trail guide had 4 
grants written and 3 were successful.  
 
We are still filling out the spreadsheet for 2022, but I am currently working on grants for 
Wallamatogus, which will be the bulk of my grant writing this year, as well as the Edible Trail 
project in Surry Forest. I have 41 foundations on my list for 2022 and would expect to write 
at least 35 grants this year.  
 

 

• Heritage Society Events- We are off to a great start and had a fantastic HS Event in 
January. February will be a hike up Wallamatogus. Join us!  
 

• Donor Stewardship in 2022- Thank you for signing up for a month (or two) to help write 
thank you notes and make calls. I have heard from two prominent donors that they really 
appreciated the note/call they received from a board member. This is an important initiative, 
and I am grateful for your help.  
 

-Respectfully, Chrissy 
 

 
 
 


