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Executive Summary

Conewago Mountains Conservation Area, Pennsylvania
Highlands

The Conewago Mountains are
forested hills rising more than
1,400 feet above sea level
(Appendix B, Map 2) within the
Pennsylvania Highlands. This
region of northern York County is
a unique area of natural and
recreational resources along the
western shore of the Susquehanna
River. This area’s expansive
woodlands and unique geologic
features have helped shape the
heritage and character of its
people and communities. The
Conewago Mountains landscape
encompasses approximately
27,700 acres of land, including a
state park and game lands.

The Conewago Mountains Conservation Area was highlighted in the Pennsylvania
Highlands Conservation Atlas 1 and is a priority landscape for protection within the
Pennsylvania Highlands. The Pennsylvania Highlands has been designated as a MegaGreenway by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and stretches over 1.9 million acres in
southeastern PA, through 13 counties from Northampton to Adams County. The
Pennsylvania Highlands is part of the nationally significant 3.5 million acre Highlands
region in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York and Connecticut.

In the summer of 2013 the Appalachian Mountain Club and The Trust for Public Land
undertook an analysis of the conservation potential in the Conewago Mountains region.
The goals of the analysis were two-fold. The first goal was to identify core conservation
areas and to develop a conservation assessment of priority lands in the area. The second
goal was to identify potential funding resources that could be utilized to protect priority
lands in the Conewago Mountains area.

Key Findings
1

http://www.outdoors.org/pdf/upload/cons_PAHighlandsAtlas1.pdf.
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This project focuses on the portion of York County that is included in the Pennsylvania
Highlands region (Appendix B, Map 1). The Conewago Mountain conservation focus area 2
(Appendix B, Map 2) overlaps with sections of Carroll, Conewago, Dover, Fairview,
Monaghan, Newberry, and Warrington townships (Appendix B, Map 3). However, because
the focus area is relatively small (over 27,700 acres), all of the York County townships and
boroughs within the Pennsylvania Highlands region were evaluated.
The Conewago Mountain region contains over 38,700 parcels totaling approximately
153,000 acres. There are 166 parcels of existing conservation land, including state-owned
lands (3 parcels), municipally-owned lands (41 parcels), and parcels with agricultural
easements (122 parcels). These parcels range from less than a quarter acre to over 2,000
acres in size and total approximately 10,470 acres or 7% of the Conewago Mountain area.

Out of over 38,700 parcels, there are a total of over 38,250 unconserved parcels that are
potentially available for conservation protection; these total approximately 140,000 acres
or 92% of the area. Of the unconserved parcels, about 60% of the parcels are less than one
acre and there are 43 parcels over 130 acres that represent 5% of the study area. Of the
unconserved parcels, 898 are adjacent to existing conservation areas, and there are two
in-holdings with 100% of their borders contiguous to conserved lands.
There are approximately 34 miles of recreational land trails and 73 miles of recreational
water trails with 1,384 unconserved parcels that are adjacent to or contain a trail.

Most funding for land conservation in America comes from local governments. Therefore,
a dedicated source of local revenue often serves as the key to long-range open space
preservation efforts as the stable funding source to leverage grant money offered by the
state and federal programs.

Since 1996, more than 110 local ballot measures were passed in Pennsylvania that
supports the acquisition of land for open space, farmland and recreational purposes,
generating nearly $1 billion. The overall passage rate for local ballot measures in
Pennsylvania is 79 percent. Pennsylvania voters have approved 92 percent of all 48 bond
measures, 70 percent of 80 earned income tax measures, and 85 percent of all 13 property
tax measures. 3

York County has never voted on a conservation finance ballot measure. However, voters
in Hellam Township, not in the Conewago Mountains area but on the eastern border of
York County, rejected an open space property tax in November 2003 with only 39 percent
support.

York County has had a nationally ranked 4 agricultural preservation program in place since
1990. Funded by county appropriations along with a line of credit by a local lender (which
leveraged state and federal funding), the program has helped preserve nearly 40,000
acres of farmland. Funding for the program is an annual budgetary decision. 5
2
3
4
5

Highlands Coalition. 2006. The Pennsylvania Highlands Conservation Atlas.
http://www.highlandscoalition.org/documents/PAHighlandsAtlas.pdf.
The Trust for Public Land. “LandVote database.” http://www.landvote.org Accessed October 12, 2013. Measures in LandVote record
only measures for new land acquisitions.
Pappas, Leslie. “Pa. counties among best at saving farmland.” Philly.com http://articles.philly.com/2003-0805/news/25453754_1_farmland-preservation-report-elizabeth-emlen-agricultural-preserve-board.
Personal communication with Patty McCandless, Director, York County Ag Land Preserve Board.
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In Pennsylvania, general obligation bonds are the financing mechanism utilized most often
by counties for land conservation. A bond issue provides up front funds that will allow for
the immediate purchase of land while it is still available and distributes the cost of
acquisition over time so that future beneficiaries also share in the burden. In addition,
bond issues are a familiar form of public financing for local capital improvements
including park development in Pennsylvania.
At the municipal level, pay as you go taxes such as the property tax, earned income tax, or
real estate transfer tax have been used, in addition to bonds, to finance land conservation
by Pennsylvania townships, mostly in the southeastern portion of the state. 6

There are several local finance options—from taxes to bonds—that could be considered as
tools for financing parks and land conservation in the Conewago Mountain Area.
Specifically, this report analyzes the revenue raising capacity of bonds, property taxes and
the earned income tax as conservation finance mechanisms and their associated cost to
taxpayers. In addition, several relevant state and federal conservation funding programs
potentially could be leveraged to provide funding for specific land acquisitions. The
established communities in this area could consider separate public funding programs or
a coordinated effort to finance land conservation in the Conewago Mountain Area.
This feasibility report is meant to inform these jurisdictions of new funding options for
land conservation by identifying potential funding mechanisms and revenue raising
capacity. Next steps should include matching a funding source to the needs identified by
the municipality and testing voter attitudes toward a specific set of funding proposals.
TPL recommends a public opinion survey that tests funding options, ballot language, tax
tolerance, and program priorities of voters.

This Study does not address county or municipal fiscal status for implementing a funding
mechanism in depth. Rather, it anticipates that an examination of fiscal status will be an
integral part of any decision-making process concerning conservation funding for the
individual jurisdictions in the study area.

Conclusion

Based on the scientific and fiscal analysis, there is great potential for significant land
conservation in the Conewago Mountains region. If this effort is successful, people residing
in and around the Conewago Mountains will enjoy many benefits, including plentiful clean
water and air; access to close-to-home recreational and cultural resources; the
conservation of important ecological resources such as forests, waterways and wildlife
habitat and increased economic opportunity.

For more information please contact:
Mark Zakutansky – Appalachian Mountain Club – 610-868-6915 or mzakutansky@outdoors.org
Cathy Poppenwimer - Appalachian Mountain Club – 603-466-8131 or cpoppenwimer@outdoors.org
Tom Gilbert – The Trust for Public Land - 267-261-7325 or tom.gilbert@tpl.org
Andrew duMoulin – The Trust for Public Land - 617-371-0557 or andrew.dumoulin@tpl.org
6

Heritage Conservancy. Opportunity Knocks – Open Space is a Community Investment. http://www.heritageconservancy.org/wpcontent/uploads/2012/02/opportunity-knocks.pdf.
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I. Land Conservation Assessment
Introduction

The Conewago Mountains of northern York County, Pennsylvania are forested hills rising
more than 1,400 feet above sea level. They form an arc of peaks that includes Blair Hill,
Nell’s Hill, Flat Mountain, Round Top, Pinetown Hill, Wright Knob, John’s Knob, Ramsey
Hill, and Straight Hill. These hills contain large rock outcroppings of diabase formations,
boulder fields, and sensitive natural areas.

There are several priority conservation areas identified by the York County Natural Areas
Inventory located within this region. Nells Hill Swamp, a successional red maple swamp
with seeps, is a unique landscape feature in York County. Erney Cliff, a sparsely vegetated
eroded cliff rising steeply above Conewago Creek, contains a growth of wild oats. The
forests of Gifford Pinchot State Park are surrounded by farm fields and are a rest stop for
migrating forest birds – warblers, vireos, and thrushes. Pinchot Lake and its shoreline
wetlands attract thousands of waterfowl such as mergansers, Canada geese, mallard
ducks, loons, and teal.

Significant recreational areas of the Conewago Mountains include Ski Round Top, State
Game lands 242 and 243, Yellow Breeches Creek, Conewago Creek, and Gifford Pinchot
State Park. The park lies on the southern edge of the Conewago Mountains, and its lake is
known for excellent fishing. Although the Conewago Mountains provide many outdoor
recreational opportunities and contain a fair amount of protected land, they are located in
a rapidly developing area 10 miles south of Harrisburg. Their future is unclear.

The first goal of this assessment was to spatially identify high conservation value lands
within the Conewago Mountains that: 1) have the greatest potential for larger scale
protection based on ownership parcel size; and 2) offer greater public value and ease of
stewardship based on a parcel’s adjacency to other protected lands. The second goal of
this assessment was to identify potential funding resources that could be utilized to
protect priority lands in the Conewago Mountains. This study follows the model developed
for earlier studies of the Sand Hills 7 and Furnace Hills 8 conservation regions.

7
8

An Analysis of the Conservation Potential in the Sand Hills Conservation Region of the Pennsylvania Highlands,
http://www.outdoors.org/pdf/upload/SandHillsPublicReport-090412.pdf.
An Analysis of the Conservation Potential in the Furnace Hills Conservation Area, Pennsylvania Highlands,
http://www.outdoors.org/pdf/upload/cons-furnace-hills-assess.pdf.
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A. Methodology

Study Area
This project focuses on the portion of York County that is included in the Pennsylvania
Highlands region (Appendix B, Map 1). The Conewago Mountain conservation focus area 9
(Appendix B, Map 2) overlaps with sections of Carroll, Conewago, Dover, Fairview,
Monaghan, Newberry, and Warrington townships (Appendix B, Map 3). However, because
the focus area is relatively small (27,793 acres), all of the York County townships and
boroughs within the Pennsylvania Highlands region were evaluated.
Approach
The potential for land conservation within this area is based on an assessment of
individual parcels that includes ownership fragmentation (parcel size and adjacency to
existing conservation land) and conservation value. 10

The ownership fragmentation component ranks parcels based on their size and adjacency
to existing conservation areas. The conservation value is a quantitative measure of the
ecological and recreational/cultural resource values of each parcel based on the
assessment conducted by the USDA Forest Service (USFS) as part of the Pennsylvania
Highlands Study. 11 In addition, other information was identified and suggested for
mapping for each parcel.
Ownership fragmentation and conservation value were computed for all unconserved
parcels, though we recognize that many parcels may be poor candidates for conservation
due to their small size or existing development. Public non-conservation lands were
excluded from this analysis. These include cemeteries, military installations, airports, and
property owned by the state, county and municipalities that are not deemed conservation
lands. January 2012 parcel data from the York County Planning Commission was used for
this analysis.
Analysis Components

Size: The parcel size score was assigned as follows, with the largest parcels receiving the
highest score:
Score
0
1
2
3
4
5

9
10
11

Grouping
<10 acres (approx. 35% of cumulative area)
10 – 25 acres (approx. 20% of cumulative area)
25 – 60 acres (approx. 20% of cumulative area)
60 – 85 acres (approx. 10% of cumulative area)
85 – 130 acres (approx. 10% of cumulative area)
> 130 acres (approx. 5% of cumulative area)

Highlands Coalition. 2006. The Pennsylvania Highlands Conservation Atlas.
http://www.highlandscoalition.org/documents/PAHighlandsAtlas.pdf.
AMC realizes that each advisory organization may evaluate landowner information differently. This approach was developed by the
AMC and has been reviewed by the Conewago Mountains advisory group.
Pennsylvania Highlands Study Part 1, USDA Forest Service 2006, http://cleara.uconn.edu/highlands2006/PAmain.html (data and
maps are available on line).
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Adjacency: The parcel adjacency score was determined by the percentage of the property
boundary bordering existing conservation and agricultural easement lands. The
percentage was prorated to a maximum score of 5 (which would be given to parcels that
are entirely bordered by conservation land).

Conservation: The parcel conservation value score was computed as the parcel’s mean
value based on the composite value analysis developed by the USFS as part of the
Highlands Regional Study: Connecticut and Pennsylvania 2010 Update. 12 The composite
value analysis included agricultural, biological, forest, recreational/cultural, and water
resources. For a list of resource components refer to Appendix C, Table 1. The purpose of
the composite value assessment was to integrate various sources of information to
provide a comprehensive picture of relative resource conservation value across the
region, highlighting areas with high composite resource value that are a priority for
conservation.

However, the USFS study was not utilized directly since it encompassed only about the
eastern quarter of the Conewago study area. Therefore, we developed a comparable
assessment based on the USFS study’s methodology and incorporating the same resource
categories and weighting system. In some cases we utilized data layers that had been
updated since the USFS study, but in other areas we were unable to duplicate the USFS
study exactly due to time constraints and the unavailability of certain data layers.
Appendix C, Table 2 provides a comparison of the original USFS study and our
conservation value assessment. The resulting composite values are shown in Appendix C,
Map 1.

The parcel conservation value score was computed as the parcel’s mean value. The mean
parcel scores range from 1 to 10, with higher scores indicating higher composite resource
value.
Combined Parcel Value Score
A combined parcel value score was developed by adding the conservation value, parcel
size and adjacency scores. The combined score identifies the parcels with the highest
value for conservation based on the resource values and landscape context. This
information is a helpful tool in both prioritizing conservation opportunities and obtaining
funding for their protection.
Additional Information
The following additional information was identified for each unconserved parcel.

The parcel’s mean score for each of the individual resource categories was identified.
These resource values include: agricultural, biological, forest, recreational/cultural, and
water resources (Appendix C, Maps 2 – 6). The mean parcel scores in each category range
from 0 to 10, with higher scores indicating higher resource values.

A parcel was noted if it contains or is adjacent to a regional recreational trail or is used for
recreational purposes. The regional recreational trails include the Mason-Dixon Trial,
Conewago Creek Water Trail, Lower Susquehanna River Water Trail, and Yellow Breeches
12

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 2010. Highlands Regional Study: Connecticut and Pennsylvania 2010 Update.
http://na.fs.fed.us/pubs/stewardship/highlands_regional_study_ct_pa_10_screen.pdf.
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Creek Water Trail (Appendix C, Map 7). The Lower Susquehanna River Water Trail and the
Yellow Breeches Creek Water Trail both border the study area. Parcels that are used for
recreation include ski areas, church camps, private campgrounds, and Boy Scout camps.
Parcels were identified, and acreage and percentage determined, for the following
features:
-

-

-

-

-

AMC designated Greenway Corridor. The Greenway corridors 13 are the best
potential lands to connect areas that have a high natural resource value (Appendix
C, Map 8).
Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program (PNHP) Core Habitat. Core habitat 14 is an
area containing plant or animal species of concern at the state or federal levels, or
exceptional native diversity (Appendix C, Map 9).
PNHP Supporting Landscape. Supporting landscapes are areas surrounding or
contiguous to core habitats that maintain vital ecological processes or secondary
habitat for sensitive natural features that may be able to accommodate some types
of low-impact activities (Appendix C, Map 10).
Riparian areas. Riparian areas are based on a 100-foot buffer along streams 15
(Appendix C, Map 11).
York County Focus Areas. Areas that represent large, connected and contiguous
areas where open space conservation has the highest value16 (Appendix C, Map 12).
York County Greenways. Greenways differ in their location and function. Some
may represent recreational corridors or scenic byways that may accommodate
motorized and non-motorized vehicles, whereas other greenways may function
almost exclusively for environmental protection and are not designated for human
passage 16 (Appendix C, Map 13).
York County Natural Areas. These areas are the locations of rare, threatened, and
endangered species and of the highest quality natural areas in the county 17
(Appendix C, Map 14).

In addition, parcels were identified if they contained the following features. Stream name,
stream order 18, and cumulative stream length were calculated.
-

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Impaired and Non-impaired Streams. Streams are designated in the 2013 PA DEP
Streams Integrated List 19 (Appendix C, Map 15).

Appalachian Mountain Club and Pennsylvania Committee of the Highlands Coalition. 2007. The Pennsylvania Highlands Greenway
Planning Project A Tool for Land Protection in the Pennsylvania Highland.
http://www.outdoors.org/conservation/wherewework/highlands/highlands-resource-conservation.cfm.
Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program. Statewide CNHI Fact Sheet. http://www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us/cnhi/cnhi.htm.
100 feet is the average minimum riparian forest buffer width that PA DEP recommends for regulatory, voluntary, and grant activities.
This width applies to perennial or intermittent streams, rivers (minimum 100 feet on both sides of the stream or river), lakes, ponds
and reservoirs (DEP. 2009. Riparian Forest Buffer Guidance. Document Number 394-5600-001).
York County Planning Commission. 2006. York County Open Space & Greenways, A Component of the York County Comprehensive
Plan http://www.ycpc.org/Long_Range_Docs/Comp_Plan/Open_Space_Plan.pdf.
York County Planning Commission. 2004. York County Natural Areas Inventory, A Component of the York County Comprehensive
Plan http://www.ycpc.org/Long_Range_Docs/Comp_Plan/Natural_Areas_Inventory.pdf.
Stream order is determined by the Strahler method. This method of stream order increases when streams of the same order
intersect. The intersection of two links of different orders will not increase in order.
http://webhelp.esri.com/arcgisdesktop/9.1/body.cfm?tocVisable=1&ID=3005&TopicName=Identifying%20stream%20networks.
The 2013 DEP Streams Integrated List represents stream assessments in an integrated format for the Clean Water Act Section 305(b)
reporting and Section 303(d) listing. PA DEP protects 4 stream water uses: aquatic life, fish consumption, potable water supply, and
recreation. The 305(b) layers represent stream segments that have been evaluated for attainment of those uses. If a stream segment
is not attaining any one of its 4 uses, it is considered impaired.
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-

Trout Natural Reproducing and Stocked Streams. Streams are designated by the
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission; 2014 data was used (Appendix C, Map
16).
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B. Results

Parcel Value Assessment
The study area contains over 38,700 parcels totaling approximately 153,000 acres. There
are over 250 parcels of public non-conservation lands totaling approximately 2,450 acres.
There are 166 parcels of existing conservation lands including state-owned lands (3
parcels), municipally-owned lands (41 parcels), and parcels with agriculture easements
(122 parcels). These parcels range from less than a quarter of an acre to over 2,000 acres
(Gifford Pinchot State Park) and total approximately 10,470 acres or 7% of this portion of
York County (Appendix D, Map 1).
There are over 38,250
unconserved parcels
encompassing about
140,000 acres that are
potentially available for
conservation protection.
Of these about 60% are
less than one acre.
There are three parcels
over 250 acres and
another five over 200
acres (Figure 1). The 43
parcels over 130 acres
represent 5% of the
study area. The
distribution of parcel
size scores is shown in
Table 1.

Figure 1: Parcel Size Distribution

Table 1: Distribution of Parcel Size Scores
Score
# of Parcels
Size Range
0
35,265
< 10 acres
1
1,869
10 - 25 acres
2
765
25 - 60 acres
3
180
60 - 85 acres
4
134
85 - 130 acres
5
43
> 130 acres
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Of the unconserved
parcels, 898 are adjacent
to existing conservation
areas, ranging from less
than 1% to 100%
adjacency. The
distribution of values
(Figure 2) are relatively
even until the upper end,
representing parcels with
a high degree of
adjacency. There are 2
inholdings (Adjacency =
100%).

The mean parcel
conservation value scores
span the full range from 0
to 10. The highest values
are concentrated in the
central part of the study
region, with smaller areas
of high value along the
northwestern edge (along
the boundary with
Cumberland County) and
the eastern edge (along
the Susquehanna River).
These generally represent
the parts of the study area
with the greatest forest
cover.

Figure 2: Percent Adjacency Distribution (only parcels
adjacent to protected lands are included)

The distribution of
conservation value scores
shows a gradual increase,
with a steeper increase at
the upper end
Figure 3: Conservation Value Distribution
representing the
relatively small number of
parcels with the highest
scores (Figure 3). There are 43 parcels with a value of 10. There are 3,309 parcels with
the value of zero, which represents 1) a limitation of the GIS analysis due to the parcels’
small size, which was below the resolution of the conservation value data used to compute
this value, or 2) areas in the conservation value data layer that are masked out (refer to
Appendix C, Table 1, for an explanation of masked areas that are set to zero).
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The combined parcel value
analysis scores range from
0 to 14.8 out of a
maximum of 20 (Figure 4).
Generally, a score of 10 or
above represent the
highest tier of value; there
are 252 parcels with a
score of 10 or above.

Figure 4: Combined Parcel Value Score
Distribution
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Identification of Priority Parcels
The top 25 ranked parcels were identified. The greatest concentration of high-scoring
parcels is east of State Game Land 242. Four other parcels are located along a short
stretch of Conewago Creek. These parcels are located within the actual Conewago
Mountain Conservation Focus Area (Appendix B, Map 2 and 3).

Three of the parcels are very small (≤2 acres); they rank highly because of high level of
adjacency to existing conservation land. Examination of these parcels in Google Earth
showed that they do contain houses. The parcel data did not contain information on the
development status of parcels so developed parcels could not be excluded from the
analysis. Existing development is to some degree included in the USFS conservation value
assessment, primarily through the use of National Land Cover Data (NLCD). However, the
resolution of the NLCD data is insufficient to pick up all developed area.
Of the 43 largest parcels (> 130 acres), seven are included in the top 25 highest scoring
parcels. However, many other of these large parcels scored highly, with 13 more having a
combined parcel value score of 10 or greater. Of the three parcels over 250 acres, one
ranked in the top 25 and another ranked 26th with a combined parcel value score of 12.0.
This parcel is located near the western boundary of the study area and is not adjacent to
conservation land. The other parcel had a score of 8.8; it is located in the eastern part of
the study area near Little Conewago Creek and is primarily composed of agricultural land.
The 252 parcels having combined parcel value scores of at least 10 represent the highest
tier of parcel value. The specific location of these parcels will help guide the priority that
should be given to their conservation.
Additional Information
Additional information was identified for each unconserved parcel included in the
analysis:
•

•

•

The parcels’ mean score for each of the individual resource categories (agricultural,
biological, forest, recreational/cultural, and water resources) ranged from 0 to 10,
with the higher scores indicating higher resource value. None of the top 25 ranked
parcels scored a 10 in the agricultural, recreational/cultural, or water resource
categories. Parcels 9 and 25 scored a 10 in the forest and biological resource
categories and parcel 12 scored a 10 in the biological resource category.
There are approximately 34 miles of recreational land trails and 73 miles of
recreational water trails within the study area. There are 1,384 unconserved
parcels that contain or are adjacent to a trail. The Mason-Dixon Trial is contained
within or adjacent to 672 parcels, the Conewago Creek Water Trail is contained
within or adjacent to 392 parcels, both of these are contained within or adjacent to
22 parcels, the Lower Susquehanna River Water Trail is adjacent to 65 parcels; and
the Yellow Breeches Creek Water Trail is adjacent to 233 parcels. Out of the top 25
ranked parcels, parcel 16 is adjacent to or contains a land trail and parcels 13, 14,
15, 17, 18, 19, 21, and 22 are adjacent to or contain a water trail.
Unconserved parcels used for recreational purposes were identified by reviewing
the information included with the parcel data. There are 38 parcels used for
recreational purposes, including 22 parcels identified as a ski area, five as church
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

camps, two as private campgrounds, and nine as Boy Scout camps. Out of the top 25
ranked parcels, parcels 1, 3, 20, and 24 are identified to have recreational purposes.
Of the unconserved parcels, 9,439 (25%) overlap with an AMC designated
Greenway Corridor to some degree, of which 3,881 parcels are completely within a
corridor. Out of the top 25 ranked parcels, parcels 6, 7, 14, 16 and 25 are
completely within a corridor.

Of the unconserved parcels, 988 (3%) contain PNHP Core Habitat to some degree,
with 195 consisting of 100% Core Habitat. Out of the top 25 ranked parcels, parcels
1, 7, 10, 12, 20, 23, and 24 are classified as completely PNHP Core Habitat.

Of the unconserved parcels, 1,931 (5%) contain PNHP Supporting Landscape to
some degree with 654 consisting of 100% Supporting Landscape. None of the top
25 ranked parcels are classified as completely PNHP Supporting Landscape.
Of the unconserved parcels, 6,966 (18%) contain riparian areas to some degree,
with 108 parcels that are classified as 100% riparian area. None of the top 25
ranked parcels are composed of 100% riparian area.

Of the unconserved parcels, 4,935 (13%) contain York County Focus Areas to some
degree, with 1,646 consisting of 100% Focus Area. Out of the top 25 ranked parcels,
parcels 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 20, 23, and 24 are 100% Focus Area.
Of the unconserved parcels, 3,313 (9%) contain York County Greeways to some
degree, with 1,036 consisting of 100% Greenway. None of the top 25 ranked
parcels are composed of 100% Greenway.

Of the unconserved parcels, 557 (1%) contain York County Natural Areas to some
degree, with 74 consisting of 100% Natural Area. Out of the top 25 ranked parcels,
parcels 1, 7, 10, 12, 20, 23, and 24 are 100% Natural Areas.

For unconserved parcels, it was noted if the parcel contains an impaired or nonimpaired stream. Stream name, stream order, and cumulative stream length were
also recorded. Of the unconserved parcels, 4,446 (12%) contain a stream, including
3,572 parcels that contain only non-impaired streams, 795 parcels that contain
only impaired streams, and 79 parcels that contain both. The highest stream order
within an unconserved parcel is 6 such as the Conewago Creek. Out of the top 25
ranked parcels, parcel 12 contains impaired streams; parcels 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11,
13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22 contain non-impaired streams.

For unconserved parcels, it was noted if the parcel contains a trout stocked stream
or a stream that supports natural reproduction of trout. Stream name, stream
order, and cumulative stream length were also recorded. Fifty-seven parcels
contain a trout stocked stream and 114 contain a stream that supports natural
reproduction of trout. None of the top 25 ranked parcels contain a stream that is
stocked or supports natural reproduction of trout.
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II. Conservation Finance Assessment
Introduction

The Trust for Public Land (TPL) is a national nonprofit organization dedicated to
conserving land for people to enjoy as parks, gardens, and natural areas. Since 1972, TPL
has conserved over 3 million acres of land nationwide. In Pennsylvania, TPL has helped
protect over 3,000 acres.
To help state agencies and local governments acquire land, TPL assists communities in
identifying and securing public financing. TPL’s Conservation Finance program offers
technical assistance to elected officials, public agencies and community groups to design,
pass and implement public funding measures that reflect popular priorities.

Since 1996, TPL has been involved in more than 450 successful ballot measures and
twenty successful legislative campaigns that have created nearly $35 billion in new
funding for land conservation. Voters have approved 82 percent of the ballot measures
that have been supported by TPL. In Pennsylvania, TPL has been involved in the efforts to
preserve and increase funding for the Growing Greener and Keystone ’93 funds. In May
2005 voters approved a $625 million bond, which included $300 million for open space
and farmland preservation, as well as brownfield redevelopment. The measure passed
statewide with 61 percent support but was not supported in York County with 48 percent
support.

Locally in Pennsylvania, TPL most recently assisted in the passage of a $10 million bond in
Adams County (bordering York County to the west). The funds are used for open space,
farmland and other natural area preservation. The measure passed with 75 percent
support in November 2008. TPL also assisted Buckingham Township (Bucks County) in
the passage of a $20 million bond for open space in April 2008. The measure passed with
82 percent support. TPL has recently completed conservation finance feasibility studies
for Monroe and Lackawanna Counties, Upper Saucon Township (Lehigh County) and the
Sand Hills Area in Dauphin County. Since 1996, TPL has assisted 8 conservation measures
in Pennsylvania and all 8 have passed generating almost $520 million for new land
acquisitions.

The objective for this study is to research the most viable local funding options for longterm conservation of open space, farmland, forests, watersheds and wildlife habitat for the
Conewago Mountains Area including York County and its municipalities which fall within
the Pennsylvania Highlands. 20 This research is part of a larger study of the region by the
Appalachian Mountain Club.

20

Includes the Townships of Carroll, Conewago, Dover, Fairview, Monaghan, Newberry, Warrington, Washington and Franklin; and
Boroughs of Lewisberry, Goldsboro, York Haven, Dover, Wellsville, Franklintown and Dillsburg.
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A. Overview

Demographics 21
The Conewago Mountains are part of the federally designated Pennsylvania Highlands.
The Highlands Conservation Act signed by President Bush in 2004, is designed to assist
Connecticut, New Jersey, New York and Pennsylvania in conserving land and natural
resources in the Highlands region through federal assistance for land conservation
projects in which a state entity acquires land or an interest in land from a willing seller to
permanently protect resources of high conservation value.

The Conewago Mountains provide many outdoor recreation opportunities and a fair
amount of protected land; they are located in a rapidly developing area 10 miles south of
Harrisburg between two burgeoning transportation corridors. Their future is unclear. The
York County Planning Commission, Conservation District, and the Farm and Natural Lands
Trust of York County are working to protect steep slopes, woodlands, and wetlands that
provide wildlife habitat and water recreation.

Growth and Economy
Though York County has seen only average growth from 2010-2012,
Lancaster County is on the eastern border and Cumberland County is on
its northern border. These counties rank 3rd and 6th, respectively, in
terms of population growth in Pennsylvania and could provide significant
21

Section excerpted from The Pennsylvania Highlands Conservation Atlas,
http://www.outdoors.org/pdf/upload/cons_PAHighlandsAtlas1.pdf.
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development pressures the Conewago Mountains Area. York County also
abuts Harford and Baltimore counties in Maryland to its south which has
consistently put development pressures on the county. Since 1950 the
county has lost 250,000 acres of farmland.
The economy in York County reflects what has occurred nationwide over
the past several years with declining home sales and increased
unemployment. However, by the end of 2013 unemployment was down
slightly, and home sales had picked up by 13 percent over the previous
year. 22
Recent Preservation Funding Efforts
Conservation Finance election results can be
helpful in gauging voter tolerance for public
spending on land conservation. In May 2005,
voters in York County did not support the
passage of the statewide Growing Greener II
Bond question, authorizing $625 million of
which almost $300 million was to preserve
open space, farmland and watersheds. The
amendment was rejected with 48 percent in
favor in York County and passed statewide with
61 percent support.

In York County, municipalities voting, on the
Growing Greener II bond, was mixed: five of the
sixteen study-area municipalities (shown in
bold at right), voted in favor of the Growing
Greener bond.

Growing Greener II Bond Results - York County
Municipality

Yes

No

Carroll Township

44%

56%

Conewago Township

42%

58%

Dillsberg Borough

53%

47%

Dover Borough

48%

52%

Dover Township

42%

58%

Fairview Township

56%

44%

Franklin Township

45%

55%

Franklintown Borough

56%

44%

Goldsboro Borough

54%

46%

Lewisberry Borough

33%

67%

Monaghan Township

58%

42%

Newberry Township

48%

52%

Warrington Township

49%

51%

Washington Township

41%

59%

Wellsville Borough

47%

53%

York Haven Borough

50%

50%

As mentioned previously, in November 2003, voters in Hellam Township (in York County,
but not in the study area) rejected the following property tax increase which would have
generated revenue for open space acquisitions:

Do you favor the imposition of a real estate tax at the rate of 0.3 mills by Hellam Township to
be used to finance the acquisition of open space benefits, as defined by the Act, including the
protection and conservation of water resources, forests, farmland, recreational or
conservation sites, natural or scenic resources and sites of historic, geologic, or other
interest?
Past Preservation Efforts and Future Needs
The primary preservation program in York County is the Agricultural Land Preservation
Program. The program was created in June 1989 as a response to statewide voters
approving a 1987 $100 million bond for farmland preservation with 67 percent support.
22

Woodall, Candy. “Year in review: More jobs in York, but manufacturing lags.” Yorkdispatch.com
http://www.yorkdispatch.com/breaking/ci_24815755/year-review-more-jobs-york-but-manufacturing-lags?IADID=Searchwww.yorkdispatch.com-www.yorkdispatch.com.
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The program is a national leader 23 in farmland preservation and ranks third in the state in
the number of farmland acres preserved, behind Berks and Lancaster Counties. 24 This
program has historically been funded through county appropriations, a line of credit from
a local lender, and federal funding. It has protected close to 40,000 acres of farmland since
its inception.
Between 1989 (start of program) and 2006 the county received anywhere between
$100,000 and $1 million annually based on county budgetary decisions. From 2007
through 2009, the program received a $7 million line of credit to be used to preserve
farms. Each year the county allocation was matched with state funds and federal funds.
The program also began to use state Clean and Green collections, which provides tax
savings to farmland owners. This provided another $100,000 annually. Overall about $67
million has been invested in protecting agricultural land with about $18 million coming
from the county.
Since 2010 the program has received about $100,000 annually and the county now
receives funding from the Marcellus Shale Fund. This accounted for $369,000 in 2012 and
has been used primarily on preservation efforts.
Current funding levels are not sufficient to keep up with the list of potential preservation
projects in the county.

23
24

Bowers, Deborah. “Three move up in Nation’s Top 12 ranking.” Farmland Preservation Report,
http://www.farmlandpreservationreport.com/september-2010/.
Mahon, Ed. “York County farm preservation has less money to spend, but a new idea might net more land.” York Daily Record,
http://www.ydr.com/ci_22704266/york-county-farm-preservation-has-less-money-spend.
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B. Local Conservation Financing Options

General Obligation Bonds, Property Taxes, Earned Income Taxes
Generally, there are five primary types of revenue sources available to counties and
municipalities in Pennsylvania to pay for land conservation. Counties and municipalities
can use discretionary annual spending; and electoral and non-electoral debt financing,
while municipalities may additionally use a voter-approved property tax 25 or earned
income tax. This report will look primarily at voter-approved general obligation bonds,
the property tax, and earned income tax, with brief mention of non-electoral debt. The
financing options utilized by a community will depend on a variety of factors, such as
taxing capacity, budgetary resources, voter preferences and political will. The ability of
local governments to establish dedicated funding sources depends upon state enabling
authority. The specific finance options available to jurisdictions in the Conewago
Mountains Area are described in this section.

It should be noted that municipal open space taxes can be used to either “pay as you go” or
finance debt for land conservation purposes. Under Act 153 of 1996, voters decide only a
tax type/rate. Borrowing is then a separate and as-needed decision made by the
municipality’s elected officials, subsequent to a voter-approved tax increase. There are
pros and cons to each approach. There is a much larger capacity created for land
conservation in the near-term when the voter-approved tax is used to finance a bond or
other type of loan, while the “pay as you go” approach typically provides less funding in
the near-term, but generates a more stable source of annual revenues for land
preservation. 26

In 2013, the local open space funding act was amended to gives those municipalities that
choose to enact an open space tax, the flexibility to use a portion of the tax to maintain and
improve the land acquired through the tax. The new act also provides an avenue for
voters to rescind the tax through a referendum vote if the tax is no longer needed or
desired. It also secures current open space funding. Under the old act, a municipality had
the power to divert these open space funds for use on unrelated projects. The new Act
(115) provides protection against the appropriation of funds for other uses.

Non-electoral Debt
Non-electoral debt is bonds the municipality or county issues directly, without voter
approval. Non-electoral debt is limited by law. The Local Government Unit Debt Act
establishes the limits for non-electoral debt by type of local unit. The amount of non-voted
debt that can be issued by a county or municipality is limited to 300 and 250 percent,
respectively, of their borrowing base. 27 The Act defines the borrowing base as the average
annual revenue taken over the last three years. 28 As of 2013 York County is not
approaching their non-electoral debt limit. 29 Though this is an option for land
conservation, it is not ideal, as it must adhere to debt limits, and the alternative, voterapproved general obligation bonds, have enjoyed wide support in the Commonwealth.
25
26
27
28
29

Voter approved, only if municipality would like to go above their legally limited property tax rate.
Heritage Conservancy. Opportunity Knocks – Open Space is a Community Investment. http://www.heritageconservancy.org/wpcontent/uploads/2012/02/opportunity-knocks.pdf.
Local Government Unit Debt Act Section 8022 (a)(2) http://www.pabondlawyer.org/media/downloads/lgud_act.pdf.
There are some provisions for the issuance of additional debt for certain purposes.
Over $760 million as of March 2013, PA Dept. of Community and Economic Development.
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Requirements for borrowing 30
Once a decision has been made to incur debt for a capital project, the municipality or
county must comply with a number of requirements imposed upon it by the Local
Government Unit Debt Act for non-electoral debt.

Before a county or municipality can borrow funds, the governing body must enact an
ordinance or a resolution in the case of small borrowings. The ordinance is both an
information tool for the municipality’s citizens and a means to officially begin the process
of incurring debt. Notice of the ordinance must be published both before and after its
enactment. The law requires that the ordinance contain certain items, which include the
following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

an indication of the type of debt to be incurred (electoral, non-electoral, or lease rental
debt);
an indication of the form of debt (general obligation, revenue or guaranteed revenue);
a repayment schedule and interest rates;
a covenant;

a notice whether the bonds will be sold at public or private sale;

authorization for an officer of the municipality 31 to prepare a debt statement (which
must be submitted to the Department of Community and Economic Development), to
execute and deliver the bonds or notes, and to take other official action as may be
needed;
an identification of the project/purpose for which the debt is being issued and its
useful life.

As shown in the chart to the right, a
number of counties have opted to raise
open space funds without a
referendum. 32

30
31
32

Examples of Non-Electoral Debt and Appropriations for
Open Space
County
Adams
Berks
Berks
Chester
Chester
Chester
Cumberland
Lancaster
Monroe
Montgomery
Schuylkill

Total amount raised
$2 million
$30 million
$36 million
$50 million
$75 million
$60 million
$3 million
$9 million
$7 million
$100 million
$0.65 million

Section 8102 and 8103, http://www.pabondlawyer.org/media/downloads/lgud_act.pdf.
Counties are also considered municipalities in Pennsylvania.
Heritage Conservancy. Opportunity Knocks – Open Space is a Community Investment. 2008.

Year approved
2003
1999
2005
1997
1999
2004-2007
2004
1992-2006
2009
1993
2000
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Voter Approved General Obligation
Bond
Voter-approved general obligation
bonds have enjoyed widespread
support in communities throughout
Pennsylvania and much of the country.
The passage rate for local land
conservation ballot measures in the
Commonwealth is 79 percent; bonds
have an even higher success rate at 92
percent. 33 As shown in the chart to the
right, since 1996, 30 counties and
municipalities passed land
conservation funding bond measures,
most with overwhelming support,
generating over $580 million for land
conservation. There are no statutory
debt limits on the amount of voterapproved (electoral) debt, or selfsustaining debt.

Passing Local Land Conservation Bond Measures (1996-2013)
Conservation
Jurisdiction
Date
funds approved
Yes

Issuing Debt for Land Conservation
A general obligation bond in York
County or the municipalities in the
Conewago Mountains Area would
provide the means to raise a significant
amount of money upfront to protect
land that might not be available years
down the road. A bond could provide
the most readily accessible means to
meet the conservation goals in the
county and/or township. Bond funds
may only be used for capital
expenditures, including acquisition of
lands or easements, and development
or improvement of park and
recreational facilities.

33

Adams County

11/4/2008

$10,000,000

75%

Bedminster Township

11/5/2002

$2,500,000

77%

Bedminster Township

11/4/1997

$2,500,000

82%

Bedminster Township

5/17/2005

$2,500,000

69%

Buckingham Township

11/2/1999

$9,500,000

85%

Buckingham Township

4/22/2008

$20,000,000

82%

Bucks County

11/6/2007

$87,000,000

74%

East Goshen Township

11/5/1996

$3,000,000

72%

Lehigh County

5/21/2002

$30,000,000

71%

Lower Makefield Township

11/3/1998

$7,500,000

71%

Lower Makefield Township

11/4/2008

$15,000,000

69%

Middletown Township

5/17/2005

$8,500,000

79%

Milford Township

5/15/2007

$5,000,000

62%

Monroe County

5/19/1998

$25,000,000

52%

Montgomery County

11/4/2003

$112,500,000

78%

Mount Joy Township

11/8/2005

$2,000,000

61%

Northampton County

11/5/2002

$37,000,000

65%

Northampton Township

5/19/1998

$4,300,000

66%

Patton Township

11/6/2001

$2,500,000

63%

Pike County

11/8/2005

$10,000,000

67%

Plumstead Township

11/6/2001

$6,000,000

76%

Plumstead Township

11/8/2005

$8,000,000

77%

Plumstead Township

4/16/1996

$4,000,000

84%

Plumstead Township

11/3/2009

$4,500,000

51%

Radnor Township

11/7/2006

$20,000,000

79%

Richland Township

11/5/2002

$4,000,000

58%

Solebury Township

11/2/1999

$10,000,000

90%

Solebury Township

11/5/2002

$12,000,000

87%

Solebury Township

11/8/2005

$18,000,000

88%

Solebury Township

4/23/1996

$4,000,000

93%

South Abington Township

11/4/2003

$1,250,000

55%

Springfield Township

11/7/2006

$5,000,000

74%

Upper Dublin Township

11/4/2008

$30,000,000

67%

Upper Makefield Township

11/7/2000

$15,000,000

68%

Upper Makefield Township

11/8/2005

$10,000,000

80%

Upper Makefield Township

11/5/1996

$6,000,000

77%

Upper Merion Township

5/16/2006

$5,000,000

85%

Upper Providence Twp.

5/20/2003

$6,000,000

65%

Upper Southampton Twp.

5/21/2002

$2,000,000

69%

Warrington Township

11/6/2012

$3,000,000

66%

Warwick Township

11/7/2006

$7,000,000

72%

Wrightstown Township

5/21/2002

$1,500,000

70%

Wrightstown Township

11/7/2006

$1,500,000

78%

The Trust for Public Land. “LandVote database.” http://www.landvote.org Accessed October 12, 2013. Measures in LandVote record
only measures for new land acquisitions.
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The chart below includes the general obligation bond projections from a range of potential
debt issuances displaying the annual household cost. For example, the County could issue
$25 million in general obligation bonds at a cost of about $8 per household. 34
Projected Bond Costs for Conewago Mountains Area Municipalities
20 Year Bonds at 4% Interest Rate
$1m
$2m
$3m
$4m
York Fairview Township
$7
$13
$20
$27
York Dover Township
$7
$14
$20
$27
York Newberry Township
$9
$18
$26
$35
York Conewago Township
$12
$25
$37
$49
York Carroll Township
$22
$45
$67
$89
York Warrington Township
$30
$60
$90
$120
York Franklin Township
$30
$60
$90
$121
York Washington Township
$52
$105
$157
$210
York Monaghan Township
$57
$115
$172
$229
York Dillsberg Borough
$59
$119
$178
$237
York Dover Borough
$86
$173
$259
$345
York Goldsboro Borough
$196
$391
$587
$782
York York Haven Borough
$241
$483
$724
$965
York Franklintown Borough
$276
$551
$827
$1,102
York Lewisberry Borough
$450
$899
$1,349
$1,799
York Wellsville Borough
$457
$915
$1,372
$1,829

$5m
$34
$34
$44
$62
$111
$150
$151
$262
$287
$297
$432
$978
$1,206
$1,378
$2,248
$2,287

Projected Bond Costs for York County
20 Year Bonds at 4% Interest Rate
York County

$1m

$15m

$25m

$40m

$50m

$0.3

$4.7

$7.8

$12.5

$15.7

2014 Assessed value data derived from County Assessor's office.
Costs are based on median assessed home values for each township derived from the
County Assessor.
Common Level Ratio= 89.2 percent
York County Assessed Taxable Assessed Value = $29.85 billion

TPL’s bond cost calculations provide a basic estimate of debt service, tax increase, and cost
to the average homeowner in the community for potential bond issuances for land
conservation. Assumptions include the following: the entire debt amount is issued in the
first year and payments are equal until maturity; 20-year maturity; and 4 percent interest
rate. The property tax estimates assume that the jurisdiction would raise property taxes to
pay the debt service on bonds, however other revenue streams may be used. The cost per
household represents the average annual impact of increased property taxes levied to pay
the debt service. The estimates do not take into account growth in the tax base due to new
construction over the life of the bonds. The jurisdiction’s officials, financial advisors, bond
counsel and underwriters would establish the actual terms of any bond.
TPL recommends that the public opinion survey test voter support for bonds of varying
amounts and to determine the annual amount that a majority is willing to pay to support a
bond.
Authority
For all local government units, except Philadelphia, the Local Government Unit Debt Act
provides the authority and procedure for issuing local government debt. There are no
34

Personal communication with York County Assessor’s office.
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statutory debt limits on the amount of voter-approved (electoral) debt, or self-sustaining
debt. 35

Procedure
To obtain voter approval, the governing body of the county or municipality must first
adopt a resolution signifying its intent to issue electoral debt. A copy of the resolution and
the form of the question must be certified to the county board of elections at least 45 days
before the election. 36, 37
The question must be phrased substantially as follows:

Shall debt in the sum of [amount] dollars for the purpose of financing [insert brief
description of project] be authorized to be incurred as debt approved by the electors?

While the description of purposes should be brief, it should also be clear to the voters and
it should authorize all of the intended activities.

Notice of the referendum must be published in one or two newspapers of general
circulation beginning no earlier than 21 days before the election and no later than 14 days
before the election. The county board of elections shall prepare a statement in plain
English, which indicates the purpose, limitations and effects of the ballot question to be
included in the notice along with the date of the election and the question to be submitted
to the voters.

35
36
37

PA Local Government Unit Debt Act Section 8022.
Local Government Unit Debt Act, sections 8041 through 8049 and Center for Local Government Services “Referendum Handbook.”
Section 8043 Personal Conversation with Bernadette Barattini, Deputy Chief Counsel, PA Dept of Economic and Community
Development 6/16/2008.
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Voter-approved Property Tax
The property tax is a familiar revenue source for local governments. Property taxes are
usually measured in “mills,” where 1 mill equals $1 of tax for every $1,000 of assessed
property value. Property taxes provide a steady annual source of revenue regardless of
changes in the economy. They are relatively easy to administer at the local level, and the
burden is broadly distributed. Local property tax rates have limits, requiring voter
approval if these limits are exceeded. Nevertheless, voters in many communities have
been willing to use a property tax increase when revenues are specifically earmarked for
parks and open space protection. 38 Under Act 153 of 1996, funds may only be used for the
purposes of acquiring land, including development rights. Funds from a voter-approved
property-tax increase can also be used to finance revenue bonds for these purposes.
Projected Property Tax Costs for Conewago Mountains Area Municipalities (York County)

.25 mill
raises

.25 mill
Average
Annual
Impact /
HH*

.5 mill
raises

.5 mill
Average
Annual
Impact /
HH*

$160,393

$132,603

$40.10

$265,206

$80.20

$588,076,847

$98,364

$147,019

$24.59

$294,038

$49.18

$1,144,506,233

$105,547

$286,127

$26.39

$572,253

$52.77

Fairview Township

$1,617,378,537

$147,471

$404,345

$36.87

$808,689

$73.74

Franklin Township

$295,992,236

$121,189

$73,998

$30.30

$147,996

$60.59

Monaghan Township

$204,931,380

$159,620

$51,233

$39.91

$102,466

$79.81

Newberry Township

$814,349,106

$97,738

$203,587

$24.43

$407,175

$48.87

Warrington Township

$313,665,529

$127,891

$78,416

$31.97

$156,833

$63.95

Washington Township

$166,513,466

$118,621

$41,628

$29.66

$83,257

$59.31

Dillsberg Borough

$144,481,852

$116,451

$36,120

$29.11

$72,241

$58.23

Dover Borough

$91,828,392

$107,771

$22,957

$26.94

$45,914

$53.89

Franklintown Borough

$21,932,890

$82,139

$5,483

$20.53

$10,966

$41.07

Goldsboro Borough

$40,781,010

$108,375

$10,195

$27.09

$20,391

$54.19

Lewisberry Borough

$18,443,400

$112,715

$4,611

$28.18

$9,222

$56.36

Wellsville Borough

$16,769,090

$104,231

$4,192

$26.06

$8,385

$52.12

York Haven Borough

$19,653,810

$64,446

$4,913

$16.11

$9,827

$32.22

Municipality

Taxable
Valuation
(2014)

Median
Assessed
Home
Value

Carroll Township

$530,412,431

Conewago Township
Dover Township

*Household Impacts are based median assessed home values in each municipality

The chart above includes the property-tax projections from various mill increases for all of
the jurisdictions within the Conewago Mountains Area displaying the average household
cost for each. For example, Dover Township could increase their property tax by .5 mills,
which would generate almost $600,000 for land conservation annually, while costing just
over $50 per the median assessed home value.

38

Excerpted from the Heritage Conservancy, Opportunity Knocks – Open Space is a Community Investment. 2008.
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Earned Income Tax
The earned income tax (EIT) is an important source of revenue for local governments. The
EIT may be more acceptable than the property tax in communities with a large population
of retired seniors, since the tax is only applied to earned income, not to real estate assets
or pensions. Pennsylvania law caps the EIT at 1.0 percent for municipalities and school
districts. Act 153 of 1996 authorizes voters to approve the levy of an increased earned
income tax beyond the 1.0 percent limit, exclusively for the purpose of financing
purchases of land or development rights. Funds can also be used to finance revenue bonds
for these purposes. The amount of the additional tax is set by the voters in a referendum. 39
As of 2013, study area municipalities collect between a 1 and 1.45 percent earned income
tax that is split with their respective school districts. 40
If Dover Township went to the ballot with a
.1 percent increase in the EIT for open space
it would generate over $160,000 annually
for land conservation and cost the average
home just over $55 annually or just over $1
a week.

Although the amount that a majority of
voters are willing to pay on an annual basis
can vary significantly by community and
region, TPL has found from polling around
the nation that the range is typically $30-50
annually. It can be significantly higher in
more affluent communities.

TPL recommends that the public opinion
survey gauge voter support for varying
levels of property and EIT tax increases,
with information on the annual cost to the
average household, to determine how much
voters are willing to pay, and their
preferences for different funding mechanisms.

39
40

Estimated Revenue and Cost of Additional EIT
Cost/Year/
EIT
Annual
Average
Municipality Increase
Revenue*
HH**
Carroll
0.10%
$37,201
$85.22
Conewago
0.10%
$80,331
$65.82
Dover Twp.
0.10%
$161,562
$55.20
Fairview
0.10%
$138,417
$76.95
Franklin
0.10%
$25,265
$65.50
Monaghan
0.10%
$17,672
$63.62
Newberry
0.10%
$21,694
$63.37
Warrington
0.10%
$25,893
$61.99
Washington
0.10%
$20,694
$57.55
Dillsberg
0.10%
$13,100
$50.54
Dover Bor.
0.10%
$13,723
$43.46
Franklintown 0.10%
$2,133
$58.47
Goldsboro
0.10%
$5,778
$70.81
Lewisberry
0.10%
$3,207
$60.97
Wellsville
0.10%
$1,237
$60.36
York Haven
0.10%
$4,672
$48.13
*Based on 2012 EIT Revenue
**Median HH income data from York County Economic
Alliance

Heritage Conservancy. “Public Finance for Open Space: A Guide for Pennsylvania’s Municipalities.”
https://www.heritageconservancy.org/images/news/publications/pdf/pub-fin.pdf.
Municipal Statistics. “Municipal Tax Rate Summary.”
http://munstatspa.dced.state.pa.us/ReportViewer.aspx?R=MunicipalTaxInformation&county_id=670001&reporting_year=2013&re
ndering=H.
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Referring Tax Measures to the Ballot
The method for placing an earned income or property-tax referendum question on a ballot
is set forth in the Pennsylvania Election Code (P.L. 1333, No. 320). First, the governing
body must pass an ordinance to have the question placed on the ballot. For tax measures,
the ordinance is then filed with the county board of elections at least 13 Tuesdays before
the next primary or general election. The question for approval of a dedicated tax must be
phrased in the following words:
“Do you favor the imposition of a [describe the tax in mileage or rate] by [local
government unit] to be used to [purpose]?” 41

41

Heritage Conservancy. “Public Finance for Open Space: A Guide for Pennsylvania’s Municipalities.”
https://www.heritageconservancy.org/images/news/publications/pdf/pub-fin.pdf.
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C. State Conservation Funding Program

According to TPL’s Conservation Almanac, 42 a resource that tracks conservation
acquisition activity nationwide, 640,810 acres were acquired in Pennsylvania for
conservation purposes between 1998 and 2011 at a total cost of $2.04 billion. State
spending by county shows that $6 million was spent through Keystone Recreation, Park
and Conservation grants in York County for new land acquisition, whereas nearly $28
million was spent in Chester County which had the highest spending and greatest number
of acquisitions. 43 Other counties receiving high levels of state funding for new land
acquisition include Berks, Bucks, Lancaster, Monroe, and Northampton, most of which
have passed land conservation finance measures. State spending for land acquisition in
York County, between 1998-2011, reached nearly $42 million, and includes funds from
Growing Greener and other sources. In York County, state spending made up the highest
percentage of total spending for land conservation ($74.56 million).

The following chart shows total state spending and acres conserved for Pennsylvania and
other states in the area. Between 1998 and 2011 Pennsylvania spent nearly $71 per capita
on conservation, the highest of nearby states with available comparable data.
Land Conservation Spending & Acres Conserved with State Funds, 1998-2011
State

State $ spent

Acres conserved

$ per Capita

Pennsylvania

$905,921,959.79

335,591.90

$70.97

Massachusetts

$446,176,563.86

121,661.10

$67.14

New York

$1,135,168,487.20

562,469.77

$57.99

Ohio

$472,179,578.66

132,529.77

$40.87

Kentucky

$67,149,851.29

86,300.66

$15.33

Indiana

$82,858,504.91

79,301.25

$12.67

Michigan

$121,295,842.45

53,744.14

$12.27

Data from The Conservation Almanac; population data from 2012 US Census
estimates, quickfacts.census.gov

The charts below depict the total acres acquired and total dollars spent in Pennsylvania by
level of government. Data on private investment is not comprehensive. Farmland
preservation programs at the county level are primarily responsible for the high level of
local and NGO activity in the state, which have helped to leverage state funds. The state
Farmland Preservation Program, Growing Greener and Keystone Recreation, Park and
Conservation grants have provided dedicated revenue at the state level of government.

42
43

The Trust for Public Land. “Conservation Almanac.” http://www.conservationalmanac.org/secure/almanac/index.shtml.
Ibid.

Conewago Mountains Conservation Assessment Page 29

Acres Protected, Pennsylvania,
1998-2011

Level of Government
Federal
State
Local
NGO
Private
Unknown

Acres
11,724
335,592
148,497
127,781
2,263
14,955

Total Dollars Spent, Pennsylvania,
1998-2011

Level of Government
Federal
State
Local
NGO
Private
Unknown

Dollars
$77,208,222
$905,921,960
$649,333,093
$283,904,220
$46,547,920
$85,736,979
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D. State Funding Sources

Pennsylvania uses direct appropriations from the General Fund, a portion of the real
estate transfer tax, a state tipping fee, a portion of cigarette tax revenue as well as several
bonds to fund land conservation.

Keystone Recreation, Park and Conservation Fund
In 1993 voters passed the “Key 93” initiative, which was originally funded by a 5-year, $50
million bond in addition to 15 percent of the state’s share of the realty transfer tax. Key 93
focuses on land acquisition and preservation of nature preserves, habitats and parks.
Grants are made through the Keystone, Recreation, Parks and Conservation Fund to The
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (65%), Pennsylvania Historic &
Museum Commission (13%), Pennsylvania Department of Education (4%), and the State
System of Higher Education (18%). Revenue allocated to DCNR is used for rehabilitation
and upgrades to state park and forestry infrastructure, rails to trails projects, river
protection and conservation projects. Grants are also distributed from DCNR to local
recreation projects and to Land Trusts for natural areas and open space planning and
acquisition. Between 1998 and 2011 just over $131 million was spent on land acquisition
through the Keystone Recreation, Park and Conservation Fund.

Growing Greener Initiative (I and II)
The Growing Green I initiative, also called the Environmental Stewardship Fund, was
signed into law in 1999 and dedicated nearly $650 million in bond funds over five years to
preserve farmland and conserve open space. In June 2002 the Governor reauthorized the
program, doubling the funding to $1.3 billion and extending it through 2012. This
extension is funded by a permanent dedication of a $4.25/ton municipal waste disposal
fee. The program’s mission is to conserve farmland through the Farmland Preservation
Program and open space; maintain state parks; clean up abandoned mines and restore
watersheds; provide funds for recreational trails and local parks; help communities
address land use; and provide new and upgraded water and sewer systems. Thus, much of
the initiative is aimed at funding for projects not related to land acquisition. In May 2005
voters approved the Growing Greener II statewide bond of $625 million, nearly half of
which is dedicated to the Farmland Preservation Program and open space conservation. 44

The Farmland Preservation Program was established in 1988 to curb the loss of prime
farmland to non-agricultural uses. The Bureau of Farmland Preservation oversees the
program, allowing for the purchase of conservation easements (i.e. development rights)
from owners of valuable farmland by state, county and local governments. Funding is
provided through an annual allotment of cigarette tax revenue of $20.485 million as well
as Growing Greener bond funds. The American Farmland Trust has recognized
Pennsylvania’s farmland program as the leader in protecting farmland across the country
as more than 4,100 farms have been approved for easement purchases totaling more than
450,000 acres.

In order to qualify for the program the land must be a part of an Agricultural Security Area
(ASA), meet size specifications, have at least half of the tract be harvested cropland,
pasture or grazing land, and contain 50 percent land capability classes I-IV. The farmland
is scored and ranked for possible uses other than agriculture based upon a variety of
44

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. “What is Growing Greener II?”
http://www.depweb.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/growing_greener/13958/what_is_growing_greener_ii_/588900.
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factors (e.g. proximity of farm to water and sewer lines, extent and type of non-farm
development nearby). Counties that decide to have an Easement Purchase Program must
create an agricultural land preservation board. By May 2010, 58 of 67 counties (87%) had
established boards. 45

In order for local governments to receive grant funding they must respond to an open
application period upon notification by the state agency. Applications are ranked by
regional/state staff and awarded according to internal budget priorities regarding land
acquisition, restoration, recreation etc. All grants for land acquisition require a 50 percent
match from local governments. 46

Growing Greener II bond funds were spread out over six years to support projects within
the Department of Environmental Protection ($230 million), Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources ($217.5 million), the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture ($80
million), the Department of Community and Economic Development ($50 million), the
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission ($27.5 million) and the Pennsylvania Game
Commission ($20 million). 47 Without re-authorization, Growing Greener II bond funds are
ran out in 2011. 48

In addition, the debt service on the Growing Greener II bonds has been and continues to be
drawn from the Growing Greener I Environmental Stewardship Fund. The combination of
the Growing Greener II bond funds being depleted and the debt service impact on Growing
Greener I has resulted in a significant decline in funding for Growing Greener programs.
Environmental Block Grant Program
A provision of the Growing Greener II law established an Environmental Block Grant
Program. This program allows counties to designate up to $90 million over the course of
the bond program to target local priorities for open space and farmland preservation,
among other purposes. State agencies were also included as a recipient of funding. Each
county was guaranteed a minimum level of support and received funding according to
their class. 49

Act 13 of 2012
Pennsylvania state agencies and local governments now receive millions of dollars from
legislation imposing impact fees on oil and gas drillers. In February 2012, the state
General Assembly passed legislation 50 that gives counties where unconventional
45
46
47
48

49
50

Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture. “Farmland Preservation County Contacts – Quick Reference List.”
http://www.agriculture.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_24476_10297_0_43/AgWebsite/Files/Publications/Cou
nty%20Administrator-Quick%20List.pdf.
Conversation with Greg Gove, Chief, Recreation, Parks & Conservation Grants Division, Bureau of Recreation and Conservation, PA
DCNR.
Funding to the Department of Environmental Protection and the Department of Community and Economic Development do not
support projects to acquire new land and little funding to the Fish and Boat Commission and Game Commission support new land
acquisition.
The Renew Growing Greener Coalition, a statewide coalition of 23 conservation, recreation and environmental organizations formed
in 2008 to plan and execute a successor Growing Greener program initiative. The coalitions supports the renewal of GG initiatives
with a state investment of $200 million annually, a dedicated & sustainable source or sources of revenue to support the renewal, the
end of the diversion of money from the state’s Environmental Stewardship Fund to pay debt on GGII bonds, and a renewed focus on
conservation priorities.
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. “What is Growing Greener II?”
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/growing_greener/13958/what_is_growing_greener_ii_/588900.
Pennsylvania General Assembly. “Oil and Gas – Omnibus Amendments.”
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/WU01/LI/LI/US/HTM/2012/0/0013..HTM.
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(horizontal) wells have been drilled the authority to impose an impact fee on such wells.
As of June, 2013, 37 counties had adopted ordinances imposing the fee. 51

The statewide legislation, known as Act 13, specifies how fee revenues received from oil
and gas drilling activity shall be distributed and the purposes for which they may be
expended. Income from the fee will go to a wide range of recipients, from state agencies
and local government to private entities, to address the direct and indirect impacts of
shale gas drilling and to fund other current and future needs. For example, local funds may
be used to fix roads, bridges and other infrastructure, provide affordable housing, repair
and maintain stormwater and sewer systems, and preserve open space for parks and trails
among other purposes. Parks, conservation, and recreation are listed among the intended
purposes for impact fee revenues in several of the allocation categories. The state’s
portion of the impact fee revenues will fund programs that benefit communities inside and
outside of the Marcellus Shale region. Some state monies will be directed to the
Environmental Stewardship Fund, water and sewer projects, open space preservation,
transportation infrastructure, and grants to buy or convert vehicle fleets to natural gas.
Funds will be distributed first as annual (off-the-top) distributions to county conservation
districts, the Department of Environmental Protection, Natural Gas Energy Development
Program, and others ($23 million total distributed in 2012). Forty percent of the
remaining revenue will go to statewide initiatives ($72.4 million in 2012), including the
Environmental Stewardship Fund (10%), county conservation and recreation projects
(15%), water and sewer projects (25%), and others. The other sixty percent of the
remaining funds will be distributed to counties and municipalities in the Marcellus Shale
Region ($107 million in 2012) by the designated formula. 52
Projections of future oil and gas impact fee revenues are unclear. Evidence from the fee
structure, current gas prices, and trends in the number of drilling permits issued in 2012
indicate that total revenues may decline over time. 53

Other provisions of Act 13 updated the Commonwealth’s regulation of oil and gas
development and a restriction of municipalities’ authority to enact zoning ordinances that
regulate where oil and gas development may occur. Both provisions, as well as the fee
structure itself, have been controversial. In December, 2013, the Pennsylvania Supreme
Court struck down several sections of the law dealing with restrictions on local zoning,
finding them unconstitutional. 54 The court concluded that local zoning rules should not be
preempted for oil and gas drilling, citing the Environmental Rights Amendment of the
state constitution, and lessons learned from coal and timber industries in the state. At the
drafting of this report in January, 2014, the state had asked the Supreme Court to
reconsider: the outcome is pending. 55
As of February 2014 the fee had generated more than $400 million with the majority of
the revenues distributed to local governments where drilling is taking place, with the
51
52
53
54
55

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission. “Act 13 of 2012 – The Unconventional Gas Well Impact Fee Frequently Asked Questions.”
http://www.puc.state.pa.us/NaturalGas/pdf/MarcellusShale/12_Act13_FAQs.pdf.
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission. “Act 13 (Impact Fee).”
http://www.puc.state.pa.us/filing_resources/issues_laws_regulations/act_13_impact_fee_.aspx.
Allegheny Institute for Public Policy. “Marcellus Impact Fee Payments Roll In. Policy Brief.” Policy Brief, 12(4), 5 October 2012.
Cusick, M. “Pennsylvania Supreme Court strikes down controversial portions of Act 13.” StateImpact Pennsylvania, 19 December
2013. http://stateimpact.npr.org/pennsylvania/2013/12/19/state-supreme-court-strikes-down-act-13-local-zoning-restrictions/.
Colaneri, K. “State asks Pa. Supreme Court to reconsider parts of Act 13.” StateImpact Pennsylvania, 2 January 2014.
http://stateimpact.npr.org/pennsylvania/2014/01/02/state-asks-pa-supreme-court-to-reconsider-parts-of-act-13-ruling/.
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remainder of the money used for statewide initiatives. York County has received two
grants and one is within the current study area. Dillsburg Borough received a $193,566
grant for Dillsburg Community Park. The 5.5 acre proposed park would include a
swimming pool, playground, two dog parks, a community center, and ample parking. It
would be the Boroughs first public park. 56

56

http://www.pennlive.com/westshore/index.ssf/2014/01/latest_grant_will_continue_improvements_at_dillsburg_community_park.html.
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E. Federal Conservation Programs

Through a variety of conservation programs, the federal government has long been an
important partner for state and local governments, parks and conservation organizations,
and community advocates. However, because of increased public and congressional
scrutiny over federal spending, these programs face significant challenges each year as
their budgets are proposed and finalized. For example from FY 2010 to FY 2011, the
enacted level of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) was reduced by one-third.
Despite pressures from sequestration cuts, other imposed reductions to appropriations
bills, and proposals from the House of Representatives to essentially eliminate funding for
the program, LWCF funding has remained relatively constant at over $300 million in the
last four fiscal years. This record of funding indicates continued bipartisan support from
the administration and members of both chambers in Congress for LWCF, even in difficult
budget times. The precarious nature of federal spending and congressional activity has
made for a very challenging political climate, yet one in which notable successes are still
possible in Washington and at the special places around the country that Americans seek
to conserve.
Despite these potential cuts to federal conservation funding, this section of the report
highlights the conservation programs that have been or are likely to provide funding for
open space acquisition.
Land and Water Conservation Fund
U.S. Department of the Interior

Created in 1964, the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is the largest source of
federal money for park, wildlife, and open space land acquisition. Specifically, LWCF
provides funding to assist in acquiring, preserving, developing and assuring accessibility
to outdoor recreation resources, including but not limited to open space, parks, trails,
wildlife lands and other lands and facilities desirable for individual active participation. 57
The program’s funding comes primarily from offshore oil and gas drilling receipts, with an
authorized expenditure of $900 million each year, while federal recreation fees, sales of
federal surplus real property, and federal motorboat fuel taxes fund also contribute to the
LWCF. Despite the authorization of $900 million, and a funding source available for the
program, LWCF only receives what is appropriated by Congress in a given fiscal year.
Under this program, a portion of the money is intended to go to federal land purchases
and a portion to the states as matching grants for land protection projects. Acquisitions at
federal units must be within the boundaries of the national park, national forest, or
national wildlife refuge.
Until FY 2010, Congress distributed LWCF projects via congressional earmarking. That
practice is no longer allowed under congressional rules. Federal agencies now prepare
priority lists that are assembled for the President’s Budget request for the upcoming fiscal
year. These lists may or may not change throughout the process. Congress controls the
total amount available for each agency, but does not select specific projects. Nonetheless,
the competition for LWCF money is very high.

57

National Park Service. “Land and Water Conservation Fund.” http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/
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LWCF Appropriations ($ millions) 2007 – 2014
Fiscal year
Appropriation

‘07
138

‘08
155

‘09
180

‘10
306

‘11
301*

‘12
$322

‘13
$305

‘14
$306

Source: Land Trust Alliance, http://www.landtrustalliance.org/policy/publicfunding/lwcf-and-forest-legacy

LWCF—State Assistance Grants

The LWCF state assistance grants program provides a
50 percent match to states for planning, developing
and acquiring land and water areas for natural
resource protection and recreation enhancement.
Funds are distributed through the National Park
Service by a formula based on population and other
factors. Once the funds are distributed to the states, it
is up to each state to choose the projects, though the
National Park Service has final approval.

LWCF Stateside Grants to Pennsylvania
Fiscal Year
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007

Amount
$1,295,179
$1,366,663
$1,203,105
$1,232,328
$625,316
$763,175
$925,319

Eligible grant recipients include municipal subdivisions, state agencies and tribal
governments, each of whom must provide at least 50 percent matching funds in either
cash or in-kind contributions and a detailed plan for the proposed project. Grant
applications are evaluated based on the technical merits of the project, the public/private
partnerships, and how the project addresses the identified needs and priorities of a
statewide comprehensive plan.
Forest Legacy Program
U.S. Forest Service

The Forest Legacy Program 58 was created by Congress in 1990. The program supports
State efforts to protect environmentally sensitive forest lands. Designed to encourage the
protection of privately owned forest lands, FLP is an entirely voluntary program. To
maximize the public benefits it achieves, the program focuses on the acquisition of partial
interests in privately owned forest lands. FLP helps the States develop and carry out their
forest conservation plans. It encourages and supports acquisition of conservation
easements, legally binding agreements transferring a negotiated set of property rights
from one party to another, without removing the property from private ownership. Most
FLP conservation easements restrict development, require sustainable forestry practices,
and protect other values.

For the past decade the Forest Legacy Program has been funded under the Land and
Water Conservation Fund. Projects are submitted by the state to the Forest Service for
review. A list of ranked priority projects is released in the President’s Budget request for
the upcoming fiscal year. Congress determines the overall level of funding for the program.
York County is within an eligible Forest Legacy Area.
Forest Legacy Program appropriations ($ millions) FY 2007-FY2014
Fiscal Year
Appropriation

58

2007
$57

‘08
$52

‘09
$49

‘10
$76

‘11
$53

‘12
$53

‘13
$51

‘14
$51

U.S. Forest Service. “Forest Legacy Program.” http://www.fs.fed.us/spf/coop/programs/loa/flp.shtml.
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Transportation Programs
U.S. Department of Transportation

Previous multiple-year transportation bills (SAFETEA-LU of 2005, TEA-21 of 1998, and
ISTEA of 1991) offered several transportation programs that were applicable to
transportation, including transportation enhancements (TE), Safe Routes to School
(SRTS), and Recreational Trails (RTP) programs. These bills, as well as appropriations
bills, also were earmarked.

In recent years Congress has reviewed and altered these programs and funding means.
Congressional earmarks are no longer available for both authorization and appropriations
bills. A new transportation bill, MAP-21, was passed in 2012. This bill consolidated and
changed programs that relate to conservation. Most notably it created the Transportation
Alternatives Program, which combined enhancements, SRTS, and RTP.
Transportation Alternatives Program

When Congress reformed the enhancements program, it changed the eligible activities.
The acquisition of scenic easements and scenic and historic sites, including battlefields, is
no longer allowed. However, rail to trail conversions and trail facilities for pedestrians and
bicyclists are retained. Projects relating to the Safe Routes to School and Recreational
Trails programs are also eligible. Thus projects that would have previously received
consideration from one of three pots will now compete for money from one pot. It has
been projected that Transportation Alternatives would receive about $700-800 million
per year, which is $200 million less than the $900 million-$1 billion it received previously.
Up to $85 million of a fiscal year’s Transportation Alternatives funds is to be set aside for
Recreational Trails Program projects and distributed to the states via formula as done
previously.
Funds reserved to a state are split into two categories: 50% to metropolitan areas (via
MPOs) and 50% to anywhere in the state. Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)
would make the decisions on projects within their geographic areas from their even split
of the funds; otherwise the project decisions would be made at the state level. The funds
would be distributed by MPOS or the state via a competitive process. Public entities are
the only allowed applicants.
Safe Routes to School Program
The Safe Routes to Schools Program is a Federal-Aid program of the U.S. Department of
Transportation's Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The Program was created by
of SAFETEA-LU. is administered by State Departments of Transportation (DOTs).

The Program provides funds to the States to substantially improve the ability of primary
and middle school students to walk and bicycle to school safely. The purposes of the
program are:
-to enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and bicycle to
school
-to make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation
alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle from an early age; and
-to facilitate the planning, development, and implementation of projects and activities that
will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity
(approximately 2 miles) of primary and middle schools (Grades K-8).
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Recreational Trails Program
The Pennsylvania Recreational Trails Program (PRT) is an assistance program funded
through the U.S. Department of Transportation's Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). FHWA provides funds to states to develop and maintain recreational trails and
trail-related facilities for motorized and non-motorized recreational trail uses. The
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) has been designated as the
state agency responsible for administering this federal program in Pennsylvania. These
federal funds are distributed based on the following: 30% of the money received annually
shall be for uses related to motorized recreation and 30% shall be for uses related to nonmotorized recreation. 40% shall be to facilitate diverse recreational trail use within a
recreational trail corridor.

A 10-member subcommittee of the larger Pennsylvania Trails Advisory Committee
provides guidance to the Department regarding the policies, implementation and
administration of the PRT program. Trail users represented on the 10-member
subcommittee include hiking, cross-country skiing, off-highway motorcycling,
snowmobiling, horseback riding, all-terrain vehicle riding, bicycling, four-wheel driving,
water trail users and the physically challenged.
Projects funded through the PRT Program must be identified in or further a specific goal of
the (2009-2013) Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan – “Pennsylvania
Outdoors- The Keystone for Healthy Living” or identified in a trail plan included or
referenced in this document.
Brownfields Program
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

If a property identified for acquisition or redevelopment is or might be a “brownfields”
site, many programs and other benefits at the local, state and federal levels encourage its
redevelopment. The Environmental Protection Agency’s Brownfields Program 59 provides
direct funding to eligible entities for brownfields assessment, cleanup, revolving loans, and
environmental job training. In addition, legislation signed into law in 2001 limits the
liability of certain contiguous property owners and prospective purchasers of brownfields
properties, and innocent landowners are also afforded liability benefits to encourage
revitalization and reuse of brownfield sites. EPA’s brownfields program provides several
types of grants:
•

59

Assessment Grants provide funding for a grant recipient to inventory, characterize,
assess, and conduct cleanup and redevelopment planning and community involvement
related to brownfield sites. Eligible entities are states, local governments, regional
planning and redevelopment agencies, and Indian tribes. An eligible entity may apply
for up to $200,000 to assess a site contaminated by hazardous substances, pollutants,
petroleum or contaminants co-mingled with petroleum, with a waiver up to $350,000
for site specific proposals. Such waivers must be based on the anticipated level of
hazardous substances, pollutants, petroleum or contaminants (including hazardous
substances co-mingled with petroleum) at a single site. Total grant fund requests must
not exceed a total of $400,000 per applicant unless the applicant requests a waiver.
Due to budget limitations, no entity may apply for more than $700,000 in assessment
funding.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Brownfields and Land Revitalization.” http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/index.html.
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•

•

Remediation grants are available for remediation of brownfield sites. These grants are
limited to $200,000 per site, with no more than three applications per entity. There is
a 20 percent cost-share. Eligible entities are the same as listed above for assessment
grants, with the addition of nonprofit organizations, who are eligible to apply, but must
have site control of the property. One site may qualify for two grants if pollutants
include petroleum and non-petroleum contaminants.

Revolving Loan Fund grants provide funding for a grant recipient to capitalize a
revolving loan fund to provide sub grants to carry out cleanup activities at brownfields
sites. Grants may be awarded up to $1 million per eligible entity, or a group of eligible
entities, with a 20 percent cost share and a five-year time frame for completion.
Eligible entities are the same as those listed under assessment grants.

In FY 2014 EPA Brownfields programs were appropriated $164m by Congress. The FY
2013 amount was $155m.
Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI) and Section 108 Loan Program
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

The Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI) 60 is a competitive grant
program that HUD administers to assist cities with the redevelopment of abandoned or
underused industrial and commercial facilities where expansion and redevelopment is
burdened by real or potential environmental contamination. The goal of BEDI is to help
cities spur the return of brownfields to economic use through financial assistance to public
entities to redevelop brownfields. Another goal of BEDI is to enhance the security or
improve the viability of a project financed with Section 108-guaranteed loan authority.
Therefore BEDI grants must be used in conjunction with Section 108-guaranteed loans.
Section 108 is the loan guarantee provision of the Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) program. The BEDI funds minimize the potential loss of future CDBG allocations.
Both Section 108 loans and BEDI grant funds are initially made available by HUD to public
entities approved for assistance. Such public entities may re-loan the Section 108 loan
proceeds and provide BEDI funds to a business or other entity to carry out an approved
economic development project, or the public entity may carry out the eligible project
itself.
BEDI projects must increase economic opportunity for persons of low-and moderateincome or stimulate and retain businesses and jobs that lead to economic revitalization.
BEDI funds have been made available on a competitive basis. BEDI and Section 108 loan
eligible recipients include CDBG entitlement communities and non-entitlement
communities. BEDI and Section 108 funds must be used in conjunction with the same
economic development project.
Non-entitlement communities are also eligible to apply for and receive grants under the
BEDI program. If a non-entitlement community receives a BEDI grant and applies for
Section 108 loan guarantee assistance, the applicable state entity is required to pledge
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds as partial security for the loan.
60

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. “Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI).”
http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/index.html.
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. “Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program.”
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/communitydevelopment/programs/108.
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Community Food Projects Competitive Grants (CFPCGP) Program
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Private nonprofits are eligible to apply for Community Food Projects Competitive grants. 61
Grants are intended to help eligible private nonprofit entities in need of a one-time
infusion of federal assistance to establish and carryout multipurpose community food
projects. Projects are funded from $10,000 to $300,000 and from 1 to 3 years. These onetime grants require a dollar-for-dollar match in resources.

The CFPCGP is designed to:
• Meet the needs of low-income people by increasing access to fresher, more
nutritious food supplies;
• Increase the self-reliance of communities in providing for their own food needs;
• Promote comprehensive responses to local food, farm, and nutrition issues;
• Meets specific state, local, or neighborhood food and agricultural needs for
infrastructure improvement and development;
• Plans for long-term solutions; and
• Create innovative marketing activities that benefit both agricultural producers and
low-income consumers.
Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is charged with implementing both the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act, two landmark pieces of legislation whose
respective goals are to clean up America’s waterways and to ensure safe drinking water.
Conservation is an eligible activity under both laws. Both programs utilize “State
Revolving Funds” (SRFs) to fund projects that improve water quality and enhance
drinking water supplies. Congress appropriates funds each year that are then apportioned
out to the states on a formula basis to fund the SRFs.
CWSRF and DWSRF Appropriations (millions) 2001 – 2014
FY
CWS
RF
DWS
RF

‘01

‘02

‘03

‘04

‘05

‘06

‘07

‘08

‘09*

‘10

‘11**

‘12

‘13

‘14

1,347

1,350

1,341

1,342

1,091

831

1,084

837

4,689

2,100

2,100

1,469

1,375

1,449

823

850

844

845

843

837

837

950

2,829

1,387

1,387

919

861

907

* 2009 totals include appropriations under ARRA: $4 billion for CWSRF and $2 billion for DWSRF.
** As enacted under the continuing resolution.
Source: EPA budgets FY'03-FY'12, accessed at http://www.epa.gov/planandbudget/archive.html.

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
Through the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) program, 62 each state maintains
a revolving loan fund to provide a source of low-cost financing for a wide range of water
quality infrastructure projects. The CWSRF program is available to fund a wide variety of
water quality projects including all types of nonpoint source, watershed protection or
restoration, and estuary management projects, as well as more traditional municipal
wastewater treatment projects. Nationwide, 95 percent of these funds go toward
61
62

USDA National Institute of Food and Agriculture. “Community Food Projects Competitive Grants Program (CFPCGP).”
http://www.csrees.usda.gov/fo/communityfoodprojects.cfm.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Clean Water State Revolving Fund.”
http://water.epa.gov/grants_funding/cwsrf/cwsrf_index.cfm.
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infrastructure projects, but watershed protection projects are increasing. Federal funds
must be matched by 20 percent non-federal funds.

CWSRF programs operate much like environmental infrastructure banks that are
capitalized with federal and state contributions. CWSRF monies are loaned to
communities and loan repayments are recycled back into the program to fund additional
water quality protection projects. The revolving nature of these programs provides for an
ongoing funding source that will last far into the future.
States have the flexibility to target resources to their particular environmental needs,
including contaminated runoff from urban and agricultural areas, wetlands restoration,
groundwater protection, brownfields remediation, estuary management, and wastewater
treatment. Land or easement acquisition is permitted with CWSRF funds as a method to
reduce nonpoint source pollution.

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund
The Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) program 63 was established by the
1996 Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments, under which EPA provides grants to states to
establish revolving loan funds from which they provide loans and other types of financial
assistance to public water systems for eligible infrastructure improvements. Conservation
easements and fee acquisition may be funded. Since its inception, $2.7 million has been
used for the acquisition of approximately 2,000 acres of land under the DWSRF. EPA has
begun a concerted effort to focus more attention on protecting “source water,” which is
roughly defined as “untreated water from streams, rivers, lakes, or underground aquifers,
which is used to supply private wells and public drinking water.” There is growing
recognition that protecting the source from contaminants is often more efficient and costeffective than treating drinking water later.
Loans under the DWSRF are typically low-interest loans which may be repaid over 20
years. There is some flexibility given to the states to allow them to waive the principal
repayment, offer negative interest rates or extend the loans to 30 years in specific
hardship cases. Up to 31 percent of these capitalization grants can be set-aside to
administer the SRF and state source protection programs and to fund source water
protection activities, including land acquisition. Up to 15 percent of the set-aside can be
used for land conservation and voluntary, incentive-based protection measures, with no
more than 10 percent used for a single type of activity, such as land protection.
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG)
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

The Department of Housing and Urban Development provides Entitlement Communities
Grants 64 for the principal cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), other
metropolitan cities with populations of at least 50,000; and qualified urban counties with
populations of at least 200,000 (excluding the population of entitled cities). CDBG funds
may be used for activities that include, but are not limited to acquisition of real property;
relocation and demolition; and construction of public facilities and improvements, such as
63
64

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Drinking Water State Revolving Fund.”
http://water.epa.gov/grants_funding/dwsrf/index.cfm.
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. “Community Development Block Grant Entitlement Communities Grants.”
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/communitydevelopment/programs.
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water and sewer facilities, streets, neighborhood centers, and the conversion of school
buildings for eligible purposes.

HUD awards grants to entitlement community grantees to carry out a wide range of
community development activities directed toward revitalizing neighborhoods, economic
development, and providing improved community facilities and services. Entitlement
communities develop their own programs and funding priorities. However, grantees must
give maximum feasible priority to activities which benefit low- and moderate-income
persons. A grantee may also carry out activities which aid in the prevention or elimination
of slums or blight. Additionally, grantees may fund activities when the grantee certifies
that the activities meet other community development needs having a particular urgency
because existing conditions pose a serious and immediate threat to the health or welfare
of the community where other financial resources are not available to meet such needs.
CDBG funds may not be used for activities which do not meet these broad national
objectives.
Eligible grantees are as follows: principal cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs);
other metropolitan cities with populations of at least 50,000; and qualified urban counties
with populations of at least 200,000 (excluding the population of entitled cities) are
entitled to receive annual grants.
HUD determines the amount of each entitlement grant by a statutory dual formula which
uses several objective measures of community needs, including the extent of poverty,
population, housing overcrowding, age of housing and population growth lag in
relationship to other metropolitan areas.
CDBG funds are allocated to states, counties and cities on a formula basis. HUD does not
provide assistance directly to citizens, businesses or non-profit organizations. Note that
the local government administers the program and determines which local projects
receive funding.
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III. Appendices

Appendix A: PA Highlands Greenway Analysis

Definition and GIS Methodology for Hubs and Corridors

Hubs are core natural areas in the Pennsylvania Highlands and the potential connectors
between them are called Corridors.

Hubs are areas that have a high natural resource value such as large intact forests or
abundant wildlife and, little fragmentation such as forests or farmland broken up by large
developments. Hubs are both undisturbed natural lands and adjacent protected lands such
as state parks, forests or game lands.
Corridors are the best potential lands to connect the Hubs. While Corridors are not
necessarily natural or protected lands they are important as they connect Hubs and often
provide the most practical routes for animals to travel between core habitat areas.

Development of Pennsylvania Highlands Greenway “Hubs” and “Corridors”:
Phase one of the analysis process encompassed the development of a base layer to
synthesize the natural and recreational resources targeted for conservation through the
Greenway Plan. The data used in this process was obtained from the National Land Cover
Dataset (NLCD). The first step involved identifying all green infrastructure grid cells.
Green infrastructure consists of all thirty-meter NLCD pixels relating to forests, wetlands
and open water. These three pixel values were then reclassified to equal the same value
and converted to an ArcView shapefile. From this shapefile all contiguous areas totaling
less than fifty hectares on the ground were removed followed by the removal of highly
traveled roads. This was done to eliminate areas that are considered too small for analysis
or are highly traveled and therefore do not qualify for analysis as a potential conservation
area. A buffer was built around roads removing a 200 meters wide path from primary
roads and a 100 meters wide path around secondary roads. These buffers act to filter the
area between the roads and the natural areas to be studied. Multipart shapes were
converted onto a single part and all shapes were then dissolved into one shape based on
the Gridcode field in the attributes table. This shape was then converted back to raster
format.
The second step of the analysis was to further narrow the targeted natural resources
through what is known as a stronghold analysis. A stronghold analysis consolidates the
natural resource areas in the base composite resource data layer by identifying those
areas least affected by surrounding and fragmenting disturbances such as roads.

The stronghold analysis was performed in two steps. The first step was to shrink the hub
lands grid and perform an aggregate analysis with the properties
1/aggreg/10/min/yes/yes performed stronghold type A. The second step was performed
by shrinking the hub lands grid and performing an aggregate analysis with the properties
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1/aggreg/3/min/yes/yes. Both analyses were converted to shapefiles and sliver polygons
under 10 hectares were eliminated.
Type A strongholds greater than 20 hectares were combined with type B strongholds
occurring within 300 meters of type A strongholds, resulting in the creation of aggregated
stronghold hub lands that highlight distinct regions. The resulting areas have high natural
resource values and are minimally fragmented by built disturbances.
The third step was to do a nearest neighbor analysis that would further smooth and unite
intact natural resource areas such as interior forests, and give higher priority to those
areas closest to existing public lands and private protected lands. This was intended to
prioritize and highlight those areas where new land conservation can augment already
protected lands.

The nearest neighbor analysis was performed on the stronghold hubs based on the mean
and 300m group and a shrink was performed on the resulting grids to match the boundary
of the initial analysis and then reclassified. Protected lands were buffered by 10 grid cells
and given a value of 10. This assured that those existing protected areas would receive
highest priority in our development of conservation core areas and nodes.
The fourth and final step was to integrate Natural Lands Trust’s Smart Conservation to
capture the highest priority ecological lands. Smart Conservation combines numerous data
layers, pertaining to ecological richness, into a composite portrait of which lands are most
essential for maintaining biological diversity. This was achieved by overlaying the
stronghold analysis data with Smart Conservation ecological data, consisting of a potential
vertebrates habitat subgroup, an aquatic habitat subgroup and a terrestrial habitat
subgroup. A nearest neighbor analysis of 1000m was performed on the resulting overlay.
An expand by ten on the top twenty-five percent quantile was performed to identify the
hubs while a shrink by ten on the top fifty percent quantile was performed to identify the
corridors. These hubs and corridors were then overlaid and converted to a shapefile.

The final result of the completed analysis is a composite hub and spoke greenway scheme
that can guide future conservation of the region. Given the many data layers and
techniques employed to create this greenway plan, the final product represents a
blueprint for conserving a wide range of natural and recreational resource values that
include biodiversity, water supplies, and outdoor recreation. If the Pennsylvania
Highlands Greenway Map vision is successfully implemented, it will have a lasting impact
on the quality of life for the entire region.
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Appendix B: Location Maps
Map 1: Study Area

Map 2: Conewago Mountains Conservation Focus Area
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Map 3: Conewago Mountains Study Area
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Appendix C: Components

Table 1 PA Highlands Resource Components 65

65

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 2010. Highlands Regional Study: Connecticut and Pennsylvania 2010 Update. Table
PA-1, page 131 – 133. http://na.fs.fed.us/pubs/stewardship/highlands_regional_study_ct_pa_10_screen.pdf.
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Table 2: Resource Components of the PA Highlands Study Compared to the Conewago
Mountain Land Conservation Assessment
Highlighted Components
1) Updated with current base data
2) Modified with comparable data
3) Not found in study area
4) No change to original data
USFS Highland Region Study

Water Resources
Aquifer Recharge Areas (bedrock), ranked
units ranked by yield
Aquifer Recharge Areas ranked according
to pollution susceptibility
Aquifer (wellhead) Protection Zone
Surface Water Supply Protection Zone
Riparian Zone (with 150-foot buffers),
ranked
Steep Slopes
Floodplain (100 year, not urbanized)
Wetlands, ranked
Hydric Soils
Watersheds ranked by percent of area
forested
Exceptional Value Streams (with 150-foot
buffer)
Impervious surface

Conewago Mountain Region
Land Conservation Assessment
Groundwater Areas (bedrock), ranked
units ranked by yield
Aquifer Recharge Areas ranked according
to pollution susceptibility
Aquifer (wellhead) Protection Zone
Surface Water Supply Protection Zone
Riparian Zone (with 150-foot buffers),
ranked (methodology modified and
updated with 2006 NLCD data)
Steep Slopes
Floodplain (100 year, not urbanized)
Wetlands, ranked
Hydric Soils
Watersheds ranked by percent of area
forested (updated with NLCD 2006 data)
Not included – none in study area.
Impervious surface
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USFS Highland Region Study
Stream quality below state threshold for
listed uses (“non-attaining reaches” of
streams)
Stream quality impaired by acid mine
drainage (affected reaches of streams)
Forest Resources
Soils ranked by silvicutural potential
Forested Landcover

Interior Forest Blocks
Biological Resources
Mammals Habitat Conservation Value,
ranked
Fish Habitat Conservation Value, ranked
Birds Habitat Conservation Value, ranked
Aquatic Herps Habitat Conservation Value,
ranked
Terrestrial Herps Habitat Conservation
Value, ranked
Important Bird Areas, Core Buffer
Important Mammal Areas
Plant and Animal Rarity, ranked
Green Infrastructure Hubs, ranked
Interior Forest Landscape Blocks, ranked

Unfragmented Natural Landscape Blocks,
ranked
Parks and Preserves with Buffers, ranked
by land cover type
The Nature Conservancy’s Matrix Habitat
sites
Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Protection Areas (CREP, leased
conservation areas)
Agricultural Resources

Conewago Mountain Region
Land Conservation Assessment
Stream quality below state threshold for
listed uses (“non-attaining reaches” of
streams)
(updated with 2014 data)
Not included – none in study area.
Soils ranked by silvicutural potential
(updated with USDA York County Soils –
2010)
Forested Landcover
(updated with NLCD 2006 data)
Interior Forest Blocks
(updated with NLCD 2006 data)
Mammals Habitat Conservation Value,
ranked
Fish Habitat Conservation Value, ranked
Birds Habitat Conservation Value, ranked
Aquatic Herps Habitat Conservation Value,
ranked
Terrestrial Herps Habitat Conservation
Value, ranked
Important Bird Areas, Core
Important Mammal Areas
Plant and Animal Rarity, ranked
Appalachian Mountain Club – Greenway
Hubs, ranked
Interior Forest Landscape Blocks, ranked
(updated with NLCD 2006 data)
Unfragmented Natural Landscape Blocks,
ranked
(updated with NLCD 2006 data)
Parks and Preserves with Buffers, ranked
by land cover type
(updated with 2013 protected lands data
and NLCD 2006 data)
Not included – none in study area.
Not included – unable to obtain data.
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USFS Highland Region Study
Prime Agricultural Soils
Agricultural crops and Hay or Pasture

Preserved farms (agricultural easements)
Agricultural Security Area

Recreational/Cultural Resources
Recreational Trails, buffered
Visible undeveloped Ridgetops and
Hilltops
Parkland dedicated to public access and
use, Land protected by conservation
easement, buffered
Historical or Cultural site, buffered

Lake, reservoir, canoe-able river, trout
production stream, trout maintenance
stream, other lakes, cold water fishery and
warm water fishery, buffered

Conewago Mountain Region
Land Conservation Assessment
Prime Agricultural Soils
(updated with USDA York County Soils –
2010)
Agricultural crops and Hay or Pasture
(updated with NLCD 2001 and 2006 data)
Preserved farms (agricultural easements)
(updated with protected lands 2013)
Agricultural Security Area (updated with
2013 data)
Recreational Trails, buffered
Visible undeveloped Ridgetops and Hilltops
Parkland dedicated to public access and
use, Land protected by conservation
easement, buffered
(updated with protected lands 2013)
Historical or Cultural site, buffered
(Information obtained from the
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum
Commission, Cultural Resources GIS
website. Only sites that are listed with the
National Register of Historic Places are
included)
Lake, reservoir, canoe-able river, trout
production stream, trout maintenance
stream, other lakes, cold water fishery and
warm water fishery, buffered (updated
with 2013 data)
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Map 1: Composite Resource Values

Map 2: Agricultural Resource Values
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Map3: Biological Resource Values

Map 4: Forest Resource Values
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Map 5: Recreational/Cultural Resource Values

Map 6: Water Resource Values
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Map 7: Regional Trails

Map 8: AMC Greenway Corridor
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Map 9: Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program Core Habitat

Map 10: Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program Supporting Landscape
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Map 11: Riparian Areas

Map 12: York County Focus Areas
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Map 13: York County Greenways

Map 14: York County Natural Areas

Conewago Mountains Conservation Assessment Page 58

Map 15: Impaired and Non-Impaired Streams

Map 16: Trout Natural Reproducing and Stocked Streams
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Appendix D: Results
Map 1: Protected Lands
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Appendix E: Recent Successful Ballot Language
Jurisdiction
Election
Date
Ballot
language

Silver Spring Township, Cumberland County
November 5, 2013

Results

EIT, passed 60% yes

Jurisdiction
Election
Date
Ballot
language
Results
Jurisdiction
Election
Date
Ballot
language
Results
Jurisdiction
Election
Date
Ballot
language

Results

“Do you favor the imposition of an additional Earned Income Tax at the
rate of one tenth of one percent (1/10 of 1%) (.001) by the Township of
Silver Spring to be used for financing the acquisition of open space; for the
purpose of acquiring agricultural conservation easements; for the purpose
of acquiring sensitive natural areas and aquifers; for the purpose of
acquiring development rights; and for the purpose of acquiring recreation,
historic lands and other viable open space?”
Warrington Township, Bucks County
November 6, 2012

“Shall debt in the sum of Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000.00) for the
purpose of financing the acquisition of open space in Warrington
Township be authorized to be incurred as debt approved by the electors?
Bond, passed 66% yes

Pennsbury Township, Chester County
November 3, 2009

"Do you favor the imposition of a tax on real estate of 0.79 mills to be used
to acquire real property for the purpose of preserving open space and
securing open space benefits under the Open Space Lands Acquisition and
Preservation Act?"
Property tax, passed 62% yes
Adams County
November 4, 2008

"Shall debt in a sum not to exceed 10 million dollars be authorized for the
purposes of financing land conservation and preservation efforts,
including protection of drinking water sources, stream water quality,
wildlife habitat, farmland, open space and recreation lands, all for future
generations, to be incurred as debt approved by the electors of Adams
County, with lands preserved solely in cooperation with willing sellers,
and ensuring that an annual independent audit evaluates program
success?"
Bond, passed 75% yes

