Nature’s bounty:

Public returns to investments in Colorado’s working landscapes
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Why study benetfits to the public?

 Awareness raising:
—Real estate market failure results in too little land conservation.

 Informing policy:
—Budget, objectives, compensation levels and mix

 Informing stakeholders:
—Mapping tool and scenario builder




What is the Public Return on Public Investments?

e 2.3 million acres of CO easements have received GOCO funding or a state tax credit (out
of a total of roughly 2.6 million acres)

e (Quantitative information needed about what benefits were received for these incentives

 Answering questions raised by the Office of the State Auditor, legislature, and
congressional delegation

 Both ecological and economic benefits should be considered
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Converting Ecosystem Services to Economic Values:
What did we do?

Easement map A Ecosystems protected A Ecosystem
services stewarded A Ecosystem service values generated A
Returns to taxpayer investments

Update 2017 meta-analyses for benefits transfer

Net present value estimate, from 1995 to 2024;
— Real value 1995-2022;
— Present value 2022-2030

Calculated PV, NPV, (R)Rol, (R) Benefits & Costs (investments)
per acre & BC Ratio
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— 3 full scenarios;

— Variable ranges




Conservation Easements Studied

COMaP v10

B Tax Credit Program Conservation Easements October 16th, 2023

- GOCO Funded Conservation Easements

I Tax Credit Program Conservation Easements

COMaP v10
May 5th, 2017




Converting Ecosystem Services to Economic Values

Table 4. Conservation Easement Tax Credit Program conservation in Colorado

Ecosystem (NLCD 2019) Acres in CO | Ratio of conserved to
total acreage

. Emergent Herbaceous
Wetlands

_
3. Developed, Low Intensity

4. Developed, Open Space _ C
9. Deciduous Forest
6. Open Water 9,087.48

/. Cultivated Crops

8. Evergreen Forest

9. Mixed Forest

10. Grassland/Herbaceous

2. Shrubf5c
13. Barren Land

15. Developed, Medium
Intensity

VA,
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Critical Habitat: What has been protected?

Table 5. Additional values protected through the Colorade Conservation Easement Tax Credit Program,

3.4% of Colorado land area.

Conservation Values Acres Miles Percentage of
Conserved® | Conserved® | totalConserved

CHNHP Potential Conservation Areas (CNHP 2023) 748,820 4%

Prime Farmland (USDA 2023) 449220 3%

FWS Critical Habitat (FWS 2023) 29,710 2%

Greater Sage-Grouse Priority & General Habitat (CPW 187,590 5%

2022)

Greater Sage-Grouse Production Areas (CPW 2022) 119,850 5%

Gunnison Sage-Grouse Production Areas (CPW 2022) B3,570 9%

Designated Scenic Byways within 250 meters of Conserved 230 9%

CEs (CDOT 2023)

Gold Medal Streams within 250 meters of Conserved CEs a0 13%

(CPW 2023)

Rivers, 5treams, Canals and Ditches Mapped in the 15,800 6%

National Hydrography Dataset Plus High-Resolution
National Release within 250 meters of Conserved CEs
(USGS 2022)
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Biodiversity Significance | B2: Very High Significance
|| B1: Outstanding Significance || B3: High Significance

B4: Moderate Significance

BS: General Interest

CNHP PCAs
October, 2023




Converting Ecosystem Services to Economic Values

Table 6: Public value of private lands conservation due to the Colorado conservation easement tax credit program

Ecosystem Service (ES) | Low value Avg value
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($2022)

Emergent Herbaceous
Wetlands

349

g f 750,0; 1,108,080 1,466,14
3.5 , . A59.7 8,615,181 8,770,636

¥

Gras -I::md,"Her::::: BouUs

Hay/Pasture 3 33!
- “:%-Q
o/ raic ____ -
E!PF‘IF'TITE,I'I{:ILFEL conserved _ 15,485 _ P> e L AR e P
D L b L a3
Costsfacreconserved | | (505)  |(s08) | (s09) IR g o
gi’* 5'%&1' 4,"{ 'y v
Met t::ene’ritﬁ.n"m:re consernved _ 14,981 19,621 o &

>

L o ST e ke _ e
AL & T o e R N e, E N S SO P S
. sv_.""ér = Tl Tk v ./',\,‘ ?&)\";7\ 5:‘:’?

I'.

e SN

-
S
-




PUBLIC RETURNS
TO PRIVATE LAND

CONSERVATION
Summary of results

2.3 MILLION

acres of Colorado
land conserved with
an easement and
received tax credits
since 2000

o J& * State tax incentive programs have invested nearly $1.2 L
. billion on conservation easements since 1995, and the kLM yA:1[HHle] " /j

residents of Colorado have received an estimated SUmuEtive puBlic bemere of
egge o ° o Colorado taxpayers
$35-$57 billion of economic benefits from and t e

conserved by conservation easements. $31-$49

in benefits for every $1
invested in the tax credit
program

* We found public benefits of $30 to $50 stewarded on

e Carbon
protected working lands for each $1 invested by the et
State. e

e Habitat
biodiversity

o Water quality

e Soil erosion

e Substantial acreages of identified conservation =g
priorities are protected by conservation easements.

Jl7aNd

WETLANDS

generate the greatest public value per acre

=

IF RECREATION AND TOURISM
BENEFITS ARE INCLUDED...

$43-$74 BILLION

cumulative public benefits of
credits to Colorado taxpayers

$37-$64

in benefits for every $1 invested




Estimated Economic Impact of Federal Agricultural Conservation
Easement Programs (ACEP-ALE) on Colorado, 2008-2017

Two primary parts:

X Survey of owners of all Colorado ACEP participants

X [nput-output analysis of survey results




Landowner survey: What did we do?

X 68 easements, 66 addresses, 44
responses A 66% return rate.

X Survey of 10 questions:

X how participants spent their
easement payment;

X how their production practices
changed;

X new sources of income resulting
from the easement payments




Results: Where do ACEP-ALE participants invest their payments?

Figure 1: Proportion of Expenditures by Category

m Reinvested in Agricultural Production
® Invested in Non-Agricultural Enterprise

Agricultural Expansion

Savings
® Family Education
m Debt
m Non-business goods

m Other

Table 1: Reported Agricultural Conservation Easement Payment Use

Expenditure Category Percentage of respondents reporting use | Percentage of total expenditures
—

Land Purchase/Real estate

Savings

|




Table 4: Economic Impacts of Federal Conservation Easement Payments on Colorado, 20185

Direct Effect $10,881,877 416,260,653 536,

Indirect Effect 513,071,700

Induced Effect 128. 5,953 510,501,506 518,291,511

Total Effect $25,634,20, 535,833 858 S80,078,591
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Who is using this work?

e Congressional delegations
o State legislature

e (County programs

e Private sector

= ODEX

CODEX: COLORADO’S CONSERVATION DATA EXPLORER

Home | Map | Terms & Conditions | ContactUs | Help _

Supporting Smart and Sustainable Decisions

Land trusts in Colorado +
Courts

. Updated June 10th, 2021 - Adopted June 24th, 2021

AGRIBULTURAL LANDS & WATER

F.£R COLORADO’S FUTURE | == 7

Media and news outlets

Farmers and ranchers

ailable at www.cofoodsystems.org Ay

Public returns to private lands
conservation in Colorado:
The Conservation Easement

A CSU STUDY

INVESTING IN
COLORADO

2000-02 100% of FMV

L 2007-10 a0% of FMV

20516 |7

Andrew Seidl® | David Anderson® | Orew Bennett® | Amy Greenwell® | Michael Menefee®

2

Table . Formulae and caps for Colorade’s Conservation Easement Tax Credit Program.

m Formula for calculating tax credit for the donated
(uncompensated) portion of conservation easement

% of the first 5100,000 of FMV, plus 50% of any remaining FMV

Tax Credit Program

Andrew Seidl , Cole Crossett, Amy Greenwell,
Drew Bennett, and Michael Menefee

=,

Per Program Cap

v szmoon  [nocor |
32 S

$34,000,000

i

45 000,000

45 000,000

2017-20 75% of the first $100,000 of FMV, plus 50% of the next $4,900,000. | $5,000, 45,000, b SR - .
i R The payments issued cannot exceed 51,500,000 per year, so ' ’

more valuable easements are paid out In 31.5 m increments.

Colorado State University

ntslgudits/1561p_consarvation egsament
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Related work:
Use your local land grant institution to support working lands conservation

Preserving Agricultural Lands for Colorado’s Future. Colorado Food Systems Advisory Council Issue Brief. July 2021.

Economic impact of future federal conservation easement payments on (rural) Colorado communities. June 2020. 7 pp. REDI Report

Alternative methods for substantiating payments for conservation easements in Colorado. October 2020.

Public benefits of private lands conservation: Exploring alternative compensation mechanisms. 2018. 25 pp.

Estimated Economic Impact of Federal Agricultural Conservation Easement Programs (ACEP) on Colorado, 2009-2017. 2018. 32 pp.

Colorado’s Return on Investments in Conservation Easements: Conservation Easement Tax Credit Program and Great Outdoors Colorado. 2017. Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado.
Economic implications of differential taxation for agriculture in the Intermountain West: Issues and Alternatives. 2015. Agricultural and Resource Policy Report

Valuing Chaffee County’s ranchland open space and water quality. 2008. Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, Cooperative Extension, Colorado State University. July 2008.

Is resident valuation of ranch open space robust in a growing rural community? Evidence from the Rocky Mountains. 2012. Society and Natural Resources. Volume 25, Issue 9, September 2012, pp 852-867.
Comparing tourists’ behavior and valuation of land use changes: A focus on ranchland open space in Colorado. 2011. Journal of Environmental Policy and Management. 54 (1) January 2011.
Combining non-market valuation and input-output analysis for community tourism planning: Open space and water quality values in Colorado, USA. 2010. Economic Systems Research. 22(4),
Surf and Turf: Tourists’ Values for Multifunctional Working Landscapes and Water Quality in Colorado. 2009. American Journal of Agricultural Economics. 91 (5): 1360-1367. December 2009.
Tourists’ and Residents’ Values for Maintaining Working Landscapes of the ‘Old West.” 2009. Journal of Rural Research & Policy. 4(1): 1-17. January 20009.

Working lands and winter tourists in the Rocky Mountain West: A travel cost, contingent behaviour and input-output analysis. Tourism Economics. March 2009. 15 (1), 215-242.

Tourists’ value of Routt County’s Working Landscape, 2005. 2006. Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, Cooperative Extension, Colorado State University. May 2006. EDR 06-06.
A hedonic model of public market transactions for open space protection. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management. 47(1): 83-96. January 2004.

The value of ranchland to Routt County residents, 1995-2005. 2005. Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, Cooperative Extension, Colorado State University. October 2005..



	Slide 1
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7
	Slide 8
	Slide 9: Summary of results
	Slide 10
	Slide 11
	Slide 12
	Slide 13
	Slide 14
	Slide 15: Related work:  Use your local land grant institution to support working lands conservation

