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ABSTRACT
A COMPARISON OF RESOURCE-CENTRIC VS. PEOPLE-CENTRIC
APPROACHES TO OPEN SPACE PLANNING:
A CASE STUDY IN JAFFREY, NH
FEBRUARY 2011

MARK W. KRESGE , B.S., UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN
M.R.P., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by Professor Elisabeth Hamin

Land preservation can be an important planning tool when used as part of a
strategic and comprehensive vision. This planning process is complicated,
however, by the diversity of functions and values associated with open space

and the large number of potential stakeholders with an interest in the issue.

This project examined alternative ways to approach the development of an open
space plan and observed the interaction between competing forces during the
planning process in the small rural community of Jaffrey, NH. One of the main
issues examined was whether identification of potentially valuable open space
would have different results when approached from a people-centric perspective

as opposed to a natural resource-centric perspective.



In this case study, it was found that resource-centric mapping tended to identify
valuable lands in relatively small, discrete patches. This type of analysis resulted
in a fractured view of high-value land that failed to identify the corridors that
would be necessary to unite the patches into a cohesive network of linked
landscapes. On the other hand, identification of valuable lands through the use
of public focus sessions tended to result in broader swaths of targeted land. This
resulted in a more comprehensive view of the landscape than that obtained from

the strictly resource-based mapping.

With both approaches having elements to recommend them, a multi-faceted
approach involving both scientific analysis and public input seems to be the
optimal approach to open space mapping. This will require more expenditure of
time and effort early in the planning process, but will be more comprehensive
and will have political benefits at the back end when it comes to selling the plan

to the public.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Although incorporation of open space into community design dates back at least
as far as the 18" and 19" century creation of public parks and “garden city”
concepts, recent decades have brought a resurgent interest in the analysis of open
space as an integral part of a community plan. Land preservation can be an
important planning tool when used as part of a strategic and comprehensive
vision rather than as an opportunistic, reactionary approach (Daniels & Lapping,
2005; Wright & Czerniak, 2000) , and planners are increasingly tasked with
formulating coherent strategies and management plans for the creation or
maintenance of undeveloped open space (Hollis & Fulton, 2002). This planning
process is complicated, however, by the diversity of functions and values
associated with open space and the large number of potential stakeholders with

an interest in the issue.

As a broad categorization, divergent approaches to open space planning can be
conceptualized as utilizing either a “demand approach” or “supply approach”
(Maruani & Amit-Cohen, 2007). A demand-based, or people-centric approach
focuses primarily on the recreational value and ecosystem services provided by
undeveloped land. This tends to be a more utilitarian approach, in which the

existence of open space is justified by the value of the services it provides to



humans. On the other hand, a supply-based, or resource-centric approach is
generally more oriented toward land conservation on the basis of its intrinsic
natural resources, and may employ a broader conception of the ecological values
provided by open space. This project will examine the interplay of these two
approaches during the creation of an open space plan for the small rural

community of Jaffrey, NH.



2.0 OBJECTIVES

This project is structured to answer the following question:
e Is there a material difference in the identification of lands targeted for
protection when approached from a demand-based perspective as
opposed to a supply-based perspective? Or is this an example of two

roads leading to the same destination?

While the supply approach and demand approach embrace different sets of
values, there is also a considerable amount of potential overlap in the two
approaches. In many cases, the qualities of undeveloped land that make it
ecologically valuable also make it an attractive area for recreational purposes.
Therefore, it is conceivable that the same lands could be prioritized for protection

by the two approaches, only for different reasons.

The working hypothesis for this project is that there will be a distinction between
the lands identified as worthy of protection by people-centric approaches versus
those identified by resource-centric approaches. Since not all recreational uses of
open space necessarily correlate with high ecological values, it is assumed that
there will be some lands identified as valuable for recreational use that would

not be present in a strictly supply-based approach. Conversely, areas with high



natural resource values (i.e., extensive wetlands) are not necessarily conducive or
appropriate for recreational uses. Therefore, it seems likely that there would be a
divergence in the types of lands selected for protection when approached
through a resource-centric analysis versus a people-centric analysis. However, if
this assumption turns out be incorrect, and there is a high degree of convergence
between lands identified as valuable by the two approaches, then this would
have significant ramifications on the optimal way to conduct an open space

planning process, particularly in resource-constrained situations.

Generally speaking, the data required to develop a supply-based map of
valuable open space resources is readily available from state and regional
planning agencies, and can be analyzed relatively quickly in order to come up
with a prioritized open space map for a community. In comparison, the type of
robust public participation process employed in this project to generate demand-
based maps tends to be more expensive in terms of time and effort expended by
citizen groups or consultants working on developing the open space plan. If the
end result is that an extended public participation process results in essentially
the same outcome as a desk plan, then this would suggest that the process can be
safely scaled down without sacrificing plan quality. By developing a plan with

more emphasis on natural resource mapping and less emphasis on soliciting



public comment, the plan could be executed more expediently and

inexpensively.

In the broader context of an ongoing open space protection effort within a
community, there may be other pertinent reasons for a robust public
participation process (such as building political support). While this project
will focus primarily on the inventory aspect of identifying and mapping lands to
be prioritized for protection, observations regarding the public participation

process itself will also be added as appropriate.



3.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

The primary role of regulatory planning in the United States has historically been
“to determine how land will be developed not if it should be.” (Wright &
Czerniak, 2000, p. 419). The rise of importance of land trusts and other open
space protection efforts over the last few decades suggest that the public is
looking beyond regulation in search of other methods to protect key open space
lands from development. Most land trust and other open space protection
programs focus on voluntary and negotiated agreements or transactions as the
best means of conserving land. These approaches implicitly recognize that the
use of regulation to permanently conserve private property from development in
the United States “is not and never will be politically or legally possible.”

(Wright & Czerniak, 2000, p. 420)

Over time, open space protection efforts have become a prominent feature in
American land use policy. There is little doubt that open space protection has a
direct impact on both urban growth patterns and land use patterns in general
(Hollis & Fulton, 2002). For planners involved in land use issues, the
development of open space plans is becoming an important addition to their

policy toolbox. Often, these open space plans will lay the groundwork for



potential cooperative land conservation projects involving planning agencies,

landowners, land trusts, and developers.

While these types of projects can provide viable mechanisms for land protection,
Hollis & Fulton observe that decentralized land protection efforts may constitute
a reactionary, ad hoc response to development pressures. The protection of
scattered individual parcels may not represent a significant improvement over
the scattered, leapfrog type development commonly criticized as sprawl.
Particularly if a key objective is to create large blocks of contiguous preserved
land in order to maintain core habitats and other uses that require larger
unfragmented tracts of land, then land protection should be approached within
the framework of a guiding strategic vision (Daniels and Lapping 2005). Ideally,
this is the type of guidance that an open space plan can help provide to a
community, and the planning process itself may also help to build popular

support for open space protection.

One of the factors affecting popular support for open space protection is the
degree of accessibility and visibility of the lands being protected. Forested areas
have been found to contribute to satisfaction with community and sense of

peacefulness, but only when those forested areas are accessible, either visually or



physically. In general, support for open space protection will depend on the
degree of interaction with nature, and the amount of interaction is in turn linked
to knowledge of availability of natural areas and visibility of natural areas

(Kaplan & Austin 2004).

Therefore, both as a matter of ecosystem functionality and in order to ensure
political support, open space protection needs to be approached with the goal of
creating a network of protected open space that weaves through an entire
community. Depending upon the protection method employed, open space may
be acquired or protected in discrete chunks, but the resulting system should
encompass both linear elements and nonlinear areas to create a cohesive whole.
The ultimate goal is to create interconnected open space that will eventually
coalesce into a network of linked landscapes (Arendt 2004). It is important to
view the overall network as a unified system composed of individual elements
including linear elements like trails, as well as land trust preserves, individual
properties with conservation easements, government-owned lands, land

contained within open space developments/conservation subdivisions, etc.

Aside from the potential to provide a unifying framework for piecemeal

protection efforts, there are also broader social reasons for governments to



become involved in planning open space protection. As economies develop,
fewer people derive their employment directly from working on the land, and
the value of land reflects its uses for other purposes such as residential or
commercial development. Counterbalancing this trend, rising standards of
living, employment, and lifestyle patterns drive the demand for more outdoor
recreation — either active or passive enjoyment of natural spaces. Meeting these
needs requires accommodating the desires of many different demographic
groups (Maruani and Amit-Cohen 2007). In essence, a constant friction exists

between the desire for development and the desire for open space conservation.

At least in the United States, the favored approach to resolving such conflicts is
to defer to market forces. However, in this case a market failure is created due to
the non-market nature of many benefits provided by open space and the
difficulty of quantifying the value of these public goods. The speculative value
of land for development is almost always higher than land used as open space,
so a complete deferral to market forces results in a sub-optimal allocation of land

for open space uses (Geoghegan 2002, Banzhaf 2010).

Economic valuation studies that have incorporated revealed preference studies

using hedonic pricing analysis, and stated preference studies using contingent



valuation approaches in order to assign a monetary value to open space have
yielded highly variable results. In general these studies indicate a positive effect
on land values due to proximity to open space, but the magnitude of that effect is
highly sensitive to overall context and location. Under certain conditions,
proximity to open space can even have a negative effect on land values. For
example, this can be observed in locations adjacent to a very busy park, or

adjacent to a loud, smelly agricultural operation (McConnell & Walls, 2005).

Another context that influences perceived value of open space is the degree of
development pressure in the area being studied. In areas that have come under
heavy development pressure the value placed on open space may be somewhat
higher, but the willingness to pay for this amenity is also influenced by average
income levels in the area and other demographic factors. As a further
complication, some hedonic studies suggest that the value placed on open space
is contingent upon the distance from the respondent’s residence. One study
suggested a positive effect on value for open space that is located within sight of
the respondent’s house, but a negative effect for open space that is located at a
further distance, but still within walking distance (Geoghegan 2002). A possible
interpretation of this result is that people value open space seen from their

window, but favor amenities such as restaurants or other retail/commercial
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amenities available to them within walking distance more than open space.
Pursuing this observation to its logical conclusion, one would be left with an
unsolvable NIMBY situation where everybody wants the nice open field in their
backyard, and everybody also wants the amenities provided by commercial

development, but nobody wants those amenities located in their backyard.

Since the direct calculation of average economic values assigned to open space
seems to be problematic, a more interesting result that could potentially be
gained from properly designed studies would be the distribution of perceived
values for open space among the public (Banzhaf, 2010). This would provide
some guidance for a policy-based approach to open space protection. A main
priority for policy-makers is to identify the level of political support for possible
ranges of open space protection efforts amongst various constituencies and

coalitions.

Given that a quantitative, econometric solution to open space allocation does not
appear to be forthcoming, planners are faced with the issue of how best to
develop policy that adequately recognizes the various stakeholders with interests

in open space.
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There is no general agreement on planning criteria that might illuminate how
much open space is needed, where it should be located, or how it should be used
(Maruani & Amit-Cohen, 2007). To the extent that these questions can be
answered, they will most likely be location-dependent and will vary from

community to community.

Open space can be an important issue in many types of communities, but
relations between stakeholders are probably at their most contentious in
suburban fringe areas where a significant amount of open space still exists but is
coming under increasing development pressure. This suburban fringe is a
collision zone (Daniels 1999) with many opportunities for divergent perceptions
of what landscapes should be. This can spawn local opposition groups or social
movements that rally around causes including open space issues. Movement of
new landowners to the suburban fringe can change the politics, values and
decision-making process in rural areas. Distinctions between urban and rural are
blurring, and the focal causes that people are willing to rally around are shifting
as new people move to the interface areas between people and natural resources

(Dwyer 2004).
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The open space issues in these types of areas are also more complicated since the
use of open space as working lands (primarily agriculture and forestry) is still a
realistic possibility, whereas these uses are not present to any great degree in
more urbanized areas. While the land use choices posed in urbanized areas may
conceivably be condensed to a dichotomy of urbanization vs.
recreational/ecosystem services uses, this simple duality is probably not
sufficient to fully capture the important planning concerns present in a suburban
fringe or rural area. In these areas, a better conceptualization might be a
triangular model of working lands vs. recreational/ecosystem services vs.
urbanization (Koomen, et al. 2008). Although either of these simplistic
classification schemes can provide a starting point for approaching the decision-
making process, the boundaries between the various concerns also tend to blur
when applied to actual land use situations. Specific to agricultural uses is the
concept of multifunctional agriculture, which includes encouragement of other
values in addition to agricultural function, such as biodiversity, landscapes and
vistas, and other contributions to socio-economic viability in rural areas (Renting,
et al. 2009). More broadly, this concept of multifunctionality can also be applied
to other land uses as a means of gaining popular support for land use decisions.

More effective policies will target multiple aspects of open space, e.g.,

13



encouraging both working lands functionality and enhancement of natural

resource values or recreational values.

The degree to which a community’s open space plan addresses multifunctional
issues may depend on the guidance provided by state or regional planning
agencies. For example, in Massachusetts the typical open space plan is titled as
an Open Space and Recreation Plan (italics added). Based on guidance contained
in the Massachusetts Open Space and Recreation Planner’s Workbook (2008),
these plans explicitly include an emphasis on recreational activities and use a
comprehensive approach to preparation of the plan including both resource
inventories and public participation. In other localities where no such explicit
guidance is available, planners must use their best judgment when considering

the appropriate content for an open space plan.

One of the implications of emphasizing multifunctional aspects of open space is
that the plan is likely to incorporate elements of both “demand-based” and
“supply-based” approaches to open space planning. In this classification
scheme, the demand-based approach is described as being more typical of
planners and geographers, and is focused on responding to human demand for

recreation, amenities and quality of life. The supply-based approach is described

14



as being more typical of ecologists or conservationists, and is focused on
protecting existing landscapes, habitats, and natural values (Maruani and Amit-
Cohen 2007). Of the two approaches, the supply-based values are probably more
easily identified in objective terms. Natural features that contribute to ecological
value are relatively easily mapped and described in objective, scientific terms.
When dealing with demand-based features, however, socio-political issues
become paramount, and both the identification and weighting of values becomes
a function of exactly what population segment is being considered. Therefore,
any plan that incorporates demand-based elements needs to consider the
methods by which values are being defined and decisions affecting the plan
results are being made. Understanding land use change and developing plans to
help guide it call for an understanding of the social forces driving it (Gobster, et

al. 2004).

Although planners involved in preparation of open space plans are likely to
incorporate public interests into the plan in some manner, there remains a
possibility of introducing bias with regard to open space issues. In some cases,
there may be a divergence in the importance assigned to open space and scenic
views by local residents when compared to professional planners tasked with

guiding land use change. Results of a survey conducted in Sunderland, MA

15



suggested that scenic views and the presence of woods and open fields were
more important to residents than to either planners or developers (Ryan 2006).
In general, it appears that planners tend to have more confidence than the public
that the benefits of development outweigh its costs. Since planners have a high
degree of influence on the decisions being made on behalf of community
residents, it is incumbent upon them to acknowledge the varying views of
residents and involve them in the decision-making process to the extent possible

(Broussard et al. 2008).

When considering public involvement, it has been observed that common legally
required participation methods like meeting notices, public hearings, reviews
and comment procedures don’t really work very well. Typically, these
mandated methods don’t fully satisfy the public’s wish to be heard, aren’t
necessarily representative, and usually don’t even improve decision-making by

public officials (Innes & Booher 2004).

Governance issues involving conceptions of place and territory seem to be an
area where it is particularly useful to employ collaborative approaches to
planning (Healey 2003). Senses of place and opinions about proper balances

between people and natural resources tend to be strongly held, and each interest

16



group will rigorously defend its own mental picture of what the land should
look like. In these situations it can be helpful to work gradual and sequential
participatory experiences into the public decision-making process (Lagabrielle, et

al. 2010).

With the ascendancy of the information society, information becomes associated
with power, and the distribution of knowledge within the community has
tended to become broader. Where power and information are widely distributed
across a community, collaborative, consensus-building approaches may be
required to develop flexible linkages between key players with differences in

knowledge and values (Innes & Booher 1999).

A key danger if one fails to adequately account for public involvement is the
formation of local opposition groups. The operation of local opposition groups is
an understudied area in planning, but it is increasingly common to see
opposition activists relying on inducing awareness-raising emotional responses
in the public, rather than presenting factual research (van Dijk & van der Wulp
2010). While conflict and confrontation is certainly nothing new in politics, the
ability to fire up emotional responses across broad swaths of the public has

become a much faster and more efficient process with the rise of modern

17



communication networks, social networking applications and the rise of the 24-
hour news cycle which guarantees coverage of issues that might have previously
been off the public radar screen. This politics of opposition seems to be in vogue
throughout the American political system, but if adequate attention is paid to
participatory methods, one can at least hope to avoid it the local municipal

planning level.

One way to minimize the potential for local opposition groups is to make sure
that the planning process includes an emphasis on consensus building wherever
possible. In consensus building, the group collectively absorbs and evaluates
information. However, in order for a consensus group to have a legitimate claim
of speaking for the public interest, it must be widely representative of the
viewpoints within that public (Innes 1996). Therefore, considerable thought
must be given to the selection of group members in order to ensure that all

relevant stakeholders are represented.

In summary, some of the main elements that have been identified in the
literature as important to open space planning include items like developing a
strategic vision to create networks of linked landscapes; identifying high-value

areas resulting from the presence of natural resources, recreational opportunities,

18



or working lands; finding opportunities for multiple uses on protected lands;
recognizing the differences between supply-based and demand-based
approaches to open space; and encouraging public participation and consensus
building during the planning process in order to satisfy competing interests and
build political support. This project follows the development of an open space
plan in a small New Hampshire community, and examines the ways in which

some of these issues were reflected during the planning process.
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4.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION - JAFFREY, NH!

The community used as a study site for this project is the Town of Jaffrey, located
in southwestern New Hampshire. Located at the outer edge of the suburban
fringe, Jaffrey currently retains many characteristics of a rural area, but has also
seen moderate residential and commercial development pressures in recent
decades. Within the immediate region, the town will be well-positioned for
further growth during the next economic recovery due to the presence of
infrastructure such as municipal water and sewer systems not typically offered
in many nearby towns. The town is taking advantage of the current lull in
development pressures to consider the best means of guiding development

patterns in the future.

Historically, Jaffrey has enjoyed a reputation for the beauty of its natural
resources. Its most prominent physical feature is Mount Monadnock, whose
3,165 peak dominates the northwest quadrant of the town and occupies
approximately 20% of the town’s land area. Glaciated terrain has resulted in a
large variety of rivers, ponds, hills, and valleys that contribute to the area’s
attractiveness for tourists. Beginning in the mid-19'" century, Jaffrey became a

destination for summer visitors, and was especially well-known among writers

' Unless noted otherwise, the data and statistics presented in this section were obtained from the

Jaffrey 2007 Master Plan Update.
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and artists. By the turn of the century, the town had six grand hotels and
attracted summer residents from academic and professional circles throughout
the New York to Boston area. Although the hotels are now gone, tourism and

summer homes still form a portion of the town’s economic base.

Other important historical contributors to the town’s economy were agriculture
and a variety of manufacturing and textile mills utilizing the water power from
the Contoocook River, which flows northward through town. The town’s soils
are generally not conducive to large scale row crops, so agricultural operations
were typically small, or oriented toward sheep and cattle grazing. Dairy farms
were a prominent feature in the town until the mid-20" century, but none remain
in town today. A few small poultry or cattle operations, some small vegetable
growers, and several active haying operations can still be found in the town.
Light manufacturing also still plays a part in the local economy, and the town
has a larger proportion of its residents (26% of the workforce) employed in

manufacturing than most other towns in the immediate area.

Jaffrey’s has a population of 5,657 (U.S. Census Bureau 2009 Population
Estimate). There is little racial diversity (>97% white), but a substantial range of

socioeconomic diversity. The 2000 Census reported that 25% of the households
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had annual incomes of less than $25,000, 58% had annual incomes between
$25,000 and $75,000, and 17% had incomes greater than $75,000. Although the
distinctions are blurring somewhat, these socioeconomic disparities are
represented to a degree by the two geographic locales known as Jaffrey Center
(perceived as summer residents, “old money”), and East Jaffrey (perceived as
manufacturing base, “working” people). This bifurcation of the town into two

distinct camps is often reflected in various aspects of town politics.

The town has experienced varying growth rates over the years, as shown in
Table 1. Relatively slow growth was seen from 1930 to 1970, followed by much
more rapid growth during the 1970s and 1980s. Since the recession years
beginning in 1990, growth has remained at relatively low levels of less than 1%
average annual growth. If economic recovery leads to faster growth rates in the
future, however, continuing with the large-lot new housing patterns of recent

decades could affect the town’s rural character.
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Table 1 - Jaffrey Decennial Population Trends 1930 - 2009

Year Population Increase for Average Annual
Decade Growth Rate

1930 2485 - -

1940 2879 394 1.5%
1950 2911 32 0.1%
1960 3155 244 0.8%
1970 3353 198 0.6%
1980 4349 996 2.6%
1990 5361 1012 2.1%
2000 5476 115 0.2%
2009 5657 181 0.7%

Source: NH Office of Energy and Planning; U.S. Census Bureau

Jaffrey’s population characterizes it as a small town. However, the presence of
municipal water and sewer infrastructure means that the town can maintain a
relatively high population density in its core area. In addition to the town-wide
population statistics, the U.S. Census Bureau also tracks statistics for the Jaffrey
Census Designated Place (CDP). The Jaffrey CDP encompasses a 2.5-square-mile
area located around the central core of town. In the 2000 decennial Census, the
population density for Jaffrey Town overall was 143 people per square mile,
while the population density for Jaffrey CDP was 1,114 people per square mile.
If the town adopts policies that encourage development of new housing to occur
within the CDP, or at densities comparable to those found within the CDP,

development pressures upon open space areas can be minimized.
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In addition to development pressures created by the simple demand for new
housing choices by an increasing population, Jaffrey is located in an area that
also contains forces that can help to drive new housing construction as an
economic development tool. This region of New Hampshire is home to a Finnish
cultural community that has always emphasized the construction trades as a
favored occupation. Over time this has created a business cluster of construction
companies in the area as employees spin off from existing companies to create
their own enterprises. As a result, employment levels and the general economic
well-being of the community are closely tied to the health of the local housing
construction industry. In order to maintain employment levels, there is a natural
tendency for these local construction companies to continue building housing

units just to stay afloat, even if the market demand is relatively weak.

Although conflicting interests are prevalent in attempts to balance economic
development and healthy growth against a desire to maintain the rural character
of the community, the interest in protecting open space is also one that can cut
across socioeconomic classes and political constituencies. The lifelong Jaffrey
resident who treasures the ability to jump on his snowmobile and careen down a
snowy Class VI road may not share many values with a recent retiree who

arrives in Jaffrey with their subscription to The New Yorker and a penchant for
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bird-watching, but the love of an open field as a place to pursue their respective
interests is a force that may help form coalitions among these apparently

disparate stakeholders.

The residents” appreciation of the recreational opportunities and quality of life
afforded by Jaffrey’s natural setting and open spaces can be seen in the results of
a 2005 Community Survey distributed by Southwest Region Planning
Commission as a prelude to the most recent Master Plan Update. This survey
had a return rate of approximately 35% of the households in Jaffrey and provides
an overview of community attitudes regarding growth, community character,
and local government. Figures 1, 2 and 3 below depict responses to selected
questions most directly pertinent to open space issues. Taken as a whole, these
responses indicate that residents rate scenic areas and open space features very
highly. Whether that interest is more associated with simple visual aesthetics,
with some perception of community character, or with unstructured recreational
activities such as hiking, skiing, snowmobiling, etc., it is clear that the town has

an interest in maintaining its undeveloped open spaces.
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Figure 1 Survey results on recreational activities

7. In what ways do you enjoy Jaffrey's
recreational opportunities?

Horzeback Riding | 5%

Camping T%
Tennis [ 110%
Golfing | 18%

Cycling | 20%

Skiing/Snowshosing 125%
Fizhing/Hunting | 28%
Playing"Watching at Ballfields | 9%
Boating/Camping 141%

Swirnming ] 43%
Hiking\Walking | B3%

Scenic Views I 74%
Other [ 2%
Mo Answer [ 1 5%

Figure 2 Survey results on things you like most

13. Please identify the top five things from the list below that you
like most about Jaffrey and do not want to see changed?

Employment Opportunities 5%
Quality of Schools /5%
Community Services [=——=18%
Town Services ————216%
Family Ties —————"18%
Closeness to Job 1 19%
Outdoor Recreation | 1 31%
People/Community Spirit 1 40%
Low Crime Rate 1 47%
Lakes and Ponds 1 63%
Rural Character | 1 65%
Scenic Areas 1 67%
Small Town Atmosphere 1 69%

Other O1%

Mo Answer —15%
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Figure 3 Survey results on things you would like to protect

21) Please identify five things from the list below

that you would like to see protected

1 15%

Amos Fortune Home |

Picnic and |

1 17%

Wetlands |

| 22%

| 24%

Meeting House |

Farks

] 25%

Town Common |

| 26%

Aquifers

1 27%

1 27%

Historic District |

1 35%

Wildlife Habitat |

Scenic Views |

] 36%

Working Farm Land |

| 38%

1 43%

Rivers and Stream |

1 45%

Open Space/Forests

Lakes and Ponds |

| 65

Mo Answer

1 10%

These same concerns regarding retaining open space and maintaining Jaffrey’s
existing rural character crop up repeatedly in the 2007 Master Plan. The 2007
Master Plan addressed natural and scenic resources prominently in the Vision
Statement and Implementation sections, as well as in the individual chapters on

Economic Development, Historic and Cultural Resources, Land Use, Natural

Resources, Recreational Resources, and Regional Context. The following quoted

excerpts are selected from the Vision Statement and Implementation sections of

the Master Plan:

“The people of Jaffrey have indicated that they want to see Jaffrey remain
a small town, with a friendly atmosphere. We envision a Jaffrey that

combines controlled growth and development with strong land
preservation and environmental protection.” (p. iv)
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(Larson, et al. 2004). Rather, they can be thought of more as free-wheeling
discussions with “partisan groups”, or “special interest groups” that provide the

narrowly focused viewpoint of a particular population subset.

Seven of these focus sessions were held from March through May 2010, covering

the following topics:
i Snowmobiling
. Working Lands - agriculture, forestry, maple sugaring, etc.

° Hunting

. Ecosystem Services - aquifer protection, wetland functions, wildlife
habitat, stormwater control, etc.

J Town character — artistic values, historic preservation,
photography, scenic vistas, etc.

d Trail Use - hiking, biking, birding, skiing, snowshoeing, ATV
riding, dog walking, horse riding, etc.

. Water Access - fishing, boating, swimming, etc.

Throughout the public participation phase, documentation of the project in the
form of meeting agendas, minutes, and resource information was posted to the
town website so as to provide a project repository and allow additional
participation from interested parties unable or unwilling to attend the meetings.

A compilation of the web pages for the website dedicated to this open space
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planning effort and copies of the minutes documenting each public meeting are

presented in Appendix A.

Specific issues discussed with each group included the following topics:
e What are the land values most important to your group?
e What is the current availability/adequacy of resources for your activity?

e Are there any particular areas of vulnerability for resources required for
your activity?

e Where are the lands in Jaffrey most suitable for your activity?

e Does your activity lend itself to a multiple use scenario?

e Are there other uses that are incompatible with your activity?

e What is the general sense of future participation in your activity?

Expanding? Contracting?

In addition, wherever appropriate, participants of each focus session provided
input on a paper base map of the town, sketching out the areas of the most
interest to them. Depending on the topic, mapping was not always feasible, but
for those topics where mapping was beneficial, maps were prepared showing
areas that were either used currently by the interest group or that would be

desirable for future expansion of their uses.
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At the conclusion of these focus sessions, the committee moved into an
evaluation phase where it attempted to find common themes among the groups
and synthesize the various inputs into a cohesive overall open space strategy. I
recommended to the Select Board that the committee size be increased in order to
accommodate more viewpoints from the community during the analysis of the
information collected. The Select Board concurred, and expanded the committee
size from its initial size of four members to a total of ten members. In addition to
continued representation from the Conservation Commission and Planning
Board, additional members were added to provide viewpoints from groups such
as large landowners, people actively working the land, builders and developers,
and realtors. The resulting draft Open Space Plan and recommendations
submitted to the Town were the products of the efforts of this expanded 10-
member committee. The Draft Open Space Plan submitted to the Town is

attached in Appendix B.

5.2 Resource-Centric Data Collection
The resource-centric approach to identifying and prioritizing open space is
represented in this project by the Natural Resource Inventory (NRI) mapping

completed for the Town of Jaffrey in 2009. The NRI report (Kane & Ingraham,
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2009) used available databases and GIS mapping to identify areas with high
values of wildlife habitat, water resources, soils and scenic resources. These
individual values were consolidated into a co-occurrence model that summarizes
the composite ecological value for all land in the town. This data-reduction
technique combines all of the mapped resources into a single model, with higher
values assigned to areas where there is significant coincidence of natural
resources. Thirty mapped resources were included in the model (see Table 2: Co-

occurrence Model Factors).
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Table 2. Co-occurrence Model Factors

Category Resource

Scenic viewpoints (buffered)

Scenic Analysis - 1 point

Scenic X . :
Scenic Analysis - 2-3 points

Scenic Analysis - 4-11 points

Important forest soils - Class IA

Important forest soils - Class IB

Soils Important forest soils - Class IC

Prime farmland soils

Farmland soils of statewide importance

High-yield Aquifers

Flood Insurance Rate Zones (100-year
floodplains)

Wetlands and 100’ Buffers

Water -
Potentially Favorable Gravel Well Areas

Public Water Supplies (buffered on Sanitary
Radii)

Wellhead Protection Areas

Riparian zones (300" buffer)

Unfragmented Lands 100 - 500 acres

Unfragmented Lands 500 - 1,000 acres

Unfragmented Lands 1,000 - 2,500 acres

Unfragmented Lands 2,500 - 5,000 acres

Unfragmented Lands 5,000 - 10,000 acres

WAP Matrix Forest: Appalachian oak / pine

WAP Floodplain forests

Wildlife WAP Grasslands

WAP Matrix Forest: Hemlock / hardwood /
pine

WAP Marshes

WAP Matrix Forest: Northern hardwood /
conifer

WAP Peatlands

WAP Ridge / talus

WAP Matrix Forest: High and low elevation
spruce / fir

Note: WAP is the Wildlife Action Plan by NH Fish & Game Dept. 2006
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Lands that scored in the top 5% for composite ecological value in the co-
occurrence model described above were depicted on a Conservation Focus Areas
map in the NRI report. This resource-centric map is the basis for comparison
with lands identified for protection by the people-centric approach, and a re-
sized and re-formatted map based on Kane & Ingraham’s work is presented in
the 2009 NRI Conservation Focus Areas map in Appendix C. This re-formatted
map, as well as the final versions of the various people-centric maps, were
completed subsequent to the conclusion of the ad hoc committee’s discussions

and writing of the Draft Open Space Plan.

For the purposes of this project, the means of comparison between the people-
centric composite open space map and the resource-centric co-occurrence map
will be visual inspection and qualitative observation. Although quantitative
differences could be calculated between the areas portrayed on one map versus
the other, a comparison of this nature is unlikely to be instructive for at least two
reasons. First, comparisons of line, shape and area may fail to adequately
consider qualitative differences between the entities being compared (Frawg &
Monstre 1970), which can be significant when considering the inherently
subjective elements in many open space issues. Second, even if a strictly

quantitative interpretation were to be considered applicable, it would not
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represent a comparison between directly comparable entities due to some of the

arbitrary decisions that went into the creation of these maps.

On the resource-centric map, the original identification of areas with high natural
resource values is a fairly objective process based on available databases
typically resulting from aerial photo interpretation. However, the overall
accuracy of that mapping effort is contingent upon the smallest mapping unit
used in the original analysis and interpretation. More significantly, the cutoff
point of using only the top 5% of co-occurrence scores to define the Conservation
Focus Areas is an arbitrary selection that could have a dramatic effect upon the
comparison. If one were to select, say, the top 10% of co-occurrence scores
instead, this could significantly increase the calculated acreage within those focus

areas.

On the people-centric maps, the definition of priority areas is more arbitrary and
subjective from the start. These areas were mapped freehand during focus
sessions based on imprecise sketching of areas of interest. In addition, many of
the demand-based areas involve linear elements like trails. Depending on the
assumed width of the easement or buffer zone associated with the trail, the

resulting acreage could differ substantially.
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Despite these difficulties in measuring differences between the two scenarios, it
is still quite possible to draw conclusions based on a more holistic interpretation

of their similarities and differences.
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6.0 DISCUSSION

Over the course of this project, the work has unfolded in two distinct phases.

The first phase involved five months of organizational planning and collection of
public input in focus sessions, and the second phase consisted of an additional
three months of committee discussions that attempted to distill and analyze this
input in order to create a plan for dealing with open space issues. The lessons to
be learned from these activities fell into two general categories — observations
pertaining to data and information, and observations pertaining to process. The
information-oriented conclusions tend to be more associated with the first phase
of work, while the process-oriented conclusions are derived more from the

second phase of work.

6.1 Mapping Observations

Maps generated during the focus sessions are presented in Appendix C. These
demand-based maps were created for the five topics of snowmobiling, working
lands, hunting, ecosystem services, and trail users. Although the ecosystem
services topic would appear to overlap with the supply-based NRI analyses of
wildlife habitat and wetlands, it is still considered people-centric in the context
of this project. Since it is derived from the residents” on-the-ground experience

of these areas and represents their immediate perception and enjoyment of these
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high-value areas rather than a static picture derived from remote sensing
technologies, it satisfies the criterion of being based on human demand. The
results of the remaining two focus sessions were not conducive to graphical

representation due to the diffuse nature of the interests represented.

In addition to the individual interest group maps created during the focus
sessions, a composite map representing a compilation of all the individual
interest groups was also prepared. This composite map does not perform any
scoring or weighting to emphasize areas that may appear on multiple interest
group maps, it simply merges the individual layers together to form a single
representation of people-centric open space priority areas. This map is presented

in the Composite Focus Sessions Map — Jatfrey NH in Appendix C.

One of the concerns voiced during ad hoc committee discussions of the maps is
that by creating a composite map in this manner, the end result may simply be a
map that highlights the entire town as being valuable to someone. Naturally,
such a map would not be particularly useful in helping to prioritize the areas of
most interest. While this outcome was not actually the case in this particular
instance, it is probably a valid concern. Theoretically, if every single possible

interest were to be considered, including every individual landowner, then the
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entire undeveloped area of the town could conceivably be flagged as valuable
open space. Therefore, when considering people-centric mapping projects, one
should be aware of the possible need for introducing some kind of weighting or
co-occurrence analysis similar to that described for the resource-centric mapping

in this project.

In order to compare the results of the two approaches to defining high-value
open space, the Composite Focus Maps With NRI Overlay - Jaffrey NH map in
Appendix C shows the conservation focus areas defined in the Natural Resource
Inventory report as an overlay on top of the people-centric areas defined during
focus sessions. The immediate observation is that the supply-based conservation
focus areas are considerably smaller than the demand-based areas, however for
the reasons discussed earlier, this is not a particularly illuminating observation.
Of considerably more interest is the difference in patterns seen in the results

from the two approaches.

The resource-centric approach presents a static picture containing rather small
and discrete pockets of high-value resources. Using the terminology of the
patch-corridor-matrix model for conceptualizing landscapes, this supply-based

approach tends to identify patches. Aside from riparian zones that would
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possess an intrinsic high habitat value of their own, this approach does not really
identify corridors to connect the patches. Pursuing an open space protection
strategy based on these areas would result in a series of disconnected protected
properties that do not necessarily coalesce into a functional ecosystem over a
broader scale. In addition, the multitude of small patches identified by this
method makes it difficult to bring a specific focus or sense of prioritization to the
process of open space protection. Interpreted literally, the even distribution of
small high-value patches across the entire town means that when considered at
any area scale larger than that represented by individual small patches, no one
area is more valuable than another or more deserving of protection. In essence,
this particular resource-centric mapping project does not provide much useful
guidance for developing a proactive approach to open space planning even on a

town-wide scale, much less at a regional scale.

The people-centric approach on the other hand, tends to present a more dynamic
view of the landscape, with high-value areas often defined based on movement.
Since many of the activities and interests included in this demand-based
approach are associated with human movement in the form of trails, or animal
movement in the contexts of hunting, birdwatching, etc., identification of

corridors can be considered to be an inherent part of this approach. In
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combination with the identification of patches or larger high-value areas, this
provides a more comprehensive view of the landscape to be protected. With
regard to the original question of whether or not examining open space through
the lens of human demand would simply be redundant to a resource-centric
study, it does appears that the people-centric approach assigns value to open
space in patterns that differ materially from those seen in a supply-based

inventory.

Ultimately, it seems that strictly limiting the identification of high-value lands to
one method or the other would probably be detrimental to the overall quality of
the open space planning effort. If one accepts the premise that the goal of open
space planning is to protect contiguous areas of unfragmented land and
networks of linked landscapes, then the issue of corridors must be addressed.
This can be treated as a separate task if starting from a supply-based inventory of
high-value patches, but it is already present as an organic and integral part of the
process when starting from a demand-based inventory. Still, it would be short-
sighted to completely discount the value of supply-based scientific studies.

Some of the advantages of this approach include the transparency of
identification based on defined physical parameters, and the ability to identify

potential high-value areas that might have been overlooked by local residents.
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All in all, the best approach to preparing an inventory of high-value open space

is likely to incorporate elements of both approaches.
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6.2 Process Observations

The second phase of this project assembled a committee of ten members to
evaluate the information and maps generated during the earlier public focus
sessions. By affiliation, inclination, occupation, or circumstance, a partial list of
the ten members’ identifying characteristics included:

e Planning Board

e Conservation Commission
e Farmer

e Forester

e Developer/Builder

e Small business owners
e Realtor

e Jaffrey native

e Jaffrey newcomer

e Large landowners

e Small landowners

e Politically liberal

e Politically conservative
e Tree huggers

e Tree cutters

e Employed

e Retired

Naturally, since these were actual people and not characters provided by Central
Casting, it would be difficult to categorically define any one individual by the
polar opposites listed above. More commonly, people simply trend toward one
side or the other of these poles along a spectrum. Iintentionally nominated the

six new members for the expanded committee with the express purpose of
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representing the diversity of interests in town, and the nominations were vetted
p g

by the Select Board with regard to that goal.

Given the amount of committee diversity, it was an open question at the start of
the process whether decisions and recommendations by consensus would be a
realistic goal. Through the course of meetings and discussions, however, we
discovered that differences of opinion were frequently matters of degree rather
than fundamental disagreements on substance. By agreeing to participate on the
committee, all members had demonstrated some degree of love for the land, or at
least a keen regard for the value of land and an interest in how it is used.
Ultimately, this shared bond of respect for the land proved to be useful for

seeking out areas of consensus.

One of the early demonstrations of the power of open discussion arose during
the focus session on snowmobiles. At that point, the original ad hoc committee
was largely composed of members who tended to tread more softly on the earth,
and were somewhat horrified by the prospect of snowmobiles whizzing by.
During the discussions, however, the input provided by focus session
participants made it clear that the local snowmobile club members were actively

involved in stewardship of the land. Their organization was careful to gain
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landowner permission for trail use, conducted active trail maintenance activities
that benefited other winter trail users in addition to snowmobiles, received
matching funds for trail maintenance from the state based on their
documentation of these multiple uses, and were actively involved in the repair of
erosion damage caused by less benign uses such as ATV traffic during the
summer. This new level of familiarity with the activities and values of other land
users caused a change of opinion for several committee members, and sparked
new lines of discussion about forming alliances between different types of trail

users to better leverage available resources.

In addition to the information flows from focus session participants to committee
members, the later intra-committee discussions provided another forum for
exchange of ideas. None of the committee members approached the process
locked into a hardened ideological position, but certainly there were divergences
of viewpoint and natural proclivities. Some of the more conservative members
were originally disinclined to think that adoption of a proactive stance by
government with regard to open space protection was necessarily a good idea.
As discussions progressed, however, and the advantages and disadvantages of
government involvement were fleshed out more thoroughly, a consensus

developed for some kind of a limited governmental role.
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While the final recommendations had to be tuned somewhat carefully in order to
thread the needle of consensus, the fact that this group of ten citizens was able to
generate a substantive report complete with policy recommendations completely
by consensus was a significant achievement. Particularly in this context where
an ad hoc committee was asked to provide guidance to the town for future
approaches to open space, the fact that there were no dissenting opinions and no
need for a minority report amplifies the significance of the recommendations that
were presented. While a group of ten people cannot represent all possible
viewpoints in town, most major wings of opinion were represented and in the
end, none could claim to have been marginalized by being on the losing side of a
simple majority vote. Recommendations that have been generated by
unanimous agreement help to increase the perceived validity of the process.
Ultimately the value of this advisory panel will depend on how well the
committee’s consensus-building experience translates into attitudes in the
general voting populace. As a first step, though, it appears that it will provide a
solid base for developing the broader political coalitions needed to implement an

open space protection plan.
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7.0 CONCLUSION

This project examined alternative ways to approach the development of an open
space plan and observed the interaction between competing forces during the
planning process. One of the main issues examined was whether identification
of potentially valuable open space would have different results when
approached from a people-centric perspective as opposed to a natural resource-
centric perspective. If there were little difference between the results produced
by the two methods, then there would be little point in collecting public input
since it is generally much quicker and easier to evaluate natural resources
information that is readily available in databases and GIS layers distributed by

State agencies.

In this case study, it was found that the resource-centric, supply-based use of co-
occurrence analysis tended to identify valuable lands in relatively small, discrete
patches. This type of analysis resulted in a fractured view of high-value land
that failed to identify the corridors that would be necessary to unite the patches
into a cohesive network of linked landscapes. On the other hand, the people-
centric, demand-based identification of valuable lands through the use of public
focus sessions tended to result in broader swaths of targeted land. Since many of

the people-based interests revolved around the movement of either humans or
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animals, identification of corridors supporting those movements was an integral
part of the process. This resulted in a more comprehensive view of the landscape

than that obtained from the strictly supply-based co-occurrence analysis.

While both approaches have elements to recommend them, it seems unlikely that
a strictly supply-based, resource-centric approach to open space planning will
result in optimal results. Relying on supply-based analysis for the initial open
space inventory requires that significant additional judgment calls be made by
the entity conducting the open space planning in order to create a
comprehensive plan with linked, contiguous areas of open space. Incorporating
public input into the process, however, will provide many of those linkages right
from the start. This has the dual benefit of making the plan preparation step
easier, and also increases the public acceptance of the process. A multi-faceted
approach involving both scientific analysis and public input will require more
expenditure of time and effort early in the planning process, but will have
benefits at the back end when it comes to selling the plan to the public. Since
implementation of an open space plan ultimately hinges on political support,
incorporating public input into the formation of the plan is likely to be a wise

investment and result in a better plan overall.
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APPENDIX A

WEBSITE PAGES/MINUTES



Town Government

OSC Home

Members
Mission Statement
Nature For People
Public Involvement

2009 NRI

Example OS Plans

2010 Draft OS Plan

Poke the OSC

Ad hoc Open Space Committee

Online Resources Economic Development | Community ContactUs |

This committee was tasked with evaluating
governmental forms for dealing with open space
issues in Jaffrey, and preparing the town's first Open
Space Plan. This was a two-phase project. The first
phase was an information gathering process in which
we solicited input from specific interest groups (e.g.,
skiers, birders, hunters, snowmobilers, working lands
people, conservation advocates, etc.). These
stakeholders and interest groups were invited to visit
the committee to discuss their values, interests and
hopes for open space in Jaffrey. The second phase
was distilling this input into a coherent plan that
clearly identified priorities and strategies that can

help to guide the Town's land use policies going >
forward. Draft Open Space Plan & Maps

October 2010

The first public participation phase of this process was
completed during Spring 2010. The second phase,
which included an expanded committee size and
discussions leading to the formulation of a Draft Open
Space Plan occurred during Summer 2010.

Town Govemment | Online Resources | Economic Development | Community | ContactUs | Home



affr-;y, New Hampshire

Town Government Online Resources | Economic Development | Community | ContactUs | Home |

O3¢ Homa Mission Statement

Meetings

Members Committee Mission Statement

Mission Statement ® To collect public input upon the places and aspects of land use that contribute to
Jaffrey's quality of life.

Nature For People
i ® To evaluate possible land use policy choices that would ensure that our existing quality

PublcIntohamant of life remains available to future generations.

2009 NRI ® To identify the ecosystem services provided by open space in Jaffrey and evaluate
policy choices that would maintain these utility values.

Example OS Plans
2019 Distt OS5 Elan Committee Charge from Select Board

Rokethe 0o The Jaffrey ad hoc Open Space Committee is a volunteer citizen committee advisory to the

Select Board and charged to:

A) Evaluate the proper role, composition and/or need for a permanent Open Space
Committee;

B) Prepare an Open Space Plan for the Town of Jaffrey that clearly identifies the priorities and
strategies that could guide the Town and a permanent Open Space Committee going forward;

Upon completion of these first two tasks, the ad hoc committee will be dissolved and the
Select Board will take its findings under advisement.

Economic Development | Community | Ce




