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Process for Property Selection and Prioritization
Introduction

The process for selection of properties for securement by the Nova Scotia Nature Trust (NSNT) is a hierarchical process which aims to optimize the use of NSNT resources by selecting properties that have the highest level of fit with NSNT’s mandate to “to identify, protect, maintain, and restore Nova Scotia’s native biodiversity and ecological integrity, including representative, rare, outstanding, and unique or otherwise ecologically significant natural features and phenomena”. 

Selection of properties occurs at two discrete hierarchical levels. Level I assessment addresses the conservation value of a property. If the property is deemed to be of significant conservation value for NSNT then Level II assessment is carried out. Level II assessment addresses the feasibility of securement, and in addition, other strategic values that the property may have for the Trust.

To assist the process, the NSNT uses Criteria for Property Selection and a series of questions, in conjunction with an Assessment Tool.
LEVEL ONE ASSESSMENT- CONSERVATION VALUE

Use the Level I Assessment Criteria and Property Selection Tool
· Does protection of the property fit the priorities and mission of the Nature Trust?
· What are the conservation values that will be protected, and what is their significance? (national, regional or provincial significance?)

· What is the property’s ecological significance and integrity?

 How does the property contribute to the protected areas network?

 Will the natural features of significance maintain themselves in the long-term?

 Will the conservation tools being applied actually protect the property in perpetuity?

 What are the threats to the property?

LEVEL TWO ASSESSMENT – FEASIBILITY and OTHER STRATEGIC VALUES

Use the Level II Assessment criteria and Property Selection Tool

 How does it rank relative to other properties? 

 How does it fit within overall NT acquisition / securement plan / and commitments (priorities)

 Is property securement feasible? (technically/financially)
 Are there other strategic values of the property?
 Will the conservation tools being applied actually protect the property’s conservation values in perpetuity?

OTHER QUESTIONS TO ASSIST THE SELECTION/PRIORITIZATION PROCESS

 What is the overall priority of this property relative to other properties on current NT priority list?

 Can the cost and long term burden (financial and other resources) for securing and stewarding the property be justified based on our mission, priorities and resources?  

 Does completion of this project affect the NT’s capacity to complete other priority projects?

 Is it the best use of limited resources?

 Is the proposed securement approach (purchase, easement, ownership by NSNT, partnership with other ENGO etc.) the BEST method for protecting this particular property?  (best use of resources, feasible)  Are there other alternatives e.g. bequest?

 Can the conservation values of interest be protected and the threats overcome using the planned securement approach and stewardship plan?  Is the intended management going to maintain/restore the natural values of interest?

 Are there any potential risks associated with completing the project? (e.g. conflicting objectives among project partners, potential community discontent)

 Can we reasonably expect to succeed over the long term in meeting the goals of this particular land securement project?

 Is the acquisition free of any issues that could compromise the ethics of the Trust? 

 Is the proposed management/stewardship feasible in light of existing conditions?  Does it fit within our mandate and resources?

 Do our current resources allow us to do this?  Is it an option to secure the property, but perhaps over a longer time period than initially considered?

Criteria for Property Selection and Prioritization

(To be used in conjunction with the Assessment Tool)
Level One Assessment—Conservation Value

A.   ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

 ecological value or potential ecological value of the property 

1)  Rare, outstanding, unique or otherwise ecologically outstanding features/themes
 Rare/vulnerable species and supporting habitats and ecosystems (nationally, regionally or provincially significant)

National:  habitat of rare and endangered species including those species listed as Endangered, Threatened or of Special Concern by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada

Provincial: those species at risk listed under the Nova Scotia Endangered Species Act; species listed as Red or Yellow under the Nova Scotia Department of Natural Resources Species Status lists; and species listed by Atlantic Canada Conservation Data Centre as S1 to S3 ratings.

 Nationally, regionally or provincially significant rare/vulnerable ecosystems e.g.

-old forests


-floodplain habitat



-arctic alpine habitat


-cliff habitat supporting rare species


-outstanding wetlands

            -Atlantic coastal plain flora habitat


-outstanding coastal habitats (islands)


-rich lowlands


-limestone/gypsum habitat supporting rare or characteristic species

 Level of threat to the ecological system, habitat, community or species

 Biodiversity “hotspots” - biologically rich areas (e.g. rich hardwoods)

 Eco-geographically significant areas (e.g. “funneling” or concentrating areas for migratory birds)

 Other natural features of interest such as unique sites (nationally, regionally or provincially significant) e.g.  waterfalls, caves, cliffs, scenic coastlines
Criteria in ranking significance:

 Scale of significance (international, national, regional, provincial, local)

 Quality of  the natural features of interest

 Rarity of  the natural features of interest

 Number of the natural  features of significance 

 Level of threat to the natural features of significance 

2)  Representation Value
 large, contiguous representative properties in underrepresented landscapes 

 properties supporting a diversity of natural habitats, communities and ecosystems within underrepresented landscapes

 representation at the national/regional/provincial level (underrepresented in the protected  

     areas system)

Criteria in ranking representation value:

 Area 

 Number of species/habitats/communities/landscapes represented

 Level of representation (habitat, ecosystem, landscape/local, regional, provincial, national)

3)  Other Contribution to Protected Areas Network

 value as a large, natural, unfragmented patch

 contribution to ecological corridor/connectivity between protected areas or otherwise within the landscape

 contribution to needs of wide-ranging/large-home-range-size species

 contribution to species persistence in the landscape by facilitating movements such as dispersal and migration

 contribution to migratory/staging/stopover/wintering/breeding habitat

 contribution to relatively natural landscape outside of protected areas (e.g., working forest easement)

 land assembly/potential
 opportunity to build on existing NT or other protected properties

Criteria in ranking contribution to protected areas network:

 Area

 Significance of position in landscape in relation to other protected/natural areas

 Connectivity value

 Importance to wide-ranging species

 Significance to meta-populations

 Significance as critical inholding/adjacent property

 Value as migratory/staging/stopover/ wintering/breeding habitat

 Significance to maintaining a relatively natural landscape 'matrix' outside protected areas

B.  ECOLOGICAL INTEGRITY

 current ecological condition/quality of the property and prospects for the long-term sustainability/recovery of ecological integrity

 Long term viability of the natural features of significance (likelihood natural values will be self-sustaining over the long-term)

 Overall integrity or “naturalness” (including seral stage, level of anthropogenic/natural disturbance, level of naturally functioning ecosystem processes, prominence of native species, presence of alien and invasive species)

 Connectivity to other natural areas / protected areas (natural corridors) / lands in or adjacent to existing protected areas

 Size and shape (larger area and less edge increase resilience to the impacts of peripheral land uses)

 Buffers included or potential to create buffers between protected area and adjacent uses that could degrade the protected area

 Critical inholdings or adjacent parcels of land for individual areas in the protected areas network

 Compatibility of surrounding land uses

Criteria in ranking integrity:

 Level of integrity/naturalness

 Long-term viability 

 Overall ecological context (isolation/linkages/buffers/surrounding land use)

C.  THREAT TO SITE

 fragility/vulnerability of features of interest (likelihood of succumbing to threat, extent of damage likely to occur, potential for recovery) 

 imminence of threats (immediate threat of complete habitat destruction, development pressure within several years etc.)

 degree of threat (small, persistent pressure on site; presence of inholdings; catastrophic threat; current/projected uses, adjacent land uses, zoning)

Criteria in ranking threat:

 Fragility/vulnerability

 Imminence of threat

 Level of threat

For specific guidelines on Resale or Trade properties see the last page of this document

Level Two Assessment:  Feasibility and Other Strategic Values
A.  ORGANIZATIONAL PRIORITY/CONTEXT

 compatibility with NT mission statement, current priorities and commitments

B.  FEASIBILITY

1. Technical feasibility (“Do-ability”)

Resource Load

 securement load/resources

 current availability/competition from other securement projects etc. for staff/volunteer resources (skills, time, local monitoring) 

 management load/resources

 stewardship (skills, time)

 best/justifiable use of resources

Technical Issues

 owner willingness, flexibility

 complexity of planned securement approach

 clarity of title/boundaries/other legal issues

 environmental/liability risks
 management concerns (i.e. incompatible traditional use, boundary issues)
 ability to ensure viability through additional land securement if necessary

 local support agencies/conservation partner(s)

Ranking Criteria:

 Resource load

 Technical issues

2. Financial feasibility

 securement costs

 overall fundraising potential

 charisma/fund-raising appeal

 identified donors/funding opportunities

 current availability/competition from other projects for funding

 stewardship costs

 overall fundraising potential

 charisma/fund-raising appeal

 identified donors/funding opportunities

 current availability/competition from other projects for funding

 Cost effectiveness of project?  Property justifies the potential cost?  

Ranking Criteria:

 Identified funding opportunities and/or fund-raising potential

 Current funding availability/competition from other projects/initiatives and cost effectiveness

C. OTHER STRATEGIC VALUES

 publicity values/profile/public relations

 educational/research value

 aesthetic, scenic value

 cultural/historic value

 opportunity to cultivate important donor relations

 opportunity for relationship building/cooperation/partnerships

 restoration potential
 other unique opportunities

 resale or trade opportunity (see separate considerations for resale properties)

Ranking Criteria:

 Public relations, donor relations, partnerships

 Other property values (scenic, cultural, educational etc.)

 Other strategic values

D. ABILITY TO PROTECT CONSERVATION VALUES IN PERPETUITY

 the planned acquisition tool, stewardship approach and restrictions imposed by the donor and by NSNT) will protect the conservation values of the property in perpetuity (easement or donation? Will an easement actually protect the particular conservation values?  Does the flexibility of a donation allow greater management potential?)

 the planned acquisition tool, stewardship approach and restrictions imposed by the donor and by NSNT will ensure future options to maintain, restore or increase native ecological integrity will not be compromised (Will any restrictions on management compromise NT’s ability to ensure conservation values are protected now or in the future?)

 the benefits justify the costs, and both the short term and long term workloads

	Property Selection/Prioritization Assessment Tool

(to be used with the Criteria for Property Selection and Prioritization)
	Score

1 (low) -10 (highest)

	LEVEL ONE ASSESSMENT—Ecological/Conservation Value
	

	A. Ecological Significance
	

	Rare, outstanding or unique features/themes, biological richness

Scale of significance (national, provincial, regional, local)

Number of features

Quality of features

Uniqueness of features/rarity

Level of threat to the natural features of significance 

Area

Level of representation (habitat, ecosystem, landscape/local, regional, provincial, national)

Number of species/habitats/communities/ecosystems represented

Contribution to Protected Areas Network

Connectivity value

Importance to wide-ranging species

Significance to meta-populations

Significance as critical inholding/adjacent property

Value as migratory/staging/stopover/ wintering/breeding habitat

Significance to maintaining natural landscape 'matrix'  outside protected areas

               Land use assembly potential/linkages

Comments: ___________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________


	________________________________

________________

________________

____________________________________________________________________

_________________
Subtotal  ________

	B. Ecological Integrity

                Long term viability

Integrity/naturalness

Overall ecological context (size, buffer, natural linkages); surrounding uses

Comments: ___________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________


	Subtotal  ________

	C. Threat to Site

               Imminence

               Level of threat

               Vulnerability/fragility

Comments: ___________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________


	Subtotal  ________

	Overall Ecological Score (1-10)
	

	LEVEL TWO ASSESSMENT --- Feasibility/Strategic Value
	Score

1 (low) -10 (highest)

	
	

	A. Organizational Priority (how property fits with mission /priorities /commitments)

Comments: ___________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________


	Subtotal  ________

	B. Feasibility (“Do-ability”)

         Technical feasibility

              Owner willingness

              Resource load (staff time, resources etc. required for securement/stewardship;   

              local support/partners)

              Technical issues (title, boundaries, management issues, liability risks etc.)

         Financial feasibility

               Funding potential/identified funding opportunities

               Fund-raising climate/competition from other projects/cost effectiveness

               Cost effectiveness

Comments: ___________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________


	Subtotal  ________

	C. Other Strategic Values

           Public relations, donor relations, partnership opportunities

           Other property values (educational, scenic, research, historical etc.)

Comments: ___________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________


	​​​

Subtotal  ________

	D. Ability To Protect Conservation Values In Perpetuity

           Planned Acquisition Tool

           Stewardship/ Donor Restrictions

Comments: ___________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

	________________

Subtotal  ________



	Overall Feasibility/Strategic Value Score (1-10)


	


Considerations for Accepting Resale or Trade Properties

 financial load

-securement (travel, staff time, professional costs-survey, legal, appraisal, biological)

-ownership (taxes)

 work load

-securement (research, negotiations, overseeing professional work-legal, title, survey, baseline etc.)

-ownership (stewardship until resale)

 potential resale value and likelihood

 interim liability (environmental, safety, management)

 ease of transaction

 donor clarity about permission/conditions to resell

 capital gains consequences

Questions to Guide Land /Easement Management Decisions

Does it increase, maintain or restore native ecological integrity, viability?

Does it fit with the original donor’s intent and the easement purpose? 

Does the action fit with the management/stewardship plan established at the time of securement?

Does the action have exceptional strategic value?

Are there liability concerns?

Does it make sense in terms of other projects, resources, etc.?

Is there risk in affecting our “brand image”?

Are there legal or other requirements to comply with (such as Ecogift requirements for approvals for changes to management plans, property tax classification requirements)?
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